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Who We Are

Bulletin in Defense of Marxism is published by an independent collective of
U.S. socialists who are in fraternal solidarity with the Fourth International,
a worldwide organization of revolutionary socialists.

Supporters of this magazine may be involved in different socialist groups
and/or in a broad range of working class struggles and protest movements
in the U.S. These include unions and other labor organizations, women’s
rights groups, antiracist organizations, coalitions opposed to U.S. military
intervention, gay and lesbian rights campaigns, civil liberties and human
rights efforts. We support similar activities in all countries and participate
in the global struggle of working people and their allies. Many of our
activities are advanced through collaboration with other supporters of the
Fourth International in countries around the world.

What we have in common is our commitment to the Fourth International’s
critical-minded and revolutionary Marxism, which in the twentieth century
is represented by such figures as V.I. Lenin, Rosa Luxemburg, and Leon
Trotsky. We also identify with the tradition of American Trotskyism repre-
sented by James P. Cannon and others. We favor the creation of a revolu-
tionary working-class party, which can only emerge through the conscious
efforts of many who are involved in the struggles of working people and the
oppressed and who are dedicated to revolutionary socialist perspectives.

Through this magazine we seek to clarify the history, theory and program
of the Fourth International and the American Trotskyist tradition, discussing
their application to the class struggle internationally and here in the United
States. This vital task must be undertaken if we want to forge a political party
in this country capable of bringing an end to the domination of the U.S.
imperialist ruling class, establishing a working people’s democracy and
socialist society based on human need instead of private greed, in which the
free development of each person becomes possible.

Bulletin in Defense of Marxism is independent of any political organiza-
tion. Not all U.S. revolutionaries who identify with the Fourth International
are in a common organization. Not all of them participate in the publication
of this journal. Supporters of this magazine are committed to comradely
discussion and debate as well as practical political cooperation which can
facilitate eventual organizational unity of all Fourth Internationalists in the
United States. At the same time, we want to help promote a broad recom-
position of a class-conscious working class movement and, within this, a
revolutionary socialist regroupment, in which perspectives of revolutionary
Marxism, the Fourth International, and American Trotskyism will play a
vital role.

Bulletinin Defense of Marxism will publish materials generally consistent
with these perspectives, although it will seek to offer discussion articles
providing different points of view within the revolutionary socialist spec-
trum. Signed articles do not necessarily express the views of anyone other
than the author.
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- New Stage in Decomposition of PRI

Stop Zedillo’s Criminal Move Against Zapatistas

by Rosendo Mendoza

n a desperate move to shore up support for

the crisis-ridden Mexican government, Presi-
dent Emesto Zedillo announced February 9 that
he was unleashing army troops against positions
of the EZLN (Zapatista Army of National Lib-
eration) and began a nationwide crackdown
mmvolving selective arrests of Zapatista sympa-
thizers. Rather than the bold demonstration of
presidential power he had hoped to make,
Zedillo’s criminal move has heralded a new
stage in the decomposition of the ruling regime.

The pretext for the offensive was the sup-
posed discovery of a series of EZLN “safe
houses™ that Zedillo charged contained ““arse-
nals.” This allegedly proved that the EZLN was
preparing to launch a broader military offen-
sive. The “arsenals™ in question contained a
total of one AK-47, two pistols, and a few small
explosives, hardly the sort of material needed
for a major offensive.

For the first time since early January 1994 the
govemnment attempted to paint the Zapatista

rebellion as a criminal affair, ordering the arrest
of EZLN leaders.

The Zedillo administration tried to portray
this resort to military force as an attempt to
restore “the rule of constitutional law,” and
sought to reduce the deepgoing social and eco-
nomic conflict to a “criminal” matter. This
meant the administration had to go to great
lengths to claim that the entire affair was being
handled by the Attorney General’s Office, now
presided over by National Action Party (PAN)
leader Antonio Lozano. Zedillo couched his

Editors’ Note: The Battle for Women’s Liberation

In commemoration of March 8, International
Women’s Day, which began through the ef-
forts of women’s rights activists in the labor
and socialist movements of Europe and
America (see the account by Linda
Thompson in BIDOMMarch 1994), thisissue
focuses on the fight for women’s rights and
its connection with the struggle for the
L emancipation of labor. To this end, we are

printing an extensive interview with Genora
Johnson Dollinger, leader of the Women's
Auxiliary of the United Auto Workers, in the
Flint, Michigan, sit-down strikes of 1936-37.
She highlights the key role of women in
winning those strikes while simultaneously
improving their own condition. She also
stresses the importance of the movement for
a labor party. Other articles on Labor Party
Advocates and the labor party question in the
United States, by Carol McAllister, Judith
Wraight, Ruth and Asher Harer, Hayden
Perry, and Paul LeBlanc, likewise point to the
natural alliance between the women’s move-
ment and the labor movement.

There is also a vital link between the move-
ments of oppressed nationalities and the
fight for women’s rights. This point is
stressed by Ashaki Binta, editor of Justice
Speaks, in her obituary of Nat Blandon, a
leader of Black Workers for Justice, who
fought against sexism as firmly as against
racism. The attack on Malcolm X’s daughter,
discussed in this issue by Michael Living-
ston and Vera Wigglesworth, also has sexist
dvertones, and the fight to defend her ex-
presses solidarity among women as well as
among those oppressed because of their
nationality.

An important aspect of the fight for
women’s rights is the effort to stop violence
against women, the theme of actions in
Washington, D.C., called by the National Or-

ganization for Women (NOW) for April 7-9.
Evelyn Sell reviews the facts in this struggle
and provides further information about the
march, which we urge our readers to help
build and take part in.

A Sacialist Perspective

Revolutionary socialists give unqualified
supportto, and seek to play a leading rolein,
all struggles by women to improve their
status and achieve full liberation. We believe
that to achieve such change, the emphasis
must be placed on building a mass women’s
movement, the massive self-mobilization
and self-organization of women, including
self-defense. No reliance can be placed on
the twin political parties or other agencies of
the capitalist ruling class.

Serious socialist analysis points to the
conclusion that ultimately a fundamental
change in the structure of society is needed
to accomplish women’s liberation, since the
present class division of society is intimately
linked with the nuclear family structure, an
all-pervading source of women’s oppression
and of violence against women. (The link
between the patriarchal family and the exist-
ing property system, class-divided society,
and class-dominated state and government
structures was pointed out by many radical
feminists in the late 1960s and early 70s.
Frederick Engels’s analysis in his Origins of
the Family, Private Property, and the State
was widely accepted by feminists as one that
points toward the root of the problem.)

While gains must be fought for under the
existing system, and while women can and
have won improvements as a result of con-
sistent struggle on awide scale, the progress
achieved remains provisional. It is distorted
by the filter of ruling class political parties
and governmental, judicial, and police struc-

tures which constantly seek to shape or alter
women’s gains to conform to the interests
and needs of the dominant business class.
Over the long run the gains women make can
be taken back by the ruling class, which
benefits from gender oppression, just as it
does from racial oppression and the exploi-
tation of labor. (In fact, gender oppression
and national oppression are forms of exploi-
tation of labor.) Ultimately the struggles to
change the oppression of women are transi-
tional toward a new society in which the full
emancipation of women, of labor, and of
oppressed nationalities are combined. A so-
cialist society, one organized to meet human
needs rather than the needs of the profit
system (the “global market”), will provide
the basis for the final elimination of gender
oppression in all its forms.

The best hope for a fundamental reorgani-
zation of society lies in the independent or-
ganized force of a working class allied with
the independent women’s movement, the
movements of oppressed nationalities, and
other oppressed sectors of society. A gov-
ernment formed by such a working-class
movement, or combination of movements,
is ultimately the most realistic hope for car-
rying through changes that will make
women’s liberation fully possible. That is
why women’s demands must be part of the
platform of a labor party and why the kinds
of talks presented at, and resolutions pro-
posed by, the Women’s Rights Workshop at
the Labor Party Advocates Conference in
Toledo, Ohio (see pages 22-23), and the kind
of testimony given by women at the Labor
Party Platform Hearings in Hayward, Califor-
nia (see pages 12-14), point the way toward
what is needed.
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move in nonmilitary terms and insisted that the
army’s role would be simply to assist officers
from the Attomey General’s Office to arrest
Zapatista leaders and other rebel suspects.

“This Is War”

But the operation was clearly in the hands of the
military. When asked by a reporter if the inva-
sion of rebel-held territory was a prelude to war,
the commanding general in charge of the opera-
tion responded, “This is war.” Constitutional
guarantees were suspended and all journalists,
human rights activists, and other observers were
denied access to the Lacandon forest region.
Journalists and social activists in the area at the
time of the invasion were either detained or
forced to flee into the jungle along with the
residents of the occupied communities.

Armmy spokesmen made pathetic efforts to put
the best face on their fiasco. Progovernment
television reporters, who were provided special
access to the occupied region, transmitted the
spectacle of a Mexican general describing how
the local residents had poured out to applaud the
arrival of the military. Behind him stood a de-
serted town.

Amnesty International and other human
rights organizations reported widespread hu-
manrights violationsin the region following the
army occupation. Troops raided homes, the of-
fices of social organizations, and even churches
in their largely futile search for EZLN support-
€IS OF Weapons.

Business leaders roared their approval, and
major gains were posted on financial markets at
the outset of the offensive. Economic recovery
was now said to be assured.

Fanfare Short-Lived

But the euphoria soon wore off. Though offi-
cials from both the Attomey General’s Office
and the army had initially bragged that EZLN
spokesperson Subcomandante Marcos would
be captured in a matter of hours “with the help
of foreign security services,” no arrest was
forthcoming. Zedillo had tried to trap Marcos
by promising a meeting with a presidential em-
issary to discuss new possibilities for peace
talks in the town of Guadalupe Tepeyac the
same day of the military advance. Several inde-
pendent sources indicated that the army had
botched this operation.

(The attempted deception was reminiscent of
the trick used against revolutionary peasant leader
Emiliano Zapata, when he was murdered in
1919 by federal forces in the town of Chichimeca.)

EZLN forces quickly withdrew into the jun-
gle, ala:)ﬁg with entire communities in the re-
gion, and prepared to fight another day.

In an interview conducted shortly before the
military assault on the region, Marcos told a
reporter from the Mexico City daily La Jor-
nada, “They have been fooling us. They have
been playing for time to attack us during the dry
season, the season of hunger. If no one stops
them, the next step will be a guerrilla war.”

By Monday, February 13, big business and
the Zedillo administration were both rethinking
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the costs of their latest adventure. Officials im-
mediately began to downplay the goals of the
military operation. While police and army units
continued to make selective arrests of social
activists around the country on charges of sedition,
treason, and terrorism for their sympathies with
the EZLN, spokesmen began to stress that the
detention of Marcos was of limited importance.
The main goal, they said, had simply been to
identify the man behind the mask, thereby de-
mystifying the EZLN’s chief spokesperson and
undercutting his support within the population.

Hundreds of Thousands Protest

But the hundreds of thousands of protesters who
took to the streets, chanting, “We are all Indians.
We are all Marcos,” offered a deafening re-
sponse to those claims. The demonstrations,
including marches 100,000 strong in Mexico
City on both February 11 and February 15, were
the largest related to Chiapas since a peace
demonstration of similar size in early January
1994. But unlike the January protest, the latest
demonstrations were explicitly pro-EZLN and far
more radical than anything seen in recent years.

“Many of those who last week demanded
that the president take strong measures regard-
ing Chiapas are now expressing fear of what
might happen,” warned a front-page editorial
February 14 in the slavishly progovernment
financial daily £/ Economista. “The markets
are surprised by the sympathy that Marcos in-
spires. Until last week, in [financial circles] it
was believed that strong measures in Chiapas
would win broad public support....It hasn’t
happened that way.”

By February 15, less than a week after
Zedillo’s offensive, Mexican markets were al-
ready experiencing a new meltdown. The lead-
g index of the Mexican Stock Exchange fell
6.4 percent in one day, taking it to below where
the market stood on the day before Clinton
announced the $50-billion bailout package.
With the peso plunging and interest rates surg-
ing once again, it became increasingly clear that
Washington’s massive “aid” package would
fail not only to pull the Mexican economy out
of its nose dive, but even to fulfill its immediate
and primary goal of helping major corporations
and institutional investors recoup billions in
losses posted in the wake of the December 20
currency devaluation.

Zedilio Backs Down
Zedillo was again forced to shift gears. By
February 14 he was ordering the army to avoid
any conflicts with the EZLN forces, and essen-
tially called off the hunt for Marcos. In a move
clearly orchestrated in Mexico City, Chiapas
govemor Eduardo Robledo asked fora one-year
leave of absence. The intention was clearly to
defuse ongoing protests over the fraudulent
election he claimed to have won last August as
the candidate of the ruling PRI (Institutional
Revolutionary Party).

Zedillo now claimed that everything had been
designed to restart peace talks. EZLN leaders
immediately denounced the move and called for

a withdrawal of government troops from rebel
territory as a precondition for any resumption
of negotiations.

Why Zedillo Chose the Military
Option

The big question at this point is why Zedillo
tried the military option at the time when he did.
There are strong indications he prepared such a
move at the outset of his administration in early
December, a fact reflected in both the aggres-
sive tone he adepted in Chiapas-related
speeches and the fact that top military leaders
quietly bragged just after Zedillo’s December 1
inauguration that they would soon retum to the
field of battle.

Although Interior Minister Esteban Moc-
tezuma was dispatched to rebel-held territory in
late December, ostensibly in an effort to renew
peace talks, he offered the Zapatistas nothing
new and was clearly aiming for a first-hand
evaluation of the morale of the EZLN leaders.

But the peso devaluation crisis forced the
regime to pull back on its military option, if only
for a few weeks.

Role of U.S.

Some observers have insisted that the failed
military offensive was a demand imposed by the
White House in exchange for new loan guaran-
tees. There can be no doubt that Clinton, the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the
World Bank are making major demands on
Zedillo, and taking charge of major economic
policy decisions as part of the growing control
the U.S. and international finance capital have
been able to exert in the last decade. Documents
have also come to light revealing that major
Wall Street firms (Chase Bank, Bear Stearns,
etc.) were insisting on the need to ““eliminate™
the Zapatistas and even a rethinking of the pace
of political reform.

U.S. intelligence units have been actively
participating in the design and implementation
of major aspects of the government’s dirty war
against the Zapatistas and other opponents of
the regime. Some Mexican newspaper accounts
have reported as many as 800 U.S. agents in-
volved in current operations.

But it would be an oversimplification to reduce
the whole affair to demands from Washington.

“Mr. Easter” and the Depth of
Zedillo’s Crisis

The depth of the political crisis of the PRI
regime can hardly be overstated, and even be-
fore Zedillo completed his first month in office
the opinion began to spread that his days were
numbered. “Why do they call Zedillo Mr. Eas-
ter?” begins one of the hundreds of jokes mak-
ing the rounds in Mexico. “Because he falls in
March or April.”

Opposition to the technocratic wing of the
ruling PRI, which Zedillo represents, had con-
tinued to grow within the party and important
sectors of the government bureaucracy. In an
effort to shore up his regime, Zedillo has built
on the PRI’s alliance with the conservative PAN
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Army Offensive Continues — More Protests Needed

As we go to press, reports indicate that
Mexican authorities are continuing the of-
fensive against the Zapatistas despite (or
under the cover of) Zedillo’s call for an end
to offensive operations and renewal of ne-
gotiations. Operations include widespread
torture of alleged or suspected EZLN sup-
porters. Ranchers and other propertied ele-
ments in Chiapas have organized violent
demonstrations against chief negotiator
and defender of Indian rights Bishop Sa-
muel Ruiz.

Protests demanding withdrawal of Mexi-
can government forces from the former
EZLN-controlled area have taken place in
dozens of cities in the U.S. and around the
world — including three massive rallies of
more than 100,000 each in Mexico City. The
U.S. National Commission for Democracy
in Mexico (NCDM) is calling for a national
gathering in Chicago in March to coordinate
the campaign in defense of the Zapatistas.
For more information, call the NCDM at
(915) 532-8382 in El Paso, Texas, or (713)
926-2786 in Houston.

and tried to cultivate a similar relationship with
the center-left PRD (Party of the Democratic
Revolution). PRD head, Porfirio Mufioz Ledo,
after signing a multiparty democracy pact with
Zedillo in mid-January, bragged that the accord
was designed to “provide elements of gov-
emability.”” But the prospect of further conces-
sions to opposition parties and the growing
prospect that the PRI will lose all state elections
scheduled for this year have further fueled op-
position to Zedillo within his own party.
Following the totally inept handling of the
peso adjustment fiasco, the Zedillo administra-
tion began a series of continuing policy zigzags
that further undermined his credibility. With his
hands tied in regard to economic policy and his
efforts to define a viable political project frus-
trated, Zedillo concluded that he needed a show
of force, similar to those earlier employed by
Salinas to strengthen his grip on power.

Discontent in the Military

Another important factor was the growing dis-
content within the Mexican military high com-
mand. Since the 1930s Mexican presidential
administrations continually eroded the mili-
tary’s political weight and left the armed forces
as one of the most underfunded in Latin Amer-
ica. But during the Salinas years the military
budget increased dramatically, and as doubts
continue to grow, even in the highest echelons
of power, regarding the future of the PRI and
the traditional mechanisms of political and so-
cial control in Mexico, the army appears deter-
mined to flex its newfound muscle.

“The heads of the military [recently] told
Zedillo that if he failed to decisively deal with
the Zapatistas, his days were numbered as presi-
dent. The military was not threatening a coup,
but rather [wamning] that they would throw their
support behind the hard-line factions of the PRI
to facilitate the job of removing him from of-
fice,” reported the financial daily E! Finan-
ciero on February 11.

Just hours before Zedillo’s announcement
that he had ordered the arrest of the Zapatista
leaders, the head of the Mexican army delivered
a speech in which he explicitly declared the
armed forces’ loyalty not only to the presidency
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but to Zedillo personally, in a newfound display
of enthusiasm.

There can be little doubt that the honeymoon
lasted a few days at best. Zedillo’s later order to
suspend hostilities and avoid any direct con-
frontation with Zapatista forces has left the mili-
tary high command outraged.

To Head Off Mounting Discontent
Finally, by its military move the PRI govern-
ment clearly hoped to intimidate growing signs
of mass discontent and active opposition to its
rule. Zedillo’s most prominent campaign
pledges included the creation of a million jobs
per year, dramatic improvement in living con-
ditions and in “‘the well-being” of Mexican
families. The decision to impose a drastic aus-
terity policy, as millions more Mexicans are
plunged into absolute poverty, has greatly in-
creased official fears of new outbreaks of work-
ing class and popular militancy.

With the regime in crisis, the traditional
mechanisms of social and political control con-
tinue to weaken. The increasingly decadent
character of the official labor bureaucracy ap-
pears to know no bounds. During a February 6
press conference, Fidel Velazquez, the 94-year-
old head of the country’s largest union federa-
tion, proposed that Mexican workers offer a
helping hand to the country’s billionaires by
donating a day’s wage toward paying off the
foreign debt. Despite some grumblings, the rest
of the trade union bureaucracy has simply
agreed to impose the government’s austerity
measures, thereby fueling further discontent.

In the eyes of the regime, a tumn to force was
needed. The effort to break the resistance of the
EZLN was to be a key ingredient in undermin-
ing the threat of mounting discontent.

Failure of Counter-insurgency
Zedillo was also prompted to unleash the troops
by the failure of the counter-insurgency policy
that has been in effect since the administration
of Carlos Salinas de Gortari decided to declare
a cease-fire in mid-January 1994.

Although Salinas’s policy achieved some
limited successes, the Zapatista rebellion con-
tinved to exert a powerful radicalizing force
throughout Chiapas and all of Mexico. The

December 19 show of force by the Zapatistas
demonstrated that broad layers of peasants and
indigenous people in Chiapas identified with
the EZLN. Most of those participating in road
blockages and land occupations were clearly
notEZLN combatants, though they wore the ski
masks of the Zapatista rebels and carried their
own small weapons.

With the IMF dictating a drastic austerity
policy, the Zedilo administration will have
fewer funds at its disposal to continue the social
expenditures that made up part of its counter-in-
surgency efforts.

A multimillion-dollar ““Chiapas Fund”
raised by the private sector proved to be little
more than a good excuse for Mexican billion-
aires to buy up local industries at rock-bottom
prices — including some owned by faint-
hearted foreign investors.

The depth of the mobilization of the peas-
antry, and the growing divisions within the PRI
and among local business interests, meant that
the state government of Eduardo Robledo, who
took office in Chiapas on December 1, was
living on borrowed time.

The decision of former PRD gubematoriat
candidate Amado Avendafio to establish a rival
state government ““in rebellion,” with the back-
ing of the EZLN, broad sectors of the mass
movement, and a large percentage of the local
municipalities in Chiapas, also served to under-
mine the viability of the Robledo regime.

Blaming the EZLN for the
Economic Crisis

The government combined its military offen-
sive with a renewed attempt at political spin
regarding the economic crisis. Blaming the Za-
patistas has been an on-again, off-again pastime
for Mexican officials. Zedillo began his admini-
stration with denunciations of the EZLN for
allegedly causing widespread economic hard-
ship. His former finance secretary, Jaime Serra
Puche, went so far as to accuse the Zapatistas of
provoking the peso devaluation.

But that line of argument found little support,
either in Mexico or on Wall Street. Zedillo
switched tactics by late December, admitting
that poor judgment in handling currency matters
and the country’s current account deficit were
to blame.

It is a bit ingenious, to say the least, to blame
the economic crisis, and specifically the deple-
tion of the central bank’s foreign currency re-
serves, on the EZLN. Following the Zapatista
uprising of January 1, 1994, the Banco de
Meéxico posted three consecutive months of in-
creases in foreign reserves, for an actual total
increase of approximately 35 billion. The de-
cline in foreign currency reserves began only
after the March 23 assassination of ruling party
presidential candidate Luis Donaldo Colosio,
which provoked a drop of $10.38 billion.

Other events that heralded massive capital
outflows included the cryptic announcement
Continued on page 33
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On Chechnya as Russia’s Ireland, and on Building
an Antiwar Movement

by Renfrey Clarke

This article by an Australian journalist living in Moscow was contributed to Solidarnost, paper of the Moscow Federation of Trade Unions.

here is nothing new to historians in the

spectacle of a large and powerful nation
setting out to conquer, or reconquer, a smaller
neighbor. If we are to seek something novel in
the Russian intervention in Chechnya, it can
only be the recklessness with which the move
was conceived and carried out. As an act of
Olympian presumption, what Yeltsin has done
has been something to outstrip any of the tsars
and quite a few lesser gods.

Without the support of the army or of any
political faction except those of the extreme
nationalist right, and despite a rich history of
such conflicts turning into expensive, politi-
cally damaging fiascos, Yeltsin has invited Rus-
sians to join him in a counter- insurgency war
in the Caucasus. The terror bombing of Grozny
has thrown this presumption into even more
stark relief. Awed by an act of naked will, liberal
activists in Russia and governments in the West
are to bow in silence before a superior force.
After all, they did so before, in October 1993.

But what’s this about conquest? Chechnya is
an inalienable part of the Russian Federation,
we are told. Constitutional order is being re-
stored there! Indeed. So faras map-makers have
been concerned, Chechnya has been part of
Russia since the 1860s. That was the point at
which, after almost 50 years of devoted slaugh-
ter, Russian soldiers had finally killed so many
Chechens that the rest stopped fighting — more
or less. When the gunfire died away, consent to
Russian rule was deemed to have been given.
The logic here is exquisite: if you can make a
graveyard, you are allowed to annex it.

Usually, great-power chauvinists bent on im-
perial expansion find more subtle excuses. In
my own country, Australia, the invading British
preferred to argue that the Aborigines they were
clearing from the land with bullets and poisoned
flour were not, precisely speaking, anything but
transients — the aborigines did not practice
agriculture in the European sense, hence did not
use the land, hence had no right to it. In Ireland,
the British settled tens of thousands of their own
nationals onJands cleared of rebellious Irish
peasants, and continue to this day to assert the
right of this enclave community to live under
British rule. The Americans were more ingen-
ious still. In seizing roughly half of Mexico in
the mid-19th century, they argued that they were
realizing their “manifest destiny”> — that they
were impelled to conquest by the abstract force
of history.

International relations are governed by the
realities of practical politics, and almost no one
today argues that Texas or Colorado should
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revert to Mexican rule. But the Russian claim to
sovereignty over Chechnya remains impossibly
weak. Chechnya was “Russian” for around 130
years. But Ireland was “British™ for more than
700 years before the Irish Republic won its
independence, and no one today seriously dis-
putes the right of the Irish Republic to exist. The
Chechens are a majority on their own historic
territory, with their own language and tradi-
tions. Their right to independent statehood,
should they choose it, is unassailable.

That is not to say that the Chechens should
choose independence. There are many valid
reasons why small nationalities may decide that
it is to their advantage to cede part of their
sovereignty in order to join larger federations.
But the choice, in this case, is for Chechens to
make, not Russians.

So far I have tred to argue from general
principles of national justice, as a foreigner with
friends among both Russians and Chechens.
But what if I were the average Russian of my
acquaintance — decent and kindly enough, but
with an ample dose of the “Russian national
idea”? How would I argue then?

1 can say confidently that I would still call on
the Russian government to withdraw its forces
from Chechnya, and to let Chechens decide for
themselves the question of their independence.
There can be no swift, decisive victory for Rus-
sian troops in this war, and given the cata-
strophic state of the Russian army, probably no
victory atall. The efforts by the British to main-
tain their hold on Ireland show that when faced
with a hostile population, and subject to guer-
rilla attacks, an occupying army will almost
inevitably commit savage atrocities, which in
turn will spur even broader resistance. The
death toll spirals, and international opinion,
whose faculties are not anesthetized by the “na-
tional idea™ of the occupying power, is in no
doubt about who to blame.

The effect of British policy in Ireland during
the first decades of this century, in the words of
one prominent critic, was to “‘make the name of
Britain stink in the nostrils of the world.”” I need
not spell out how the name of Yeltsin has smelt
to non-Russians since the bombs began falling
on Grozny. But can people who consider them-
selves Russian patriots honestly want this stench
to extend to the Russian nation as a whole?

I have had it put to me that in deciding
whether to intervene in Chechnya, Yeltsin faced
a tough choice in the tradition of realpolitik:
either to go in and crush the independence
movement, or to see all the republics of the
North Caucasus secede from the Russian Fed-

eration one by one. My personal view is that
with the bombing of Grozny, Russia has already
lost the North Caucasus. What remains to be
decided is simply the mechanics of the process,
the working out of a historical inevitability.

Let me elaborate. In itself, the concept of the
Russian Federation is perfectly valid. But if itis
to be a real federation and not a prison, it must
be based on scrupulous respect for the rights of
the minority nations within it, including the
right to leave the federation if they wish. This
latter right must not be interpreted in legalistic
fashion, on the basis of such niceties as Yeltsin’s
failure to include in his constitution any point
allowing for secession. Political facts must be
faced squarely.

In the past few weeks, the peoples of the
North Caucasus have had impressed on them
the fact that Russia has little, if any, respect for
their national rights. The Grozny bombing has
made clear that the Russian state is prepared to
use barbaric methods to prevent the right of
secession, in particular, from being asserted.
When you find yourself sharing a house with a
bomb thrower, simple self-preservation dictates
that you move out as soon as possible, even if
the house is comfortable in other respects. If the
house is more like a prison, you will probably
have to wait, but you will nevertheless jump
when the chance comes.

That chance is probably not far off. One of
the reasons behind the reportedly high morale
of the Chechen fighters is the knowledge that
Russia absolutely cannot afford a war, even a
supposedly small one. Wars notoriously are
paid for with inflation, and in the conditions of
contemporary Russia, the cost of mounting an
extended campaign of counterinsurgency war-
fare would very likely be to create hyperinfla-
tion. Under conditions of hyperinflation,
investing in production becomes irrational be-
havior, and the economy is swiftly devoured by
speculative mania. What would be the chances
of the Russian Federation holding together in
such circumstances? I suspect the main question
would be whether Moscow kept anything east
of the Urals.

My message to Russian patriots is therefore
as follows: if you love your country, then do
your utmost to force an end to Yeltsin’s brutal
adventure in Chechnya.

1 do not pretend to be able to explain in detail
how this aim might be achieved. But I do have
a certain experience of peace campaigning, be-
ginning with the movement against Australian
involvement in the Vietnam war. It seems to me
that at least some of the lessons of that campaign
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rStatemtznt by U.S. Committee

CDHRR Condemns Yeltsin’s War on Chechnya

The following is a statement on the situ-
ation in Chechnya by the U.S. Committee
for Democratic and Human Rights in Rus-
sia (COHRR). The Committee was formed in
late 1993 in response to attacks on civil
liberties by the Yeltsin government. (See
BIDOM January 1994, back cover, for the
text of the founding statement of the Com-
mittee, signed by hundreds of U.S. and
international figures active in labor, left,
progressive, civil liberties, and human
rights causes. ) The present statement was
signed by the four coordinators: Elizabeth
Bowman, Suzi Weissman, Marilyn Vogt-
Downey, and Alex Chis.

The U.S. Committee for Democratic and Hu-
man Rights in Russia condemns Yeltsin’s
war on Chechnya, including the carpet
bombing of Grozny. Indiscriminate shelling
has killed thousands of residents of the capi-
tal. Even Russian soldiers have been victims
of the terror bombing of Grozny. We join
those in Russia who have organized against
Yeltsin’s brutal adventure in Chechnya, and
have demanded an end to the military inter-
vention in the Caucasus. The war is a cynical
diversion from the overwhelming political

and economic failures of the Yeltsin regime.

We oppose Yeltsin’s attempt to crush the
resistance of the Chechens to Russian rule,
just as we oppose Yeltsin’s crackdown on I
oppositionists at home.

The U.S. State Department, while paying
lip service to human rights violations, has
supported Yeltsin’s bloody siege of Grozny,
just as it supported his military assault on
the Parliament in October 1993. In the name
of supporting “democratic capitalist re-
form,” the U.S. government has supported
the authoritarian, antidemocratic, and des-
perate actions of Yeltsin to halt the further
disintegration of the Russian federation.  §

The U.S. Committee for Democratic and
Human Rights in Russia extends its solidarity
to those activists in Russia who have en-
gaged in antiwar protests, and who have
demanded an immediate end to the war and
withdrawal of Russian troops from the Cau-
casus.

For further information, contact;

USCDHRR, P.0. Box 1830, New York, NY
10009-8911

West Coast: USCDHRR, P.0. Box 8461,
Berkeley, CA 94707

E-mail: mvogt@igc.apc.org; rlrsf@igc.apc.ory

(and of the analogous, much larger movement
in the United States) deserve to be spelt out for
peace activists in Russia today.

First, I should stress that in appropriate cir-
cumstances, an antiwar movement is capable of
growing from almost negligible beginnings to
become a massive political force. In Australia,
the movement against the Vietnam war had its
beginnings in 1965 with small pickets and stu-
dent demonstrations. By 1971 it was capable of
mobilizing as many as 100,000 people to fill the
centers of major cities. From being broadly
popular among voters, the Australian military
presence in Vietnam became a grave liability for
the political forces that had sent the troops and
which kept them there. In 1972, the unpopular-
ity of the war helped condemn these forces to
electoral defeat.

Those of us who built the antiwar movement
in Australia made many errors. Nevertheless, we
achieved our goal; the troops were brought home.
We were successful, in my view, because our
basic strategies were sound. Looking back on
those years, I would see the key to our success

< the following elements of our practice.

First, the peace movement put forward de-
mands whose thrust was unequivocally to end
the war, and which supporters of the war could
notmisrepresent or coopt. Second, we restricted
our demands to this central focus of stopping
the war, resisting efforts to attach additional
appeals around essentially distinct issues.
Third, we had a “mass action™ perspective,

March 1995

aimed at mobilizing the largest possible number
of people in public acts of protest. Fourth, we
recognized the centrality to our goals of involv-
ing the forces of the labor movement.

One of the early debates in the Vietnam peace
movement, both in Australia and the U.S., con-
cerned the question of whether to call for a
negotiated end to the fighting. For people un-
happy about the war but frightened for their
respectability, calling for negotiations repre-
sented a ““soft option.” But it is possible to
negotiate for months about the shape of the
negotiating table, while keeping foreign troops
in place and continuing a war of aggression. A
more radical set of demands was eventually
adopted: ““Stop the Bombing! All Troops Out
Now!”* This made clear that the US and its allies
had no right to be in Vietnam, and that the
essential reason for the war was the presence of
foreign forces.

Keeping the focus on this set of demands
required a constant struggle. There were many
people, especially among militant left groups,
who wanted to tie their own preoccupations —
from forcing the resignation of the Australian
government to “‘smashing imperialism east and
west” — to the official slogans of the move-
ment. But attaching a list of further demands
would have obscured the antiwar character of
the actions. And it would not have been hard to
finish up with a list of demands so broad, and
so uncompromising, that the people who agreed
with all of them could have met comfortably in

a telephone booth. Fortunately, the movement
remained under the leadership of people whose
goal was to build a united campaign open to
everyone who wanted the Vietnam war ended.

If our movement had confined itself to issu-
ing press statements and drafting parliamentary
resolutions, the government would have been
irritated but not deeply alarmed, and Australian
Intervention in Vietnam would have continued.
But our strategy was more serious. We aimed to
draw people into the streets in public protest, in
such numbers that the government and the mass
media were forced to take them seriously, and
could not dismiss them as “‘extremist fringe
elements.” This mass action strategy, we found,
allowed the movement to feed on itself; as peo-
ple joined in large demonstrations, they sensed
their collective strength. Their enthusiasm and
activism grew markedly.

The decisive demonstrations, those of 1971,
were among the largest political gatherings in
Australian history. This was because of a further
factor: the support of the labor movement, which
called stoppages and urged trade unionists to
rally against the war. The support we received
from the trade unions was not spontaneous. It
was given because opponents of the war in
Vietnam had by 1971 spent more than five years
agitating in the trade union ranks, creating a
climate in which timid and conservative union
leaders and Labor Party politicians were forced
by rank and file pressure to condemn the war
and call their followers into the streets.

I do not suggest that the lessons of this Aus-
tralian experience can be applied mechanically
in Russia. But the general principles I have
outlined do, I feel, hold true here as well. The
Russian peace movement needs to focus clearly
on the war in Chechnya, and to voice demands
whose clear thrust is to force an end to the war.
The movement needs to have a mass action
perspective. And while devoting due attention
to layers such as the intelligentsia, students, and
religious communities, it needs to understand
that the workers’ movement, with its massive
size and key place in the productive process, is
central to the task of forcing Yeltsin to end the
slaughter.

Among labor activists in Russia, the work has
to begin of educating workers on the real char-
acter of the war and the real motives behind it,
and of placing clear demands on trade union
leaders at all levels to commit themselves and
their organizations to the struggle for peace.

In many ways, the prospects before antiwar
campaigners are much brighter in Russia today
than they were in Australia in the mid-1960s.
Public opinion in Russia is already very solidly
opposed to Yeltsin’s actions. The army is hos-
tile, and business circles are aghast at the eco-
nomic catastrophe the war threatens to unleash.

But it is also true that the stakes in Russia are
far higher than they ever were in Australia. Here
the consequences of failing to build an effective
peace movement could include not just thou-
sands of Russian dead, but economic chaos and
national disintegration. a
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uring the time we take to write this article,

several dozen more people will almost cer-
tainly be killed or maimed in the North Cau-
casus. Dozens of mothers will cry out their
unending grief, no one can give them back their
sons or daughters. Dozens of wives will have
become widows, and their children, orphans.
There are already thousands of dead and wounded,
sick and homeless. And there are hundreds of
thousands for whom the horror of bombing
raids, the agony suffered by comrades, and the
need to shoot at people who are citizens of the
same country have become part of everyday life.
At one pole in this conflict are several thousand
fighters and hundreds of thousands of peaceful
civilians. At the other are several divisions of
Russian troops, together with hundreds of tanks,
aircraft, and armored personnel carriers. Almost
a month of senseless bloodshed. This is terrify-
ing and amoral, monstrous and disgraceful.

However, human beings need to do more
than simply show indignation and compassion.
They have to understand what is happening,
why, and where the blame belongs. They have
to understand what can and must be done, and by
whom, in order to stop the slaughter, to prevent
the renewal and spread of fratricidal conflicts.

Causes of the War

The causes of this senseless war on Russia’s
southern border, a war which has now become
the epicenter of pain and anguish for our home-
land, unfortunately run very deep.

Russia for a long time has been proceeding
along the road of bloodshed and official arbi-
trariness. Starting with mass beatings of dem-
onstrators on the streets of Moscow in 1993, the
Yeltsin administration finally abandoned all re-
straint in October of the same year, trampling
on the constitution and not only dispersing its
own parliament but also opening fire on it with
tankartillery and machine-guns. Tanks on city
streets — we have already experienced this, a
year ago. The people behind that episode were
the same Yeltsin, Grachev, Yerin, and Co. who
are now directing the carnage in Chechnya. At
that time, however, they still had with them a
number of people who now seem to have re-
gained their powers of sight — people like
Yegor Gaidar and Gleb Yakunin. Even Sergei
Kovalyov, now showing genuine heroism de-
fending human rights in Chechnya, looked on
passively in October 1993 as hundreds of de-
fenseless Moscow citizens were murdered, as
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deputies were arrested and beaten, and as police
savagely bashed their fellow citizens.

Both then and now, the violence was no
accident. The authorities in Russia have been
implementing socio-economic and geopolitical
strategies which cannot possibly be put into
practice through peaceful, democratic methods.
These are the strategies of “shock without ther-
apy,” which have resulted in a steep decline in
output, disorganization of the economy, gov-
emment corruption, legal arbitrariness, and a
terrifying increase in crime. Can a president and
government who are incapable of enforcing a
minimal degree of order in their own home
“restore order” in Chechnya or anywhere else?
Is it any surprise that the peoples of Russia
should want to take a different road from the one
of inflation, decline, and disorganization that is
typical of Yeltsin’s Russia?

And what about the impoverishment of the
majority of working people as social inequali-
ties increase? Yes, we are now seeing a rise in
average real incomes following their collapse in
1992. But this “normalization™ recalls the
“normal” average body temperature of patients
in a hospital. One person has already died, an-
other is tossing about in a fever, and their aver-
age is — normal! So it is in our country. The
“new rich” in Russia are bloated with wealth,
and have become living legends among the big
spenders on the international scene. Meanwhile
the “new poor,” who include almost half the
population, pine nostalgically for the Brezhnev
era — which only a short time ago was con-
demned as a time of low living standards. How
could the policies of the present regime fail to
provoke citizens to indignation, and the authori-
ties to violence?

And what about the government’s policy on
the national question? When Yeltsin still needed
to oust Gorbachev, he told the republics of the
Russian federation: “Take as much sovereignty
as you can handle!” Then when he came to
power the screws were tightened, and any at-
tempt at independent behavior was met with the
rattle of automatic weapons fire. How are the
nationalities and ethnic groups of Russia sup-
posed to see this? As another of the lies of the
“center”?

Entrepreneurs and Corrupt
Bureaucrats

These questions have a rhetorical character be-
cause power in Russia today lies with socio-po-
litical forces that benefit from instability,

disorganization, unjust methods of rule, and
violence. Those who make up these forces are
the “new Russians,” who unlike ‘“‘normal”
Western entrepreneurs do not aim at stable prof-
its of 10 to 20 percent, but at rapid enrichment.
Their goal is profit rates of hundreds of percent
a year, the super-concentration and centraliza-
tion of capital through extra-economic means
— speculation, corruption, and violence. These
people stand to benefit from an atmosphere of
arbitrariness and coercion. (There is, to be sure,
a sector of Russian private business today in
which the “primitive accumulation of capital”
has already been carried out. In this sector, a
point in the concentration of wealth has been
reached at which stability is more important
than rapid enrichment. This explains the fact
that some of the right-wing parties which at first
gave their silent assent to a “‘police action™ in
Chechnya later came out against an escalation
of the war. They need stability and order, not the
chaos of an ill-prosecuted conflict.)

Another sector of these forces is made up of
corrupt bureaucrats who can only receive their
privileges and bribes in a general context of
lawlessness and institutional chaos. The scale of
these illicit gains beggars the imagination. Boris
Fyodorov, sometime finance minister in the
Gaidar government, let slip at one point that the
market value of the dachas, hunting lodges, and
other properties at the disposal of the president
is close to a billion dollars — that is, to the total
loan funds promised us by the world commu-
nity! The cost of the fence that was erected
recently around the House of Government is
equal to the price for which a large Siberian oil and
gas complex was sold at about the same time.

Unfortunately, very similar processes are un-
der way in the autonomous republics and re-
gions of Russia. The power wielded by
Dudayev is a small piece of mirror-glass in
which our general problems are reflected. In
Chechnya we see the same low level of legiti-
macy. (Three years ago Dudayev, with support
from Moscow, dissolved his own parliament.)
We see the same massive disorganization of
economic and social life, the same domination
by all-powerful mafia clans, the same inability
and unwillingness to solve the differences be-
tween ruling groups and oppositions through
democratic methods. And of course, there are
the armaments. Tanks, artillery, machine-guns,
the lot. Forthe most part they are Russian, partly
transferred to the Chechen authorities, partly
sold or bartered by our army.

Russian Great-Power Chauvinism
Yes, we now have a ruling layer which finds
incessant armed conflicts unavoidable. The more
savagely the Yeltsinite center behaves, the greater
will be the wave of local separatism. The stronger
the nationalism in the Russian borderlands, the
more powerful will be the outbursts of great-
power Russian chauvinism at the center, and the
more real will be the danger of an authoritarian,
semi-fascist regime in our country.

With the developments in Chechnya, this
tendency has been manifested to the full. Who
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_ are the people supporting Yeltsin today? Zhiri-

novsky, notorious for advocating a ““push to the
south™ (an expansionist policy aimed at creat-
ing a “Greater Russia™), and Barkashov, the
leader of the semi-fascist organisation Russian
National Unity. In addition, there are a few
jingoist patriots, as well as former members of
Yeltsin’s administration and government. And
that is all. Even Gaidar and his colleagues have
turned their backs on the president.

This is no accident. Four years ago we were
shouting at the top of our lungs: “Yeltsin is not
an alternative, simply a pedestal for Zhir-
novsky and Co. to climb up on!” Then a year
ago, after the bloody events of October, the
president began openly trying on the cloak of
Russian chauvinism, borrowing the vocabulary
and slogans of the Prokhanovs and Zhiri-
novskys. It remained only to be seen when
Yeltsin would try his own ““push to the south,”
or begin struggling against a nonexistent “Jew-
ish-Masonic conspiracy.” The first outburst
came in Chechnya. But Russia and its army
were in decay, so instead of the hammer blow
of a great-power fist, what we saw was the
clumsy groping of fat, blindly spread fingers.

The result was the corpses of our young men,
in Russian and Chechen uniforms. The corpses of
Chechen and Russian children and old people.

Antiwar Positions of Political Groups
And what about “civil society”? To give them
their due, the majority of Russian political or-
ganizations criticized the conflict, — though in
different ways — almost as soonasitbegan. For
Gaidar and his associates from the Russia’s
Choice Party, until recently the president’s best-
known supporters, denouncing the war served
(in our view) as no more than a means of dis-
tancing themselves from an obviously disas-
trous campaign by their hero of earlier times.
These right-wing liberal Westernizers, exiled
from power by a president who has tumed in-
creasingly to Russian nationalism and great-
power chauvinism, decided to try to conduct an
independent policy, gently kicking the president
(but not too hard, in case he fell). Meanwhile
moral considerations (why not call them to
mind, when doing so poses no danger to one’s
prestige and capital?) played a certain role. As
a result Gaidar and his colleagues, who had
supported the use of tanks to pacify Muscovites
in the autumn of 1993, spoke out against using
tanks in Grozny in the winter of 1994-95.

& The centrists (Yavlinsky and his colleagues)
adopted a much firmer position, struggling con-
sistently both against the war and against the
high-handedness of the president and his ad-
ministration. The majority of human rights or-
ganizations, including the Movement for
Democracy and Human Rights in Russia, Me-
morial, and others, took a similar stand. Among
the most active individuals was the above-men-
tioned Sergei Kovalyov, the president’s com-
missioner for human rights. After spending
several weeks in Grozny, Kovalyov returned to
Moscow and did a great deal to tell the truth
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about Chechnya to the citizens of Russia and to
the whole world.

Social democratic parties took a somewhat
ambiguous stand on the conflict, on the one
hand calling for the integrity of Russia to be
maintained, and on the other pleading the neces-
sity for the defense of human rights. By con-
trast, the Communist Party of the Russian
Federation forgot (thank goodness!) its usual
great-power rhetoric, bluntly condemning the
war and the authorities who were responsible
for the massive destruction and the large num-
ber of casualties.

The relatively small democratic socialist ten-
dencies such as the Union of Internationalists,
the Party of Labor, and the Russian Party of
Communists were extremely active. For us (the
authors are among the activists in this move-
ment), organizing something like a dozen picket
lines, rallies, and round-table discussions, as
well as issuing press statements and collaborat-
ing with human rights defenders, was a matter
of conscience and civic duty. It is indicative that
the first antiwar picket line in the center of
Moscow, held on December 10 just before the
first large-scale military actions, was organized
by the democratic left.

The real point, of course, is not who was the
first to move into action. Far more important is
the fact that practically all of the country s major
political forces, with the exception of the right-
wing national-patriots, were lined up on one
side of the barricades. On the other side was a
bloc of Yeltsin, Zhirinovsky, and Barkashov.

No Agreement on Antiwar Demands
The opponents of the war, however, were far
from agreeing on a united set of demands for
resolving the conflict. All the antiwar forces,
thank goodness, were in favor of a halt to the
bombing and to military actions, and supported
the opening of negotiations. But beyond this
point, disagreements began to appear. The Gai-
darites were opposed in principle to calling for
the president to resign, while many of the social
democrats “forgot™ this demand. Democratic
leftists were demanding that Russian forces be
withdrawn from Chechnya, and that the Russian
govemnment respect the right of the peoples of
Chechnya to decide independently and on a
democratic basis whether they would remain in
the Russian Federation, and if so, with what
degree of autonomy. However, this demand re-
ceived only feeble support. Many rightists ar-
gued that a rapid and professional “police
action” in Chechnya was desirable, condemn-
ing not so much the use of the “big stick™ as the
“lack of professionalism™ of the army s actions.
This kind of discord within a context of posi-
tive positions is not surprising. In our country
advocates of the “strong state” and supporters
of ““great power’’ concepts are winning increas-
ing popularity for their ideas. In domestic pol-
icy, these people call for ““free market”
economic strategies together with moderate
authoritarianism and strong police forces. In the
broader sphere, they favor expansionist geo-
politics backed by “patriotic” ideology. There

is reason to fear that if the war in Chechnya had
been organized ““professionally”” — that is, if
the killing had been quick and silent — only the
democratic left and a few human rights defend-
ers would have spoken out against it.

The Consequences

The war is continuing. Every hour of every day
it is taking lives. But the struggle against the war
is continuing as well. The citizens of Russia are
more and more beginning to understand that the
slaughter in Chechnya is a crime whose conse-
quences will remain for a long time to come on
the conscience of our authorities, a crime whose
evils are a warning to all the peoples of Russia.

This is a crime in the moral sense. No one can
bring back the dead, heal the cripples, or restore
the devastated families and homes. With pain,
guilt, and the burden of vengeance, this war will
weigh on human souls, sowing still more seeds
of interethnic hatred, nationalism, and separatism.

The war is also a political crime. It is
strengthening the authority of Dudayev and his
supporters, who are far from representing a
democratic, popular force. The war is strength-
ening separatist tendencies not only in Chech-
nya but throughout Russia. It is exacerbating a
situation in Russia that is already fraught with
conflict. The war is further discrediting our
army, already stained by punitive actions
against its own people.

The war is also an economic crime. Billions
upon billions of rubles have already been spent
on senseless slaughter. The cost, in fact, is now
in the trillions. Already high inflation is begin-
ning to edge up still further, and there are signs
of alarm on the money markets. The budgets for
health care and culture are being cut (military
needs!). It isalready obvious that the “realistic
1995 budget will have to be recalculated, cut-
ting back even further the present miserly
spending on social needs, and drawing still
tighter the already suffocating noose of inflation
and economic collapse.

A Crime Against Humanity

The solidarity of people of good will in Russia
and abroad is now all the more important. It is
necessary to overcome one’s own indifference
and to say “No!”’ to the war and to the authori-
ties who have unleashed it. This must be done
by military personnel, refusing to carry out ille-
gal orders. It must be done by civilians partici-
pating in acts of protest in their neighborhoods,
their villages, their workplaces. It must be done
by politicians, casting off their petty factional-
ism and uniting, at least temporarily, for the sake
of peace. The world community must under-
stand that the killing of thousands of people is
neither a “police action™ nor an ““internal affair
of Russia,” but a crime against humanity.

If we can stop this slaughter, if we can learn
to struggle together at least against such obvious
crimes of the authorities — if this can be
achieved, then at least to some degree the suf-
ferings and sacrifices of this winter in Chechnya
will not have been in vain. a



Chechnya and the Eclipse of the Russian Liberals

by Boris Kagarlitsky

While readers will probably dimgme with the final passage in this article, characterizing the Communist Party of the Russian Federation as ‘‘the
leading party of the left,” the bulk of the article provides valuable first-hand information and thought-provoking interpretations concerning the war

against Chechnya.

f some reckless analyst had suggested a year

ago that admirers of Yegor Gaidar would be
Jjoining on Pushkin Square with followers of the
extreme Russian nationalist Viktor Anpilov to
shout “Put the Yeltsin gang on trial!” he or she
would have been dismissed as delirious. But
Russian life is stranger than any kind of delirium.

Beginning on December 11 columns of tanks
and forty thousand troops burst onto the terri-
tory of the mutinous Chechen Republic, along
the way shooting up peaceful villages and kill-
ing the health minister of neighboring Ingu-
shetia. Aircraft and artillery dumped tons of
bombs and shells on the Chechen capital, Grozny.

Despite a television propaganda campaign,
the antiwar movement quickly began to gather
strength. Nor were the government’s hopes of
exploiting the racist prejudices of Russians
against Chechens bome out. On the contrary,
surveys showed that the attitude of Russians
toward Chechens, who had become the victims
of aggression, became more favorable. Press
reports of the bombing and shelling, from which
the Russian population of Grozny suffered as
much as anyone, played a considerable role.

The weakest spot in the authorities” new sce-
nario was the lack of combat readiness of their
own army — demoralized, poorly trained, and
without the slightest idea of why it was sup-
posed to fight against citizens of its own coun-
try. The soldiers were sleeping in open fields
durning winter, and going into battle beneath the
automatic rifle muzzles of special forces troops.
They refused to carry out orders, deserted, and
committed acts of banditry. Tanks became stuck
in bogs. During the first days of combat several
colonels surrendered.

After the first skirmishes with Chechens, the
group of forces that was advancing on Grozny
from the east halted its advance and dug itself
in. Soldiers and officers began fraternizing with
the population. Warriors of the Russian army
often began appearing in marketplaces in the
suburbs of Grozny, where the besieged popula-
tion fegithem and gave them cigarettes. Suppos-
edly super-accurate laser gunsights constantly
failed to work. Bombs and rockets missed their
targets sometimes by several kilometers, or even
fell on the territory of neighboring republics.

Failing to take Grozny with a quick assault,
the commanders of the Russian forces took out
their wrath on the peaceful population, mount-
ing an incessant bombardment of the city. The
number of victims grew by the day. One of the
first air raids on Grozny saw the devastation of
Moskovskaya Street, where there was not a
single military installation. The casualties in-
cluded journalists who were in the battle zone.
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Although the whole world, including inhabi-
tants of Russia, saw on television how Russian
aircraft were dropping bombs on Grozny, the
official Russian propagandists claimed to know
nothing of any bombing, accusing the Chechens
of engineering it themselves.

Just before new year Yeltsin promised to halt
the bombardment of the Chechen capital. Im-
mediately after the end of his speech, when
residents of Grozny, whose hopes had been
raised by the Russian president’s promises,
emerged from their bomb shelters, the most
ferocious air raid of the entire war was un-
leashed. This was followed by a massed assault
using tanks and infantry.

The new year attack on Grozny turned into
one of the most shameful defeats in the history
of the Russian army. The tanks that forced their
way into the city were quickly cut off from the
infantry and destroyed. The paratroopers who
had taken up positions near the railway station
were surrounded. The army lost half the equip-
ment it had thrown into the battle, along with
hundreds of dead and wounded. The Russian
forces retreated in disorder, even as the official
propaganda was telling the world that the city
had been taken and the presidential palace seized.

Following this debacle, the federal forces
began systematically destroying Grozny. Un-
able to capture the center of the city, the attack-
ers deliberately used artillery fire to demolish
block after block, trying to make their way
gradually toward the presidential palace. Mean-
while, almost the entire territory of the republic
was engulfed in fighting. Skirmishes also began
occurring in neighboring Dagestan. The drawn-
out siege of Grozny allowed the Chechen fight-
ers to develop a guerrilla war in the rear of the
Russian forces.

The Chechen volunteers fought profession-
ally and with selfless courage, which is more
than can be said of the Russian army. Federal
soldiers refused to go into battle, deserted, and
in some cases crossed over to the Chechens.
Journalists reported that at night, troops used
bayonets to slash the tires of their own armored
personnel carriers. According to Chechen
sources, more than twenty Russian soldiers
were shot by firing squad for trying to desert
from the line of battle. The fact that government
news sources constantly stressed that there were
no “defeatist moods”™ in the army, and that the
soldiers were “ready to carry out any order,”
indirectly confirmed that discontent was ripen-
ing in the federal forces.

It was not only enlisted troops and junior
officers who were grumbling. After arriving in
the Caucasus and familiarizing himself with the

situation, Deputy Commander of the Russian
Land Forces Colonel-General Eduard Vorob-
yov resigned his commission. Deputy Defence
Minister General Boris Gromov came out with
a public criticism of the war in Chechnya. Then
national television showed the commander in
chief of the Russian paratroop forces, General
Yevgeny Podkolzin, delivering an antiwar speech
at the funeral of a colonel killed in Grozny.

Such actions by military officers in a country
at war are virtually unknown in world practice,
but perfectly natural in Yeltsin’s Russia. After
the country’s ruling circles had spent five years
destroying and humiliating their own ammy for
the benefit of the West, they discovered to their
surprise that this army was no longer willing or
able to fight.

The war on Chechnya was still more absurd
for the reason that the Russian government had
spent three years allowing the Chechen regime
of General Dzhokhar Dudayev to do whatever
it liked. After proclaiming independence from
Moscow, Dudayev had done nothing to make
independence a reality. Russian laws continued
to be enforced on the territory of Chechnya, and
the Russian ruble remained in circulation. There
were no border checks, and the Chechen gov-
emment did not set up its own customs system.
The inhabitants of Chechnya remained Russian
citizens, dealing with their problems through
the structures of the Russian Federation. Chech-
nya did not pay taxes, but other regions of
Russia also refused to forward tax revenues
from time to time.

The only thing that Dudayev did that was at
all out of the ordinary was to set up armed
formations under his personal control, like Yel-
tsin and Moscow Mayor Yuri Luzhkov. Inaddi-
tion, he delighted philatelists by issuing a series
of Chechen stamps bearing his portrait, and with
a quality reminiscent of matchbox labels.

Itis quite clear that Dudayev was not somuch
seeking independence as aiming at winning spe-
cial status for Chechnya within the framework
of Russia or of a future Eurasian Union, the need
for which the Chechen general stressed repeat-
edly. The Moscow politicians for their part
watched the events unfolding in Chechnya
without particular alarm. The semi-independent
republic was an ideal place for laundering mil-
lions stolen in the capital and for cutting deals
in smuggled weapons. More than a few people
from Moscow ruling circles were warming their
hands at this particular fire.

However, the crisis of the Russian regime,
the economic collapse and unrelieved failures
in all spheres of domestic and foreign policy
forced Yeltsin’s associates to look for a way out.
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While the Yeltsin government had bungled any
attempts it made at constructive activity, it had
invariably emerged victorious from political
crises. The more certain the prospect of defeat
in elections became, the more necessary it was
to provoke a political crisis.

A victorious little war seemed like an attrac-
tive way to increase the popularity of the
authorities, to crush the opposition, and at the
same time perhaps, to postpone the elections
and get rid of the faint-hearted within the gov-
emnment’s own ranks.

As military actions began in the country for
the second time in little more than a year, the
nerves of many “democratic> politicians pre-
dictably gave way. Gaidar and the majority of
the Russia’s Choice parliamentary fraction be-
gan to protest. Against all their expectations,
they found themselves in the same camp with
leftists and Communists. A rally on Pushkin
Square on 12 December was attended by every-
one from supporters of Anpilov to followers of
Gaidar. But red flags predominated, and the
Duma liberals felt acutely uncomfortable.

Of the deputies to the State Duma, those who
were most active in denouncing the war were
the Communists and the centrist “Yabloko”
fraction around Grigory Yavlinsky. But neither
group was prepared to head an extraparliamen-
tary antiwar movement. The social democratic
politicians generally preferred to remain silent,
and did not show up at demonstrations. The
leadership of Russia’s largest trade union fed-
eration, the FNPR, could not even make up its
mind to condemn the bombing of Chechnya,
limiting itself to expressions of “‘concern.” The
antiwar campaign was initiated by radical
democratic and pacifist groups, by the Party of
Labor, and by Trotskyists and anarchists.

Not for the first time, Yeltsin was supported
by ultra-nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky. An-
other person to declare his solidarity with the
government was Alexander Barkashov, leader
of Russian National Unity, the country’s best-
known neo-fascist group. In 1993 the presence
of Barkashov’s followers at the ““White House™
was enough for state television to accuse all
supporters of the parliament of “fascism.” A
year and a half later, Barkashov was speaking
on state television in support of Yeltsin. Mean-
while the “democratic” mass media, which in
October 1993 had been united in supporting
Yeltsin, were subjected to fierce attacks from
the authorities.

History is an honest judge. Can it really be
true that the people who a little over a year ago
fought for a super-presidential constitution, for
unlimited executive powers, and for the use of
tanks did not suspect that once set in motion, the
mechanism would not stop of its own accord?
For some psychologically incomprehensible
reason these people were sure that the crushing
of the parliament, the shooting of demonstra-
tors, and the contempt shown for the law would
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have no bearing on their own rights. They saw
nothing reprehensible in the fact that troops
were opening fire with artillery in their own
capital, nor in the fact that the representative
organs of govemment had been turned into a
pointless appendage of an uncontrolled execu-
tive power. It was only when these people saw
the tanks in Chechnya on their television
screens that they became outraged at the vio-
lence and arbitrariness of the authorities.

It is paradoxical that this time, unlike the case
in 1993, Yeltsin has acted strictly within the
framework of his constitutional powers. The
leading defenders of these powers once in-
cluded people like Gaidar. They, of course,
imagined that these provisions would be used
only against leftists. But justice tiumphed. The
time has at last come to recognize that to a police
baton all heads are equal.

The scenario for the Chechen crisis is not an
original one. The authorities are using old meth-
ods which proved themselves thoroughly in
1993. The level of tension and violence is grad-
ually increased; street actions are provoked,
hysterical emotions are incited in the camp of
the opposition. The only difference is that in
October 1993 the coercive measures were em-
ployed in Moscow;, and the political crisis un-
folded there as well. This time the two parallel
processes are going forward at a distance from
one another. The tanks are on the move in
Chechnya, and Grozny is under attack, but the
political hysteria is bursting out in the Russian
capital.

It has been striking to observe how Gaidar
and other liberals from the president’s circle,
who themselves took part in preparing earlier
provocations, have proven so helpless when the
provocations have been directed against them.
They have been driven swiftly and unerringly
into the same trap in which earlier parliamentary
oppositions became enmeshed.

The need for a constant struggle against in-
ternal and external enemies is part and parcel of
authoritarianism. This is why former allies and
fellow-travelers of the regime have sooner or
later become its victims. The circle has continu-
ally contracted. First the Communists were de-
feated; then wavering democrats were thrown
overboard; now the turmn has come of the privat-
izing “Westernizers™ themselves.

The task of seizing property has been suc-
cessfully fulfilled. The ideology of liberalism,
which allowed the regime to create a mass base
for itself, has been totally exhausted and dis-
credited. This has made the ideologues them-
selves unnecessary ballast for the regime. First,
these people were forced out of the corridors of
power into the lobbies of a decorative parlia-
ment. Now that even this parliament has be-
come a burden to the authorities, the ideologues
of liberalism are threatened with a final political
catastrophe.

“Serious people’” understand that the time
for seizing property had come to an end, and that
the era of consolidation has begun. It is there-
fore time to replace liberal slogans with conser-
vative ones. The idea of change is being
replaced with the idea of order, and human
rights by a police state.

The situation is complicated, however, by the
presence of democratic institutions. On the one
hand, the new social order is incompatible with
democracy, while on the other, open dictator-
ship is impossible as well. Moreover, a certain
heed must be paid to the West. The organs of
repression, meanwhile, are unprepared for re-
ally broad and systematic work. They are capa-
ble only of episodic actions — raids, assaults,
and blockades.

With democracy impermissible, and dictator-
ship impossible, the regime has been forced
constantly to create democratic structures, and
then when they have fulfilled their immediate
purpose, to abolish them. If these structures
were to survive and acquire strength, they
would be dangerous and destructive for Russian
nomenklatura capitalism. The Duma is less dan-
gerous than was the old Supreme Soviet, but it
has begun to take on an independent signifi-
cance as well.

Cast off by the regime, Gaidar and other
liberal ideologues are now concentrating on
their work as Duma deputies, and despite their
own best intentions have finished up in the role
of defenders of parliamentarism. They under-
stand very well that the use of force in Chechnya
is to be the starting point for a new settling of
accounts in Moscow. But like the members of
the former Supreme Soviet, they are merely
reacting to the initiatives of the executive
power, and are playing according to itsrules. As
a result, they are bringing their own downfall
nearer with every step they take.

Appearing now in the unaccustomed role of
an opposition, the right-wing liberals are repeat-
ing all the errors of Yeltsin’s earlier adversaries.
By contrast, the leaders of the Communist Party,
after suffering two defeats, appear to have learnt
a good deal. They appreciate that you cannot
frighten the authorities with hysterical declara-
tions and with little gatherings on Pushkin
Square. Might the Communist Party, which is
rapidly gaining strength in the Russian prov-
inces, act as a democratic alternative along the
lines of the post-Communist parties in Poland
and Hungary, which emerged as the force that
made it possible to prevent a slide toward a new
conservative dictatorship?

The crisis in Chechnya has confronted the
Communists with a new political situation.
They are now losing some of their allies in the
“patriotic>” camp. But in speaking out against
the war, they are once again acquiring their own
face as the leading party of the left. a



Sinister Role of Police Agencies

U.S. Government Agent at Center of Charges
Against Malcolm X’s Daughter

by Michael Livingston and Vera Wigglesworth

As the U.S. govemnment escalates its attacks
on social services and civil liberties in the
1990s it sometimes carties out these attacks in
seemingly strange and unexpected ways. But
seen within the context of its ultimate agenda of
rolling back the gains of the civil rights move-
ment in order to return African Americans to the
status of a pariah caste to further divide working
people, the frequency of events such as prose-
cutions against prominent Blacks begins to
make more sense. Take for example, the drama
that has unfolded in the courts of Minneapolis.
Qubilah Shabazz, the 34-year-old daughter
of slain African American leader El Hajj Malik
El Shabazz (Malcolm X), was indicted on Janu-
ary 12, 1995. A federal grand jury charged her
with making eight long-distance phone calls to
a Twin Cities (Minneapolis and St. Paul) man
in July and August 1994 to set up a murder-for-
hire scheme. Shabazz, who moved from New
York to the Twin Cities in September 1994, then
allegedly gave the “hit man” a partial payment
of less than $1,000 (Mirmeapolis Star Tribune,
January 13, 1995). On Wednesday, January 18,
Shabazz appeared in federal court in St. Paul to
plead “not guilty™ to the charges. She is cur-
rently out on $10,000 bail and, as one of the
conditions set by the court, must remain in
Minnesota. The government is offering her no
protection (Minneapolis Star Tribune, January
19, 1995). If found guilty, Shabazz could face
up to 90 years in prison and up to $2.25 million
in fines (New York Times, January 13, 1995).

The Government’s Agent
Provocateur
The key to the government’s case is alleged hit
man Michael Fitzpatrick. It was Fitzpatrick who
notified the FBI that Shabazz wanted to assas-
ai.natc Louis Farrakhan. And it was Fitzpatrick,
paid govermnment informer, who, in collabora-
tion with the FBI, collected 20 audiotapes and
one videotape of ameeting between himself and
Shabazz. These tapes and a statement the FBI
got while questioning Shabazz in December
constitute the only other evidence against
Shabazz. She did not have a lawyer present
when she gave her statement (Minneapolis
Star Tribune, January 20, 1995).

While much remains a mystery, what is
known about Fitzpatrick and the tapes casts
doubt on the government’s charges and points
to government entrapment. Fitzpatrick was a
high school classmate of Shabazz at the United
Nations school in New York. In 1978, atthe age
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of 18, he was convicted of trying to bomb a New
York City bookstore that sold Russian language
titles. High school classmates remember Fitzpa-
trick as a person who brought guns to school
and showed friends his homemade bombs. Af-
ter being convicted of the attempted bookstore
bombing, Fitzpatrick became a government in-
former who was key in the 1978 conviction of
two Jewish Defense League militants who plot-
ted to blow up the Egyptian tourist office in New
York. Newsday (in a story reprinted in the Min-
neapolis Star Tribune, January 14, 1995)
found that a transcript of a conversation be-
tween Fitzpatrick and the two men convicted of
the crime revealed that it was Fitzpatrick who
said he could obtain the explosives, knew how
to use them, and made suggestions about how
to carry out the scheme. The conversation was
recorded by Fitzpatrick while he was wearing
an FBI recording device.

After the Jewish Defense League trial, Fitz-
patrick entered the federal Witness Protection
Program. The program gave him a new identity
and moved him to Minneapolis. He returned to
New York in the early 1980s, where another
former friend of his reported that Fitzpatrick
claimed to work for the Revolutionary Youth
Movement of the Communist Workers Party
(Minneapolis Star Tribune, January 14,1995).

Most of Fitzpatrick’s activities during the last
15 years are obscure. Public records collected
on the basis of both his identities and social
security numbers (see City Pages, February 1,
1995) reveal that Fitzpatrick has moved exten-
sively in the last 15 years. He has been married
twice and divorced. He declared bankruptcy in
1993, listing the cost of three cocaine treatment
facilities as debts.

Of particular interest is a January 19, 1986,
arrest in Minneapolis for driving while intoxi-
cated (DWI). The arrest report states that in the
course of patting Fitzpatrick down, the police
discovered cocaine in his pocket. He was ar-
rested for DWI and probable cause narcotics.
An undated handwritten note at the bottom of
the arrest report reads, “Viol. drug ordinance
dismissed.” No reason is given for the dismiss-
al. Given what happened later that year, it is
quite likely that either Fitzpatrick struck a deal,
trading his services for freedom, or the FBI
wanted this effective agent provocateur free to
carry on his macabre activities in its sinister
behind-the-scenes service.

Later that year, Fitzpatrick turned up as a
member of a Twin Cities anarchist group called
the Back Room Anarchist Collective. The ap-
proximately two- to three-month period that he
was involved with the collective is perhaps the
best-known period of Fitzpatrick’s shadowy
past. Fitzpatrick brought a shotgun to the Anar-
chist Bookstore (where the collective was
based). Unbeknownst to Fitzpatrick, other
members of the collective removed the gun.
Police mysteriously arrived shortly thereafter
looking for a “runaway teen.” They went di-
rectly to the closet where Fitzpatrick had placed
the weapon. When they didn’t find it, they left
(City Pages, February 1, 1995). Members of
the group at the time recall that Fitzpatrick tried
to get them drunk and encouraged them to shoot
people or spray a polling place with bullets.
When members of the collective argued against
this he suggested that they throw human feces
at a polling place (Minneapolis Star Tribune,
January 23, 1995).

Fitzpatrick was suspected by some members
of the anarchist group of being an informer and
provocateur. Fitzpatrick, whilenot successful in
getting the Back Room Collective to engage in
violence, sowed dissension and conflict in the
group, which had previously been stable (Min-
neapolis Star Tribune, January 23, 1995).
Fitzpatrick was kicked out of the group, but not
before he significantly damaged it.

In November of 1993, Fitzpatrick was ar-
rested and charged with possession of cocaine,
which carries a penalty of up to five years in
prison. The person arrested with Fitzpatrick has
stated that they were both cocaine addicts, who
spent up to $1,200 a week on cocaine (Min-
neapolis Star Tribune, January 14,1995). Fitz-
patrick’s case is still pending.

The Set-Up

According to former roommates, Fitzpatrick
claimed to have dated Qubilah Shabazz for a
short time (Minneapolis Star Tribune, January
17, 1995). After they got in touch with each
other in the summer of 1994 (it is unclear who
actually initiated the contact; the government
alleges that Shabazz contacted Fitzpatrick)
friends of Shabazz report that she started to talk
about moving to Minneapolis to get married.
The man she said she was going to marry —
Michael Fitzpatrick (New York Times, January
22,1995). Itis likely that Fitzpatrick, faced with
cocaine possession charges, either proposed
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_ this scheme to his FBI — or else they, knowing

his past links with Qubilah Shabazz and know-
ing his “‘interpersonal skills,” proposed it to
him. After moving to Minneapolis, Shabazz
apparently had difficulty getting in touch with
Fitzpatrick. Roommates report she repeatedly
called and left messages for him in September.
The roommates had kicked Fitzpatrick out of
the apartment (Minneapolis Star Tribune,
January 17, 1995).

A key piece of evidence against Shabazz is a
videotape made of Shabazz and Fitzpatrick m a
hotel room in Minneapolis. A federal official
with direct knowledge of the videotape (quoted
in the Minneapolis Star Tribune, January 18,
1995) said: ““He [Fitzpatrick] talks atlength and
she listens. She’s not pleased. She’s coming up
with objections, reasons why he shouldn’t do it.
He’s talking about ‘righteous’ sanctions to have
Minister Farrakhan killed. She objects that in-
nocent people could be killed. She’s worried
that there might be retaliation — by Farrakhan’s
people against the Jews.” The official spoke
only on the condition of anonymity.

The Defense

A skilled legal defense team has been assembled
for Qubilah Shabazz. Famed civil rights attor-
ney William Kunstler (who defended the Chi-
cago Seven and the Wounded Knee defendants)
ispart of the team, as is Larry Levanthal. A local
attorney, Levanthal worked with Kunstler on
the Wounded Knee case and is well known for
defending Native Americans. Scott Tilsen and
Dan Scott, federal public defenders, are also
defending Shabazz. Participating on the defense
team is former independent presidential candi-
date Ron Daniels (who is currently director of
the Center for Constitutional Rights) and Percy
Sutton. Sutton was Malcolm X’s lawyer. All of
the defense team members are providing their
services free to Shabazz (Minneapolis Star
Tribune, January 19, 1995). As of this writing,
no political defense campaign has been organ-
ized.

The defense has suggested in the press that
Shabazz was entrapped and that the real objec-
tive was to divide the Black community and
undermine Farrakhan. “When you get a little
sophisticated about this, yourealize that Farrak-
han is on the firing line,” Kunstler said.
“They’re worried about him. He’s getting too
big forhis britches. This Shabazz thing isall part
of the same thing.” (Minneapolis Star Trib-
une, January 20, 1995.) [It is noteworthy that
the time when Fitzpatrick, after his cocaine bust,
contacted Qubilah Shabazz was the same time
when there was massive media publicity around
Farrakhan, including publicity about a state-
ment by Betty Shabazz, Malcolm’s widow and
Qubilah’s mother, blaming Farrakhan for his
role in Malcolm’s assassination. It was at that
very time that Fitzpatrick went to work on this
““assassination of Farrakhan scheme. It is also
noteworthy that just when this burst of media
publicity over Farrakhan’s anti-Semitism
erupted, Farrakhan had begun promoting a plan
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for a 1995 march on Washington by one million
Black males.]

The Prosecution

The U.S. attomey who brought the charges
against Shabazz is David Lillehaug. Lillehaug
is a Harvard Law School graduate who at the
age of 30 was an adviser to Walter Mondale
during his 1984 run for the presidency. In 1990
Lillehaug was a key adviser to Paul Wellstone
during Wellstone’s successful run for U.S. Sen-
ate. It was Wellstone, considered the most
“left” member of the Senate, who recom-
mended Lillehaug for the U.S. attorney’s job.
Within the legal community Lillehaung is con-
sidered very bright, well organized, and thor-
ough. He is rumored to have ambitions for
higher office, possibly governoror U.S. senator.
Lillehaug will not be the attorney who actually
tries the case. He has given that task to Jeanne
Graham, chief of his violent crime division, and
Andrew Dunne, who came to Lillehaug’s office
from the prestigious Minneapolis law firm of
Faegre and Benson (Minneapolis Star Trib-
une, January 23, 1995). Lillehaug notified the
Justice Department of the case with three “ur-
gent reports.” Urgent reports are required for
high-profile cases. Lillehaug sent the first such
report to Washington on November 3 (Minnea-
polis Star Tribune, January 17, 1995). We may
assume from this that the Justice Department
both knew about the upcoming indictment and
permitted it to go forward.

In Solidarity with Qubilah Shabazz
Inresponding to the case, many African Ameri-
can leaders have voiced support for Shabazz
and mistrust of the government. Speaking at a
rally in New York’s Riverside Church on Tues-
day, January 31, Coretta Scott King said: “Un-
able to discredit him [Malcolm X] in life, those
who would disparage his legacy now seek to
stigmatize his family and undermine their effort
to promote his teachings.” The wife of slain
African American leader Martin Luther King
also told the crowd that “we stand in unshakable
solidarity with Qubilah’s family” (Minneapo-
lis Star Tribune, February 1, 1995).

In an act of sisterly solidarity and basic hu-
man compassion, a legal fund has been started
by the National Coalition of 100 Black Women,
a group founded and chaired by Jewell Jackson
McCabe. Others who were expected to join in
the effort include the Rev. Bernice King, daugh-
ter of Coretta Scott King and Martin Luther
King, Jr; Reena Evers, daughter of Medgar
Evers;, Rebecca Walker, daughter of African
American author Alice Walker; Santita Jackson,
daughter of the Rev. Jesse Jackson; and Lisa
Jones, daughter of Amiri Baraka. Ms. McCabe
is the daughter of pioneer Black broadcaster Hal
Jackson. She was quoted as stating: “These
peers can speak to the agonies that Qubilah and
her sisters have gone through. They knew the
realities of their mothers trying to shelter them
...and people trying to exploit them” (Min-
neapolis Star Tribune, January 25, 1995).

Earl Shinhoster, mterim executive director of
the NAACP, voiced suspicion of federal author-
ities while declining to say Qubilah Shabazz
had been set up by the government. Comment-
ing in Minneapolis on Thursday, January 19
(where he was visiting to discuss plans for the
NAACP’s annual convention which will beheld
in Minneapolis this summer), Shinhoster stated:

Deliberately-plotted government attempts to
destabilize leadership within the African-
American community happened as a deliberate
policy design. That was not a figment of some-
body’s imagination. It happened. Any African-
American who does not believe that there is still
a residue of commissions [and] intelligence
gathering for the sake of control is not living in
the real world. [Mirmeapolis Star Tribune,
January 20, 1995.]

Perhaps the most interesting response came
from Louis Farrakhan himself. Speaking in Chi-
cago Tuesday evening, January 17, to a crowd
estimated at 2,500, Farrakhan criticized the fed-
eral government for causing discord among
Blacks and plotting the death of such leaders as
Martin Luther King, Jr., and Malcolm X. Far-
rakhan called on the Black community to close
ranks and demand that the government open all
files concemned both with the Shabazz case and
the assassination of Malcolm X. He also asked
Blacks to pressure the government to release her
and stated, “It is easy to send a trained setup
artist to manipulate her” (Minneapolis Star
Tribune, January 18, 1995).

What’s at Stake

The key question everyone should ask is
“why?”” Why did the govemment bring these
charges against Qubilah Shabazz, a struggling
and poor single mother? If it is an intentional
plot to discredit and undermine Farrakhan, as
the Shabazz defense maintains, there is no rea-
son to believe that it would not serve the gov-
emment’s interests. Even though it would be an
indirect way of undermining Farrakhan (a more
direct method would be to attempt to frame
Farrakhan or one of his followers), the confu-
sion and suspicion such a plot could sow would
be beneficial to a government intent on atomiz-
ing movements of the oppressed.

A more plausible motive for this attack on
Qubilah Shabazz is to attack the legacy of Mal-
colm X by taking the spotlight off the govern-
ment’s responsibility for Malcolm’s
assassination. The government exploited Far-
rakhan’s repeated denunciations of Malcolm
during the last year of Malcolm’s life to deflect
popular consideration of the government’s role
mn his assassination. The use of the govern-
ment’s agent provocateur to frame up Qubilah
parallels the infiltration of the Nation of Islam
by government “Cointelpro’” agents in the
1960s. The frame-up of Qubilah Shabazz is the
govemnment’s 1990s version of pinning the
blame for Malcolm’s assassination on “inter-
necine feuds” between Malcolm’s followers
and the Nation of Islam. In a cruel twist, Qubilah
Shabazz’s next court appearance is scheduled

Continued on page 30
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How We Saw the Hayward LPA Hearings

An Inspiring Meeting — It Shows
People Want Action

Interview with Ruth and Asher Harer

The following is an account of the Labor Party Advocates First-Regional Hearing: Program for
the Labor Party, January 14, 1995, held in Hayward, California, at Carpenters Union Local 713.
The interview by telephone was transcribed for BIDOM by Lee DeNoyer.

Ruth: Carpenters Local 713 acted as the hosts.
However, all the Carpenters locals in the whole
Bay district were listed as supporting LPA, and
they also gave $1,000 to LPA. They supplied
food and a lovely meeting hall. They had 300
chairs set out and there were always standees.
They announced that 375 had registered and
more people came in after the registration was
closed. The total must have been more than 400;
some said nearly 500. And that was in spite of
a week of rains and storms and all kinds of bad
weather in California. The meeting ran from
9:00 am to 2:00 pm. They had to close then,
because another event was scheduled in the hall.

Open Mike Through Lunch Hour

What they did — because there was not enough
time in the end for the open mike session — was
to take up a suggestion from the floor that the
open mike be kept going through the lunch
hour. So while some people were waiting in line
to be served or sitting down at the tables to eat,
others were speaking on the open mike. The
whole idea was to have a hearing where rank
and file workers could say what they thought a
labor party program should include. In the end,
I think anybody who wanted to say something
got a chance to say it for at least three minutes.

Asher: By the way, I and a friend of mine were
official observers to these hearings from the
Pensioners Club of the ILWU (International
Longshore and Warehousers Union). There are
3,000 ILWU pensioners in the Bay Area. I took
my three minutes, and gave greetings from the
Pensioners Club and expressed my support. The
International itself hasn’t taken a position on
LPA, although the last ILWU caucus (which is

ike a mini-convention) took a position in favor
of a workers party.

An Angry Meeting

We should say something about the general
atmosphere of the meeting. It was an angry,
angrymeeting. And itrepresented abroad spec-
trum. There were people from all sorts of unions
and groups. Latino groups. More so than ever.
Gay groups, women’s groups, teachers, envi-
ronmentalists, etc. Many young people. They
all gotup and said, “We’ve got to do something;
we cannot continue supporting the Republicans
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and Democrats.” One of them repeated some-
thing that has been said previously, that the
difference between the Republicans and Demo-
crats is like the difference between a termble
headache and a terrible toothache. Neither one
can do you much good. And there were a lot of
talks along that line. We’ve got to break with
them. We can’t go on this way. And I think this
impressed the people on the platform. -

Ruth: This was very different from December,
amonth ago, when there wasa meeting here and
many naysayers said, Now is not the time for a
labor party. At this meeting there was nobody
saying that.

Seven Labor Councils
Co-sponsored

The meeting was chaired by Stan Smith of the
San Francisco Building and Construction
Trades Council. He had greetings from co-spon-
soring councils: Alameda County Building
Trades Council, Alameda County Central La-
bor Council, Bay Counties District Council of
Carpenters, Napa-Solano Counties Building
Trades Council, San Francisco Building Trades
Council, San Francisco Labor Council, and San
Mateo Labor Council. Later he announced that
there were people there from as far down as San
Diego, Santa Barbara, and Inyo-Kem County.
There was an official from the Santa Barbara—
San Luis Obispo Counties Building and Con-
struction Trades Council (Andrew J. Moynagh).
Present from the Los Angeles LPA were Kath-
leen O’Nan and Dave Campbell, the chapter
organizer and chapter chair, staffing a table with
T-shirts and buttons all the way through. (They
sold over $600 worth.)

There was a lot of anger, a lot of pressure —
people saying, We’re disgusted; we don’t want
any more of this. No more support of Democrats.
They want action; they want something to do.

Labor and Global Production
One of the main speakers was a professor from
U.C. Berkeley, Harley Shaiken, who talked
about labor and global production. He pointed
out many things about the global economy and
NAFTA, and he also attacked the people who
call labor rights “protectionism.”

Tony Mazzocchi, national organizer of LPA,
also spoke. One thing he emphasized was that

there would be a founding convention of a labor
party in the coming year.
Asher: Then we heard from Jack Hemning,
executive secretary-treasurer of the California
Labor Federation. He called it a very impressive
assembly in the name of the labor party, the most
impressive conference in recent history. He said
that the reply to global capitalism is global
unionism, and that the essential nature of the
Democratic Party was compromising.
Henning went into a whole history of the
union-based labor party in San Francisco in the
early 1900s. (Incidentally, it was affiliated to the
Second International. The drawback was that
that was the anti-Chinese time. Somebody later
corrected Henning, saying it’s true that labor
organized its own party then, but don’t forget
about the racist aspect of it.) Henning also said
that you’ve got to begin at the local level of
government and start to identify candidates with
the labor party. And he added: “Labor is a
beggar at the table of wealth. That must end.”

Reach Out to Non-Union Workers
An especially interesting statement by Henning
was this: “The labor party that we are building
cannot have only trade union members. We
must reach out to other workers.” That’s new.
Henning hinted that he’s still ambivalent about
the Democrats. He said: “We can support and
vote for candidates endorsed by the AFL-CIO,
but the AFL-CIO does not dictate our policy.”
That’s a way of leaving the door open to vote
for Democrats in the future.

Another speaker was labor attorney Victor
Van Bourg. He has been representing unions in
the area for at least 20 years. He gave aresound-
ing speech, harking back, it seemed, to the
radicalism of his earlier days. Here are some
things he said: “Bosses believe that workers
should not control their own destiny, because
that would be bad for profits. But this whole
century has been a battle by them against labor
to increase profits at the expense of the workers
...We must repeal Taft-Hartley [and he got big
applause for that], and we must have a return to
the secondary boycott [big applause again]...A
labor party will be the spearhead of government,
not the captive of government...Labor should
have its own foreign policy...We are not the
middle class, we are the working class.”
That’showhe ended his speech, and he got great
applause, some people even stood up for that.

Leo Seidlitz, the LPA organizer for Northem
California, said some things very much to the
point: “We are fighting the bosses the world
over, and we would be fools not to defend
ourselves at home politically through a labor
party...People are waiting for us to lead, and if
we don’t do it, the boss will eat us alive...The
labor party must be built within the next
year.[!!] We in the labor movement have the
ability to fill the vacuum politically.”

Jerry Brown “Testifies” on Labor

Party
There was one prominent Democratic politician
who testified about a labor party. That was Jerry
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LPA Interim Executive Committee Meets

)

The first meeting of the Interim Executive
Committee of Labor Party Advocates (LPA)
was held in St. Louis, Missouri, on January
21, with an attendance of about 65, including
local leaders from a broad range of unions
across the country. There was unanimous
consensus at the meeting to go forward with
an LPA-called founding convention for a la-
bor party in the United States. No specific
date was set for the convention, with propos-
als ranging from October 1995 to May 1996.
The site is still to be determined.

A committee of 13 was designated to work
on determining the time and place for the
convention. The committee includes one
representative each from the three national
Lunions now supporting LPA: the Qil, Chemi-

cal and Atomic Workers, the Brotherhood of
Maintenance of Way Employees, and the
United Electrical Workers. The other 10 com-
mittee members are leaders in many differ-
ent unions (such as transit workers,
teamsters, carpenters and other building
trades, machinists, nurses, and federal, I
state, county, and municipal workers). The

committee includes at least two African
Americans, two Latinos, and four women,
two of whom are local leaders of the Coali-
tion of Labor Union Women (CLUW). Three
of the 13 committee members are from Cali-
fornia, where the labor party movement is
gaining significant momentum. The North-
east Midwest, Southeast, and Southwest

are also represented. )

Brown, the former California governor. He was
given a fulsome introduction by Stan Smith. But
Brown spoke in aradical vein. He said, “If1did
so much fas govemor], how come we’re so
screwed up?” Also: “In the last election the
labor movement spent $20 million in supporting
Democratic candidates, but is getting no divi-
dends whatsoever.”

Brown said he talked to Clinton recently and
told Clinton what he thought, and that Clinton
didn’t have any answers. He said Clinton never
does have any answers.

Brown went into the question of unemploy-
ment rates being tied to interest rates. He said it
isconsidered unnatural (by the corporations and
the government) if unemployment falls below 6
percent. That’s policy. To keep at least 6 percent
unemployed. If there isn’t a big reserve army of
the unemployed, of at least 6 percent, inflation
starts. (Of course the 6 percent figure doesn’t
mean much, because of all the people they don’t
count when they compile their unemployment
statistics.) Brown went on to say that actually
the unemployed are very good for capitalism;
they’re saving capitalism. He said: “The unem-
ployed and the hungry should be remunerated
for saving capitalism. But they are called wel-
fare bums!!* He said capitalists must have un-
employment; it’s part of their whole system.

There was a similar column by Russell Baker
in the New York Times on January 17, about
how capitalism needs people on welfare
(*“Those Vital Paupers™). It’s interesting that
these establishment figures, Brown and Baker,
are suddenly talking like radicals about the capi-
talist system.

Brown also made a point about how the
economy does better by putting people into
prisons, and went on about the growth of “the
correction industry.” He says they’re now on
the stock market, the prison corporations, com-
peting with one another; and they want to pri-
vatize all the prisons. He said a man earning
$12,000 a year earns for the corporations
$24,000 — if he’s in prison. That’s going to be
a growing industry.
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Opportunist capitalist politicians like Brown
see something brewing in this labor party move-
ment. They want to get in on the ground floor.
Why? They want to operate the gas pedal, so we
won’t go too fast. Eventually they want to con-~
trol the steering wheel. We can’t let that happen!

Testimony from the Floor

After the main “testimony,” people started
speaking from the floor, and the general tenor
of their remarks was to back up what had been
said. Many of them brought out statistics and
specific examples of what the corporations are
doing in Latin America and the Far East, includ-
ing material about Reebok (which makes shoes
in the Far East, paying nothing in wages, but
charging big prices here).

It was a determined meeting. Everyone who
got up from the floor said, We can’t have any
more of this. We can’t stand for this. We aren’t
going to do it any more.

Ruth: After the main speakers that were listed
the program called for testimony from invited
organizations. They had a speaker from the A.
Phillip Randolph Institute: a Black man from
SEIU Local 790, which represents city employ-
ees. They had someone from the Asian and
Pacific American Labor Alliance. Two different
women spoke for the Coalition of Labor Union
Women (CLUW), one from Sacramento and
one from San Francisco. The latter heads the
Labor Studies program at San Francisco State
University. It turns out that she’s a Britisher,
who lived with the British Labour Party for
many, many years, which gave herher firstideas
about a labor party.

They also had speakers from the Federation
of Retired Union Members (FORUM), the La-
bor Coalition for Public Works Jobs (Jerry
Acosta from Los Angeles), and the Labor Coun-
cil for Latin American Advancement.

Latinos Speak Up

Many Latinos spoke up in support of a labor
party. I think it has to do with the fight against
Proposition 187. They were very outspoken. Ed
Rosario, a member of the pressmen’s union,

which just went through a big strike here, is an
active supporter of LPA. Another Latino union-
ist was from SEIU Local 790.

Howard Wallace of the Lesbian-Gay Labor
Alliance gave a particularly good presentation.
And this kind of testimony from invited organi-
zations went on and on, with three minutes apiece.

Then they had what they called scheduled
testimony: there was Labor Neighbor, the peo-
ple who worked on the single-payer health plan
Initiative on the California ballot in the Novem-
ber elections. (It got 2 million votes, although it
didn’t pass.) And they had a speaker from the
Alameda chapter of the California Teachers As-
sociation (CTA), Gretchen Mackler, and Millie
Phillips, president of an IBEW chapter; and
Gerda Miller from the Gray Panthers;, and
Cameron Austin from the Decatur, Illinois,
UAW local that is on strike against Caterpillar,
and Karen Talbot from the Women’s Interna-
tional League for Peace and Freedom.

Also, there was a woman from the Pile Driv-
ers Union Local 34, who talked about worker
health and safety. Like her, all the speakers
brought in various issues which they believe
should be part of the platform of a labor party.
They all described how they are under attack,
and emphasized that we have to fight back on
the political arena.

Women in Nontraditional Jobs

The woman from Sacramento CLUW isamem-
ber of the Operating Engineers union, so there
were several women in nontraditional jobs
speaking up. Also there was somebody from the
Jobs for Youth Campaign and a representative
from the Green Party, who brought greetings.

The whole general idea was, We have to get
together in the community with all these differ-
ent groups. They need us, and we need them. It
was a very inspiring meeting.

I don’t know how many people signed up to
join LPA, but when you registered you were
given a sign-up form. Also a packet with re-
prints about LPA, including Ralph Nader on the
LPA, and the Toledo Blade article about the
December 10-11 Labor Educational Confer-
ence in Toledo, Ohio, and a little article from the
San Francisco Examiner of a few weeks ago,
headlined ““Labor Leaders Question Alliance to
Democrats,” with the subhead: “Move to Form
a Third Party Is Gaining Interest in Bay Area.”
It was all very positive.

We forgot to mention Walter Johnson, secre-
tary treasurer of the San Francisco Labor Coun-
cil, who has been supporting LPA all the way
through. He was there, although he wasn’t listed
on the program.

If anyone had stood up at that meeting and
said, Wait a minute now, we still have friends in
the Democratic Party, let’s not break away com-
pletely, they would have been booed off the
platform. That audience of over 400 wouldn’t
have taken it. They would have said, Sit down!

Someone said at the meeting, There’s a pow-
der keg here. Somebody has to ignite it. d
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LPA Hearings in California

For Launching a Labor Party

by Hayden Perry

n a union hall in Hayward, California,
roughly 500 working men and women met on
January 14 to help set American labor on a new
political course. Rejecting the Democratic Party
as the twin of the Republicans, these union
members and leaders proposed to challenge both

parties by launching an independent labor party.

Not a New Idea
This is not a new idea. For years it has been
pointed out that labor in every other industrial
country has its own party. Tony Mazzocchi, a
leader of the Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Work-
ers (OCAW), has been proselytizing for a labor
party for the last several years through the or-
ganization Labor Party Advocates (LPA). He
has found it slow going to assemble the forces
necessary to actually launch the new party.
Now with the November elections, and the
Republicans coming in with Newt Gingrich and
the Contract ““on™ America, Washington has
delivered an electric shock that has jolted even
conservative labor leaders out of their comfort-
able chairs. Every gain that labor has made in
the last 60 years is in danger. Clinton and the
Democrats have made their position clear. They
are riding with the Republicans on a tide of
reaction that threatens to engulf not only the
poor, the elderly, the marginalized but also the
better-off workers in the union movement.

Union Leaders Alarmed

The alarm and concern felt by union leaders was
demonstrated in their call for the LPA confer-
ence. Seven labor councils sponsored the meet-
ing, among them building trades councils and
central labor councils in San Francisco and cit-
ies and town around Central California. (See the
accompanying article by Ruth and Asher Harer
for a full listing of the sponsors.)

The speakers® roster included many of the
major labor leaders of the state. John F. Hen-
ning, secretary-treasurer of the California Fed-
eration of Labor, set the positive tone of the
fymeeting. He pointed out that labor has put its
own people in office in the past. In 1901 the
Union Labor Party elected Eugene Smith, a
member of the Musicians Union, to be mayor
of San Francisco. In 1905 all 18 members of the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors were mem-
bers of the Union Labor Party. In 1909, PH.
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MecCarthy, a union carpenter, was elected mayor
along with 12 union members on the Board of
Supervisors.

Prominent among the speakers was Jerry
Brown, former govemor of California and a
national figure in the Democratic Party. He
spoke in a very radical way, describing himself
as a “recovering politician,” and claimed to be
testifying in support of a labor party. He scored
labor’s relations with Clinton. Labor had asked
Clinton to support five pro-labor issues, includ-
ing a higher minimum wage and a law banning
“striker replacements” (scabs). After pumping
$20 million into Democratic coffers, labor
ended up with a lousy score, Brown said: Clin-
ton — 5, Labor — 0. He advised the assembled
unionists, “Don’t take it any more. Mobilize.
Fight back!”

Reaching Out to the Community
Dozens of union leaders and community activ-
ists took the floor to sketch out the dimensions
and platform of the proposed labor party. First,
it must not be limited to union members. Wel-
fare rights groups, senior citizens, gay and les-
bian groups, and members of all minority
nationalities must find ahome in the labor party.

The labor party must also embrace the cause
of women: for freedom of choice, for equal pay,
for affirmative action, said Gretchen Mackler,
president of the Alameda Teachers Association.
She added: “We must counter the threat to
public schools and oppose the voucher program.”

Several speakers pointed out that a labor
party would facilitate the union’s major task:
recruiting the millions of workers who are un-
organized. To do this, we must repeal the Taft-
Hartley Act, they declared.

Foreign and Latino Unionists
Visitors from abroad strengthened the argu-
ments for a U.S. labor party. Simon deJong, a
member of the Canadian House of Commons
from the New Democratic Party (Canada’s
union-based labor party), described how that
party started in Saskatchewan and spread from
province to province, finally becoming a na-
tional force that played a major role in bringing
universal health care to the Canadian people.
Ricardo Teixeira, a teacher from Brazil, told
how Brazilians had formed their own inde-

pendent Workers Party, the PT (Partido dos
Trabalhadores), in the late 1970s and early *80s.
Before that, he said, they had only the capitalist
parties, “one party of yes and the other of yes,
sir.”” Now the Workers Party can deliver a re-
sounding “No!”

There was significant input from several
members of the Latino community. They
sounded the alarm over passage of Proposition
187, which seeks to stigmatize and illegitimize
workers from south of the border. But they did
not limit their concern to this issue.

Frank Marco Del Campo, president of the
Labor Council for Latin American Advance-
ment (LACLAA), said: “Politics is more than
just electing people. It involves issues of civil
rights, affirmative action, etc....We in
LACLAA will be firm allies in building a labor
party in the U.S.” It is predicted that Latinos
will soon constitute 25 percent of California’s
population.

Call for Global Unionism

GATT and NAFTA were condemned by several
speakers as compacts by the rich to rob the poor,
on both sides of the border. John F. Henning
responded to this international threat by declar-
ing, “Our reply to global capitalism must be
global unionism.”

The 500 participants adjourned in a very
upbeat mood. No negative notes had been
struck, even though an open mike invited every
participant to address the assembly.

No one expressed such tired old bromides as,
“We must vote for the lesser evil, the Demo-
crats, to defeat the greater evil, the Republi-
cans,” or, ““A labor party is a greatidea, but now
is not the time.”

Rather, these unionists seemed to realize that
the labor party is an idea whose time has come.
While it remains to be seen how far the old-line
labor leaders at the head of this effort will go
with it, in the weeks after the Hayward confer-
ence they continued to promote the idea
strongly. They said they would be sending re-
ports of the Hayward conference to other central
labor councils around the country. And they
apparently intend to keep the ball rolling toward
a national LPA convention as the next historic

step. a
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Campaigning to Stop Violence Against Women

by Evelyn Sell

ioneer women’s liberation activists raised

the issue of violence against women in the
late 1960s — many years before the media
called attention to events such as the assaults
against women at the 1991 Tailhook conven-
tion, or the current focus on domestic abuse.

A workshop on “Karate and Self Defense™
took place at the first Women’s Liberation Con-
ference in Michigan, held June 14, 1969, on
Wayne State University campus. The confer-
ence brochure explained, “We are afraid to go
out alone at night — because we’re women...”
Such workshops and classes were organized by
women’s liberation groups around the country.
The Southern Female Rights Union (headquar-
tered in New Orleans, Louisiana) included in its
program the following:

We demand free self-defense instruction for
females of all ages in the public schools. Con-
sidering the heinous crimes by men against
thousands of females every year, something
must be done. The majority of these “sex”
crimes are committed by men known to the
victims — husbands, lovers, ““friends.”...
Crimes against women will stop only when
women are no longer helpless and defenseless,
and no longer dependent on men economically
and socially for their protection. Karate is the
most practical method for learning the physical
and psychic responses to attack.

Self-defense was discussed by feminists at-
tending the November 21-23, 1969, North-
eastern Congress to Unite Women, held in New
York City. Cell 16, publishers of the magazine
A Journal of Female Liberation, organized
self-defense classes in Cambridge. The
Women’s Liberation Front in Austin, Texas,
was another feminist group involved in self-de-
fense classes during the late 1960s and early
1970s.

Learning physical self-protection was only
one of the tactics pursued to cope with the
multitude of problems involved in rape. In the
late 1960s and throughout the 1970s and 1980s,
many successful campaigns were carried out to
improve the treatment of rape victims by medi-
cal personnel and police officers, to change
court procedures and legal statutes, to establish
rape crisis centers and hotlines, and to counter
sexist myths (for example, women ““really want
1t!”” and “no truly nice girl gets raped™).

Inanarticle published in Bulletin in Defense
of Marxism (No. 63, November 1989), I noted:

The record of the past twenty years shows
what strategies have been most effectively util-
ized to address women’s needs regarding rape.
Instead of getting trapped in the pitfalls of vigi-
lante groups or attacks on individual rapists,
most women’s rights supporters employed
united action campaigns against those institu-
tions in our society which encourage and per-
petuate the abuse of women. Instead of relying
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“Take Back the Night’ monstratlon at UCLA

on the police for protection, women indicted the
police for their sexist practices, and increasingly
learned how to protect themselves. This helped
undercut the traditional police tactic of using
rape as an excuse to harass oppressed minorities
(as happened to Black men at the University of
Pennsylvania in 1973)...

There has been significant progress in the
efforts to aid rape victims — but there is a
continuing need to prevent sexual assaults
against women. The February 1990 issue of
Together, a feminist newsmagazine published
by students at the University of California, Los
Angeles (UCLA) was devoted to “Rape on
Campus.” Articles covered student actions such
as “Take Back the Night*” marches and vigils,
prevention tactics, legal options for rape survi-
vors, services available to Black women who
have been assaulted, university policies, date
rape, a critical review of how television movies
depict rape and its consequences, and resources
such as self-defense workshops and a rape sur-
vivors support group. The concerns of UCLA
students have been echoed on campuses across
the nation.

An April 23,1991, article in the Los Angeles
Times noted a grim reality in its headline:
“Date-Rape Gains Attention After Years as Ta-
boo Topic.” One of the outstanding victories of
the women’s liberation movement has been its
success in breaking through the silences and lies
which make women afraid or ashamed to reveal
problems. Exposure is a precondition for a vig-
orous struggle. The facts need to be repeated

over and over, however, in order to maintain
everyone’s consciousness and to provide a firm
foundation for battles still required. While we
welcome what has been accomplished, we need
to assert and reassert the serious situation which
still exists. The June 1990 issue of UCLA’s
Together reported:

IT happens every six minutes to every third
woman in Los Angeles County — most ofien
during the day.

35% of ITS victims are African American
women.

IT is rape.

According to the Rosa Parks Sexual Assault
Crisis Center, South Central Los Angeles has
the highest number of reported cases of sexual
assault in the state.

The U.S. Justice Department reported
207,610 rapes in 1991 — but acknowledged
that rape is a dramatically underreported crime.
Government officials have repeatedly noted
that 84 percent of rape victims never report the
crime. Responding to the 1991 Justice Depart-
ment figure, the National Victim Center esti-
mated that 683,000 females were raped — three
times the number cited in the federal report.
Based on its research, the Center said in 1992
that one in eight adult women in the country had
been raped at least once during her lifetime; 29
percent of the females identified a friend or
neighbor as the rapist; 22 percent said the assail-
ant was a stranger, and the remaining 49 percent
were boyfriends, former boyfriends, or rela-
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tives; and 29 percent of all forcible rapes took
place when the female was under 11 years old.

Battered Women

During the last part of the 1970s, the media and
federal government agencies credited the
women’s rights movement with focusing atten-
tion on battered women. A Los Angeles Times
article explained, ““Across the country, women
form coalitions and hold seminars to press for
an end to battering. Feminists are in the fore-
front of the movement, much as they were for
rape reform.” (January 2, 1977) A paper pub-
lished by the Women’s Bureau of the U.S. De-
partment of Labor opened with the statement,
“Marital discord and violence between spouses
are not new to the human experience. What is
new, however, is the attention that has been
focused on ‘battered women’ by the women’s
movement in the past fewyears.” (February 1978)

Pressured by feminists, facts about violence
within the family began to become public
knowledge. Early in 1978, at a three-day hear-
ing held by a subcommittee of the U.S. House
of Representatives, one witness explained,
“Violence occurs between family members
more often than it occurs in any other setting
except with armies in war and police during
riots.” Citing a national study of violence in
U.S. families, one expert testified that more than
1.8 million wives were beaten by their hus-
bands. The chief of the National Institute of
Mental Health Crime and Delinquency said that
as many as 2,000 spouses were involved in the
20,000 homicides committed annually in the
U.S. A year later, the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI) reported that domestic violence
was the most common as well as the most
unreported crime in the nation. (Los Angeles
Times, April 22, 1979) After twenty years of
studying the matter, the director of the Family
Research Laboratory concluded that “the fam-
ily is the most violent institution in society,” and
noted that, “A woman is at worst risk of assault
in her own home.” (Los Angeles Times, De-
cember 9, 1983) (Note: The general term ““fam-
ily violence™ includes all varieties: spousal
beatings, child abuse, incest, altercations be-
tween siblings, and “granny bashing,” that is,
abuse of older family members. I have ex-
cerpted the facts regarding women. —E.S.)

In a special issue on women published by 7he
Guardian newspaper in the spring of 1984,
Robin Kovat pointed out:

The startling fact that two million women are
beaten up in the U.S. every year is no longer a
secret, thanks to a growing movement to elimi-
nate the epidemic of domestic violence. But the
movement’s accomplishments in bringing the
facts to light and giving battered women assis-
tance is still new, and it has a long way to go
before it can claim lasting success.

The battered women’s movement is an out-
growth of the women’s movement of the 1960s,
when women joined together to discuss their
problems and discovered, among other things,
that woman battering was not an individual,
tsolated problem, but that it happened to many
women and cut across racial, ethnic, and eco-
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nomic barriers.... Women began to educate their
communities about the issue and to establish
shelters — places of refuge and safety for
abused women and their children.

The first shelter solely for battered women
opened in Minneapolis in 1975. With inade-
quate funding forcing many shelters to lead a
hand-to-mouth existence, no reliable up-to-date
figures exist, but there may be as many as 700
shelters for battered womenthroughout the U.S.

...Many groups organizing against domestic
violence have formed local, state, or national
networks to expand their work beyond provid-
ing shelter services into the areas of prevention
and education, and to deal with the growing
difficulty of obtaining funding.

Efforts to alleviate violence against women
continue to this day — because the same serious
problems remain. As part of its 1991 STOP VIG
LENCE AGAINST WOMEN CAMPAIGN, the Fund
for a Ferninist majority sent out a letter contain-
ing the following statistics:

Every 15 seconds a woman is beaten by her
husband or partner....More than one-half of all
homeless women are fleeing domestic violence.
More than one-half of all American women will
be victims of sexual assault and/or domestic
violence in their lifetimes....Each year women
require, it has been estimated by experts, more
medical treatment for injuries from battering
than from auto accidents, rapes, and muggings
combined. An estimated 2,000 to 4,000 women
are beaten to death each year in their

homes....Like rape. domestic violence is
among the most underreported of crimes

€S.

The Los Angeles Times reported in its June
17, 1992, issue: ““Domestic violence against
women has become so prevalent that physicians
should routinely question their female patients
about whether they have been abused, accord-
ing to new guidelines issued by the American
Medical Assn. [AMA]” This procedure was
recommended on the basis of a series of studies
which showed that about one in four women
will be attacked by a partner at some point in the
relationship, and more than four million U.S.
women are severely assaulted by husbands or
boyfriends during an average 12-month period.
The senior AMA vice president for medical
education and science said that one in three
women admitted to a hospital emergency room
has been attacked, and 23 percent of pregnant
women seeking prenatal medical care have ex-
perienced some sort of domestic violence. Sev-
eral months later, the U.S. Senate Judiciary
Committee reported: domestic disputes ac-
counted for 16 percent of all sexual assaults and
20 percent of all aggravated assaulted reported
in 1991 — however, an estimated 3 million
additional domestic murders, rapes, and as-
saults were not reported. The U.S. Surgeon
General stated that violence was the leading
cause of injury to women aged 15 to 44.

In January 1994, the U.S. Justice Department
drew public attention 3 a study ithad conducted
from 1987 to 1991 which included the follow-
ing findings: over two-thirds of violent attacks
against women in the U.S. were committed by
a person known by the victim; in a typical year,
2.5 million females older than 11 were as-

saulted, raped, robbed, or were targets of at-
tempted violent crimes; the likelihood of vio-
lence was higher for young, Black, and Latina
women; and, violence against women was over-
whelmingly intra-racial, that is, 80 percent of
the violence against Anglo women was commit-
ted by Anglo males, and 90 percent of the
violence against African American women was
caused by African American men.

Women of Color

The terrorism directed against women in gen-
eral is compounded for women of color. The
Multicultural Alliance for Reproductive Free-
dom (MCAREF) is one of the groups paying
special attention to this aspect. One MCARF
sheet, providing guidelines for caregivers aid-
ing Black women who survived sexual attacks,
emphasized their specific needs because of rac-
ist attitudes towards African Americans —
which affects how a Black female victim is
treated by medical personnel, the legal system,
and her own community. It was noted that Af-
rican American women “may hesitate to take
official action because she may feel reluctant to
expose a man of her race to racism in the crimi-
nal justice system. She may also be under pres-
sure from family, friends, or community
members to handle the matter within the com-
munity and may be seen as disloyal if she does
not.”” Another MCARF sheet, entitled “DOU-
BLE JEOPARDY: CULTURAL BARRIERS
AND SYSTEMIC BARRIERS FACED BY
LATINA BATTERED WOMEN,” described
institutional and community obstacles hamper-
ing a battered Latina “in her struggle to become
violence-free,” and stressed the need for bat-
tered service providers to recognize ethnic, ra-
cial, and cultural differences in order for “‘the
Women’s Movement [to] live up to its principle
of ending violence in the lives of a// women.”

Domestic violence against Asian American
women was addressed at a Los Angeles confer-
ence in August 1994. The public forum was
sponsored by the Network Against Asian Pa-
cific Domestic Violence and the Asian Pacific
American Legal Center. Organizers said that the
subject of domestic violence was suppressed in
traditional Asian cultures, that in some cultures
it was ““an accepted practice for men to batter
their wives to train them,” and “Even when
victims know they have a right to be free from
abuse, they put up with it because they don’t
want to bring shame to the family.” A family law
specialist at the Asian Pacific American Legal
Center of Southern California explained, “As
tragic as spousal abuse is for white women, bom
here. ..with friends and relatives, you just can’t
compare that to [the plight of ] immigrant women.”

The complex sitnations enmeshing women
of color must be taken into account by those
involved in building a movement to halt vio-
lence against women.

Battered Women’s Movement

A 1987 report noted: “Starting with a handful
of battered women’s programs in the early
1970s, the battered women’s movement has
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developed over 1,200 programs — shelters,
safehomes, hotlines, and advocacy programs —
throughout the country.” Written by Kerry
Lobel, Chairperson of the Steering Committee
of the National Coalition Against Domestic
Violence, the report included detailed informa-
tion to show the progress made between 1977~
1987. The battered women’s movement had:

o Generated statewide funding for bat-
tered women’s programs in 49 states
through marriage and divorce surcharges,
court fees, and appropriations through state
legislatures, beginning in the late *70’s and
continuing to the present.

o Worked with federal legislators to de-
velop priorities for Victims of Crime
Assistance funds — priorities which have
provided funding for battered women’s pro-
grams and sexual assault programs nation-
wide. The VOCA Act was passed October
1984.

o ...Served as advisors (late 70’s through
early 80’s) to officials from the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment on the needs of battered women in
such areas as Section 8 Housing, and
shelter eligibility for Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Funds; also advised other
federal policy makers to ensure that battered
women in shelter were eligible for food
stamps.

o Starting in 1981, developed materials
and strategies for annual promotion of
Domestic Violence Awareness Month
(October) and National Day of Unity, a
time to recognize the work of advocates for
battered women, celebrate battered women
making new lives for themselves, and moum
battered women who have lost their lives.

o Established a national toll free hotline
for battered women and their families. ..

e Called attention to the needs of bat-
tered rural women, women of color, and
lesbian women, and supported organizing
by battered and formerly battered women,
lesbian women, rural women, women of color,
prostitutes, older women, and differently-
abled women. [From Decade of Achieve-
ment 19771987, a project of THE
NATIONAL WOMEN’S CONFERENCE CENTER.]

The Current Struggle

The National Organizing for Women (NOW) is
among the national groups involved in long-
term activities addressing violence against
women. NOW chapters helped initiate the first
shelters for battered women in dozens of cities,
set up the first rape crisis lines in many states,
and organized the first Take Back the Night
marches. The February issue of Bulletin in
Defense of Marxism carried information about
— and urged participation in — NOW’s April
7-9 Spring Actions Against Violence in Wash-
ington, D.C. The actions include a Young
Feminist Summit Against Violence and a mass
“We Won’t Go Back!” Rally for Women’s
Lives. The events are designed to mark
Women’s Equality Day and celebrate passage
of the Violence Against Women Act. This leg-
islation: provides $1.6 billion to help ensure
safe homes and streets for women; allots $325
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Right to Choose!

rStop Violence Against Women’s

The Washington, D.C., mass action on
April 9, called by the National Organiza-
tion for Women, “will reafirm NOW's
longstanding commitment to ending
violence at clinics that provide abortion
services,” according to NOW's SPECIAL
RALLY ISSUE circulated to help build the
national mobilization. Within hours after
an anti-abortion gunman killed two peo-
ple and wounded five others at
women’s health clinics in Brookline,
Massachusetts, NOW activists organ-
ized a vigil of one thousand at one ofthe
clinics. The following day, four thousand
participated in a NOW-organized pro-
test in downtown Boston.

The December 30, 1994, shootings
by John Salvi were preceded by other
murderous attacks by those who claim
to be “pro-life”: on July 29, 1994, a
doctor and his bodyguard were assas-
sinated outside of a Florida clinic; on
August 19, 1993, a doctor was shot in
both arms as he drove out of a clinic
parking lot in Wichita, Kansas; on
March 10, 1993, a doctor was shot and
killed outside of a Pensacola, Florida,
clinic. A wide range of weapons have
been used against clinics and health
care personnel in the ongoing and es-
calating terrorism against women'’s le-
gal right to reproductive choices.
Planned Parenthood Los Angeles de-
tailed numerous acts of violence in a
full-page ad published on January 8,
1995 (Los Angeles Times):

In just the last few weeks, a Planned
Parenthood center in Brainerd, Minn.,
was totally destroyed by firebombing.

\,

Arson severely damaged a Planned
Parenthood Center in Chico, Calif.
Here in Los Angeles, all the phone lines
were deliberately chopped at a
Planned Parenthood health care cen-
ter. Unknown chemical substances
were sent to us in an unmarked enve-
lope, and last week, security cameras
at the front door were vandalized.
More than 1,000 wanton acts of vio-
lence and disruption occurred at
women's health care centers across
the U.S. last year! Firebombings, death
threats, butyric acid attacks, harassing
phone calls, stalkings, hate mail, arson
attacks, clinic blockades, vandalism....
Women should not have to think about
murder when they go to the docfor’s
office! Dedicated employees providing
health care services should not have to
think about potential physical violence.

Assaults have had profoundly nega-
tive effects on a woman’s right to
choose. Many doctors have stopped
providing abortion services, clinics
have been shut down, and women have
been frightened away from seeking
safe medical procedures. Although
laws and court decisions are valuable
in asserting women’s rights, experience
has proven that they are not sufficient
to guarantee vitally necessary access
to health care services. Along with clinic
defense activities, massive public dem-
onstrations are needed.

To get information about the national
Rally for Women’s Lives, contact NOW
at the local or state level, or call the
Rally Office at the National Action Cen-
ter: (202) 331-0066.

—ES.

S

million for battered women’s shelters; author-
izes $220 million for rape and family violence
education, starting in junior high school; im-
proves the way the criminal justice system han-
dles domestic as well as other forms of violence
against women; authorizes $3 million for a toll-
free hotline; earmarks existing funds for in-
creased lighting and camera surveillance; and,
allocates $30 million for family violence, child
abuse enforcement and victim aid in rural areas.

Winning the Violence Against Women Act
has been a key NOW goal over the past six
years. The organizing lobbied Congress, testi-
fied at Senate Judiciary Committee hearings,
and worked to elect candidates who would vote
in favor of the law. Recognizing that legislation
alone is not sufficient, NOW called the April
7-9 actions to push #four-point plan for ending
violence against women: “protect, fund, and
implement the Violence Against Women Act;
pass new federal measures to prevent violence
against women; change the culture so that it

teaches respect, not violence; and organize to
elect more feminist women in 1996.”

Controversies Within the
Movement
This NOW plan includes points which have
been — and still are — hotly debated within the
women’s rights movement. United in their de-
termination to aid victimized women and pre-
vent violence, activists have long disagreed on
tactics and the causes of violence against women.
For example, should resources be devoted to
electing Democratic or Republican party candi-
dates labeled ““feminist” (who often betray
campaign promises once they are in office) or
should women’s rights fighters be engaged in
building a new independent party? Is lobbying
and passing new laws the primary method for
gaining results or should feminists give a higher
priority to massive public demonstrations to
“change the culture” and reshape attitudes?
Continued on page 34
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Interview with Genora Johnson Dollinger

The Role of Women, and of Radicals,
in the First Sit-Down Strikes

Interviewed by Kathleen O’Nan

The following edited text was transcribed for BIDOM by Lee DeNoyer.

Q: You were a founding member of the
United Auto Workers Union (UAW) in
1936, and you were a leading figure in the

— ey
Introduction to the Interview with Genora Dollinger

1936-37 Flint, Michigan, sit-down strike.
Can you give us a little background on
how both of those events occurred, the
formation of the union and the reasons
behind the strike?

A: Ithink everybody knows that during the
Great Depression of that period workers
were in a state of fermentation. They were
talking about needing better conditions not
only at home and in the streets but in the
shops, where they were treated with less care
and less respect than the machines in the
automobile factories. Having read again just
recently a reminder of what the conditions
were in those shops, I remember that the men
would complain —and I say men in this case
because there were only men employed in
the shop in the Flint area where the sit-down
strike first began and where it was won —so
I’'m talking about this one part of the UAW
which decided the great victory of the or-
ganization.

The men in the shop were recalling in the
58th anniversary issue of their union paper
that the conditions in the shop then were so
vile that they were not only coming down
with diseases, like tuberculosis, and injuries,
like losing fingers and hands, but the air was
so thick with black fumes and smoke, and so
bad from the fumes of the chemicals in the
shop, that even when they took a bath and

time.

Kathieen O’Nan is the chapter organizer of the Los Angeles Metro Chapter of Labor Party
Advocates (LPA). Genora Dollinger, now in her 80s, is an active member of the LPA
chapter, along with her husband Sol Dollinger, also a veteran of the 1936-37 Flint,
Michigan, sitdown strikes. The interview was done on February 4, 1995.

Genora Dollinger played a pivotal role in the
formation of the United Auto Workers (UAW)
and the crucial strikes of 1936-37 in Flint,
Michigan. it is often said that without her
work during the auto sitdown strikes, the
UAW might not exist today. Dollinger was
recently inducted into the Michigan
Women’s Hall of Fame. At the ceremony,
Sophie and Victor Reuther said:

Genora is of the great tradition of Mother
Jones, who in an earlier generation was to
the Mine Workers what Genora became to
the Auto Workers. Aliving legend in her own

Dollinger was only 23 years old when the
strike against General Motors began. She
immediately saw the necessity of developing
a support system for the beleaguered strik-
ers and started a Women’s Auxiliary, in
which women played a role beyond the tra-
ditional one of setting up soup kitchens, the
main role of women’s support groups of the
time. She saw that it was necessary to ex-
plain that the spouses of the strikers had as
much to lose or gain as the strikers them-
selves and therefore had as much business
on the picket lines as the striking men.

The police and the company escalated
their tactics to try to break the strike, in what
became known as the Battle of Bulls Run,

which left 13 unionists shot and many others
injured. Dollinger likewise escalated the tac-
tics of the women, founding the militant
Women’s Emergency Brigade. These women
became the backbone of support for the
strikers, with duties ranging from walking
the picket lines, even when attacked with billy
clubs and tear gas, to outreach in Flint and
other GM cities to gather broader support.

Just after leaving the Dollinger household,
having completed this interview, | turned on
the radio and caught part of a speech by a
UAW retiree, who was talking about how
changes have come about in America. He
said he had been reminded recently of how
the UAW had been formed. His story is dra-
matically different from Genora’s: he said
that Henry Ford had vowed that he would
shut down all of his factories all over the
world before he would ever “permit” a union
to exist in one of them. His wife, “that sweet,
quiet woman,” looked at him and “with gen-
tleness, but firmness” said: “Henry, if you do
that, | shall have to leave you.” The speaker
applauded the courage of Mrs. Ford and
credited her with being the critical factor in
the strikers’ victories. | think thatthe account
which follows is a much more accurate re-
flection of history and of truth.

— Kathleen O’Nan J

washed off and put on clean clothes, when \.
they perspired they had brown sweat because
of the chemicals that had gone into their system.

Worsening Conditions

The worsening of conditions in the shops made these men feel that
they could no longer live this way. And of course their families
suffered just as much, because they were not getting adequate
wages for their long, long hours and unpaid overtime. They had
no control over the hours they worked in the shop. If production
was low, they were called in for two hours, then they were sent
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home, no call-in pay, no nothing. Or they could be asked to work
20 hours. Just keep them right on the job.

So they had no feeling of any human dignity at all — whether
inside the shop or in the streets outside the shop. If a man became
ill — and this happened of course in my case too — and called in
and Shid he was ill (and he had to be very ill to miss a day in the
shop), they would send a man out to investigate, and I mean with
a gun. They would send a man out from General Motors, and he
would come up on your porch and demand to come in your house
and see the employee who was ill.
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Kathleen O’'Nan (left) with Genora Dollinger

It was a threatening situation, where you had no power. The city
was controlled lock, stock, and barrel. The city council and all of
the courts and all of the city administration were controlled by
General Motors. You had no feeling of security on the job at any
time. If you made some remark or some stool pigeon attributed
some remark to you, the boss could come in and just fire you. No
question about it. You had no rights, and you had no seniority.
Whether you had been there a long time or a short time, they put
you on any job they decided they wanted you on.

Total Company Control

If you had to go to the bathroom, these men had to wait for a relief
man sometimes so long that their kidneys and their bladder sys-
tems were really wrecked. Inone case a man brought in a chamber
pot and set it up on the line as a joke about this whole business,
and he was immediately fired just for joking about these things.
You were clocked from the moment you left the line when you
went to the bathroom — a pretty dignified name for this hole in
the wall. There was only one bathroom on each floor of this huge
plant employing thousands of workers. Immediately after you
came out someone would pop in to see if there were any cigarette
butts in the toilet bowl, to see if you used a couple of extra minutes
to smoke a cigarette.

So tremendous speed-up was occurring. General Motors
wanted more and more production. There was less and less con-
sideration for the work force. And the speed-up became so bad
that men were actually cracking up on the job. They would take a
wrench and go after the foreman. Then they would have to appear
before a committee in the city, and they would be sent to what in
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those days was called an insane asylum, in another city close by.
We had a lot of auto workers committed just because they were
strung out so bad that at the least little thing they would react
violently. They had some shutdowns in departments over such
incidents, and this was a harbinger of the future, but it didn’t make
any difference to GM. There was no discussion with the workers
about anything, any of the conditions under which they had to
work.

It became so unendurable that one plant sat down fora few hours
and got away with it the first time. This encouraged everybody
else, because they realized that as one person there was nothing
they could do, but as a department or a group organization they
had more strength.

Q: Let me go back for a minute. Did you say there was one
sit-down that lasted several hours? What did it accomplish?

A: There were several incidents like that, for immediate solution
of a problem on the job. One was over a couple of brothers, the
Perkins brothers, who were fired by Fisher Body Company with-
out any reason whatsoever. The workers just decided that was it.
And they sat down and refused to work. They sat down at their
workbenches and on the line and refused to work until those boys
were brought back in and reinstated. They were two young men,
and General Motors actually had to send people out all over the
city to locate those guys and bring them back into the department
and show that they were on the job again in order for that section
of the plant to start operating again.

It was always a local issue: it was the speed-up, it was somebody
getting injured unnecessarily because the machine wasn’t func-
tioning properly. And these were the things that began to encour-
age workers to thinking that if you got a group to demonstrate, you
got results a hell of a lot quicker than just by pleading and begging
on your Own.

The Role of Radical Organizations

During this whole period of ferment, there is one thing that many
historians don’t stress. I’m sure they have been told about it many
times, but they think that this is something separate and aside from
the general development. That was it in Flint we had a number
of organizations of minority political parties. I was a member of
the Socialist Party. I was one of the founding members of a branch
that was reconstructed after a lapse of several years. We had had
a socialist mayor elected in that city in 1913. And we had a
Communist Party, and during the period of their “‘red trade union™
days they actually organized a walkout at one Fisher Body plant
and they were chased by the police over the county line.

The Proletarian Party had classes constantly, around the clock,
in Marxism, in genuine Marxist study, of Das Kapital, volume
one, volume two, etc. That didn’t include the majority of the
workers, of course, but you had a group in the Proletarian Party
that was very active in Fisher Body in talking to workers, telling
them why these things were coming about and what had to be
dorne.

The Socialist Party organized classes in labor history. It hap-
pened that the headquarters for the Socialist Party, the Proletarian
Party, and the Socialist Labor Party were all in the same big historic
building where the union offices were on one floor. It was an old,
rickety building, but it was something we could afford. And workers
were coming up to find out what could be done and we would get
to know them. We gave classes in labor history to let them know
that there were gains that had been made and that there were
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labor leaders who had given their lives for the
organization of labor.

Then we had a number of old-time Wobblies,
the Industrial Workers of the World TWW),
who were coming to Flint to work in the facto-
ries, and they were not so much political as what
you’d call just damn good “rabble rousers.”
That was a very affectionate term for anyone
who had the courage and the guts to get up there
and blow off against the corporation and dared
them to do something about it.

The Workers Get Some Training

In the beginning the people who came down to
the union hall were very new and were intimi-
dated by the corporation and the whole city
apparatus and felt threatened. Many of them
were followed when they would come to talk
with the unionists, and when they came out they
were beaten badly and would end up with black
eyes and broken bones. In our first strike we
noticed that the secondary leaders in the plant
and groups of people, especially in Chevrolet,
who had gone to classes in labor history, parlia-
mentary procedure, and public speaking and
had all this training before, that they played a
big role. We knew that was part of the reason
why we had such a tremendous victory in our
first strike against the corporation.

I’'m emphasizing the political preparation
that was made for such an event, a strike such
as this. For instance, the Reuther brothers, who
have become famous now because of their role
in the UAW from the beginning to even the
present day (in the case of Victor Reuther), all
attended the Bookwood Labor College, which
was a socialist college, and many of the speakers
who were there were also active in an organization
called the League for Industrial Democracy.

From 1934 to 1936 we socialists organized
these big meetings. We held them in the base-
ment of the largest Methodist church in this
area, and the biggest meetings would be close
to 500 people. We used to get good turnouts for
them. Great discussions were held on the side-
walks after the meetings. We had such speakers
asNorman Thomas, Harry W. Laidler — he was
a fine educator — and Tucker Smith, who later
became prominent in the UAW-CIO. And these
speakers were good. They gave the workers a
vision of a possible society beyond their suffering
day in and day out and made you feel that there
was something there if you were organized. So
this was a preparation that was very important.

Backward Attitudes Toward Women
We had a few women that would come down to
these meetings, but they were most generally
not welcome because they were not members of
the union, and so they were not involved from
the beginning in the union organization. If
women came and wanted to help set up the
strike, they were sent to the kitchen. You know,
that’s where they “belonged,” carrying on the
same duties that they did at home.

That’s what happened to me. The people in
charge of assigning volunteers, men and
women, didn’t know me. I was known to the
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workers in the shop and I was known by all of
the political elements, but these people told me
to go to the kitchen. They didn’t know thatI was
trained as a public speaker and I was an organ-
izer. I just shook my head and said, *I see
you’ve got a lot of skinny men who say they
can’t stay too long on the picket lines and you
can send them out to the kitchen. They can peel
potatoes just a well as a woman.”

And so I started talking to the women. Many
of them had just come from the deep South and
they had very little formal education or political
activity outside of what they got from us at the
union hall. Also the women of the Socialist
Party became active. I got them involved in the
union activities instead of just coming to politi-
cal meetings for a lecture, and they began to talk
to other women. The first time that the shops
went down was December 30, 1936, and there
were some angry women who came down and
said to their husbands,"You come on out of
there. You’re going to lose your job. You’re not
going to have your house, your family, or any-
thing else." And they threatened divorce.

Q: So is this when you formed the
‘Women’s Auxiliary?

A: Yes. I was down there that night and I saw
these men come down with their tails between
their legs like a beaten dog and their buddies up
there sitting down, shutting the plant down,
hooting at them. And ] realized that such women
had a lot of power in the home, and unless
somebody got to them, it would weaken the
strike. Of course, General Motors had the news-
papers and the radios and all other means of
information — the union had very little money.
So we made the announcement at the big mass
meetings that we were organizing the Women’s
Auxiliary. The core group decided that whereas
all of the other AFL auxiliaries were called
Ladies Auxiliaries and they had their box so-
cials and little parties and things like that, but
really didn’t know anything about labor or con-
ditions in the country, we decided we were
women and we didn’t want any of this Jady
stuff, so we called ourselves for the first time in
the American labor movement the Women’s
Auxiliary of the UAW.

The UAW wasn’t really yet formed and
hadn’t had elections. It had workers from
Chevrolet, from Fisher Body, from AC Spark
Plug, from Buick, and so on, but they hadn’t
even separated into their locals yet. We were
able to organize and elect our officers and by-
laws and things like that and start up classes and
start a child care center and a first aid station
with a registered nurse who had joined our
ranks. She used to come down there in her white
uniform, and after we formed the militant part
of the Auxiliary she’d come down in her red
beret and red amm band on her white uniform
and she was treating people who were injured
on the picket lines.

Q: At the height of the activity, how many
strikers were there and how many wemen
were in the Women’s Auxiliary?

A: T can tell you that at the height of our
organization there was close to 1,000. This is a
difficult figure for me to give or for historians
because, for instance, we would get letters,
maybe unsigned, or maybe signed by one per-
son who represented a whole department of
young women. And they wanted us to know
about them, and they would give us one number
in case of emergency, and they would come
immediately. They wanted to be part of our
organization.

Q: So these were women workers?

A: Yes. In the shops.

Q: Plus there were women who were
spouses?

A: Or grandmothers, or daughters. In the Aux-
iliary we had young women from the age of
about 16 or 17, daughters or sisters of workers
in the shop up to women in their late 60s. They
were considered old women in those days.

Q: How many people were on strike in
Flint?

A: We had 17 GM plants that eventually went
down after we shut down Plant No. 4. There
were 14,000 workers alone in the 10 Chevrolet
plants. The Fisher Body Plant No. 1, which
made bodies for Buick, had 7,000. Fisher Body
Plant No. 2, which made bodies for Chevrolet,
I think would be about 2,000 or 3,000. They
were smaller because Chevrolet had plants in
other parts of the country. Buick probably had
around 12,000. AC Spark Plug had probably
about 7,000. This was an auto company town.
Either you were an auto worker or you were just
eating peanuts.

Two Fisher Body plants went down on De-
cember 30. The smaller Fisher Body plant went
on strike because of some big grievance, some
aggravation they couldn’t takd any more and
just shut the plant down, sat down. General
Motors thought, “Don’t pay too much attention
to them. We’ve got other body plants. We can
handle it.”” But then the big Buick Fisher Body
plant had a lot of accumulated grievances, too,
and the same thing happened when they found
out that the smaller Fisher Body plant went
down.

Q: When the sit-down strikes were going
on what role did the women actually play,
and why did you form the Women’s Emer-
gency Brigade?

A: We wanted to get the women involved,
because we knew they were a big factor, and
many husbands knew that they were — in the
home it became impossible because the women
were so frightened. They had to put the food on
the table for the children. They had to have the
milk. They couldn’t just say, “Your dad isn’t
working.” They became very frightened, and
they were very much against the union for shut-
ting off their income. And for some men it was
a big problem that needed to be solved.

But other men remained as macho aseverand
as chauvinistic as ever. They said, “This is our
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fight and these damn women don’t know what’s
" what.” They didn’t discuss these things with
their wives, and they kept them at home even
though women could come up to the union hall
and could even sit in on the meetings and listen,
but they wouldn’t let them.

We had to work on the men. And I did that
primarily by going in when they were having
their mass meetings, when the “‘rabble rousers™
would get them going, rah rah rah and singing
“Solidarity Forever™ and so on. I would go in
there with the same enthusiasm and tell them,
“We’re going to win this and we’re going to win
it together and we’re going to give you hell till
you bring your wives down here and we’ll
convince them that we’re going to have a vic-
tory.”” Many of the men began to encourage
their wives to come down. After so many years
of men telling them it’s none of your damn
business what we do at union meetings they
came down thinking, “What can I do about it?
I don’t belong here, I don’t work in the plant.”

Then we told them, ““Well, you can get a lot
of other women to come along with us and we
can walk the picket lines and we can encourage
and show the city of Flint that they’re not going
to smash our strike.”

Union Day Care Centers

As we brought them in, if they had children, for
instance, they could bring them to our day care
center. The woman in charge of the day care
center was pregnant with her ninth child, and
she would be there with these mothers and their
babies and she would be all enthused — she was
a socialist, to0 — and she would tell them,
“We’re the ones concemed with what we have
to live with in the home and we haven’t enough
to get a washing machine in our home.” And
the others would start talking and saying we
don’t have this and we don’t have that. There
were only about 30 percent of the homes in Flint
that had actual plumbing and bathrooms in
them. We still had outhouses and things like that
in this city, this great company town!

They didn’t have a number of things that
would make women’s lives easier. There was no
possibility of their older children thinking about
going to college. They couldn’t afford such a
thing. The minute one would tum 18 he or she
would stand in the Iong lines and try to getajob.
There were times when you could drive past
these great big factories and see hundreds of
men sitting out on the lawn in front of the
factories just waiting for somebody to come to
the company door and call them in, maybe for
3 or 5 hours of work. So if the children, when
they grew up, could get a job, they considered
it a great success. It was another income, and
young people were very proud to become an
auto worker. What else was there in that city?

The Women Become Active

The women became very active. The only thing
that they had been active in before was perhaps
their churches and that sort of thing but never
where they had a chance to get up and speak or
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to convince somebody else to join. That wasn’t
their job in their churches. The Pentecostal
churches from the South and the big churches,
all of them with the exception of one, were
preaching against the unions — they would tell
them this was Communism coming right over
from Godless Moscow, that all the union leaders
were influenced by Communism — and they
were preaching this every Sunday. Of course,
you’ve heard of Father Coughlin and the
Church of the Little Flower, the Catholic
Church. He had a radio program that had thou-
sands and thousands of listeners, and they were
militant anti-unionists. Then they began an or-
ganization called the Worker’s Alliance, which
were all the scabs, and they were signing them
up and giving them special privileges and prom-
ises and so on.

So we needed the women, and the women
knew that. Participation in the union began to
make it much easier for the women within the
family. And the husbands wouldn’t mind the
children getting taken care of in the neighbor-
hood and getting a second car.

There’s another factor here. At the time of the
strike the president of the bus drivers’ local
called a strike, so it was very difficult for some
workers to get into work. Because even in this
auto town there were an awful lot of workers
who couldn’t get a second car. Women on the
outskirts of town would have to organize coop-
eratives where some of them would stay and
take care of the children, and the men would
have to organize as to how many of them could
get aride or how many women could get down-
town. It was not an easy thing for them, and
when they came down they wanted to make the
most of their time and we wanted that too. So
we put them in classes, and we had the most
wonderful group of women who were changing
almost day by day. You could see them standing
a little taller and talking to the men a little more
sure of themselves.

Many of the men, not all of them, had this
chauvinism that went right straight through this
strike and the whole period. Some of them
thought women shouldn’t be there at all, and we
were called dykes, and some of them said the
young women were just down there seeking out
aman. Andall kinds of things were said by some
of the men. But others who were really union
men and were much more open to having the
forces to build a union and to win a strike were
very grateful and told us many times how happy
they were in their homes since their wives got
active. And some of the wives, believe me, got
very active!

Battle of “Bulls Run”

There was a police attack on the Fisher Body
PlantNo. 2 strikers. The police came down there
and started throwing tear gas canisters into the
plant, and picket lines were formed to hold the
police back, and barricades were set up, and we
had an ensuing battle for anumber of hours, into
the early morning. It was affectionately called

the Battle of Bulls Run, because at the end of it
the bulls [the cops] ran.

I happened to be the only woman on the
picket line at the time when they started firing
buckshot and bullets and throwing fire bombs
and tear gas canisters. All that the workersin the
shop and on the picket lines had were big heavy
car hinges (the kind they used to have on the old
cars). They would throw those at the police.
And they had water hoses that they got from the
plant and they would shoot water at the police.
Now this was in about 16 degree weather —
very cold — and water along the curb would
freeze. As the battle raged on, the men were
urging the people on the sidelines to join them,
telling them what they were really fighting for,
because the radios were saying that revolution
had practically broken out in the city of Flint.

People came and gathered in big groups on
the sides of the barricades, but they were afraid
of the firing. My parents came down because
they thought sure as hell revolution had broken
out and I was a socialist and we were having a
revolution! (My father was very anti-union.)
Then Victor Reuther came over to a group of us
at one point. My brother was there, and some
other young socialists, and we were all busy
making up songs, parodies of familiar melodies,
to get people to sing them, keep their spirits up.
Victor came over, and he said — to try and
prepare us — that we may lose this battle but
we’re going to win the war, so don’t worry about
it. And why we were going to lose this battle
was because the batteries in the sound car were
running down and we might not be able to keep
this source of inspiration for the strikers going.

When he told me that I thought. “My God,
this 1s terrible.” Because I had just seen the
president of the transportation workers jump
over the curb that had water on it and about the
time he looked down blood was running down
his leg into the water, and I thought, “After all
of this sacrifice.” There was something like 16
union people injured that mght, either shot or
beaten, and a number of &ps injured by the
hinges and things.

Appeal to Women to Join the Strikers
I decided that the only way we could get out of
this was to get more women down, and if we
ever got up and made an announcement that
mothers of children were fired on I knew that
the men would break in from the sidelines. I said
I wanted to give a speech while the sound was
still working. I started out talking to the women
of Flint — first I called the cops cowards for
shooting into the bellies of unarmed men and
into the mothers of children — and then T asked
the women to break through. I said, Stand with
your brothers and your husbands and your
sweethearts. Come down here and stand with
us. And one woman started to cross the barri-
cade. A cop grabbed her from the back, but she
slipped out of her coat and got away from him
and started walking down toward us — in that
Continued on page 34
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We Are Half of the Working People of This Country

by Carol McAllister

The following article is based on a presentation to the Workshop on Women’s Rights at the December 10, 1994, Labor Educational Conference
(sponsored by Labor Party Advocates and other organizations) in Toledo, Ohio. Carol is a member of the Executive Board of Local 3414 of the
American Federation of Teachers in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. The previous speaker was Terry Halfacre, a leader of Cleveland NOW.

ln many ways I'm going to take off from
where [the previous speaker] Terry posed the
question, “Is there a way to merge the concerns
of women with [the concerns of] labor?” Her
answer was “Maybe.” I want to talk about three
things and this is my first. I think the answer has
to be ““Yes.” It has to be. Because we are labor,
we are the working people of this country, and
we are the labor movement, and therefore our
concerns, the concerns of halfof all of that, have
to be taken up by the labor movement.

The first thing I want to talk about is exactly
that, that I believe that the labor movement, to
be revitalized, must give attention, serious at-
tention, to the issues and concemns of women. I
think that means at least two things. One is that
they must look at what’s happening in the inde-
pendent women’s movement and support those
struggles. The second thing is that they must
bring into the labor movement — into struggles
of labor — issues and struggles around gender.
And I would also add, around race, because I
think these two things are very closely inter-
twined. In other words, added to the class per-
spective that the labor movement brings, or
should be bringing, to its struggles, there also
needs to be a perspective around gender and
around race.

I think this needs to be done, first of all,
because it’s a simple matter of justice. Why
should half or more of the population of the
working people be cut out of the struggles and
the campaigns of labor? Second, it’s the only
way that the alienation that women have histori-
cally felt from the labor movement and that
people of color have historically felt from the
labor movement will be overcome. And third, I
think it’s also important because it will trans-
form those struggles, and by that I mean both
the struggles of labor and the struggles of women.

Labor Should Support the Right to
Choose
I want to give an example of that, and this is just
one example; you could have others. I want to
use the example of the prochoice, or reproduc-
tive rights, movement. If what I’m suggesting
happens, if labor becomes involved in a serious
way inthe prochoice and the reproductive rights
movement and if that issue comes in and is seen
as an issue of the labor movement, I think it will
transform that struggle.

Step one, it will make very clear that having
achoice does not simply mean keeping the right
to abortion legal. It does not simply mean keep-
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ing clinics open physically, although both of
those things are very important. It also means
creating an economic system and creating eco-
nomic access to the right to have an abortion and
the right to other kinds of contraceptive use.

But even that’s too narrow, because it will
lead to looking at health care in general. You
can’t have the right to choice if you don’t have
the right to reproductive health and, in fact, to
health as a whole. It leads down the road, it
seems to me, to talking about national health
care. That’s one track.

Having the right to choose also meanshaving
the right to choose to have a child or children
and to raise them in a decent and safe environ-
ment. It means having communities that are not
wracked by violence and alienation and hope-
lessness. It means your child has a future in the
school system and beyond — not in jail and not
in debt. It means things like overcoming this
report that was just published in Pittsburgh that
one out of four children in our city — 15,000
children — was either hungry or at risk of
hunger. This is not having a choice. This is a
reproductive rights issue, I would suggest.

And, finally, there’s jobs. And it seems to me
that’s a reproductive rights issue. You cannot
raise children or take care of your own health if
you do not have a job. And you cannot raise
children if you have to have two jobs or if you
have to work 50 or 60 hours a week to make
ends meet.

Part-Time and Unemployed

Women Workers

That leads directly into my second point, which
is that the labor movement has to pay special
attention in this period to two layers of the
working class which I think are particularly
disadvantaged and which are disproportion-
ately made up of women and people of color.
‘What I’m referring to is people who are unem-
ployed, on at least a semipermanent basis, and
therefore dependent on some form of public
assistance or so-called “welfare,” although
people don’t fare very well on welfare. And,
secondly, what is often commonly referred to as
the “working poor,™ or, increasingly, the *“‘con-
tingent” work force — something Terry re-
ferred to. People who work part-time when they
need a full-time job. People who work for tem-
porary agencies. All the major corporations in
Pittsburgh now hire all their clerical workers
through temp agencies. People who work full-
time, year round, sometimes more than a 40-

hour week, get minimum wage or a little bit
above, and cannot make ends meet and do not
have benefits. This is what I’m referring to.

It seems to me the labor movement must take
up the struggles of these people. We must en-
gage in the debate about so-called “welfare
reform,” and we must transform the terms of
that debate so that we’re not talking about re-
forming the welfare system but about providing
a job or a guaranteed annual income, talking
about shortening the workweek so that people
have jobs, so that we’re recognizing that people
who are unemployed still work, they just don’t
get paid forit. It seems to me these are women’s
issues. They are also labor issues, and they have
to come together.

Women Need a Labor Party

My final point is that I think it is particularly
important for women that we have a labor party.
One reason is because all the things I’ve just
talked about and also the issues Terry has re-
ferred to will in no way be addressed, let alone
resolved, without an independent political vehi-
cle for the working class.

Second, because if we continue on with the
lesser evil politics that we’ve been going down
the track of, what we’re going to see, it seems
to me, is increasing division among the people
I’ve been talking about: those on welfare and
those who have a lousy job — that group versus
the people who are somewhat more securely
employed. Between the people who are con-
cemed about how to raise children in a good
environment and the people who ar/concemed
about having the choice to control their repro-
duction. These groups and these issues should
not be counterposed, and that’s what’s happened
with Democratic and Republican politics.

I want to end by reinforcing something that
Terry, the previous speaker, said — if we’re
going to have a labor party and it’s going to
address these issues, then it must include
women and people of color in membership and
in leadership roles. Terry also said she thought
there was a problem when women’s issues were
addressed in separate workshops such as this
one. She advocated that women’s issues be
taken up in the general presentations, not in
separate workshops. In my opinion, a labor
party will have to take up these issues both in
special workshops like this one and in plenary
sessions — we need both — it’s not an either/or
choice. O
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Organizing Labor’s Power to Fight for Women’s
Economic Needs

by Judith Wraight

The following article is an edited transcript of a presentation made by the author to the Workshop on Women's Rights at the December 10, 1994,
Labor Educational Conference (sponsored by Labor Party Advocates and other organizations) in Toledo, Ohio. Judy, a Detroit auto worker for more
than 16 years, is a member of the Executive Board of United Auto Workers (UAW) Local 600 Tool & Die Unit. She is an alternate to the UAW-New
Directions National Organizing Committee, vice chair of UAW-New Directions Region 1-A, a member of Workers Unity Network, and a supporter

of the Trotskyist League.

s a skilled-trades auto worker, I make $21

hour in the UAW. However, I used to be

on welfare, so I have a pretty broad perspective

on some of the situations women can face eco-
nomically.

I agree with the speakers today who have said
we have to redefine the issues and, to some
extent, change the language being used to talk
about women’s needs. For example, I think
“personal survival” issues are not just “per-
sonal.” In earlier societies, women producing
children were looked on as social producers,
and they were taken care of as such. Today,
women are dependent on the family structure,
usually with just one other person. If dad breaks
his leg, or dad loses his job, or dad’s an alco-
holic, all of a sudden you have a chaotic situ-
ation where a woman who has dedicated her life
to working at home is left without anything.

A Job Should Mean a Living Wage

I also think we have to redefine what a job is.
Minimum wage “jobs™ are not jobs — they are
starve-yourself-to-make-somebody-else-rich rip-
offs. We need to define a job as something with
a decent wage — I think the $12.50 per hour
proposed by the previous speaker sounds great!

We also have to remember we’re dealing
today with a capitalist market economy. What
happens is that the bosses say: “We’re paying
this woman what she’s worth.” Well, a woman
is “worth> exactly what she and her family need
to live on. And what they need to live on in-
cludes everything that is socially necessary.
That includes all the modern necessities and
conveniences that have been developed — I'm
not talking about living in the Stone Age —
including rights to education and similar things.

Furthermore, the market economy we’re
dealing with is worldwide. Women traditionally
have been given jobs that pay less because they
have been less organized, and women world-
wide still are not organized. The women who
make the tennis shoes and the shoes that I'm
wearing and most of these clothes are working
for 3 to 30 cents an hour, and they often are fired
when they are 25 years old. (Too old to keep up
the pace!) We need to be thinking about ways
to unite globally with the women who are work-
ing in these plants, as well as women working
in the plants here in the U S.
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From Women’s Rights Workshop at Toledo LPA Conference

Resolutions on Women’s Issues for Labor Party Platform

where it was adopted in a straw vote.

Among those at the Women’s Rights Work-
shop, there was unanimous agreement to
present the following resolutions for consid-
eration on the Labor Party platform.

Given that:

(1) there are 44 million women workers in
this country, which means that more
than 6 out of every 10 adult women are
employed for wages, and 5 out of every
6 %f these 44 million are not organized;
an

{2) approximately 80 percent of employed
women are in routine, low-paid, mostly
dead-end and often stressful, unhealthy,
and insecure jobs; and

(3) only 20 percent are covered by private
pension plans.

We recommend:

1. The Labor Party should take a strong pro-
choice position in favor of a woman’s full
reproductive freedom. This includes her
right to choose abortion without legal,
economic, or other impediments. Full re-
productive freedom also requires univer-
sal access to comprehensive health care.
In addition, women should have the
choice to bear and rear children in a social
and economic context which supports the
needs of all types of families.

2. The Labor Party and trade unions should
promote quality, worksite child care, as
well as provide child care at Labor Party
meetings, union meetings, and other la-
bor gatherings. Both men and women
should be responsible to see that this is

\

The following text was reported fromthe Women’s Rights Workshop to a plenary session
of the Labor Party Advocates conference held in Toledo, Ohio, December 1011, 19%,

4. Women and People of Color must have

done, as well as to care for children’s
needs in general.

3. The Labor Party and the labor movement
must promote meetings and discussions
concerning domestic violence and vio-
lence in the workplace. We must create an
atmosphere which supports women who
resist violence and which condemns per-
petratars.

central leadership roles in the Labor Party
and the labor movement. Their issues
must be integral to the discussion of all
agenda and platform points. For example,
any discussion of jobs is incomplete with-
out discussing pay equity, job segrega-
tion, and the exploitation of women’s
unpaid labor in the home. There should be
conscious and active efforts to recruit
women and People of Color as members
and leaders of the Labor Party.

5, The Labor Party and traé unions should
promote the organizing of all working
women — waged and unwaged — and
seek new strategies for organizing women
based on their particular work situations
and real interests and needs. For example,
this may include working with women to
link community and workplace struggles,
and political strikes and demonstrations
over issues such as a $15.00 minimum
hourly wage. The only effective way to
bring women and People of Color into
activity in the Labor Party and the labor
movement is to support and participate in
their struggles. y

Employers Who “Can’t Afford” a
Decent Wage

Another issue we need to address is the claim
by business owners that they can’t afford to pay
aliving wage. Small businesses employ over 50
percent of the workers in this country. I’ve

worked for a lot of small businesses. The first
thing they’1l tell you is, “We can’t afford to give
youa decent wage....we can’t afford to do this.”
So we need a program that addresses the needs
of the people who work for these small busi-

Continued on page 36
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New Teamster Elections: Will the
Rank and File Win Again?

by Charles Walker

...we reaffirm our belief that only through their
unions can workers be protected and prosper
and only with the allegiance of its members and
the mutual support of united labor organizations
can the Union survive....

— Preamble, IBT Constitution

ee years have rushed by since Teamster
President Ron Carey’s stunning election
victory swept the Old Guard from the interna-
tional union’s highest offices. As a group, the
losers were one of the most outrageous, self-
serving bureaucratic cliques ever to fasten and
fatten itself from the dues dollars of American
and Canadian trade unionists. On balance,
Carey has demonstrated a remarkable first-term
leadership, despite the toughest times since the
Great Depression, and a bitter, unforgiving Old
Guard opposition.

In three national contract negotiations, Carey
WOn non-concessionary agreements on major
costitems and job security and secured compen-
sating trade-offs on secondary items. The Carey
administration courageously broke with labor’s
postwar policy and defied a federal court in-
Jjunction, as well as scores of regional and local
union officers, when the union struck United
Parcel Service, caught welching on a freshly
signed national agreement (ratified 61,387 to
30,640). Then the New Teamsters struck the
master freight contract employers for twenty-
four days and won a major defensive victory
(ratified 67,784 to 15,729).

Whether finessing a respectable agreement,
despite an adverse relationship of forces, as
during the 1992 carhaul negotiations (ratified
8,526 to 685); or striking hardnose bosses, the
ratification votes indicate that Carey did not
disappoint the affected members.

However, two months before the freight
strike, the membership defeated Carey’s dues
increase proposal by a unionwide 3 to 1 margin.
The Old Guard claimed credit for organizing the
rejection, which meant that the strike fund
would go broke, due to the looming freight
strike. Clearly many members had not seen
enough critical changes to offset the view that
the union is just another hand in their pockets.
Carey agreed and said, “Whether they voted
Yesor No, members are frustrated because there
are still officials who hold great power but are
not accountable to the members they serve.”

From day one, Carey has had to fight the Old
Guard’s junkyard dog opposition to every major
issue that separates the New Teamsters from the
past. To the misleaders’ red-meat concerns of
collecting dues and maintaining labor peace,
they added their unrelenting opposition to
Carey’sreforms. Finally, Carey said, “T’ve tried
to work real hard to build relationships with
local union officers, whether they were on my
team or not. I want them to know that Ron Carey
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represents all Teamsters. But the reality is that
the olive branch approach is not working.” So
thirty months after taking office, Carey abol-
ished the union’s area conferences, a secondary
layer of bureaucratic privilege and abuse which
cost the members $15 million a year, was a
hothouse for cronyism, nepotism, and business
unionism, and later served as bunkers from
which to waylay Carey as he sought to parry
attacks from employers.

Carey’s Opponents Regroup

With the conferences gone, Carey’s opponents
now use the joint councils and local unions as
they used the conferences, where they orga-
nized scabbing on their own union’s strike
against United Parcel Service. They also took a
page from the Teamsters for a Democratic
Union (TDU) and cobbled together a unionwide
political caucus led by regional and local offi-
cers, including R.V. Durham, Joe Hogan, Larry
Brennan, and Chuck Mack. Their declared in-
tent is to act as a “shadow government™ and
“support vulnerable officials in the Fall 1994
elections and go on to elect delegates in 1995
and fight the election of 1996.”

Central to their election strategy is promoting
James Hoffa, Jr., son of the well-known Jimmy
Hoffa, as their banner-bearer. They hope to
trade on the father’s reputation for gaining
bountiful contracts. Whatever Hoffa’s achieve-
ments actually were, Hoffa did not create the
post—World War I economic boom, which was
ending when Hoffa was jailed. In fact, all major
unions obtained contract improvements during
the boom years. Nevertheless, the Hoffa name
and myths are an added obstacle Carey did not
face in 1991. There’s a saying that honest folks
may benefit when crooks fight among them-
selves. In 1991, Carey’s opponents were split
and warring against each other. No one should
assume that Carey’s opponents will repeat their
1991 stupidity in the upcoming election.

Hoffa will seek to benefit from the wide-
spread anti-incumbent mood, especially among
the hundreds of thousands of Teamsters who
work under local contracts that are outside of
Carey’s authority. Hoffa also will seek to draw
to himself the votes that defeated Carey’s dues
increase proposal. With Hoffa’sname recognition,
a unified slate, a political caucus funded with
union dues, and the Old Guard’s control of most
joint councils and a majority of the local unions,
Carey’s opponents might split the anti-incumbent
vote just enough to drive Carey from office.

A Rank and File Proposal

The freight strike experience reveals a powerful
answer to Carey’s problem of how to offset or
reduce the Old Guard’s election strengths. During
the freight strike, Carey’s communications with

the ranks were blocked by many regional and
local officials. Carey partially solved the prob-
lem by organizing a unionwide fax network that
operated on a volunteer basis. Daily bulletins
were faxed to localities, and the volunteers hur-
ried to the picket lines to pass on the news. As
aresult, the freight pickets were among the most
knowledgeable Teamster strikers in recent times.
What was leamed was that Carey needs a way to
be in close contact with the ranks, or the members
will remain in the grip of the local misleaders.

Above all, what was learned is that there are
dedicated members who are ready to answer
Carey’s call to join in and help out. The freight
strike experience can be built upon by Carey
establishing an official arm of the union where
union builders join together on projects ranging
from member education, picket-line solidarity,
community outreach, and of course, the impor-
tant matter of organizing the unorganized. Such
a bold initiative would undermine, if not break
down, the business unionist barriers that sur-
round local unions and prevent would-be activ-
ists from drawing inspiration and strength from
common endeavors.

Carey has the staffs from the organizing and
educational departments, as well as the Team-
ster Leadership Academy to draw on for plan-
ning and allocating resources. Carey has vice
presidents and international representatives to
provide oversight. And certainly there are
enough members likely to be attracted to a
program of real union activism, for many locals
have some self-sacrificing members who show
up on picket lines, distribute organizing flyers,
staff phone banks, and much, much more. What
is needed is the recognition that just as Carey
boldly abolished the conferences and curbed the
power of the Old Guard, Carey could nowmove
boldly in the localities and expand the power of
the membership. A union organization of activ-
ist members who are a daily face-to-face link
with the mactive majority could go a long way
toward reducing the cynicism that underlies the
apathy and the raw anti-incumbent feelings that
could work against Carey’s re-election.

Make no mistake: this is not a proposal for
another union caucus with a political agenda for
gaining union office and using the power for
better or for worse. Nevertheless, such an or-
ganization would naturally be a barrier to the
return of the fat cats who once saw the intema-
tional union as their country club, complete with
condos, limos, and jets. Carey hasa lot of power,
but he still lacks the transmission belt to connect
his power to the power of the ranks.

The 1991 Teamsters election raised hopes in
the labor movement that a sea change in labor
history was in the making. And today, Carey’s
supporters are more numerous than they were
three years ago. No one’s hopes were higher
than that of Teamster reformers and activists. Of
course, they are not so numerous as to vote
Carey into officeall by themselves. But they can
be the gear that turns the wheel. It’s Carey’s job
to align the gear and the wheel and to set them
in motion. a
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Rutgers Students Rise Up Against Racism

by Tom Barrett

utgers University, once an elite private men’s

college, has been since 1965 the state uni-
versity of New Jersey. Some 47,000 students are
now enrolled at its three campuses — in Cam-
den, Newark, and New Brunswick, the original
and largest campus. As in most state universities
in the Northeast, the majority of students come
from working-class families, and nearly 70 per-
cent receive some form of financial aid. About
31 percent of the students are people of color,
about 10 percent are African American.

Rutgers’s liberal president, Francis L.
Lawrence, has during his tenure supported ac-
tive recruitment of freshmen from the state’s
large African American and Latino populations.
In discussing the issue in a report to the faculty
senate at the Camden campus on November 11,
1994, he said, “The average SATs [scholastic
aptitude test scores — combined verbal and
mathematical] for African-Americans is 750
[the highest possible combined score is 1600].
Do we set standards in the future so we don’t
admit anybody? Or do we deal with a disadvan-
taged population that doesn’t have that genetic,
hereditary background to have a higher average?”

His remarks were leaked to a Newark news-
paper on January 31, causing a storm of protest.
The most dramatic occurred at halftime during
the Rutgers — University of Massachusetts bas-
ketball game on February 7. A lone woman
student sat down in the middle of the court and
refused to move. In a spontaneous outpouring
of solidarity with the African American stu-
dents, over 200 students joined her, forcing
suspension of the game. Though Rutgers’s bas-
ketball coach forbade his players from com-
menting on the protest or the controversy
around Lawrence, it has been revealed that the
players not only supported the demonstration
but had considered refusing to play as a protest
against Lawrence’s racist remarks.

A much larger rally, called by a broad antira-
cist student group called the United Student
Coalition, was held on campus the following
day. It demanded that Lawrence resign and that
the university’s Board of Governors fire him if
he refused.

Lawrence Attempts to Retreat

Because his words were captured on audiotape,
President Lawrence could not credibly deny
them. Instead, he apologized and attempted to
claim that he “didn’t mean it,” and that his
career record demonstrates his dedication to
providing higher education to minority students.
That was sufficient for Republican Govemor
Christine Todd Whitman, for the editors of the
New York Times, and even for Paul Robeson,
Jr., the son of one of Rutgers’s most distin-
guished alumni. However, it was not sufficient
for the United Student Coalition. Though state
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politicians, African American faculty members,
and even the Board of Govemors’ only African
American member, attempted to portray the
affair as a mere “‘misunderstanding,” the anti-
racist students have refused to retreat from their
demand that Lawrence quit or be fired.

The protests culminated in a demonstration
outside the Board of Governors meeting at the
Newark campus on February 11. After five
hours of speeches on both sides of the issue, the
Board unanimously refused either to fire
Lawrence or to ask for his resignation; it did
“repudiate™ his remarks and called on the uni-
versity administration to propose a blueprint for
“multicultural life>” at Rutgers.

The United Student Coalition is not buying
it. As long as Lawrence is president of Rutgers,
the Coalition says that protests will continue.

Should the Students Demand
Lawrence’s Ouster?

Francis Lawrence is, to be sure, not a strident
reactionary nor an open white supremacist. He
has his defenders, within the student body and
within the African American community. A
New York Times editorial (February 8, 1995)
best summarized Lawrence’s defenders’ point
of view:

Mr. Lawrence apologized for the comments
in an eloquent and convincing fashion, describ-
ing the remarks as accidental and unrelated to
his beliefs. This claim is buttressed by his dis-
tinguished record as an advocate of minority
students, both at Tulane University, where he
served as vice president, and at Rutgers, where
he assumed the presidency five years ago.
Members of the university community have
rallied to his defense. Paul Robeson Jr., son of
the noted black singer and Rutgers alumnus,
said yesterday that he was “absolutely con-
vinced” that Mr. Lawrence’s remarks bore no
real relationship to his beliefs.

That seems a sound inference, given Mr.
Lawrence’s record. That record, together with
the unqualified apology and the vigorous sup-
port shown by Mr. Robeson and others, suggests
that Mr. Lawrence still deserves a chance to
save his presidency....

1t is difficult to understand how the Times s
editorial writer and other defenders of
Lawrence have become so completely divorced
from reality. First, on the remarks themselves:
it is difficult to believe that a university presi-
dent — presumably an intelligent and educated
man — could allege that African Americans are
intellectually inferior for biological reasons un-
less he had considered his words carefully and
believed what he said. Such “scientific’” justi-
fications for racism are not new, and reputable
scientists have proved them conclusively false
over and over again. Anyone claiming the quali-
fications to be president of an educational insti-
tution, particularly a state university with a 31

percent enrollment of students of color, would
without a doubt be familiar with this old and
rotten controversy, especially in light of the
publication last year of The Bell Curve, a thor-
oughly racist and reactionary book by Charlés
Murray and Richard Hermstein.

Such genetic “theories™ have been used to
justify the Nazi Holocaust, the imprisonment of
Soviet dissidents’ families in the Gulag (on the
basis of the false notions of Lysenko, a favorite
of Joseph Stalin), Jim Crow segregation, and
South African apartheid. It is absolutely incon-
ceivable that anyone, especially a university
president, would even hint at legitimizing them
carelessly. The only thing Lawrence was care-
less about was keeping his words hidden. Either
Lawrence truly believes what he said, or he is
not qualified to be president of Rutgers on the
grounds of simple stupidity.

Second, the problem of racism at Rutgers
goes far beyond President Lawrence and the
remarks he made at Rutgers-Camden last No-
vember. In fact, as United Student Coalition
leader Otis Rolley explained on NBC’s “Today
Show’” on February 9, Lawrence’s statement is
completely consistent with racist policies which
are mstitutionalized at Rutgers. His so-called
“distinguished record as an advocate of minor-
ity students™ is actually a record of paternalism
and assimilationism toward African American
students. He has failed to consider the possibil-
ity of cultural biases built into standardized tests
and indeed pervading the entire higher-educa-
tion curriculum; he is oblivious to the reflection
within the university community of the racism
of the broader society, which is overt and brutal
in the state of New Jergey. Lawrence might as
well have added, “Some of my best friends are
Negroes™ to his so-called “apology*; he is that
far out of touch.

Lawrence’s completely racist and stupid re-
marks demonstrate conclusively that he is unfit
to be president of Rutgers; the United Student
Coalition deserves credit for mobilizing stu-
dents of color and antiracist white students
around the demand for Lawrence’s resignation.

Even if the student protests are insufficient to
force Lawrence to reconsider and resign or to
force the Board of Governors to reverse itself
and fire him, the students have every right to be
proud of what they have accomplished already.
Especially by creatively seizing the opportunity
of a nationally televised basketball game, they
have called the entire country’s attention to the
problem of racism which is inherent in Ameri-
can capitalist society, and made a big contribu-
tion to educating non-African American
working people on the need to reject racism and
to respect the right of people of color to deter-
mine their own destinies. a
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tis with the greatest sadness and pain that we

gather here this afternoon, for we already
miss our brother. And we will go on missing
him, honoring him, respecting him, and remem-
bering him. And we know that it takes a genera-
tion to produce the kind of African American
manhood, the kind of freedom fighter, the kind
of trade unionist, the kind of husband, father,
friend, brother, and comrade who was Nathaniel
Blandon. So while we mourn, we are also here
to celebrate his life. And what a life Brother
Nathaniel gave us — all of us who loved and
appreciated him.

Brother Nathaniel was a member of BWFJ’s
National Steering Committee. He leaves us a
great legacy...a legacy of discipline, commit-
ment, humility, and selflessness that we value
and cherish in the Black Workers for Justice. He
leaves us a legacy of uncompromising dedica-
tion to the struggle against the exploitation of
working people and for effective trade union-
ism; against the oppression of all people and
especially for the liberation of the African
American people, as represented by the move-
ment to “Organize the South™ and to establish
an independent political movement in the South
which truly represents the aspirations of the
African American and oppressed people.

Brother Nathaniel also leaves us a clear leg-
acy of the stand of the most sincere and con-
scious African American men, and men in
general, who resolutely oppose sexism and
male chauvinism, and who without fanfare, at-
tempt to put their words into practice. Nat not
only believed in women’s equality, but, in my
opinion, he also understood its true political
significance to the next stages of the struggles
of oppressed people all over the world. And he
wasn’t afraid of this question, but sought to
understand it and embraced it.

Nat, as he liked to be called, was firm and
clear in his stand against racism and white su-
premacy. His ability to study important ques-
tions from every angle and in practically every
aspect was one of his qualities that gained our
respect and admiration. And we were relying on
and looking forward to his continued growth
and contributions to our understanding of key
questions as a workers movement. One of the
questions he was studying thoroughly for the
Black Workers Movement was the question of
the South African liberation and trade union
struggles. Black Workers for Justice had as-
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sessed the South African struggle as centrally
important to the new stage of the worldwide
liberation struggles — led by the working class.
Brother Nathaniel was leading the work of on-
going analysis for us.

I want to quickly read a few passages from
some of Brother Nathaniel’s writings and analy-
sis — so that we can more deeply understand
his legacy to our future and ongoing work.
About the struggle for women’s equality he
wrote:

The BWFJ Women’s Commission has noted
how patriarchal tendencies are manifested in a
variety of ways. Some of them are blaming the
larger society for sexism and refusing to carry
out a struggle within our midst, refusing to
acknowledge the specific oppression of women
and seeing only wage slavery, making the strug-
gle against sexism purely verbal, silent concili-
ation to male dominance, refusing to deal with
criticism of male chauvinism because it is “too
harsh,” vacillating in following the leadership
and guidance of women. These are all forms of
male resistance to the struggle for women’s
equality and rights. And they must be chal-
lenged.

He went on to say:

We are not seeking unity just for unity’s sake.
We seek unity in the battle against patriarchy,
male supremacy, and sexism, and for women’s
equality. When Black women struggle to defeat
such oppression, a byproduct is forging a higher
level of unity within the larger Black commu-
nity. For men to be allies, real...unity is deter-
mined by their concrete actions against male
dominance everywhere....Understanding that
Black males share many of the “typical Ameri-
can sexist views of women” doesn’t relieve us
of the responsibility of fighting against such
views and behavior. If anything, it places a
greater burden upon us to be more vigilant and
consistent.

On the struggle against racism and white
supremacy, Brother Nathaniel wrote:

Organized labor has often urged Black work-
ers to ignore the issue of racism for the sake of
“unity”” inthe ranks of labor. Rarely has it taken
the lead in actively combating racism and dis-
crimination within its ranks....It is time for or-
ganized labor and progressive workers tomount
a conscious counterattack against the resur-
gence of racism and white supremacy. Most
importantly, white workers must begin to see
the fight against racism and white supremacy as
a crucial part of their own program for libera-

tion. No fundamental issue facing the working
class — whether wages, anti-concession con-
tracts, health care, unemployment, runaway
shops, housing, education, etc. — can be solved
without dealing with the injustices against
Black Americans.

And in one of his last studies on the South

Affrican struggle, Brother Nathaniel wrote:

To many people in the world, the Congress of
South African Trade Unions (COSATU) has
come to represent more than just a trade union
but also 2 movement of working people and the
poor for freedom. During the “liberation elec-
tions,” there was fear among many that withthe
loss of a substantial section of'its leadership into
Parliament and the pressures from the imperial-
ist and business community, COSATU would
be too weakened to effectively continue. Pleas-
antly, this has not been the case. The post-elec-
tion strike wave has shown COSATU’s intent to
transform political democracy into economic
democracy for the masses of people....Over
100,000 workers from the metal, mining, textile,
commercial, and public union sectors have gone
on strike in South Affrica since the elections.

For Black Workers for Justice and for the
workers’, women’s equality, and Black Free-
dom movements, these words and writings re-
flect the high level of thinking and analysis that
Brother Nathaniel was helping to provide for us.
This level of thinking can only be produced —
not by fancy self-centeredness — but only by
hard work, dedication, commitment. ..and cor-
rect politics.

Our hearts go out to Brother Nathaniel’s fam-
ily: his wife Mindy and his sons Derek and
Andre, and to his mother and his sister and to
all of his friends and coworkers who shared life
on a daily basis with him. We deeply share his
loss with you, and we will never forget him. We
remember, Mindy, how warm, generous, and
hospitable you, Brother Nat, and your family
were to us all the time, with us ganging up at
your house on so many occasions. And we’ll
still be coming whenever you’ll have us, sister.
We love you and the boys. We are all part of the
same family. Rest assured we will carry on the
work he dedicated his life to.

Thanks so much to everyone for enduring
this heartfelt tribute to Nat. d
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Labor Party

and Revolutionary

Marxism in the United States

by Paul Le Blanc

ome critics of the labor party idea complain

that it is too “Marxist,” while others con-
demn it for not being Marxist enough! This
article is addressed to both such critics. It isalso
offered as a contribution to the discussion
among all thoughtful activists on how to build
a party capable of bringing about the genuine
democratic rule of the working-class majority
in the United States.

The Influence of Marx in the U.S.
Labor Movement

It is false to assume that “Marxist™ ideas are
simply the monopoly of the discredited bureau-
cratic dictatorships of the USSR and Eastern
Europe — which dishonestly claimed to be
“socialist republics” and “people’s democra-
cies” and “Marxist” in order to cover up the
ugliness of their own corrupt rule. The fact is
that for many years, some of the most prominent
representatives of the American labor move-
ment have looked to Karl Marx and his comrade
Frederick Engels as being the source of valuable
ideas for the working class. This is because they
understood that Marx and Engels were not in
favor of some kind of dictatorship over the
working class, but instead were in favor of
democracy: they defended the interests of the
working class — and wanted workers, the ma-
jority class, to be in control.

Samuel Gompers, a founderand the longtime
president of the American Federation of Labor
(AFL), described Karl Marx as a “genius...
[whose] influence contributed to emphasize the
necessity for organization of wage-eamers in
trade unions and the development of economic
power prior to efforts to establish labor govern-
ment through political methods.” Marx’s influ-
ence can be found in the preamble which
Gompers and others put forward for the AFL’s
constitution in 1886: ““a struggle is going on in
all the nations of the civilized world, between
oppressors and the oppressed of all countries, a
struggle between the capitalist and the laborer,
which grows in intensity from year to year, and
will work disastrous results to the toiling mil-
lions, if they are not combined for mutual pro-
tection and benefit.” According to Gompers:
“Some of my early shopmates were zealous
Socialists of the Marxian school. They were as
high-minded a group of idealists as can be

found. They were working hard to establish
trade unions.”” Among “the Socialists who were
personal students of Karl Marx,” Gompers
noted, were immigrant workers ‘“who helped to
lay the foundation for the American trade union
movement....I learned to appreciate these men
as friends and to value their counsel.”’ These
are things that the elderly Gompers wrote in his
autobiography. Long after he became a conser-
vative figure in the labor movement, he retained
his respect for Marx!

A similar respect was expressed at the found-
ing convention of the Industrial Workers of the
World {WW) by Eugene V. Debs, the founder
and president of the American Railway Union
who became a popular socialist leader: “Karl
Marx, the profound economic philosopher, who
will be known in future as the great emancipa-
tor, uttered the inspiring shibboleth a half a
century ago: ‘Workingmen of all countries,
unite; you have nothing to lose but your chains;
you have a world to gain.’” Elaborating on
Marx’s thought, Debs continued: ““You workers
are the only class essential to society; all others
can be spared, but without you society would
penish. You produce the wealth, you support
government, you create and conserve civiliza-
tion. You ought to be, can be and will be the
masters of the earth.” In later years, Marx’s
influence was strong among many of those who
built the unions on which was based the Con-
gress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), and
later the AFL-CIO — unions of mine workers
and steel workers, garment workers and cloth-
ing workers, auto workers and electrical work-
ers, transit workers and teamsters, longshore-
men and maritime workers, office workers and
hospital workers, teachers and social workers,
and many others.

A majority of unionized workers have never
been socialists, and a majority of AFL-CIO
union leaders have never read Karl Marx. But
this doesn’t mean that because a particular idea
is associated with Marx, it is something that
should be rejected. Had that happened in the
past, the American labor movement would
never have been built.

What Marx and Engels Thought
From the 1840s onward, Karl Marx and Fred-
erick Engels were partisans of the working class

“winning the battle of democracy.” They be-
lieved that working people (including men and
women of all racial and ethnic backgrounds,
those who were employed and unemployed,
young and old, individual breadwinners and all
family members) should build a mass move-
ment of the great majority that would fight for
the interests of the great majority of the people.
At the heart of this mass movement, they be-
lieved, would be strong trade unions and an
independent labor party. This working-class
party, Marx and Engels urged, should take po-
litical power and initiate a series of far-reaching
social and economic reforms that would lead to
the transformation of society along socialist
lines. The economy — especially the major
financial institutions, the factories, mines, trans-
portation and communication systems, etc. —
would be owned and democratically controlled
by society asa whole. This would make possible
anew way of life in which all people, not just a
relatively rich minornity, could live in dignity
and freedom: the free development of each per-
son would become the condition for the free
development of all.

These ideas are drawn from their pamphlet
the Communist Manifesto, but they can be
found in all of the major writings of Marx and
Engels, including their writings about the
United States. In the wake of the mass strike
wave that swept the United States in 1877, for
example, Marx correctly predicted that the
workers would be defeated but hoped that the
upsurge might “form the starting point for the
establishment of a serious labor party in the
United States™ which — because of the betrayal
of Black Reconstruction and the initiation of
anti-farmer policies by the ruling Republican
Party — would tum ex-slaves and small farmers
into “allies of the workers™ in such anew party.>

Despite some labor party f&ment in the late
1870s and early 1880s, the party Marx hoped
for still hadn’t come into being when he died in
1883. But workers needed such a party, he and
Engels believed, because the existing Demo-
cratic and Republican parties were not capable
of consistently and genuinely representing the
imnterests of the working class. Their view was
clearly expressed in the early 1890s by Engels,
who observed that “wholly different strata and
interests are represented in each of the two big
parties, depending on the locality, and to a very
large extent each of the two parties contains
representatives of nearly every particular sec-
tion of the possessing class [i.e., Big Business],
though foday big industry on the whole forms
the core of the Republicans, just as big landed
property in the South forms that of the Demo-
crats.” He added that “‘the apparent hap-
hazardness of this jumbling together provides

1. Samuel Gompers, Seventy Years of Life and Labor, Vol. I (New York: E.P. Dutton and Co., 1926), pp. 51, 381; “The AFL, 1886 Preamble,” Albert Fried, ed., Except
to Walk Free: Documents and Notes in the History of American Labor (Garden City, NY: Anchor Books, 1974), p. 153.

2. Eugene V. Debs, “Industrial Unionism,” Writings and Speeches of Eugene V. Debs, ed. by Joseph M. Bernstein (New York: Hermitage Press, 1948), p. 235. Popular
histories documenting the Marxist influence in the U.S. labor movement include Sidney Lens, Radicalism in America (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1969); Thomas
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the splendid soil for the corruption and the
exploitation of the government that flourish
over there so extensively.”

According to Engels, “Nowhere do “politi-
cians’ form a more separate and powerful sec-
tion of the nation than precisely in North
America....[W]e find here two great gangs of
political speculators, who alternately take pos-
session of the state power and exploit it by the
most corrupt means and for the most corrupt
ends—and the nation is powerless against these
two great cartels of politicians, who are osten-
sibly its servants but in reality dominate and
plunder it.”*

For a short time, in 1886-87, there was an
impressive upsurge of labor party activity in
several U.S. cities, which made Engels optimis-
tic. “The first great step of importance for every
country newly entering into the [labor and so-
cialist] movement is always the constitution of
the workers as an independent political party,
no matter how, so long as it isa distinct workers’
party,” he commented. Noting that the initial
program of the labor party in the U.S., influ-
enced by the “single-tax™ panacea of Henry
George, was “still confused and extremely de-
ficient,”” he stressed: *““The masses must have
time and opportunity to develop, and they have
the opportunity only when they have a move-
ment of their own — no matter what form so
long as it is their own movement — in which
they are driven forward to learn by their own
mistakes and learn from their experience.”
Making reference to the Knights of Labor,
which was a component of this labor party
ferment, Engels insisted that the confusion and
shortcomings of this first nationwide labor or-
ganization were unavoidable: “They are con-
stantly in full process of development and
revolution; a heaving, fermenting mass of plas-
tic material seeking the shape and form appro-
priate to its inherent nature.” He saw this as
being true of the labor party movement as a
whole: “The great thing is to get the working
class to move as a class; that once obtained,
they will soon find the right direction, and all
who resist, Henry George or [the Knights of
Labor leader Terence] Powderly, will be leﬁ out
in the cold with small sects of their own.”

Engels was also concemed that some social-
ists in the United States would be left out in the
cold with a small sect of their own. He com-
plained that they “do not know how to use their
theory as [a] lever to set the American masses
in motion; most of them do not understand the
[Marxist] theory themselves and treat it in a
doctrinaire and dogmatic way as something that
has got to be learned by heart and which will
then satisfy all requirements without more ado.
To them it is a credo and not a guide to action.”
He viewed the Socialist Labor Party, with its
several thousand members but limited influence

4. Ibid, pp. 298-299, 327.
5.Ibid, pp. 312,287,314.
6. Ibid, pp. 311-312, 287, 314, 315.
7. Ibid, pp. 310, 315, 285.

within the working class and nonexistent elec-
toral presence, as “a party in name only.” Too
many would-be Marxists, turning theory into
holy dogma, tended “to keep aloof from any
movement which did not accept that dogma.”
No better were those who “make the inevitable
confusion of the first start [in the new labor
party] worse confounded by forcing down peo-
ple’s throats things which, at present, they can-
not properly understand, but which they will
soon learn. ™

Rather than indulging in abstention or stri-
dent interventions, revolutionary socialists should
act “as a ferment, and at the same time undergo,
themselves, a good deal of useful and necessary
fermentation.” In order to teach, it was neces-
sary to learn, to interact, to grow as part of the
living movement of the working class. Social-
ists should “go in for any real general working-
class movement, accept its actual starting point
as such, and work it gradually up to the theoreti-
cal level by pointing out how every mistake
made, every reverse suffered, was a necessary
consequence of mistaken theoretical views in
the original program [of the labor party]: they
ought, in the words of the Communist Mani-
Jfesto, “to represent in the movement of the
present the future of the movement.”*” Engels
predicted that — because “the causes that
brought into existence the abyss between the
working class and the capitalist class” are the
same everywhere — the platform of the labor
party would eventually “proclaim, as the ulti-
mate end, the conquest of political supremacy
by the working class, in order to effect the direct
appropriation of all means of production —
land, railways, mines, machinery, etc. — by
society at large, to be worked in common by all
for the account and benefit of all.””’

Trotsky on the Labor Party
Among the most important Marxists of the 20th
century were Viadimir Ilyich Lenin and Leon
Trotsky. They helped build the Russian Social
Democratic Labor Party and in 1917 led its
revolutionary wing —known as the Bolsheviks
— in making a workers revolution in their own
country. This, they believed, would help spark
working—class uprisings throughout the world
capable of establishing working-class rule in all
countries. In Russia and elsewhere they were
opposed by more moderate socialists (who
came to be known as Social Democrats) in-
clined to make deals with or even sell out to the
capitalists. To differentiate themselves from
these moderate socialists, those adhering to
Lenin’s and Trotsky’s orientation called them-
selves Communists, and large Communist par-
ties in many countries were organized for the
purpose of leading the workers to victory.
Capitalism proved to be more durable than
anticipated, and the moderate Social Democrats

in many countries proved able to retain substan-
tial working-class support. What’s more, the
powerful policies of military and economic hos-
tility by the capitalist world isolated the eco-
nomically impoverished Soviet Union, whose
Communist government under Lenin and
Trotsky felt it was necessary to strictly curtail
democracy in order to survive. By 1924 Lenin
had died, and a growing Communist Party bu-
reaucracy under Joseph Stalin moved to
strengthen its increasingly conservative and
authoritarian dictatorship, also establishing
rigid and undemocratic controls over the Com-
munist parties throughout the world. Leon
Trotsky and others who fought for the original
revolutionary and democratic ideals of the early
Communist movement were driven out.

In the United States, the foremost Trotskyist
'was a seasoned veteran of the [IWW and a leader
of the early Communist Party, James P. Cannon.
With a handful of followers who were expelled
from the Communist Party, he established the
Communist League of America in 1929. In the
next several years, the U.S. Trotskyists com-
bined with several other groups of leftward-
moving socialists, finally forming the Socialist
Workers Party in 1938 with a little over 1,500
members. At the same time, they were involved
in various major trade union struggles during
the 1930s, especially in the teamsters union and
in various unions belonging to the CIO. Origi-
nally they hoped that thousands of radicalizing
workers would simply join their organization
and that they could become a mass revolution-
ary party similar to what the Russian Bolsheviks
had been. By 1938, however, Trotsky and Can-
non had come to the conclusion that this was
unlikely, and that the strategic orientation
sketched by Marx and Engels in the late 19th
century provided gui@elines.

The CIO had established an electoral organi-
zation, Labor’s Non-Partisan League (LNPL),
which was formally open to the idea of inde-
pendent labor candidates but actually funneled
support to the liberal New Deal candidates of
the Democratic Party. Cannon felt that signifi-
cant sentiment existed among radicalizing
workers for a labor party, and he wanted SWP
members to “join the LNPL and become ag-
gressive fighters for the constitution of a labor
party, as opposed to the policy of endorsing
capitalist candidates.”®

Trotsky embraced this perspective and, in
discussions with SWP members, elaborated its
theoretical connection to the Bolshevik tradi-
tion. Some SWPers were concemed that a labor
party would automatically be a reformist (non-
revolutionary, Social Democratic) organization
that would become an obstacle to any mass
struggle for workers’ power. Also unclear was
the relationship of the SWP to the projected

labor party.

8. Leon Trotsky et al., The Transitional Program for Socialist Revolution, 2d edition (New York: Pathfinder Press, 1974), p. 115.
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First of all, Trotsky argued that the labor
party might or might not be reformist, suggest-
ing “in schematic form three types™ to which it
might conform. “The first type, an opportunis-
tic, confused, loose party; the second possibil-
ity: an opportunistic but sufficiently centralized
party directed by fakers and careerists; the third
type is a centralized revolutionary party where
we have the leadership.” He added: “We donot
expect to have a clear and pure type. There will
be different stages, different combinations, dif-
ferent parts, different kinds of labor party,
efc....” A goal of revolutionaries would be “to
become the predominant tendency,” although it
was also possible that ““it can crystallize into a
reformist party, and one that will exclude us.”
In that case, it would amount to “a labor party l?/
social composition, a capitalist party in policy.”

Making no promises that a labor party would
become revolutionary, he urged that ““we will
do everything to make it possible.” Noting that
such a party could result from mass pressure
overcoming the conservative resistance of offi-
cial trade union leaders, he added: “A revolu-
tionary organization occupying in relation to
this progressive movement a negative or neu-
trally expectant position will doom itself to
isolation and sectarian degeneration (emphasis
added).” It is necessary for a revolutionary so-
cialist minority not to wait for the struggling
workers to come to it, but rather to go to where
the struggling workers are and to become fully
involved in those struggles. “We can’t say to the
workers: Wait till we become more authorita-
tive, more powerful. We must intervene in the
movement as it is.”'°

Trotsky emphasized that electoral and
nonelectoral political struggles must be inter-
woven, and that revolutionary-oriented transi-
tional demands were a key for a Marxist
orientation in the labor party:

We are for a party, for an independent party of
the masses who will take power in the state. We
must concretize it — for the creation of factory
committees, for workers’ control of industry
through the factory committees....Naturally we
must make our first step in such a way as to
accumulate experience for practical work, not
to engage in abstract formulas, but to develop a
concrete program of action and demands in the
sense that this transitional program issues from
the conditions of capitalist society today, but
immediately leads over the limits of capitalism.
It is not the reformist minimum program, which
never included workers” militia, worker’s con-
trol of production. These demands are transitory
because they lead from the capitalist society to
the proletarian revolution, a consequence inso-
far as they become the demands of the masses
as the proletarian government. We can’t stop

9. Ibid.,, pp. 155, 124.

10. Ibid., pp. 123, 242.

11. Ibid., pp. 118, 119.

12. Ibid., pp. 123-124, 243.

13. Ibid., pp. 242-243.

14. James P. Cannon, Writings and Speeches, 1940-43:
15. Ibid., p. 311.

16. Ibid., p. 314.

17. Ibid,, p. 315.
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only with the day-to-day demands of the prole-
tariat. We must give to the most backward work-
ers some concrete slogan that corresponds to
their needs and leads dialectically to the con-
quest of power. -

In any event, the revolutionary socialists must
participate in the labor party in 2 manner which
helps to build it, and strengthen it, as a vehicle
that will advance the interests of the working
class and bring the workers to power — which
means focusing not on maneuvers against or
negotiations with reformist leaders, but rather
on winning a majority to a programmatic orien-
tation that should guide the labor party.

The organizational relationship of the SWP
to the projected labor party was a point to which
Trotsky gave special attention. “The dissolution
of our organization is absolutely excluded,” he
explained. “We make absolutely clear that we
have our organization, our press, efc., etc....At
every meeting I will say: I am a representative
of the SWP. I consider it the only revolutionary
party. But I am not a sectarian. You are trying
to create a big workers’ party. I will help you
but I propose you consider a program for this
party. I make such and such propositions.”
Building the labor party would become a way
to advance the class struggle and — in the
process — to increase the influence of the revo-
lutionary vanguard organization: “For the So-
cialist Workers Party the labor party should on
the one hand become the arena for recruiting
revolutionary elements, on the other hand a
transmissive mechanism for influencing ever
wider circles of workers.”"2

Trotsky was convinced, on the basis of his-
torical experience, that a loose, open labor party
would not endure for long. Either the reformist
or the revolutionary elements would consoli-
date their leadership. The labor party would
become a mass revolutionary party under the
Marxist leadership (with any remaining refor-
mists taking leave of the party), or there would
finally be a split-off by the greatly strengthened
revolutionary forces. Regardless of ““through
what stages and splits it will pass,...the further
sharpening of the revolutionary situation will
inevitably break the shell of the labor party>* and
— one way or another — the SWP would rally
to its banner “the revolutionary vanguard of the
American proletariat. >

Cannon on the Labor Party

In 1942, the SWP leadership perceived a sig-
nificant erosion of the working-class vote for
both capitalist parties, which with other circum-
stances indicated increasing the possibilities for
a labor party during the coming period. “The
labor party is the central issue around which the

drive of the workers for class independence can
be best expressed in the next period,” according
to a resolution put forward by Cannon. “By
becoming the active champion of the labor party
the Socialist Workers Party will link itself to an
instinctive class movement which is almost cer-
tain to have tumultuous growth, and thus mul-
tiply its influence and recruiting power.”'

In commenting on the intensification of SWP
efforts for a labor party, Cannon argued that
““when the workers begin to make a break from
the capitalist parties toward a labor party, it is
quite possible that they will not give it the
reformistic connotation which has been associ-
ated in the past with the labor party, but that it
will symbolize to them, even if vaguely, a break
with the whole regime and a move for a new
one, a regime of workers” power....Under pres-
ent conditions the labor party idea can have far
more revolutionary implications than in past
periods when it was advanced as a reformistic
measure.”" . -

Cannon characterized this as a particular kind
of maneuver, which he defined as ““a tactical
turning aside from a predetermined path which
has been blocked off, in order to accomplish the
original objective, to reach the same goal by
another road.” More than once, Camnon noted,
U.S. Trotskyists had been compelled to turn
away “from the path of building the party by
direct recruitment, because a certain set of cir-
cumstances confronted us where the most eligi-
ble and logical candidates for Bolshevism
refused to come into this party. We had to tumn
around and join them.””'® The previous cases —
the fusion with the American Workers Party and
the entry into the Socialist Party — had been on
a much smaller scale than would be this new
labor party effost. In this new variant

we are going to try once again to build our party
through another party. We will be inside of it for
a long time, although not in the same technical
and precise way as in the other two maneuvers.
This time there will be no fusion and no entry.
We will maintain the independence of our party
all the time. But in some places we can conceive
of the SWP being affiliated to the labor party, in
other places where we may be denied entrance
as a party, we will participate in the labor party
through unions, etc. But, in every variant, we
will be trying to build a revolutionary party
through a political movement of the masses
which is not clearly defined as revolutionary, or
reformist, or in between.

Avoiding rigid expectations regarding the la-
bor party while holding firm to the importance
of the SWP, Cannon commented that ““we are
working to build a labor party not as a substitute
for our party, but to build our party as the party

The Socialist Workers Party in World War 11, ed. by Les Evans (New York: Pathfinder Press, 1975), p. 303.
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that must lead the revolution. The labor party
may never come to full-fledged shape at all.”
Nonetheless, because masses of class-conscious
workers may identify with the struggle for a
labor party, “we must think in terms of thou-
sands — and eventually tens of thousands — of
recruits who will come into our party from the
labor party movement.'®

Cannon speculated that there might be even
more possibilities than those identified by
Trotsky in 1938. “The conflict between the two
wings — the revolutionary and the reformist —
can reach such a state of tension that the move-
ment will split before the party is fully formed
on a national scale.” It was even possible that
two labor parties, one revolutionary and one
reformist, would come into being. A majority
of workers probably would prefer ““a labor party
with Roosevelt at the head of it.”” At the same
time, “‘a sharpening of the class struggle” could
be expected, and the Trotskyists should be pre-
pared to “help to give ita political expression.”
It would be impossible to predict the outcome
of the SWP’s labor party initiative. “The devel-
opments of the labor party movement in the
United States, with the stormy developments of
the class struggle which are clearly indicated,
will least of all follow a predetermined pattern.”
Regardless of the outcome, Cannon emphasized,
“the key to the next period of our party and the
expansion of its membership, lies in the self-

confidence, speed, and energy with which we
plunge into an organized labor party campaign. ™"

The Test of Real Events

No less important than a review of quotations is
the test of real events. As it turned out, mass
labor parties did not become a durable part of
the U.S. political scene in the late 1870s, the
1880s, the 1930s, or the 1940s. Reasons for this

deserve careful analysis (both Engels and Can-
non have offered insightful explanations that
are useful starting points), in part for the pur-
pose of critically evaluating the relatively opti-
mistic perspectives summarized here.

At the same time, the substantial intellectual
labor of Marx, Engels, Trotsky, and Cannon are
an important part of the heritage of the labor and
socialist movements. They suggest a general
strategic and tactical orientation that is worth
considering for those who want to bring about
genuine changes in the politics and society of
the United States. In order to make the best use
of this orientation, it is necessary to consider
differences between our reality and theirs.

Obviously, a substantial difference between
our situation and the situation discussed by
Trotsky and Cannon is that the small but sub-
stantial Leninist-Trotskyist party that was a key
part of their perspective no longer exists in the
United States. The left-wing groups are frag-
mented and — to a very large extent — disori-
ented and demoralized. On the other hand, large
sectors of the population have been undergoing
experiences which in important ways have been
making them potentially receptive to left-wing
ideas. Following the line of thought that Trotsky
and Cannon developed, and that Engels more
boldly advanced, is it possible to forge such a
revolutionary vanguard organization through
the experience of building a labor party?

Another difference is that the U.S. working
class asawhole is less well organized, less class
conscious, seemingly less combative in 1995
than was the case in 1938 and 1942. Many
workers don’t even recognize themselves as
“working class” (as opposed to the fuzzy no-
tion of ““middle class™), and some identify more
strongly along the lines of race, gender, age,
sexuality, religion, and/or one or another special

social concern, than along class lines. This is
reflected in the diminished extent to which the
idea of alabor party strikesa chord among many
working people who are inclined to support
some kind of political independence from the
Democratic and Republican parties. How can
the resulting diversity be harmonized into a
coherent and effective working-class insurgency?

There are other important questions. For ex-
ample, the dramatic advance in the globaliza-
tion of capitalist production seems to give much
greater power to the capitalist class in thwarting
the local and national organizations of the work-
ing class. Trade unions, labor parties, city gov-
emments, national governments — no matter
how revolutionary, no matter how reformist —
all seem to be incapable of resisting the power
of capital, at least through traditional means.
The multinational corporations can simply shift
operations, starving, strangling, abandoning, or
successfully strong-arming insurgent challeng-
ers. Obviously the effective means for advanc-
ing workers’ power exist, but these have yet to
be recognized, taken hold of, and advanced.
What are the transitional demands (demands
that can also become part of a labor party pro-
gram) which can connect with the conscious-
ness of today’s working masses in a manner
leading out of the quicksand of global capitalism?

These are questions that must be discussed,
but there are no ready-made solutions. The an-
swers can be found as we commit our lives and
ideas to the test of real events. It would be
foolish to plunge into these ““real events™ with-
out making use of what Engels called the “guide
to action” that was provided by the revolution-
ary socialists whose ideas we have examined
here. d

<

U.S. Government Agent at Center of Charges Against Malcolm X’s Daughter

Continued from page 11

for February 22, the day after the thirtieth anni-
versary of her father’s murder, before her four-
year-old eves, in the Audubon Ballroom in New
York City.

The divide and conquer tactics of the state’s
destabilization program are the visible aspects
of a policy to prevent a successful fight for
justice and economic rights in this country. We
know that serious demographic projections into
the future is a central feature of routine tasks
such as city planning and national policy formu-
lation. Thus, the capitalist class, being very
conscious of itself as a class, is well aware it
cannot meet the continued aspirations of the
population for a decent and fulfilled life. The
U.S.’s post-World War II prosperity, excep-
tional because it was built on a near-total ab-
sence of international competition during the

18. Ibid., pp. 315, 309.
19. Ibid,, pp. 315, 317, 316, 309.
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1950s, has long since melted away. American
capital can only regain its pre-eminent position
by forcing downward the expectations of the
working classas a whole and oppressed peoples
especially.

The most vulnerable segments of the popu-
lation are necessarily the first targets. But roll-
ing back the gains of the civil rights movement
cannot be accomplished all at once. Beyond
obstruction of civil rights and affirmative action
enforcement, methods such as creating an im-
age of a ““troubled people,” a pariah caste whose
prominent members find themselves embroiled
in controversy and legal entanglements, deepen
the marginalization of African Americans.

On the face of it, it would seem strange that
the government is so open about its methods
that the initial reaction of even conservative
workers at one of the authors’ workplace was to

conclude that Qubilah Shabazz was a victim of
a government setup. But a terror campaign — a
campaign to build hopelessness and helpless-
ness — requires that the victims know who’s in
control. The state’s message, “We can take any
of you out, high or low, prominent or obscure,”
can be effectively conservatizing in the absence
of a mass Black liberation movement.
Building such a movement is the response
needed to the political, economic and social
attacks that will continue to mount against Af-
rican Americans. One of the key ways to begin
is to build, and advance politically and finan-
cially, a broad, democratic-rights defense cam-
paign on behalf of Qubilah Shabazz. a
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-Capitalism and Your University Education

by Robert Nowlan

This article was previously published in the former Syracuse University alternative campus publication, The Alternative Orange, in October 1991,

October 1992, and October 1993.

n order to understand the purpose and struc-

ture of any social institution, it is necessary
to understand the society which produces and
supports it. The purposes served by an institu-
tion, that is, are not merely its own but are also
broader social purposes; furthermore, the struc-
ture of any institution tends to reflect the struc-
ture of social relations in society as a whole. In
order to understand the university in capitalist
society, then, we must understand capitalism as
an economic and social system. In this article,
we will outline the general features of the capi-
talist system, then show how they are connected
to the institution of the university.

There are three main aspects of the capitalist
economic system. First, capitalism is charac-
terized by generalized commodity production.
That is, the social division of labor has become
so extensive under capitalism that the vast ma-
jority of the products of human labor are pro-
duced not to beused by the producer, but instead
for the purpose of being exchanged for other
products (and ultimately for money).

Second, capitalism is characterized by the
class division between capitalists and workers.
In other words, the means of production in
capitalist society (the factories, technology, sci-
entific knowledge, etc., required for produc-
tion) are owned and controlled by a small
minority of people who also appropriate the
profits which result from the operation of these
means. Meanwhile, the vast majority of the
population in capitalist society consists of those
who own no private property, and therefore
have no way to earn a living but by selling their
capacity to labor to some member of the capi-
talist class.

Third, capitalism is characterized by repro-
duction on an increasingly expanded scale; to
put it another way, capitalism must continue
constantly to grow. It must constantly find more
labor power to exploit, and it must constantly
find more human needs that can be transformed
into needs met by commodity production and
exchange.

Finally, the political relations in capitalist
society follow from its economic structure. The
capitalist state [i.e., government] exists to pro-
tect private property relations: first, by prevent-
ing the masses of people exploited and
oppressed by them from challenging them; sec-
ond, by protecting capitalists from the conse-
quences of their own actions and of the system
itself, through the maintenance of a monetary
and credit system, and through a system of
government spending that “stabilizes™ the sys-
tem in the interests of profit for the corporations.
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Unevenness of Capitalist Society
The history of capitalism is, furthermore, char-
acterized by the uneven, combined, and contra-
dictory nature of the capitalist mode of
production. What this means is that, due to the
anarchic and competitive structure of capitalist
market relations, the drive for profit necessarily
sets one company, one region, one part of the
world in opposition to others. One section (i.c.,
the ““advanced” or “developed” omne) of the
global capitalist economy gains precisely
through its contrast with and advantage over
other (less “advanced™ and “‘developed™) sec-
tions. Thus, the “First™ and ““Third” worlds are
not merely ‘“developed™ and ‘‘underdevel-
oped” countries which happen to be contiguous
in space and contemporaneous. Rather, the
“First World” is the “First World” because of
the “underdevelopment” of the “Third World,”
and the advantageous conditions for trade, the
exploitation of cheap labor, and the extraction
of raw materials and agricultural products this
situation provides for the ““First World.”

The contradictory nature of this situation,
meanwhile, is demonstrated by the fact of
“overproduction” in the First World (for exam-
ple, of food) alongside of “‘underconsumption”
(i.e., hunger and starvation) in the *’Third
World."

This unevenness also applies to the fields of
knowledge and ideology production. It isnota
coincidence, for example, that while scientists
in the academy debate the origins, physical
structure, and possible future development of
the universe, a substantial number of Americans
continue to believe in “creationism,” flatly re-
jecting the same work going on in the academy.
This situation is a result of the relative isolation
of the academy, its alienation and separation
from other areas of material life. This separation
and alienation is itself a consequence of the
university’s function as the site at which the
resources and labor necessary for the produc-
tion of knowledge have been concentrated,
placed under the control of a small elite, and
subordinated to the economic and political ends
of the capitalist class.

University Reflects Society

In other words, as we indicated earlier, the
university reflects the structure of capitalist so-
ciety. It produces the advanced scientific and
technological knowledge required for late capi-
talist production, as well as the skilled labor
power and managerial functionaries needed to
run the production apparatus. It also, as we shall
see in a little while, produces the kind of ideo-
logical domination required for the mainte-
nance of class rule. In addition, the very

separation of knowledge production from other
sites in culture aids capitalist domination. To the
extent that the academic scientist and creationist
meet, they meet as adversaries, with each hav-
ing something at stake which is threatened by
the other. This “struggle™ prevents them from
perceiving interests which they might have in
common: for example, those resulting from
their common exploitation by, and subordna-
tion to, capitalist and imperialist interests.

The political significance of the unevenness
of the capitalist system is enormous. First of all,
the contradictions of the capitalist system are
more intense, concentrated, and visible at some
social sites than at others, and it is therefore at
such sites that political eruptions are most likely
to take place. It was according to this logic that
Lenin could claim for Russia in 1917 the status
of being the “weakest link” in the “chain” of
global imperialism. Today, such sites as the
American semi-colonies in Central America
and the South Pacific, due to the immense in-
vestment by Western (especially American)
capital, an extremely unequal social structure
(in terms of class polarization), and the political
bankruptcy of American-backed governments
there, might claim a similar status. Second, it
means that within the global order, and within
particular countries, political opposition is not
only more likely to exist, but to be more in-
formed and effectiverat some social sites than at
others. We think that the university is suchasite,
as we will now try to demonstrate.

The university has become, almost exclu-
sively, the predominant site of knowledge pro-
duction in advanced capitalist countries today.
The ““independent™ inventor, social critic, radi-
cal intellectual, novelist, and so on hardly exists
today. All of these functions have become al-
most entirely dependent upon the academy for
any kind of economic, institutional, and intel-
lectual support. To put it another way, the uni-
versity exercises a virtual monopoly on
theoretical and scientific knowledges.

This situation has the effect, on the one hand,
of making the production of these knowledges
far easier to regulate and control; it also, as we
suggested above, serves to “‘cordon off”” and
isolate intellectual work from society, i.e., from
any democratic function. However, at the same
time, it serves to transform the university itself
into an extremely heterogeneous and contradic-
tory arena — a place where the greatest de-
mands for conformity (for the production of
good subjects who accept the authoritarian re-
lations inherent in capitalist institutions and do
not inquire into the implications of their knowl-
edges and practices) compete with the most
powerful emancipatory discourses, such as
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those of feminism, Marxism, gay and lesbian
liberation, and Black liberation.

Not an “lvory Tower”

The university, then, rather than an “ivory
tower,” or place of escape, speculation, and
personal “growth,” is in fact more of a micro-
cosm, intensified, as it were, for “effect,” and
given theoretical articulation, of social strug-
gles in which the entire society is implicated. It
is in fact the contradiction between the domi-
nant ideology of the academy as a “neutral”
institution and its real functioning which lies
behind the current ‘“‘controversy” over so-
called “political correctness — that is, what
disturbs conservatives and dominant interests is
that intellectuals committed to challenging the
power relations systematically embedded in the
university uncover the mendacity and con-
tradictoriness of the university’s claims to be
serving the “common good” rather than some
“special interests.” Such revelations are poten-
tially dangerous to those interests which actu-
ally depend upon the work done in the academy
for the perpetuation of their rule.

It is in relation to this particular situatedness
of the university, and intellectual work, in capi-
talist culture, that we urge students and instruc-
tors to take upon themselves the responsibility
of political and intellectual leadership in strug-
gles for social change at this point in time. For
students, especially at the moment at which the
“finishing touches™ are being completed in the
manufacturing of them as “productive” obedi-
ent subjects, this should be a time not merely to
be “‘exposed to” radical and oppositional
modes of knowledge, but rather to learmn how to
participate, and to enable others to participate,
in the construction and dissemination of eman-
cipatory forms of theory and practice, to inter-
vene effectively in the (re)production of
ideology, culture, and social relations.

Theoretical Struggle Is
Indispensable

We would now like to elaborate upon this argu-
ment, especially in relation to the specificity of
the university as a site of knowledge production.
One available mode of political intervention is,
of course, through oppositional organizations,
such as socialist, feminist, gay, lesbian, and
Black liberationist groups struggling for
change. Such work is absolutely necessary, and
students should be encouraged to dedicate their
time and energy to such worthwhile efforts.
However, such work, by itself, is not enough.
No less indispensable is the work of theoretical
activity and ideological struggle, of contesting
dominant modes of thought and interpretative
models which serve to reproduce the “common
sense” of culture upon which bourgeois ideo-
logical domination rests.

Bourgeois thought is dominated by what the
Marxist philosopher Georg Lukacs termed “rei-
fication.” What this means is that objects, rather
than being grasped as part of a broader process
which unites and interrelates them all, are
viewed as separate, autonomous, and isolated
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“things,” with no necessary or discernable con-
nection between them. Furthermore, these
“things” — including “knowledges” — are
understood as inert, static, and alienated from
human activity, rather than as the product of
human practice and the realization of human

PUIposes.

Lukacs saw the division of labor within the
factory, with its absolute differentiation of
tasks, and the subordination of each individual
worker to a broader process over which she or
he has no control and of which she or he has no
comprehension, as both the model and one of
the main determinants of reification. The fac-
tory division of labor, of course, only reflects
the conditions of life in capitalist society as a
whole — our existence under such conditions is
“distributed” among a wide variety of institu-
tions and activities which seem to have no con-
nection and which appear to stand “above us,”
and to be irrelevant to our needs and our capaci-
ties. This whole division of labor is reproduced,
then, in the ideological world of capitalism.

The division of labor, and intellectual activity
in general, within the university corresponds
precisely to the logic of reification. Thus, “eco-
nomics,” “political science,” “literature,” etc.,
are seen as inherently separate and autonomous
disciplines — no need is felt to integrate them
within an understanding of society as a whole.
Furthermore, the objects of study which corre-
spond to these disciplines are treated mechanis-
tically and reductively. Thus, sociologists can
speak about ““deviance” without having to
question the “norms” which are being “devi-
ated” from; psychologists can speak about
“learning” as if it were detached from whatever
material is actually being learned; and political
scientists can theorize “power” and “interests™
without inquiring into those material and his-
torical relations which ground these categories.

Effects of Disconnectedness

There are two main effects of reification. The
first is the absolute separation between theoreti-
cal knowledge and actual practice. Not long
ago, in an interview with Newsweek, Milovan
Djilas argued that with the *““death of Commu-
nism,” Marxist theory will in the future be
relegated to the university, along with all other
political theories. For a bourgeois thinker such
as Djilas, it seems only “natural” that “‘poli-
tics™ can be practiced without any political the-
ory. American leaders, with their emphasis on
“pragmatic” politics and “‘competence” (with-
out “ideology™), are, of course, in full agree-
ment with this conception: rarely, if ever, do
they find it necessary to account for their actions
theoretically. However, into the vacuum left
open by this eclectic “anti-ideological” stance,
there rushes the actual correspondence between
the needs of dominant interest groups and po-
litical practice. In other words, the emphasis on
running “things” well excludes the question —
which is necessarily an ideological one — of in
whose interests these things are being “run” in
the first place.

Second, reification serves to reproduce, in
individuals, a highly fragmented conscious-
ness. Systematic thinking is made impossible.
The division of labor in the university is re-
flected in the inability of the majority of citizens
to make connections between different spheres
of activity. So, the ““drug problem can be iso-
lated and thought of separately from the “crime
problem,” the “S&L problem,” the “race prob-
lem,” the ““urban problem,” and other neatly
categorized problems. Only the most local and
limited change or intervention can therefore be
imagined, and this only on the condition that the
foundation of the whole not be questioned. As
Lukécs observed, a partial rationality (the con-
scientious and detailed ““analysis™ of “prob-
lems’) coexists with and reproduces an
irrationality of the whole, which appearsuncon-
trollable and incomprehensible.

The bourgeois academy is grounded in this
contradiction. On the one hand, it is predicated
upon the commitment to rational discussion and
debate. On the other hand, what the majority of
those located within the academy rarely com-
prehend is the irrationality of the university’s
basis in class exploitation and domination and
in commodity production and exchange (the
material roots of reification), which subject
knowledge no less than other products of labor
to the logic of exploitation and the market. In
other words, the rationality practiced by aca-
demics is almost invariably of a partial kind; a
kind that is interested in its own sphere of
“problems,” but does not ask how these prob-
lems get formulated or whose interests the “so-
lutions™ which are found are going to serve.

Why Academic Blindness?

It is not difficult to understand the reason for
this blindness. In order tg.fulfill their commit-
ment to rationality — of a general, not a partial
and contradictory type — those who work in the
academy would have to foresee and work to-
ward its abolition, and the abolition of those
conditions on which it depends. That is, with the
elimination of class exploitation, the general-
ized division between intellectual and manual
labor is also eliminated, and so is the inde-
pendence of the academy. In other words, the
self-interest of the academic intellectual, as a
“middle class™ manager in capitalist society, is
in contradiction with the ideological premises
which legitimate that self-interest.

Of course, the highly hierarchical and
authoritarian structure of the university sup-
ports this self-interest of the academic (while
contradicting it at points as well) — the aca-
demic has a “right™ to “academic freedom” as
long as he/she doesn’t ask too many questions
about the anti-democratic and autocratic mode
of decision making. (Who has elected the board
of trustees, for example?) In this way, the strug-
gle which results from this contradiction, be-
tween two modes of rationality — one partial
and idealist, the other general, materialist, and
emancipatory — is concealed and made invis-
ible, not the least through academic claims to

“impartiality.”
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It does not follow from this critique that the
university, or the commitment to rational dis-
course, should be abandoned. This could hardly
be the case for those of us committed not merely
to rational discourse but to the possibility of a
rational society — that is, one in which human
means correspond to human ends, and human
needs to human capacities, and in which social
relations are subject to collective, democratic,
and conscious determination. What does follow,
though, is that the putative function of the uni-
versity must be transformed, in actuality, into
the general social function. This is what we
mean by the abolition of the university — its
integration into “society” as a whole, along
with the elimination of one of the most perni-
cious forms of the division of labor: that be-
tween intellectual and manual labor.

What Abolition of the University
Would Mean

Such a result can only be the product of a
protracted political struggle: both practical
struggle, to transform social conditions, and
ideological struggle, to transform conscious-
ness. Ideological struggle is necessary in order
to contest the effects of reification, both in “ad-
vanced” theory and in the consciousness of
oppressed and exploited groups. It is this latter
function which constitutes the primary respon-
sibility of academic intellectuals: it involves a
critique of reified forms of thought through a
theoretical grounding of social practices and
forms of consciousness in the totality of social
relations, social struggle, and historical trans-
formation. To put it in other words, academic
intellectuals must ask (and students must leam
to insist that they ask) questions about the pur-
poses toward which the knowledges they are
producing are being put. Which type of social
arrangement is being advanced by a particular

kind of understanding, and what type is being
blocked?

Finally, ideological struggle must be united
with practical struggles at all sites and levels of
the social order. This becomes possible given
two conditions: first, that intellectuals take
struggles for social transformation as their start-
ing point in theory; second, that intellectuals
make use of the academy to produce the most
powerful theoretical discourses, those which
can usefully and effectively transform practical
struggles. As Marx once said, the educator must
him/herself be educated; however, aslong as we
live in a society in which some people have
access to education at the expense of others, it
remains the responsibility of those who are edu-
cated to transform their knowledge into some-
thing useful and enabling for those by whose
labor and deprivation such education has be-
come possible. That is, the “‘educated” must
become ““educators,” and help to make it pos-
sible for all people, some day, to participate in
the production of knowledge, and the work of
constructing social relations.

Challenge Your Instructors

For students, there is one excellent place to
begin. Challenge your instructors to account
for, to take responsibility for, the knowledges
they are providing you. Challenge them to ac-
count for how they are using their position as
teachers: are they using this position to critique
capitalist social relations, or to ““instruct” stu-
dents in the art of submitting to these relations?
If they claim to be “‘neutral” about “politics,”
or to consider these questions irrelevant, you
might also challenge them to explain how, in
such a sharply divided society, any one can
claim to be “neutral” — especially someone in
such a position of authority and responsibility.
Whose interests are served by this “‘neutrality”*?

Stop Zedillo’s Criminal Move Against Zapatistas

If you are told that these questions are “inter-
esting,” but ““outside™ of the topic of discus-
sion, you should demand a reasonable
accounting of how they understand the relations
between ““inside” and “outside” — that is,
some things must always be excluded, but this
should be determined according to the general
aims of the course, including its social and
political aims.

So, if the instructor considers one thing more
important than another, it is necessary to ask,
more important for what purpose? In whose
interests? Try not to allow yourself to be intimi-
dated, either by the instructor or other students,
who might “complain” that you are “wasting
their time””: your time is important too, but more
important than any of this is the way in which
social institutions are used, whether they are
used to oppress or emancipate. Also, such
“complaints™ are common tactics used by those
in authority to prevent their authority from be-
ing questioned, to silence and marginalize op-
position.

Question both the general aims of the course
and more specific details — for example, in a
political science class, ask whether the instruc-
tor considers politics to be connected to eco-
nomics? If so, how — in particular, how can
there be political democracy with class domina-
tion? What implications follow from this con-
clusion — how does this course take these
conclusions into account? If there is no connec-
tion, how is that possible, how did they get
separated? And so on. If these kinds of ques-
tions are urgent, in your opinion, you must be
patient and keep trying — political intervention
in the classroom, like any other activity, takes
practice; especially for those raised in a society
which goes out of its way to encourage con-
formity and discougage independent and critical
thinking. Q

Continued from page 3

last June by then-Interior Secretary Jorge Car-
pizo Magregor that he was being forced to step
down (a decision that was later reversed), the
September assassination of José Ruiz Massieu,
and a press conference in late November by
Deputy Attorney General Mario Ruiz Massieu,
in which he accused the PRI leadership of a
cover-up and complicity in the murder of his
brother, the aforementioned Jose. In other
words, the vast bulk of capital flight came in the
wake of murderous infighting within the top
echelons of the PRI regime.

In contrast, the December 19 show of force
by EZLN supporters in areas outside rebel-held
territory — which was limited to roadblocks,
land occupations, and the brief takeover of one
town hall —was followed by a relatively minor
fall of $1.5 billion. Still, officials continue to
cite rebel activity as the origin of the country’s
€Cconomic woes.
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A Structural Crisis

Neither the lame efforts to blame the indigenous
peoples of Chiapas nor references to flukes of
the market or bad judgment in managing cur-
rency policy in Mexico can hide the fact that the
crisis is structural in character. That is, it derives
from the very structure of the existing system.

The neo-liberal economic project, which was
hailed as the “Mexican miracle” during the
Salinas years, and which was promoted by the
IMF and World Bank as the model for develop-
ing and newly industrialized countries, proved
to be a house of cards.

With a scheme based on the pauperization of
the bulk of the Mexican population and a mas-
sive shift of wealth to Mexico’s ruling 200
families, the economy became entirely depend-
ent on the multibillion-dollar influx of mostly
speculative capital, which sought to cash in on
the high yields offered by Mexican markets. But
as interest rates began to climb in the United
States and more lucrative investments began to

emerge in other imperialist countries, the flows
of capital shifted direction.

The “Mexican dream” was melting away
along with the markets, revealing the true night-
mare that it had always been. What IMF head
Michael Camdessus called “the first global cri-
sis of financial markets™ was under way. The
so-called Tequila effect struck emerging mar-
kets and “institutional investors™ throughout
the world.

With foreign investors and leading Mexican
capitalists pulling tens of billions out of the
Mexican economy, Washington’s $50-billion
bailout looked increasingly like mere peanuts.
Major Mexican firms began to default on loans.
With the IMF insisting on maintaining the gov-
emnment’s 7 percent cap on wage increases —
at the same time that inflation was raging at an
annualized rate of 50 percent — domestic de-
mand plunged. The Mexican economy, which
had slowly emerged out of recession only last
year, was facing a full-blown depression.
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Prospects for the Mass Movement

Despite the weakening of the regime and the
depth of popular discontent, the mass move-
ment has yet to experience a significant revival
and is limited n its ability to take advantage of
the current crisis. The absence of a large revo-
lutionary Marxist party with organic ties to the
working class is making itself felt. With mass
layoff’s already taking place, efforts to organize
rank-and-file resistance are further weakened.

The National Democratic Convention
(CND), the umbrella group formed last August
out of a wide range of political and social or-
ganizations identifying with the Zapatistarebel-
lion, has been constantly plagued by infighting.
During the organization’s recent convention in
Queretaro, little headway was made in ratifying
a clear political policy for the CND. A new
convention is slated for next month in Morelia,
Michoacén.

Campaigning to Stop Violence Against Women

But the dimensions and radicalized content
of the current mobilizations offer significant
hope that a revival in sectors of the mass move-
ment could soon be forthcoming. Much will
depend on current efforts to force a withdrawal
of occupation forces in Chiapas and to stop the
selective arrests taking place throughout
Mexico. a
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Continued from page 17
The issue of pornography has been debated
vigorously within the feminist movement. To
summarize some disagreements very briefly:
does pornography encourage or cause violence
against women — or are there other factors in
society which bear majorresponsibility for such
aggression? Who will define “‘pomography,”
and will this endanger freedom of expression?
Will anti-pornography laws be utilized to harm
the women’s rights movement, for example, by
banning literature such as Our Bodies, Our-
selves (published by the Boston Women’s
Health Course Collective; first printing in 1970
with the title Women & Their Bodies).
Research on batterers gives no clear-cut so-
lutions to how to prevent male assaults. While
feminists can point to statistics showing that
arrests and jail sentences can stop men from
committing violence against women, other
feminists can point to real-life tragedies involv-
ing murdered wives and girlfriends who had
pursued legal actions. In 1991, the Los Angeles
Times reported:

A University of Maryland criminology profes-
sor whose startling findings on repeated domes-
tic violence nearly 10 years ago resulted in
mandatory arrest laws for offenders in fifteen
states and the District of Columbia, now says
his further studies show that arresting attackers
often does more harm than good for victims of
domestic violence....[His] more recent and ex-
tensive findings show that mandatory arrests
may exacerbate domestic battery...

By the end of 1993, all states had some form
of a stalking law to protect women from men
who were terrorizing them — but such laws
have not prevented numerous murders. Of what
use are special laws, court restraining orders,
and police interventions? Facts can be cited to

bolster both sides of the argument over the
effectiveness of legal action.

Is psychological treatment for batterers and
rapists the answer? Experience has shown little
success in using traditional techniques such as
counseling, psychotherapy, and psychoanaly-
sis. An August 11, 1994, Los Angeles Times
article stated: ““Experts disagree on the causes
of spousal abuse....Whatever the cause, re-
searchers are learning that there are different
kinds of batterers [who] may require dxﬁ'erent
types of intervention....”

Women’s advocates have come to different
conclusions and are utilizing a different treat-
ment process. Phyllis Frank, an early shelter
founder in Rockland County, New York, ex-
plains, “This is not an individual issue or some
kind of psychological problem. It is sexism that
is the root cause.” Based on the evidence gath-
ered by battered women’s shelters oggr the
years, activists concluded that violence was part
of a pattern of tactics aimed at isolating women
and controlling their lives — a finding sup-
ported by national studies by sociologists who
found that battering was not the result of uncon-
trollable rage. Men tend to use physical force
when they feel their authority is threatened. In
centers, such as one in Duluth, Minnesota,
classes for batterers keep discussions focused
on the abusive behavior, not on what provoked
the actions. This is in sharp contrast to an exam-
ple given by the director of Common Purpose,
a batterer’s program in Boston, who cited a
videotaped session showing a traditional thera-
pist’s delight when his patient said he’d hit his
wife because he was really thinking about his
abusive father. “If T were seeing that man,” the
Common Purpose director explained, “I would
say, “The problem is, you’re not berating your
father, you’re beating your wife.”

By Any Means Necessary

There is still much to be learned about the
causes and results of battering as well as the best
methods for preventing and dealing with do-
mestic violence. Quick-and-easy remedies are
not possible, but there are ways to meet the
immediate needs of battered women. Shelter
programs, for example, have proven to be effec-
tive in providing physical safety and psycho-
logical support for battered women as well as
educating the public about the problem.

This article will ot attempt to elaborate an
agenda regarding battered women and other
forms of violence against women. Your special
attention is directed to participating in and help-
ing to build the Spring Actions Against Vio-
lence, which will be held April 7-9 in
Washington, D.C. National mobilizations:

e Demonstrate the determination and per-
sistence of feminists and women’s rights
advocates, sending a clear message to
those attempting to chip away hard-won
achievements.

o Strengthen women’s confidence in their
ability to organize their struggles.

e Impact public consciousness and create a
better social climate for initiating changes.

e Play a unifying role by bringing together
diverse groupings in society, and by link-
ing activists 1n various cities and commu-
nities.

For detailed information about the Spring
Actions Against Violence, contact your local
NOW chapter. (m
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The Role of Women, and of Radicals, in the First Sit-Down Strikes

Continued from page 21

weather, and without a coat — and when other
men and women saw this they entered the battle
and the police decided not to shoot the women
mn the back. Asaresult of that the fight was won.

The Women’s Emergency Brigade

I put out announcements to all the women,
“Meet at the union hall tomorrow. We’ve got to
have an emergency meeting.” And I thought,
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“What in hell am I going to tell them? How are
we going to organize these women?” And I
thought about organizing a military group of
women that would march in between the police
guns and the men, and I didn’t know what to call
it. T just took charge and said, “We’re organiz-
ing the Women’s Emergency Brigade!” Then I
made the speech so bloody that it would scare
most people off. I told them that they could not
join unless they got up and swore in front of all

the other women that they were willing to take
the chance and if they were holding the hands
of one of their sisters and she was shot and went
down in blood, that they wouldn’t get hysterical
or pass out. I said."We can’t have that. This is
going to be a military organization!"”

It sounded very dramatic and the women
were, of course, by this time very mspired, and
all the ones that were working in the Auxiliary
were thrilled about it, too. At first there were
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about 50 women — you should have heard the
speech — it’s a wonder I got 10! But there were
about 50 who came up and signed their names
publicly in front of everybody else, and the next
day there were women coming down who had
heard about this military brigade and wanted to
be a part of it.

T had S Lieutenants. You didn’t want a whole
lot of hierarchy who you had to refer things to
if an action came up, if something was needed
at AC, for example, or no matter where. When
we got the invitation one lieutenant would take
a group in one car or two cars and go out there
right away with these red berets and arm bands.
Oh, the women got busy sewing these white
“EB” letters on their red arm bands, and we
were passing them out to the members of the
Brigade only. Then we found out that some of
the Auxiliary members who didn’t have the
courage to join the Brigade were going down to
the stores and buying red berets themselves and
wearing them on the picket lines so it looked
like we had a lot more than we really had.
Because it was an easy thing to get a beretat that
time, $1.00 or something like that.

I think that on the sign-up paper we actually
had between 300 and 500, but that’s a big gap;
we didn’t really have any good record. It was
very difficult because this was something that
was going on all day and all night — all the
activity around that hall — and was very tense.
Reports were coming in all the time. It was such
a big area to cover, with plants spread out all
over the city.

Some of us slept there at night. The young
girls were always wanting to take care of me.
They were always finding a cot for me to sleep
on. [Genora needed treatment for tuberculosis,
but put it off because of the strike, and later lost
the use of a lung. — K.O.] The big kitchen was
at the south end of town, where the big Fisher
plant was, so at the union hall we would have a
bologna sandwich and coffee, just to sustain us.
Someone in the union hall couldn’t get all the
way out to the kitchen. Anyone walking the
picket lines was given a card and given big
meals and good meals, but we had the bologna
sandwiches and cheese sandwiches and coffee
at the union hall. That’s what I was existing on.
Sleeping at night, if you could sleep, and sitting
around planning and plotting and talking.

Q: You were pretty young yourself.
A: Twas23.

Q: What inspired you to choose a military
type formation?

A: Well, the conditions that were going on
around the whole city. Men were getting beaten
up. You’d see them coming up to the union hall
with their faces all puffed out. General Motors
had recruited a vigilante squad of about 500
men who would beat up unionists. I felt wehad
to organize to counter that. Some of the men
were very afraid of getting too militant on the
streets, fighting and so on, because they were
being charged with being Communists all the
time and that was a big threat. If you got black-
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listed at one of the plants, they sent it all over to
Chrysler and Ford and so on, so that in Michigan
you wouldn’t be able to get a job. They were
very afraid of getting their names right out in
front in the newspapers. They did have those
flying squads, a group of wonderful men that
would go out and do their duty, but the women
were quite dramatic.

The papers made it sound especially dramatic
because they had never had this before in the
history of labor that women came out and
fought. Some of the papers said that we came
out with our mops and our brooms and our
rolling pins to defend ourmen. That wasn’t true.
‘We had clubs. We had big clubs. We had them
trimmed down so that they were easy for us to
handle, to fit a woman’s hand. We also carried
bars of hard milled soap in a sock, usually a
man’s sock, and when you gave it a good hard
whip and hit somebody on the side of the head
it could really be very painful. So the women
went around with bars of soap in one pocketand
socks in the other. I think the police got reports
and knew what we were doing, but it wasn’t a
weapon, so they couldn’t arrest us on that.

Q: What was the effect of the strike that
was won, or the series of strikes, in Flint?
What was the effect on the city of Flint and
the people of the city?

A: Well, to begin with, the people had been
paralyzed with fear, because this was the hand
that fed them, you know. They came up to Flint
to get good wages from General Motors. Good
wages would amount to anywhere from $.59 to
maybe $1.00 an hour for men, because this was
the industrial workers, not the steel workers, not
the tool and die workers. At first they were
paralyzed with fear, men and women. But later,
when they saw great numbers coming in and
increasing our strength and heard our sound cars
going down the street, Which was our only
avenue of expression really, then they all began
coming up to the union hall and wanting to join.
And we accepted them. They didn’t have to be
auto workers. They could be janitors or they
could be anything. We were very happy to have
the people of Flint working with us, walking our
picket lines, and showing General Motors that
we had numbers and strength publicly.

In the Brigade, after we got so that we were
functioning well, if someone called for our sup-
port, we would go. For instance, a number of
girls who worked in a department store, J.C.
Penney, sat down; they wanted a union. The
Brigade that was going around to groups went
down there and talked with them, and by this
time the women had a lot of confidence in
themselves. Very often they would go right up
and talk to the bosses of the stores or other
enterprises and all of them in the store would
sign up and these stores were organized that
way. Not by the employees themselves, but by
these other women coming in and mobilizing
their forces and demanding that the company
sign a union contract, and women did that.

Q: This kind of broadening of the union
movement beyond the auto workers was a
very important effort of the kind we don’t
see much today. How would you compare

in general the unions today to the unions
of the 1930s and *40s?

A: Oh, there’s very little good comparison that
you can make because that happens in every
part of history. When you elect people to hired
positions, with both salaries and better accep-
tance in society and so on, these people begin
to feel that their interests are more aligned with
people with money than they are with the work-
ers they are supposed to represent. This hap-
pened in our union. Take the case of Walter
Reuther, who finally became the president of
the international union. He and his brother Vic-
tor went to Russia in the early 1930s and helped
organize the Russian workers in the Soviet
Union in the auto factories — helped make their
production more up to date, more like American
production — then they came back and worked
on forming a union here. They were socialists,
and they came from a staunch socialist and
union family.

Walter Reuther finally became the leader of
a very powerful organization that had a lot to
say about national, state, and local politics, and
by the time he was granted the great honor of
coming to the back door of the White House and
consulting with the president of the United
States this changed this man completely. Com-
pletely. Then he wanted to control. No wildcat
strikes, no this, no that. And he got very good
control. In fact he was the one who took away
the union dues being paid to stewards in the
shop and instead he negotiated the dues check-
off system. It came right out of their checks, so
that we lost contact between the stewards and
the workers on the plant floor. They never had
that same contact, talking as they turned over
their dues about what’s happening and so on.
The check-off system gave the union officers a
guaranteed wage. Nice salaries and traveling
and all kinds of prestigious things that they
never had before.

This happens with many, many movements.
The bureaucrats develop as a result of the pres-
sure of capitalist society. This we have to guard
against no matter when and how we organize a
political movement of the workers.

Q: Before we get to that, what do you
think can be done by workers today to
change their unions back to the militant
fighting instruments they had then?

A: Education, education, education! And I
think we’ve got to have the understanding, plain
and clear, with workers that you’ve got to have
your own voice up there in the United States
government. You’ve got to have your own po-
litical party. You’ve got two parties for the
bosses, and you know what we get out of it each
time. Nothing. We’ve got to form our own po-
litical party with our own leaders and our own
demands, our own program, and if we do, then
the strikes themselves will have much more
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significance. Because when we organized the
industrial union movement what we were lack-
ing was a labor party.

By the way, the Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations (CIO) didn’t become a “Congress”
until this great strike was victorious. Before that
it was the Committee for Industrial Organiza-
tion — John L. Lewis and his Committee. As
soon as we showed them that we had the power
to bring the world’s largest industrial corpora-
tion down to the bargaining table and to be
recognized as a union, then it spread from the
auto workers to the rubber workers to the steel
workers and to all the other industrial unions
and it changed the face of America. And John
L. Lewis’s Congress of Industrial Organizations
then became a very powerful force.

But what have we got today? We won a great
number of economic gains, but politically we
never did anything to secure them and so they’re
easily legislated away. Many have been legis-
lated away or are in the process now of being
taken away in this period very rapidly, and
there’s no other solution but a labor party. You
can say, We’ll improve the unions, throw out the
old ones, and bring in new ones, and so on, but

that’s only a fight for economic betterment. It’s
not a fight for political control of your life, and
that’s what we’ve gotto do, and there’s only one
way that’s on the field right now and that’s
Labor Party Advocates.

Q: Let me ask you a question about that.
Along with your massive history of being
first this and that, you are also a founding
member of Labor Party Advecates. Tell us
a little bit about it and why you decided to
promote LPA.

A: Well, anybody who believes it is possible to
someday have a socialist system of equality
without wars and starvation and all of the things
man has suffered since the beginning of time
knows that we must do it in stages of education.
And so I have always been in favor of a labor
party for working people. In the Chevrolet local
following the strike, we set up a labor party
committee, ran candidates in the city, and had a
very favorable response, but that was only local.
During World War II, Emil Mazey, who was on
the executive board of the UAW at the time, and
I and several other secondary leaders of the
UAW organized the Michigan Commonwealth

Federation patterned after the Canadian Com-
monwealth Federation, which wasa labor party.
In Canada it turned into the New Democratic
Party, and it’s having great problems with the
bureaucracy and the same thing that infests all
organizations. Even in church organizations
and small organizations there’s always this
business of bureaucracy that sets in and gains
control over the members. And they’re having
a great many problems right now with their New
Democratic Party, but even so I think a labor
party is the answer.

You can’t stand on a soap box in this power-
ful United States of America, which rules the
world, and say, “We want a revolution.” and
expect it to come about that way. The process
of education is going to be in the workers going
into their own labor party, electing their own
representatives, putting up their own program
of action, and that’s the only way you’re going
to change the unions. I don’t think there’s much
opportunity within the union itself. The Team-
sters was an exception, but they are not yet
successful. a

Organizing Labor’s Power to Fight for Women’s Economic Needs

Continued from page 23

nesses. So we need a program that addresses the
needs of the people who work for these small
businesses. The workers should decide. Some
strictly owner-operated businesses, such as
family farms, should be subsidized. Other small
businesses should be turned into worker-run
cooperatives. And others should be replaced
with larger, more productive units that can pay
a decent wage.

I would also say that, since large businesses
are also saying this stuff — but with less credi-
bility — we need a program for people who
work for large businesses and are threatened
with layoffs and wage cuts. Such a program
would say, “If you can’t run your business right
— if you can’t provide this person working for
you with a decent wage and benefits, then we
will take you over and we will provide for them
in another way. You’ll go out of business, and
you’ll have to go to work.”” We cannot have
business owners telling people they can’t make
a decent living!

Issues of production and productivity are
very important to us as women workers, be-
cause “competition” is the reason we’re told
we’re being paid less money. We’re told there
is less to go around, so we’d just better put up
or shut up. And it’s women and Black people,
Black women in particular, who are the first
people told to “Go away™ or “Go work for
$4.45 an hour — it’s better than nothing.”

But that actually isn’t true. Half a loaf is not
better than none. You can give a starving man
half a loaf of bread and he or she will still die of
starvation. And that’s what is going on here.
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A Labor Party as a Unifying Force
As far as what I think of a labor party, among
other things, I think we have to be looking at
carrying out political strikes around issues
which the labor party could help organize. In
France, for example, workers went on strike
because the price of bread went up. In Italy they
went on strike because health care benefits were
being decimated. Even the doctors went out on
strike over this. The whole agenda is trans-
formed when you have an actigg labor grouping
pushing for these things.

By “labor™ I don’t mean to exclude the peo-
ple who aren’t actively in unions. We all work
for a living. We are all labor.

A labor party would be a unifying body that
could unite unions like the UAW with other
unions and with community action groups in
joint efforts around community strikes, commu-
nity demonstrations, and community occupa-
tions, as well as workplace issues.

A labor party would fight for the needs of
labor. I live in Detroit and the first thing the
business owners there say is, “If you don’t give
us concessions, we’re leaving. ”” And the Demo-
cratic Party administration in Detroit goesalong
with them. The city gave the Detroit city work-
ers a 10 percent across-the-board wage cut last
year. They laid off many people. One-third of
the city is on welfare. This is ridiculous! You
can’tlive on welfare. I was getting $176 amonth
on welfare. No one lives on that!

And, last but not least, I agree with what the
previous speakers said about labor becoming
involved in these broader issues. One thing that
happened in the miners’ strike in Britain in
1984-85 and again in 1993-94 is that gay and

lesbian groups took an active interest in the
miners’ strike. This meant that the miners then
took an active interest in gay and lesbian issues,
and gay men and lesbians marched in the min-
ers’ marches in London and elsewhere. We need
to look for opportunities like this to unify, be-
cause women and other unorganized people
need labor’s power and labor needs their power.

A Woman’s Right to Choose
Regarding the list of things previous speakers
have said we should be fighting for, I want to
say something about pro-choice — a woman’s
right to choose. In 1987 I raised a motion in the
Tool and Die Unit of UAW Local 600 that ““the
Tool & Die Unit calls on Local 600 and the
UAW International to organize demonstrations
in support of Medicaid abortions within two
weeks in Detroit and Lansing — Free abortion
on demand.” (This was before the state of
Michigan banned the payment of abortions for
women on Medicaid.) The motion also called
for free health care. The unit — all men —voted
for the motion! So I do think there is a place for
labor in these actions.

The last thing I would like to say is that we
need to fight for the economic wherewithal to
provide a decent life for all of us — which
means, if necessary, taking over production in
order to provide a decent wage for everyone.
That is what we need and what we should fight
for. Otherwise there will be nothing to back up
our demands and the divisions among us will
increase. a
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The Manifesto of the Fourth International

Socialism or Barbarism on the Eve
of the Twenty-First Century

This document was adopted by a meeting of the United Secretariat of the Fourth International (FI) in 1992. It is the product of
months of discussion within that world organization and an extensive process of rewriting and revision from an original draft
pr_T_ﬁosed before the FI's World Congress in 1991.

e Fl is an international organization of revolutionary Marxist parties and groups from dozens of countries throughout the
world. It was founded in 1938 under the leadership of Leon Trotsky, dedicated to a consistent and forthright struggle for the
common interests of working people and the oppressed in all nations — to their mobilization in struggle against capitalist
exploitation, colonialism, and bureaucratic dictatorship, and against all forms of racial and sexual discrimination.

It should be clear, from the perspectives presented here, that the FI remains true to that purpose today. This, in itself, stands as
a major accomplishment in a world where many former leftists and radical activists are rushing to embrace the “new realism” of
a capitalism that has supposedly “triumphed over socialism” during the cold war.

But reality is a far cry from the “new world order” proclaimed by U.S. President George Bush after his victory against Iraq in
1991. It is, as the Manifesto points out, 2 world of increasing disorder — of insecurity, crisis, preventable hunger, poverty, and
disease. These things are more the rule than the exception for most of the billions of pegﬁle on this planet.

In short, we are living in a world that cries out for a renewed commitment to the fight for social change, for a more just and
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humane political and economic system. Just such a commitment, and a perspective on how those needed ges can be brought
about, will be found in the pages of this pamphlet.
Price $1.00 plus 50¢ shipping costs (order bundles from Bullefin in Defense of Marxism).
Order from: Or from:
Intemational Viewpoint Bulletin in Defense of Marxism
P.O. Box 1824 P.O. Box 470139
New York, NY 10009 Chicago. IL 60647
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In Defense of American Trotskyism

Volume One:

The Siruggle Inside the Socialist
Workers Parfy 1979-1983

edited by Sarah Lovell, 328 pages
(1992) -$10.00

This book consists of selected documents
mostly produced by a political tendency
that was organized in the Socialist Work-
ers ll’arty to defend and advance the
revolutio rspectives of Trotsky-
ism. Thisnt“:lyd;ecy, which began to l;.};-
velop in the dparty in 1979, waged a
struggle inside the Socialist Workers
Party until the expulsion of its adherents
in 1984, when they established a new
group called the Fourth Internationalist
Tendency. Also represented here are op-
positionists who became prominent in
other groups — Socialist Action and the
Fourth Intermational Caucus of Solidar-
ity. Included are materials produced by
two of the oldest and most prestigious
veterans in the SWP, Tom Kerry and
George Breitman. A substantial introduc-
tory essay by Frank Lovell, “The Meaning
of the Struggle Inside the Socialist Work-
ers Party,” provides valuable back-

ground information and places the vol-
ume in a larger historical perspective.

=
Volume Two:
Revolutionary Principles and
Working-Class Democracy
edited by Paul Le Blanc, 412 pages
(1992 -$12.00
This book focuses on the waves of expul-
sions which hit the Socialist Workers
Party from 1981 through 1984. It pro-
vides an inspiring record — and reaf-
firmation — of the revolutionary ideas
and commitments of those who were
being forced out of the organization to
which many had given “the whole of
their lives.” also included are: substan-
tial pieces by SWP leaders Jack Barnes
and Larry Seigle defending the expul-
sions; a critique by representatives of the
Fourth International; letters and a talk by
pioneer Trotskyist James P. Cannon,
originally published under the title
Don’t Strangle the Farty. A substantial
introductory essay by Paul Le Blanc,
“Leninism in the United States and the
Decline of the Socialist Workers Party,”
relates the 198184 experience to

broader questions of “the vanguard
party” and Leninism, the history and
character of American Trotskyism, the
development of the U.S. working class,
and the realities of world politics in the
20th century.

Volume Three:

Rebuilding the Revolutionary Party
edited by Paul Le Blanc, 148 pages
(1990) —$9.00

This book consists of eight documents.
The 1 , written in 1983 by Paul Le
Blanc and Dianne Feeley, is entitled “In
Defense of Revolutionary Continuity” —
a onse to SWP leader Jack Barnes’s
ati::E on Trotsky’s theory of permanent
revolution. Also included is the found-
ing platform of the Fourth International-
ist Tendency, a lengthy 1988 analysis of
the SWP by Frank Lovell and Paul Le
Blanc, and two major documents pro-
duced by the FIT when the Socialist
Workers Party formally broke from the
Fourth International in 1990. The volume
concludes with three documents dealing
with the need for unity among revolu-
tionary socialists in the United States.




