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INTRODUCTION

The Fearful Master, concisely written and well documented, sets forth the double standard which
guides the UN through its devious and treacherous path toward world domination.

The author, Mr. G. Edward Griffin, has performed an outstanding service in giving the people of the
free world a picture of what has happened, is happening, and will happen in the very near future--if
we continue our course of strategic surrender to international forces.

The book opens with the story of Katanga and reveals the broken promises which the UN made to
Moise Tshombe in order to deceive him, and to turn over to the central government the only province
of the Congo where law and order had prevailed and where freedom was the watchword of its
leaders. The murder, pillaging and rape practiced by the UN forces in Katanga can happen to any
country that surrenders to UN control.

Author Griffin outlines in considerable detail the Communist infiltration into the personnel at every
echelon of the UN, and he exposes the treachery and subversion that flourishes there.

The author meticulously outlines the grand design for surrender, and likens it to a jigsaw puzzle. The
chief designer is well aware of the ultimate picture, but an individual working on an indiscernible piece
of that puzzle does not know exactly what he is doing or where it will fit into the picture. When all of
the pieces are put together, however, the finished grand design will be that of a one-world
government maintained by forces against which resistance by any nation will be futile.

The Fearful Master is a book which is long overdue, but | prayerfully hope that it is not yet too late to
awaken the American public. This book should be read by all Americans and demands their
thoughtful and immediate attention.

James B. Utt
Member of Congress



FOREWORD

On April 24, 1955, the Communist Daily Worker wrote:

The United Nations has become an imposing institution with a fantastic pyramid
of agencies and commissions, and an agenda each autumn of 75 questons. . . .
There it stands--in its striking home of stone and steel and glass on the shores of
the East River to which thousands of people come each week, in pilgrimages of
peace and hope.

This is one of those instances where the truth is sufficiently horrible that the Communist
propagandists do not have to lie. In the two decades since the United Nations was created, it has
expanded into a giant international bureaucracy with tentacles reaching into every sphere of human
activity from matrimony to garbage collecting. Americans by the millions have indeed made the
emotional pilgrimage and genuflected before the UN "shrine of peace.” But, having looked at the
United Natttions, most of us have not seen. We have seen the building, and the flag, and pictures of
meetings where delegates listen to each other over earphones; but we have not seen the real United
Nations--its purpose, its philosophy, its ultimate goals. To recognize these things, we will have to look
much deeper than the glittering phrases about peace and brotherhood or the ringing manifestos on
human rights and let the facts speak for themselves.

Wherever possible, quotations used in this book are from original sources. These sources have been
thoroughly footnoted in hopes that the skeptic will check them out. Some may feel that there are too
many quotes and footnotes. But this book was not meant to be one of those easy-to-read jobs that
can be glanced through with one eye on the TV set. It is a documentary and should be approached
as such.

Most of the documentation is taken from those people or sources friendly to the United Nations. For
instance, the opening sequence is a direct quote from Smith Hempstone, African correspondent for
the Chicago News. Hempstone’s views, in his own words, are as follows:

| do not belong to the African Committee for Aid to Katanga Freedom Fighters, |
am not a member of the John Birch Society, am not in the pay of the Katanga
Government or Union Miniere, and really could not care less about the
fluoridation of water. | am a registered Republican, although | did not vote
Republican in the 1960 presidential election. | do believe that the United Nations
has a role to play in the world today--and | believe that the U.S. should remain in
the international organization.

Likewise, the forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville, who provided some of the most horrifying
eyewitness accounts of United Nations atrocities, have declared: ". . . we believe in UNO [the United
Nations]. . . . We proclaim that such an organization is necessary for maintaining peace in the world
and fair betterment of the underdeveloped natons."

While on the subject of Katanga, it should be made clear that the section of this book dealing with the
Congo is not meant to be a glorification of Katanga and Tshombe; it is meant to spotlight the United
Nations action in Katanga. We are not being asked to pay homage to Katanga nor are we being
asked to transfer our political sovereignty, our economy, and our military security to Katanga; we are
being asked to do these things for the United Nations. It is for this reason that we need to take a
close and searching look at this mammoth organization. And, just as one picture is worth a thousand
words, one case history is worth a thousand theoretical arguments.

This is by no means an exhaustive treatment of the subject. If the reader wants a detailed
explanation of the structure of the United Nations, how the organization functions mechanically, or
what relation one subdivision has with another, he can find countless volumes in a public library. All
of this is academic in the minds of most people, anyway. The citizens of Katanga who were dying



under United Naations bombs were not concerned over whether the air attacks had been authorized
by the Security Council, the General Assembly or the Military Staff Committee, or whether it took a
two-thirds vote or only a majority vote.

Nor has the tremendous financial burden that membership in the United Naions places on the
shoulders of American taxpayers been discussed. After all, mere money is relatively unimportant. If
the UN really were what most people think it is, it would be well worth the investment. The real cost of
our membership will not, in the end, be measured in terms of dollars and cents; it will be counted out
in terms of lost freedoms, despair and human suffering.

This is not an attempt to present an "objective" view of the United Nations. If the reader wants to
acquaint himself with the other side he need only turn on his radio or TV, or glance through the pages
of his favorite newspaper or magazine. The other side has been presented almost without challenge
by every conceivable means--books, movies, plays, speeches, editorials, pamphlets, posters, and
poetry. It has been promoted by politicians, athletes, movie stars, teachers, beauty queens, and
businessmen. By comparison, the case against the United Nations has been relegated almost
entirely to the media of mimeographed news letters and hastily compiled fact sheets put out by
housewives and neighborhood study groups. Radio and TV time is usually denied on the basis that
such a point of view is "controversial.” It is as though history had slipped back 450 years. When
Galileo attempted to demonstrate the theory that the earth was not the center of the universe, he was
imprisoned and condemned as follows:

We say, pronounce, sentence and declare that you, the said Galileo, by reason
of the matters adduced in this trial, and by you confessed as above, have
rendered yourself, in the judgment of this holy office, vehemently suspected of
heresy, namely of having believed and held the doctrine--which is false and
contrary to the sacred and divine scriptures--that the sun is the center of the
world and does not move from east to west, and that the earth moves and is not
the center of the world. . . . Consequently, you have incurred all the censures
and penalties imposed and promulgated in the sacreds canons and other
constitutions, general and particular, against such delinquents.

Now, as then, history will be the judge.

G. Edward Griffin



PART |

KATANGA
A Case History

Regret your odious lie constituted by statement that UNO mercenaries
do not fire at Red Cross ambulances and others--stop--You would be
authorised to speak after spending night with us in hospital bombarded
by your shameless and lawless ruffians.

Telegram to U Thant from the forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville,
the Congo

CHAPTER ONE: THE FIRST SPADE

It was December 12, 1961. Christmas was coming to Katanga.
Smith Hempstone, African correspondent for the Chicago News, reported from Elisabethville:

The United Nations jets next turned their attention to the center of the city.
Screaming in at treetop level while excited soldiers and white civilians popped
away at them with anything from 22 pistols to submachine guns, they blasted the
post office and radio station, severing Katanga’s communications with the
outside world . . .. One came to the conclusion that the United Nations’ action
was intended to make it more difficult for correspondents to let the world know
what was going on in Katanga, since the only way press dispatches could be
filed was to drive them 150 miles to Northern Rhodesia over a road studded with

tribal roadblocks and subject to United Nations air attacks . . .. By December 12,
1961 . . . mortar shells hailed down on the center of the city as the softening up
process began . . .. Among the "military objectives" hit: a beauty shop, the

apartment of the French consul, Sabena Airways office, the Roman Catholic
Cathedral, the Elisabethville museum.

A car pulled up in front of the Grand Hotel Leopold Il where all of us were
staying. "Look at the work of the American criminals,” sobbed the Belgian driver.
"Take a picture and send it to Kennedy!" In the back seat, his eyes glazed with
shock, sat a wounded African man cradling in his arms the body of his ten year
old son. The child’s face and belly had been smashed to jelly by mortar
fragments.t

The forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville unanimously issued a joint report on the United Nations
actions against Katanga which included the following account of the December 12, 1961, bombing of
the Shinkolobwe hospital:

The Shinkolobwe hospital is visibly marked with an enormous red cross on the
roof of the administrative pavilion. . . .

At about 8 a.m. . . . two aeroplanes flew over the hospital twice at very low
altitude; at about 9:30 a.m. the aeroplanes started machine-gunning . . . the
market square, and then the school and the hospital in which there were about
300 patients and their families. . . .

The administrative building, the left wing of the four pavilions and the household
buildings . . . were bombed and show hundreds of points of impact made by the
machine-gun bullets.



In the maternity, roof, ceilings, walls, beds, tables and chairs are riddled with
bullets; a bomb exploded in another pavilion which was luckily unoccupied; the
roof, the ceiling, half of the walls and the furniture have been blasted and
shattered. . . . The blood from the wounded makes the buildings look like a
battlefield. . . .

In the maternity, four Katangan women who had just been delivered and one
newborn child are wounded, a visiting child of four years old is killed; two men
and one child are killed. . . .

Out of the 300 patients, 240 fled into the bush, refusing to be evacuated to any
other hospital, for they say . . . "the UNO prefers to aim at the hospitals and we
would henceforth no longer feel safe there."?

Professor Ernest van den Haag® made a personal visit to the Congo to witness firsthand the events
and conditions there. In commenting on the United Nations statement that the only civilians wounded
in Katanga were combatants in the resistance, he said:

It is hard to speak, as | did, with a mother whose husband was killed at home in
her presence with bayonets by UN soldiers.? She was in the hospital to help take
care of her six year old child, severely wounded by United Nations bayonets. A
child’s bayonet wounds are hardly due to having been suspected of being
mercenary or combatant.®

The doctors of Elisabethville reported the "triple and particularly heinous assassination of three
elderly people” on December 16, 1961, as follows:

The . . . "boy" of Mr. Derriks, Mr. Andr@ Kapenga,a witness, relates that nothing
special occurred until 1:45 p.m. At this moment, the old cook, Mr. Jean Fimbo,
has just brought coffee into the drawing room, and Mr. Guillaume Derriks (60-
year-old Belgian) and his elderly mother (aged 87) who lives with him, are about
to drink it.

At that moment, an armored car of the UNO takes up position on the path . . .
and is machine-gunning the other side of the valley. . . . When the firing has
ceased, [United Nations] mercenaries enter the garden . . . and machine-gun the
two cars parked in the garage.

The "boy" Andrd Kapenga, is panic-stricken; he locks himself in the food-store
next to the kitchen. The [soldiers] climb the stairs leading from the garage to the
kitchen and with a burst of machine-gun fire shoot Mr. Jean Fimbo, who has
sought refuge under the sink . . . enter the drawing-room where Mr. Derriks who
cries out in English: "Not me," is shot down by a bullet . . . and is finished off by a
burst which blows off half of his face and skull.

A few seconds later, a third burst hits Mrs. Derriks in the right breast . . . and in
the neck. . . .

At about 5 p.m. the "boy" Kapenga hears the soldiers once more entering the
villa, where they run about looting to a slight extent before leaving. Soon after,
Mr. Kapenga ventures out of his hiding place and horrified at the sight of the
three bodies, runs away and hides himself in a loft.2

Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs G. Mennen Williams, speaking in Detroit, accused the
Katangese government of fabricating what he called "horrendous tales of indiscriminate mayhem by
United Nations troops” during their December attack on Katanga. Millions of Americans read



Williams’ assurances in their newspapers and were relieved. Practically no one has read Smith
Hempstone’s reply:

Unquestionably, the Katanga Information Service had played up United Nations
atrocities, real and imagined, for all they were worth. Williams might have been in
a better position to judge, however, had he spent some time in Elisabethville’s
Leo Deux while UN mortar shells rained down during those last days before
Christmas. Every newsman there had seen civilians shelled with his own eyes.
Each of us had seen Red Cross vehicles destroyed by United Nations fire. Or
were all of us lying? Georges Alavet, the Swedish Red Cross representative, lay
in his shallow grave in testimony that we were not. Sanch@ de Gramont of the
New York Herald Tribune might well have sent Williams a few pieces of the
shrapnel picked from his body after United Nations troops shot up the civilian car
in which he was leaving Elisabethville.t

Much has happened since December 12, 1961. Like any point along the infinite corridor of time, it is
neither the beginning nor the end. But it is a reference point, a handhold on an otherwise glass-
smooth sphere too large to grasp in its entirety. The story of Katanga, its tragic struggle for freedom
against the United Nations and the part that this story plays in the overall view of the United Nations
itself, is so vast, so huge and overpowering that it seems impossible to find a place to begin. But, like
most seemingly overwhelming tasks, it is not as important where one begins as it is that one does
begin. To move a mountain, one must dig. December 12, 1961, is the first spade.

NOTES

1. Smith Hempstone, Rebels, Mercenaries and Dividends (New York, Frederic A. Praeger, Inc.,
1962), pp. 190-193. Smith Hempstone, as already noted, is the African correspondent for the
Chicago News. He has been a working journalist ever since his graduation from the University of the
South (Sewanee), except for his military service in Korea. He has worked in Africa since 1956, and in
1960 was awarded the Sigma Delta Chi award for foreign correspondence. Mr. Hempstone’s
personal views relating to the United Nations have already been discussed in the Foreword of this
book.

2. 46 Angry Men (Belmont, Mass., American Opinion, 1962), pp. 60-63; originally published by T.
Vleurinck, 96 Avenue de Broqueville, Bruxelles 15, 1962. The majority of the forty-six civilian doctors
are Belgian, but they also include Swiss, Hungarian, Brazilian, and Spanish. They practice medicine
in the Congo, not for profit, but for the benefit of the underdeveloped populations. The political
guestions did not concern them. Being doctors, they had no position to take regarding matters which
they felt were solely the responsibility of the Katangese government and UN authorities. What was
their concern, however, was the health and well-being of the population in their care. The prevention
of wounds was of equal concern to them as the prevention of sickness. Consequently, they were well
within their role of physicians when they issued their protest and declared: "It is not as active
partisans of an independent Katanga that the civilian doctors of Elisabethville have thought it their
duty to warn the world conscience, but strictly as citizens of the world, besides being bound by the
Hippocratic oath which compels them to fight against death wherever it may come from."

3. After teaching at City College and the University of Minnesota, Professor Ernest van den Haag
became (and still is) a member of the faculty of New York University and the New School for Social
Research. He lectures widely and is the author of Education as an Industry and of The Fabric of
Society (with Ralph Ross), the latter a widely used textbook in the social sciences. He has published
many articles in American and foreign learned journals. Professor van den Haag is a fellow of the
American Sociological Association and of the Royal Economic Society.

4. In the original source material, the nationality of the particular soldiers involved was given. It would
seem unfair, however, to implicate a whole nationality when the soldiers were completely subject to
UN directives. The United Nations has never apologized for the action of these men or implied that it



was not responsible for their acts. In fact, it has widely praised their performance. It will be our
practice, therefore, to substitute the name United Nations for all future references to troops of specific
nationalities serving under UN command.

5. Ernest van den Haag, The War in Katanga (New York, American Committee for Aid to Katanga
Freedom Fighters, 1962), p. 11.

6. 46 Angry Men, pp. 27-29.

7. Hempstone, pp. 221-222. For Williams’ statement see "Those Angelic UN Soldiers,” Chicago
Tribune (December 28, 1961).



If the Congo does go Communist, it will not be because of Soviet strength or because the Congolese
people want Communism; it will be because of UN policy in the Congo and because of the perverse
following that induces us to support this policy with our prestige and our money.

Senator Thomas Dodd, November 1962

CHAPTER TWO: PROLOGUE TO TRAGEDY

To fully understand this Christmas tragedy in Katanga, one must be familiar with at least a few events
and personalities that were the principal parts of the prologue. It is not necessary to go into the rich
and interesting history of Africa itself over the past two or three centuries, although such an exercise
would undoubtedly be intellectually rewarding. Nor is it necessary to catalog the vast and varied
mineral wealth of Africa and particularly of Katanga. Let it suffice to say here that such wealth is
considerable. It is undoubtedly one of the factors which has caused behind-the-scenes manipulators
from both East and West to bring their full influence to bear on the international "front men" who have
seemingly shaped the events in Katanga.*

In fact, we need only go back a few years in time and concentrate our attention on a rather small
number of actors in this tragic play. We can safely ignore the cast of millions and the supporting roles
of hundreds of walk-ons and bit players who have paraded across the stage. Most of these either
have been written into the play to dazzle the critics or else they were never really part of the play at
all--just a collection of stagehands and stand-ins who were accidentally caught in the shifting
spotlight.

Let us set the stage. The date is now June 30, 1960. For many months radio stations in Red China,
Communist Czechoslovakia and Romania have been beaming inflammatory propaganda broadcasts
into Africa, attempting to agitate the populations into active support for the traditional Soviet program
of anticolonialism.? As defined by the Communists, this slogan means to break away all colonial
holdings from non-Communist countries like Belgium, Portugal, France, and England. The
Communists, of course, are not acting out of humanitarian instincts when they do this. Their purpose
is twofold. First, they know that breaking away these colonial holdings will unavoidably weaken the
non-Communist countries that have them and depend on them for much of their economic viability
and, to some extent, for their military national security. The second reason is that a newly-emergent
government with its inexperienced leadership is relatively easy to infiltrate and subvert to the cause of
international Communism. So, in one fell swoop the Communists’ program of anti-colonialism not only
weakens their enemies but also provides them with golden opportunities to capture still more of the
earth’s terrain and population. Needless to say, the Communists are not interested in discussing the
granting of independence to their own colonial holdings, the captive nations behind the iron curtain.?

Be that as it may, by mid-1960 the worldwide Communist drive of "anti-colonialism" had reached an
all-time high. The Communist press in America was repeatedly instructing its readers to whip up
mass popular support for the cause. All those who questioned the wisdom of this trend were branded
"Imperialists” and their comments were buried in an avalanche of emotionalism. "Exploitation,” "cruel
and inhuman treatment of the natives,” and "humanitarian consideration” were phrases shouted at
anyone who doubted the wisdom of granting immediate independence to colonial areas. The great
advances that had been made, the miraculous transplanting of civilization into regions totally primitive
and savage, the progress that had been made in the cultural and educational levels of natives even
in the bush country--these and many other considerations were rarely mentioned. Apparently they
were not thought to be as good a vehicle for selling newspapers or gaining acclaim at the lecturn as
the more sensational stories of exploitation and profiteering.

In keeping with the prevailing mood, Communist and Afro-Asian delegates at the United Nations had
initiated a series of resolutions calling for the immediate independence of the Belgian Congo. The
United States also went on record in favor of this position and exerted no small amount of pressure
on the Belgian government to comply. Finally, after a few sporadic anti-colonial demonstrations in the



Congo, Belgium vyielded to international pressure .* On June 30, 1960, the Congo was granted
independence.

The first character of importance to appear on-stage is one Patrice Lumumba. What kind of a man
was he? What were his motives? His objectives? These questions can be answered succinctly. He
was a deranged and degenerate dope addict; he was a willing agent of the Communists; he worked
tirelessly to bring chaos, anarchy and bloodshed to the Congo as the necessary first stage toward his
ultimate goal of complete and unlimited dictatorship with himself nominally at the top and with
Communist power to back him up.

This may come as quite a shock to many who remember the glowing praises sung for this man a few
years ago in the highest echelons of our Government and in our communications media. But for the
skeptic who still can’t quite bring himself to believe that government officials and news editors ever
could be mistaken, let the record speak for itself.

It was well known that for at least two years the Soviets had been supplying Lumumba with arms,
ammunition, military vehicles and other necessary supplies to insure an appropriate spontaneous"
uprising of the people against their "colonial-imperialist masters.” In addition to the hardware, they
provided $400,000 a month with which to buy followers and provide them with the little extras that
insure loyalty, such as cars, extravagant parties, and women. Lumumba’s Communist backing was
widely ascknowledged and had been described in detail in both the House of Representatives and the
Senate.®

Writing in the Brooklyn Tablet on April 15, 1961, Bishop Fulton J. Sheen said:

Lumumba set up a Communist organization among his fellow tribesmen, the
Batetelas, making them believe that he was the incarnation of his ancestors.
During the elections, Lumumba’s troops destroyed most of the ballot boxes of the
other candidates . . .. The plans for the Communist revolution in the Congo were
prepared in Prague, and in the first three months, Lumumba carried out the first
three points of the plan: to organize mutiny in the army; put the blame on the
Belgians; organize a terrorist regime.®

Although few Americans knew it at the time (or know it even now) evidence of Communist support for
Lumumba was so plentiful and undeniable that Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold felt obliged to
reassure the non-Communist world that Soviet aid to Lumumba was actually in support of United
Nations policy, and therefore presumably quite all right.Z Even Conor Cruise O'Brien, chief United
Nations representative in Katanga, admitted that the Soviets had given Lumumba 100 trucks, 29
transport planes and 200 technicians.® These figures, of course, were an underestimation. For one
thing, they did not include the more than two hundred Russian and Czechoslovakian "diplomats” who
were by then swarming all over the Congo.2 And finally, as revealed later by Colonel Joseph Mobutu,
who had been serving under Lumumba, Red China had promised Lumumba $2,800,000 in aid.

Lumumba had written: "if necessary, | shall not hesitate to call in the DEVIL to save the country. . . .
| am convinced that with the unreserved support of the Soviets, | shall win the day in spite of
everything!"2

Joseph Yav, a former Lumumba associate and economics minister of his government until July 17,
1960, made the following statement to Philippa Schuyler, an American reporter in the Congo at the
time of independence:

Yes, Lumumba is a Communist! | know it. | have proof. This does not mean
Lumumba understands the ideological theories of Communism or its intellectual
background. He’s never read Das Kapital. He went Red not for mental
convictions but because he was bought. On his visit to Russia and East
Germany, he was given money, presents, girls and lavish hospitality. He never



looked behind the glitter to see the real foundation of these slave states.2

This, of course, is the general pattern of recruitment into the Communist party in those parts of the
world where there is not a sufficient group of so-called "intellectuals” from which to draw. The
Communists much prefer the intellectual type since they are more easily ensnared and it is less
expensive to keep them hooked on the party line. But in Africa they have to use money and flattery to
accomplish what intellectual deception and flattery will accomplish for them in the more "advanced"
countries. This point was graphically brought home by Gabriel Kitenge, national president of the
Congolese Union party, when he told the same reporter:

The Communists have bribed scores of Congo political leaders-with trips, girls,
gifts, cars and flattery.

The Congolese never rose above lower-middle-class living under the Belgians.
So they are hungry for luxuries. They will do anything for luxuries. Ideologies and
principles are vague and far off to them; it's the eloquent message of material
things that they listen to. . . .

| have tried to tell American consular officials here of the grave danger that the
Congo will go Red after independence, but they don't listen to me.

| beg of you, tell your newspaper readers in America of the grave Communist
menace that threatens here. Beg them to pressure their congressmen in
Washington to do something about it!

Don't let the West abandon us!??

If further evidence is needed of the bond between Lumumba and his Communist masters, one need
only note that Khrushchev changed the name of the Peoples Friendship University near Moscow to
the Patrice Lumumba Friendship University in honor of this "great African leader.":

The Arabs were the first to introduce hashish cultivation to the Congo. It has since become one of the
chief vices throughout the entire region. Lumumba was well acquainted with the custom. Stewart
Alsop of the Saturday Evening Post summed it up when he said: "The notion that Lumumba was
worshipped by Congolese masses was a myth. Lumumba was an accomplished demagogue, when
he found the time between bouts of gin-drinking and hashish-smoking. . . . He was also roundly hated
for many reasons, most of them good."

Lumumba’s character and Communist loyalties will be revealed even further as the Congo tragedy
unfolds. But this is a fairly accurate description of the man for whom Washington rolled out the red
carpet.

Moise Tshombe was the second protagonist on our stage to receive world attention, though not the
same type Lumumba received. To start off with, Tshombe was an anti-Communist--a handicap he
never quite overcame in the American press. He was almost universally depicted as "shrewd," "a
Belgian puppet,” "opportunistic,” and the usual journalistic innuendoes carefully designed to turn
public opinion against a person about whom nothing specifically bad can be found. The truth of the
matter is that Tshombe is the son of a successful African merchant, has earned a college degree, is a
devout Christian, and had the overwhelming support and respect of the people who elected him to
the presidency of Katanga. Not only is he a staunch anti-Communist, he is an ardent advocate of the
concepts of limited government and the free enterprise system. He is a student of history and a great
admirer of the success of the American experiment. He fully understands the wisdom of the
traditional American political system of checks and balances with a further division of power between
the Federal Government and the states. Explaining his views, he said: "We would like something
rather on the American model. We are willing to have a federal president and to give the central
government control of the army, the customs and that sort of thing."*



Even after the United Nations had initiated a bloody war against Katanga to force it to abandon this
position, Tshombe held firm. Returning to Katanga after the December United Nations attack, he
said, "Katanga must be unified with its brothers in the Congo but remain sufficiently free so that its

fate will not be sealed on the day the shadow of Communism spreads over this country."&

With this background in mind, it is not hard to see why Tshombe was anathema to the Communists.
Khrushchev ranted, "Tshombe is a turncoat, a traitor to the interests of the Congolese people." It is
interesting to note that Tshombe was also anathema to U.S. officials. While wining and dining almost
every Communist dictator on the face of the earth from Khrushchev to Tito to Castro to Lumumba,
our State Department flatly refused to grant a visa for Tshombe to enter the United States.®

Plans for complete chaos in the Congo had been well laid. Many uneducated Africans were told that
just as soon as independence came they would automatically own all the property of the white
settlers--and the settlers too! One of the campaign promises made by Lumumba was that the
Congolese could have all of the European women they wanted after independence.%

It did not take very long. A few days after independence, the Congolese army mutinied against its
Belgian officers. Lumumba reacted immediately by discharging the officers and expelling them from
the country. He promoted every one of the mutinous soldiers at least one rank and moved up several
to the level of general. All men received a substantial pay raise. The lowest paid soldier was getting
about twice that of an American Gl of equivalent rank. Devoid of professional military command and
whipped up by Lumumba and his followers, the Congolese army went on a spree of plunder, murder
and rape. European residents fled in terror by the thousands leaving behind their homes, their
possessions, their businesses, and everything they had worked for. Currency was frozen and most of
them left with only a hastily packed suitcase.

Few Americans understood what was going on. Their news sources did not help them much. All
attention was focused on the pictures of crying women being helped off planes and the sensational
accounts of widespread rape. We were not given any insight into why this chaos had happened or
who had triggered it. It was made to appear as something that just happened. Editors by the droves
speculated, "Well what can you expect? After all those years of exploiting the natives, the Belgians
are just reaping the harvest that they themselves have sown."

Newswoman Philippa Schuyler shed a little light on how it "just happened” when she reported:

They had been maliciously egged on to start the disorder. In the wee hours of
July 9, someone rushed into the barracks shouting, "Come and fight! The whites
are about to attack you! You're about to be killed!"

No one was attacking the soldiers. It was a deliberate lie, with frightful
consequences."#

The Reverend Mark Poole of the Luluabourg Presbyterian Mission and other missionaries in the
Congo confirmed that the outbreaks of violence were undoubtedly Communist inspired and that they
were too widespread and well coordinated to have just happened by cbance .2

As soon as word of the chaos reached Brussels, Belgium ordered its troops back to the Congo to
protect the lives and property of its citizens there. In a fit of rage Lumumba officially declared war on
Belgium and called on the United Nations for military help against Belgian intervention. The United
Nations complied, as we shall see. At the outset, however, Belgium called on its NATO friend, the
United States, for help so that it could not be accused of trying to perpetuate its influence in its former
possession. Washington refused, saving it would rather act through the United Nations. Khrushchev
lashed out against the Belgians, calling them "criminal aggressors.” The very same day, July 14,
1960, the United States delegation at the United Nations sided with the Soviets in a resolution stoutly
condemning Belgium, demanding immediate withdrawal of her troops, and authorizing the United
Nations to send troops of its own to assist Lumumba.?* Within four days, the first four thousand



United Nations troops were flown into the Congo by U.S. Air Force planes. Many additional
thousands were on the way. By July 23 most of the Belgian troops had withdrawn. The territory was
now in the hands of Lumumba’s mutinous army and the United Nations "peace-keeping" forces.

The plunder and rape continued and spread. Smith Hempstone reported:

Not only was the United Nations singularly ineffective in reestablishing order in
these regions but it did little to assist in the evacuation of terrified white women
and children from these provinces. The United Nations had planes available to
evacuate to Stanleyville Gizengists [supporters of the Communist Antoine
Gizenga] who felt themselves in danger in areas under the control of the
Leopoldville Government. But it showed little interest in evacuating whites from
Stanleyville. . . . If a Lumumbist was maltreated, a general outcry could be
expected from the Communist bloc, the Afro-Asian nations, and from liberal
circles in Britain and America. If a white woman was killed or molested. . .it made
little difference.

Newswoman Schuyler reported:

. a uniformed rabble was ruling Stanleyville--there was continual extortion,
brawling, beating and arbitrary arrests. Portuguese and Greeks had to pay as
much as $60 to drunken soldiers to avoid arrest. Passengers arriving at
Stanleyville’s airport were met with a bayonet in the stomach, while Congolese
loafers would scream, "We are the masters!" Congolese seized European cars
right and left while UN Colonel Yohanna Chites said he could not intervene.2

The following account appeared in the New York Daily News under the heading "Congo Rebels
Attack UN Train, Slay Kids":

Hundreds of rebel Baluba tribesmen yesterday massacred at least 20 Africans in
three attacks on a UN guarded train taking school children home for a New
Year's vacation. . . . Scores of others were injured and many passengers
kidnapped by rebels after the attacks in Southern Katanga. . . . The train left
Elisabethville . . . with some 300 passengers, including 100 children, and a
strong guard of UN troops. But, when it reached Kamina . . . in western Katanga,
only 40 people were aboard. . . . At Luena, three passengers were killed, many
were kidnapped and the station was pillaged. Several African women
passengers . . . were raped. At Bukama, waves of tribesmen attacked the train
again with spears, clubs, rifles, bows and arrows and machetes, killing 17
passengers and kidnapping many more. A spokesman said that the 17 persons
who died at Bukama "were killed under the eyes of the UN."

Roger Nonkel, the assistant high commissioner of Sankuru in Kasai province, stated:
The UN are unable to restore order, and what is more, they are not even trying.

In August, | asked help for Lusambo from Colonel Lasmar [chief of UN troops in
Kasai]. . . . | told him that with fifty UN soldiers | could prevent war between the
Batetela [Lumumba'’s tribe] . . . and the Baluba.

He answered me coldly: “Let them kill themselves."%

The Communist plan for taking over the Congo was progressing as planned. Step one: Capture
control of the leadership at the top. Step two: Bring about utter and complete chaos to justify the
harsh police-state measures which must be used to establish firm dictatorial rule. Step three: Put the
blame on non-Communists. Step four: Maneuver as many non-Communists as possible into actually



doing the dirty work for them. Now came the visible beginnings of step number five, the police-state
measures themselves.

On August 2, 1960, the Congolese central government decreed that any Belgian business which had
been abandoned during the mayhem would be confiscated by the state unless reclaimed within eight
days.

The Congo’s largest and most influential newspaper Le Courier d’Afrique was seized by the
government, forced to shut down, and its editor was thrown in jail for printing critical remarks about
Lumumba. The editor was finally expelled to Belgium and the paper resumed operation with a more
"acceptable" editorial policy.2

Lumumba moved swiftly to consolidate his totalitarian control. On September 15 he issued the
following lengthy and highly revealing directive to the heads of the various provinces throughout the
Congo:

SUBJECT: Measures To Be Applied During the First Stages of the Dictatorship.
Sir,

| have the honour and the pleasure to inform you that with a view to the rapid
restoration of order in the country, the House of Representatives and the Senate
[of the central government], meeting in special session on 13 September of this
year, decided to grant the government full powers.

Full powers should be understood to mean that the government is free to act as
it thinks fit in all respects, for the purpose of suppressing abuses, disorders and
any action which is contrary to the will of the government over which | have
presided legally since the attainment of independence by the Congo. . . .

The most effective and direct means of succeeding rapidly in our task may be
summarized as follows:

1. Establish an absolute dictatorship and apply it in all its forms.
2. Terrorism, essential to subdue the population.

3. Proceed systematically, using the army, to arrest all members of the
opposition. | will be personally responsible for those at Leopoldville including the
Head of State and his close supporters. A few weeks ago, in view of the present
situation in Katanga and Sud-Kasali, | sent the National Army to arrest Tshombe
and Kalonji and even to kill them if possible. . . .

4. Imprison the ministers, deputies and senators, who sometimes abuse their
parliamentary immunity. In such a case | should be glad if you would not spare
them but arrest them all without pity and treat them with ten times more severity
than ordinary individuals.

5. Revive the system of flogging and give the rebels 10 lashes, morning and
evening, for a maximum of 7 consecutive days.

N.B. Double the number in the case of ministers, senators, and deputies,
reducing the number gradually according to the condition of each individual.

6. Inflict profound humiliations on the people thus arrested, in addition to the
obligatory treatment described above. For example, strip them in public, if



possible in the presence of their wives and children. Make them carry heavy
loads and force them to walk about in that state. In case of such a walk,
however, drawers may be worn.

7. In view of the seriousness of the situation of the country, which is in danger of
sinking into anarchy, it would be well to imprison repeated offenders in
underground cells or prisons for at least six months, never allowing them out to
breathe fresh air.

N.B. If some of them succumb as a result of certain atrocities, which is possible
and desirable, the truth should not be divulged but it should be announced, for
instance, that Mr. X has escaped and cannot be found.

8. Those who do not succumb in prison should not be released for at least a
year. In this case they shall be exiled to a country to be determined by me in
agreement with certain foreign countries which have already signified their
agreement in principle.

Some of the provincial presidents will say that the measures described are
severe. In reply | would point out to them that certain politicians have attained
power by means of dictatorship. Moreover, the measures of execution that | have
indicated above constitute only the first stage of the basic regime that we hope
will succeed in the Congo. The second stage will be to destroy anyone who
criticizes us. . . .

In conclusion, | would point out that this letter should be communicated only to
those authorities under your orders in whom you have entire confidence.

(signed) P. LUMUMBA
Prime Minister?

A few months later, Lumumba issued a follow-up memorandum which said: "Get to work immediately
and have courage. Long live the Soviet Union! Long live Khrushchev!"*

When Lumumba came to the United States he was royalty received on behalf of the American people
by President Eisenhower who even had him stay in the official presidential guest house. He conferred
with Henry Cabot Lodge, Dag Hammarskjold and Christian Herter, then our secretary of state.3: And
a few weeks later, Eisenhower announced that be had sent the first five million of an expected 100
million dollars to Lumumba to help the Congo meet its most pressing needs.2
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Letter to Patrice Lumumba

Whenever in doubt, consult me, brother. We have been in the game for some time and now we know
how to handle the imperialists and colonialists. The only colonialist or imperialist that | trust is a dead
one.

Kwame Nkrumah, president of Ghana, 1960
Letter to Kwame Nkrumah

Thank you very much for your letter of July 27th expressing your thanks for the assistance which my
Government has been able to provide. . . . | agree with you that the United Nations’ action in the
Congo is a most heartening demonstration of the effectiveness with which the world community can
cooperate.

President Eisenhower, 1960

CHAPTER THREE: SECEDING FROM CHAOS

"l am seceding from chaos!"

With these words, Moise Tshombe declared that his province of Katanga wanted no further part of
the Communist-dominated central government. He requested Belgium to return her troops to the
province, to subdue the mutinous Congolese army, and to restore civil order. This they did with little
difficulty. Tshombe appointed a Belgian major to reorganize the army and reestablish military
discipline. With experienced European officers predominantly in charge, a whole new army was
recruited. Of the original 2,800 mutinous soldiers, only 300 were allowed to remain.*

Within a few days, life had returned to normal throughout most of Katanga. Businesses resumed
operation and civilians once again walked the streets with no fear of wanton violence. As one
eyewitness observer described it: "Elisabethville, a bastion of anti-Communism in a sea of Congo
leftist terror, was calm and functioning smoothly in late August."”? As early as July 21, 1960, Patrick
O’Donovan reported in the New York Herald Tribune: "There is good order in Elisabethville. The
streets are patrolled by black and white soldiers together. . . . There is almost no local opposition to
Tshombe’s plans.”

One of the very first acts of the newly independent nation was to discharge all of the Red professors
at Elisabethville University who had been attempting to indoctrinate and recruit students on behalf of
international Communism. Posters began to appear on the streets: "Katanga, Africa’s shield against
Communism."” And Godefroi Munongo, the interior minister, reflected the views of the government
when he stated: "I want my country, Katanga, to be a bastion of anti-Communism in Africa. | detest
Communism and will not alter my opposition to it. Katanga will stay independent, no matter what. We
shall not give in."3

To the leaders of Katanga, independence did not mean that they were unwilling to cooperate with
other provinces, to enter into a specifically limited political union with them, or even to share the
rather substantial tax revenues obtained from the extensive mining operations within their territory. As
mentioned earlier, Tshombe wanted a federal union and local autonomy somewhat similar to that in
America.

Commenting on his vision for the future, Tshombe explained:
Katanga is nearly as large as France. Our people have a different history,

traditions, and outlook from those of the Congo. Every people has the right to its
own self-determination. There is no reason why we should be exploited by the



Congo. Because we were in the past is no reason why we should be in the
future.? [Italics added.]

This attitude was even written into the newly established constitution. Article | read: "The State of
Katanga adheres to the principle of the association with the other regions of the former Belgian
Congo, provided they themselves are politically organized with respect to law and order."”> As we
have already seen, however, the central government had other plans--and so did the United Nations.

As to what those intentions were, one cannot readily find them in the high-sounding phrases and self-
righteous platitudes of official United Nations proclamations. They are there, but one has to be
experienced in the highly complex art of reading bureaucratese. While most human beings
communicate with each other to convey ideas, politicians are prone to use language as a means of
concealing ideas. An example of this planned deception is the blatant contradiction between the
United Nations public pronouncements regarding Katanga and its actual performance.

On July 14, 1960 (the same day that the Security Council passed the first resolution condemning
Belgium and authorizing the use of United Nations troops in the Congo), and again on July 20, Dag
Hammarskjold stated the UN’s position:

1. The United Nations force could not intervene in the internal affairs of the
Congo.

2. It would not be used to settle the Congo’s constitutional issue.
3. It would not be used to end Katanga’s secession.®

In July, Ralph Bunche (as special United Nations representative for Hammarskjold) told Tshombe
that the United Nations force "has received strict instructions not to intervene in the internal politics of
the country."” On August 9 the Security Council passed another resolution which "reaffirms that the
UN Congo force will not be a party to, or in any way intervene in, or be used to influence the outcome
of, any internal conflict, constitutional or otherwise.”® In speaking specifically about Katanga's
secession, Dag Hammarskjold said:

This is an internal political problem to which the UN as an organization obviously
cannot be a party. Nor would the entry of the UN force in Katanga mean any
taking of sides in the conflict to which | have just referred. Nor should it be
permitted to shift the weight between personalities or groups or schools of
thought in a way which would prejudice the solution of the internal political
problem.2

Nothing could have been plainer than that. Yet immediately United Nations troops began to move into
position for entry into Katanga. Tshombe was leery of the whole operation and protested to
Hammarskjold that since everything was calm and peaceful in his province, there was no need for
United Nations "peacekeeping” forces.

On August 12 Hammarskjold personally conveyed his assurances to Tshombe that the United
Nations would "not he used on behalf of the central government to force the provisional government
of Mr. Tshombe to a specific line of action."*® With these solemn pledges and under Hammarskjold s
insistence, Tshombe had no alternative short of armed resistance but to allow UN troops access to
Katanga.

They came by the thousands.




As mentioned earlier, Katanga was at peace. There were other places throughout the Congo that
were in far greater need of UN forces than Katanga. Kasai province was in the throes of civil war and
the countryside was literally red with blood, but the UN sent troops to Katanga. Stanleyville was a
nightmare of lawlessness and violence, but the UN sent troops to Katanga. Away from the
metropolitan areas the practice of cannibalism was being revived and missionaries were being
slaughtered by the score, but the UN sent troops to Katanga. By September 1961 between twelve
thousand and fourteen thousand troops, by far the greater portion of the entire United Nations force,
had been concentrated inside peaceful Katanga.XX Why were they there? Only a fool could believe
that their purpose was anything other than to end Katanga’s secession and to bring it back under the
central government.

Tshombe was no fool. In spite of the grim implications of the arrival of UN military might, he somehow
managed to keep his composure and even his sense of humor. The first United Nations troops to
arrive at Elisabethville’s airport on August 12 were supposedly Dag Hammarskjold s personal
bodyguard. When they landed Tshombe greeted them and the accompanying dignitaries by handing
them each tourist brochures entitled -’Elisabethville Welcomes You."*2 Then, before anyone could
object, the honor guard led by Belgian officers presented the Katangese colors while a band played
the newly written Katangese national anthem. What a picture that must have been--United Nations
soldiers, officers and dignitaries standing rigidly at attention before a fluttering flag symbolizing the
very sovereignty which they bad been sent to destroy.

At this point in the drama it becomes necessary to introduce a third character--Conor Cruise O’Brien.
Mr. O’Brien was formerly an Irish delegate to the General Assembly of the UN before being
requested by Dag Hammarskjold to join his executive staff in the Secretariat as special advisor on
African affairs. From here he was assigned to the Congo where he personally directed the United
Nations political operation in Katanga. When it was discovered that he had imported his Irish girl
friend to Katanga, and when she found herself unexpectedly in the news as part of an international
incident, O’Brien was recalled to New York and allowed to resign. There were other good reasons for
getting rid of O’Brien, too. For one thing, he was too outspoken and it soon became obvious that he
had to be removed. He was not the first underling in the UN to he thrown to the wolves in order to
save the reputation of a higher official.

Fortunately, however, O’'Brien decided to write a book about the Katanga affair. It is a treasure of little
glimpses into the innermost workings of the mind of an "international servant." He was and is a fierce
advocate of the United Nations. He clings to all of the intellectual fallacies about the United Nations
which will be the subject of a later chapter. Even though he had personally participated in and helped
to execute one of the most perfidious schemes ever directed against freedom-loving human beings,
he apparently did not realize what he had done, or so he says.

The important point, however, is that O’'Brien speaks with authority. He was there. Obviously, a great
deal of what he has to say must be taken with a large grain of salt. But what he reveals about both
himself and the organization to which he is so strongly committed is, if anything, overly charitable. If
O’Brien’s words are incriminating in spite of his pro-United Nations bias, then they are certainly
worthy of our serious consideration.

For example, consider O’Brien’s description of a meeting of the "Congo club,” which is the nickname
for his group of top United Nations planners and advisors on the Congo. Among others, Dag
Hammarskjold and Ralph Bunche (representing the U.S.) were present.

The Afro-Asian thesis--that the secession of Katanga would have to be ended,
and that the United Nations would have to help actively in ending it--was tacitly
accepted round the table, and not less by the Americans than by the others.
What mattered most to all of them was that the United Nations should emerge
successfully from its Congo ordeal, and it was clearly seen that a condition of
success was the speedy removal of the props of Mr. Tshombe’s regime, thereby
making possible the restoration of the unity of the Congo. The continued



existence of the independent state of Katanga was recognized as a threat to the
existence of the United Nations and therefore even those who, from the
standpoint of their personal political opinions, might have been favourably
enough disposed to what Mr. Tshombe represented, were convinced of the
necessity of strong measures. . . . This was an example of the victory of an
international loyalty over personal predilections. If neutral men are simply men
who put the interests of the United Nations first, then Hammarskjold and all
around him at that table were neutral men.22

Ignoring for the moment the enlightening definition of UN neutrality, one should really go back and
reread this incredible statement several times to fully comprehend the extent of the calm
premeditation behind the policy of deliberate deception initiated by these high officials. For months
they had been issuing public statements and personal assurances that the United Nations not only
had no intentions of interfering in the internal matter of Katanga’s secession, but that it had no legal
right to do so under the terms of its own Charter. Yet, at the very outset O’Brien, Hammarskjold,
Bunche and a host of other top United Nations planners sat around a conference table and quietly
worked out plans for removing "the props of Mr. Tshombe’s regime."

Elsewhere in his book O’Brien provided more illumination on the United Nations’ total lack of integrity
and respect for honesty in its pretended aims when he wrote that Mr. M. Khiary (head of UN civil
operations in the Congo)

... had little patience with legalistic detail, with paragraph this of resolution that,
or what the Secretary-General had said in August 1960. He had no patience at
all with the theory, often asserted in the early days by Hammarskjold, and never
explicitly abandoned, that the United Nations must refrain from interfering in the
internal affairs of the Congo. "What are we here for then?" he would ask. "Il faut
faire de la politique!” And on the word politique his brown eyes, usually so
disconcertingly blank, would flash.

He and Mr. Gardiner [another UN official] did "make politics," throwing all
semblance of non-intervention to the winds. . . .2

While the United Nations was pouring troops into Katanga, things were going from bad to horrible
elsewhere in the Congo. On August 4, when Lumumba returned in a Russian plane from his grand
tour of Belgium, the United States and England, he found unexpected opposition awaiting. Many of
his former associates had decided they no longer wanted to be identified with either him or his
politics. On August 10 Lumumba was seized and stoned by an angry mob in Leopoldville and barely
escapeclswith his life. On August 25 more anti-Lumumba demonstrations and riots broke out all over
the city.=

Meanwhile, a small group of former British army officers from Rhodesia had entered Kasai province
and formed a volunteer corps of leaders to train Baluba tribesmen for battle against Lumumba’s men.
They explained that they were sick of the West doing nothing to effectively fight the Congo’s Reds.X

On September 5 Kasavubu, president of the central government and a rather weak-kneed politician
(but not a Communist), dismissed Prime Minister Lumumba. Lumumba refused to acknowledge the
action and promptly dismissed Kasavubu. At this point the lower house and the senate both
convened illegally without a quorum. The house invalidated both dismissals. The senate declared its
confidence in Lumumba. Complete confusion and anarchy reigned supreme.

Finally, on September 14 a young army colonel by the name of Joseph Mobutu, using what military
power be could muster, picked up the pieces and seized control of the government. Kasavubu threw
his support behind him and they appointed a committee of college graduates to run things



temporarily. A semblance of order once again returned. The "student council,” as they were
nicknamed, acting under the leadership of Mobutu and Kasavubu, did a far more effective job of
restoring order than the official government under Lumumba had done.

Here was obviously a bad turn of events for the Communists. They had not planned on this. Mobutu
promptly ordered all the Russian and Czechoslovakian "diplomats” and "technicians” to pack their
bags and leave the country. Seeing power slip from him, Lumumba sought United Nations protection
and quietly moved into the Guinean embassy.

It is both interesting and significant that Lumumba chose this particular embassy for asylum. Mobutu
had appealed to the United Nations to withdraw the Guinean and Ghanian contingents from its
peace-keeping forces in the Congo because he had found letters in Lumumba’s briefcase which
clearly linked these troops with the Communists.f

It appeared to be common knowledge throughout the Congo that many of the United Nations soldiers
were openly pro-Communist. They were apparently selected for that reason. As Philippa Schuyler
reported:

. . . there have been many complaints from anti-Communists in the Congo that
UN soldiers from certain left-leaning nations have been spreading leftist or
Communist propaganda or otherwise actively aiding the Red cause. . . . Some
African UN officers | interviewed surprised me by revealing they spoke Russian,
had visited Russia, and were openly sympathetic to the Red cause. "The UN
opens the doors to Communism" was a comment | heard all over the Congo.8

Just as a quick aside, it is interesting to note that Kwame Nkrumah, the prime minister of Ghana, has
written that he long ago decided the philosophy of Marx and Lenin was capable of solving his
country’s problems. He has consistently supported the Soviet Union and Cuba in the United Nations.
In 1960 Red China announced that it would extend $25,000,000 in aid to Ghana over a three-year
period. And in 1962 the Kremlin awarded Nkrumah the Lenin Peace Prize. In speaking of the award,
his own newspaper described him as the Lenin of Africa.X? One of the letters found in Lumumba’s
briefcase had been written by Nkrumah personally and said: "Whenever in doubt, consult me,
brother. We have been in the game for some time and now we know how to handle the imperialists
and colonialists. The only colonialist or imperialist that | trust is a dead one."%

Mobutu had good reason to be concerned over the presence of troops from Guinea and Ghana and
he was certainly justified, in view of their activities, in requesting the UN to withdraw them. His appeal
was duly considered. The next day, the United Nations specifically assigned soldiers from Guinea
and Ghana to provide twenty-four-hour protection for Lumumba. The same protection was extended,
wherever possible, to Lumumba’s followers as well. Conor O’Brien cautiously explained it this way:
"During this time, Hammarskjold and Dayal, his representative in Leopoldville . . . resisted . . .
Mobutu’'s demand that Lumumba, who had sought UN protection on September 15th, should be
handed over."#

On September 18 Lumumba left the Guinean embassy in a United Nations car and was taken to his
well-guarded residence. He shouted from a balcony to the mob below, "I am not a prisoner! | am still
master! He accused Mobutu of being a fascist and promised that he would soon bring back the
Communist embassies. That same day, a Lumumbist attempted to assassinate Mobutu who
miraculously was not hurt. When Vital Pakasa, the man who organized the attempted assassination,
was found and arrested he explained that the Soviets had offered him ten thousand dollars for
Mobutu’s death.2

A few weeks later, still under strong United Nations protection, Lumumba was escorted to a gala two-
hundred-guest dinner party given by the general from Guinea.%



By this time, most of Lumumba’s close supporters were fleeing to neighboring Stanleyville where
another Communist dictator by the name of Antoine Gizenga ruled the roost. Finally, Lumumba
decided to make a break for it to rejoin his comrades in Stanleyville. He slipped away from his UN
guard and was promptly intercepted and arrested by Colonel Mobutu's forces and deported to
Katanga. A few days later, he escaped from his captors. According to the story he was seized by
villagers and beaten to death.

There is also the story that Lumumba was already dead before they put him on the plane and
shipped him to Katanga. (Quite possible.) There is the assertion that Lumumba’s old enemy Albert
Kalonji in Kasai province had agreed to dispose of Lumumba but changed his mind at the last minute.
When the plane arrived, it found the runway covered with oil drums to prevent a landing. Running low
on fuel, the plane proceeded to Katanga where no one expected it. (Not too plausible.) There is the
UN "theory" that Tshombe personally plunged the death knife into Lumumba as he was dragged off
the plane. (Unlikely, to say the least.) Regardless of which story appeals most to the imagination,
certain facts should be kept in mind. The most important one is that practically everyone in the whole
Congo hated Lumumba. When Colonel Mobutu and Kasavubu finally had him in their hands, they
faced the rather sticky decision of what to do with him. They knew that the UN was doing everything
possible to return Lumumba to power. They also knew Lumumba well enough to realize that if this
should ever happen they would both be arrested and executed. Obviously, the safest course of action
for them was to kill Lumumba or to have someone else do it. Another fact to keep in mind is that
when the UN sent a special team of investigators to the Congo to look into the circumstances
surrounding Lumumba’s death, it was denied entry, not by Katanga, but by the central government.?

Be that as it may, Lumumba’s death triggered off worldwide reaction. The loss to the Communists of
one of their stooges was more than offset by the propaganda gain for Communist objectives. The
event was skillfully used to destroy what little pro-Katanga sentiment there was in America and
elsewhere. Newspaper editors eulogized Lumumba and pointed the finger at Tshombe. A howling
mob stormed the Belgian embassy in Moscow. In Singapore, the American embassy was picketed.
Wild street demonstrations broke out in London, New Delhi and Belgrade. In Cairo the Belgian
embassy was ransacked and gutted. Belgians had to flee their homes in Egypt. There was even a
phony funeral in New York while Black Muslims picketed the United Nations building.

The murder of Lumumba was a savage act. It was followed by an equally savage one. In Stanleyville
nine anti-Lumumbists who had been held and mistreated for months were also murdered. The United
Nations conducted no investigations. There were no outcries of indignation or protest from UN
spokesmen. There were no spontaneous demonstrations around the world. There were no bleeding
heart editorials in our daily newspapers.

Here is a silent tribute to the powerful hold that Communist-inspired propaganda has over the minds
and attitudes of those in the non-Communist world. It is astounding that so many millions of people
could be sincerely shocked and saddened over the death of a man like Patrice Lumumba while at the
same time feeling little concern over the brutal murders of hundreds of anti-Communist leaders in the
Congo, Eastern Europe and Red China. Here was a man who was literally unknown to the world until
he led his people into chaos. And then, in spite of his clear record as an ex-convict, a dope addict, a
murderer and a Communist, he was catapulted into the hearts of millions who were skillfully
conditioned to think of him as a great martyred leader.
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We know only too well that UN forces would bring Lumumba’s agents with them.

Godefroi Munongo, August 4, 1960

CHAPTER FOUR: THE MODERATES

For many years the United States has been financing and supporting the expansion of international
Communism around the world through measures which have been presented to the American people
as ways of fighting Communism. Foreign aid is probably the most obvious example. President after
president has told us that we have to send billions to various Communist and pro-Communist
countries in order to win them away from Soviet domination. We have shipped them military
equipment, trained their officers in our military schools, sent them machine tools, built whole factories
and power dams for them, and sold them subsidized wheat. Our political leaders have shrewdly
borrowed the required money from our children and grandchildren who will be saddled with these
debts for many generations to come. The record is truly fantastic. But the most incredible part of all is
that this whole operation, which has been so necessary for Communist success, has been sold to
Americans as a way of opposing Communism. A glance at a few issues of the People’s World or the
Worker or other Communist periodicals will cause even the skeptical to realize that our foreign aid is
very near and dear to the hearts of Communists everywhere. The only criticism one finds of our
foreign aid program in the Communist press is that it isn’'t as large and doesn’t grow as fast as the
Communists want. One of the prime reasons they advocate foreign aid even to countries that are not
yet totally Communist but are merely in the socialist (or transitional) phase, is that it helps to destroy
private enterprise and strengthen socialism within these countries. The money must never be allowed
to be used to develop private industry. It must be used only for government projects. For instance,
back in 1955 when the Communist party of India formally announced its support of Nehru, the
Communist Daily Worker carried a description of the event. Toward the end of the article it quoted
Ajoy Ghosh, general secretary of the Communist party in India, as saving: "We want foreign aid
coming at a governmental level and not with a specific purpose.” He further said Indians should be
"free to use the aid for anything we want.":

That, however, is another story. It is mentioned here merely to point up a recognizable pattern that
has developed over the past few years regarding certain United States State Department policies.
This pattern is involved with convincing the voters that a particular policy of the State Department or
the United Nations is in the best interests of the United States when, in reality, it is just the opposite.
There is no better illustration of this than the circumstances surrounding United Nations and
Washington support of the so-called "moderate” central Government that emerged after Lumumba’s
death. To tell that part of the story, however, it is necessary to take a closer look at Antoine Gizenga.

Gizenga was a minor personality in Congolese politics untii he was invited to Prague,
Czechoslovakia, for Communist cadre training.¢ When he returned, he became one of Lumumba’s
strongest supporters and worked closely with him to implement plans for the Communist take-over of
the whole Congo. When Lumumba was arrested and then killed, Gizenga set himself up as
Lumumba’s successor. He established a Communist regime in the neighboring province of Orientale
and gathered all of Lumumba’s followers around him. The Soviet and Czechoslovakian diplomats and
consular officials who were kicked out of Leopoldville by Colonel Mobutu popped up in the Gizenga
stronghold of Stanleyville where they quickly received official accreditation. The Soviets lost no time
in announcing to the world that they now recognized Gizenga’'s regime as the "only legitimate
Government of the Congo."2

With this background in mind it may still come as a shock to some to recall that at this point the
United Nations swung its full support and influence behind Gizenga and did everything it could to
hamper Colonel Mobutu and President Kasavubu. This is doubly hard to justify because Mobutu and
Kasavubu represented the central government, which had called in the United Nations in the first
place. Gizenga’s little Communist satellite of Orientale province was just as much secessionist as
Katanga province had been. But the United Nations made no effort to end Gizenga’'s secession. It



passed no angry resolutions in the Security Council. It initiated no massive troop movements. In fact,
as has been pointed out, it used what few troops it did have in Orientale province to protect Gizenga
and his followers. Stewart Alsop, writing in the Saturday Evening Post, described it this way:

The United Nations policy has been, in essence, to immobilize the forces

controlled by the Kasavubu-Mobutu regime. . . . Dayal [United Nations
representative in the Congo] has ruled that Mobutu’s army should be permitted to
make only minor troop movements. . . . With the Kasavubu-Mobutu forces thus

effectively hamstrung, and with help from Egyptians and iron curtain money and
technicians, Gizenga’'s rump pro-Communist regime quickly consolidated its
position. . . . Gizenga’s forces then began moving on neighboring Kivu and
Katanga provinces. The troop movements were by no means minor by
Congolese standards, but the United Nations did nothing. . . . Mobutu was
certainly a sad and harried man when | saw him. If the United Nations under
Dayal had not actively obstructed every move be made, he said, he could have
dealt in fairly short order with the Stanleyville dissidents.*

While all this was going on, Moise Tshombe was making efforts of his own to reunite the Congo
along the federal lines previously discussed. On February 28 he met with a representative of the
central government and one from Kasai province. There was immediate agreement on basic
principles and the conference ended with all three signing a mutual defense pact to prevent the
establishment of what they referred to as a United Nations "regime of tyranny.”> On March 8
Tshombe convened a second conference, this time expanded to include virtually every Congolese
leader of importance except the Communist Gizenga. Complete agreement was reached in record
time. At the conclusion of the third day, the conferees issued a communiqud revealing that they all
endorsed Tshombe’s basic plan calling for a "community of Congolese states.” There was to be a
central government at Leopoldville in a neutral zone similar to the District of Columbia. Kasavubu was
to remain president, serving on a council of states made up of the presidents of the member states.
Foreign policy, a general internal policy, currency and military affairs would come under jurisdiction of
this council of states. There were to be no customs or immigration barriers between the states. It was
obviously fashioned very closely after the American pattern of government. In a final telegram to Dag
Hammarskjold, the Congolese leaders warned that the dispatch of more UN troops to the Congo
would "aggravate tension" between the United Nations and the Congolese population. Tshombe said
at the conclusion of the conference, "We have resolved our problems ourselves and now we want
both West and East to leave us alone.” The Soviet news agency Tass responded by denouncing the
meeting as "a conference of puppets and traitors."®

Here was a giant step toward unity and the restoration of order in the Congo. The United Nations,
however, was not pleased. For one thing, it was upset over the form of the new union, maintaining
that it was much too decentralized. For another, its man Gizenga was not at the conference.
Consequently, the UN ignored the whole thing, as though pretending the conference never took
place.

United Nations troops and armaments continued to roll into the Congo--most of them to Katanga--just
as rapidly as U.S. Air Force Globemasters could bring them. Congolese leaders began to see the
handwriting on the wall. Few of them had the strength of conviction that Tshombe possessed, and
the weaker ones began to wonder if perhaps it might not be safer to go along with whatever the
United Nations wanted. Finally, on April 17, 1961, the United Nations, in spite of its promise not to
intervene in the internal affairs of the Congo, pressured Kasavubu into signing an agreement which
directly repudiated the principles agreed upon by the Congolese leaders. But Tshombe did not find
this out until six days later when he arrived at a third conference of Congolese leaders. The
atmosphere had changed completely. Kasavubu and some of the others no longer spoke of a
confederation of states. Their demands were now identical with those of the United Nations. Feeling
completely betrayed, Tshombe walked out of the conference and prepared to return to Katanga. As
he arrived at the airport, however, he was arrested without any pretense of legality and thrown into



prison. A few days later, Tshombe was formally charged on four counts of high 'treason, two of which
were punishable by death.”

Tshombe was kept in prison for two months. At no time was he allowed to see his attorney. He
apparently was not subjected to physical torture, but be was, nevertheless, kept in solitary
confinement. He was given no exercise, nothing to read, and no one with whom to talk. A few months
previously the United Nations had provided extravagant military protection for Patrice Lumumba and
had loudly protested when he was arrested by Colonel Mobutu’s men. Now that Tshombe was in jail,
however, things were different. There were no protests or offers of protection. In fact, the world’s self-
proclaimed champions of justice and human rights remained strangely silent.

The enemies of Katanga expected Tshombe’s arrest to set off a power struggle among his supporters
back home. They reasoned hopefully that a new shuffle would possibly bring to the top someone
more pliable and more willing to go along with United Nations policies. They were wrong on two
counts. First of all, the strong man in the number two spot and the most likely to take Tshombe’s
place was Godefroi Munongo who was, if anything, more like Tshombe than Tshombe himself. Also,
Tshombe had earned such complete respect and loyalty from his followers that the expected power
struggle never happened. His cabinet and parliament closed ranks in his absence and proclaimed
their solidarity. Posters began appearing on the streets of Elisabethville with huge pictures of
Tshombe and the words "He suffers for us. Let us be worthy of him."

It was fortunate for Tshombe that Lumumba was no longer top wheel in the central government.
Otherwise, he would never have been seen again. But Kasavubu, even though he was now dancing
to the UN tune, was not a vicious person. He was merely a weak politician who wanted to be on the
winning side.

Tshombe, however, still maintained the loyalty of his followers, and with the personal intervention of
Colonel Mobutu he was finally released on June 22. Joyous mayhem broke out in Katanga when the
news was received. A few days later, he was back at work with more determination than ever. There
was an ominous note of anticipated tragedy in Tshombe’s voice as he addressed the national
assembly: "We shall see to it that the Katangese Nation shall endure. Let the enemies of Katanga
know that they have to deal with a people."®

Turning our attention back to the United Nations "moderates” in the central government, a new figure
appears. He is Cyrille Adoula, former associate and supporter of Patrice Lumumba. He claims that he
is not a Communist, but on December 28, 1957, he wrote:

Being a socialist | am for the transformation of the present society. And for this | conceive the
collectivisation of the means of production. In order to attain this goal, | see only one means: the
struggle of the classes, the permanent class struggle.2

Since the Communists advocate exactly the same thing, and since they also frequently refer to
themselves as socialists instead of Communists, the distinction is not particularly reassuring. But
what a man does is far more important than whether or not be may have been formally issued a
membership card. If he does the work of the Communists, even unknowingly, he is just as dangerous
as the most devoted and disciplined party member.

On August 2, 1961, the Congolese parliament approved Cyrille Adoula as the new premier. One of
his first official acts was to invite all the Russian and Czech diplomats to return their Communist
embassies to Leopoldville--which they did. Next, it was announced that Antoine Gizenga, leader of
the Communist faction in Stanleyville, had been appointed to the number two spot of vice-premier. It
is not clear just how much Adoula had to do with this appointment since Mr. Sture Linner (United
Nations representative in Leopoldville) has publicly claimed personal credit for persuading Gizenga to
accept the position.22 Nevertheless, on August 16 Adoula visited Gizenga in Stanleyville to work out



plans for their new government. A few days later they both spoke publicly and embraced each other
for news photographers. Gizenga announced that he was dissolving his provisional government in
favor of the new coalition and added, "The government will have to follow the Lumumba line . . "%
Soon afterward, Moscow radio announced that the Adoula regime would put into operation "all
decisions previously made by Lumumba’s govemment."2

The position of minister of the interior--which includes complete control of the police--was filled by
another Prague-trained Communist, Christophe Gbenye. Gbenye had previously served under
Gizenga and was the man who was directly responsible for instigating the murder, rape and
terrorization of European residents in Orientale province.X

Counting heavily on the UN to bring Katanga's secession to an end, the central government
appointed Egide Bochely-Davidson as the chief administrator of Katanga province. Bochely-Davidson
was not only a Communist, but a member of the Soviet secret police.2* As the Newark Star-Ledger
explained on September 24, 1961:

The Reds may have . . . made a deal by which a Communist would succeed
Tshombe as boss of Katanga. The central government of the Congo republic
recently named Egide Bochely-Davidson--a Moscow-trained agent--as chief
administrator of Katanga province. He was supposed to take over the provincial
government with the support of United Nations troops. . . . If Bochely-Davidson
can consolidate his position in Katanga, the Reds will be one step closer to
victory in the Congo--with the aid of American dollars, United Nations soldiers,
and the late Dag Hammarskjold.

The Moscow Times gloated:

On August 2nd, a new government was formed in the Congo composed of 27
ministers and 17 state secretaries. Cyrille Adoula was appointed prime-minister.
According to the Stanleyville newspaper, Uhuru, the members of political parties
of the national bloc which was headed by Patrice Lumumba have 23 seats in the
government, or an absolute majority. The composition of this new cabinet proves
that adventurous efforts to liquidate the government of Lumumba completely
failed. The decision of the parliament commits the new government to carry out

all decisions made earlier by the Lumumba Government. . . .22

When addressing the General Assembly of the United Nations, Adoula was careful to let everyone
know exactly where he stood. He referred to the late Lumumba as his "national hero" and to Gizenga
as his "good friend."®

This was the government that high officials in the UN and in Washington were piously describing as
"moderate."” The same State Department that refused to allow Tshombe to visit the United States and
even went as far as to cancel the visa of the head of the Katanga Information Service in this country,
rolled out the red carpet for Adoula. The following statement by G. Mennen Williams, State
Department spokesman for African affairs, is typical of the kind of black-is-white pronouncements that
have become all too common from State Department officials:

A moderate parliamentary central government under Prime Minister Cyrille
Adoula has been formed, and it is operating effectively and supported broadly
everywhere except in Katanga. The pretensions of the opposition Orientale
province government have been ended and Gizenga has been effectively
neutralized. The Communists have been barred from continuing their direct
support of left-wing elements in the Congo. . . . If present means do not succeed,
the Adoula government may be replaced by a radical one, or, as an alternative,
the Adoula government may be obliged to seek help from others than those now
helping them. This would mean, in all likelihood, help from more radical sources.



The net result would be to discredit the UN and the U.S. and open the possibility
of chaos in the Congo--chaos which would invite Communist intervention in the
heart of Africa. This alternative the world cannot contemplate with equanimity.

At about the same time, Mr. George Ball, undersecretary of state, solemnly told a Los Angeles
audience that Katanga’s independence "can only place in jeopardy the success of our efforts in the
Congo as a whole, threaten the entire Congo with chaos and civil war, and lead to the establishment
of a Communist base in the heart of Central Africa. The armed secession in Katanga plays into the
hands of the Communists. This is a fact that all Americans should ponder."

President Kennedy held a special luncheon in Adoula’s honor at the White House. Rising to present a
toast, Kennedy said:

Gentlemen, | am sure you all join me in welcoming to this country the guest of
honor and the members of his government. . . . The difficulties of our
revolutionary experience, and the experiences of every other people coming into
independence since the end of World War I, pale in comparison to the problems
which the Congo has faced and which press upon the prime minister and his
supporters. What makes him especially welcome is the courage and the
fortitude, the persistence and the judgment with which he has met these
challenges--which would have overwhelmed a lesser people, a lesser country, a
lesser man, a lesser government. Prime Minister, we welcome you here for many
reasons. The success of the Congo is tied up, really, we believe, with the
success of the UN. If you fail and the Congo should fail, it would be a serious
blow for the UN, upon which this country has placed so many hopes for the last
17 years 2
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His speech was softer than butter, yet war was in his heart; his words were softer than oil, yet they
were drawn swords.

Psalm 55:21

CHAPTER FIVE: IN THE LAST RESORT

While the world mourned the death of Lumumba, the United Nations expressed its own anger and
concern by passing a resolution on February 21, 1961, which said:

The Security Council . . . having learned with deep regret the announcement of
the kiling of the Congolese leader, Mr. Patrice Lumumba . . . urges that
measures be taken for the immediate withdrawal and evacuation from the Congo
of all Belgian and other foreign military and paramilitary personnel and political
advisors not under United Nations command. . . .

This was obviously aimed at Katanga since that was the only province in the whole Congo with
appreciable numbers of European military officers.

There are several interesting and revealing aspects to that resolution. First, there was the honorable
mention of Lumumba, whose demise was the occasion of "deep regret" for the Security Council.
Secondly, there was the outright intrusion of the UN into internal affairs of Katanga on the bold-faced
assertion that it had a right to tell Katanga what it could or could not do. Nothing in the United Nations
Charter gives the UN authority to dictate to a country who may or may not be employed by that
country in its own army. This is clearly an internal affair of the Congo. Yet paradoxically the same
resolution reaffirmed that "the United Nations force in the Congo will not be a party to or in any way
intervene in or be used to influence the outcome of any internal conflict, constitutional or otherwise." It
went even further and acknowledged that "the solution of the problem of the Congo lies in the hands
of the Congolese people themselves without any interference from outside . . ."

In the light of subsequent United Nations intervention in the Congo, one can only be astounded at the
extent of hypocrisy displayed by UN officials. But hidden away in the language of bureaucratese is an
indication of the UN'’s true, and not-so-honorable, intentions toward the Congo. In the very same
resolution, the UN authorized itself to employ "the use of force, if necessary, in the last resort." There
it was--the first glimpse--the clear and unmistakable outline of the mailed fist beneath the velvet
glove.

Promising not to interfere in Katanga and at the very same time authorizing the use of force to
interfere is the kind of double-talk that politicians through the ages have used to make their grab for
unlimited power appear to be legal and proper. These pronouncements do not happen accidentally,
nor are they the result of ignorance and incompetence. They are the mark of corrupt political skill, the
product of unlimited cynicism tempered by years of experience. The men who have mastered this
skill are proud of their accomplishment and are quick to admire it in others. Conor O’Brien was such a
man. Expressing his unqualified approval of the United Nations resolution, he wrote:

The contradictions and equivocations in that mandate allowed them a good deal
of leeway, and this, as | have mentioned, Hammarskjold was adept at using.
Sometimes, as | heard some feat of interpretation, some especially refined
harmonization of S/4426 paragraph 4 with A/Res. 1474 paragraph 2, and noted
how neatly it fitted the political needs of the moment, | was reminded of an
excellent formula invented by a Central American chairman of the first
committee, when he found it desirable to stretch the rules a little for the benefit of
Mr. Cabot Lodge: "Under the rule,” he said, "it would seem that the delegate is
not permitted to speak at this stage. | shall, however, interpret the rule in the
spirit of the principles of philosophical jurisprudence. | give the floor to the



representative of the United States."

The men round the table on the 38th floor (the "Congo club"] were often inspired
by the spirit of philosophical jurisprudence, and indeed the Congo operation, if it
were to be carried on at all, demanded such a spirit.2

At four o’clock in the morning on August 28 while Elisabethville slept in peace, the United Nations,
exercising its philosophical jurisprudence, launched a surprise attack on the city. In the early hours of
morning darkness it took over all communications centers, put a blockade around the foreign
minister’s residence, surrounded the barracks of the Katangese army, and arrested over four hundred
European officers and noncoms. Simultaneously it began arresting and expelling from the country
hundreds of other European residents who were suspected of being technicians or advisors. There
was practically no resistance, since, as it was learned later, the Belgian officers who were on loan to
Tshombe’s army were under orders from their government not to fire on United Nations troops.? In
one fell swoop, Katanga’s army was decapitated of its professional leadership. Soldiers and civilians
alike were taken from their families at bayonet point, rounded up in detention centers, and expelled
from the country, often with nothing but the clothes on their backs. There were no charges brought
against them, no hearings, no habeas corpus, no right of appeal, no opportunity to put their personal
affairs in order. It was a police-state operation.2

Time magazine described it this way:

The 11,600 black Katangese troops remained passive, possibly because UN
soldiers staged furious public bayonet drills and small arms exercises in a
pointed show of power. Remarked one senior . . . UN officer: "We have these
soldiers scared witless."

The forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville shed further light on the action when they reported:

Hundreds of houses were searched by the men of the UNO without result,
dozens of European civilians arrested and threatened with the foulest brutalities
if they did not admit having helped, sheltered or simply known "mercenaries” or
volunteers.

Houses searched without any result? Alas, not always. Failing, to find mercenaries, which was
perhaps dangerous, one fell back upon a nice little compensating looting, which is not so dangerous
when one is . . . armed; and if the house which was being visited was empty, a little ransacking was
included.2

Operation Rumpunch (the UN code name for the August attack) was a success. Only a handful of
European officers remained in the Katangese army. The mercenaries, as the UN called them, had
been expelled.

As we have seen, the UN--in the beginning, at least--justified its action against Katanga on the claim
that it had to remove Tshombe’s mercenaries. Aside from the fact that the composition of the
Katangese army is not the concern of the UN, United Nations troops themselves were mercenaries of
the first order. Irish, Swedish, Italian, Ethiopian and Gurkha troops were fighting as hired agents of
the UN. If the mercenary issue was a real one, why did not the United Nations insist that the
Indonesian Communist Kwame Nkrumah get rid of the British officers in his army? What would one
call the American officers serving in Laos? The truth of the matter is that the whole mercenary issue
was nothing but an excuse for the United Nations to initiate military action against Katanga with the
ultimate objective of bringing it under the control of the Communist-dominated central government.
By removing the professional leadership from Katanga’s army, the UN not only reduced the chances



of effective military opposition to its own future plans, but also greatly enhanced the return of civil
disorder and chaos to Katanga province--the very thing that it professed to be there to prevent.

At any rate, Tshombe did not throw in the towel as the UN apparently expected. Katanga did not fall
apart. Tshombe had been expecting something like this and had initiated a crash program to train
African officers and noncoms for effective leadership. The program was far from complete, but
sufficient progress had been made to enable Katanga to stand firm in its determination to remain
independent. Tshombe appointed a Colonel Muk@ as canmander of the army, and Katanga now had
not only an African president and an African government but an African commander as well. It soon
became obvious that if Katanga were to topple, even stronger measures would have to be taken.

On the morning of September 11, Conor O'Brien met with Moise Tshombe and once again gave his
personal assurances that the United Nations had no intentions of intervening in the internal affairs of
Katanga or of using force in the settlement of any issue.® That very same day, however, he met in
secret with other UN officials and helped lay detailed plans for another surprise military attack on
Elisabethville. The following is O’Brien’s own description of those plans:

As regards Tshombe, we were to arrest him only in the last resort. His residence
was to be cut off, the entries and exits to it sealed, and then | was to parley with
him, making it clear that his only hope lay in cooperating with the United Nations,
and in peacefully liquidating the secession of Katanga. Meanwhile, UN forces
were to secure the post office and the radio studios and transmitters, and to raid
the offices of sl3retd and ministry of information and remove the files. Europeans
and senior African personnel working in these departments were to be
apprehended if possible. The flag of the Republic of the Congo should be run up
at the earliest appropriate moment on public buildings and on UN buildings; we
had a supply of these flags which Michel Tombelaine had recently brought back
from Leopoldville. The central government would send down a commissaire
d etat to take over authority, in cooperation with Tshombe if possible, in
cooperation with the United Nations in any case. . . .

We all knew, of course, that the mercenaries still at large would be likely to
undertake some action, but we did not take this very seriously because of their
small numbers. . ..

As regards the timing, Khiary said that the operation should be carried out either
before three o’clock on the afternoon of Wednesday, September 13th--the time
that Hammarskjold was due to arrive in Leopoldville--or after Hammarskjold's
departure, estimated for three days later. Hammarskjold had given authority for
these operations, but it would be embarrassing for him if fighting were actually
going on in Katanga while he was in Leopoldville. . . .

Khiary asked how long, if fighting did break out, it would take to bring the
situation under control. Raja [UN military commander] said that the points where
there was a danger of resistance were the post office and the radio studio. Even
if this were determined resistance, it could be ended in, at most, two hours. In
this, Raja’s prediction was perfectly correct.

In the light of my insistence on urgency, and Raja’s assurance of the duration of
possible resistance, Khiary agreed that the operations should be carried out
early on the morning of September 13th.”

Operation Morthor, as it was called, went off according to schedule. Once again moving under cover
of early morning darkness the United Nations "peace-keepers" stormed the communication and
transportation nerve centers of Elisabethville. Within hours the UN-controlled radio station
announced, "The secession is over! Arrest the whites! The secession is over! Arrest the whites!"2



Egide Bochely-Davidson, the Communist who had been appointed by the central government to
administer Katanga province, was flown by UN plane to Elisabethville’s airport to take control just as
soon as the fighting stopped in the center of the city. (Dag Hammarskjold had said previously: "United
Nations facilities cannot be used, for example, to transport civilian or military representatives, under
the authority of the central government, to Katanga against the decision of the Katanga provincial
government."?)

At this point, however, Operation Morthor began to fall apart. Katangese troops launched a
counterattack on all fronts as full scale fighting spread to practically every sector of the city. Control of
the radio station moved back and forth between forces as one of the obviously important military
objectives. Bochely-Davidson impatiently paced up and down at the airport as the distant sound of
machine-gun chatter and mortar explosions grew louder by the minute. This time Katanga was
fighting back.

American newspapers carried the following account:

The battle for Elisabethville exploded into full war today, with casualties
estimated in excess of 1,000. The UN declared martial law and . . . Michel
Tombelaine of France, deputy UN civilian commander, announced over the UN
controlled radio that any civilians found in illegal possession of arms will be
summarily executed.

Michel Tombelaine was identified as a member of the French Communist party by a subcommittee of
the United States Senate on August 6, 1962.1

In an effort to capture and control the post office, the United Nations set up strategic military positions
under the protection of a large hospital which they had conveniently established across the street. To
their credit, the United Nations doctors there finally resigned en masse, stating "the building was
being turned into a support fortress."*

The forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville reported:

The hospital of the Italian Red Cross, which is situated behind the post office and
opposite the Banque du Congo, was militarised BV the UNO. The personnel of
this hospital wore the uniforms of the UNO. Already before September 13, 1961
[when the attack began], this hospital was in a state of armed defence:
sandbags, shelters for riflemen and machine-gunners. . . .

. .. on the morning of September 13th, the alleged defences were really used as
combat stations from which, at the beginning of the attack on the post office by
the mercenaries of the UNO, a well-sustained fire helped the massacre of the
defenders of this public building.22

UPI correspondent Ray Moloney drove a hundred miles to Bancroft in Northern Rhodesia to file the
following eyewitness account:

| watched the counterattack from inside the UN Red Cross hospital which had
machine guns set up along the terrace. United Nations troops were firing from
the hospital in the shadow of a giant Red Cross flag. . . . | also saw UN troops
fire on a Katangese ambulance as it tried to reach the twitching bodies of
unarmed Katangese police who were ripped to pieces by UN machine-gun
bullets after the cease fire sounded.*

Frustrated in its anticipation of an easy victory, the United Nations began to turn Operation Morthor
into Operation Terror. Blue-helmeted soldiers displaying the UN emblem of peace fired wantonly at
civilians, ambulances, automobiles--anything that moved. A Roman Catholic priest was murdered on



his way to collect the Holy Sacrament from St. Paul’'s Convent; the charred remains of his body were
later found in the burned shell of his automobile which had been hit by a bazooka shot from a United
Nations armored car. An ambulance man, dressed in white and wearing a Red Cross armband was
machine-gunned while stepping out of his ambulance to help the wounded; his leg had to be
amputated to save his life. A housewife was murdered while riding with her husband down a peaceful
street to buy groceries. These and literally hundreds of similar cases have been carefully
documented. There are always unfortunate killings of innocent civilians as the accidental by-product
of any war. But the consistent pattern of such atrocities in Katanga clearly reveals that they could
only have been the result of deliberate design.

Beginning on September 18 and continuing several times daily, UN convoys traveling along the
Boulevard Rhine Elisabeth and Avenue Stanley fired machine guns at virtually every home they
passed. The one dwelling that received the most punishment of all was the home of a Dr. and Mrs.
Szeles, Hungarian refugees who fled from similar treatment at the hands of the Communists in 1948.
His home was clearly identified by an enormous Red Cross flag. Several ambulances were usually
parked in front. For days on end UN troops machine-gunned this house twice a day--as convoys
were deployed in the morning and when they returned in the late afternoon. On one occasion hand
grenades were thrown in the windows. Mrs. Szeles, who had sought shelter in the corridor, was badly
wounded by the explosions. Dr. Szeles counted 355 bullet holes in the walls of his home. All the
windows were broken, the furniture smashed to pieces, the whole house reduced to shambles.
Fleeing from Communist terror in Hungary at the age of fifty, Dr. Szeles came to Katanga to start a
new life. Ten years later, at the age of sixty, be is once again deprived of his home--thanks to the
orgaquation that was supposedly created "to save succeeding generations from the scourge of
war."=

At the height of the UN attack on Elisabethville, Mr. Georges Olivet, the Swiss international Red
Cross representative there, cabled an appeal to his Geneva office to persuade the United Nations to
stop firing on Red Cross vehicles. A few days later he disappeared while on a mercy mission to UN
headquarters. It was not until eleven days afterward that his wrecked ambulance was found. It had
been bit with bazooka rockets and machine-gunned by United Nations troops. In an attempt to
conceal the crime, the UN soldiers had hurriedly buried Mr. Olivet and his two companions in a
shallow grave next to the road. The United Nations issued two contradictory explanations of what
happened. The first one charged that European mercenaries of the Katangese army had kidnapped
Olivet. Later, when the evidence was disclosed, it admitted that the vehicle had been struck by UN
fire but claimed that it was an accident caused by Olivet s driving "into cross fire.":® When the Red
Cross asked for an official investigation into this matter, the United Nations--which had launched an
extensive investigation of Lumumba’s death--denied the request on the basis that it did not have
"adequate legal or technical resources."*

The Roman Catholic bishop of Elisabethville accused the United Nations of "sacrilegious profanities”
and revealed that their troops had deliberately destroyed and looted churches and had wantonly
murdered innocent civilians.2

More than ninety percent of the buildings bombed by UN aircraft were strictly civilian structures with
no possible military value. As briefly described in the opening passages of this book, the operation
rapidly assumed the aspect of full-scale war. With all utilities cut and no refrigeration, civilians rushed
about frantically trying to find something to eat and drink. A light rain brought thankful Katangans to
every rain spout to collect the life-saving drinking water. The stench of rotting food hung over the city
and mingled with the smell of death.

The Communist press around the world was jubilant. Even in Rome the Social Democratic La
Guistizia said that the UN had succeeded "in bringing back peace," and the Communist newspaper
L'Unit called Operation Morthor "a hard defeat for the colonialists and their agents.":2

Miraculously, Katanga held the UN at bay. News correspondent Peter Younghusband gave the
following eyewitness report in an article datelined Elisabethville, September 15, 1961.:



Katanga Province President Tshombe said yesterday that he and his people will
fight "to the last drop of blood" to keep Katanga independent. | spoke to
Tshombe in a small villa situated in the grounds of his official residence. Mortar
shell explosions and machine-gun fire could be heard throughout the city. | was
astonished when a Belgian settler told me that Tshombe was not in hiding as
reported Tuesday, but was still in his residence and offered to take me there. |
went and found the residence heavily defended by troops with machine guns in
the gardens and armored cars in the road outside.

The president, haggard and eyes bloodshot from lack of sleep, said, "Did you
think 1 would run away when my soldiers are fighting and dying for their country?
We will fight to the bitter end and, if necessary, the last battle will be here in my
home, and | will be part of it." President Tshombe said he was prepared to
negotiate with the UN for a cease-fire if they would withdraw from the center of
the city and refrain from attacking his troops and leave him to settle his affairs
with the central Congo government in his own time. "They have lied to me and
have murdered my people," he said. "l appeal to the free world--to Britain, to
France, to America--to all nations who treasure the principles of freedom and the
right of a people to self-determination to bring this terrible thing to an end.” . . .
Elisabethville is a terror town of shattered buildings and deserted streets, where
bullets whine and ricochet. . . . Belgian settlers who armed themselves to the
teeth and joined the Katanga army in the fight for Katanga’s freedom include
former war veterans and police officers. Other civilians organized food and water
supplies to the troops. All Elisabethville’s hospitals are filled with wounded. 1
visited the Katanga radio station, which is now nothing more than a blackened
shell of a building, doorless and windowless with smashed radio equipment,
furniture, telephones, steel helmets and boots all lying in a jumbled mess.
Outside, | counted thirteen corpses still lying in the grass nearby, all Katanga
police and all. inexplicably, shot in the back. UN troops yesterday again fired on
a Katanga army ambulance displaying Red Crosses, seriously wounding the
African driver and two white nurses.?

Tshombe, speaking to his people over a hidden transmitter that identified itself as "Radio Free
Katanga," called for total resistance--"a fight to the last round of ammunition." Five thousand Baluba
warriors responded by joining the Katangese soldiers. Several hundred Bayeke warriors also came
into the fight. White residents took up arms and fought side-by-side with their African neighbors. They
were not mercenaries. Nobody paid them. They volunteered to fight for the simple reason that the
United Nations was destroying their homes and killing their loved ones.

Finally, the tide began to turn. The UN had prematurely announced to the world that the secession
was over. It was now in serious danger of having its forces completely annihilated because of the
unexpected determination of the Katangese people to maintain their independence. As supplies and
morale began to run low, it became obvious that the UN had made the fatal mistake of believing its
own propaganda. It had asserted that Tshombe was a mere puppet of the Belgians and that he was
supported in power only by a few mercenaries against the true will of his people. It maintained that
his government would collapse at the first blow. It was now paving the price of self-deception. Things
were going so badly for the United Nations that by September 17 its whole company A was cut off,
badly beaten, and forced to surrender. With Operation Morthor on the verge of total collapse, the UN
finally agreed to a face-saving cease-fire. On September 20, just one week after the United Nations
had launched its unprovoked attack, peace once again returned to Katanga; its green and white flag
still fluttered proudly to proclaim that Katanga remained free.

The only thing more incredible than the United Nations military action in Katanga is the way in which
it tried to justify that action. If things had gone according to schedule there would have been little
trouble. Press releases would have simply stated that Tshombe had been replaced by "moderate”
Bochely-Davidson and that after a light exchange of gunfire "secessionist" Katanga had been brought



back under the central government. The United States President would have sent his congratulations
to Dag Hammarskjold and State Department officials would have expressed great satisfaction with
this victory over Communism. But as it turned out, the situation had "escalated," and there were just
too many newspaper reporters willing to make that hundred-mile trek to Northern Rhodesia to get the
true story out to the world.%

At one point, the UN explained that it had initiated military action at the request of the central
government. An official spokesman elaborated: "The UN motive in complying with the request was to
avoid the alternative--invasion of northern Katanga by central government troops and a prolonged
civil war."# In other words, the central Government was preparing to attack Katanga; but that would
have been civil war. Therefore, the UN attacked Katanga to save the central Government the trouble!

As the fighting spread, it became apparent that the United Nations needed another story. As a result,
it was decided to announce that the UN had nothing to do with starting the action at all--that it was
merely defending itself against Katangese aggression. And so, on September 16, three days after the
United Nations had stated it had initiated the action "at the request of the central government,” Dag
Hammarskjold, at a press conference, told this fantastic story:

In the early hours of September 13th . . . an alert was set since arson was
discovered at the UN garage. As the UN troops were proceeding toward the
garage premises, fire was opened on them from the building where a number of
foreign officers are known to be staying. UN troops were subsequently also
resisted and fired at as they, were deploying toward key points or while they
were guarding installations in the City.%

In the words of Conor O’Brien, the man who helped plan the attack:

| have no idea what the source for the "arson” statement may be. No such fire
was ever reported by me, or to me, or ever referred to in my presence. Nor is
there any reference to such a phenomenon in the military "situation report.”
Some days before, an empty UN vehicle was upset and damaged by the
"spontaneous demonstrators” outside a garage in the town (properly speaking,
there was no "UN garage"). This incident, the nearest known to me to the "arson
alarm,” was no longer present to our minds on the morning of September 13".2

Just for the record, Operation Morthor comes from a Hindi word. Morthor does not mean "Sound the
alarm; there is arson in the garage" or "Let us now assist the authorities to prevent civil war." It
means smash!
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They make desolation which they call peace.

Tacitus (54-119 A.D.)

CHAPTER SIX: AH, PEACE

The defeat of the United Nations in Katanga was met with anguished cries from the world Communist
press. Tass, the Soviet news agency, said that the cease-fire agreement with "colonialist puppet
Tshombe" evoked only a feeling of "indignation." The Tass writer, V. Kharokov, complained that what
had been a promising UN operation to end Katanga’s secession had turned out to be "a total flop."*

The Communists, however, were unduly concerned, for the UN was not giving up yet. It was using
the cease-fire merely as a means of building up its strength for a renewed attack. Immediately,
additional troops began to arrive on the scene: The first four of fourteen UN jets landed at
Leopoldville. The buildup was both extensive and rapid. Finally, on November 24, 1961, the Security
Council swung into action once again. It passed another resolution strongly condemning Katanga for
its continued use of mercenaries and then authorized the further use of force to bring it under the
control of the central government. The velvet glove was now completely off. This amounted to a
declaration of war against Katanga. Tshombe was quick to realize this and, addressing a crowd of
eight thousand cheering Africans two days later, he said that the United Nations would soon
"undertake war on our territory. . . . Tomorrow or the day after, there will be a trial of strength. Let us
prepare for it. Let Katanga fighters arise at the given moment in every street, every lane, every road
and every village. | will give you the signal at the opportune time."

Minister of the Interior Munongo later echoed Tshombe’s sentiment when he proclaimed: "We are all
here, resolved to fight and die if necessary. The UN may take our cities. There will remain our
villages and the bush. All the tribal chiefs are alerted. We are savages; we are Negroes. So be it! We
shall fight like savages with our arrows."®

While the UN military buildup was taking place, troops of the central government began to move into
position to invade the regions of northern Katanga. Since this would be civil war, and since the UN
said it was in the Congo to prevent civil war, one might expect the peace-keepers to do something
about it. They did. They provided large quantities of supplies and helped transport the central
government troops into Katanga. The UN referred to this as a "police action.” The chief UN
representative in the Congo, Sture Linner, further explained that any move on the part of Tshombe to
secure his defensive military position along Katanga’'s borders would be considered an act of civil war
and that the UN would take action to prevent it.?

The central government was getting impatient to nail Tshombe’s hide to the wall. Justin Bomboko, the
Congolese foreign minister who had previously brought charges of high treason against Tshombe,
later revealed the prevailing mood of his government when he said: "Tshombe only understands the
language of force and pressure. . . . We can negotiate for 100 years with Tshombe, but it will be in
vain. There is no hope of solving this problem by peaceful means. We lose our time, and this is the
reason why we went to the UN and Washington."

What kind of troops were these that the UN brought into Katanga and sustained with supplies and jet
air cover? They were mostly the same mutinous bunch that had been on the rampage for many
months. Their numbers included several thousand of those whom Tshombe had kicked out of his
army and who had since reenlisted in Leopoldville. The rest were from Gizenga’'s former Communist
stronghold of Stanleyville.

A few weeks earlier, Gizenga’'s soldiers seized and brutally beat thirteen Italian airmen serving the
United Nations at Kindu. After the beating the men were shot and cut up into tiny pieces. According to
witnesses parts of the bodies were thrown into the Congo River. Others were sold in the market
place. A human hand was presented to a United Nations doctor by a giggling Congolese soldier.



Colonel Alphonse Pakassa, commander of these soldiers, when questioned on the subject of the
massacre simply shrugged his shoulders and replied, "You know how soldiers are."®

The world was shocked at the news. But, as usual, memories were short. These were the very same
soldiers that just six weeks later were transported by the United Nations into northern Katanga.” After
their arrival, they proceeded to slaughter a group of twenty-two Roman Catholic missionaries. This
time, however, since the victims were not wearing UN uniforms, there was practically no publicity.2

Turning southward, these soldiers put whole villages to the torch, slaughtered women and children,
and sent over ten thousand families fleeing in panic. Anyone, black or white, who was found to be
armed with even a penknife was killed on the spot. Risking her life to visit the terror zone,
newswoman Philippa Schuyler reported:

As this story goes to press, the wild, chaotic Congolese National Army is
advancing from the north into Katanga, moving ever southward, ravaging
wherever they go, like a diabolic visitation of locusts. The UN is not stopping their
advance. These are wild barbarians, like the fifth century Gauls advancing on
Rome, determined to annihilate the bastion of civilization that remains in
Katanga. Sacked by the barbarians, the remainder of the Congo has already
entered the Dark Ages; helped by the UN, these barbaric hordes wish also to
plunge Katanga into desolation, ignorance and misery.2

In the wake of this imported terror, the entire region began to revert to its primitive origin. With no
local authority to keep peace and order, the natives--afraid and confused--revived ancient and
suppressed rituals. Cannibalism was reintroduced. Smoldering tribal feuds broke out into full-scale
tribal wars. Even the beloved missionaries who were once reasonably safe in the area were
terrorized and murdered as a result of the mass hysteria that bad been unleashed.®

The Katangese forces that previously had been responsible for law and order were now fighting for
their very lives. A ten-man Katangese patrol led by a local administrative officer, Gregoire Kulu, was
ambushed by about one hundred wild savages who cut off Kulu’s legs, jammed sticks into the stumps
and forced him to run on them before burning him alive.X* As a result of atrocities of this kind and the
onslaught of the central government troops, Tshombe’s gendarmes in the area urgently sent for
reinforcements and additional ammunition. Their plea was denied by the United Nations, however, on
the basis that this would enhance civil war and thus would be in violation of the cease-fire agreement.

But once again, Katanga overcame the impossible odds and finally pushed the invaders back. Order
was restored to the territory. By November the invaders were in full retreat--looting and pillaging as
they went.

By now the UN had completed its own military buildup for a renewed assault on Elisabethville. Seeing
that the central government could not subdue Tshombe, the United Nations issued a few more
promises not to intervene in the internal affairs of Katanga and began to draw up plans for its next
attack. It came on December 5, just three weeks before Christmas. United Nations troops assaulted a
Katangese roadblock, and when the smoke cleared thirty-eight Katangans lay lifeless in the street.
The war was on!

From this point the story becomes tragically monotonous. Once again the United Nations unleashed
a reign of terror, death and destruction on peaceful Elisabethville. Once again the primary targets
were hospitals, churches, homes, ambulances and shops. Once again the victims were civilians--
men, women and children. And, once again, the Secretary-General insisted that the United Nations
was merely fighting back as the innocent victim of Katanga'’s aggression. The only changes were that
Conor O'Brien had been recalled and U Thant was now issuing the contradictory statements instead
of Dag Hammarskjold. Thant stated on December 12 that the goal of the United Nations military
operations in Katanga was merely to "regain and assure our freedom of movement to restore law and
order, and to insure that, for the future, UN forces and officials in Katanga are not subject to attacks."



Yet, just five days later, when Tshombe was calling for a cease-fire, Thant declared, "For us to stop
short of our objectives at the present stage would be a serious setback for the UN."2

While the United Nations was pursuing its objectives, the forty-six civilian doctors of Elisabethville
sent an electrifying telegram to President Kennedy, Pope John, and some fourteen other leading
dignitaries around the world:

SOS TO THE MORAL CONSCIENCE OF THE WORLD--stop--IMPLORE YOU
TO INTERVENE WITH ALL YOUR AUTHORITY TO STOP THE TERRORIST
BOMBARDMENT OF HOSPITALS AND CIVILIAN POPULATIONS BY UNO. . ..
ON OUR HONOUR AS PHYSICIANS WE DECLARE AS LIES THE DENIALS
OF UNO SECRETARY-GENERAL--stop--INSIST UPON INQUIRY HERE BY
HIGH MAGISTRATES AND PRESIDENTS OF MEDICAL ORDERS OF ALL
CIVILISED NATIONS--stop--ONLY MEANS OF CONVINCING THE WORLD OF
INCONCEIVABLE ACTIONS OF UNO ALAS DISHONORED--stop--INSIST
UPON CREATION INTERNATIONAL TRIBUNE COMPETENT JUDGE CRIMES
AND MISDEEDS UNO PERSONNEL WHO BENEFIT FROM IMMUNITY
CONTRARY TO NATURAL LAW 2

At the height of the sacking of Elisabethville, Tshombe personally appealed to the United States to
use its influence to put an end to the destruction of the city. U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations
Adlai Stevenson replied that "the U.S. is very pleased with the plans of the Secretary-General to bring
Katanga under control."** Secretary of State Dean Rusk explained to the unsuspecting public that the
U.S. was backing the UN action "to save the Congo from the Communists."*® And on December 13,
twenty-seven U.S. Globemasters flew additional UN troops, artillery and armored cars right into
Elisabethville.X® The next day Mr. Jules Cousin, administrative director for one of Katanga's largest
mining companies, sent a bitter message to President Kennedy describing the United Nations’ blind
"killing and wounding--even in the hospitals." He stated that since the United States had continued to
finance and support this carnage he was returning with disgust the Medal of Freedom awarded to him
by the United States in 1946.%

That same day, December 14, a full-page advertisement was run in the New York Times protesting
the bombing of Katanga, which had "committed no aggression except wanting to be free of a
Communist-controlled central government.” The State Department replied by accusing the sponsors
of the ad of taking bribes from the Katanga Information Service in New York.22 Adlai Stevenson said
further: "The object of the United States in supporting the United Nations during this long and trying
period has been to advance American policy in Africa. . . . It seems to me that our policy and UN
policy have coincided exactly in the Congo. | wish many Americans would think of that when they

complain about what has been done there.":2

And so it went. The great and powerful United Nations--the "last best hope for peace," the "moral
conscience of the world"--pitted against tiny Katanga, a country that would not give up. Again and
again, Katanga held firm. Finally another cease-fire was called.

Almost a year went by while the United Nations went through the motions of conciliation and
pondered its next move. Matters were complicated by the Congo war lasting longer and costing far
more than expected. It put the United Nations into debt. A further financial complication arose when
Soviet Russia refused to pay its share of the cost. This, of course, made it appear as if the
Communists were really quite unhappy over the UN Congo policy. They knew full well, however, that
their friends in Washington would put up enough "dirty capitalist” money to cover the whole operation.
They were right, as was proved by subsequent events.

The American taxpayer was simply told that the Congo operation was anti-Communist while he was
being relieved of several hundred million more dollars.?



On October 12, 1962, the American Committee for Aid to Katanga Freedom Fighters revealed a
highly confidential memorandum which had been circulated among top United Nations officials. The
memorandum put forth a very precise and intricate timetable for renewed military aggression against
Katanga. It also predicted that the United States would go along with these plans in spite of rising
public opposition at the grass roots. It declared:

The U.S. will judge itself bound, as in the past, by UN decisions and will supply
the necessary transport aircraft and, later on, helicopters. . . . Washington would
like to work out a compromise; but the State Department has based its policy on
the UN and will in no circumstances disregard its obligations to the UN decision.

United Nations officials and State Department spokesmen immediately charged that the
memorandum was fictitious. Events since then, however, have proved that it was one hundred
percent accurate, even to the timetable.

Suddenly, the UN released a press report describing a letter said to have been signed by eight
important tribal chiefs in Katanga. The letter branded Tshombe as a traitor, asked for his immediate
arrest, demanded that troops be sent to crush Tshombe’s resistance, and highly praised the United
Nations. While most newsmen took the report at face value, Michael Padev of the daily Arizona
Republic thought that the whole matter seemed too slick and decided to check further. As a result, it
was revealed that the whole story was completely fabricated by the United Nations. After giving
assurances that the letter was authentic and promising to provide the press with photostatic copies,
UN press officers later backed down and admitted that they did not have the letter but that it had
been seen. Finally, when word reached Katanga all but one of the chiefs who supposedly signed the
letter telegraphed angry denials saying, "Everything the UN published was a campaign of lies." One
chief, Kasengo Nyembo, stated that he had been recently approached by the UN to make an anti-
Tshombe statement but had refused. The United Nations quietly dropped the issue.%

Finally, on December 29, 1962, the United Nations delivered its second annual Christmas present to
Katanga. As Time magazine described it:

The sound of Christmas in Katanga Province was the thunk of mortar shells and
the rattle of machine-guns. . . . Blue-helmeted UN soldiers swarmed through
Elisabethville, seized roadblocks on the highways. Swedish UN Saab jets
swooped low over Katanga'’s airfield at Kolwezi, destroying four planes on the
ground and setting oil tanks ablaze. . . . From Manhattan UN headquarters,
orders were flashed to the 12,000 man UN force in Katanga: "Take all necessary
action in self-defense and to restore order.” . . . Secretary-General U Thant says
he is convinced that unless Tshombe is subdued soon, Premier Cyrille Adoula’s
Central Government in Leopoldville will collapse.?

With a fresh supply of American money and military support Robert Gardner, the new UN chief officer
in the Congo, confidently declared: "We are not going to make the mistake this time of stopping short.
... This is going to be as decisive as we can make it."#

One month later, after having captured control of Elisabethville, Kamina and Kipushi, the United
Nations finally seized Kolwezi--a city of seventy thousand and Tshombe’s last stronghold. An hour
before UN troops entered the center of the city, Tshombe made a dramatic farewell speech to his
soldiers. About two thousand of them gathered in the market square. Standing in a drizzling rain,
Tshombe told his men: "You have fought bravely against the enemy three times in the past two and
one-half years. The odds have become overwhelming against you."#

A few minutes later Katanga'’s independence was ground into the mud by United Nations boots. The
last flame of freedom in the Congo flickered and died.
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PART II

THE MASTER PLANNERS
Communist Control of the United Nations

What will be left of the American experiment when we have been
integrated with the political system of France, the economic system of
Turkey, the social system of Italy? | do not know--but SOMEONE
knows. . . .

Senator William E. Jenner, June 1956

CHAPTER SEVEN: BABY CARRIAGES

Speaking before the Senate on February 23, 1954, Senator William Jenner told the story of a young
married man working in a baby-carriage factory in Germany during, the early days of the Nazi regime.
Since his wife was soon expecting their first child, the young man began to save his money to
purchase one of the baby carriages he was helping to build. But for some reason the Nazi
government refused to let anybody buy them. So he decided to collect secretly the parts-one from
each department-and do the assembly himself at home. Finally, when all the parts had been
gathered, he and his wife began to put them together. To their utter astonishment, they wound up
with, not a baby carriage at all, but a machine gun! And, as Senator Jenner observed:

The pattern . . . was divided into separate parts, each of them as innocent, safe
and familiar looking as possible. The leaders did not intend to assemble the parts
until they needed machine guns. But let's keep in mind that when the parts of a
design are carefully cut to exact size to fit other parts with a perfect fit in final
assembly, the parts must be made according to a blueprint drawn up in exact
detail. This does not happen by chance. The men who make the blueprints know
exactly what the final product is to be. They have planned the final assembly
years ahead. They do not think they are making baby carriages.t

The United Nations operation in the Congo was no accident. When all the component parts are put
together and viewed in their entirety, they mesh so neatly and consistently over a period of time as to
reveal a pattern far too obvious to ignore. Nor did this machine gun come into existence overnight.
Actually the planners, who knew what the end product was to be, had been working feverishly for
years. Their job was to get the individual pieces properly designed and then manufactured by as
many unsuspecting souls as could be enticed to the assembly line. The baby carriages had been
described to these workers with such appealing phrases as "peace,” and "security," world
brotherhood," and "international cooperation."” But when the pieces were assembled in Katanga they
brought death, destruction and Communism. The only people who were surprised at the final product
were those who had taken the United Nations at face value and who had never closely examined
either the blueprint or the planners who drafted it.

The first rough sketches for this blueprint were drawn up by Nikolai Lenin. They were expanded by
Joseph Stalin and refined by Nikita Khrushchev. Subtle changes and variations are still added from
time to time, but the basic plan remains essentially the same.

Stalin laid down five intermediate goals of Communism as necessary steps toward the ultimate goal
of global conquest. Summarized, they are as follows:

1. Confuse, disorganize and destroy the forces of capitalism around the world.
2. Bring all nations together into a single world system of economy.

3.Force the advanced countries to pour prolonged financial aid into the



underdeveloped countries.

4. Divide the world into regional groups as a transitional stage to total world
government. Populations will more readily abandon their national loyalties to a
vague regional loyalty than they will for a world authority. Later, the regionals
[such as the present NATO, SEATO, and the Organization of American States]
can be brought all the way into a single world dictatorship of the proletariat.?

For those who may be puzzled at why the Communists are concerned over raising the level of
underdeveloped countries, it should be noted that this not only helps to "bring all nations together into
a single world system of economy,” but also serves to bleed dry the capitalist countries that will be
paying the bill. In addition there is the fact that underdeveloped countries are more difficult for the
Communists to take over than the more advanced ones. This will undoubtedly come as quite a shock
to those who have been told that our massive giveaway program to foreign countries is keeping the
Communists at bay. But, as Nikolai Lenin explained to his comrades:

The more backward the country . . . the more difficult it is for her to pass from the
old capitalist relations to socialist relations. To the tasks of destruction are added
new, incredibly difficult tasks, vis. organizational tasks . . . the organization of
accounting, of the control of large enterprises, the transformation of the whole of
the state economic mechanism into a single huge machine, into an economic
organization that will work in such a way as to enable hundreds of millions of
people to be guided by a single plan.

In 1928 and again in 1936 the Communist International formally presented a three-stage plan for
achieving world government:

1. Socialize the economies of all nations.
2. Bring about regional unions of various groupings of these socialized nations.

3. Amalgamate all of these regional groupings into a final worldwide union of
socialist states.

The following is taken directly from the official 1936 program of the Communist International:

Dictatorship can be established only by a victory of socialism in different
countries or groups of countries, after which the proletariat republics would unite
on federal lines with those already in existence, and this system of federal unions
would expand . . . at length forming the World Union of Socialist Soviet
Republics.?

The blueprint was further developed by William Z. Foster, national chairman of the Communist Party,
U.S.A,, from 1933 to 1957, when he wrote:

A Communist world will be a unified, organized world. The economic system will
be one great organization, based upon the principle of planning now dawning in
the USSR. The American Soviet government will be an important section in this
world government. . . .

Once the power of the bourgeoisie is broken internationally and its States
destroyed, the world Soviet Union will develop towards a scientific administration
of things, as Engels describes. There will be no place for the present narrow
patriotism, the bigoted nationalist chauvinism that serves so well the Capitalist
warmakers.2



By 1945 the blueprint was being drafted into its final form. Delegates from countries all over the world
were preparing to participate in a conference at San Francisco which was to mark the creation of
something to be called the United Nations. Earl Browder, well known past leader of the United States
Communist party, in his book Victory and After, stated: "The American Communists worked
energetically and tirelessly to lay the foundations for the United Nations, which we were sure would
come into existence." The April 1945 issue of the Communist periodical Political Affairs explained to
its readers the importance of getting the capitalist countries committed to this international body. It
pointed out that since Russia would be one of the dominant voices in the UN, it could be used to
prevent other countries from acting independently against Communism. The magazine stated:

Victory means more than the military defeat of Nazi Germany. It means the
collapse of anti-Soviet policies and programs as dominant tendencies within the
capitalist sector of the world. It means that the policy predominant during the
interwar years of attempting to solve the world crisis at the expense of the Soviet
Union is replaced by the policy of attempting to solve the crisis through
cooperation with the Soviet Union.2 [Italics added.]

Five months later the Communists printed a pamphlet entitled The United Nations which further
explained what function they had in mind for the United Nations. To be sure, it was not the function of
"peace" that Americans anticipated. The pamphlet said: "It [the San Francisco conference] met to
outlaw war. But everyone knows that war cannot be abolished until imperialism [i.e. capitalism] is
abolished." It went on to explain that there were four primary reasons why Communists should
support the United Nations:

1. The veto will protect the USSR from the rest of the world.

2. The UN will frustrate an effective foreign policy of the major capitalist
countries.

3. The UN will be an extremely helpful instrument in breaking up the colonial
territories of non-Communist countries.

4. The UN will eventually bring about the amalgamation of all nations into a
single Soviet svstem.”

In 1953 Colonel Jan Bukar, a former Czechoslovakian army intelligence officer, testified before the
House Committee on Un-American Activities that a General Bondarenko delivered a lecture at the
Frunze Military Academy in Moscow and declared:

From the rostrum of the United Nations, we shall convince the colonial and semi-
colonial people to liberate themselves and to spread the Communist theory over
all the world. We recognize the UN as no authority over the Soviet Union, but the
UnitedBNations serves to deflect the capitalists and warmongers in the Western
World.®

One final and extremely revealing glimpse of the blueprint was offered by Dr. Marek Stanislaw
Korowicz, a member of the United Nations delegation from Communist Poland who defected in 1953
and sought political asylum in this country. Testifying before the House Committee on Un-American
Activities, Dr. Korowicz said:

We were all indoctrinated strongly with the Russian master plan to reach the
working masses of the various countries in the Western World over the heads of
their governments. . . . The organization of the UN is considered as one of the
most important platforms for Soviet propaganda in the world. | wish to underline
the following comment: Not only Russia, but its satellites attach a primary
importance that the members of their bloc of satellite powers maintain their



relations with the Western World. It is emphasized at all times that, in the acts of
real democracy, socialist democracy, they should seek a direct channel over the
heads of their governments to the great popular masses of the U.S. and the
other western countries. The UN organization offers a parliamentary platform to
the Soviet politicians, and from this platform, they may preach to the populations
of the entire world and do their subversive propaganda.?

It is no mere coincidence that the United Nations headquarters was located in the United States.
Most Americans think that this was a victory for us in the cold war. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Not only has this made it much easier for the Communists in the United Nations to "reach
directly to the American masses" with their propaganda, but their spies and espionage agents posing
as delegates and staff can gain entry into this country under full diplomatic immunity. Matt Cvetic,
former undercover agent for the FBI, has testified that

. . . representatives of the Soviet bloc governments in the UN do not only operate
as propaganda ministers in the UN, but also, whenever possible, carry on in this
country to further the revolutionary aims of the Communist International by
working in close proximity with members of the American Communist party and
alien Soviet agents.®

In confirmation of Cvetic’'s testimony, J. Edgar Hoover, head of the FBI, stated that Communist
diplomats assigned to the United Nations "represent the backbone of Russian intelligence operations
in this country."t

A former employee of the Czechoslovakian consulate testified before a committee of the United
States Senate in 1951 that UN officials from her country routinely took large amounts of baggage with
them on their frequent trips home. She said that this meant usually less than 30 large bags per
person, but on at least one occasion to her knowledge a returning UN official took 97 bags. She said
that this baggage, which has diplomatic immunity and cannot be inspected, contained electronic
devices, "equipment which was very secret," literature and secret communications.2

It should not come as a surprise, therefore, to learn that it was the Soviet Union, not the United
States, that insisted that UN headquarters be located on our soil. Trygve Lie, the first secretary-
general of the United Nations, revealed this fact in his book In the Cause of Peace. Describing the
debates over the future location of the permanent headquarters, Lie said:

The Americans declared their neutrality as soon as the Preparatory Commission
opened its deliberation. The Russians disappointed most Western Europeans by
coming out at once for a site in America. . . .

Andrei Gromyko, of the USSR, had come out flatly for the United States. As to
where in the United States, let the American Government decide, he had blandly
told hisl3colleagues. Later, the Soviet Union modified its stand to support the East
Coast.~

Let us now put these scattered pieces of the master plan together and see what it looks like in its
entirety. Briefly summarized, the Communist blueprint for world conquest via the United Nations is as
follows:

1. Consolidate total working control of the United Nations into Communist hands
as rapidly as possible.

2. Use the United Nations to break up the colonial territories of non-Communist
countries.

3. Use the United Nations as a vehicle for subversion, espionage and



propaganda within the non-Communist member nations.

4. Induce the non-Communist member nations to abandon any strong
independent foreign policy of their own by turning over this function to the United
Nations.

5. Maneuver the non-Communist member nations into establishing socialism at
home as the necessary transition stage to Communism and to become
dependent economically on the overall international socialist control and
direction of the UN.

6. Induce the stronger non-Communist member nations to transfer full control of
their military forces to the United Nations. After this, no resistance will be
possible. The world will be Communist.

Since the United States is, at the present time, the only nation on earth that offers the potential of real
resistance to the Communist plan of world conquest, the UN blueprint has been primarily designed
for us. The Communists know that if they can just get America to step completely into the cage the
rest of the world will be theirs. And so, in practical terms, the master plan can be further simplified
and condensed into just one simple objective: to gain full working control of the UN and, at the same
time, to entice the United States to gradually surrender its sovereignty to this world government.

With the blueprint clearly before them, the Communists next launched a massive propaganda
campaign to sell the UN to the American people. The April 1945 issue of the Communist periodical
Political Affairs set the pace with the following directive:

The major question for us in connection with the San Francisco Conference is to
assure the adherence of the United States to the World Security Organization, in
the spirit of the policies formulated in the Crimea Declaration [at which time it
was decided to form the UN]. We have come a long way along this path. But the
final battle has not yet been won, although we are in an extremely favorable
position to destroy the remaining bridgeheads of opposition. In his address to the
National Committee of the Communist Political Association in March 1945, Earl
Browder [head of the Communist party in the U.S.] signalized the struggle for
complete national adherence to the Crimea policies as "America’s decisive
battle." At the time of the Moscow Conference in October 1943, the Senate voted
85 to 5 in favor of United States participation in a World Security Organization,
even changing the phraseology of its resolution to accord with the Moscow
Declaration. Only the diehard obstructionists voted against the resolution. . . .
Building up vast popular support of the Crimea policy would create the best
atmosphere for the United Nations meeting and for routing the opposition. After
the Charter is passed at San Francisco, it will have to be approved by two thirds
of the Senate, and this action will establish a weighty precedent for other treaties
and agreements still to come. But the victory cannot be won in the Senate alone;
it must emanate from the organized and broadening national support built up for
the President’s policy, on the eve of the San Francisco gathering and after. . . .
Great popular support and enthusiasm for the United Nations policies should be
built up, well organized and fully articulate. But it is also necessary to do more
than that. The opposition must be rendered so impotent that it will be unable to
gather any significant support in the Senate against the United Nations Charter
and the treaties which will follow.**

Elsewhere in the same issue of Political Affairs, the Communists received detailed instructions on
how to capture this great popular support.

It is necessary to show convincingly that, in criticizing or directly opposing the



decisions of Crimea, these elements are opposing not only London and Moscow,
but also, and in the first place, Washington--our Nation’s foreign policy; that they
are jeopardizing and obstructing America’s national interests. . . . In fact, around
this single proposition, it is now possible to enlist the active and coordinated
support of every major organization and group in the United States, ranging from
national, state, and local governmental bodies, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce,
the Farm Bureau, and the American Legion, to the AFL, the CIO, and all other
people’s organizations. . . . This will be achieved if this vital battle is fought out in
an uncompromising manner so as to reject all amendments and reservations,
and if it is waged in behalf and on terms of America’s national interests, as well
as those of the common needs and the unity of action of all of the United
Nations.*2

That this campaign was overwhelmingly successful hardly needs mentioning. The opposition was,
indeed, rendered so impotent that it was unable to gather any significant support in the Senate
against the United Nations Charter. Americans, jubilant at the idea of a peace organization which was
in their national interest, unhesitatingly pledged their unlimited cooperation and support.

By 1954, however, the United Nations began to lose some of its initial luster in American circles. A
rising tide of opposition was clearly on the horizon. Once again, the Communists went into high gear,
this time to throw up a wall of protection around their pet creation. For instance, the July 1954 issue
of the Communist Daily Worker, in an article headed "U.S. Labor and the UN," said:

Both AFL and CIO have consistently given verbal support to the UN. Their
conventions unfailingly adopted resolutions to this effect since the establishment
of the world organization in 1945. Now the time has come when it is more than
ever necessary to match the words with deeds. For the UN is in danger of going
the way of the old League of Nations.

A few months later, the same newspaper offered its Communist readers several tips on what
arguments to use to overcome any criticism of the United Nations’ dismal record. It answered the
critics this way:

So you see, its not the UN that merits your scorn and active opposition, but the
policies that have undermined the UN and turned it into the opposite kind of an
organization than was envisioned in San Francisco and provided in the
Charter.*

A further indication of the Communists’ interest in maintaining the United Nations can be found in the
Preamble to the constitution of the Communist party:

The Communist party of the United States . . . fights uncompromisingly against . .
. all forms of chauvinism. . . . It holds further that the true national interest of our
country and the cause of peace and progress require . . . the strengthening of
the United Nations as a universal instrument of peace.

This, then, is the "baby carriage" that has been sold to the American people--sold, but not yet
delivered. When the day comes that the planners feel ready to assemble the parts on our soil, our
innocence and good intentions will be of small comfort.

The plan is both simple and brilliant. But have the Communists succeeded in conquering one third of
the world through stupidity? Did they do it with brute force? Was it luck? The answers to these
guestions are obvious. One thing for which the Communists must be given credit is that they are
master strategists. They know full well that they could never hope to conquer the world through
military might alone. But through trickery and deception, they have developed a formula whereby they
can take over America, and thus the rest of the world, without firing a single shot. Khrushchev has



said that when the Red flag flies over America, it will be Americans who will put it there. And in that
simple boast lies the key to everything the Communists and their allies are trying to accomplish
through the United Nations.

As Abraham Lincoln predicted, "If destruction be our lot, we must ourselves be its author and finisher.
As a nation of free men, we must live through all time, or die by suicide."
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Let none but Americans stand guard tonight!

George Washington

CHAPTER EIGHT: UNDER EVERY BED

It is a sad commentary on contemporary America that when anyone tries to call attention to the fact
that known Communists have succeeded in penetrating into key positions within our government, he
is usually met with a barrage of wild accusations and condemnations from the anti-anti-Communists
who now seem to dominate our opinion-molding channels of mass communications. Anyone who
tries to arouse his fellow citizens to the terrible danger of allowing Communists and fellow travelers in
high places runs the risk of becoming the object of public scorn. He will be labeled "extremist,"
"radical right," "crackpot." He will be contemptuously dismissed with the observation, "Oh, he sees a
Communist under every bed."” This phrase has almost become the national slogan of that great army
of Americans who, being afraid to examine the evidence closely lest they discover a truth too
unpleasant to bear, loudly repeat over and over again, as though saying it made it so, "It cant
happen here; it can’t happen here."

As a former head of the U.S. Communist party, William Z. Foster, put it:

American imperialism is now strong. Its champions ridicule the idea of a
revolution . . . they console themselves with the thought that "it could never
happen in this country,” and they scorn the at-present weak Communist party.
But they overlook the detail that the same attitude was taken toward the pre-
revolution Bolsheviki.t

There is, of course, no law that offers us eternal immunity from a Communist take-over. It can and
will happen here unless enough of us do something to prevent it. To act intelligently, however, we
must first know how the enemy is operating and then appraise his progress and the strength of his
present position. We have already studied his master strategy. Let us now examine the extent to
which he has succeeded in carrying it out.

Since a major Communist objective is to consolidate total working control of the United Nations, and
since all else depends on that single accomplishment, we shall begin with that part of the record.

The casual observer might conclude that the degree of Communist control over the United Nations
can be measured by the number of votes they have from satellite countries. On this basis the
Communists could only come up with about 12 out of the total of 113. The record shows, however,
that a substantial number of countries classified as neutral consistently vote with the Communist bloc.
The Afro-Asian bloc, for instance (which now has over half the total number of votes in the entire
organization), and much of the Latin American bloc almost never vote on the same side as the United
States unless the United States happens to be voting on the same side as the Soviets-as is often the
case. Not all of these countries, of course, are under the full control of Moscow; but they are, without
exception, fiercely socialist and anti-U.S. in their orientation. Many of them consist of little more than
primitive areas of the world ruled by tribal chiefs and petty despots. Kenya, for instance, is now run by
Jomo ("Burning Spear") Kenyatta, former leader of the terrorist Mau Mau uprisings of the 1950’s.

Many nations in the United Nations are dictatorships with hardly a pretense at representative
Government. Few of them share values and traditions similar to ours. There is widespread contempt
for the rich Yankee who thinks that his money can buy friendship. And we should not deceive
ourselves. Most of what apparent support we do get in the UN is the result of financial bribery,
nothing more. Conor O’Brien inadvertently confirmed this when he wrote:

Delegations from countries receiving aid from the United States would be warned
in a friendly way that "Congress might find it hard to understand” a given vote.



Such countries rarely allowed to their delegates the Iluxury of an
incomprehensible, and therefore potentially expensive voting position.2

Shocking as this situation is, it should not be surprising. After all, how does one go about enlisting the
support of feudal princes, tribal chieftains, despots and cannibals? With moral suasion? The Soviets
are perfectly content to let us spend ourselves silly buying the illusion of temporary leadership while
they work behind the scenes consolidating their control of the UN. It is frightening to ponder what will
happen when Uncle Sam’s money runs out.

The voting delegates, however, are not nearly as important in the ultimate control of the United
Nations as are the permanent staff members of the Secretariat. The resolutions and edicts that are
ground out by the General Assembly and the Security Council are, as we have seen, purposely
vague to leave "wide margins of latitude" for implementation by the Secretary-General and members
of the Secretariat. It is in the Secretariat that the United Nations becomes the reality of world
government. It is here among the faceless thousands of international bureaucrats that ultimate
control resides. These men and women can effectively neutralize any resolution and prevent it from
being realistically carried out; or they can put teeth into those that were never intended to bite.

When Conor O'Brien was transferred from his position as a delegate from Ireland to the staff of the
Secretariat, he was so impressed at the greater importance of his new role that he was prompted to
write:

What produced the sense of shock was the growing impression that neither the
General Assembly nor the Security Council had the full materials necessary for
an adequately informed discussion and adequately motivated decisions, on the
UN operation in the Congo. The only people who had these materials were the
people who saw the actual telegrams--the inner circle of the Secretariat. . . . As
for the Congo Advisory Committee, "advising" the Secretary-General on the
basis of the information with which the Secretary-General saw fit to supply it, it
seemed, in the light of the telegrams, much less like an advisory body than like a
group of innocent outsiders being taken for a guided tour. . . .

. the Secretariat--rather than the half-paralysed Security Council or the
amorphous General Assembly--was the reality of the United Nations, the
advancing edge of the sense of international community. If the Secretariat played
its cards remarkably close to its chest, as it now seemed that it was in the habit
of doing, it was justified in this, because it was tremendously important, for the
hopes it represented, that it should win.

Much of this was implicit in my attitude of mind . . . rather than fully thought out.
What | was actually most conscious of was the more primitive feeling of pleasure
at now being, as | thought, "on the inside" of this major international operation,
combined with a sense of deflation, on realizing how very much "on the outside"
one had been as an ordinary delegate in the corridors of the Assembly and at the
Advisory Committee.

What kind of person does it take to be a desirable member of this "inner circle"? First of all, like
Conor O’'Brien, he must have sufficient loyalty to the United Nations that he is willing to place it well
above any loyalty to his own native land. All members of the United Nations Secretariat must take the
following oath upon employment:

| solemnly affirm to exercise in all loyalty, discretion and conscience the functions
entrusted to me as a member of the international service of the United Nations,
to discharge those functions and regulate my conduct with the interests of the
United Nations only in view, and not to seek or accept instructions in respect to
the performance of my duties from any government or other authority external to



the organization.?

Many of the American employees in the Secretariat who gladly took this loyalty oath to the UN
refused to answer when questioned by a committee of the Senate regarding their Communist
activities. Oath or no oath, any Communist who may be employed by the United Nations will never be
loyal to anything except Communism. They will be loyal to the UN only as long as the UN is serving
the purposes of the Kremlin--not one minute longer. Of course everyone knows this, yet the non-
Communists at the United Nations have learned that whenever this fact is brought up it enrages the
Soviets. Consequently, they no longer discuss it lest it upset the cause of peace. This absurd ostrich
complex has even gone so far that, while it is officially forbidden for the UN to hire anyone "connected
with fascism” on the plausible basis that no one wants a potential Mussolini or Hitler to show up in the
Secretariat, it is perfectly all right to hire persons connected with Communism. Apparently no one is
worried about harboring a potential Stalin.

J. Edgar Hoover, director of the FBI, has disclosed that between 70 and 80 percent of the iron curtain
diplomatic representatives in this country have "some type of espionage assignment." Since it is only
logical to assume that these people are dedicated Communists and that they will be exerting their
maximum influence to channel the efforts of the United Nations toward Communist objectives, we will
not waste a lot of time belaboring the point. There are several factors, however, that need to be
emphasized. The first is that these people are not just run-of-the-mill international servants. They are
carefully screened and professionally trained in the art of espionage. Once inside the United States
their mission is to gather secret material and to serve as a communications link between Moscow and
American-based Communists.

Hardly a month goes by without our reading in the newspaper of another United Nations delegate
being nabbed by the FBI for espionage. It happens so often that it is hardly newsworthy any longer.
The frustrating part of it, however, and the second point to be emphasized, is that since these enemy
agents are officially accredited to the United Nations, they can operate under complete diplomatic
immunity. If the FBI catches them red-banded, all they have to do is flash their UN passes and they
are free again. Our State Department usually dashes off a stiff note of protest to the Soviet delegation
asking that the individual be sent home, but a few days later, the exposed spy is replaced by another
highly trained espionage agent from behind the iron curtain and the whole operation continues
without missing a stroke. As U.S. News and World Report summarized it:

Agents of Russia, Czechoslovakia and Poland, as employees of a world
organization, face little or no surveillance of the type Americans face in
Communist countries. They can talk to anyone. They can communicate with
Moscow by secret radio code; they can travel back and forth between New York
and their home capitals freely, carrying secret documents with immunity. They
are even free from arrest for minor crimes. And, if one is caught red-handed with
secret U.S. documents, as was Velentin Gubitchev in the Judith Coplon case, he
can count on merely being sent home, his passage paid by the UN.2

This diplomatic immunity makes it possible for UN Communists on our soil to go much further than
acts of espionage. In fact, there is no limit to the extent of their activities--even to the point of
kidnapping, murder and terrorism. For instance, Arkady Sobolev, who was at the time chief of the UN
Soviet delegation, sent members of his staff to forcibly repatriate nine Soviet sailors who had sought
sanctuary in America. The UN delegates who were members of the Soviet secret police went into the
homes of these seamen (in New York and New Jersey), beat them into submission, kidnapped them
and sent them back to Russia. American law enforcement officials knew what was happening but
were powerless to do anything about it because of the diplomatic immunity of the UN personnel.t
These same international servants later spirited away two-year-old Tanya Romanov, a little girl born
in America--legally an American citizen--whose parents were Soviet refugees.?



In 1953 Dr. Marek Korowicz, a UN delegate from Communist Poland, took advantage of his presence
in New York to escape to freedom in the United States. This is much riskier than it sounds, for, as the
Chicago Tribune reported:

The possibility that Communist secret police may try to shoot down Dr. Marek
Korowicz, escaped Polish alternate representative to the UN, who has asked
asylum in the U.S., has posed another problem for New York police, it was
learned today. Their apprehension was dramatized by the fact that the FBI is
standing 24-hour guard over Dr. Korowicz, and the disclosure that at least 18
known agents of Russia or Red satellite nations carry guns in this area. These
agents . . . go about claiming diplomatic immunity, and police say they do not
have the authority to disarm them.2

But let us return to the main issue which is the degree of Communist control over the United Nations
itself. While these agents are actively engaged in espionage against the United States, they are also
busy within the structure of the UN doing their part to influence all that goes on there. They may be
high-ranking administrative officials overseeing the work of hundreds of employees, or they may be
merely innocuous statisticians, researchers, or translators. But regardless of their particular
assignment, they are part of those unseen hands that can change a word here, interpret a report
there, bury important statistics, delay progress on research projects, and in a hundred other ways
paralyze the whole organization when it comes to a clear-cut issue involving real opposition to
Communism. But, for the most part, these agents are not relegated to the lesser posts within the
United Nations. They are smart enough to get themselves into the key spots where they can exert
maximum influence. For instance, for many years a Mrs. Jugolova, a Russian Communist from the
Soviet ministry of education, has been head of the secondary education department of UNESCO.2
Many will recall that as recently as July 1963 two UN employees fled the country after being exposed
by the FBI as secret officers of the Soviet military intelligence. One of these, Dmitrievich Egorov, was
a key personnel officer at the United Nations and was involved in the critical task of hiring and placing
other employees in the Secretariat.X* Another Soviet official by the name of Permogorov was one of
the chiefs of UN radio broacasts.*? Mr. Katz-Suchy, a Communist from Poland, was president of the
Sixth Commission of jurists, one of the principal standing committees of the United Nations. (His only
qualification for this post, by the way, in addition to the fact that he was a Communist, was just one
year of study of law at the University of Krakow.):3

These are just samples picked at random to show that these people are not only present within the
heart of the UN mechanism, but they are often placed in extremely important policy-making positions.
One of the most important positions within the entire United Nations--if not the most important--is that
of undersecretary-general for political and security council affairs. Most Americans have never even
heard of this position, much less anything about the man who holds the job. The undersecretary-
general for political and security council affairs has three main areas of responsibility. They are:

1. Control of all military and police functions of the United Nations peacekeeping
forces.

2. Supervision of all disarmament moves on the part of member nations.

3. Control of all atomic energy ultimately entrusted to the United Nations for
peaceful and "other" purposes.

In view of the fact that these three functions may soon constitute the ultimate power of life and death
over every human being on the face of the earth, there would appear to be some minor justification
for us to be more than passingly curious over who will wield this power. Since the United Nations was
created in 1945 there have been eight men appointed to the position of undersecretary-general of
political and security council affairs. They are:
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. Arkady Sobolev--USSR (Resigned April 1949)

. Konstantin Zinchenko--USSR (Resigned May 1953)

. llya Tchernychev--USSR (Finished above term to 1954)

. Dragoslav Protich--Yugoslavia (Resigned July 1958)

. Anatoly F. Dobrynin--USSR (Resigned February 1960)

. Georgi Petrovich Arkadev--USSR (Resigned March 1963)
Eugeny Dmiterievich Kiselev--USSR (Died April 17, 1963)

. Vladimir Pavlovich Suslovt*"USSR (Appointed May 21, 1963)%

Some observers feel that eight Communists out of eight appointees constitute a trend of sorts. But
whatever you call it, Trygve Lie, the first secretary-general of the United Nations, revealed that this
pattern was no mere coincidence. In his book In the Cause of Peace Lie wrote:

Mr. Vyshinsky [of the USSR] did not delay his approach. He was the first to
inform me of an understanding which the Big Five had reached in London on the

a

ppointment of a Soviet national as assistant secretary-general for political and

security council affairs. . . .

Mr. Stettinius [U.S. secretary of state] confirmed to me that he had agreed with
the Soviet delegation in the matter. . . .

The preservation of international peace and security was the organization’'s
highest responsibility, and it was to entrusting the direction of the Secretariat
department most concerned with this to a Soviet national that the Americans had
agreed.t®
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An open foe may prove a curse; but a pretended friend is worse.

Benjamin Franklin,
Poor Richard’s Almanac

CHAPTER NINE: THE HOME TEAM

In 1950 the State Department issued a volume entitled Postwar Foreign Policy Preparation, 1939-45.
It described in detail the policies and documents leading up to the creation of the United Nations and
named the men who shaped these policies. This and similar official records reveal that the following
men were key government figures in UN planning within the U.S. State Department and Treasury
Department: Alger Hiss, Harry Dexter White, Virginius Frank Coe, Dean Acheson, Noel Field,
Laurence Duggan, Henry Julian Wadleigh, John Carter Vincent, David Weintraub, Nathan Gregory
Silvermaster, Harold Glasser, Victor Perlo, Irving Kaplan, Solomon Adler, Abraham George
Silverman, William L. Ullman and William H. Taylor. With the single exception of Dean Acheson, all of
these men have since been identified in sworn testimony as secret Communist agents!

It is truly fantastic, but here is the record:

Alger Hiss: In 1950 Hiss was convicted and sent to prison for perjury involving statements relating to
his Communist activities. Since the second Hiss trial evidence has continued to be amassed through
other congressional investigations that is even more incriminating than that used for his conviction.
As it was, the FBI had solid evidence of Hiss’'s Communist activities as far back as 1939 and had
even issued numerous security reports to the justice Department and executive branch dealing with
this fact.t In addition, a parade of former Communists testified that they personally had known and
worked with Alger Hiss as a fellow member of the party.

It is worth noting that Alger Hiss was very influential with the leaders of the Institute of Pacific
Relations, which a Senate committee found to be infiltrated at the top by Communists. Hiss was one
of the trustees of the IPR and was very active in its affairs.2

Mr. J. Anthony Panuch, who had been assigned the task of supervising the security aspects of the
transfer of large numbers of personnel from various war agencies to the State Department in the fall
of 1945, testified that as a security officer he had access to conclusive information on Hiss’s
Communist activity; but when he tried to do something about it, it was he, not Hiss, who was
dismissed.2

In 1944 Hiss became acting director of the Office of Special Political Affairs which had charge of all
postwar planning, most of which directly involved the creation of the United Nations; and in March
1945, in spite of all the FBI reports and other adverse security information circulating among the top
echelons of government, he was promoted to director of that office.

It is more than a little ironic that Alger Hiss was the man who traveled with FDR to Yalta as his State
Department advisor. It was at the Yalta meeting that the decision was made to give the Soviets three
votes in the General Assembly to one for the United States. Giving votes to the Russians for the
Ukrainian SSR and Byelorussia SSR made as much sense as giving extra votes to the United States
for Texas and California. At any rate, even if Roosevelt had been inclined to protest this absurd
agreement, he was up against the demands of Joe Stalin and the advice of Alger Hiss.

The Dumbarton Oaks Conference was held in 1944 to determine the future form that the United
Nations would take. It was an extremely important meeting since most of the really critical decisions
were made there. This meeting was so hush-hush that the public and even the press were excluded
from the proceedings. Alger Hiss was the executive secretary of this conference.



Hiss's role at the San Francisco conference, where the United Nations was finally taken off the
drawing board and put on the assembly line, is better known to most Americans. He was the chief
planner and executive of the entire affair. He organized the American delegation and was the acting
secretary-general. Visitor passes bore his signature. According to the April 16, 1945, issue of Time
magazine:

The Secretary-General for the San Francisco Conference was named at Yalta
but announced only last week-- lanky, Harvard trained Alger Hiss, one of the
State Department’s brighter young men. Alger Hiss was one of the Harvard Law
School students whose records earned them the favor of Professor (now justice)
Felix Frankfurter and a year as secretary to the late justice Oliver Wendell
Holmes. He was drafted from a New York law firm by the New Deal in 1933,
joined the State Department in 1936, accompanied President Roosevelt to Yalta.
-At San Francisco, he and his Secretariat of 300 (mostly Americans) will have the
drudging, thankless clerk’s job of copying, translating and publishing, running the
thousands of paper-clip and pencil chores of an international meeting. But Alger
Hiss will be an important figure there. As secretary-general, managing the
agenda, he will have a lot to say behind the scenes about who gets the breaks.*

Hiss was not only the acting secretary-general at the San Francisco conference, but also served on
the steering and executive committees which were charged with the responsibility of actually writing
the new Charter.2 In such a position, he undoubted wielded a tremendous amount of influence on the
drafting of the Charter itself. He did not do it single-handedly, however, as some critics of the United
Nations have claimed. For instance, Andrei Gromyko was asked during a press conference in 1958
whether he considered it a violation of the Charter for a country to send its forces into the territory of
another. He replied: "Believe me, | sit here as one who helped to draft the UN Charter, and | had a
distinct part in drafting this part of the Charter with my own hands."®

At the conclusion of the conference Alger Hiss personally carried the freshly written document back
to Washington by plane for Senate ratification. The Charter traveled in a black water-tight box with a
parachute. The master planners were taking no chances.

Knowing that Alger Hiss was a Soviet agent, the FBI had prepared an extensive surveillance of his
activities during the San Francisco conference. Shortly after Hiss learned of this through his contacts
in the Justice Department, however, the FBI received orders from the top to cancel its plans.”

An entire book could be written on the single subject of Alger Hiss and his influence over the United
Nations during its formative phase. But, as important as he was, he was only one man. Had Hiss
never been born, or had he spent his entire life in a monastery, the UN would still be what it is today,
for Hiss was not alone.

Harry Dexter White: White was the assistant secretary of the United States Treasury Department
under Henry Morgenthau. As such, he had complete control over our foreign policy dealing with
treasury matters. The following Treasury Department directive indicates the influence that White bad:

On and after this date [December 15, 1941], Mr. Harry D. White, assistant to the
secretary, will assume full responsibility for all matters with which the Treasury
Department has to deal having a bearing on foreign relations. Mr. White will act
as liaison between the Treasury Department and the State Department, will
serve in the capacity of advisor to the secretary on all treasury foreign affairs
matters, and will assume responsibility for the management and operation of the
stabilization fund without change in existing procedures. Mr. White will report
directly to the secretary.?

Elizabeth Bentley testified that while she was a Communist supervising the liaison between various
espionage rings in Washington, Harry Dexter White was a member of one of these groups. It was



known as the Silvermaster cell. She also revealed that White, acting on instructions from Moscow,
pushed hard for what was later known as the Morgenthau plan and which was designed to destroy
Germany’s industry after the war so Germany could never again pose a serious obstacle to the
Soviet plans for future expansion in Europe.2

J. Edgar Hoover testified before a Senate investigating committee that "from November 8, 1945, until
June 24, 1946, seven communications went to the White House bearing on espionage activities
wherein Harry D. White’s name was specifically mentioned."? In spite of all this, White stayed on in
his government post, as did Alger Hiss. White was even sent to the San Francisco conference to
represent the Treasury Department. He served as chairman of the important committee that
established the United Nations multi-billion-dollar International Monetary Fund. Only a few months
after being thoroughly exposed as a secret agent, White was appointed to the post of executive
secretary of this International Monetary Fund which he helped create with large injections of United
States tax money. When he turned in his resignation to the Treasury Department to accept this new
position, President Truman sent him the following letter:*

Dear Mr. White:

| accept with regret your resignation as assistant secretary of the Treasury. My
regret is lessened, however, in the knowledge that you leave the treasury only to
assume new duties for the government in the field on international economics as
the U.S. executive director of the International Monetary Fund. In that position,
you will be able to carry forward the work you so ably began at Bretton Woods
and you will have increased opportunity for the exercise of your wide knowledge
and expertness in a field that is of utmost importance to world peace and
security. | am confident that in your new position you will add distinction to your
already distinguished career with the Treasury.

Very sincerely yours,
(signed) Harry S. Truman

Virginius Frank Coe: Coe was another American who moved from a high position with the United
States Government to accept a key post within the United Nations. He had been an assistant to Harry
Dexter White in the Treasury Department and, as such, was the technical secretary at the Bretton
Woods Conference. He, too, had been identified under oath by Elizabeth Bentley as a member of
one of her Communist cells. When questioned about these activities, Coe found it necessary to
invoke the Fifth Amendment to avoid incriminating himself. Consequently, Coe was appointed as the
$20,000 a year secretary of the United Nations International Monetary Fund, a post which he held for
many years. He is now working as an economic expert for the Red Chinese government.2

Dean Acheson: As mentioned earlier, Secretary of State Dean Acheson is the only one in this list of
State Department and Treasury Department personnel active in UN planning who has not been
identified as active with the Communist party. In this connection, however, it is interesting to note the
following facts. Early in his political career, Acheson was praised by the Communist Daily Worker "as
one of the most forward looking men in the State Department."*3 In November of 1945 he was one of
the principal speakers at a Madison Square Garden rally sponsored by the National Conference of
Soviet-American Friendship. The other speakers were Corliss Lamont and Paul Robeson.** While
undersecretary of state, Acheson promoted a loan of ninety million dollars to the Communist-
controlled government of Poland. The loan was negotiated by Donald Hiss, Alger Hiss’s brother.
Donald Hiss was a member of Acheson’s law firm.22

When former Assistant Secretary of State Adolph Berle, Jr., testified before the House Committee on
Un-American Activities, he described Dean Acheson as heading up a pro-Russian group in the State
Department "with Mr. (Alger) Hiss as his principal assistant."



In June of 1947, a Senate appropriations subcommittee addressed a confidential memorandum to
George Marshall, the new secretary of state. This memorandum read, in part, as follows:

It becomes necessary, due to the gravity of the situation, to call your attention to
a condition that developed and still flourishes in the State Department under the
administration of Dean Acheson. It is evident that there is a deliberate, calculated
program being carried out, not only to protect Communist personnel in high
places, but to reduce security and intelligence protection to a nullity. On file in the
department is a copy of a preliminary report of the FBI on Soviet espionage
activities in the U.S. which involves a large number of State Department
employees, some in high official positions. . . . Voluminous files are on hand in
the Department proving the connection of the State Department employees and
officials with the Soviet espionage ring.

Marshall reacted to this information by doing exactly what Acheson had done--nothing.

Laurence Duggan: Duggan was head of the Latin American division of the State Department. Hede
Massing, a former Soviet agent, identified Duggan as a member of a spy ring under her direction.
While his case was being investigated, he mysteriously fell from a window of his New York office and
was killed.

Noel Field: Field was a high official in the West European division of the State Department and was a
close friend of Duggan. When Field was also identified by Hede Massing as a secret Communist, he
disappeared behind the iron curtain.

Henry Julian Wadleigh: Wadleigh was in the trade agreements division of the State Department.
During the Hiss trial he admitted that he had been working for a Soviet spy ring.

John Carter Vincent: As chief of the Chinese affairs division of the State Department, Vincent was a
member of the American delegation at the San Francisco conference. He was also identified in sworn
testimony as a member of the Communist party.

David Weintraub: Weintraub, who was in the Office of Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation Operations,
became the key figure in 1952 of a Senate investigation of Communist infiltration into the American
guota of United Nations employees. As the Senate committee stated in its report Interlocking
Subversion in Government Departments: "David Weintraub occupied a unique position in setting up
the structure of Communist penetration of Government agencies by individuals who have been
identified by witnesses as underground agents of the Communist party."2

Nathan Gregory Silvermaster: As a high-ranking officer of the Treasury Department, Silvermaster
was also head of one of the secret Communist cells under Elizabeth Bentley’s direction.

Harold Glasser: Glasser also came from the Treasury Department where he succeeded Virginius
Frank Coe as director of the division of monetary research. Glasser was the Treasury spokesman on
the affairs of United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA, the UN'’s first
giveaway program of American money) and had a predominant voice in determining which countries
should receive aid and which should not. Elizabeth Bentley and Whittaker Chambers both revealed
that Glasser was known to them as a Communist agent.

Victor Perlo: Perlo was closely associated with Hiss in the Ware cell in the early days of the New
Deal. He later became the head of his own Communist cell under the direction of Elizabeth Bentley.

Irving Kaplan: Kaplan was appointed to the Treasury Department by Virginius Frank Coe. Later, he
became a high level official in the UN office of the assistant secretary-general for economic affairs.
When called to the witness stand to testify during the Senate investigation of the Institute of Pacific



Relations, Kaplan sought refuge behind the Fifth Amendment 244 times. David Weintraub helped him
get his UN job.

William L. Uliman: A captain in the Air Force at the time, Ullman testified that he had been borrowed
by Harry Dexter White and taken as White’s assistant to both the Bretton Woods and San Francisco
conferences. When asked whether or not he had ever been a Communist or a spy, Ullman claimed
the Fifth Amendment to avoid self-incrimination.

Lauchlin Currie: Currie was not included among the list of names at the beginning of this chapter
because he was in neither the State nor the Treasury departments. Nevertheless, as a personal
assistant and advisor to President Roosevelt he played a major role in helping to formulate United
States policy leading to the creation of the United Nations. He was thoroughly exposed as a fellow
traveler by both Elizabeth Bentley and Whittaker Chambers.

The whole ugly story of these men and their actions can be found in the Senate report on the
investigations of the IPR, the transcript of the Senate hearings on Activities of United States Citizens
Employed by the United Nations, and the report entitled Interlocking Subversion in Government
Departments.2 It adds up to a clear pattern of deliberate Communist penetration into key positions
within our own government and the use of these positions to generate a Communist-inspired United
States foreign policy. The major feature of this policy has centered around getting the United States
to gradually give up its independence to the authority and control of the United Nations, which was
created by the Communists for just this purpose. As security officer J. Anthony Panuch summarized
it:

It was World War Il which gave the Soviet plan its impetus. During this period, a
massive infiltration of sensitive agencies of the government took place. Pro-
Communist and personnel of subversive and revolutionary tendencies were able
to establish themselves in strategic slots . . . to shift the center of gravity in the
process of U.S. foreign policy from a national to an international orientation via
the supra-national UN organization. Furthermore, if working control of the U.S.
foreign policy were focalized in the UN organization, the role of Congress in our
foreign affairs could be bypassed.?

Postwar foreign policy planning and the San Francisco conference of 1945 seem so far in the past
that it is difficult for many to find a correlation between then and now. Yet events in Katanga were
shaped as much by these now forgotten hands as they were by the O’Brien’s and the
Hammarskjold's of more recent memory. Needless to say, however, 1945 was just the beginning.
When it came time to begin the actual hiring of the UN administrative staff, secret American
Communists were among the first in line.

Trygve Lie, the United Nations’ first secretary-general, said that in the first year members of the
Secretariat had to be recruited very rapidly; about three thousand were hired between March and
December of 1946 and hundreds more were hired in 1947. Lie was well aware of the possibility of
their being secret Communists among the American job applicants, but this caused him little concern.
As he put it: "Nothing in the Charter or in the staff regulations bars a Communist from being a
member of the UN Secretariat; nor could there be in an organization that embraces both Communist
and non-Communist members."#

This is, of course, one of the reasons why the United Nations can never work to promote freedom,
justice or anything else the Communists wish to suppress. But that is another subject and one with
which we shall deal at some length further along. For now, the important point is that the immediate
demand for thousands of people to fill out the United Nations’ original staff provided a golden
opportunity for the agents of Communism to get in on the ground floor and to swarm into the key
positions. The record shows that this is precisely what they did.



Since the new world-government organization needed men and women with skills and experience
similar to those acquired in the service of national government agencies, it was only natural that most
of the original applicants were people who had been working for the United States Government in
one capacity or another. It was natural, too, that these people should have the approval or
recommendation of their former employer. There are two kinds of recommendations, however: official
and unofficial. An official recommendation would naturally be entered into the record and might
contain, among other things, a security check. An unofficial recommendation would have no such
drawbacks; a simple telephone call from an influential person in the State Department is all that
would be required.

It is not surprising that the State Department elected to follow what it called the "no recommendation
rule." The reason offered for this policy was that it would avoid making the U.S. look as if it overly
influenced the selection of UN personnel.2 According to the testimony of Carlisle Humelsine, deputy
undersecretary of state, the "no recommendation rule" was formulated in the department that was
under the direction of Alger Hiss, and Hiss bad much to do with it.2

Apologists for the United Nations have often attempted to deny or minimize Hiss’s part in influencing
the selection of employees for the initial United Nations staff. State Department officials have insisted
that most of these people were merely on loan from various branches of the U.S. Government. But
the record is unmistakably clear and speaks for itself. As the 1954 report of the SISS revealed, Alger
Hiss ;/Xas "unofficially" influential in the employment of 494 persons by the United Nations on its initial
staff.=

During the Korean War, a New York grand jury accidentally stumbled across evidence of Communist
penetration into the American staff of the United Nations. One piece of evidence led to another and
so alarmed the grand jury that it proceeded to conduct a full-scale inquiry into the matter. The
publicity attracted a great deal of attention and prompted the Senate Committee on the Judiciary to
initiate a parallel investigation of its own. Shortly after these investigations began, some two hundred
Americans employed by the UN resigned, apparently to avoid testifying.22 Those that did testify,
however, provided more than ample evidence for the grand jury to issue the following presentment:

This jury must, as a duty to the people of the United States, advise the court that
startling evidence has disclosed infiltration into the UN of an overwhelmingly
large group of disloyal U.S. citizens, many of whom are closely associated with
the international Communist movement. This group numbers scores of
individuals, most of whom have long records of federal employment,, and at the
same time have been connected with persons and organizations subversive to
this country. Their positions at the time we subpoenaed them were ones of trust
and responsibility in the UN Secretariat and in its specialized agencies.?

The Senate investigations produced exactly the same conclusions. Senator Eastland, chairman of
the committee, made the following statement at the conclusion of the hearings:

| am appalled at the extensive evidence indicating that there is today in the UN
among the American employees there, the greatest concentration of
Communists that this Committee has ever encountered. Those American officials
who have been called represent a substantial percentage of the people who are
representing us in the UN. . . . These people occupy high positions. They have
very high salaries and almost all of these people have, in the past, been
employees in the U.S. government in high and sensitive positions. | believe that
the evidence shows that the security officers of our government knew, or at least
had reason to know, that these people have been Communists for many years.
In fact, some of these people have been the subject of charges before Congress
before and during their employment with the UN. It is more than strange that
such a condition existed in the government of the U.S., and it is certainly more
than strange that these people should be transferred to the UN and charged to



the American quota. [ltalics added.]

It takes the better part of a day to read through the transcript of the hearings that led up to that
conclusion, but for those who have the time, it is well worth the effort. There is no better way to get an
accurate perspective on how the Communists have secretly captured complete working control of the
American staff positions within the United Nations. The following are just a few examples taken at
random to give an idea of the scope of this control.

Frank Carter Bancroft: Bancroft was editor of the documents control division. A minister of the
Episcopal church on the inactive list, he has a long, record of joining Communist fronts and sought
refuge behind the Fifth Amendment when asked if he was a Communist.

Ruth Crawford: A publications officer of the United Nations International Children’s Economic Fund,
Ruth Crawford admitted that she had been at one time a member of the Communist party and was
still in sympathy with it.

Abraham H. Feller: Feller was general counsel for the United Nations. When called before the New
York grand jury which was investigating United States Communists in the United Nations, he avoided
testifying by jumping to his death from a window of his apartment. He had been closely associated
with Alger Hiss and other Soviet agents. Trygve Lie said that "Feller was a victim of the witch bunt, of
the awful pressure of the hysterical assault upon the United Nations that reactionaries were
promoting and using for their own ends."® Eleven months later, Lie dedicated the Abraham Feller
memorial room in the UN library "in memory of a loyal American.”

Joel Gordon: As chief of the trade analysis division, Cordon’s salary was $13,000. He had been with
UNRAA. He invoked the Fifth Amendment to avoid self-incrimination when asked if he was a member
of the Communist party.

Irving P. Schiller: Schiller was scheduled to be the next registrar of the United Nations’ European
office in Geneva. When asked by an investigating committee if be was presently (at the time of
guestioning) a member of the Communist party, he loudly proclaimed, "No!" But when the
investigator asked him if he bad been a member of the Communist party on the preceding day,
Schiller invoked the Fifth Amendment.

Alexander H. Svenchanski: A naturalized American citizen born in Russia, Svenchanski’s job at the
United Nations was information officer. He broadcast news and other items to the Soviet Union.
When asked if he was a Communist, he invoked the Fifth Amendment to avoid incriminating himself.

Alfred J. Van Tassel: As chief of the economics section, special projects division of the technical
assistance administration, Van Tassel's salary was $12,840. He organized and coordinated UN
training seminars and demonstration centers around the world. He invoked the Fifth Amendment to
avoid self-incrimination when asked about membership in the Communist party.

Eugene Wallach: Wallach was simultaneously a steno-type reporter at the UN and part of the New
York security organization of the Communist party.

David Zablodowsky: Zablodowsky was in charge of the publishing division of the United Nations with
a salary of $14,000. He admitted that he had transmitted secret messages between Whittaker
Chambers and J. Peters knowing that they were both Communists. At one time he was president of a
union which was later revealed to be Communist dominated. He also had been editor of the
publication put out by the League Against War and Fascism, a Communist united front organization.

Herman Zap: Zap was a training officer in the technical assistance administration and he coordinated
government training programs all around the world. His specialty was economic development and
social welfare. He also coordinated the exchange of persons between the United States and other
countries. He invoked the Fifth Amendment.



Shortly after the results of these hearings were made known, Trygve Lie attempted to calm the
waters of rising public concern by dismissing eleven of the Fifth Amendment pleaders. The "Red
eleven,"” as they were called in the newspapers, appealed the dismissal to the UN administrative
tribunal which promptly declared that they must be either reinstated or be awarded substantial cash
indemnities. As a result, seven of them were put back into their jobs with full back pay, and the others
each received cash awards up to $40,000. (American taxpayers paid the lion’s share, needless to
say.) The UN administrative tribunal which reinstated and indemnified these security risks to America
was composed completely of non-Americans. Seven nations were represented but at the time the
U.S. was not even entitled to a voice in the decision.

Shortly afterward, Senator Pat McCarran introduced legislation requiring that all American citizens
seeking employment at the United Nations receive a security clearance from the attorney general’s
office. This was certainly a reasonable policy and one which most Americans assumed had been in
operation all along. Nevertheless, Trygve Lie was alarmed at the suggestion and declared: "To my
dismay, the only precedent | could discover for such a law was the edict promulgated by fascist Italy
in 1927. . . ."2 Washington was equally alarmed. Just two days after the McCarran bill was
introduced, President Truman signed an executive order stipulating that the United States would not
undertake to instruct the Secretary-General as to American citizens he may not employ, nor would it
penalize any citizens that he might employ contrary to the attorney general’'s judgment® In other
words, Hiss’s "no recommendation rule" was to remain unchanged.

When the Eisenhower administration took over, there was a great deal of loud talk and breast-beating
about cleaning out the Communists, not only from Washington, but from the United States staff at the
United Nations as well. It was a fine campaign promise but turned out to be just as sincere as the
proverbial two chickens in every pot. Professing to be anti-Communist is always good for votes.
Since many Americans are perfectly willing to accept a sincere face, a warm smile, and a little
political oratory as a substitute for action, the politicians know that they will seldom be called upon by
their constituents to produce what they have promised. When he was seeking our votes Eisenhower
promised to clear out the subversives. But he never did. The worst of the security risks stayed right
where they were, or were promoted. Senator Joseph McCarthy, who was actually trying to do what
candidate Eisenhower promised he was going to do, received the full wrath of the new administration.
Eisenhower even went so far as to issue an executive order which became the basis for what was
later called the gag rule. This injected so much red tape into the proceedings of congressional
committees investigating Communist penetration into our government that it soon became quite
impossible to obtain meaningful testimony. Consequently, since 1954 there have been few attempts
to investigate Communist penetration of the U.S. Government. Apparently we are to assume that
after Alger Hiss, Lauchlin Currie, Harry Dexter White, etc., were exposed, the Communists suddenly
lost interest in trying to infiltrate the United States Government!

At any rate, part of this great pretense centered around cleaning up the mess at the United Nations.
Eisenhower set up a widely publicized international organizations employees loyalty board to hold
hearings and review FBI reports on all United States employees at the United Nations. As the first
step, all Americans at the United Nations were instructed to fill out loyalty questionnaires. The public
once again relaxed with satisfaction that at last something was being done. The whole thing, of
course, was a fraud. The net catch of the entire operation was one woman clerk by the name of Eda
Glaser. She was employed in the Security Council reference library where she clipped articles out of
newspapers.3!

Eisenhower’s loyalty board gave clearance to people with blatant backgrounds of Communist
activities and sympathies. For example, the board cleared Henry S. Block, director of the UN
statistical division. Block’s record was so bad that even the United States State Department had
described him as a person "believed to be Communist or under Communist discipline."

The most revealing clearance of all, however, was that of Ralph Bunche.



Ralph J. Bunche: As undersecretary-general of the United Nations and one of the three most
influential men in that organization, Ralph Bunche may well be the best-known Negro in the entire
world. Consequently, many people shy away from discussing his pro-Communist record for fear they
will be branded as anti-Negro or racist. But the record speaks for itself.

Bunche was on the editorial board of the openly Communist magazine Science and Society for over
four years. Even after the Communists themselves officially stated that Science and Society had as
its function "to help Marx-ward moving students and intellectuals to come closer to Marxism-
Leninism; to bring Communist thought to academic circles,” Bunche continued to -write for the
magazine.®

In 1936 Bunche authored a pamphlet entitled A World View of Race which presented the Communist
propaganda line so well that the October 1937 issue of the Communist declared: "A fresh breeze is
blowing through the classrooms of American colleges, carrying with it elements of Marxist and
progressive thought. One of the -welcome fruits of the renaissance is a world-embracing study of
race attitudes by Dr. Bunche, professor of political science at Howard University."

In his pamphlet, Bunche wrote: "And so class will some day supplant race in world affairs. Race war
will then be merely a side-show to the gigantic class war which will be waged in the big tent we call
the world."**

In 1943 Bunche went to the State Department where he became associate chief of the division of
dependent area affairs under Alger Hiss. He became, with Hiss, one of the leaders of the IPR which,
according to a congressional investigating committee, was "considered by the American Communist
party and by Soviet officials as an instrument of Communist policy, propaganda and military
intelligence."*2

On August 19, 1948, after Hiss had been exposed as a Communist agent, Bunche sent him a letter in
which he stated: "I want you to know that | am in your corner."%

Bunche tried to line up employment in the State Department for a Jack S. Harris. But Harris’ pro-
Communist background was so blatant that even the State Department had to turn him down.
Bunche finally got Harris a job at the United Nations. Harris was one of those to whom the UN
administrative tribunal awarded forty thousand dollars indemnity after dismissal. One of the factors
cited by the tribunal as justification for this award was "the fact that he joined the UN at the special
request of Mr. Ralph Bunche."¥

In spite of all this Dwight D. Eisenhower, while president of Columbia University, praised Ralph
Bunche as "the greatest statesman this country has produced.”® The Eisenhower appointed loyalty
review board, likewise, found no reason to question the loyalty of Ralph Bunche. He was routinely
cleared along with a host of others with similar backgrounds.

On May 31, 1954, just three days after Bunche received his security clearance, the Communist Daily
Worker ran an article which boasted:

The UN was getting ready to appoint Dr. Ralph J. Bunche to a new high post
when certain racist "anti-Communist” forces moved to stop this. . . . And so Dr.
Bunche again had to solemnly prove his "loyalty"-- meaning that be had to prove
be is innocent of the "crime" of Marxism and is a reliable supporter of the "anti-
Communist" policy. The plans of the "anti-Communists" who could not stomach
the idea of a Negro in a top UN post couldn’t be carried through. The same
enormous anti-racist pressure which, in the U.S.A. and throughout the world,
compelled the Supreme Court to declare segregated schools and housing un-
Constitutional, also blocked this scheme. But what was revealed again was the
un-American machinery of the "anti-Communist” frame-up mill. Bunche, thanks
to the new anti-racist upsurge, escaped.®



Philip Jessup: Philip Jessup is the man who represents the United States as one of the eleven
justices on the United Nations World Court. His past is studded with affiliations with groups officially
designated as Communist fronts. One of these, the Institute of Pacific Relations, has already been
discussed. However, since Jessup was probably the most prominent and influential of all the leaders
of this organization, it warrants recalling that the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee found that:

The IPR has been considered by the American Communists and by Soviet
officials as an instrument of Communist policy, propaganda and military
intelligence. . . . A small core of officials and staff members carried the main
burden of IPR activities and directed its administration and policies. Members of
the small core of officials and staff members who controlled the IPR were either
Communists or pro-Communists.

Jessup was chairman of the IPR American council from 1939 to 1940 and chairman of its Pacific
council from 1939 to 1942. Both councils were high-level policy-making bodies.*

Jessup, both in and out of the IPR, was closely associated with Alger Hiss, Harry Dexter White,
Frederick Vanderbilt Field and Lauchlin Currie. And, like Ralph Bunche, he came to the defense of
Hiss as a character witness at Hiss’s trial.

When Frank Coe, secretary of the United Nations International Monetary Fund, testified before the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee in 1952, be inadvertently put Jessup in rather strange
company. After readily answering questions about his associations with sundry individuals who had
never been implicated in the Communist conspiracy, he suddenly found it necessary to invoke the
Fifth Amendment when asked if he knew Philip Jessup.

Jessup served as assistant secretary-general of the UNRRA conference in 1943 and the Bretton
Woods Conference in 1944. He was a member of the American delegation to the San Francisco
conference in 1945. He was also the United States representative on the fifteen-man United Nations
committee of jurists that had drafted the World Court statute. Continuing as a technical expert and
advisor to various important UN commissions, Jessup prepared the State Department’s infamous
"White Paper" on China. Written at the very time when the Communists were overrunning the
mainland of China, this report lavishly praised the Reds and condemned the anti-Communist
Nationalist forces. Jessup later became one of the early advocates for the admission of Red China to
the United Nations.

President Truman was so impressed by this record that he appointed Jessup as United States
delegate to the United Nations in 1951. When the appointment came before the Senate, however, it
was not approved because of Jessup’s pro-Communist record. At the United Nations, Soviet delegate
Vyshinsky reacted by praising Jessup during a meeting of the General Assembly s political
committee. Vyshinsky said he bad "learned with dismay" the Senate’s decision."* Equally dismayed,
of course, was President Truman who proceeded to circumvent the Senate action by assigning
Jessup to the United Nations on an "interim appointment."#2

Shortly after the Eisenhower administration came in on the promise of cleaning the United States
security risks out of the United Nations, the State Department approved the appointment of Philip
Jessup as our candidate for the UN World Court--an infinitely more important position than the one
denied him by the Senate. This time, however, neither Congress nor the Senate had any voice in the
selection.

Even though each country is allowed to nominate two of its own nationals and two from other
countries, the United States elected to nominate three foreigners with Philip Jessup as the only
American--making it very clear to all that he was the man!

In the final voting, Jessup was elected by an overwhelming majority. With both the United States and
the USSR voting for him, how could he miss?
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