The Open Schoolroom:
New WordsforOld Deceptions
"The teacher who does not speak to grief, who cannot cry for shame,
who does not laugh and will not weep, teaches many very deep and
memorable lessons about tears, laughter, grief and shame. . . . The
secret curriculum is the teacher's own lived values and convictions in
the lineaments of his expression and in the biography of passion or selfexile that is written in his eyes. A teacher who appears to his children
to be anesthetized, sedated, in the face of human pain... may not teach
children anything at all about medical racism, birth mortality or My
Lai, but he will be teaching a great deal about the capability of an
acceptable North American adult to abdicate the consequences of his
own perception and, as it were, to vacate his own soul."

I

N THE PAST TWO YEARS THERE HAS BEEN a

maSSive

media campaign to popularize the idea of a painless
revolution in the U.S. public schools via something
known as "open-structured education." The enthusiastic reception which this notion has received in liberal
circles, above all in the upper-class schools which wish to
have an innovative and attractive image, suggests the desperation that is felt by those who recognize incipient stirrings of an insurrectionary nature in the consciousness of
children and young teachers. It is not possible to leave such
stirrings undomesticated. Ethical strivings in the consciousness of youth constitute a solemn danger to an unjust
nation. The public school, as the custodian of youth, can
not allow this kind of ferment to go unrecognized and unconstrained.
All governments and administrative hierarchies will, if
they are skillful and astute, find a means to undermine any
danger they find themselves in. In other societies, less
skilled and practiced than our own, the only methods

known are often those of frank repression. In this society,
two decades of experience in counter-revolutionary tactics
have educated the kinds of men who handle power in the
best of ways for neutralizing and de-fusing controversy.
Napalm and high-flying aircraft may in certain cases be
acceptable for use in foreign nations, but not in our own.
Such methods run directly counter to the pretense of unmanaged intellection and of unmanacled expression of ideas
that our society is built upon. It is only in emergencies, then,
or in the context of those sections of the population where
our instincts of abhorrence are abated somewhat by the
sense of biological discrimination, that methods of this kind
will be employed.
In most cases, what we do in public schools in the United
States today is not to suppress but to buy out the revolutionary instincts of our children. We offer them "independent
research," "individualized learning," open-structured education." "non-directive class-discussions." Each child, in
the standard code-word of the fashion, learns "at his own
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pace." Teachers are present not as educators but as "resource-people." The children "do their own thing." Everybody "tells it like it is" and tells other people "where it's
at . . . ." It is all fashionable, fun and "innovative" . . . It
is intelligently marketed and publicized. It is remarkably
well-packaged.
Tt would, of course, be careless and inaccurate on my
part to indicate that all of these innovations constitute overt
or even indirect deception. It would also be inaccurate to
suggest that they do not make some things different, and
some situations less manipulative and less painfully oppressive than they were before. There is unquestionably a lower
level of direct indoctrination and direct manipulation of a
child's thinking now than in the old-time classroom. A number of things are much more fun, and there is far less of the
sense of lockstep-motion and of inevitable non-stop perseverance than before. These are real differences and to a
small degree they represent a lessening of the sense of desperation and of straight-line perseverance which enslave
and paralyze so many children in the course of twelve years
of sequential labor in the more traditional classrooms of the
old-time schools.
It is my belief, however, that these changes do not seriously undermine the overriding purposes and operations of
a public school, but have at best the function of adorning
servitude with momentary flashes of delight and secondary
avenues of unimportant deviation. At no point do these
kinds of changes touch upon the basic anesthetic character
of public school, its anti-ethical function, its chauvinistic
fealties, its inculcation of the sense of vested interest in
credentialized reward, its clever perpetration of a sense of
heightened options in a closed and tightly circumscribed
arena. At no point is there honest confrontation with the
mandate of a man's or of a woman's, sense of justice. At no
point is there actual, concrete, vivid provocation of that
sense of justice. This sentence is the one. for me, which
sums up all the rest: children are not free in any way that
matters if they are not free to know the price in pain and
exploitation that their lives are built upon. Stated differently, just children cannot be educated in an unjust school.
A school which constitutes an island of self-etherized and
of self-serving privilege within a land of pain is not a just
school, whatever the games the school board authorizes,
whatever the innovative slogans it may ply.
[A KIND OF DMZ]

T

HE

NOTION

OF

THE

"OPEN-STRUCTURED"

SChool

most often involves four or five associated notions,
all of them wholly or in part erroneous: (1) that
a proper and effective answer to the injustice and
to the devastation of the time in which we live is constituted by an individual and self-directed search for Love
and Satisfaction; (2) that the child who "freely" chooses
one out of the fifty things selected in advance by teacher.
School Board, EDC or IBM should be persuaded to believe that he is really "doing his own thing," that he is "exercising freedom"; (3) that we can, or ever do, "spontaneously" go from BEING GOOD A N D LOVING to our
(nearby) friends to BEING GOOD AND LOVING to our
(distant) victims, especially if we have no means of find-

ing out they are our victims or have no words or concepts
to articulate this kind of truth; (4) that in face of pain, in
face of hunger, in face of misery on every side, each man
has the right to tend to his own needs, and to advance his
own enlightenment, reward, self-interest, postponing into
an indeterminate and into an unknown future the time at
which he worries about those whom he does not see; (5)
that a major change in the relationships between rich men
and poor can ever come about without a solemn confrontation of some form. Stated differently, it is the notion that
is now so much a part of North American mythology concerning progress: the fantasy that we can ever get real
goods without authentic payment, that anything that matters ever come scot-free.
It is upon this basis, I believe, that the whole notion of
the open-structured class must finally depend. To the
teacher, most of all, it carries the consoling message that
there is no solemn need to stand up and take sides: "We
do not sustain: we do not subvert; we just stroll pleasantly
through the class with an inductive glow and, now and
then, we stop and smile. . . ." If there is a single phrase to
summarize this notion, it is one like this: No one (even a
committed man or woman) needs to take sides. No one
needs to put his or her body on the line. The classroom does
not need to be a counterfoil; it is sufficient if it constitutes
a kind of island or a kind of DMZ.
The virtue of the "open-structured" classroom and of the
so-called "non-directive" teacher, from the point of view of
the society at large, is clear and quite straightforward. If it
does not constitute overt cooperation with the ideological
wishes of the state, at least it stops one step this side of open
and direct rebellion. Battles can be fought on all sides of a
DMZ: there is no danger here of rear-guard actions.
From the point of view of social change, or educational
upheaval, open-structured education is less easily defended.
For this statement I would like to offer two related arguments: one in relation to the teacher's role as a neutral or
non-neutral force; the other in regard to the surrounding
context.
First, in regard to the surrounding context, the point, I
think, needs to be made that "neutral education" or a "neutral classroom"—or a classroom "open," as it were, to winds
of truth and falsehood in the world outside—has little
meaning in a managed framework of controlled ideas and
preference-manufacture such as that which the industrial
success of the United States now totally depends upon.
There is a great deal more at stake within the school, and in
the context of that school, than words and deeds of individual teachers. The physical structure, previous history,
sequential character and complex interlock of school itself
convey a body of explicit or implied directions, mandates,
and requests. The "medium," as it were, of "school and
schoolyear" carries with it an overriding and important
message, regardless of what may be conveyed by words and
textbooks. The message is largely one of dull, benevolent
and untumultuous assurance. It is the message of a world
which has been built, not like TV and other public media,
on active lies, but on discreet negations. Strong colors, deep
emotions, soaring passions are left out, and, in the leaving
out, a fradLilent image of the world is perpetrated.
The overall picture is a little like the message flamboyant
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preachers used to call "The Good News." The good news of
school, in essence, is the news that life is nice, that people
are okay, that poverty is unreal or, if real, then fortunately
unrealizable in the young imagination. Whatever the individual teacher does or does not say, all of the rest of this
will still be present in the air around us, in the other classrooms, in the previous and succeeding years of school, as
well as in the simple, physical persuasion of the architecture
and of the flag outside the building. There is also, of course,
the body of manipulated views and managed wants and
manufactured aspirations that come with every child into
this school-building from the outside world. These biases
and aspirations, views and yearnings, for the greater part,
come from TV and radio, daily press and picture magazines, as well as from one another, older friends, and older
brother, sister, father, mother: in short, from all of those
people who have been already muted and contained, modulated, styled, quieted, by their own prior course of mandatory public school indoctrination.
It seems to me that "neutral" education, in a time like
this and in a land like ours, is less than honest, and less than
"neutral" too, if we already recognize too well the presence
of a uniform body of controlled and managed stimuli and
viewpoints. The notion of the "neutral classroom" and of
the "non-directive" teacher depends upon the prior existence of a neutral field, or at least a neutral pocket of unmanipulated and unmanaged intellection. To beUeve in this
(and it is a gentle and appealing notion) is to believe in
children who have lived their lives within a sweet and unplowed meadow. But we know very well our children do not
live in a sweet meadow: they live in a mine-field crossed by
electronic beams and planted with high-voltage speakers. To
play the game of "non-directive educator" in this context
is perhaps to fill a more attractive and less openly manipulative role than that of conscious salesman or saleswoman
for a weary catalogue of patriotic notions. It is, moreover,
a less demeaning role in that at least it frees the teacher
from the obligation to say things which he or she, in fact,
does not believe. Only in this sense does it represent a less
debilitating posture, in that it represents a lower level of
direct deception. It is deception, nonetheless.
The myth, the wishful thinking or the amiable deception,
that lies beneath the notion of the open-structured classroom is the imagined "authenticity," the "spontaneity," and
the "autonomy" of the child's intellectual initiatives. "Elicit
the wishes, questions and directions from the child, unimpeded and unhindered and without much adult interference." But what is the meaning of a statement of this
kind if we know very well that we, and all our children with
us, are living in a closed kingdom of confined and narrow
options, guided stimuli and calculated access to alternative
ideas? A child does not spontaneously "ask" to learn of
things that he has not first been allowed to hear of, nor does
he innocently ask to learn what he has been already trained
to view as inappropriate or awkward or unpopular or dangerous, or morally contaminated.
For the teacher to acquiesce in recognitions of this kind,
to silence her own convictions, sit down on the floor, smile
her inductive smile and await the appearance of "spontaneous desires" on the part of children, may look to us, or
to a uninformed observer, to be open and unbiased, "in-

novative," "honest," and relaxed. It may be innovative, but
it is not open. There is a deep and powerful area of selfdeception working here: one that attempts to tell us that the
child's offerings are really free. The vested interest that we
hold in this belief is in direct accord with the more powerful vested interest of our faith in our own freedom. The insistence of these notions in the face of all that we have read
and comprehended and believed is index of the threat we
feel when faced with the reality of our oppressed condition.
It is similar to the way a patient feels in psychotherapy at
times of imminent, but endangering insight.
It may well be that there was once a time, ages ago, in
some other land or even in our own, when thoughts were
free and wants were largely self-created. Today, whatever
we wish to say, we know it is not so. The wants of the
young, like those of their elders, are relentlessly controlled.
"It is the essence of planning," Galbraith has said, "that
public behavior should be made predictable. . . . The management to which we are subject is not onerous. It works
not on the body but on the mind. It first wins acquiescence
or belief; action is in response to this . . . conditioning and
thus devoid of any sense of cornpulsion. It is open to anyone who can to contract out of this control. But we are no
less managed because we are not physically compelled."
The foregoing deals with what I call the "field," or context of ideas, in which the classroom stands. There is also,
however, an additional question about the teacher's role
and function. In the long run there is, and can be, no such
thing as an unbiased education or a neutral teacher. No
teacher, no matter what he does or does not do, can fail
in certain ways to advertise his bias to the children in his
care—even if it is only by the very vivid lesson of avoiding
a field fraught with ethical significance and with the possibilities for moral indignation. What the teacher "teaches,"
after all, is not only in what he says but at least in part in
what he is, in what he does, in what he seems to wish to
be. In the classroom, the things a teacher does not wish to
say may well provide a deeper and more dangerous and
more abiding lesson than the content of the textbooks or
the conscious message of the posters on the wall. The
teacher who does not speak to grief, who cannot cry for
shame, who does not laugh "and will not weep, teaches
many very deep and memorable lessons about tears, laughter, grief ar^d shame. When war is raging, and when millions of black people in our land are going through a private and communal Hell, no teacher, no matter what he
does or does not do, can fail to influence his pupils in some
fashion. The secret curriculum is the teacher's own lived
values and convictions in the lineaments of his expression
and in the biography of passion or self-exile that is written
in his eyes. A teacher who appears to his children to be
anesthetized, sedated, in the face of human pain, of medical racism, black infant-birth, or something so horrible and
so quintessentially evil as the massacre at My Lai, may not
teach children anything at all about medical racism, birth
mortality or My Lai, but he will be teaching a great deal
about the capability of an acceptable and respectably situated North American adult to abdicate the consequences of
his own perception and, as it were, to vacate his own soul.
By denying his convictions in the course of class-discussion,
he does not each nothing: he teaches something. He teaches,
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at the very least, a precedent for non-conviction. For these
reasons, then, apart from all the others, it seems apparent
that a teacher cannot, no matter what he does or does not
do, maintain a neutral posture in the eyes of children. It is
just not possible for us to disaffiliate entirely from the blood
and the stench of the times in which we live.
[NEW WINE, OI,D BOTTLES]

T

HE SOCIAL WORKER,'" FREiRE HAS Written, "has a
moment of decision. Either he picks the side of
change . . . or he is left in the position of favoring
stagnation." The open-structured classroom is a
means by which the teacher is enabled to imagine that he
does not need to choose. In truth, he chooses (for nondirection, non-participation, fashionable non-intervention)
but he does not wish to tell himself that he has made this
choice. Most teachers who have been in situations of this
kind are well aware of the co-optive nature of the process
in which they have come to be involved. Most of these
teachers, for example, understand and can predict extremely well the kinds of things their pupils will select when they
are "freely choosing" areas of study. They know very well
the kinds of things they will "conclude" when they are
working on their "independent research." They write down
in advance, on Sunday afternoon, in lesson-books, the
things their children will "discover" Wednesday morning
in "small-group discussion." The open-structured classroom
may be "child-centered," but it is also "teacher-written,"
"IBM-predicted." "School Board-overseen." Nobody ever
really discovers anything within the confines of a well-run
public school in the United States which someone somewhere does not give him license, sanction and permission to
discover. It is just a better form of salesmanship than we
have ever used before. In olden days we had to tell the
children what to think, handing them, as it were, the bottle
and the spoon. Today, we lead them, by a pretense of free
inquiry, to ask for it themselves. It is the same old bottle.
Teachers in open-stnictured situations speak of matters
of this kind with one another frequently: they do not say
the same things to the children. There is a way, for instance,
known to many teachers in the open-structured situation, of
opening up a controversial issue with the children in the
classroom, in a manner that seems unmanaged, conscientious, honest, open-minded, and leaves us later on with a
sense of having "faced the issue," and yet in which the odds
were really set before we started and the purpose all along
was not to meet a powerful issue but only, as it were, to
tell ourselves we had. This is the way in which most dangerous ideas are now de-fused in innovative classrooms.
Teachers pretend to open up an issue when what they really do is close it more emphatically than it has ever been
closed before. The teacher who encourages this sense of
artificial confrontation with a painful issue is denying more
to the pupil than a teacher who avoids the issue altogether;
for the latter, whether he knows it or not, has left at least
the possibility that the pupil, in rebellion, will search out
the forbidden area at a later time and find something in it
to enrich or challenge him. But the pupil who has had the
false sense of meeting the issue in a classroom that was
stacked against it has seen the issue sterilized forever.

A Li, OF THE POINTS THAT I HAVE been trying to make
/ % • come down at last to one important, over-riding
/ %
and intensely unattractive bit of truth: In an
-^
- ^ urijust nation, the children of the ruling-classes
are not free in any way that matters if they are not free to
know the price of pain and exploitation that their lives are
built upon. This is a freedom that no public school in the
United States can willingly give children. Businessmen are
not in business to lose customers: public schools do not
exist to free their clients from the agencies of mass-persuasion, "Innovative schools" with "open-structured" classrooms speak often about "relevant learning-processes" and
"urban-oriented studies." but the first free action of such
a class of honest children in an immanipulated. genuinely
open classroom in a segregated school within an all-white
suburb, would be to walk out of class, blockade the doors
and shut down the school building. School serves the state;
the interest of the state is identified for reasons of survival,
with the interests of industrial dominion. The school exists
to turn out manageable workers, obedient consumers, manipulable voters and. if need be, willing killers. It does not
require the attribution of sinister motives, but only of the
bare survival instincts, to know, that a monolithic complex
of industrial, political and academic interests of this kind
does not intend to build the kinds of schools which will
empower pint-sized zealots to expropriate their interests.
It is in the light of considerations such as these that all innovations, all liberal reforms, all so-called "modern" methods and all new technologies ought to be scrutinized: Do
they exist to free consumers, to liberate citizens, to inspire
disagreement, inquiry, dissent? Or do they exist instead to
quiet controversy, to contain rebellion and to channel inquiry into accepted avenues of discreet moderation? Is it
conceivable that public schools can serve at once the function of indoctrinating agent and the function of invigorating counterfoil? I find this quite improbable and view with
reservations of the deepest kind such genteel changes as
may appear to offer broader liberties to captive children.
The only forms of educational innovation that are serious and worth consideration in this nation in the year of
1972 are those which constitute direct rebellion, explicit
confrontation or totally independent ventures, such as networks, storefronts. Free Schools and the like, which stand
entirely outside of the public system and which at all times
labor to perform the fimction of provocateur and counterfoil. The New York Times can tell us what it likes of "openstructured education." The Carnegie Foundation can pay
its parasitic program officers what it wishes to propagate
the notion of "alternatives within the system." There are no
such alternatives so long as the system is itself the primary
vehicle of state control.
It is time to raise the stakes and open up our minds. It is
time to look with deepened insight and scepticism on the
innovative cliche and the high-priced pacification of the
open-structured school: There is a price lo be paid, and a
struggle of inordinate dimensions to be undertaken. There
is no way in which a serious man or honorable woman can
escape the implications and the dangers of this statement.
Jonathan Kozol is the author of Free Schools and Death at
an Early Age (Houghton Mifflin).
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SIHANOUK (From Page 23)
Sino-Soviet relations.) But what can we do? We are very
satisfied that China respects our sovereignty and our way
of thinking. But we would like to have both of the major
socialist countries with us,
Premier Kosygin was very emphatic that I should prevent Lon Nol and Sirik Matak from stabbing the N L F in
the back. We in fact had done our best by tackling the
Lon Nol-Sirik Matak coalition, the Saigon forces, and the
American Air Force without outside help. What more
could he ask? And who is stabbing whom in the back at
present? Lon Nol-Sirik Matak never stopped their betrayal
of the NLF, but nonetheless the Soviet Union rewards
them. Not only do the Soviets keep an Embassy in Phnom
Penh and maintain diplomatic relations with the traitor
regime, but they send medicine and surgical equipment to
patch up the troops of Lon Nol, allowing those we have
put out of action to attack us once more. In October 1971,
the Soviet Union renewed a financial agreement with the
Lon Nol regime, the regime which Premier Kosygin had
assured me he would "never forgive." I am now, in 1972,
aligned with the NLF; our troops fight side by side, so
things have turned out contrary to Premier Kosygin's
promises and predictions made to me in Moscow.
How much worthier it would have been of a great socialist country to act as did Raoul Roa, the foreign minister of Cuba. On March 18, the Cambodian ambassador
to Havana asked to be received by him, and was greeted
as a friend:
"You're going to fight on the side of Prince Sihanouk?"
asked the Cuban foreign minister.
"No. He's been thrown out of office, and everyone is
for Lon Nol."
"Get out," said Roa. "Don't soil my chair any longer.
I give you twenty-four hours to quit Havana. You are not
only a traitor to Sihanouk, but a disgrace to your people.
No—I won't shake your hand. I'm only sorry that I shook it
when you came in."
Soviet officials in Pyongyang told the North Korean Foreign Ministry that it was a "mistake" to withdraw their
diplomats from Phnom Penh: "Once you withdraw, it will
be difficult to get back." This was reported to Premier
Kim II Sung, and his reaction was; "Better to leave a
Cambodia without Sihanouk than to remain in a Cambodia with Lon Nol."
The question which interested everyone—not the least,
myself—was how this coup could have been organized,
and what were the essential elements involved? A full and
accurate reply would be of far-reaching importance, not
only to Cambodia, but by pointing a warning finger to the
future for leaders who would dare to defend their country's
independence and national dignity against internal and
external foes, whatever their origin.
My first reaction to the events immediately preceding
the March 18 coup—and to the coup itself—was to see the
hand of the CIA at work. In a TV interview in Paris on
March 14 and again immediately after my arrival in
Peking, I made declarations to this effect. Obviously, I did
not have the type of documented evidence which I later
obtained. But so much had happened that was indisputably
the work of the CIA that even then I was justified in entertaining well-informed suspicions.
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My first experience with CIA intervention in Cambodian affairs dates back to late 1955 when Allen Dulles,
then head of the CIA. visited me in Phnom Penh. Prior
to this, his brother, the late John Foster Dulles, had called
on me in his capacity of U.S. Secretary of State, and had
exhausted every possible argument to persuade me to
place Cambodia under the protection of the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization. I refused, because such an arrangement was contrary to the pledge of neutrality I had
made at the 1954 Geneva Conference—and which I was
to reaffirm at the Bandung Conference in April 1955.
I considered SEATO an aggressive military alliance directed against neighbors whose ideology I did not share,
but with whom Cambodia had no quarrel. I had made all
this quite clear to John Foster Dulles, but his brother soon
turned up with a briefcase full of documents "proving"
that Cambodia was about to fall victim to communist aggression and the only way to save the country, the Monarchy, and myself was to accept the protection of SEATO.
The "proofs" did not coincide with my own information,
and I replied to Allen Dulles as I had replied to John
Foster: Cambodia wanted no part of SEATO. We would
look after ourselves, and continue to conduct ourselves as
neutrals and as Buddhists. There was nothing for the CIA
chief to do but pack up his dubious documents and leave.
[A CHRONICLE OF THE CONSPIRACY]

I

N EARLY SEPTEMBER 1969, SEVEN MONTHS before the

coup, I left by plane for Hanoi to attend funeral
ceremonies for the revered founder and leader of the
Vietnamese independence struggle—the late President
Ho Chi Minh. I learned later that, while 1 was en route
to Hanoi, Sirik Matak was telling his friends, of whom
Lon Nol was one, that now was the perfect time to depose
me: at the very moment that Vietminh and Vietcong are
illegally occupying Cambodian soil, the "traitor" Sihanouk
is flying to the funeral of their chief, and has had the
audacity to order official ceremonies of mourning for
him in Phnom Penh. What better occasion could arise?
Sirik Matak predicted that if it were done immediately
I would never dare to return. However, Lon Nol was not
prepared to act immediately. His wife had died, and he
was still occupied with the Buddhist burial. He wanted
to wait for another propitious moment. (Lon Nol is extremely superstitious, and he knew that no oracle would
recommend his interrupting his wife's interment to stage
a coup d'etat.)
From sources in the United States, I learned later that
the CIA had drawn up a directive a month earlier—around
the time Lon Nol became Prime Minister—recommending
support for a coup which a CIA contact on Lon Nol's
staff had promised would take place in the near future.
By the time I flew off to Hanoi in September, the CIA had
already assured Lon Nol of its support. It remained
only for him and Sirik Matak to work out the details and
agree on the timing. As part of this ugly scenario, I was
to be assassinated, if I happened to be in the country at
the time.
After the plotters held back in September, elaborate
arrangements were made to maintain direct CIA contact
with Lon Nol. In October, Lon Nol suddenly found it
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necessary to go to France for treatment of a shoulder
injury he had received in a jeep accident many months
before. He entered the American Hospital at Neuilly-surSeine, on the outskirts of Paris. By a strange coincidence
some American "patients" were admitted to the hospital
at the same time as Lon Nol. These "patients" showed no
trace of injury or evidence of malady. They were, in fact,
American CIA "advisors," experts on coup-making. From
this well-camouflaged headquarters, Lon Nol telephoned
instructions daily to Sirik Matak and other co-plotters.
This was the peak period for advanced planning in preparation for the coup the following March.
For more than a year prior to Lon Nol's October 1969
hospitalization in Paris, the CIA had been stealthily redeploying its forces by means of large-scale "desertions"
staged among the Thailand-based Khmer Serei troops,
well known as being wholly created and owned by and
dependent on the CIA. At first only individuals defected,
then squads and finally company-sized and even bigger
units. Then, in January 1969, a group of just over 200
crossed into Cambodia from Thailand and immediately
"deserted." In May a unit of over 300 men who had come
from the Khmer Serei base at Phnom Malai "rallied" to our
forces. Lon Nol, the Commander-in-Chief, gave himself
credit for all this as a triumph on his propaganda efforts
to win over the traitors. He decided to let them settle
down in Battambang Province and elsewhere, more or less
in units, and even incorporated some into the Phnom Penh
garrison, as well as into the Military Police.
There was a curious sequel to one such mass "desertion."
I had set aside one million riels from our National Mutual Aid work fund, to give the "deserters" a new start in
life, and to encourage others to follow suit. They returned
the money, stating that, as they had "deserted for patriotic
reasons," they could not accept it. Strange words from
people who were supposed to have arrived with nothing
but their weapons It later became clear that a million riels
was small stuff compared to what they were getting from
the CIA. I was perplexed by reports that, although they
had refused my money, they were spending freely. These
men had remained true to the code of the mercenary and
were loyal to the far richer hand that fed them. They had
been instructed to refuse money to convince me of their
"patriotism!"
By the time of my visit to Hanoi in September, I was
confronted with another curious matter. Premier Pham
Van Dong, a most intelligent and sensitive person whose
burning patriotism and honesty I appreciated the more I
got to know him, brought to my notice something of which
I had had no knowledge. The Chinese had been in the
habit of buying our rice for dollars. The rice was then
delivered to the National Liberation Front of South Vietnam. The rice was sent in Army lorries to agreed-upon
pickup points near the frontier, then carted off by the
NLF. Lon Nol had been advanced an important sum of
dollars for rice to be delivered in the latter half of 1969,
but, according to Pham Van Dong, none had been delivered. The same thing had occurred with badly needed
medicines. I promised to look into the matter. These were
perfectly straight-forward commercial transactions that had
been going on for years, and I could not understand what
the difficulty was.

So by September our Vietnamese friends were justifiably astonished over the missing shipments, for we seemed
to be deserting them when just the previous May we had
elevated the status of the NLF representation in Phnom
Penh to that of an embassy, and we had been one of the
first states to recognize the Provisional Revolutionary Government, immediately after its formation. Shortly thereafter we had been the first country to receive an official
visit from Huynh Tan Phat, their Prime Minister, for the
signing of a trade treaty.
When Lon Nol had become Prime Minister in August,
he had demanded, as the condition of heading the government, that he have full powers. Questioning him on my
return from Hanoi, I received only evasive replies on the
subject of the rice deliveries, and soon thereafter Lon Nol
left for Peking to attend the National Day ceremonies
marking the twentieth anniversary of the founding of the
Chinese People's Republic. Normally 1 would have gone,
but Princess Margaret of England was visiting Cambodia
at the time. Lon Nol was accorded every mark of attention throughout his stay, being given the place of honor
alongside Chairman Mao Tse-Tung on the Tien An Men
tribune for the October First parade.
Pham Van Dong was also in Peking and, through the
intermediary of Chou En-Lai, he was able to raise the
question of the non-deliveries of rice and medicines. Lon
Nol refuse point-blank to give any explanation, giving as
a pretext the presence of North Vietnamese and Vietcong
troops in the frontier areas. I had a full report on this by
the time he returned, and told him either to resume the
shipments immediately or return the money; again he was
evasive, and in a matter of days he had again departed,
this time for his hospital rendezvous in Paris.
By this time Sirik Matak, Vice-Premier in Lon Nol's absence and now acting Premier, had circularized all ministers and heads of departments, forbidding them to send
any dossiers directly to me as Head of State, which until
then had been the custom. Everything had to be sent first
to the Prime Minister's office, and I was to receive only
what Sirik Matak wanted me to. Anyone disobeying this
instruction was threatened with "severe" punishment. In
retrospect it is clear that Lon Nol and Sirik Matak, once
they had CIA backing for their intended coup, had
begun to act as though it were already a fait accompli.
The Lon Nol-Sirik Matak cabinet, set up in August,
represented the local coinpradores, feudal elements, and
their foreign backers. After the cabinet was formed, Lon
Nol had announced there was to be no further nationalization of private industries, and that some state enterprises
would be restored to the private sector. On November 15,
the ministers for the Economy and Commerce, Op Kim
Ang and Prom Thos respectively, introduced measures to
denationalize the import-export trade, to end the state
monopoly on the production of alcoholic drinks, pharmaceuticals and other goods, and to permit the operation of
private and foreign banks.
Six weeks later, at a session of the National Congress*
*The National Congress, the legislative body of the Sangkum Reastr Niyum (Popular Socialist Community). Its decisions were binding on the National Assembly up until
the March 18 coup, after which it was suppressed.
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from December 27 to 29, I left it to the delegates to decide
for or against these retrograde measures, but I warned
them of the evil consequences when "swindlers will infiltrate Cambodia together with the foreign banks in order
to corrupt the elite, sap our economy, and try to change
the regime." I cautioned them against the role of the "foreign banks which serve interests other than those of Cambodia, and transfer abroad huge amounts of currency,
leaving an absurdly small amount to the State."
Sirik Matak, as I learned later, thought that this period
of denationalization might be the propitious moment to
strike, even though Lon Nol was still in France. A large
group of "toughs" were mobilized to intimidate the Congress. These were above all the Khmer Serei infiltrated
into the Phnom Penh garrison by Lon Nol and directed
by his brother. Colonel Lon Non, a brutal fascist with
political ambitions. My police informed me of the strongarm infiltrators. But the Khmer Rouges (Cambodian Reds)
had also mobilized large numbers of their men, in defense
of my previous economic policies, which were supported
by the vast majority of delegates and the public. When the
time neared for a vote, it became clear that the public
would vehemently oppose the new measures. The Khmers
Sereis were afraid to expose themselves, and went with the
majority, so the result was a unanimous vote against Sirik
Matak's measures.
A few days after the Congress ended, I entered a hospital in Phnom Penh for medical treatment, and on January 7, I left for further treatment at Dr. Pathe's clinic at
Grasse, France. I normally took a cure there every two
years. I needed complete rest, and treatment for certain
chronic ailments, and I thought it would be a salutary
lesson for Sirik Matak and his supporters to give them a
free hand, and let them see how well they could solve
our economic ills by scrapping my former policies. After
the cure, I intended to pay political visits to Paris, the
Soviet Union, and China. I would seek economic, financial
and military aid in these countries, and return home
strengthened for a renewed effort to put our economy in
order with the help of our real friends. I was convinced
that within a few months the Lon Nol-Sirik Matak team
would have so compromised itself through shady financial
deals that public opinion would be glad to go back to the
lines laid down during the first years of independence.
I had no inkling of what had gone on in the American
Hospital at Neuilly. My Minister of Security was Colonel
Sosthene Fernandez, who later won notoriety at Saan
where, though supposedly a devout Catholic himself, he
utilized Vietnamese-Catholic men, women, and children
as a shield to protect his troops advancing against the
resistance forces. Fernandez knew of the plot to depose
me, but never gave me the information.

O

N FEBRUARY 18, 1970, LON NOL RETURNED tO

Phnom Penh with the completed plans in his
pocket for what he was to do exactly a month
later. He immediately toured the garrisons in
the frontier areas, exhorting officers and men to prepare
for the great confrontation with the "hereditary Vietnamese
enemy." This was not his only activity.
On March 8, by order of Chan Sokhum, Minister of In-
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formation and Education, there were small anti-Vietcong
demonstrations, mainly by schoolteachers, students and
pupils, in the town of Svay Rieng and in five or six other
small frontier towns in the "Parrot's Beak" area of Svay
Rieng Province. These were dress-rehearsals for the "main
attraction" to be staged in Phnom Penh on March 11. The
loyal students had been cleverly fooled into believing the
demonstrations were intended to "strengthen Sihanouk's
hand" in my forthcoming talks with Moscow and Peking.
The demonstrations were falsely reported in the Phnom
Penh press (Lon Nol had already taken over the Ministry
of Information and had the press and radio under his
control) as "spontaneous patriotic outbursts of popular
wrath."
The version of what happened next, given by T. D.
AUman in the Guardian of London, is worth quoting and
correcting—first, because it is the most authentic account
published to date and, second, because it has acquired
something of an official aspect. Senator Mike Mansfield, a staunch friend of Cambodia, felt impelled to record AUman's excellent series of three articles (which appeared on August 14 and 28 and September 18, 1971)
in the U.S. Congressional Record (accompanied by a highly indignant commentary of his own).*
"After the small demonstration on March 8 for students
and teachers in Svay Rieng, larger demonstrations were
ordered for Phnom Penh. Government sound trucks urged
the students to demonstrate, and officers of the government-created Assembly of Youth arranged for students
to assemble at the two government embassies.
"However, the actual sackings of the embassies which,
together with Sihanouk's fall and a Cambodian ultimatum
to the communists, provided a casus belli, was arranged
through the Cambodian High Command and actually carried out by squads of military police in plain clothes under
the command of Lon N o l . . . . "(Here one must note that
these squads were not just military police; there were also
CIA-trained commandos recruited in South Vietnam, from
the ethnic Cambodian minority and brought into Phnom
Penh as storm-troopers for the plotters. Part of these special Lon Non units were later sent for advance training at
a CIA-run base in Southern Laos. The base soon had to be
closed down because the Lon Non officers became involved in opium smuggling in a manner too flagrant to be
overlooked by the U.S. Army, which was becoming sensitive about the heroin being sold to the GIs in South Vietnam.)
Allman continues, "The demonstrations on March 11
were just one part of a planned two-part effort to oust the
prince. 'We planned two demonstrations,' one of my
sources said. 'One for the Uth to create the crisis, the
other on March 16 to provide the pretext for ousting
Sihanouk. . . .' " (This sounds like a technique the CIA
must have taught Lon Nol at the cost of much effort, for
he was not known among us for his quick grasp of political
affairs.)
"However, the anti-Sihanouk demonstrations on March
16 failed when pro-Sihanouk students surrounded the Na*U.S. Congressional (Senate) Record of October 13,
1971, pages SI6252/3/4.
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tional Assembly. The Phnom Penh police, also proSihanouk, that day arrested 20 hand-picked demonstrators
carrying anti-Sihanouk tracts as they moved towards the
Assembly. As a result, I was told, 'it appeared for the moment we were foiled. . . 'Inside the National Assembly . . .
anti-Sihanouk deputies, including the acting president of
the Assembly, In Tarn (now Minister of the Interior), were
waiting for the demonstration to materialize in the hope it
would stampede Parliament into ousting Sihanouk. Instead
'we began to be attacked for our anti-Sihanouk statements.
The Assembly adjourned in c o n f u s i o n . . . . ' "
Some background on the makeup of the National Assembly at that time will be helpful here. Prior to the elections of September 1966 which resulted in the 6th National
Assembly (which deposed me), the CIA had financed an
all-out press campaign against my so-called dictatorship.
I was accused of having adopted the Marxist "singleparty system," of having "massacred Cambodian democracy." Tirades to this effect also poured out of the Khmer
Serei transmitters which the CIA had put at Son Ngoc
Thanh's disposal. Quite simply, I fell into a CIA trap.
In response to the press campaign at home and abroad,
I decided to allow a completely free choice of candidates,
with no pre-selection from above. The result was chaos.
There were as many as twenty or thirty candidates for a
single seat. The richest of the bourgeoisie—the natural
allies of the Americans—spent money like water, financing
electoral campaigns for candidates who, for the most part,
were merely stooges. Voters received clothing, medicine,
free cinema and theater tickets, and toys and sweets for
their children from the sponsors of candidates. There
was no way for the voters to distinguish between demagogues and honest candidates—between truth and lies.
Small wonder that on March 16, 1970, faced with hostile demonstrations outside the National Assembly, these
deputies were torn by conflicting emotions—fear of popular
wrath if they took the irrevocable step demanded by Lon
Nol and Sirik Matak—fear of the loss of the long-promised
dollar dividends if they did not act now. The day passed
without the decisive blow anticipated by the plotters.
Lon Nol and Sirik Matak were determined to repair the
weaknesses that had been revealed in their position. On
March 16 and 17, Lon Nol used his selected units to arrest Major Horl, the head of the Phnom Penh police.
Colonel Oum Mannorine, Colonel Huor Truok, governor
of the strategic mountain base of Kirirom, Colonel Pheng
Phan Y of the Royal Army Staff Headquarters, Colonel
Krauch Samrach, commander of the Parachute Units, the
governor of Kandal Province adjoining Phnom Penh and
about fifteen other high-ranking officers. The head of the
Army Signal Corps was killed during this police action. 1
had originally set March 18 as the day for my return to
Phnom Penh from Paris-that morning the airport was
sealed off; there were barbed-wire barricades along the
road from the airport into Phnom Penh; machine-gun nests
were located at all principal street corners; and tanks and
armored cars patrolled the streets. In other words, sufficient force had been deployed both to intimidate the citizens of Phnom Penh not to repeat their demonstrations,
and to inject a little courage into the timid hearts of National Assembly politicians.

After Lon Nol's forces had taken over the civilian government of Phnom Penh and surrounded the National Assembly with tanks, the vote to oust me finally took place.
The delegates were made to sign their ballots before dropping them into the urn! Considering the show of force outside, and the arrests of the previous day, it was no surprise that the vote was "unanimous."
One other element in the plot is worthy of mention.
There was the mysterious case of the Columbia Eagle, on
which two (!) U.S. sailors "mutinied" and took control of
the ship. Shades of Captain Bligh and the Bounty! Ostensibly these men were war protestors who sailed the Columbia
Eagle into Sihanoukville harbor on March 16 because they
objected to carrying napalm bombs to Bangkok. It so happened that some French secondary school teachers at Sihanoukville took photos of the "highjacked" ship when
it arrived, and again when it left. They noted that it had
been very low in the water on arrival, and very high on
departure.
And, after dark on the day the Columbia Eagle dropped
anchor, the Sihanoukville-Phnom Penh road was suddenly
closed to civilian traffic and convoys of G.M.C. military
trucks from the Sihanoukville docks passed along the road
to Phnom Penh until dawn the next morning. On the day
of the coup, western correspondents noted that the troops
massed outside the National Assembly were armed with
brand-new M-16 rifles, weapons our army did not possess.
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[.THE RESISTANCE BEGINS]

T

HE PROCLAMATION WHICH I DRAFTED On t h e Way

from Moscow to Peking and broadcast over Peking radio on March 23, 1970, had an immediate
impact on my countrymen. I formally demanded
the dissolution of the Lon Nol regime as illegal and unconstitutional, and called for the creation of a broad front
of a national union and a national liberation army.
Knowing from the experience of our Vietnamese friends
that our road to victory would be long and hard, I issued
an appeal to my supporters inside the country to go underground and await arms and training, and asked those
abroad to try to make their way to Peking. There were
spontaneous uprisings and seizures of power all over the
country, but the European press reported only those where
journalists had easy access, those in the eastern provinces
close to the capital. In vast areas, Lon Nol's administration simply evaporated before he could really get it organized, and it has not been reconstituted since. He tried
to pass off the uprisings as the work of the Vietcong, but
western journalists said otherwise. The London Financial
Times accurately described them as "an almost spontaneous outburst of rural dismay at the departure of a ruler
who made every effort to win the sympathy of the countryside."
Between March 26 and 30, hundreds of my compatriots
—unarmed—were shot down in cold blood for demonstrating in my favor. In a broadcast on April 4, I reported that
over three hundred patriots had been massacred, and advised my supporters to "go into the jungle and join the resistance forces already there," and where arms were now
available.
One of the developments which pleased me most was
receiving a message, dated March 26, three days after the
broadcast Proclamation, from three leading Khmers
Rouges. These were leftist deputies, the only honest men
elected in the 1966 elections, who had fled to embryo
resistance bases in the jungle. They were three of our outstanding intellectuals: Khieu Samphan and Hou Younn,
both French-trained economists, and Hu Nim, a lawyer.
In view of our rather strained relations in the past, I
thought they might pose questions or demand conditions,
or that there might have to be negotiations before they
committed themselves. Nothing of the sort happened. They
had monitored the Proclamation and replied: "That's marvelous. If you, the traditional leader of the Cambodian
people, decide to fight with us-we demand nothing better."
When we formed the Royal Government of National
Union, Khieu Samphan became Minister of Defense (later
Deputy-Premier as well); Hou Yunn became Minister of
the Interior, Communal Reforms and Cooperatives; Hu
Nim, Minister of Information and Propaganda. That there
had been no need for negotiations between us struck me
very much. But the Khmers Rouges later told me: "We
never suspected you of disloyalty. We always distinguished
between you and creatures like Lon Nol and Sirik Matak."
For years Lon Nol had secretly and systematically
worked to separate me from the left, especially during his
earlier tenure as Prime Minister which began following
the elections of 1966. In the spring of 1967, he deliberately provoked what became known as the "Samlaut affair."
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In Cambodia, the land traditionally belongs to him who
clears and cultivates it. Lon Nol's troops arrived in the
Samlaut area of Battambang Province and started evicting
peasants who had cleared the land years before and had
been cultivating it since. His officers produced documents
to show that the land "legally" belonged to this or that
local official, and ordered the peasants to leave.
The Samlaut peasants reacted as peasants have done
throughout history. They resisted. There were mass demonstrations in their support in Battambang City. There are
many Chinese and Vietnamese residents in Battambang,
and they joined the protest. This gave Lon Nol the pretext
he wanted in order to claim there was a Chinese-Vietminh
plot to take over the country. The left-wing deputies were
denounced as Maoists and had to flee Phnom Penh. Open
warfare began between the peasants and the Lon Nol
forces.
The CIA was not slow to take advantage of the situation.
They started a campaign of false rumors and distributed
fake tracts in the name of the Khmers Rouges — tracts
which I denounced at the time as lies. The arm-chair
experts who accused me of having turned to the right in
1967 should take into account the extremely complex situation. For the first time, there seemed to be substantial
evidence that our independence was being threatened from
the left, a posibility I had always resisted admitting.
There was a fascinating revelation into the situation by
a CIA Green Beret, Captain John McCarthy, one of the
accused in the case of the murder (which they referred to
as "terminating with extreme prejudice") of an alleged
CIA double agent of Khmer origin. McCarthy told how
he had led a Khmer Serei unit deep into Cambodia in the
summer of 1967 on "Operation Cherry," details of which
he refused to reveal, except that it was part of a plan to
"overthrow Prince Sihanouk."*
Fortunately the jeep accident in which Lon Nol was
injured removed him from the political scene at a crucial
moment, and I was able to look into the Samlaut affair
myself. I found the peasants did indeed have justifiable
grievances, and I dismissed the Governor of Battambang.
I publicly acknowledged the responsibility of the authorities, rebuilt villages that had been destroyed by Lon Nol's
troops, and settled the peasants back on their lands. Lon
Nol's accident made it easy for me to reshuffle the cabinet to bring Penn Nouth in as Prime Minister. Nevertheless, Lon Nol's witch-hunt against leftist intellectuals, and
the military campaign against the Battambang peasants,
combined to drive both groups into an attitude of defiance
of his regime.
But what had depressed me in 1967, seeing so many
hundreds of Cambodian young people deserting home and
school to march off to jungle and mountain guerrilla bases,
turned out to be a blessing when I sounded the call for
armed defiance in March 1970. The bases were already
there; arms came soon after. The NLF, which had been
very reluctant to give arms to the Khmers Rouges in 1967,
thus risking a Cambodian civil war which might bring
about U.S. intervention, had no such misgivings in March
of 1970. Immediately after the coup, they started dispers*Reported in the Norfolk Virginian Pilot, Norfolk,
May 22, 1971.
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ing weapons in the frontier regions. The Americans were
dismayed to find the storage areas almost empty when
they overran them six weeks later. A high proportion of
these arms went directly into the hands of the first units
of our People's Liberation Armed Forces.
The rapid development of our armed resistance—something which astonished even our Vietnamese friends—was
due to the fact that we already had veteran cadres, which
had learned irregular warfare in protecting their own lives
and their bases from Lon Nol's raiding expeditions. There
were bases in Ratanakiri Province in the northeast, in the
Elephant Mountains in the south, and the Cardamome
Mountains in the west. The Khmers Rouges were quickly
joined by tens of thousands of what some journalists called
"Sihanoukists." These were peasants and townspeople,
soldiers, including entire units of Army deserters, and
ethnic Vietnamese and Chinese residents who joined us
for ideological reasons, or because they saw no alternative.
Within six weeks, most of Cambodia was liberated, and
our forces were knocking at the gates of Phnom Penh,
eager to join our supporters inside the city. This, despite
the importation of the "Mike Force" (KKK) commandos
for the defense of the capital. The Lon Nol-Sirik Matak
regime was sagging at the knees, when the United States
invaded Cambodia with its own and Saigon forces on
April 30, 1970, in one of the most flagrant acts of unprovoked aggression in modern history. No word except
"aggression" can be applied to this act. Lon Nol, to cover
up his own involvement, claimed that he had neither invited the Americans in, nor had received any warning of
the invasion. It is hard to believe, but that is the official,
on-the-record position of the Lon Nol-Sirik Matak government. Two days after the invasion, on May 2, Lon Nol
was reported by western journalists as pondering whether
or not to lodge an official protest. In the end, he decided to
"approve" the invasion! The best he could do to justify
himself was to address a gathering of Buddhists on May 11,
by which time scores of towns and villages had been reduced to rubble and ashes by U.S. air power, and hundreds
of innocent civilians bombed, burned and machine-gunned
to death by the American and Saigon troops.
With this inept, hypocritical sermon he tried to vindicate
the slaughter of thousands of ethnic Vietnamese civilians in
an officially-decreed rampage of racism and terror without
precedent in our country's history. That he should seek
to justify butchery and treason in the name of Buddhism,
the most humane and tolerant of religious philosophies,
provides a measure of the man's degeneracy:
"I address this appeal to my fellow countrymen who are
Buddhist believers," he said in the text as broadcast over
radio Phnom Penh. "It is believed our religion will last
5000 years. We are now at 2500 years, right in the middle
of the Buddhist era. It is also believed that the Buddhist
religion will prosper during the next 500 years. According
to an oracle, the current war in Cambodia is a religious
war. Our religion is Buddhism . . . The communists do
not believe in religion because they do not believe in the
existence of Buddha.
"I wish to inform my fellow countrymen who are
Buddhists that an oracle has predicted everybody will enjoy equal rights. Everybody will be happy and good when
this religious war ends. But while the war is still going on,

you must respect your religion and pray. Those who follow
this advice will be spared all misfortune and will be rewarded with security and prosperity. The oracle who predicted a religious war in the middle of this Buddhist era
said that gold and silver palaces will be erected in the
middle of the four branches of the Mekong, and that there
will be killing in the middle of the four branches of the
Mekong. Then the Bad King will flee, and a comet will
appear . . . ."
I have emphasized the repeated use of the expression
"religious war" in Lon Nol's ravings. This, together with
the reference to the "four branches of the Mekong," seems
to be an attempt to explain the massacre of over a thousand Vietnamese civilians, whose bodies, arms tied behind
their backs, were found drifting down the Mekong in midApril. This terrible stain on Cambodian honor was well
reported in the world press at the time, but an April 15
dispatch from Jeff Williams of the Associated Press is especially worth quoting. Writing from the Neak Luong
ferry crossing, he says: "Hundreds of executed Vietnamese
bodies floated down the Mekong River Wednesday morning, many of them with hands tied behind them. It appeared to be the greatest mass killing yet disclosed in
Cambodia. The stench swept across the broad waters, and
ferry passengers gagged as the ferry churned through the
bodies floating in the river.
"A police official at this ferry sixty kilometers southeast
of Phnom Penh said he had counted 400 bodies during
the morning. Still the bodies came, and the bodies could
be seen stretching for more than one mile up the river until they disappeared behind a bend."
With the invasion of April 30, Nixon's military strategists hoped to crush our soldiers before they could get
organized, and to smash the NLF in a vise between Lon
Nol's forces and their own. The western jaw of the vise
did not close because Lon Nol's forces had no stomach
for the fight.
The overwhelming bulk of supplies in the frontier bases
have been transported elsewhere, or are in our hands: the
"sanctuaries" now spread westward to include most of
Cambodia. Nixon's Cambodian adventure resulted in the
destruction of many Cambodian towns and villages, and the
loss of thousands of Cambodian lives, but from a military
viewpoint it was a disaster for the United States and its
puppets—a disaster the extent of which Nixon has never
dared reveal to the American people.
The invasion of April 1970 was the first "baptism of
fire" for our People's National Liberation Armed Forces
of Cambodia. Within a very short time, Khieu Samphan
and his comrades set up three types of forces: local guerrillas, regional guerrillas, and a regular army. If, in the
beginning, these bodies lacked anything in equipment,
they more than made up for it by their superb morale.
How could it be otherwise when they had seen their
homes looted and burned; their parents massacred; their
mothers, wives, sisters, and daughters raped. If there were
Cambodians who still had no clear idea of the difference
between a Lon Nol and a Sihanouk after the coup of
March 18, 1970, there were none after the aggression committed on April 30. The seeds of our defiance fell on soil
fertilized by the blood of our people.
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Janis Joplin:
Death Watch
"She didn't simply 'sing' a song—she ravaged
it, tore it to shreds, exploded it. And yet, at the
right moment, she could be incredibly gentle,
caressing each word with tenderness and understanding."
—Clive Davis, President
Columbia Records

S

HE WAS A BLUES SINGER, but her

world was the world of the rock
and roll circuit: San Francisco,
L. A., New York, Detroit, Toronto.
She was one of only two women to
really make it on that circuit, with the
rock and roll audiences. The other is
Grace Slick.
The Hst stops there.
Plenty of others have tried, and
many have achieved a degree of success, but all have been stopped at the
barrier between acceptance and superstardom — or else have gone around
the barrier via folk, soul, or MOR
(middle-of-the-road) pop-music sludge.
Joni Mitchell, Judy Collins, Joan Baez,
Aretha Franklin, Gladys Knight, Diana Ross, Karen Carpenter, Cass Elliot. Mama Cass came the closest, but,
first, it was as a member of a group
rather than on her own, and, second,
when she tried it as a single she flopped.
Janis Joplin was a Success.

\

•'•*<

m riJ

She made it big, all the way to the
cover of Newsweek, although it took
two tries to get her there. The first
time she was scheduled, the cover story
was scrubbed to make room for the
story of the death of Dwight Eisenhower. "The old bastard," Janis is
quoted as saying, "why did he have to
croak on my week!"
Well, she got her week later on, and
she got her revenge in a way when she
died, and somebody else got scrubbed
from the cover of Rolling Stone to
make room for Janis's obituary.
If you want to be cynical about
these posthumous "live" albums cobbled together from old tapes, you can
say that Columbia or Warners are out
to gouge a last ghoulish buck from the
carcass of their deceased properties.
Or, if you want to be innocent, you can
thank them for making available every
last precious minute that they have of
Janis, Jimi, Duane, King Curtis, Jun-
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