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From the Editors

F OR MORE THAN 150 YEARS socialists have
insisted that only workers themselves can
make any fundamental change in social rela-
tions because only workers organizing them-
selves in the process of struggle to become a
governing class can ensure that the old class
society isn't reproduced by a new class of ex-
ploiters; the new society created by them would
have democratic workers' control over the means
of production. Revolutions in such countries as
China, Cuba, Vietnam, and N. Korea were not
led by the working class (urban or rural), as
Regis Debray made clear in his Revolution in
the Revolution (1967). We shouldn't want the
1959 Cuban Revolution to be a democratic
workers' uprising, he wrote, because “No po-
litical front which is basically a deliberative body
can assume the leadership of a people’s war; only
a technically capable executive group, central-
ized ...can do so; in brief, only a revolutionary
general staff.” Contrast that to Eugene Debs's
“Too long have the workers of the world waited
for some Moses to lead them out of bondage.
He has not come; he never will come. | would

CORRECTIONS

Issue #40:

Footnote #9 in Alan Aja’s “The Intra-Immi-
grant Dilemma” should read,

For a discussion on the expanding boundaries
of whiteness, see Warren, Jonathan and
Winddance Twine, Frances, “White Ameri-
cans, the New Minority? Non-Blacks and the
Ever Expanding Boundaries of Whiteness,”
The Journal of Black Studies, 28, No. 2 (1997):
200-218.

Issue #41.:

The name of Helen Lachs Ginsburg, co-au-
thor of “The Ups and Downs of the Swedish
Welfare State,” was misspelled on the cover.

not lead you out if I could, for if you could be
led out, you could be led back again. 1 would
have you make up your minds that there is noth-
ing that you cannot do for yourselves.”

A special section of this issue is devoted to
workers'’ struggles today. Who are the workers?
How are they organized? What are their chances
of success? Both John Hammond and Jennifer
Shea-Brandynn Holgate stress difficulties in
organizing : Hammond, the World Social Fo-
rum activists from diverse backgrounds and in-
terests; and Shea-Holgate, isolated caregivers.
Andreas Malm and Shora Esmailian discuss the
extremely difficult struggle that Iranian work-
ers are having against the religious dictatorship;
John Gibler writes about the bloody uprising
of Mexican teachers and other workers in pov-
erty-stricken Oaxaca; but Karen Wirsig tells of
a victory for Canadian broadcast workers.

Our special section on the elections high-
lights the dilemma that activists face in trying
to mount an opposition to media-favored mil-
lionaire candidates — join a third party or the
progressive wing of the Democratic Party?
Jonathan Tasini challenged Hillary Clinton in
the Democratic primary and was virtually ig-
nored by the media, as was Howie Hawkins in
his Green Party challenge to her.

Also featured in this issue is Stephen R.
Shalom’s analysis of crises in the Middle East:
in Iraq, Iran, Lebanon , and Palestine. The rest
of our articles again cover a wide spectrum: from
abortion, adoption, and psychotherapy to a dis-
cussion of whether the Bush Administration is
fascist.

When things look bleak, we are reminded
of the words of the Spanish Civil War revolu-
tionary, Buenaventura Durruti: “VWe carry a new
world here in our hearts. That world is grow-
ing this minute.”

MARVIN AND BETTY
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Middle East Developments

STEPHEN R. SHALOM

What we're seeing here, in a sense, is . . .
the birth pangs of a new Middle East. . . .

— Condoleezza Rice, July 21, 2006

HE MIDDLE EAST HAS INDEED undergone
Tsome dramatic changes in recent months
— in Iraq, the chaos has intensified and U.S.
policy is eliciting doubts even from key Repub-
licans; the government of Iran seemingly defies
Washington and the European Union; in Leba-
non, Hezbollah thwarted the previously invin-
cible Israeli armed forces; and in Palestine,
Hamas has taken power and new fighting has
erupted in Gaza. But amidst all the changes
there are also important continuities. Washing-
ton is still pursuing its basic policy of six de-
cades: trying to assure its dominance in a re-
gion of stupendous economic and strategic
value. And Israel remains committed to the iron
fist over diplomacy and continues to refuse Pal-
estinians the same right of self-determination
that is exercised by Israeli Jews.

Let me take up each of these four crises in
turn.

Iraq

This past March, Howard Kaloogian, a right-
wing Republican, sponsored a “Truth Tour” to
Iraq to “tell the American people about the ac-
complishments [U.S. troops] are making in Op-
eration Iragi Freedom and the fight against ter-
rorism.” When he returned he posted a picture
of downtown Baghdad on his website — show-
ing a peaceful urban setting complete with a

STEPHEN R. SHALOM is the editor of Noam Chomsky and
Gilbert Achcar, Perilous Power: The Middle East and
U.S. Foreign Policy. Dialogues on Terror, Democracy,
War, and Justice, Paradigm, 2006, and is a member of
the editorial board of New Politics.
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couple walking hand-in-hand. Kaloogian ex-
plained that

[W1]e took this photo of downtown Baghdad
while we were in Irag [which is] much more
calm and stable than what many people be-
lieve it to be. But, each day the news media
finds any violence occurring in the country and
screams and shouts about it — in part because
many journalists are opposed to the U.S. ef-
fort to fight terrorism (San Francisco Chronicle,
3/30/06).

His photograph was pretty dramatic, except for
one small detail. It wasn't a picture of Baghdad
at all, but of Istanbul.

Kaloogian’s propaganda ploy was astound-
ing even half a year ago, but today no one de-
nies that the situation in Iraq is absolutely hor-
rendous. Military officers and Republican offi-
cials are speaking publicly about the unfolding
disaster. The most careful survey of death rates
— using a methodology that is standard in cri-
sis situations and published in the peer-reviewed
medical journal, Lancet — suggests a violent
death toll of some 600,000 since the beginning
of the war. This is far higher than previous esti-
mates, especially those obtained by adding up
press accounts, but careful journalists have long
known that media reports were likely to grossly
undercount the true toll. As journalist Patrick
Cockburn noted (Independent, 5/23/06), “As
Baghdad and Irag, aside from the three Kurdish
provinces, become the stalking ground for death
squads and assassins, it is impossible to report
the collapse of security without being killed
doing so.” The Lancet figure is also higher than
reports from the Iragi public health system, but
there is no reason to expect that system to be
functioning reliably in a society in a state of near
collapse. It is not surprising, for example, that



local officials might issue death certificates for
people without carefully recording, tabulating,
and passing on the resultant numbers. Accord-
ing to UN officials, the health ministry — con-
trolled by followers of Muqgtada al-Sadr — un-
derstates death totals under pressure from mi-
litias (Christian Science Monitor [CSM], 5/26/06).
That Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki has barred
the further release of death numbers (New York
Times [NYT], 10/21/06) makes clear how po-
litically these numbers are viewed. Perhaps fur-
ther research will show the Lancet figures to be
too high, but even if the toll turns out to be
100,000 instead of six times that number, this
is clearly a humanitarian crisis of the first or-
der.

IFE IN IRAQ IS PRETTY GRIM even for those

who manage to avoid death. UNICEF re-
ports that 9 percent of Iraqi children under age
five suffer from acute malnutrition, compared to
4 percent in 2002, the last year of Saddam
Hussein's rule. (And this is hard to blame on in-
surgent sabotage because the situation is worst
in the South, where the insurgency is more or
less absent.) Unemployment estimates run from
25 to 70 percent — no one has any real idea.
Earlier this year, the food ration was cut, as part
of the free market policies urged by the United
States and the IMF (Salman, Iragi Crisis Report,
3/29/06). Electricity production and oil produc-
tion are lower than they were before the war.
Water treatment capacity is one third of the pre-
war level, a figure that overstates the amount of
potable water reaching Iragi households because
some 60 percent of water treatment output is lost
due to leakage, contamination, and illegal con-
nections, not to mention that leaking sewage
sometimes enters the water mains (GAO-06-
697T, April 25, 2006, p. 25).

Since February 2006, when the Shiite al-
Askari shrine was blown up in Samarra, sectar-
ian violence has escalated to a horrendous scale.
True, not everyone thinks this is all bad. Daniel
Pipes has commented (Jerusalem Post [JP], 3/
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1/06) that “when Sunni terrorists target Shiites
and vice versa non-Muslims are less likely to be
hurt.” But in fact, the insurgency and attacks
against coalition troops have not lessened. Av-
erage weekly attacks are at an all-time high and
twice the rate of spring 2004 (see Brookings’
Irag Index).

Some argue that because of the near civil
war in Iraq it is clearer than ever that U.S. troops
need to remain. However, the case for with-
drawal still makes good sense — and, indeed,
better sense than ever.

Consider first Iraqi public opinion. The
views of Iragis are not decisive in these matters
(after all, even if the Mexican people voted for
U.S. troops to come in and crush the Zapatistas,
the U.S. left shouldn't support such an inter-
vention). Nevertheless, Iraqi opinion is certainly
something we should carefully weigh.

In the chaotic conditions prevailing in Iraq,
public opinion polls are likely to have many
weaknesses. Nevertheless, reasonable surveys
with representative samples seem to be possible
in Iraq. In September 2006, a poll was con-
ducted for WorldPublicOpinion.org by the
well-respected Program on International Policy
Attitudes (PIPA) at the University of Mary-
land, using a nationwide representative sample
of 1,150 Iragi adults.

One question asked “Which of the follow-
ing would you like the Iragi government to ask
the U.S.-led forces to do?”

Kurd  Shia Arab Sunni Arab Total

Withdraw all U.S.-led forces within
six months 11 36 57 3%

Gradually withdraw U.S.-led forces according to a
one-year timeline 24 38 34 34%

Gradually withdraw U.S.-led forces according
to a two-year timeline 34 20 7 20%

Only reduce U.S.-led forces as the security situation
improves in Irag. 31 5 2 9%

The Bush administration’s option, which is the
last response above — to abide by no timetable
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Middle East Developments

at all — was the choice of fewer than one in ten
respondents. Seven out of ten want U.S. troops
out within a year and

lice was the answer of 43 percent, the Iragi army
35 percent, insurgents 6 percent, armed mili-
tias 4 percent, “other” 3

more than a third want
them out within six
months. Responses vary
across the main ethnic
groups, with Kurds be-

With the U.S. out, there would be
strong incentives on Iraqis to reach
some sort of accommodation.

percent, and only 1 per-
cent chose the U.S.-led
“multinational forces.”
In August 2005, a
leaked secret British

ing most in favor of re-
taining U.S. forces
(though note that U.S. troops are not stationed
in the three Kurdish provinces); 74 percent of
Shia Arabs and 91 percent of Sunni Arabs want
the U.S. troops out within a year.

UT AREN'T U.S. TROOPS NECESSARY for se-
Bcurity? Not if you ask the Iragi people.
Asked explicitly, “Do you think the U.S. mili-
tary presence in lIraq is currently a stabilizing
force or that it is provoking more conflict than
it is preventing?” large majorities of Shia and
Sunni Arabs chose the second option.

Kurd Shia Arab Sunni Arab Total

A stabilizing force 56 17 2 21%

Provoking more conflict
than it is preventing 41 82 97 78%

In March 2006, the U.S. public was asked the
same question and, by a 55 to 43 majority, they
too judged U.S. troops to be more of a provo-
cation than a stabilizing force.

The poll further showed that a majority of
Iragis (61 percent overall; 15 percent of Kurds,
62 percent of Shia Arabs, and 92 percent of
Sunni Arabs) approved of attacks on U.S.-led
troops. Support for attacks on lragi security
forces stood at only 7 percent and on civilians
under 1 percent.

Some of these results are more dramatic
than those shown in previous polls, but the pat-
tern could long be discerned. At the end of
March 2006 a poll by the International Repub-
lican Institute asked respondents whom they
trusted for their personal safety. The Iraqi po-
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Ministry of Defense
poll found that 82 per-
cent of Iragis strongly opposed the presence of
“coalition troops.” Those who thought coalition
forces were responsible for any improvement in
security constituted less than 1 percent of re-
spondents, while 67 percent thought they were
less secure because of the occupation.

U.S. troops have been in Iraq for three and
a half years now and the longer they've been
there, the closer the country has come to civil
war. In part this is a result of Abu Ghraib,
Haditha, and other well-publicized U.S. abuses
of Iraqi citizens. In part it is a result of the main
U.S. military tactic of search and destroy, a way
of proceeding guaranteed to extend the scope
and popularity of the Sunni Arab guerrilla
movement. But many U.S. and British military
officers have acknowledged that the very pres-
ence of foreign troops drives the insurgency.
General George Casey, the commander of the
“multinational” forces, testified before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee last September
that coalition forces, as an occupying force, are
part of what fuels the insurgency. “We are cre-
ating many, many more enemies than we are
ever reducing,” declared Lt. Gen. Pete Chiarelli,
the number two U.S. officer in Irag, in June.
And the commander of British forces, Gen. Sir
Richard Dannatt, told a newspaper that Brit-
ain should get its 7,200 soldiers out of the south
of the country “sometime soon” because “our
presence exacerbates the security problems” (Se-
attle Times, 10/1/05; ABC News, 6/7/06; CSM,
10/16/06).

This doesn't mean that Iraqgis reject inter-
national assistance out of some sort of irratio-



nal sense of nationalism. They have very good
reason to be suspicious of U.S. intentions. Ira-
qgis know, for example, that

 Washington backed the Ba'athist coup in 1963,
even giving the plotters lists of suspected Com-
munists to kill (Roger Morris, NYT, 3/14/03).

* In 1975, Washington betrayed the Kurds it
had been supporting, allowing them to be
slaughtered (“covert action should not be con-
fused with missionary work,” Secretary of State
Kissinger explained in secret testimony con-
tained in the leaked Pike Report).

 During the Iran-Irag war, Washington sup-
ported Saddam Hussein despite the fact that
he started the war and used chemical weap-
ons.

» When, after the war, Saddam Hussein con-
ducted his ruthless Anfal campaign against the
Kurds, including the use of chemical weap-
ons, the administration of Bush senior con-
tinued providing Iraq with agricultural cred-
its and even biological agents useful for mak-
ing biological weapons. The White House
blocked the imposition of sanctions against
Irag, not out of any objection to sanctions on
principle, but because it wanted to continue
supporting Saddam Hussein (see Jentleson,
With Friends Like These, Norton, 1994).

¢ During the first Gulf War, U.S. forces inten-
tionally attacked civilian infrastructure, know-
ing it would cause a health crisis for the Iraqi
population (Gellman, Washington Post [WP],
6/23/91; Nagy, Progressive, 9/01). The infra-
structure destruction together with more than
a decade of punishing economic sanctions
would lead to hundreds of thousands of ex-
cess deaths (Garfield, “Morbidity and Mor-
tality Among Iragi Children From 1990
through 1998,” March 1999).

* Following the first Gulf War, after urging Ira-
qis to rise up against Saddam Hussein, Wash-
ington denied the rebels access to captured
Iragi weapons and allowed Saddam Hussein

Middle East Developments

to use his helicopters to slaughter the insur-
gents as U.S. aircraft circled overhead.

« In 2003, Washington began its occupation by
protecting the oil ministry and oil wells while
allowing the rest of the country to be looted.

« U.S. imposed privatization, sweetheart deals
for Halliburton, and other favored U.S. cor-
porations. (See, among many sources, James
Glanz’s 10/25/06 NYT report.)

« U.S. government officials are hard at work se-
curing Iraqi oil for U.S. elites. (See Muttitt,
Crude Design: The Rip-off of Irags Oil Wealth,
PLATFORM, 11/05; and various reports by
Joshua Holland on AlterNet: 5/22/06, 10/16/06,
10/17/06.)

* Despite Rumsfeld’s claim that “at the present
time” Washington seeks no permanent bases
in Irag, the Pentagon is building what it calls
“enduring” bases. (See Sam Graham-Felsen,
AlterNet, 7/28/05).

NE DOESN'T HAVE TO CONJURE UP SOMe

mythical Iragi past where everyone got
along to realize that whatever conflicts existed
between Irag’s ethnic groups would be exacer-
bated, not reduced, by the presence of U.S.
troops. This was so for several reasons. Those
who engage in sectarian and anti-civilian at-
tacks hide behind the mantle of opposition to
the occupation which has widespread support.
If the occupation were to end, these extremists
would be more readily isolated. For example,
the Association of Muslim Scholars, the lead-
ing Sunni organization with ties to the resis-
tance, has said that were a timetable set for with-
drawal they would issue a fatwa against any fur-
ther armed actions.

Moreover, as Nir Rosen, who spent 16
months reporting from Irag, has observed (At-
lantic, 12/05), the Shia-dominated government
carries the stigma in the eyes of many Sunnis
of being collaborators with the occupation; this
makes it harder than it would otherwise be for
them to recruit Sunnis to any multiethnic po-
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Middle East Developments

lice force and army, leading them to depend on
militias, which further provokes the Sunnis.
With the U.S. out, there would be strong in-
centives on Iraqis to reach some sort of accom-
modation.

In calling for a U.S. withdrawal from lIraq,
we need to make clear that we mean the com-
plete withdrawal of all U.S. troops and bases.
At the same time, we must demand that the
United States contribute funds for the recon-
struction of Irag — but without U.S. control.
This is the very least we owe the Iragi people.

With present U.S. policy so obviously a fail-
ure, there is some possibility that Bush will
change course after the midterm elections. Per-
haps he will take the advice of John McCain
and others to increase the number of U.S. troops.
But doing so is unlikely to achieve victory.
Moreover, it will impose further strains on the
U.S. military, and may be unsustainable with-
out a draft, which would entail serious political
costs. Nevertheless, given the stakes for Wash-
ington, such an option can't be ruled out. An-
other possibility is to draw down U.S. troops in
Irag, while resorting to counterinsurgency by
airpower, with even worse consequences for
Iraqgi civilians than we've been seeing, and also
unlikely to secure the country for U.S. inter-
ests. Perhaps the most likely option is for Wash-
ington to support some sort of military coup by
Sunni and Shia officers, forcing out the elected
Iragi leaders, and trying to establish the sort of
regime Washington always preferred for Iraq:
Saddamism without Saddam.

This last option would mean that the Bush
administration would have to give up on its pro-
claimed commitment to democracy in the
Middle East. But of course Washington was
never serious about this. When U.S. officials
complained about the results of one of the few
democratic elections in the region — the one
that brought Hamas to power in Palestine —
their close friend, Saudi foreign minister Prince
Saud al-Faisal, told them: “Of course we always
warned against elections, that sometimes they
10 =
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bring results that you don't want. That’s why
we haven't applied the system yet in Saudi
Arabia” (WP, 5/18/06).

But though Bush is not serious about de-
mocracy in Iraq (or the Middle East generally),
that doesn't mean we shouldn't care about de-
mocracy — real democracy, not the combina-
tion of privatization and elite domination that
pundits often mistake for democracy. Unfortu-
nately, Saddam Hussein's legacy and Bush'’s war
and occupation have created great obstacles to
the achievement of genuine democracy in Iraq,
at least in the short run. Though the Iraqi re-
sistance includes many motivated by a nation-
alist resentment of foreign occupation, the only
organized political expression in the insurgency
comes from neo-Baathists, Islamic funda-
mentalists, and Sunni supremacists. Mugtada
al-Sadr opposes Saddam Hussein and George
Bush, but the religious orthodoxy imposed by
his armed followers is frightening. Even Aya-
tollah Ali al-Sistani, whose nonviolent pressure
campaign forced the United States to allow elec-
tions in Irag, posted a fatwa on his website au-
thorizing death for gays (now changed to apply
only to leshians) (see Doug Ireland’s report at
http://direland.typepad.com/direland/, 10/21/06).
One of the great tragedies of Irag — and there
are many — is the extreme weakness of any
progressive forces in the country. We should
express our solidarity with those that do exist
— such as the Basra oil workers’ union which
has taken a position opposing both the occu-
pation and privatization — but without any il-
lusions as to their current political strength.

Iran

OVER THE PAST YEAR AND A HALF, various ana-
lysts (Scott Ritter, Seymour Hersh, Ray
McGovern) have reported from inside-the-gov-
ernment sources that Washington or its Israeli
ally is about to attack Iran. The attacks have
not occurred, and they would be absolutely in-
sane from even the most narrow view of U.S.
elite (or Israeli elite) interests. Nevertheless,



given U.S. setbacks elsewhere in the region and
the disconnect between the Bush administra-
tion and reality, such attacks cannot be ruled
out. It should also be noted that many signs of
preparations for war are consistent not only with
an actual intent to launch an attack, but with
an intent to intimidate and destabilize Tehran.

Washington’s proclaimed justifications for
war are Iran’s nuclear program and its dictato-
rial regime. Each of these ought to matter a great
deal to anyone concerned about international
peace or justice, but is totally hypocritical com-
ing from the U.S. government.

We don't know what Iran is doing with its
nuclear research. Though there is no current
evidence that it has moved towards developing
a nuclear weapon, or gone beyond the civilian
nuclear power program to which it is entitled
as part of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT), Tehran has not been forthcoming with
the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) as its adherence to the NPT requires.
The Bush administration, however, has made
all sorts of exaggerated and unsubstantiated
claims. The Republicans on the House Select
Committee on Intelligence issued a report as-
serting that Iran's nuclear program was being
downplayed by the IAEA, leading the IAEA
to respond with a letter charging that the re-
port “contains erroneous, misleading, and un-
substantiated information” and that parts of the
report were “outrageous and dishonest”
(Heinrich, Reuters, 9/14/06). In any face-off
between the Bush administration and the
IAEA, one should keep in mind that the former
was shown to have lied about Irag’s nuclear pro-
gram before the U.S. invasion in 2003, and the
latter had it exactly right. One should note as
well that the former bugged the telephone of
Mohammad ElBaradei, the IAEA head, try-
ing unsuccessfully to prove him an lIranian
lackey (WP, 12/12/04).

Is there cause to be suspicious of Iran’s
nuclear program? Of course. There is no rea-
son to assume that assurances of peaceful in-
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tent by Iranian leaders are any more credible
than those of other leaders, especially given the
general lack of transparency in Iran. In addi-
tion, threats of the sort that have been made
against Iran for the past few years provide strong

The way to reduce the likelihood of
Iran obtaining nuclear weapons is
exactly the opposite of that
pursued by Washington.

inducement for nations to seek nuclear weap-
ons for their defense. As Israeli military analyst
Martin Van Creveld has commented (Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, 8/21/04), Iranian leaders
“would be crazy” not to be developing a nuclear
deterrent.

This doesn't mean, of course, that we should
favor an Iranian bomb. Nuclear deterrence is
an incredibly dangerous proposition and the
possibility of accidental or unintended use or
crisis provocation outweighs any defensive ben-
efit the bomb may afford. But the way to re-
duce the likelihood of Iran obtaining nuclear
weapons is exactly the opposite of that pursued
by Washington. Heavy-handed threats (coupled
with the example of the U.S. invasion of Iraq
— which, notably, did not have a nuclear de-
terrent) make acquisition of a nuclear weapon
by Iran more likely rather than less so. Despite
dire warnings from Bush, even if we assume the
worst about Iran’s nuclear intentions, it is still
at least five years away from having a nuclear
weapon (see, Washington Times, 4/20/05, 8/31/06;
NYT, 9/7/06). There is time for diplomacy, if it
is in fact desired.

In the spring of 2003, authorities in Tehran
— portrayed by Washington and Tel Aviv as
implacably hostile — made an overture that
clearly showed a peaceful resolution of the cri-
sis is possible. According to Flynt Leverett, then
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senior director for Middle East affairs at the
National Security Council,

[T]he Iranian Foreign Ministry sent Wash-
ington a detailed proposal for comprehensive
negotiations to resolve bilateral differences.
The document acknowledged that Iran would
have to address concerns about its weapons
programs and support for anti-Israeli terrorist
organizations. It was presented as having sup-
port from all major players in Iran’s power
structure, including the supreme leader, Aya-
tollah Ali Khamenei. . . .Unfortunately, the
administration’s response was to complain that
the Swiss diplomats who passed the document
from Tehran to Washington were out of line
(NYT, 1/24/06).

Iran has also agreed to a system of international
control of all fissile material, as proposed by
ElBaradei, which would prevent diversion of
nuclear fuel to a weapons program — and is
indeed the only country to have indicated its
agreement (see Chomsky & Achcar, Perilous
Power, Paradigm, 2006, p. 233).

OME CLAIM THAT STATEMENTS from Irani-
S an officials make clear that as soon as Iran
obtains a nuclear weapon it will use it to “wipe
Israel off the map.” On the contrary, Iranian
officials have explicitly stated that Iran would
never attack any nation (de Bellaigue, New York
Review of Books, 4/28/06). (This, obviously,
doesn't prove Iranian peaceful intent, but the
claim that an intent to attack Israel has been
publicly declared is simply false.) And despite
the outrageous Holocaust-denying statements
from Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadine-
jad, the more powerful Iranian leader, Ayatol-
lah Khamenei, has indicated that Iran accepts
the Arab consensus on Israel-Palestine, name-
ly full normalization of relations in return for
Israeli withdrawal to its 1967 borders (see his
June 4 speech at www.khamenei.ir/EN/
home.jsp).

The NPT places various restrictions and
obligations on signatories that do not have
nuclear weapons. But in article VI it imposes a
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serious obligation on the nuclear weapons states
— and indeed, the have-not nations have made
clear that their continued acceptance of the
NPT is contingent on the haves abiding by ar-
ticle VI. Article V1 states:

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes
to pursue negotiations in good faith on effec-
tive measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on gen-
eral and complete disarmament under strict
and effective international control.

None of the nuclear weapons states, especially
the United States, have met their article VI
obligations. If we just look at this past year in
the UN General Assembly we get a sense of
Washington’s commitment to nuclear disarma-
ment. Resolution 60/46, prohibiting the devel-
opment and manufacture of new types of weap-
ons of mass destruction, was adopted by a vote
of 180 in favor to 1 against (United States), with
1 abstention (Israel). Resolution 60/48 on
implementing the Declaration of the Indian
Ocean as a Zone of Peace was adopted with
three no votes, France, the UK, and the United
States. Resolution 60/53 sought effective inter-
national agreements to assure non-nuclear
weapon States against the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons; it was adopted 120-0, with
59 abstentions, including the United States.
Resolution 60/54, aiming to prevent an arms
race in outer space, was approved 180-2, with
only Israel and the United States voting no.
Resolution 60/56 on accelerating the imple-
mentation of nuclear disarmament commit-
ments was adopted with five negative votes
(France, India, Israel, the UK, and the United
States). Resolution 60/58 on a nuclear-weapon-
free southern hemisphere and adjacent areas was
opposed only by France, the UK, and the United
States. Resolution 60/65 expressing a renewed
determination to totally eliminate nuclear weap-
ons was adopted 168-2-7, with only the United
States and India voting no. A resolution on
nuclear proliferation in the Middle East, 60/



92, was opposed only by the United States, Is-
rael, and three tiny Pacific island nations. And
resolution 60/95 urging all nations to approve
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
was adopted 172-1-4, with only the United
States voting against.

There are many inadequacies in the NPT,
but the United States has failed to meet its most
basic obligations. That some have-not nations
feel it’s an unjust system is not surprising. U.S.
aggression and threats, together with its failure
to meet its disarmament obligations, create an
international political climate in which Iran
(and others) appear to many inside and outside
Iran to have a legitimate reason to acquire
nuclear weapons. On the other hand, serious
U.S. disarmament efforts and a peaceful and
democratic U.S. foreign policy would help to
undercut — internally and internationally —
the case for Iran going nuclear.

Washington’s criticisms of Tehran for its
dictatorial practices are likewise the height of
cynicism, given that it was Washington that
snuffed out democracy in Iran back in 1953 and
supported the Shah’s brutal dictatorial rule for
a quarter of a century. And Washington didn't
mind the mullahs’ repressive policies either, as
long as the victims were the right ones. In 1983,
according to the official Tower Commission,

[T]he United States helped bring to the at-
tention of Teheran the threat inherent in the
extensive infiltration of the government by the
communist Tudeh Party and Soviet or
proSoviet cadres in the country. Using this in-
formation, the Khomeini government took
measures, including mass executions, that vir-
tually eliminated the pro-Soviet infrastructure
in Iran.

In Iran today, repression is widespread, there
are scores of political prisoners, torture is used,
there is violence and discrimination against
women and minorities in law and practice, free-
dom of expression is severely curtailed, and dur-
ing the presidential elections of June 2005 a
large numbers of prospective candidates, includ-
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ing all the women who were running, were ar-
bitrarily disqualified. Those leftists who praise
Iran’s treatment of women or gays or minori-
ties are foolishly allowing Iran’s opposition to
U.S. policies to excuse very real oppression. This
oppression needs to be vigorously condemned.
At the same time, however, we should keep in
mind, as Gilbert Achcar has noted, that on ev-
ery measure of democracy, repression, or
women’s rights Iran is a beacon of enlighten-
ment compared to the Saudi regime, a close U.S.
ally. Candidates for president are not disquali-
fied in Saudi Arabia because a presidential elec-
tion in that country would be unheard of. Not
only don't women run for the most minor of-
fices, they are not even allowed to vote.

Those who want to help the expansion of
democracy and women’s rights in Iran know, as
Nobel Peace Prize winner and founder of the
Center for Defense of Human Rights in Tehran,
Sharin Ebadi, put it (NYT, 2/8/05), that “for
human rights defenders in Iran, the possibility
of a foreign military attack on their country rep-
resents an utter disaster for their cause.” There
are independent human rights groups in Iran,
and their protests have had some impact, yet,
Ebadi notes, “the threat of foreign military in-
tervention will provide a powerful excuse for
authoritarian elements to uproot these groups
and put an end to their growth.” She writes:

[T]he most effective way to promote human
rights in Iran is to provide moral support and
international recognition to independent hu-
man rights defenders and to insist that Iran
adhere to the international human rights laws
and conventions that it has signed. Getting the
Iranian government to abide by these inter-
national standards is the human rights
movement’s highest goal; foreign military in-
tervention in Iran is the surest way to harm us
and keep that goal out of reach.

Lebanon

THE MONTH-LONG ISRAELI WAR in Lebanon
was in many respects a proxy war fought by
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Washington. When Tel Aviv needed more
munitions, including cluster bombs, the United
States rushed these to Israel. When Tel Aviv
wanted a free hand to attack Lebanon without
interference by the UN or any other sort of in-
ternational pressure, the United States provided
the blocking. As Israel killed some 1,200 civil-
ians, and destroyed 130,000 housing units,
along with bridges, factories, schools, hospitals,
and much of the country’s electrical network,
the Bush administration stalled any ceasefire
resolution. Press accounts indicate that Israel
officials shared their war plans with Washing-
ton long before July 2006, and in any event it is
certainly unlikely that Israeli officials would
have gone to war without coordinating with
their American ally.

For the Bush administration, this was not
simply a matter of doing a favor for a friend.
Given the close ties between Hezbollah and
Tehran, Washington hoped that crushing
Hezbollah would not just destroy an anti-
American organization, but eliminate one of
Iran’s chief means of retaliation in the event of
an attack (the other being its ability to cause
mischief in Iraq).

Though planned in advance, the Israel as-
sault needed a Hezbollah provocation and the
organization provided that with its cross-bor-
der raid of July 12 resulting in the capture of
two soldiers and the killing of several others.
Israel argued that it had no choice but to go to
war to stop Hezbollah missile attacks against
its population, but in fact these attacks were a
response to, not the cause of, Israel’s massive
bombardment of Lebanon’s civilian infrastruc-
ture. From the withdrawal of Israeli troops from
Lebanon in May 2000 until July 12, 2006, there
was not a single Israeli killed by a Katyusha
rocket fired from Lebanon. And from 2000 to
May 28, 2006, there was not a single confirmed
rocket fired at civilians by Hezbollah (see my
“Lebanon War Question and Answer,” ZNet,
8/7/06). On this latter date, small arms fire that
wounded an lIsraeli soldier led to a major ex-
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change of fire in which the Israeli Defense
Forces (IDF) used air strikes, artillery, mortar,
and tank fire, wounding two L ebanese civilians,
and Hezbollah “responded with rocket, mortar
and small-arms fire,” in the words of the UN
observers. The IDF ordered lIsraeli civilians in
the north “to take to the safety of bomb shel-
ters — some so out of use that it was difficult
to locate the keys” (JP, 6/1/06).

Hezbollah's cross-border raid of July 12,
2006 was accompanied by diversionary rocket
fire. Israeli press accounts report that these
wounded several civilians, though Hezbollah
officials told Amnesty International (Al,
ENGMDE020252006, 9/14/06) that no civil-
ian was targeted on July 12. In any event, Israel
could have easily stopped any rocket fire at its
cities and towns by accepting Hassan Nasrallah'’s
offer to cease its rocket attacks if Israel stopped
its air-raids (Cody, WP, 8/4/06).

Human Rights Watch (HRW) reported “a
systematic failure by the IDF to distinguish be-
tween combatants and civilians.” Israeli apolo-
gists have argued that Lebanese civilian deaths
were unfortunate collateral damage resulting
from Hezbollah's policy of placing military tar-
gets in civilian areas, but in none of the specific
cases investigated by Human Rights Watch
were Hezbollah's weapons or fighters near ci-
vilian areas targeted by Israel. Moreover, the
broad Israeli definition of military targets makes
an intermingling of military and civilian activ-
ity inevitable: Israel defines as legitimate tar-
gets the private residences of Hezbollah politi-
cal leaders, Hezbollah political offices, and
Hezbollah's TV station — all of which, not sur-
prisingly, are in civilian areas. Further, Israel
directly and intentionally targeted civilian in-
frastructure, as Israeli officials acknowledged
(for example, the warning of Israeli army chief
of staff Lt.-Gen. Dan Halutz that if the cap-
tured soldiers were not returned, the IDF
“would target infrastructure and ‘turn back the
clock in Lebanon by 20 years™ (Independent
7/13/06). As Amnesty International reported:



The evidence strongly suggests that the ex-
tensive destruction of public works, power sys-
tems, civilian homes and industry was delib-
erate and an integral part of the military strat-
egy, rather than ‘collateral damage’ — inciden-
tal damage to civilians or civilian property re-
sulting from targeting military objectives
(MDE 18/007/2006, 8/23/06).

Hezbollah, too, engaged in war crimes —
in particular its indiscriminate rocket fire into
Israel, including cluster munitions (HRW re-
port, Oct. 19, 2006) — though the scale of its
crimes as measured by the civilian death toll was
1/25 that of Israel’s.

AR WAS NOT A NECESSARY RESPONSE
W to Hezbollah's cross-border raid of July
12. The prisoner issue and the various border
issues all could have settled peaceably without
the horrible human costs of the war and the
further poisoning of attitudes.

Many Lebanese were critical of Hezbollah's
provocative July 12 raid, but the brutality of the
Israeli response caused most Lebanese to end
up assigning primary responsibility to Israel for
the catastrophe that befell their country.
Hezbollah's tenacious resistance to the Israeli
onslaught has greatly enhanced its reputation.
However, Hezbollah's resistance and its mass
base among the Shiite population of Lebanon
(based on its communal social welfare programs
and relative lack of corruption) should not lead
us to view Hezbollah as a progressive force. It
is a fundamentalist political organization —
though because the Shia are not even a major-
ity of Lebanon’s population, Hezbollah no
longer calls for turning the country into an “Is-
lamic Republic” — with socially backward views
as well as supporting the neoliberal agenda. It
achieved its dominance among Lebanon’s Shia
population in part by using violence against
progressive forces (see Achcar, Z Magazine,
10/06). (There was some ill-considered excite-
ment on the left when a supposed interview with
Nasrallah was published indicating leftist sym-
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pathies, but that interview has been shown to
be a forgery.)

The failure of Israel to achieve its aims in
this war represented a critical defeat. Israeli
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert disagrees, reveal-
ingly declaring (Haaretz, 9/5/06) that “The
claim that we lost is unfounded. Half of Leba-
non is destroyed; is that a loss?” But Israel’s
image of invincibility has been decisively shat-
tered. One hopes that this will encourage Is-
raelis to seek peaceful resolutions to their con-
flicts with Palestinians and others, respecting
the rights of everyone involved, but, unfortu-
nately, it may propel Israeli leaders to seek an
opportunity to restore their military dominance.

Israel-Palestine

IN JUNE 2006, AN UPSURGE OF VIOLENCE
erupted in Gaza. Israel claims its military esca-
lation was a response to the abduction on June
26 of an Israeli soldier by Palestinian militants.
This claim neglects some crucial context.

Gaza is Israeli occupied territory. Israel ar-
gues that in September 2005 it had unilaterally
withdrawn from Gaza, thus ending the occu-
pation, but as John Dugard, the UN'’s respected
special rapporteur on the Occupied Palestinian
Territories, noted:

Statements by the Government of Israel that
the withdrawal ended the occupation of Gaza
are grossly inaccurate. Even before the com-
mencement of ‘Operation Summer Rains,’
following the capture of Corporal Shalit,
Gaza remained under the effective control of
Israel. This control was manifested in a num-
ber of ways. Israel retained control of Gaza’s
air space, sea space and external borders. Al-
though a special arrangement was made for
the opening of the Rafah border crossing to
Egypt, to be monitored by European Union
personnel, all other crossings remained largely
closed. . .. The actions of IDF in respect of
Gaza have clearly demonstrated that mod-
ern technology allows an occupying Power to
effectively control a territory even without a
military presence. (General Assembly docu-
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ment A/61/470, 9/27/06)

At the same time, Israel has been construct-
ing a separation “wall” in the West Bank — de-
clared illegal in an advisory opinion of the In-
ternational Court of Justice — in a transparent
attempt to seize as much valuable land and re-
sources as possible. Whatever term Israel gave
for its policy — “unilateral disengagement,”

Hezbollah, too, engaged in war
crimes — in particular its
indiscriminate rocket fire into
Israel, including cluster munitions
— though the scale of its crimes as
measured by the civilian death toll
was 1/25 that of Israel’s.

“convergence,” or “realignment” — the intent,
Dugard noted, was clear: “the unlawful annex-
ation of large portions of Palestinian territory.
The euphemisms used to describe this policy
should not be allowed to obscure the hard truth.”
On the West Bank, settlements continued to
grow, and the number of checkpoints, includ-
ing roadblocks, earth mounds and trenches, in-
creased from 376 in August 2005 to over 500 a
year later. For example, the city of Nablus is now
completely surrounded by checkpoints. “In ef-
fect, Nablus has become an imprisoned city.”
Dugard noted that Israel justifies the check-
points on security grounds, but it is “difficult to
accept this justification” for many of the check-
points, whose main purpose “is in fact to make
Palestinians constantly aware of Israeli control
of their lives and to humiliate them in the pro-
cess.”

Living conditions in the Occupied Terri-
tories were horrible, and especially so in Gaza.
After Hamas won the January 2006 Palestin-
ian elections, however, Israel moved to impose

6 = NEW POLITICS

economic strangulation on the Palestinians and
conditions deteriorated sharply. Israel withheld
funds owed to the Palestinian Authority, and
international donors, particularly the United
States and the European Union, cut their fi-
nancial support. Unemployment increased to 40
percent, and the Palestinian public sector
workforce, accounting for almost a quarter of
total employment, is employed but unpaid be-
cause of Israel’s withholding of funds. By June
more than half of all Palestinians were deemed
by the World Food Programme to be “food in-
secure,” unable to meet their food needs with-
out assistance, a 14 percent increase over the
previous year.

In these abysmal conditions, and with
hopes of Palestinian sovereignty so dismal, it’s
not surprising that some Palestinian militants
were firing homemade Qassam rockets from
Gaza into the nearby Israeli village of Sderot.
Israel, in addition to the targeted assassinations
with their innocent civilian casualties, was re-
sponding by firing artillery shells into Gaza. As
always, the number of innocent Palestinian ci-
vilians Killed far outnumbered the innocent Is-
raelis killed.

On June 24, Israeli commandos launched
a raid into Gaza seizing two men. Israel char-
acteristically said they were terrorists, but no
evidence was given. (Among its 10,000 Pales-
tinian prisoners, Israel holds a thousand who
have not been charged. Thus, as Norman
Finkelstein has noted, the claim that Israel only
arrests terrorists can clearly be no more than an
article of faith.) The next day, Palestinian mili-
tants killed two Israeli soldiers and captured a
third one. Israel’s response was ferocious.

Israel began military incursions into Gaza
and unrelenting shelling and bombing. In ad-
dition, Israeli F-16s flew low and broke the
sound barrier over Gaza, causing sonic booms
as loud as the actual bombardments, causing
widespread terror among the population, par-
ticularly children. Israel seized eight Hamas
Cabinet ministers and 26 members of the Pal-



estinian Legislative Council and, later, took
other key Palestinian officials into custody. Is-
rael declared that these individuals were being
arrested for terrorism, but clearly they were be-
ing held as hostages.

Israel’s main target was the Palestinian
population (who had had the audacity not to
vote the way Israel wanted). Between June 26
and September, some 260 Palestinians (at least
half of whom were civilians) were killed, includ-
ing 58 children. (In this same period, one Is-
raeli was killed — a soldier.) The Israeli Air
Force destroyed the only domestic power plant
in Gaza, cutting electricity as well as the daily
water supply. The borders were closed. The Is-
raeli navy prevented Palestinian fishing along
the coast. As Dugard noted, “In effect, the Pal-
estinian people have been subjected to economic
sanctions — the first time an occupied people
have been so treated. . . .[T]he Palestinian
people, rather than the Palestinian Authority,
have been subjected to possibly the most rigor-
ous form of international sanctions imposed in
modern times.”

Just as with the Lebanon war, Israeli ag-
gression was enabled by the United States. On
July 12, 2006, the Security Council considered
aresolution dealing with the crisis in Gaza. The
resolution received ten affirmative votes, four
abstentions, and one negative vote, but because
that “no” vote came from the United States, with
veto power, under undemocratic Security Coun-
cil rules, the resolution failed.

U.S. Ambassador John Bolton explained his
“no” vote on the grounds that the resolution was
unbalanced and “placed demands on one side,
while not placing reciprocal demands on the
other side in the Middle East conflict” (SC/
8775, July 13, 2006). In fact, the resolution
meticulously condemned violence on both sides.
Its key preambulatory clauses read:

Condemning [the] military assault being car-
ried out by Israel, the occupying Power, in the
Gaza Strip, which has caused the killing and
injury of dozens of Palestinian civilians, and
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the destruction of Palestinian property and
civilian infrastructure, notably Gaza's main
power station, and condemning also the deten-
tion of democratically elected Palestinian and
other officials,

Condemning also the firing of rockets from
Gaza into Israel and the abduction of an Is-
raeli soldier by Palestinian armed groups from
Gaza, and the recent abduction and killing of
an Israeli civilian in the West Bank,

Condemning all acts of violence, terror and de-
struction.

The operative clauses included “1. Calls for the
immediate and unconditional release of the ab-
ducted Israeli soldier,” “5. Calls upon the Pales-
tinian Authority to take immediate and sus-
tained action to bring an end to violence, in-
cluding the firing of rockets on Israeli territory,”
and “6. Urges all concerned parties to abide by
their obligations and respect in all circumstances
the rules of international humanitarian law, in-
cluding the Geneva Convention relative to the
Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War
of 12 August 1949 and refrain from violence
against civilian population.”

Bolton further charged that the resolution
“would have undermined the Council’s and the
international community’s stated support for a
two-State vision for peace in the Middle East.”
On the contrary, the resolution explicitly stated:

9. Stresses the importance of, and the need to
achieve, a just, comprehensive, and lasting
peace in the Middle East, based on all its rel-
evant resolutions including its resolutions 242
(1967), 338 (1973), 1397 (2002) and 1515
(2003), the Madrid terms of reference, the
principle of land for peace, the Arab Peace
Initiative adopted by the League of Arab
States Summit in March 2002 in Beirut and
the Road Map.

Thus, with the U.S. veto blocking this mod-
est Security Council effort at ending the crisis,
Israel was given a free hand to continue its as-
sault on the people of Gaza and the occupied
territories generally. One can understand why
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Israel’s UN Ambassador, Dan Gillerman, jok-
ingly told a meeting of B'nai Brith International
back in May that Bolton was “a secret member
of Israel’s own team at the United Nations.” The
Israeli delegation, he said, was really not just
five diplomats. “We are at least six including
John Bolton” (Haaretz, 5/23/06).

Washington and Tel Aviv assert that their
strangulation of Hamas was justified because
Hamas is committed to Israel’s destruction and
the use of terror and opposed to negotiations.
There is no doubt that Hamas has been respon-
sible for serious acts of terror, and the left surely
must reject its Islamic program. But it is equally
clear that Hamas has given many indications
that it is prepared to accept a long term “truce”
while negotiations on a two-state settlement
proceed (see Ahmed Yousef, NYT, 11/1/06; also
Jennifer Lowenstein, “Setting the Record
Straight on Hamas,” CounterPunch, 6/12/06).
But because Hamas is less corrupt than the old
Palestinian Authority leadership, it’s less likely
to be bought off, selling out Palestinian inter-
ests. From lIsrael’s point of view, this makes it
not a suitable “partner for peace”; better for Is-
rael to impose its own solution, backed up by
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U.S. support.
One can't do better than end with the sum-
mary of John Dugard:

Israel is in violation of important norms of hu-
man rights and international humanitarian law.
While it is readily conceded that Israel faces a
security threat and is entitled to defend itself,
it must not be forgotten that the root cause of
the security threat is the continued occupa-
tion of a people that wishes to exercise its right
of self-determination in an independent State.

A S ONE SURVEYS THE MIDDLE EAST, one
sees immense suffering. Fortunately,
Washington and Tel Aviv have been thwarted
in their maximal goals, but alas, there is little to
inspire hope for the immediate future and rea-
son to fear even worse to come. Only the emer-
gence in Israel, the Occupied Territories, Iraq,
Iran, and throughout the region of mass move-
ments for democracy, peace, and social justice
offers any real chance to reverse the grim real-
ity. It is hard to be optimistic, but in the United
States solidarity with the seeds of these move-
ments and opposition to our own government’s
aggression, brutality, and anti-democratic poli-

cies are the first step.
—Nov. 1, 2006



Is the Bush Administration Fascist?

MATTHEW N. LYONS

HE IDEA THAT the Bush administration is
T imposing fascism on the United States has
become increasingly commonplace in leftist and
liberal circles. It’s often taken as a given in po-
litical discussions, at protest rallies, and on the
Internet. Sometimes this is little more than
name calling, but over the past six years, a num-
ber of critics have offered serious arguments to
back up the claim, and the claim deserves seri-
ous attention.

This is hardly the first time that U.S. left-
ists have warned against the rise of a fascist state.
FBI/police repression against the Black Pan-
thers, Joe McCarthy’s cold war witch hunts,
even Franklin Roosevelt’s early New Deal ex-
periments with state-sponsored cartels — sec-
tions of the left have labeled all of these as fas-
cist. But George W. Bush has come to embody
the f-word for a whole generation of activists.

The Bush administration is the most au-
thoritarian presidency in living memory. Wit-
ness the USA Patriot Act and other measures
that shred civil liberties, the mass round-ups of
South Asian and Middle Eastern men, the sys-
tematic — and now openly defended — use of
torture and warrantless wiretapping. Witness
the proclamation of permanent warfare, the in-
vasion and occupation of two sovereign nations,
the claim that the United States can rightfully
invade and conquer just to block a possible
threat. Witness the blend of apocalyptic nation-
alism and religious zealotry that divides the
whole world into absolutes of Good and Evil.
And, many would argue, witness the suppres-
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ing in Philadelphia. He contributes to the anti-fascist
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lism in America.

sion of voting results and political manipula-
tion of the courts that put Bush in the White
House to begin with.

There's no question that ugly changes are
taking place, with serious implications for po-
litical activism and daily life now and in the fu-
ture. But to call this a trend toward fascism
doesn't help us understand what is going on in
the United States, and it doesn't help us under-
stand fascism. Calling the Bush administration
fascist promotes a distorted picture of U.S. poli-
tics or history. In some versions, the f-word is
essentially a scare tactic to rally people behind
Democrats such as John Kerry, whose 2004
campaign literature urged that we “keep 95 per-
cent of the Patriot Act and strengthen the rest.”
In other versions, the charge of fascism reflects
conspiracy theories that the Bush administra-
tion itself somehow orchestrated the Septem-
ber 11th attacks.

Even when it’s coupled with a deeper cri-
tique of the U.S. political system, the claim of
impending fascism lumps together radically dif-
ferent forms of right-wing authoritarianism
under one label. This confusion hurts our abil-
ity to develop clear and effective anti-right-wing
strategies.

There are several versions of the claim that
Bush & Co. are driving us into fascism, each
with its own set of weaknesses. Most of them,
however, reflect the widespread idea that fas-
cism equals an extreme version of capitalist re-
pression, an authoritarian regime that does the
bidding of corporate elites. For example, some
Bush critics define fascism as the merger of
state and business interests — a formulation
so broad that it could fit any capitalist state.
Most famous on the left is the Communist
International’s 1933 definition, which is still
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in use today: “Fascism is the open, terrorist dic-
tatorship of the most reactionary, most chau-

The Bush administration is the
most authoritarian presidency
in living memory.

vinist and most imperialist elements of finance
capital.” This might describe a company town
from the robber baron era but it’s a feeble cari-
cature of fascist politics.

ASCISM HAS TAKEN MANY FORMS, and an
F accurate, nuanced picture of it is difficult to
capture in a single sentence. The following
points, in my view, describe most of fascism’s
core features and offer a profile that contrasts
sharply with Bush-style authoritarianism:

* Radical break with the established order. Fas-
cism overthrows old political elites and sweeps
away established forms of political rule. It pos-
its society as an organic hierarchy and rejects
the Enlightenment principles of pluralism,
equality, and individual rights. In the name of
a fascist cultural revolution, it tries to reshape
all institutions to embody a unified ideology
imposed from above. Some kinds of fascism
go further and revolutionize the socioeconomic
order, too, as when German Nazism restruc-
tured the industrial heart of Europe with a sys-
tem of exploitation based largely on plunder,
slave labor, and genocidally working people to
death.

« Totalitarian mass politics. Fascism doesn't just
terrorize and repress. It also inspires and mobi-
lizes large masses of people around a vision of
collective rebirth in a time of crisis. Building a
mass movement outside traditional channels is
central to fascism’s bid to win state power. As a
regime, fascism uses mass organizations and
rituals to create a sense of participation and di-
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rect identification with the state. Fascism cel-
ebrates the nation, race, or cultural group as an
organic community to which all other loyalties
must be subordinated. In place of individual lib-
erties or social justice, fascism offers its follow-
ers a culture of action, virility, heroic sacrifice,
cathartic public spectacle, and being part of a
vast social organism.

* Twisted anti-elitism. While it intensifies op-
pression and murderously attacks the left, fas-
cism also appropriates leftist anti-elitism in dis-
torted form. In place of a structural analysis that
focuses on dismantling systems of power, fas-
cists portray evil elites as an insidious cultural
or racial threat to be purged. For example, fas-
cism attacks bourgeois values and “parasitic”
business elements (sometimes, but not always,
defined as Jewish) while defending the under-
lying institutions of private property and class
exploitation. Historically, this approach has en-
abled fascism to tap into real social grievances,
such as those of some middle-class groups who
resent the power of big business but also have a
stake in class privilege and feel threatened by
working-class movements or oppressed com-
munities below.

 Autonomy from business control. In or out of
power, fascism is not a capitalist puppet but an
autonomous force, whose agenda sometimes
clashes with capitalist interests in important
ways. Business support was crucial to both Ital-
ian and German fascists in their drives for
power, and they in turn aided big business by
smashing the labor movement, imposing top-
down stability, and promoting centralization of
capital. But as these fascist regimes consolidated
themselves, big business increasingly lost po-
litical control: it lost the power to determine
the main direction of state policy. In Germany,
the Nazi program of conquest and genocide
simply overrode capitalist priorities — such as
exploiting scarce skilled workers instead of
slaughtering them — even if big industrialists
made millions along the way.



N CONTRAST TO FASCISM, the Bush adminis-
I tration represents a much more conventional
form of capitalist authoritarianism. Bush has
significantly eroded the liberal-pluralist politi-
cal system by increasing state repression, claim-
ing a presidential blank check to ignore the law,
and promoting an atmosphere of political con-
formism and national siege mentality. Some
pro-Bush factions promote populist hostility
toward so-called liberal elites. But the Bush re-
gime is in fact controlled by traditional politi-
cal elites within established institutions — it
lacks fascism’s totalitarian mass mobilization,
promotion of a new outsider elite, and vision of
sweeping cultural and political change. Even in
the crisis atmosphere following the September
11th attacks, President Bush urged people to
live their lives as normally as possible. And while
fascism challenges capitalist control of the state
and attacks bourgeois values such as individu-
alism and consumerism, the Bush administra-
tion is solidly and unambiguously pro-capital-
ist.

Some might argue that these distinctions
are merely semantic and irrelevant given the
political realities today. But fascism as described
here isn't just dead history or a lunatic fringe.
As the September 11th attacks themselves made
plain, some of U.S. imperialism’s most militant
and committed enemies are on the far right. In
the past decade, movements with strong fascis-
tic tendencies have had a major political im-
pact in several parts of the globe — from Italy
to Afghanistan, from India to Russia to Gua-
temala. In the 1992 and 1996 Republican presi-
dential primaries, Patrick Buchanan rallied mil-
lions of U.S. voters behind a program that com-
bined anti-immigrant scapegoating, homopho-
bia, and patriarchy with an anti-interventionist
foreign policy and a critique of corporate glo-
balization. The Buchanan campaigns stopped
short of fascism, but they demonstrated some-
thing of fascism’s potential.

None of this is meant to belittle the Bush
administration’s disastrous policies. The point
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is that militaristic repression — even full-scale
dictatorship — doesn't necessarily equal fascism,
and the distinction matters. Some forms of
right-wing authoritarianism grow out of estab-
lished political institutions while others reject
those institutions; some are creatures of big
business while others are independent of, or
even hostile to, big business. Some just suppress
liberatory movements while others use twisted
versions of radical politics in a bid to “take the
game away from the left.” These are different
kinds of threats. If we want to develop effective
strategies for fighting them, we need a political
vocabulary that recognizes their differences.

O UNDERSTAND MORE FULLY What’s wrong

with claims that the United States is be-
coming fascist, we need to look at some of the
specific arguments offered. Laurence W. Britt's
2003 article, “Fascism Anyone?” describes fas-
cism in a way that implicitly identifies it with
current U.S. developments. The article first ap-
peared in Free Inquiry magazine and has been
widely quoted on the Internet. It is one of the
discussions of fascism most frequently cited by
Bush opponents.

Britt outlines fourteen characteristics
shared by regimes that were either “fascist or
protofascist”: Nazi Germany, Fascist Italy, Fran-
co’s Spain, Salazar’s Portugal, Papadopoulos'’s
Greece, Pinochet’s Chile, and Suharto’s Indo-
nesia. In second-hand versions (and Britt’s own
comments about the article) the “protofascist”
qualifier usually disappears and the list becomes
simply “fourteen defining characteristics of fas-
cism.”

Most of the characteristics in Britt’s list are
not specific to fascism but are shared by many
conservative governments: nationalism, milita-
rism, scapegoating of enemies, “rampant” sex-
ism, obsession with national security and with
crime, protecting the power of corporations and
suppressing the power of labor, and close ties
between religion and the ruling elite. Other fea-
tures seem at first to be more specific to fas-
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cism, or at least a dictatorship of some kind:
disdain for human rights and intellectual free-
dom, controlled mass media, corruption and
cronyism, and fraudulent elections. But even
these characteristics are defined so broadly as
to blur all major differences between classic fas-
cism and the U.S. political system today. Con-
sider, for example, how Britt spells out Feature
#6, “a controlled mass media”:

Under some of the [fascist and protofascist]
regimes, the mass media were under strict di-
rect control and could be relied upon never to
stray from the party line. Other regimes exer-
cised more subtle power to ensure media or-
thodoxy. Methods included the control of li-
censing and access to resources, economic pres-
sure, appeals to patriotism, and implied threats.
The leaders of the mass media were often po-
litically compatible with the power elite. The
result was usually success in keeping the gen-
eral public unaware of the regimes’ excesses.

This is slippery analysis. It leaves us no way
to distinguish between a political dictatorship
and a pluralistic system dominated by economic
elites — let alone between fascism and a tradi-
tionalist military regime.

T'S EASY TO FIND COMMONALITIES between
the U.S. system and fascism, but that is noth-
ing new. The U.S. power structure has always
used the state to defend capitalism. It has al-
ways been built on a system of racial oppres-
sion. It has always promoted militarism and ex-
pansionism. It has always used political repres-
sion to silence radical dissent. And, at least since
Andrew Jackson’s followers created the Demo-
cratic Party in the 1820s, it has always used mass
political organizations to mobilize members of
dominant groups around oppressive agendas.
In certain crisis periods, furthermore, the
U.S. power structure has expanded and intensi-
fied repression dramatically. This happened, for
example, in 1917-1920, when radicals, labor
organizers, and immigrants were rounded up
by the thousands, people were jailed for criti-
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cizing the government, anti-Black and anti-
Mexican pogroms claimed scores of lives, and
the government recruited a wide range of civic
organizations to spy on their neighbors. Other
repressive highpoints included World War 11
(the “anti-fascist” war), when 110,000 people
were put in concentration camps because of
Japanese ancestry and the FBI compiled dos-
siers on millions of workers, and the early cold
war period, when anti-communist and anti-gay
witch hunts created a pervasive climate of fear.
Between the late sixties and mid seventies, doz-
ens of Black and American Indian activists were
murdered as part of an FBI-spearheaded crack-
down against the radical left.

So if the United States is fascist, when did
it start? Has the U.S. always been fascist? Has
it moved in and out of fascism? If fascism equals
capitalist repression plus militaristic national-
ism, there’s no clear dividing line between then
and now.

A recent attempt to draw such a dividing
line, while making the case that the U.S. is be-
coming fascist, comes from Michael Novick,
editor of Turning the Tide, a Los Angeles news-
paper affiliated with the Anti-Racist Action
network. In a Summer 2003 editorial entitled
“Fascism and What is Coming,” Novick argues
that “in general, fascism can best be understood
as bringing the methods of imperial rule in the
colonies into the metropole” (i.e., the industri-
alized capitalist countries) — a conception he
attributes to Black Panther leader George Jack-
son. This doesn't mean that fascism is a top-
down, ruling-class affair. “All forms of
imperialism...have always been cross-class
projects, in which working and other ‘subordi-
nate’ classes have always participated indepen-
dently and directly, not merely under the direc-
tion of the bourgeoisie or ‘ruling’ class.”

Novick (who is a friend) argues that the
U.S. “has always had elements of what became
known as fascism” directed against communi-
ties of color but “the fundamental basis of white
privilege is that white working class people [have



been] spared such fascist methods of rule so long
as they remain[ed] loyal.” Now, however, these
forms of oppression and exploitation “begin to
make themselves felt against [white Americans]
as well, even as they are being courted and pro-
pagandized to adopt a new and more intimate
and totalitarian identification with the rulers
and empire.” This “process of fundamentally
transforming the nature of the U.S. state...is
happening primarily from the top down — or-
chestrated by the Bush regime and its support-
ive faction of the bourgeoisie.”

Novick’s approach has some important ad-
vantages. He certainly doesn't promote roman-
tic illusions about the U.S. system or history
and, unlike Britt, he offers a clear and specific
description of fascism. Novick is also right to
draw connections between imperialism and
fascism — or at least some forms of fascism.
Italian Fascism’s adoption of antisemitic laws
in the late 1930s was partly rooted in its de-
velopment of a racist apartheid system in con-
quered east Africa. German Nazism's eastward
expansion was very much an attempt to apply
colonial methods of conquest within Europe.
A generation before the Nazis murdered mil-
lions of Jews and other European peoples,
Imperial Germany systematically tried to wipe
out the Herero and Nama peoples in South
West Africa (now Namibia). One of the top
administrators of South West Africa was the
father of Hermann Goering, one of Hitler’s
closest assistants. As Novick notes, Nazi geno-
cidal policies were also strongly influenced by
the model of U.S. genocide and mass enslave-
ment.

OVICK HAS CAUTIONED ME that his article

was intended to promote discussion, not
to offer a full analysis covering every aspect of
fascism’s dynamics. Indeed, there are two ma-
jor problems with Novick’s argument. First, his
2003 article seems to exaggerate the erosion of
white privilege in the United States. It's true
that there have been major changes over the past
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forty years. But as most of Novick’s own work
makes clear, there are still profound differences
between how whites and people of color are
treated by U.S. capitalism and the state. If any-
thing, the Bush regime has intensified these dif-
ferences, not lessened them. When | raised this

Militaristic repression — even
full-scale dictatorship — doesn’t
necessarily equal fascism.

point with him, Novick emphasized that white
privilege remains an important reality, even as
white workers are being increasingly penalized
and oppressed by an imperialist system in cri-
sis. But this seems to undermine Novick’s claim
that fascism is being extended to the white
population — if, as he says, being spared from
fascist methods of rule is “the fundamental ba-
sis of white privilege.”

Second, as a description of fascism in gen-
eral, “imperial methods of rule brought home”
just doesn't work. Consider the following:

* Fascist Italy did not bring home its methods
of imperial rule. In Libya, Mussolini’s armies
put half the population in concentration camps
and executed tens of thousands of civilians. In
Ethiopia, they used poison gas extensively,
burned hundreds of villages, and systematically
exterminated the country’s intellectual class.
Fascist repression within Italy itself never ap-
proached the level of these crimes. Under
Mussolini’s government, Italian political dis-
senters were much more likely to be jailed than
killed.

* One of the most vicious fascist movements of
the 1930s and 1940s was Romania’s Iron Guard.
Their preferred tactics included hanging Jews
by meathooks and flaying them alive. But Ro-
mania had no colonies, no imperialist legacy,
and the Iron Guard had no expansionist aims.
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Its fascist violence was rooted not in colonial-
ism but in the much longer history of anti-Jew-
ish pogroms within Europe itself.

« If fascism equals imperialist methods brought
into the metropole, then by definition non-
metropole regions can't experience fascism. Yet
Novick also says that “fascism has always pre-
sented itself as a competing ideology for state
building and economic advancement in colo-
nized societies” and specifically mentions “Arab
Muslim fascists” and “Hindu supremacist fas-
cists.” In our follow-up discussion, Novick ar-
gued that fascism in colonized or semi-colo-
nized societies represents “a desire to absorb and
outdo the powers of the master on his own
terms.” While this is an interesting point worth
further exploration, it requires Novick to
broaden his original description of fascism.

HE REVOLUTIONARY COMMUNIST PARTY,
T a Maoist group, makes the case for impend-
ing fascism differently. In a leaflet widely dis-
tributed since late 2004, the RCP argues that
Bush and his cronies are “Christian Fascists . . .
who aim to make the U.S. a religious dictator-
ship and to force this upon the world.” The leaf-
let proclaims that “over the years these Chris-
tian Fascists have dug in at every level of the
courts, the army and Congress,” they are sup-
ported by “the most powerful capitalists,” and
their drive to establish a full scale dictatorship
is “coming straight from the White House.” In
a December 2004 article in the RCP’s newspa-
per, Travis Morales expands on the leaflet. He
argues that the Christian right has a compre-
hensive agenda to transform society to fit their
interpretation of biblical law, which radically
clashes with core principles of bourgeois democ-
racy. Morales also notes that the Christian right
has a large, well-organized mass following or,
as he puts it, “a social base of unthinking fol-
lowers.”

A major strength of this argument, unlike
the others we've discussed, is that it centers the
specter of fascism on a specific political move-
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ment, which clearly does have a repressive ide-
ology, a mass base, and substantial power within
the Republican Party and the state.

Still, the RCP’s position has several key
weaknesses. First, it doesn't clearly define fas-
cism or distinguish it from other forms of right-
wing authoritarianism. Second, it exaggerates the
Christian right’s power within the Bush coali-
tion, which also includes neoconservatives and
traditional business conservatives, among oth-
ers. Christian rightists make up a large, well-or-
ganized part of Bush’s popular support, and they
are a force to be reckoned with. But neoconser-
vatives, following a basically secular ideology,
have largely spearheaded the so-called war on
terror, the main framework for Bush’s expansion
of repression. Since John Ashcroft left the attor-
ney general post in early 2005, it’s hard to think
of a single Christian right figure who holds a
top position in the Bush administration.

Third, the RCP’s argument glosses over im-
portant ideological differences within the Chris-
tian right itself. A hard-line faction, largely in-
spired by the doctrine of Christian reconstruc-
tionism, advocates a full-scale theocracy and
rejects in principle the existing pluralist system.
This faction is associated with the most mili-
tant, terroristic wing of the anti-abortion move-
ment and arguably does represent a kind of
Christian fascism. However, a larger and more
powerful faction of the Christian right, includ-
ing the movement's flagship organizations such
as Focus on the Family and Concerned Women
of America, has taken a more opportunistic
approach. Their main goal has been to amass
power through the existing political system,
rather than to overthrow it. There are intercon-
nections between these two factions, and the
hardliners might eventually pull the bigger fac-
tion toward a more radical break with the ex-
isting system, but so far that has not happened.

HE U.S. POLITICAL SYSTEM has always been
I a mix of pluralism and authoritarianism.
The authoritarian side has been advancing for



decades with measures such as Nixon's RICO
law and Clinton’s “Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act.” The Bush presidency has
moved this process several steps forward. The
authoritarian trend finds grassroots support
among Christian rightists and other conserva-
tives but is fundamentally driven by established
elites and moves within elite-controlled chan-
nels. Fascists — pitching to social sectors that
have a stake in an oppressive social order but
are threatened by big business — oppose this
trend and the forces behind it. Within the
United States, neonazis denounce the Patriot
Act and the Iraq war, as well as the flight of
industrial jobs overseas and the mass influx of
immigrants of color, as fruits of a globalist elite
corporate conspiracy. Internationally, the Bush
administration’s expansionist policies have
helped make authoritarian far right forces, both
secular and religious, a rallying point for mili-
tant opposition to imperialism. (Like the Chris-
tian right, the Islamic right includes both fas-
cist and non-fascist sectors.)

Don Hamerquist writes in the lead essay
of Confronting Fascism: Discussion Documents for
a Militant Movement (Kersplebedeb, 2002) that
the main danger from fascism, at this stage, is
not that it's about to become ruling class policy
or even that it terrorizes communities of color
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(since official capitalism devastates these com-
munities far more systematically). Rather,
fascism’s main danger is its potential to rally
mass support away from any liberatory anti-
capitalist vision. Many leftists don't take this
threat seriously or even have a vocabulary to
discuss it, but it is real and growing. “In many
countries,” J. Sakai notes elsewhere in the same
book, “the far right has replaced the left as the
main political opposition.” Not all of the forces
Sakai is talking about should be labeled as fas-
cist, but the category of fascism provides an
important reference point for understanding
them.

As the example of the Christian right in-
dicates, the line between elite-sponsored
authoritarianism and fascist insurgency is not
impermeable. Rightist formations can be
coopted by elites or radicalized into militant
opposition, just as some leftist formations may
move between revolutionary and reformist poli-
tics. In addition, some fascists deliberately blur
the line between far right and radical left in an
effort to build broader alliances among mili-
tant opponents of the state. Given these com-
plexities, it's all the more important for us to
understand and name the different forms that
right-wing authoritarianism can take. This is
not just a two-sided struggle.
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Iranian Workers Fight Back!

ANDREAS MALM and SHORA ESMAILIAN

In recent years, Iran has become synonymous with
nuclear ambitions, a mad president spitting diatribes
against Jews, morose mullahs back in full powver, still
challenged only by some fun-craving liberal young-
sters of middle class Tehran. But there is more than
meets the Western eye. In these very same recent years,
Iran has been the scene of intense social struggles.
While the soporific saga of the diplomatic negotia-
tions over the nuclear program has unfolded, and the
implicit threat of American or Israeli aggression filled
the skies, Iranian workers have risen like never be-
fore during the reign of the Islamic Republic.
Labor unrest surfaced in early 2004. It esca-
lated over the two following years, and reached its
zenith so far with the bus drivers’ strike in Tehran
in January-February 2006, when some 1,200
unionists were imprisoned and armed forces battled
picketing workers in the streets of the capital: this
time, even Wall Street Journal and the White House
had their eyes opened. Massive sums were instantly
earmarked for “support” to Iran’s trade unions, un-
der the assumption that these would, like Poland’s
Solidarity, promote the kind of regime change the
U.S. is envisioning. That was, of course, a terrible
mistake. Any American money would burn the
hands of unions and other popular movements, as
nothing is more universally resented than Western
attempts to manipulate the politics of the Iranian
nation. However, a true sign of international soli-
darity was given on February 15, 2006, when

ANDREAS MALM is a Swedish writer and journalist. His
works include two books on Palestine and Capital at
War on the political economy of imperialism. He is an
editor at Arbetaren, Sweden's major progressive weekly,
and a regular contributor to Dagens Nyheter, its lead-
ing daily. SHORA ESMAILIAN is an Iranian living in Swe-
den, working as a journalist and activist. She's an edi-
tor at Arbetaren. She has been a coordinator of the
International Solidarity Movement in the resistance
against the Israeli wall on the West Bank, and is the
chairwoman of Sweden’s Boycott Israel Network.
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International Confederation of Free Trade Unions
(ICFTU) organized demonstrations and pickets in
more than 40 countries worldwide to protest the
repression: it was met with jubilation among the
bus drivers. Their union survived the onslaught.
In late 2006, strikes are still occurring on the
unprecedented level of the last two years. Confron-
tations between the state and unions, or other work-
ers’ initiatives, have become a regular feature of po-
litical life. In spite of the deepening international
crisis— exploited by the Islamic regime as an excuse
to once again silence all internal dissent — unrest
has refused to abate, and it is now justified to speak
of a labor movement in Iran. Though it is still
mainly underground, amorphous and unevenly
spread, the movement has come to stay, to mature
and to mobilize the most powerful force of opposi-
tion against the ruling class of millionaire mullahs.
What follows is a glimpse of the formative pe-
riod of the Iranian labor movement, 2004 - 2005,
with some examples of the methods used by work-
ers to circumvent the ban on trade unions and en-
force concessions from employers.* They are based
on interviews with workers and labor activists in
Iran, on the ground in late 2004 and thereafter by
phone or email. Because of the illegality of their ac-
tions, the names of the interviewees have been re-
placed with pseudonyms. For updates on recent
strikes and other labor actions in Iran, the best
available source in English is www.laborstart.org.
—AM. &SE.

] N JANUARY 2004, fifteen hundred construc-
tion workers were building a copper-smelt-
ing plant in the sweltering desert near the vil-

*An excerpt from Iran on the Brink — Rising Workers
and Threats of War, due from Pluto Books (London,
ISBN 074532603x, $28.95) in February 2007, as the
first account of the recent social crisis in general and
the labor movement in particular to be published in
English.



lage of Khatonabad, in the southern province
of Kerman. The workers had been hired under
a joint venture between a state-owned copper-
production company and a Chinese corpora-
tion. The plant was now nearing completion
and the management had promised the work-
ers permanent employment when the plant
came online.

The first stages of copper production were
set to commence in late January. Just before
then, all but 250 of the workers were sacked.
The plant was shut down. Workers, joined by
their families, blockaded the building, camp-
ing in front of it. They demanded that the agree-
ment be honored and delayed wages paid; they
were confronted by the police, but did not re-
lent.

On 24 January, after eight days of strikes
and sit-ins, the Security Council of the prov-
ince dispatched special police forces from
Kerman, the provincial capital, to Khatonabad.
Circling in helicopters over the plant, the spe-
cial forces fired rounds of live ammunition into
the crowd. Four were declared dead, but accord-
ing to unofficial figures, seven to fifteen were
killed. Up to 300 people were wounded, and at
least 80 were arrested and later released — they
bore clear indications of torture. Clashes be-
tween workers and security forces continued in
the area for days.

As word of the carnage in Khatonabad
spread throughout Iran, it became a rallying cry
for what subsequently developed into a new la-
bor movement. This movement devised a num-
ber of ways to circumvent the bans on labor or-
ganizing. One was to go mountain-climbing.
The state and workplace managers may have
eyes and ears on the shop-floor, and in the cafés,
but their surveillance does not extend to the
many mountains and hills around Tehran and
other cities, except in the form of Islamic slo-
gans inscribed into the cliffs and hillsides. Hik-
ing is extremely popular in Iran, and hiking
clubs are not (at least in most places) illegal.
Workers explore these havens: “We don't really
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think it's that much fun to hike in the moun-
tains. But it's our only way of meeting outside
work! We walk to the first good site and then
we sit all day talking,” says the chairman of one
club in Karrajj, outside Tehran. On the first an-
niversary of the killings in Khatonabad, an un-
known number of “hiking clubs” throughout the
country took to the hills, erecting pennants in
memory of the victims. Such ceremonies were
repeated in 2006.

It's not illegal for citizens of Iran to collect
money among themselves for social purposes,
though to obtain a formal seal of approval, they
might choose to consecrate it with an Islamic
name. Hence a collective of workers might set
up “The Imam Hussein Fund For the Sick and
Disabled” or some such. “Sina,” a Tehran welder
who was expelled from his workplace’s shora-ye
eslami (“Islamic council,” the state-run unions-
cum-Ilabor supervision organs) transferred his
activism to such a fund:

It is a pretence for meeting. Workers gather in
an assembly and decide to start a fund. They
agree upon the mandatory deposit and the sum
everyone is eligible to withdraw in cases of
need. The point is to spare workers from hav-
ing to beg the foremen for some extra money
if, for instance, a child is sick and needs to see
a doctor. Instead, he can go straight to his mate
currently handling the fund and demand due
payment — it's a form of independence, and
it's the mutual trust that makes it work.

Associations of this kind have existed for a long
time, but since 2004 they appear to have prolif-
erated with new urgency, and new subversive
intent.

A related, more audacious form of organi-
zation is the clandestine workers’ committee.
Often evolving out of the meetings of the hik-
ing club or the fund, some workers, relying on
each other not to disclose any information, form
a committee to be active in the workplace.
“Arash” works at Toledie Tehran, a major plas-
tics company producing a range of products for
export markets in south Asia and eastern Eu-
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rope. In 2003, severe rationalizations were
implemented at his factory:

We have to produce more than double the
amount of plastics every day, since they laid
off more than a thousand workers. That’s why
we formed a workers’ committee. We used to
have a cash fund to help each other, but as the

Workers, joined by their families,
blockaded the building, camping
in front of it.

pressure increased we came to the conclusion
that something more was needed. It was early
2004. From the beginning, we were a tight-
knit group of friends, but we have included
more and more people. Those of us who be-
long to the committee cannot be differenti-
ated from the workforce as a whole. The man-
ager knows we are there, of course, as we dis-
tribute our leaflets inside the plant, and as soon
as he identifies someone as a member, that
person is sacked. We have to be very careful.
There are collaborators among us; workers
who sold their souls to the management and
visit the mosque every day. We know who they
are as they receive bonuses and a pat on the
back from the foremen; we know more about
the collaborators than they know about us.

A workers’ committee engages in undercover
seditious agitation. How does it evade discov-
ery?

I stick in leaflets at the time-clock or at the
entrance to the canteen when nobody is there.
When the mates find them and start reading
and talking among themselves, | join in with
the conversation, read the leaflet with pre-
tended surprise and begin to elaborate on the
points . ..and so I try to convince them.

Agitation, however, is merely a first step. A
workers’ committee engages in fleeting mo-
ments of very direct action. “Arash” again:
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Every day we are obliged to work four hours’
overtime. But the payment for these hours is
not regulated, differs from time to time and is
excluded from the count towards our pensions.
We in the committee wrote a letter to the man-
agement the other week, demanding that over-
time pay be included in the regular wage. We
sent one man to hand over the letter at the
management’s office. They sacked him out of
hand. We instantly stopped all production in
the factory, and a hundred workers went in to
occupy the office, demanding that our mate
be reinstated. Management caved in. He was
back a couple of days later.

In Saqqez in the province of Kurdistan, the
city’s many seamstresses, who all work either at
home or in small workshops, have tried to form
an association of their own. “Abide” tells of one
workshop in a basement where the supervisor
locks in the women early in the morning, only
opening up for them to go home late at night.
The seamstresses have tried to obtain a license
from the Ministry of Labor to form their asso-
ciation, but the Ministry does not recognize
them as workers, and hence won't give them
the right even to form a shora-ye eslami. But
“Abide” says they will not yield:

We are now some hundred seamstresses who
meet just to talk to each other. That’s all we
want to do, and that’s why we demand some
real premises. But we don't want to do it ille-
gally. Our men should have no pretext to pre-
vent us from gathering, and the secret police
none to harass us. We will take this fight and
have our association. Now we have filed an
appeal to a court in Tehran, and if we do not
succeed there, we will go to the ILO!

From early 2004, and in the following two
years, clubs, funds, committees and other simi-
lar initiatives animated workplaces in more and
more parts of Iran. Their most concrete result
was a material upsurge in strikes.

N JANUARY 2004, there was another impor-
tant one. In the course of a few months, two
men in their twenties had died of strokes at the



assembly line when on night-shift at Iran
Khodro’s factory in Tehran, the largest auto
plant in the Middle East. After the two acci-
dents, exasperation inside the halls reached a
tipping point and production was stopped.
Striking workers demanded job security, an end
to temporary contracts, and overtime pay for
night-shift work. The company responded by
reinforcing the plant’s security troops, called
Herasat, who were instructed to start taking
workers down to the basements for question-
ing. But the January strike marked the begin-
ning of an enduring radicalization among sec-
tions of the workforce, at the very centre of Iran’s
industrial progress. “Vahid” belongs to one of
several committees:

The only thing we want is the right to try to
improve our situation. We fight for the right
to go on strike, to form a union, all these basic
democratic rights. Everything we do must be
kept secret. But we can't just sit twiddling our
thumbs, waiting for the Islamic Republic to
fall. We must take the right to organize, prac-
tice it, without someone’s permission. That
means we must be ready to sacrifice, as the
people did in Khatonabad.

In May 2005, a 30-year old worker at Iran
Khodro died in another night-shift accident, the
ninth victim since late 2003. Repeated stoppages
occurred, while workers’ committees circulated
harsh indictments against the “killers” who
“made contract work the norm.” In one
committee’s leaflet: “We are certain that as long
as the cost-cutting measures and subcontract-
ing continue, we will have more such incidents.
What does not count at all for the management
is the expendable lives of us workers. If we pro-
test, they arrest us in the name of ‘saboteurs,’ or
interrogate us on a daily basis.”

On December 13, 2005, workers downed
their tools again, and security guards marched
through the assembly halls to find the instiga-
tors; on March 8, 2006, when unexpectedly low
bonuses were announced as reward for new
records, production in one section was shut
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down to chants of “workers’ unity” and “death
to Daneshiyan [a human resources manager].”
This time, security forces filmed the workers
after pushing them back to the production lines.
These are only some of the actions that have
erupted at Iran Khodro Tehran, which is now
the scene of recurrent confrontations over ev-
erything from hazardous conditions to the de-
tainment and dismissal of dissident workers, a
number of whom have been freed and reinstated
after protests.

In March 2004, teachers entered the fray.
A third of all teachers in the country heeded
the call to strike by a mutineer leader of the
Islamic councils (in this case, called “guilds”);
800 schools in Esfahan and 400 in Tehran were
shut down on the first day of action. Staff at
medical sciences universities joined them, in
what was probably the first female-dominated
strike action on a mass scale in the history of
the Islamic Republic. Eighty percent of Iran’s
teachers are women. Eighty percent live below
the poverty line and need at least two jobs to
survive; hence the focus was on higher wages,
including payment of sizeable arrears. The
newspaper of the “guilds” was closed down af-
ter publishing reports on the strike and the
teachers’ complaints, and the Ministry of Edu-
cation refused to make any concessions. Then a
new strike broke out in June. This time, the mu-
tineer, Mahmoud Langarudi, and his accom-
plices were arrested on charges of “agitating”
teachers to walk out from schools; apparently,
the state thereby laid their particular initiative
to rest.

However, teachers have continued to stage
protests throughout the country. So have nurses,
against the effects of privatization. One form
of action that gained widespread popularity over
2004 and 2005 is to physically confront the
mullahs: a workers’ collective hires a caravan of
buses, drives into Tehran and steps out in front
of the Ministry of Labor, the majles (parlia-
ment), the presidential office, even the office of
Ayatollah Khamenei himself. The police refrain
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from attacking the visiting crowds because gen-
erally they're too worried that riots would ig-
nite central Tehran, and officials are somewhat
receptive to workers’

The price on the market for one brick had just
been raised from 12 to 30 tomans. The piece
rate for us, however, remained 3 tomans per
brick produced [one
dollar is a little less

demands for the same
reason. These gather-
ings have become such
a common sight in the
capital that news of
them sometimes slips

“Death or bread!” . .. "Courageous
people — support, support!” . ..
"Down with dictatorship!”

than 1000 tomans].
What about the differ-
ence between 3 and
30? Straight into [the
bosses’] pockets! This
was a big mill, about

through the censorship,
as in this report in Iran Daily, from October
18, 2005:

More than 100 teachers from Fars and
Kermanshah provinces gathered in front of the
Parliament on Tuesday to protest their expul-
sion fromwork . .. Also on Tuesday, some 400
workers from Qazvin province gathered in
front of the majles to object to poor working
conditions. The protestors said they have not
been paid for 25 months and demanded a
meeting with the majles speaker as well as the
chief executive. Some of the protestors have
been working for Naznakh Company for eight
years now. Workers' representatives said their
problems began after the company was handed
over to a former deputy minister of industries
and mines in 1994 as part of the “privatization
drive.”

Slogans might include “Ya marg, ya nan!”
(“Death or bread!”), “Mardom ba gheyrat —
hemayat, hemayat!” (“Courageous people — sup-
port, support!”), and occasionally even “Marg
bar estebdad!” (Down with dictatorship!). Chick-
ens from the provinces are coming home to
roost. Most disputes, however, occur in occul-
tation. They are hidden from the view of media
consumers, workers’ collectives, even the most
dedicated activists; a permanent blackout on
labor actions is the only reliable method to keep
the umma united and mute. One hidden case
was a strike at a brick mill near Tabriz in the
autumn of 2004. Choosing “Kommunard” as
his pseudonym, one of the activists describes
the strike, an unmistakable pride radiating from
his eyes:
NEW
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3,000 workers. We de-

cided to set up ashora.
Ninety-eight percent of the workers agreed to
strike if the boss refused to accept our demand
of a piece rate of 4 tomans per brick. [I was
one of] six elected representatives who ap-
proached him, but he rebuffed our demand.

The day before the strike started, all of us,
3,000 workers, gathered in the desert outside
the mill. It was like Karbala! Candidates stood
up, and a strike committee was elected by show
of hands. Since we brick-makers carry our
homes on our backs, our strike naturally meant
that we occupied the mill. After one week, the
army arrived and started threatening us rep-
resentatives and the others. But no one lis-
tened. Strikes may be banned, but in situa-
tions like this the law cannot be enforced —
3,000 united workers are strong. The owner
goes to the army and complains, and the sol-
diers come and fire off some threats, but noth-
ing more.

After two weeks there was a new negotia-
tion with the boss. Now he conceded to our
demand! As we went back to work, the shora
was dissolved, but we elected representatives
remained active and stood up against the boss
when he delayed our payment.

In a case that due to its longevity attracted
some attention, 350 workers of the Kurdistan
Textile factory in Sanandajj, capital of Kurdistan
province, fought their employers throughout
2004 and 2005. Their chosen weapon of resis-
tance was a shora, “council.” A first sit-in strike
against mass redundancy plans took place in
October 2004, and instantly received support
from workers at several other textile, aluminium
and plastics factories, as well as from bakers and



students in the city. Armed forces laid siege to
the factory. After three days, an agreement in-
cluding only severance pay for those already dis-
missed was negotiated; the shora representatives
were threatened with violent reprisals if they
refused to sign.

Strike action was renewed in December.
The workers were again attacked by the army
and the security services; the elected represen-
tatives were arrested and beaten. Yet another
strike — this one two months long — ended in
November 2005, after management had finally
accepted all the workers’ demands: an end to
arbitrary contracts, safer machines, reduction of
dust and noise in the production hall, retroac-
tive payment of wages for the whole strike pe-
riod, return to the workers’ fund of the nearly
20 million tomans pocketed by the manage-
ment, and more. Throughout the long conflict
at Kurdistan Textile, all decisions were taken in
regular shora-assemblies. Shoras — that is, coun-
cils including all employees — are not under-
ground operations like workers' committees;
they are open units of action formed at advanced
stages of collective defiance. The practice is most
common in northern Iran.

HE LABOR UNREST that has engulfed parts
T of the country since 2004 (its birth gener-
ally dated to the Khatonabad massacre) is not
one facet of a national uprising, not begotten
by torrential rains rapidly melting down the au-
tocratic state. Committees are formed, tools are
downed, factories are seized by people who have
no specific political ideology. Theirs is simply
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an outcry, a last-ditch defense of the basic con-
ditions of life, geographically disparate, and, in
general, confined to individual workplaces. But
that does not mean it is insignificant, or harm-
less to the Islamic Republic. Just the reverse.
The balance of forces between labor and capi-
tal is weighed in the sum of the workplaces;
every labor action is a perforation in the special
structure supposed to maintain absolute con-
trol over the workers of Iran.

The spread of strikes is the most salient
feature of this development. \We have given only
a few examples here. One could point out the
textile workers at the Asia Wool Spinning Com-
pany in Kerman, who, unpaid for 14 months,
walked out of their factory on July 27, 2005,
blocked a highway nearby, and were attacked
by security forces. One woman was run over and
her leg broken, while another woman, who was
pregnant, was kicked and dragged along the
road. Or one could visit the Filoor factory near
Tehran, scene of repeated disputes and briefly,
in early 2005, of workers’ control. According to
one estimate (all are by necessity approxima-
tions), there were 140 strikes in October 2005,
followed by 120 in November. Compare this
with an estimated 46 cases in the twelve months
from March 1998 to March 1999, followed by
41 from May 1999 to May 2000. Or compare
this with the “handful” of strikes recorded be-
tween 1971 and 1973, or with just twenty strikes
in 1977. The frequency of strikes occurring since
early 2004 appears to be unparalleled in post-
Mossadeq non-revolutionary Iran — that is,
during the ostensible stability of dictatorship.
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CBC Unleashed

How Workers Won Job Security at Canada’s Public Broadcaster

KAREN WIRSIG

N 2005, EMPLOYEES at the Canadian Broad-
] casting Corporation resisted an attempt to
roll back their job security and break their union.
Creativity and solidarity on the picket lines
helped garner substantial public support in their
battle against the management of the public
broadcaster over the principle of permanent
jobs. The campaign reached its peak during an
eight week lockout imposed by CBC manage-
ment in the middle of August, interrupting ra-
dio, television and web service across the coun-
try and achieving the kind of national atten-
tion usually not paid to labour struggles. Em-
ployees went back to work in October with a
contract that maintains the primacy of perma-
nent work at the CBC.

The Canadian Media Guild, the union that
represents CBC employees, used to boast that
it had never been involved in a work stoppage
in its 50-plus years at the CBC. That can't be
said for too many other unions who have dealt
with the “Corp.” In the previous five years alone,
there had been two strikes and two lockouts
involving other employee groups.

The round of negotiations that led to the
most recent lockout began in May 2004, five
months after CBC technicians joined the Guild
to create a single bargaining unit for 5,500 non-
management employees outside of the province
of Quebec. The merger was actually driven in
large part by CBC management in an applica-
tion to the Canada Industrial Relations Board,
the body that regulates labour relations in the
federal jurisdiction. Apparently, CBC manag-
ers were tired of the hassles of dealing with so

KAREN WIRSIG is a journalist and social activist living
in Toronto. She currently works for the Canadian Me-
dia Guild.
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many different contracts and unions. For them,
one big union meant streamlined administra-
tion, a glaring clue to the myopic managerialism
that has pervaded the broader public service,
including the CBC, since the 1980s.!

The Guild already represented on-air pro-
duction and administrative employees after rep-
resentation votes in the 1990s and decided to
propose itself as the “one union” for the CBC.
The Guild and the technicians’ union, the Com-
munications Energy and Paperworkers Union
of Canada (CEP), fought a pitched battle for
the hearts and votes of employees across the
country, with the Guild emerging as the victor
in late 2003.

Management thought it could use any dis-
array created by the divisive campaign to ex-
tract deep concessions from its newly united
bargaining partner, arriving at the bargaining
table in mid-2004 demanding the unfettered
right to hire temporary employees into a series
of job classifications. However, the merged
union’s bargaining committee had strong rep-
resentation from the newly-joined unit and was
united on the importance of employment secu-
rity.

Already, nearly 30 percent of employees at
CBC work under some kind of temporary or
freelance contract. Had CBC management
achieved its objectives, it was only a matter of
time before the majority of CBC employees
would have little or no job security, no pensions
and benefits, and a disappearing base for col-
lective organizing.

The successful campaign stands as reason
to hope for North American workers who have
now suffered decades of setbacks in their work-
ing conditions and their ability to organize
themselves to improve their situation. It also



has some lessons for a North American labour
movement struggling to demonstrate its rel-
evance and to become a stronger political force.

RECARIOUS EMPLOYMENT is a feature of de-
P cades of retrenchment politics in the pub-
lic and private sectors that has served to weaken
the power of labour unions. It has accompa-
nied the withdrawal of support for equity pro-
grams and the shrinking of social programs,
making life worse for workers, and especially
workers of colour and women, in Canada. This
is true even though unionization rates have re-
mained higher than in many other industrial-
ized countries, including the United States,
France and Germany, hovering at around 30
percent.

Canada’s labour market has undergone
twenty years of restructuring; women, who had
begun to enter the paid workforce in larger
numbers soon saw their permanent, full-time
jobs disappear, often replaced by part-time, tem-
porary, employment.2 Many exited the formal
job market and did not return: an average of
nearly 20 percent of women who lost perma-
nent jobs between 1993 and 1999 in Canada
were not in the labour force — meaning not
working or actively looking for work — even
24 months after becoming unemployed. And
despite efforts to achieve wage parity with men,
women in the workforce continue to earn about
64 percent of their male counterparts.®

Recent research by the Canadian Labour
Congress* has also shown that people of colour
— and particularly people of colour born in
Canada — are the most likely of all workers to
be unemployed and living in poverty. Although
they have the highest rates of education of all
groups of workers in the country, they tend to
find themselves in precarious jobs. And women
of color, both immigrants and Canadian-born,
fare worse than their male counterparts in terms
of low wages and unemployment. The num-
bers are only slightly better for people of color
not born in Canada. And women of color, both
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immigrants and Canadian born, fare worse than
their male counterparts in terms of low wages
and unemployment. The CLC concludes that
racism is at the heart of the exclusion of such
high numbers of people of colour from steady
work and points out that workers of colour ben-
efit less than White workers from belonging to
a union.

These broader realities are reproduced in
Canada’s media industry, including at the
CBC.5 Seasonal programming and the
broadcaster’s reputation as an employer of
choice in the industry paved the way for accep-
tance of short-term employment contracts as a
“foot in the door.” And, although no data is
available identifying racialized groups and gen-
der according to job status, anecdotal evidence
from workplaces like the CBC suggests that
people of colour and women, as well as younger
and older workers, have the most to lose when
overall job security is reduced. That evidence
also suggests that unions don't always under-
stand or succeed in serving the best interests of
their most marginalized members.®

HE GUILD HAS LONG BEEN PART OF A

larger North American union, The News-
paper Guild (TNG), which includes workers
at the New York Times and 35,000 other me-
dia workers across the United States and
Canada. In the mid-1990s TNG merged with
the Communication Workers of America
(CWA) to become one of the largest unions on
the continent with a substantial defense fund.
Ironically, the merger that further embedded the
Canadian Media Guild with American work-
ers followed a period of de-linking by some pri-
vate sector Canadian workers from their U.S.-
based unions to resist the concession bargain-
ing strategies being driven south of the border.

The most dramatic divorce was led by auto
workers in Canada, who split in 1986 from their
U.S.-based union, the United Auto Workers.
The Canadian Auto Workers became emblem-
atic of the divergence between the Canadian
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and American labour movements. John R.
Calvert has postulated that the reason Cana-
dian workers retained stronger rates of union
membership while the American labour move-

For the employees who had never
been involved in a work stoppage
at CBC, the first week of the
lockout was a shock.

ment floundered related precisely to politics of
the Canadian labour movement that, led by
militancy in the public sector unions, built a
campaign against concession bargaining and for
broader social and economic rights.” That, to-
gether with a push for more rank-and-file con-
trol over union strategies, has ensured that Ca-
nadian workers tend to see unions as pro-
viding credible resistance to neo-liberal labour
policy and related attacks on social programs.
The Guild’s affiliation with the Commu-
nication Workers of America became an issue
during the union merger campaign at the CBC
in 2003. The technicians’ union, CEP, had been
formed after severing ties with an American
union. In the merger campaign, CEP played
the Canadian nationalism card, suggesting it
was unseemly for workers at Canada’s public
broadcaster to be tied to an American organi-
zation. The Guild, on the other hand, pointed
to its autonomy in bargaining and decision-
making and played up the strategic benefit of
its access to a huge strike and defense fund.
When the time came for the Guild to put
its relationship with CWA to the test in 2005,
the affiliation paid off. The Guild implemented
its own bargaining strategy and negotiated a key
rule with the parent union to allow equal strike
benefits for all picketers, even if some casual
and freelance workers earned more in picket-
ing than they would have from the employer.
34 =
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The 500,000-member CWA's deep pockets
bolstered the confidence of the union and its
members, allowing the Guild to fend off con-
cessions even after seven weeks on the street.

As the Guild neared its standoff with CBC
management, leaders began thinking about
what kind of work stoppage campaign it might
conduct. The majority of members and top
union leadership had never been directly in-
volved in a strike or lockout. Some looked to
the example set in late 2000 by striking em-
ployees of the Seattle Times, who combined tra-
ditional picketing with production of a popular
strike newspaper. Others looked to the website
produced in 2002 by locked-out CBC/Radio-
Canada journalists in Quebec, who are repre-
sented by a different union. While the vast
majority of the pre-lockout organizing focused
on traditional strike logistics and the strike vote,
timid steps were taken to prepare for alterna-
tive forms of strike action. Those preparations
did not foresee the show of creativity that
emerged on the frontlines of the dispute to write
a new chapter in North Americas labour his-
tory.

HE GUILD, WHICH HAD STARTED LIFE AT

the CBC as a reporters’ union, was more
resistant to temporary employment than some
of the other unions at the broadcaster, in part
because covering the news for radio and TV is
a 24/7 operation, 365 days a year. In the round
of bargaining that followed the 1993 merger of
13 units, including radio and TV producers,
media librarians and announcers, the Guild suc-
ceeded in extending the right to permanent
employment for many of its new members.
Given the labour context of the time, it was an
unlikely win and one that has since been char-
acterized as a mistake by senior CBC manag-
ers.

The CBC was not immune to the rise in
the 1980s of New Public Management in the
broader public sector in Canada, a neo-liberal
movement that hit most OECD countries in



that period, including the United States, and
that has only gotten stronger since in its push
to “marketize” the relationship between citizens
and the state. According to Shields and Evans,
“(t)he fundamental principles of the state
marketization thesis are the conversion of citi-
zens into customers and the commodification
of public goods.”

Workers in the broader public sector have
faced a constant barrage of attempts by their
employers to roll back working conditions and
weaken unions in the name of greater flexibil-
ity.®

There is no doubt that CBC management
targeted the very existence of the union when it
imposed the lockout of 5,500 employees on
August 15, 2005. A few days later, a manager
was quoted in a national daily newspaper, sug-
gesting that other, competing broadcasters had
lower rates of unionization among employees
and, therefore, must have more “flexibility” when
it comes to managing their affairs.2 It is widely
believed that the management bargaining team
orchestrated an aggressive manipulation of the
bargaining system by calling a lockout at the
earliest possible moment under federal law,
counting on a collapse of the newly merged
union.

OR THE EMPLOYEES Who had never been
F involved in a work stoppage at CBC, the
first week of the lockout was a shock. Local
leaders in more than 35 cities and towns across
the country quickly set up picket lines in the
early morning of August 15th, although most
buildings had already gone dark as managers
made their way to the national broadcasting
centre in Toronto to produce replacement pro-
gramming. As the week wore on, picketers’ an-
ger grew at an employer, ostensibly a public ser-
vice provider, who could spit in the face of em-
ployees so committed to their crafts and their
audiences.

But there was also something else going on:
workers who had been at the mercy of work
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speedup and declining latitude to make deci-
sions suddenly were freed of the constraints of
the job. There was no manager breathing down
their neck or playing favourites. The social hi-
erarchies had shifted. They walked around the
buildings side-by-side with each other and, for
once, had the time to talk and compare stories.
The early weeks of the lockout were a period of
intense creativity and solidarity from below that
gave birth to an array of alternatives to picket-
ing that took the country by storm.

People began swapping stories on the picket
line about their insecure employment histories
at the CBC and suddenly realized that they
weren't alone in how they were being treated by
their employer. In an alienated, competitive
environment focused on individual success,
employees — and many of them women, people
of colour and young people — had, in their iso-
lation, been convinced that some shortcomings
of their own, or the fact that they simply hadn't
been discovered yet, explained their inability to
get a permanent job with the CBC. In an ar-
ticle published in the Toronto Star during the
lockout, broadcaster Nancy Westaway, who had
been surviving on a series of temporary gigs at
the CBC, laid bare the gender dimensions of
precarious employment, comparing her situa-
tion to a dysfunctional relationship with an abu-
sive partner.t!

Within a few days, a locked out radio
freelancer based in Vancouver had launched
CBCunplugged, an independent website and
web journal, otherwise known as a blog, about
the conflict. He provided links to other locked-
out bloggers across the country and even for a
manager stuck in the Toronto broadcast centre,
who all kept online diaries of their thoughts and
experiences. CBC workers across the country
called on their friends in the campus and com-
munity radio sector and put on special radio
shows, some focusing on the lockout itself, oth-
ers attempting to provide the public with some
of the service that CBC management had de-
nied them. Picketers in Edmonton and Ottawa
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created live shows for each other and visitors to
their downtown picket lines. In Toronto, ad hoc
committees organized weekly leafletting blitzes
on the subway and tours

of temporary and freelance employment, that
several — including a national radio host —
had letters published the next day that defended

the union’s position on

that included locked-
out on-air personalities
to smaller cities that
didn't have picket lines.
Many locations put on
concerts and organized

By October 7, it was all over,
with the union actually havng
made gains in job security.

permanent jobs at the
CBC and provided
their own views on why
it is so important.
Signs of victory were
already evident in late

fundraisers for other

causes. One well known

radio broadcaster began a caravan through small
communities across the country who were suf-
fering from a lack of local radio alternatives and
had no nearby picket lines to visit. Radio shows
were produced and were available on the
internet to be downloaded around the world.

Meanwhile, work was underway in Toronto
to get two union-sponsored websites up and
running. The first, CBContheline.ca, was de-
signed as a propaganda site with news about
the lockout, photos, personal stories from
locked-out members, blog links, cartoons and,
soon, feature reports. It had a French-language
counterpart, Lignedefront.ca. Both were de-
signed by a crew of picketers who ran a 24-hour
operation, five days per week throughout the
lockout. The popular sites helped locked-out
employees and the public write letters to CBC
management and politicians in support of per-
manent employment, a negotiated settlement
and a return of real public broadcasting. Union
officials later heard that federal politicians had
never felt so much political pressure related to
a labour conflict. The second initiative, in the
great tradition of the strike newspaper, became
CBCunlocked, a news website with global reach
to rival the eviscerated CBC.ca site.

Members were so enraged that when a let-
ter by Noah Richler — son of well-known Ca-
nadian author Mordechai Richler — appeared
in the establishment daily, the Globe and Mail
in September, disparaging the union and pro-
moting the entrepreneurial and creative virtues
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September, when the

federal labour minister
of the time, who had become involved in trying
to mediate the dispute, stated publicly that his
government supported the notion of permanent
jobs. CBC management, almost certainly an-
ticipating a much earlier capitulation by the
union and its members, saw the start of hockey
season approach — and with it Hockey Night
in Canada, one of the CBC’s most watched
shows — without any signs of weakening on
the picket lines or in public support. By Octo-
ber 7, it was all over, with the union actually
having made gains in job security provisions,
such as improved benefits for temporary em-
ployees and clear definitions limiting the hir-
ing of temporary employees, including a cap on
the number of contract employees the CBC can
hire. Equally important were the gains made in
member militancy, ensuring that the new con-
tract provisions were more likely to be enforced
once the members went back to work.

The challenges ahead for the Guild include
maintaining the solidarity and militancy back
at work and making it possible for the workers
most at risk of being marginalized, both in the
union and by the employer — people of colour,
women and younger workers — to take a cen-
tral place in the successful union of the future.

The campaign was a success for a number
of reasons, not least of which were the human-
izing effects of being freed from a stressful work-
place, the openness of the union leadership to
supporting initiatives of rank and file members
that went far beyond traditional picketing, and



connection with CBC audiences and the Ca-
nadian public as human beings and citizens, and
not simply taxpayers and consumers. It was also
possible because the union itself did not accede
to the demand to get rid of the principle of per-
manent employment, refusing the concession
from the outset of bargaining. The Guild vic-
tory stands as an important counterpoint to
some troubling labour developments in North
America. First, that beacon of resistance to con-
cession bargaining in Canada, the CAW, has
recently been criticized for promoting conces-
sions aimed at giving General Motors “more
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flexibility” at its Oshawa plants, which is already
among the most productive for GM.'? Mean-
while, SEIU president Andy Stern, leader of the
5o called “change to win” breakaway faction from
the A.F.L.-C.1.0., endorses a relationship with
employers that is friendly to neo-liberal ap-
proaches such as contracting out his members’
work. 13
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The World Social Forum and the
Emergence of Global Grassroots Politics

JOHN L. HAMMOND

INCE 2001, the worldwide movement of op-
S position to neoliberal corporate globaliza-
tion has met annually at the World Social Fo-
rum. The Forum brings together tens of thou-
sands of people from the world’s social move-
ments and nongovernmental organizations,
pursuing many agendas. They are united in op-
position to the international financial institu-
tions (IFIs) that demand austerity programs as
conditions of loans to third-world governments
and to the transnational corporations that in-
vest in manufacturing plants for export, driv-
ing down wages as they threaten to move their
investments in search of the lowest costs.

The Forum has met six times, in Porto
Alegre, Brazil, in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2005;
in Mumbai, India, in 2004; and in a “polycen-
tric” meeting, notionally a single meeting, in
Bamako, Mali; Caracas, Venezuela; and
Karachi, Pakistan in 2006. It has been a heady
experience with tens of thousands of people
(155,000 in 2005) who manage to communi-
cate across barriers of language, political orien-
tation, and issue emphasis.

The scene bursts with energy as people who
work on particular causes at home — for
women, the environment, indigenous peoples,
economic justice, human rights, AIDS and
other health causes, education (formal and in-
formal), cooperatives, and many others — com-
pare notes and strategies. All the forum's meet-
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ings have been highly disorganized, probably
inevitably with such large crowds (always big-
ger than expected) and the short time for plan-
ning and holding the meetings, but despite the
frustrations, the disorganization intensifies the
feeling of spontaneity and dynamism. Musicians
and other performers entertain in the open air
during the breaks, and dozens of organizations
and publishers promote their projects and pub-
lications. There is a tent city for impoverished
young people, the gathering point for anarchists
who have promoted the large demonstrations
against major global summits during the past
several years.

For some the main issue is to defend the
public sector and protect social benefits against
the demand for government downsizing and
privatizing. Others want to create a “solidary
economy,” small-scale informal-sector busi-
nesses organized as cooperatives to provide jobs
to the growing ranks of unemployed workers
and basic services to local communities. They
join in opposition to the proliferation of trade
agreements which give corporations from any
member state free rein to operate in other states,
with a potentially great competitive advantage
against domestic producers. These agreements
not only subject underdeveloped economies to
unfair economic competition; many fear that
they cement U.S. political control and threaten
national autonomy.

Cross-cutting the specific issues is a com-
mitment to the public good. They seek to for-
mulate a new discourse to counter the belief in
the free market prevailing in much of the world
(especially in official circles) today. Against
Margaret Thatcher’s oft-repeated injunction
that “there is no alternative” to transnational
capitalism, they insist, in the forum’s slogan, that



“another world is possible.”

Diversity itself is a point of unity among
the participants. They celebrate the fact that the
Forum brings together so many people and
groups; they proclaim their respect for the vary-
ing opinions expressed and for the many cul-
tures visibly present; and they defend the right
of all to differ with each other. The WSF is self-
limiting; its charter, adopted at the first forum
in Porto Alegre, explicitly excludes political
parties and forswears taking political positions
or proposing actions that might bind all the
members (a point of ongoing contention, as we
will see).

Along with hundreds of meetings of like-
minded activists in small rooms, thousands of
listeners have gathered in plenary sessions to
hear the stars of the international antiglobal-
ization movement such as Samir Amin, Noam
Chomsky, and Arundhati Roy. The attention
they receive causes some grumbling among
those who believe that a democratic movement
should not give so much space to celebrities,
but against this, the WSF weighs the need to
attract the international media and to some ex-
tent tailors the event to the media’s demands.

These events bear fruit afterward. After
meeting so many fellow activists from so many
different places, people return home actually
believing that another world is possible — in
part because they feel they have experienced it.
But it has concrete results as well. The Social
Forum has inspired many replications at re-
gional, national, and local levels, and in special
interest groups organized around particular
themes. Organizing at the 2003 forum contrib-
uted to the massive demonstrations opposing
the U.S. invasion of Iraq on February 15, 2003,
in which a reported fifteen million people dem-
onstrated in a hundred cities around the world.

Origins of the Forum

THE WSF WAS ORIGINALLY CONCEIVED as a
counterweight to the World Economic Forum,
the conclave of the international capitalist class,
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which has met annually since 1970, usually in
Davos, Switzerland. (WSF meetings are timed
to coincide with those of the WEF.) The WSF
has brought together two main currents of ac-
tivity: the direct action movement against glo-
balization that has called massive demonstra-
tions against international summit meetings,
and the emergent worldwide civil society, em-
bodied mainly in the nongovernmental orga-
nizations that have mushroomed throughout
the world since the 1980s. These forces have
been dubbed the “antiglobalization movement”
by much of the press, but they generally reject
the label, preferring to think of themselves as
the global justice movement or alternative glo-
balization (altermundializacién or equivalents)
movement. They favor a unified world, but one
unified around common human values and re-
spect for diversity rather than trade.

The direct action movement was behind the
1999 protest of the World Trade Organization
summit in Seattle and other major
antiglobalization protests to blockade global
summits and shut them down. Though the term
“antiglobalization movement” is often applied
to this group rather than the larger movement,
I will call it the direct action current to high-
light its differences with the second current.

The NGOs that make up the civil society
current became important in the protest move-
ments against dictatorships of the 1980s, espe-
cially in Latin America and eastern Europe.
Unlike those movements, NGOs aspire to be-
ing stable organizations. Seeking funding forces
them to cultivate an image of respectability, as
do their efforts to influence the governments
of their home states.

Like the direct action movement, they are
“antiglobalization,” opposing the same IFIs that
are the targets of major demonstrations. They
call for a popular globalization. The two wings
of the movement are thus divided more by style
than by substance. Antiglobalization demon-
strators, many of whom call themselves anar-
chists, take pride in flouting convention, and
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criticize the more staid NGOs for losing their
movement character and becoming detached
from their base.

The idea of a world conclave emerged when
two Brazilian social justice activists, Francisco
(Chico) Whitaker and

Council have been in the forefront of efforts to
make it an actor in its own right.

Twenty thousand participants from 117
countries attended the first forum in Porto
Alegre in 2001. In its most dramatic incident,

the MST and José

Oded Grajew, met in
Paris in February, 2000,
with Bernard Cassen, a
leader of the Associa-
tion for the Tobin Tax
to Aid Citizens
(ATTAC, later re-
named Action for the

Against Margaret Thatcher’s
“[T]here is no alternative” to
transnational capitalism,
they insist . . . that “another
world is possible.”

Bové, the French peas-
ant leader and anti-
McDonald’s protester,
led an occupation of a
farm owned by the
Monsanto Company
near Porto Alegre where
the company was alleg-

Taxation of Interna-

tional Financial Trans-

actions to Aid Citizens), an international move-
ment based in France to promote the Tobin tax,
a proposed tax on international capital move-
ments that would make southern countries less
vulnerable to capital flight.

They chose Porto Alegre as their site. Porto
Alegre had the most longstanding Workers
Party (PT) municipal government in Brazil
(1990-2004) and was a showcase for the PT's
brand of participatory democracy, especially its
participatory budget. These founders called on
representatives of several Brazilian organiza-
tions to join an Organizing Committee (later
called the Secretariat). Its members represented
six leading Brazilian NGOs as well as the PT-
affiliated labor federation Central Unica de
Trabalhadores (CUT) and the Landless
Farmworkers Movement (MST). Among these
progressive organizations, all except the MST
espouse a moderate political line. The commit-
tee has tried to channel the political enthusi-
asm of the forum in a moderate direction. It
later created an International Council of lead-
ing activists and intellectuals, mostly to the left
of the Secretariat. The two bodies have not al-
ways agreed. Members of the Secretariat have
generally held to the idea of the forum as a
“space,” a meeting place for activists of diverse
orientations, while some on the International
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edly developing geneti-

cally modified seeds.
Some of the Brazilian NGOs on the Organiz-
ing Committee, fearing that they might have
unleashed a monster that they could not con-
trol, strove to moderate the tone of the second
forum in 2002.

In 2003 Venezuelan president Hugo
Chéavez was not given a platform; instead he
addressed a hastily arranged outside meeting
when the organizers said that the forum was
not open to heads of state. They did not ex-
clude the newly elected Brazilian president, the
PT's Luiz Inécio Lula da Silva, a charismatic
former factory worker, whose address to a huge
outdoor rally was a highlight of the third fo-
rum.

The fourth forum moved to Mumbai, sym-
bolically staking in Asia the claim to be a genu-
ine world forum. About 80,000 people attended,
making it smaller than the previous meeting at
Porto Alegre, but larger than the first two, and
laying to rest the fears of some that it would
not be possible to attract similar numbers from
the many cultures and the greater poverty of
Asia.

The atmosphere was festive, following an
Asian tradition of incorporating musical and
dramatic performing groups into political
events. Political parties were no longer excluded,
in recognition of the greater number and com-



petitiveness of left parties in India than in Bra-
zil. Some new issues responded to the Asian
context: casteism, racism (not prominently ad-
dressed in Brazil and not very prominent in
Brazil's left politics even though half the
country’s people are of African descent), work-
and descent-based exclusions and discrimina-
tions, religious fanaticism, and sectarian vio-
lence. This meeting followed the U.S. invasion
of Irag. The war gained a lot of attention and
inspired calls to boycott companies supporting
the U.S. occupation. There was also a
counterforum, Mumbai Resistance, sponsored
by two Indian Maoist parties, protesting the
forum’s establishment orientation.

In 2005 the forum returned to Porto
Alegre. A record 155,000 people attended. In
response to previous criticisms of excessive size
and insufficient dialogue, the forum’s organiz-
ers did not sponsor major events and invite
speakers but instead turned the agenda over to
participating groups to organize their own
events. The event was bookended by appear-
ances by L.ula on the first day and Hugo Chéavez
on the last. While some in the audience booed
Lula for his continuing embrace of the
neoliberal program, Chévez was roundly
cheered for his condemnation of U.S. imperial-
ism.

Both at Mumbai and at Porto Alegre the
next year, the debate between advocates of the
forum as a space and as an actor were aired vo-
ciferously. The organizers responded to criti-
cisms of the forum’s size and centralization with
the decision that in 2006, instead of a single
worldwide event, there would be separate meet-
ings on three continents.

The first of these, in Bamako, Mali, was
smaller than other sessions — fifteen to twenty
thousand participants, according to the orga-
nizers. It was overshadowed by the Bamako
Appeal, which emerged from a rump session of
European and African intellectuals the day be-
fore the Forum officially opened. They called
on the World Social Forum to adapt a concrete
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and unified political program and, in the eyes
of their detractors, attempted to appear to the
world as representing the official position of the
World Social Forum.

The Caracas forum followed immediately.
The intensely political atmosphere of any World
Social Forum was heightened by meeting in the
home of Chévez’s Bolivarian Revolution and
by the recent election of leftist presidents of
varying stripes in Bolivia and Chile, joining
those already in office in Argentina, Brazil, Uru-
guay, and Venezuela. Some forum participants
argued that in this new conjuncture the forum
should intervene to support these governments
and push them further to the left. Others dis-
agreed, wanting to maintain the forum’'s non-
partisan and open posture. They have been dis-
appointed in the past, especially by Lula. The
conjuncture fed into the debate over the forum
as a political actor which had intensified in the
previous years.

The Karachi session occurred in a difficult
political environment for Pakistan’s progressive
forces, jostled between a government allied with
the Bush administration, a burgeoning Islamic
fundamentalism, and nuclear-armed anti-In-
dian nationalism. They nevertheless found the
forum exhilarating. Even if it was subject to the
same disorganization as every session of the fo-
rum, it was unprecedented for Pakistan. It at-
tracted 35,000 people from 59 countries. Fo-
cusing more on Asian issues, and, as at Mumbai,
with a lesser presence of intellectuals and a
greater presence of grassroots organizations,
Karachi was free of the debate about “space” vs.
“actor” featured in Bamako and Caracas.

Each forum has attracted parallel events.
The World Education Forum, the World Trade
Union Forum, the World Judges’ Forum, the
World Parliamentary Forum, and Via
Campesina (a worldwide confederation of na-
tional peasants’ organizations fighting for land
reform) have all met concurrently with one or
another annual world forum. Some of these
existed independently and have also met apart
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from the WSF; others came into existence to
take advantage of the WSF meeting as a venue.

The WSF has spawned forums around the
world at regional (Europe, Africa, Asia, the
Americas), national, and local levels. Their po-
litical program has been the same — rejection
of war and neoliberal globalization — but each
has responded to the specific needs of its local-
ity at the same time that all have been influ-
enced by the conjuncture and the actions of the
increasingly imperial U.S. government. Though
most of them have been riven by internal po-
litical factionalism, they have provided an im-
portant platform for the social movements of a
city or region to come together and communi-
cate as well as an expression of their common
repudiation of the institutions of neoliberalism.

Contradictions of Global Politics

THE SociAL FORUM IS AN INHERENTLY PO-
litical event, but each year’s forum is political in
a somewhat different way. While heady and
exciting, the Forum's meetings have been con-
tentious and have taken criticisms from those
who are disappointed that it has neither prac-
ticed full democracy nor effectively waged glo-
bal struggle. In the first years, up to 2003, the
two streams of its origin — NGOs and direct
action — contended over internal democracy
in the governing of the forum. In later years,
factions within the forum itself have tried to
preserve it as a space or convert it into an actor.
As we will see, however, neither of these de-
bates has affected the great majority of partici-
pants, who use the forum to pursue their own
goals of networking and planning within issue-
oriented sectors or who come just to soak up
the atmosphere.

Critics of the first meetings argued that the
WSF had not lived up to its promise to serve as
a model of democratic practice for the organi-
zation of movements and, eventually, for the
exercise of power. The Social Forum seeks both
to represent the entire planet and be a model of
demaocracy, but size and format conspire against
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democratic organization. When plenaries were
held in a stadium that seats 15,000 people, they
allowed only one-way communication. Even the
smaller workshops held in classrooms or tents
are often impersonal.

The Secretariat’s decision not to sponsor
any sessions was one response to the accusa-
tions of political insensitivity and monopoliz-
ing the event before the 2005 WSF. It also
mounted a “wall of proposals” where anyone
could post any message, and decided to meet
on three continents in 2006, in a further effort
to widen participation. Over time the debate
about internal democracy has been sidelined,
partly because the forum has to some degree
reformed and decentralized its structure, partly
because many of the more vigorous advocates
of participatory democracy have stopped at-
tending.

Debate about whether the forum can take
concerted political action as a body, on the other
hand, has become more intense. The issue is
not whether the forum's constituents should act,
but whether the Social Forum itself should cease
to be just a debating society open to all comers
and instead adopt a coherent platform of ac-
tion — move from being a mere space to be-
coming an actor in its own right. This debate
has arisen at almost every session of the forum.
Those who favor concerted action have been
the ones to raise the issue. At Mumbai, Porto
Alegre in 2005, Bamako, and Caracas, sub-
groups have staged well-attended sessions and
issued declarations that claimed to synthesize
the views of the forum as a whole and make
muted calls for some kind of further action.

In 2002 a “Social Movements’ Manifesto”
issued by some of the major social movements
participating in the forum called for demon-
strations at several scheduled meetings of world
leaders and international institutions. The As-
sembly of Social Movements was created as a
subgroup to endorse political stands that the
forum as a whole foreswore. At the Mumbai
forum in 2004, it resolved to organize political



actions with its “Call of Social Movements and
Mass Organizations,” a ringing declaration of
principles on many fronts. In 2006 it sponsored
several sessions in Caracas and laid out a pro-
gram of struggle, calling for a series of political
actions around the world. Because the assem-
bly held a well-attended session to adopt the
program on the last day of the Caracas meet-
ing, it could have been taken as the closing ple-
nary and the adoption of a final declaration by
the forum as a whole. These proposals have been
tantalizingly vague. But critics viewed them as
power plays attempting to give the impression
of speaking for the forum as a whole and con-
firming suspicions that they were motivated by
an illegitimate vanguardism.

Though issues of strategy and tactics are
debated in terms of practical programs, they
appear to reflect three important underlying
differences of principle, based on contrasting
assumptions about how and how much global-
ization has changed the world: the nature of
civil society, the relevance of the state in a glo-
balized world, and the social classes or groups
seen as key political actors. These issues raise
strategic questions for social movements within
and outside of the social forum.

For some, the social forum represents the
apex of global civil society; the foremost virtue
of civil society is its autonomy from state struc-
tures. Civil society is plural, open to all. It is
embodied in nongovernmental organizations
that deliberately maintain their distance from
the governments of their states.

The second difference is over the claim that
globalization has steadily eroded the power of
the state in favor of international financial in-
stitutions and multinational corporations with
the conclusion that political attack targeted on
the state is increasingly irrelevant. Rejecting the
state as a target of action also reinforces the
emphasis on the voluntaristic, decentralized
organizations of civil society, rather than the
coordinated, top-down structure of political
parties which mirrors the organization of the
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state and seems to be required to confront it.

The third covert issue is the composition
of the forum’s constituency. What actors, what
social category or categories are to be part of
the worldwide coalition struggling for global
justice? The social actors are many and diverse,
defined by gender, race, culture, and national-
ity. The forum recognizes the validity of each
group’s identity and proposes that all of them
should be expressed, not suppressed, by com-
mon political action. But how is such a diverse
coalition to achieve unity in action? Traditional
leftists continue to attribute hegemony in this
coalition to a working class as the basis for com-
mon interests. Advocates of diversity, on the
other hand, point to the danger that calls for
unity could overtake the commitment to diver-
sity.

For those who embrace civil society, dis-
miss the state, and appeal to a multiplicity of
actors, the logical conclusion is that the forum
should not attempt to unite in political action
but should continue to be a space for delibera-
tion and formulation of proposals. But their
critics not only challenge both the autonomy
of civil society and the demise of the state; they
point out that many NGOs are thoroughly en-
tangled with the state and that the state is still
the locus for major policy decisions.

Differences over the composition of the
forum’s constituency are less profound, because
those who privilege class nevertheless recognize
the importance of incorporating the new con-
stituencies with previously unrecognized iden-
tities, especially women and ethnic minorities;
even the old institutions representing the work-
ing class — parties and trade unions — have
taken steps in many countries to incorporate
them. But there is an important aspect of social
relations inside the social forum which neither
side is able to countenance: the forum itself is
pervaded by class differences. Though the elites
within the movement place themselves in soli-
darity with the oppressed, the forum reproduces
the hierarchy that it fights against on a world
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scale. The divide is in part mapped geographi-
cally between North and South. The cost of
attendance introduces an obvious bias — only
some can afford a plane ticket. There is also a
striking gender imbalance at the forum’s ses-
sions — not in participants but in (mostly male)
featured speakers.

If differences of ethnicity, culture, and gen-

The Forum aspires to be more
than a talking shop.

der are held to be legitimate bases for diversity
of orientation and interest, class differences are
not. It is paradoxical, of course, that class-based
divisions should be so stark within a broad glo-
bal movement dedicated to equality and to a
better life for the planet’s poor majority. And
the affluent northerners who claim to side with
the poor regard themselves as oppressed, be-
leaguered, and lacking the economic resources
they need to carry out their work. But they are
clearly privileged relative to those in whose
name they wish to act. With better access to
the media and to funding, they can more easily
promote their views and define the meaning and
political direction of the forum.

The advocates of the forum-as-space offer
practical rejoinders to the proposal to convert
the forum into an actor: that different national
contexts require different strategies and differ-
ent forms of action and that the forum has no
authority to order its constituents to join in any
common action. Yet some who are uncomfort-
able with the calls to militant action are palpa-
bly dissatisfied with the present limits. They
want to go beyond being a space. The challenge
is to find ways to struggle collectively while pre-
serving individual groups’ autonomy. So there
is a tension that Francois Houtart, director of
the Tricontinental Center in Louvain, Belgium,
and a member of the forum’s International
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Council, has semiseriously characterized as be-
tween “an activists' Woodstock” and the “fifth
international.”

No one wants this tension to threaten the
unity of the forum. The debate will probably
go on, without any resolution except compro-
mise and indecision. It mainly engages partici-
pants from the North, or others who are in close
contact with them through international NGO
network connections, and is mostly waged in
print and on the Internet before and afterward.
The thousands of participants who come from
smaller grassroots organizations or who simply
show up on their own do not have to pay atten-
tion. They can rejoice in the forum's heady ex-
perience of interaction, learning, and network-
ing, charge their batteries and return home to
continue to fight their many battles indepen-
dently. They are happy to live the exhilarating
experience of global solidarity, tangible in their
interaction with others from around the world.
They get energized to continue spreading the
message and fighting against war and for social
justice and popular sovereignty in their com-
munities and in their countries.

What Results?

BuT 1s THIS ENOUGH? The Forum aspires to be
more than a talking shop. It seeks to have a real
impact on the international institutions and
practices dominating the globalized world, and
it should be judged for its effectiveness on that
score.

There are no controlled experiments in his-
tory, so it is impossible to say how the
antiglobalization struggle would have proceeded
in the last six years if there had been no World
Social Forum. There is evidence both for and
against its effect. On the one hand, it may do
no more than make the participants feel good,;
after meeting with so many like-minded fellow
activists from all over the world, talking, and
networking, they may go home with a convic-
tion of efficacy that is more illusory than real.

But the antiglobalization movement has



made some progress during this period, for
which the forum process can take at least par-
tial credit. Popular pressure on government
policy is by its nature diffuse, especially when it
is directed across national boundaries at many
target governments. Successful efforts must
mobilize many diverse sources. The existence
of a global organizational forum may help to
mobilize pressure. The Forum is not the sole
force opposing the institutions of capitalist glo-
balization, perhaps not even the most impor-
tant. But the concentration of forces it affords
has multiplied the efforts of the constituents.
The antiglobalization movement has been
more successful in the first half decade of the
twenty-first century than in comparable previ-
ous periods, so the existence of the Forum may
have made some difference. First, the creation
of a new world trade regime has clearly been
impeded. World Trade Organization negotia-
tions to expand the reach of so-called free trade
have been stalled against the demands of the
South, led largely by Brazil, that trade be truly
free and that northern governments cut subsi-
dies to agriculture to allow southern agricul-
tural products to compete freely in northern
markets. The Free Trade Agreement of the
Americas is also stalled. At the same time, the
World Bank and some of the other multilateral
lenders have become at least somewhat more
open to the concerns of popular movements.
Second, the worldwide antiwar demonstra-
tions of 2003 were significant. They did not
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prevent the war. But they represented an un-
precedented global action on a shared political
issue. The WSF and regional gatherings were
important in laying the groundwork for these
demonstrations, and protest against the war on
the popular and diplomatic levels, assisted by
the Bush administration’s sheer incompetence,
hubris, and failure to anticipate the easily fore-
seeable consequences of its actions, have turned
the U.S. invasion of Irag into a massive debacle.

Finally, the activation of local protest is also
important and the forum'’s effect on participants’
consciousness, though hard to measure, cannot
be discounted. Important alliances have been
made at regional levels and on specific issues,
and these have been coordinated in ways that
would not have been possible if there had been
no worldwide conclave.

Even if no specific outcomes can be clearly
attributed to the World Social Forum, the glo-
bal movement is stronger and more genuinely
global than it could have been without it.

Ep. NOTE: An expanded version of this article, with
references, appears on our website, www.newpol.org.

*An earlier version of this paper appeared in NACLA
Report on the Americas, March 2005. | thank Ralph Della
Cava, Silvia Federici, Sergio Haddad, Shereen Hertel,
George Martin, Mike Menser, Karsten Struhl, Chuck
Tilly, and the members of the International Commit-
tee of my union, the Professional Staff Congress, for
helpful comments.
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SEIU Confronts the Home Care Crisis

in California

BRANDYNN HOLGATE and JENNIFER SHEA

Defining the Crisis

THE HOME CARE cRrisis in California is one
example of a larger crisis in the practice of care
in the United States. That crisis involves people’s
way of thinking about care as well as the actual
care. After all, care is a relationship in which
one person provides another with fundamental
support (physical, emotional, etc.), without
which he/she would not be able to function at
the same level. Yet care is also a service or activ-
ity, oftentimes accompanied by emotional com-
mitment, that may or may not take place within
the context of close personal relationships and
may be paid or unpaid. Care is actually orga-
nized in a multitude of (sometimes fragmented)
ways, whether within the family, market, state,
civil society or across some mix of these four
spheres that order life. All types of care are in
crisis, but that crisis is particularly salient where
both the givers and receivers of care are living
on low incomes because they are more likely
than others to patch together resources from
all four spheres. Low-income families, who can
neither afford to purchase care in the market
nor are able to depend solely on family provi-
sion, often need to look to the state for public
assistance, either of service or funding.

The care receivers of interest in this article
are either seniors or people with disabilities who
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are living on limited incomes. These individu-
als need some sort of help with activities of daily
living, which include eating, dressing, bathing,
using the toilet or moving about the home, pre-
paring meals, grocery shopping, managing the
household budget, managing medications, do-
ing light housework and other basic activities
needed for independent living. They are often
related or well known to their care providers.
For example, Candace Howes estimates that 70
percent of the home care workers in California’s
In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) network
are related to the care receiver.

The actual crisis in care, which has impli-
cations for both care workers and care receiv-
ers, has resulted from a combination of demo-
graphic and economic shifts that have increased
the need for care while diminishing the capac-
ity of families to provide it. One of these shifts
is the aging U.S. population, which drives the
increasing demand for care services. This high
demand is further fueled by a general sentiment
that people should be able to live in their own
homes instead of medical or congregate facili-
tiesand by a trend in public administration that
accepts community-based services as providing
cost savings to the public.

Another important shift that contributes
to the crisis is the growing participation of
women in the wage labor market, a reality that
makes the traditional role of full-time (never
part-time) female family caregiver less and less
plausible. Not surprisingly, in-home care work
is a highly feminized occupation, often filled
by women of color struggling to provide both
care and income for their own families. This
type of care work is considered low-skill, and is
done by personal and home care aids. (Home



care aides differ from health aides in that they
do not provide nursing assistance.) National-
level data show that women make up 90 per-
cent of the direct care workers, including nurs-
ing assistants, home health aides and personal
and home care aides (compared to 47 percent
in the labor force as a whole). As compared to
other women in the labor force, home care
workers are not highly educated — only 41 per-
cent hold a high school diploma or GED, while
27 percent went to college (compared to 92
percent and 63 percent, respectively, economy-
wide). On average, direct care workers are 41
years old and one-quarter are single parents.
Their ethnic and racial diversity mirrors the
population of care receivers: approximately 50
percent are white, one-third are black, and the
remaining 17 percent are Hispanic or other. This
already disadvantaged group of home care work-
ers is further marginalized by social construc-
tions that fail to see them as deserving of just
remuneration. When coupled with the difficulty
of translating this sort of care giving into a
market value, it results in the persistent devalu-
ation of home care work in the market.

The devaluation of care work has two im-
portant implications in this analysis. First, it
keeps caregivers in their historically dependent
economic positions despite the increased demand
for care. They are employed either by private
providers that contract with the state and/or di-
rectly by the individual receiving in-home as-
sistance. They generally do not receive benefits
(e.g., health insurance, pensions, paid time off)
and, in 2004, earned a median wage of $6.99
an hour. Second, it creates a labor shortage. For
example, according to the U.S. Bureau of La-
bor Statistics, the need for direct-care workers
will increase by 39 percent between 2000 and
2010, but the core workforce for the field will
grow by only 1.25 percent. Despite these sta-
tistics, where government agencies have deter-
mined compensation packages for home care
workers, as in California, compensation has
been low and absent of any benefits, which per-
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petuates the home care labor shortage. Further-
more, the labor shortage creates a feedback ef-
fect that spurs the persistence of a related policy
problem — the inability of family members to
find care or to get relief from their care-giving
duties. As a result, neither the needs of care re-
ceivers nor those of care givers are adequately
met. For now, family members look to the state
for assistance with respite and other services for
care receivers, and, if they are fortunate enough,
labor union representation to improve wages
and benefits for care givers.

The absence of a comprehensive national
policy to address these problems has been pro-
pelling grassroots demands to improve policies,
at least at local and state levels. In order to make
these demands, consumer and worker advocates
have had to work within the constraints of the
existing institutional framework, which does not
easily accommodate the complexities of the
family home care workforce. In order to exam-
ine this situation more closely, we turn to a dis-
cussion of the California system.

Analysis of SEIU Strategy in CA

THE caTALYST for the California home care
system is the In-Home Supportive Services
(IHSS) program, funded by Medicaid dollars
and administered at the county level through
departments of social services. IHSS was started
in 1973 as a way to reimburse low-income fami-
lies for providing care to their relatives in their
homes, an attempt to address the needs of care
receivers and care givers in the early years of
the shifting economy. This system was based
on two important ideas. First, it created a state
funding structure that kept costs down by avoid-
ing expensive long-term institutional settings.
Second it was based on an “Independent Pro-
vider Model” that designated the care receivers
as both the consumer and the employer, an idea
deeply rooted in a progressive disability rights
movement that rejects a traditional medical
model (where care receivers are patients) in pur-
suit of consumer choice and control. Over the
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next 30 years, this partnership of ideas between
fiscal programming and consumer advocacy
would develop social service provisions in most
states that disregarded the role played by the

The increased wages and benefits
have resulted in lower rates of
turnover among home care
workers.

worker and created unreasonable job require-
ments that were poorly compensated, unsafe,
and disempowering. In short, this partnership
was effective in providing low-cost community-
based care, but at the expense of care workers’
well-being.

Individuals eligible for IHSS are generally
care consumers who meet eligibility require-
ments under the federal Supplemental Secu-
rity Income (SSI) program criteria. The system
serves more than 360,000 people each month
across all 58 counties and costs the state up-
wards of $3 billion a year. County social work-
ers interview and assess consumers’ service needs
and designate the number of eligible hours of
support services that consumers can receive
through IHSS. Individuals receiving IHSS are
considered private employers having the respon-
sibility and right to hire, train, supervise and
fire home care aids, but they do not have the
ability to negotiate wages and benefits.

Despite the state of California’s attempt to
implement a progressive policy that addressed
the needs of low-income care receivers and care
givers, the relationships it fostered were uneven.
Though care receivers had market-based rights
as consumers and workers, care givers did not.
As a result, prior to the Service Employees In-
ternational Union (SEIU) home care worker
organizing drive in California that began in
1987, the circumstances surrounding home care
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work (e.g. low wages and workforce fragmen-
tation) had created a particularly oppressed
group of workers that lacked any opportunity
to exercise or advance their rights outside of
private negotiation with the person that they
cared for. SEIU’s organizing strategy, which is
focused on enhancing quality, choice and sta-
bility in home care service, successfully brought
about concrete and needed gains in wages and
benefits, improving living standards for hun-
dreds of thousands of low-income caregivers
and care receivers.

In fact, prior to collective bargaining, pre-
vailing wages for IHSS workers were approxi-
mately $6.15 an hour (working 40 hours/week
for 52 weeks that comes to $12,792/year, be-
fore taxes) with variations across counties due
to the devolved system of administration. Those
workers did not receive benefit packages. Col-
lective bargaining has resulted in substantial, if
disparate, improvements for home care work-
ers. Currently, 46,000 workers are organized
under SEIU UHW (United Healthcare Work-
ers) in 11 northern California counties and
105,000 are organized under SEIU Local 434b
in Los Angeles. In addition, SEIU and the
American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) have en-
tered into agreement and formed the Califor-
nia United Homecare Workers (CUHW) pro-
visional union that represents more than
170,000 additional home care workers in the
state of California.

For example as of 2003, in Sacramento
County home care workers earned $9.50 an
hour, plus health and vision coverage, while in
Santa Clara County they earned $10.50 an hour
with health, dental, vision, transportation and
life insurance. In Los Angeles and San Bernar-
dino counties, the current wage rates are set at
$8.45 and $9.25 an hour, respectively, with ben-
efits that include health insurance, transporta-
tion, and training. The increased wages and ben-
efits have resulted in lower rates of turnover
among home care workers, whether or not they



are related to the care receivers. In addition,
these accomplishments have helped address the
labor shortage by increasing the number of
people willing and able to take home care jobs.
For instance, during the five year period between
1997 and 2002, wages for home care workers
in San Francisco County doubled, from $5.00/
hour to $10.00/hour. During that same period
of time, the percentage of workers who stayed
in their job for more than one year increased
from 39 percent to 74 percent. Moreover, con-
sumers’ demand to employ IHSS workers in
their homes has increased, due largely to the
fact that consumers can now hire a worker they
know and trust to provide that care (because
the person can now afford to give it) whereas
before consumers may have gone without ad-
equate levels of care at all times. Employing care
workers from one’s personal network (family,
community, etc.) increases the likelihood of eth-
nic and racial matching, which helps to explain
why this particular segment of the California
workforce is not as highly racialized as others.

These accomplishments have not come eas-
ily. From the beginning SEIU was faced with
enormous challenges brought about by the frag-
mented nature of work within the state and
county systems of in-home support services,
which impeded the process of traditional union
organizing in two ways. First, there was no
single employer of record against whom to make
claims. Second, the workforce was geographi-
cally dispersed, with no clear place around which
to organize.

The earliest and most immediate challenge
for SEIU was finding a way to make claims. At
times, an in-home care worker might be con-
sidered to have three employers: the consumer
purchasing care through available 1HSS dol-
lars, a private for-profit or non-profit agency
that employs and/or brokers service providers,
and the county government agency for IHSS
programming that resides within the depart-
ment of social services. Part of the early orga-
nizing strategy led by SEIU, in concert with
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several consumer advocacy groups and IHSS
participants, focused on creating one employer
of record, so that there would be one cohesive
entity with which to bargain.

In 1992, with the passing of the Public Au-
thority Act, this coalition won an important
victory that created an employer of record for
every county in California. The Public Author-
ity is an administrative agency within the county
department of social services and reports to the
county board of supervisors. The IHSS Public
Authority submits budgets, writes the pay-
checks, and is a point of contact for lobbying
by consumers and workers. Additionally, it en-
gages in bargaining with the union and assists
consumers through background checks, train-
ing, referral, and setting qualifications. In ad-
dition, it created a mediating entity that, to some
extent, could deal with the complex arrange-
ments for consumers and their family members.
Consumers maintained employer responsibili-
ties in the selection, hiring and supervision of
IHSS workers.

Once the employer of record was estab-
lished, SEIU could focus on the internal orga-
nizing of home care workers. Family home care
workers do not work the same “shift” on the
same “factory floor” with their “co-workers” —
they work in individual homes around the
county. Workers have busy schedules that sig-
nificantly depend on other people’s needs, where
these people may be their loved ones and/or may
be one of several people for whom they work.
For example, in California, there are more than
300,000 providers of homecare services where
approximately 40 percent are immediate fam-
ily members or related in some way. Almost half
these homecare providers are now organized and
represented by SEIU. Still, the workforce is
highly fragmented and, as is sometimes the case
with other workers, home care workers face a
dual set of constraints in choosing how to sell
their labor, with market imperatives and family
ties often reinforcing one another.

SEIU’s worksite organizers focus largely on
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encouraging workers to participate in the union
meetings and lobbying activities because fam-
ily members and other employees find it diffi-
cult to get away from work to participate in or-
ganizing activity. Nonetheless, anecdotally,
SEIU has found that many family members will
often participate in union meetings and lobby-
ing activities to the extent that family members
and other employees are able to get away from
work or other responsibilities. The union expe-
riences real benefits when it is able to bring the
home care workers together in one place to share
their experiences, challenges and needs. \WWork-
ers quickly feel empowered and realize that they
can make real gains through collective action.
Through this mechanism, union staff is then
able to develop leadership and promote activ-
ism among its members.

Both interviews with SEIU staff and re-
search presenting union organizing strategies
reveal significant challenges for internal orga-
nizing. SEIU expends a tremendous amount of
resources (mostly in the form of staff time) for
outreach to union members, identifying and
developing natural leaders among the members
and motivating activist approaches to solving
workforce problems. The establishment of the
IHSS Public Authority in California as the
employer of record along with consistent in-
volvement from more dedicated union mem-
bers has helped address workforce fragmenta-
tion to some extent. However, like any labor
union, the SEIU organizes workers in order to
protect and advance their rights and interests
in the labor market, rendering SEIU’s scope
limited with respect to the broader view of care
in society. Moreover, while unions may help al-
leviate the consequences of workforce frag-
mentation, they do not have the capacity to
overcome the fragmentation in service delivery
created by popular policies, social services pro-
gramming, and fiscal systems.

Furthermore, the union has acknowledged
that unresolved issues persist around brokering
services for respite, leveraging resources from
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other agencies (e.g. educational services, elder
affairs, and disability services), and training the
workforce. However, while it is the role of the
state to formally address respite and service pro-
visions that link consumer needs with worker
needs, little has been accomplished in this re-
gard. One program designed to address coor-
dination problems is the National Family
Caregiver Support Program (NFCSP), which
provided states with federal grants designed to
coordinate caregiver support services. These
small $125 million awards are dwarfed by re-
cent market rate value estimates of care giving
as well as the number of households that per-
form extra care duties for people with disabili-
ties and seniors. In California, the NFCSP was
primarily able to identify service gaps that the
union, caregivers, and advocates already knew
existed in terms of language and culturally ap-
propriate service, transportation, respite, train-
ing, counseling, and financial assistance. The
jury is still out as to whether or not the pro-
gram has made any impact on coordination and
access to services.

One glaring limitation of the California
model is the absence of any mechanisms for ad-
dressing the now well-documented financial
and emotional burdens carried by families,
which can be placed into the following five cat-
egories. First, the fragmented service system
results in either uninformed decision making
by families, leaving them ill-prepared to deal
with the requirements of care, or forces
caregivers into a case manager role that takes
significant time and puts a constant demand
on care duties in the home. Second, emotional
stress results from interpersonal relationships
that attempt to strike an often impossible bal-
ance between the care receivers needs and de-
sires and the caregivers capacity to provide.
Third, poor training regarding lifting and mov-
ing has resulted in injuries and physical stress.
Additionally, under tight financial and time
constraints caregivers will forgo medical help
for themselves. Fourth, one out of every five



caregivers will quit his/her regular job to pro-
vide in-home care and one-third of care giving
households will deplete all or most of their sav-
ings in the process. Fifth, due to the cost of ac-
cessing information and services, committed
caregivers (especially family members) pay out
of pocket for many expenses associated with
medical and health needs when the consumer
is normally eligible for coverage.

The example of SEIU home care worker
organizing in California provides one example
of how the rights of home care workers and con-
sumers both can be advanced within the exist-
ing (largely liberal) institutional framework; it
also highlights the limitations of that frame-
work. The SEIU strategy, bound by existing
institutional constraints, pursues an alignment
with market norms that reconstructs caregivers
as workers, care receivers as consumers, and
traverses multiple definitions of the employer.
To some extent, the private or informal prac-
tice of care is interpolated into the public sphere
and organized through the market. Yet, as this
analysis illustrates, the practice of care actually
overlaps the spheres of family, civil society, mar-
ket and the state, especially where low-income
families are concerned. Actors in civil society,
such as advocates for care receivers and care giv-
ers (e.g. labor unions) mediate economic and
political processes that dominate the liberal
paradigm.

Despite the successes of the California
model that were achieved through grassroots
organizing, coalition building, state policy
changes and a strong presence by organized la-
bor, the long-term capacity of this framework
to overcome the problems inherent in workforce
and service delivery fragmentation is uncertain.
Specifically, the fragmented and still primarily
informal nature of in-home care inhibits lead-
ership development and activism, limits access
to information and services, and places the eco-
nomic burden on those least prepared to deal
with it — low-income families. In order to tran-
scend these issues, the advancement and pro-
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tection of rights for home care workers must
include additional institutional and policy ar-
rangements that are coordinated by the state
and interact across the four major spheres, span-
ning their boundaries in the same way that car-
ing does. These new arrangements should ac-
complish a balance between serving and advo-

One out of every five caregivers
will forego medical help for
themselves and one-third of care
giving households will deplete all
or most of their savings in the
process.

cating for consumers, advancing worker rights
and protecting the various family arrangements
that are chosen by the individuals within them.

For people who support a progressive la-
bor movement but do not want to negate im-
portant policy concerns regarding quality of care
and cost containment, it is imperative to ad-
dress these larger system problems within the
context of existing, emerging, and new welfare
provisions. While we have focused on family
home care workers, it is important to empha-
size that the lack of any existing comprehen-
sive national policy to address these issues af-
fects all homecare workers. In the following
section, we offer some conceptual tools that may
help in solving the care crisis in a more com-
prehensive and inclusive way. We argue that
caregivers and care receivers may benefit from
a reconceptualization of care and its role in or-
dering society, which could help inform com-
plex policy issues that simultaneously impact
healthcare, social services, labor markets and
families.

Toward a New Conceptual Framework
THE ROOTS OF THE HOME CARE CRISIS rest in
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a tension that exists between what many see as
the way care work ought to be carried out as
compared with the way care work manifests it-
self in post-industrial society. The tension per-
sists, at least in part, because of ideological, in-
stitutional and policy legacies that serve as con-
straints in accommodating the contemporary
economic and demographic realities of life in
the United States. Most of the institutions and
policies that mediate the relationships between
individuals, families, the state, and the market,
were constructed in the context of an industrial
capitalist economy, and thus reflect the domi-
nant liberal ideology that informed their cre-
ation. That dominant liberal ideology tends to
divide society into two spheres: a public sphere
where people engage in markets and politics and
a private sphere that consists primarily of the
family and home life and is where people seek
solace from the public sphere.

For example, care is often thought to be a
relationship that is relegated to the private
sphere — something that takes place among
family, friends or close-knit community mem-
bers. In that discourse, care is largely seen as a
voluntary activity, so that caregivers provide care
to care receivers, and is thus decommaodified (or
at least taking place outside of mainstream mar-
ket relations). The construction of care as vol-
untary and private misses at least two impor-
tant elements of care, even between family
members, that are relevant in a post-industrial
society: (1) a duty-based compulsion to provide
care and (2) the costs to the caregiver. In other
words, this private negotiation is increasingly
not possible (a reality that is difficult to deny)
in the post-industrial economy where women
are likely to work for wages outside the home,
often to ensure that their families’ basic needs
are met. In order to combat this discourse, a
competing discourse has evolved to reflect the
market implications of care work.

In one strand of that discourse caregivers
become care workers and care receivers are seen
as consumers of care. As illustrated by the suc-
52 =

NEW POLITICS

cess of SEIU organizing in California, this dis-
course is empowering for both parties and im-
plies that market norms of remuneration and
choice (rather than family norms of love and
duty) should enter the picture. However, in
pushing the discourse of care primarily into the
market, this construction risks veiling the im-
portant familial and relational components in-
herent in care work because market norms do
not allow for the concept of long-term reciproc-
ity that comes with family relations. In addi-
tion, market discourse risks glossing over the
fact that there are a whole set of actors and in-
stitutions cutting across spheres which mediate
the relationship between the providers and re-
ceivers of care. The mediating agents include
the state/county government, family, the union
and advocates for care workers as well as care
receivers, where individuals may be actors in
more than one of these insitutions. Thus, nei-
ther the dominant discourse of care as an activ-
ity existing in the private or family sphere, nor
the competing discourse of care as existing in
the public sphere of market fully captures the
complexity of these relationships, especially for
people with limited incomes. Instead, by view-
ing care as a set of activities that take place pri-
marily within one sphere or another, dominant
and radical discourses implicitly recognize the
various principles that dominate within those
spheres and generally argue for the prominence
of one over another (market over family, family
over market, state over market, etc.).

Even though the dominant liberal division
of spheres into public and private are not suffi-
cient for conceptualizing the way care is deliv-
ered in post-industrial society, we assert that the
concept of sphere differentiation can still prove
useful to help resolve the actual care crisis. Dif-
ferent spheres have different norms that gov-
ern the distribution of goods and services within
them. These norms compete for political atten-
tion in the broader realm of the state — differ-
entiation is a way to accord priority for some
norms over others, depending on the stakes. Still



itis important to emphasize that these concep-
tual spheres, as well as the real individuals op-
erating within them, “. . . are positioned in mul-
tiple, overlapping webs of discourse, which both
constrain and enable individual agency.” We as-
sert that viewing care as its own conceptual
sphere, which overlaps with the spheres of state,
market, family and civil society, may allow us to
overcome some of the institutional and policy
constraints that impede the simultaneous real-
ization of good care provision and workers’
rights protections.

What, then, ought to be the principles that
govern the sphere of care? Scholars as diverse
as Michael Walzer, Elizabeth Anderson,
Deborah Stone, and Eva Feder Kittay offer
some useful tools for understanding the limita-
tions of existing ideology and institutions. We
use their work here, and build on it, to suggest
a new approach for looking at care. Combining
the suggestions of Deborah Stone and Eva
Feder Kittay, we articulate four guiding prin-
ciples that ought to govern a sphere of care. We
do this to illustrate that care is more than an
activity and more than a personal relationship,
but is actually a critical sphere with broader so-
cietal impacts that are important enough to
merit the development of its own norms, rather
than defer to norms that govern other spheres
and thereby reinforce the racialized, gendered
and classed nature of care in the U.S. today. Dif-
ferentiation by sphere, rather than by race, class,
gender, ability/disability, can enable us to de-
velop agreement on universal principles and the
rights that protect those principles in order to
guide public and private policy decisions, help-
ing to overcome the continued marginalization
of care workers along the lines of race and gen-
der.

Bowles and Gintis differentiate among
sites and practices. They are: appropriative,
distributive, political and cultural. Following
these principles, our first principle is that in-
dividuals should be able to make reasonably
unconstrained choices regarding the provi-
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sion of care for themselves and their loved
ones (a distributive action). The second prin-
ciple states that people who provide care
should be appropriately trained and justly
compensated for that work (with wages and
benefits), regardless of their kinship relation-
ship to the person being cared for (a politi-
cal action). The third principle asserts that
people who need care should be able to get
the level of care they require in the most dig-
nified manner possible (a political action).
Finally, the fourth principle claims that there
ought to be a balance in accommodating the
concerns and rights of persons who provide
care as well as those who receive it (a cul-
tural action). In the section that follows, we
assess the California home care model in light
of each of these principles.

Conclusion and Recommendations

IT 1s cLEAR from the preceding analysis that
SEIU organizing in California has been at least
somewhat successful in battling the devaluation
of home care work and addressing the labor
shortage. However, it is not yet clear how well
this strategy accommodates the four principles
we have outlined in the previous section. In this
section, we assess the strengths and weaknesses
of the California home care model in light of
the four principles we have outlined. This as-
sessment provides us with the basis for a set of
final recommendations for other states to con-
sider.

Principle 1: Individuals should be able to make rea-
sonably unconstrained choices regarding the provi-
sion of care for themselves and their loved ones (a
distributive action).

Union organizing brought about higher wages
and benefits, which in turn provided for a larger
supply of home care workers, thus providing
greater choice for IHSS eligible consumers.
However, not all consumers who need home
care assistance are IHSS eligible; therefore this
strategy results in a fundamental inequality in
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the distributive action of care in that not
everyone’s needs are addressed equally. Instead
choices remain limited, especially for those who
barely miss meeting the 1HSS eligibility re-
quirements and are not wealthy (or well-in-
sured) enough to finance home care privately.
This affects the appro-

figure out who is doing it (a political action). It
also requires inclusion of all home care workers
within any newly established parameters, not
only those who qualify for union jobs.

Principle 3: People who need care should be able to
get the level of care they
require in the most dig-

priative action of get-
ting someone to per-
form the labor of care.
In addition, one ques-
tion that remains unan-
swered is whether the
organizing of home
care workers will di-

SEIU organizing in California has
been at least somewhat successful
in battling the devaluation of
home care work and addressing
the labor shortage.

nified manner possible (a
political action).

Despite increasing the
number of care workers,
the California model
still encompasses a co-
ordination problem
that impedes the ability

minish consumer con-
trol over their own care,
even within the IHSS network. There is a need
for additional research around the extent to
which consumers exercise choice and control
in the provision of care, which is both an im-
portant measurement of the quality of care as
well as a skill in which workers need to be
trained.

Principle 2: People who provide care should be ap-
propriately trained and justly compensated for that
work (with wages and benefits), regardless of their
kinship relationship to the person being cared for
(a political action).

Not all home care workers serve IHSS eligible
consumers and not all home care workers are
paid. As a result, some home care workers ex-
perience different levels of training, support and
compensation than do others. Working condi-
tions that are fragmented and variable feed a
range of problems that affect everything from
dignity to basic pay and benefits. The implica-
tions of this fragmented system exist within the
state of California, but also beyond, to orga-
nized and non-organized home care workers
across the country. Stabilizing the workforce
requires a commonly understood and execut-
able set of definitions around what constitutes
care work and the resources, at the very least, to
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of people to get the
range of services they need. The state ought to
provide the coordinating role, including access
to information, in order to ensure that it is
equally accessible to all California residents. All
states and the federal government should be
expending significant resources to develop and
evaluate coordinating models within the vein
of the National Family Caregiver Support Pro-
gram.

Principle 4: There ought to be a balance in accom-
modating the concerns and rights of persons who
provide care as well as those who receive it (a cul-
tural action).

In order for this principle to be met there needs
to be a dynamic, ongoing dialogue about what
people need and how people can provide it that
involves both the consumer and the provider.
Union organizing and coalition building is a
step towards a broader dialogue but, as evi-
denced by the long history of union organizing
in the United States, cannot alone bring about
along-lasting and inclusive cultural movement.
Additionally, policy evaluation and program
development that is designed under costs con-
straints and accountability requirements can-
not take the place of public education and de-
bates about the social and cultural importance



of care. What, then, can other states learn from
the California model?

Even within the existing institutional and
conceptual frameworks, there is much that states
can do to address the crisis of care. Most im-
portantly, states can learn the following impor-
tant lessons from the successes and limitations
of the California model. Care is improved, for
consumers and workers alike, when care work-
ers are justly compensated. Yet, states that view
both the work of care and access to it as policy
problems cannot rely on unions alone to ad-
vance the cause for just compensation. Unions,
by definition, advocate on behalf of their mem-
bers while collective bargaining agreements are
intended to cover those members. At the same
time, unions have no capacity to address the
problems surrounding the coordination and
fragmentation of service delivery. States must
take an active role in coordinating these ser-
vices and providing information to consumers.
We recommend that states pursue one of the
following two alternative policy strategies in the
immediate term while also embarking on a
larger scale long-term project.

In the immediate term, we suggest states

SEIU Confronts the Home Care Crisis

pursue one of the following two strategies. One
option is for states that foster both a progres-
sive consumer rights movement and labor or-
ganizing to bring together these two groups to
get benefits while assigning themselves to deal
with the coordination issue. The other option
is for states to establish a living wage and ben-
efits package for all home care workers — so
that the benefits of better compensation (which
include a bigger, more qualified and stable
workforce) are not limited to unionized care
workers and the consumers eligible to employ
them.

In the long term, we urge states to foster a
culture of collaboration between consumer
groups, workers, and public agencies that main-
tains an ongoing dialogue about the nature of
care services and delivery as society experiences
demographic, economic, technological and
other shifts that are bound to arise in the fu-
ture. This national level discussion can inform
the norms that ought to govern the policy
choices and practices of families caregiving.

Ed. Note: A fully footnoted version will be found on
our website, www.newpol.org

Morris Slavin, 1913 - 2006

Morris Slavin was born to parents from the Jewish Labor Bund in Russia in 1913. Emigrating
to Youngstown, Ohio, in 1923, he began his political life in the Young People’s Socialist League
and joined the Trotskyist movement in 1934. In the 1940 split in American Trotskyism, Slavin
— like the founding editors of NP — went with Max Shachtman to found the Workers Party,
later the Independent Socialist League, which advocated a revolutionary socialism that saw
nothing innately progressive in the Stalinist USSR. Unlike Shachtman, he remained on the
radical left after the ISL dissolved. Slavin became an assistant history professor at Young-
stown State University in 1961, teaching there for 20 years before retiring as emeritus profes-
sor. He wrote three major books on the French Revolution after his “retirement”: The French
Revolution in Miniature: Section Droits de I'Homme, 1789-1795 (1984), Making of an Insurrec-
tion: Parisian Sections and the Gironde (1986), and The Hébertistes to the Guillotine: Anatomy of a
“Conspiracy” in Revolutionary France (1994), followed by a collection of essays entitled The Left
and the French Revolution (1995). He was honored with a Festschrift, Rebels Against the Old
Order (1994), edited by Boris Blick and Louis Patsouras.
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Oaxaca Uprising
JOHN GIBLER

“Ulises nos decia: ‘ni marchas ni plantones’. Aqui
le demostramos que somos mas cabrones.”

(“Ulises told us: no marches and no protests. Here
we’ll show him that we're more badass than he is.”)

The Oaxaca Uprising began as a annual, peaceful
teachers’ strike and exploded into an unarmed up-
rising after Governor Ulises Ruiz Oritz refused to
dialogue with the teachers, instead sending in 1,000
riot police to violently lift their protest camp in
Oaxaca City’s town square, or Zdcalo.

HE OAXACA UPRISING IS A REBELLION
Tagainst, above all else, an offense. Gover-
nor Ulises Ruiz Ortiz's brutal predawn attack
on sleeping teachers on June 14 consummated
decades of corruption, persecution, and repres-
sion from the successive governments of the
Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI) into a
single act of violent disdain, spurring a civil dis-
obedience uprising.

Since his inauguration — under allegations
of electoral fraud — in 2004, Ulises Ruiz has
repeatedly broken the rules that allowed the PRI
to contain explosions of social discontent and
hold on for so long — 77 years — to its mo-
nopoly grip on power in Oaxaca. In only a year
and a half in office, Ruiz cut ties with people
and organizations across the state by making
unilateral decisions, brushing off dialogue en-
treaties, and flat out refusing to listen to the
protests that resulted.

“Here we hold assemblies for everything,”
said Alejandro Cruz, a lawyer with an Oaxaca-
based indigenous human rights organization,

JOHN GIBLER is a human rights fellow with Global Ex-
change. His writing on Mexican social movements ap-
pears in Left Turn, Znet, Z Magazine, In These Times,
the Indypendent and other alternative media.

56 =

NEW POLITICS

“but [Ulises Ruiz] doesn't consult with anybody.
Others simulate consultation, but this guy
doesn't even know how to simulate. He thinks
he is a king.”

Ruiz’s arrogance and the excessive use of
force against the teachers deeply offended
people in Oaxaca and led to the immediate and
massive support for the teachers.

“On June 14, the government decided to re-
press, sending police to beat people and to fire
tear gas from helicopters,” one of the teachers
present that morning told me. “All the years
before, the government arrived and announced
over a megaphone: ‘We are going to lift the
encampment,’and on the third announcement,
everyone would grab their stuff and run. This
time there was none of that. They even attacked
us from the air, as if we were criminals.”

An elderly indigenous woman who depends on
handouts to survive told me that the governor
made a huge mistake by using tear gas: “He
shouldn't have used the gas. He could have just
grabbed a few teachers and thrown them in jail,
like before. But no, he used the gas and insulted
them, and that’s why we have all this trouble
now.”

Only hours after the state police attack on
the sleeping teachers’ protest camp, thousands
of local residents took to the streets, joining the
teachers’ ranks. Together they surrounded the
police, pelting them with rocks and bottles and
forcing them out of the Zécalo. This victory at
the hands of a spontaneous popular outcry
formed the base of what would become the
Oaxaca Peoples’ Popular Assembly (APPO).



The teachers union convoked the first assem-
bly, hoping to organize this spontaneous sup-
port into something

Oaxaca Uprising

pal services: electricity, water, and sewage.
Twenty percent of the population is illiterate,
and only 40 percent re-

that could be sustained
over time. But soon, the
APPO membership
passed all expectations,
with hundreds of orga-
nizations stepping in,
and new organizations

The massive grassroots
participation in the APPO
surpassed any individual leader’s
ability to corral the movement.

ceive education beyond
elementary school.
The history of the
teachers’ struggle in
Oaxaca dates back to
1980, when dissident
teachers reformed Sec-

forming to pull previ-
ously unorganized
people into the folds of the APPO.

And while the first assembly elected a pro-
visional leadership council — made up mostly
of men with many years of experience leading
political organizations, and several with less
than spotless records — the massive grassroots
participation in the APPO surpassed any indi-
vidual leader’s ability to corral the movement.
Leaders became spokespeople — those who give
press conferences and negotiate with govern-
ment officials — without powers of unilateral
decision making. The movement'’s power came
not from the discourse of figures like Flavio Sosa
or Florentino Lopez, but from the huge num-
bers of people participating daily in protest
camps, marches, takeovers of government build-
ings, public and private media outlets, and
building and guarding the hundreds of barri-
cades set up nightly across Oaxaca City.

Background

OAXACA IS THE FIFTH LARGEST of Mexico’s 31
states, bordering Chiapas to the east, Guerrero
to the west, Puebla and Veracruz to the north
and the Pacific Ocean to the south, with a popu-
lation of 3.4 million inhabitants. There are six-
teen different indigenous ethnicities in Oaxaca
and over a million people speak an indigenous
language. Along with its neighbors in Mexico’s
marginalized south, Oaxaca is one of the poor-
est states in the country. Thirty-five percent of
all households have dirt floors, and only half
the population receives all three basic munici-

tion 22 of the National

Union of Education
Workers (SNTE) to root out and avoid future
union corruption. They passed new union rules
to prohibit reelections for union leaders and
ensure grassroots participation in decision-mak-
ing and full liberty of political affiliation to break
the PRI's hold on the local. Many teachers from
indigenous and rural farm-working communi-
ties, with long histories of resistance, austere
lifestyles, and disciplined collective work styles
(long marches, protest encampments, and as-
semblies) actively participated in Section 22's
mobilizations, heavily influencing the union’s
organizing culture.

The Arrogance of Ulises Ruiz

ULises Ruiz ORTIz was elected governor of
Oaxaca under widespread allegations of fraud
on August 1, 2004. In his first year and a half in
office he carried out an unprecedented series of
offensive and mostly botched moves to exert
unchecked power over his opposition. He tried
unsuccessfully to have his gubernatorial oppo-
nent, Gabino Cue, imprisoned on trumped up
charges. He attacked the local opposition news-
paper, Noticias, first trying to Kick its newsstands
out of town, then canceling all state govern-
ment advertising, and finally setting up a bo-
gus union to take over the newspaper’s offices
in a strike that had nothing to do with actual
newspaper employees. He then moved both the
governor’s offices and the state legislature out
of their historic buildings in the center of
Oaxaca City into new, expensive, fenced-in of-
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fices on the outskirts of town. This move was
meant to make it impossible for protesters to
hold marches and protests in front of govern-
ment offices. Ruiz turned the old state legisla-
ture into a museum, and the governor’s offices
into a rent-by-the-hour party hall.

Ulises Ruiz then decided to create a “new
face for tourism” in Oaxaca, tearing up the his-
toric Zdcalo, ripping up decades-old trees, and
destroying several local monuments to build
new ones. These moves — largely believed to
be money laundering operations to hide state
funds spent on the PRI’s presidential campaign
in Oaxaca — turned much of the middle class
against Ruiz, mainly for the brazen manner in
which he pushed through his projects without
listening to any opposition voices. Meanwhile,
in the countryside, the state police beat and shot
members of indigenous and farmers’ rights or-
ganizations, leading to formal human rights
complaints, but remaining in complete impu-
nity.

Teachers Go on Strike,
Governor Represses

SECTION 22's EXEcUTIVE COMMITTEE meets
every April to look over the union’s demands
for the upcoming school year. On April 29,
2006, the union released its list of 14 demands,
most of which called to increase Oaxaca’s state
and federal education budgets. The state gov-
ernment, under Ulises Ruiz, did not respond.
Teachers then organized a march for May first.
After May 1, they again asked the government
for a response to their demands. The govern-
ment did not respond. On May 15, teachers
organized another march, and again the state
government did not respond to their demands.

On May 17, the Section 22 assembly de-
cided to go on strike and set up a protest en-
campment in the Zdcalo on May 22, and from
there to wait for a response from the govern-
ment, something the teachers have done for 26
years. Jorge Franco Vargas, then lieutenant gov-
ernor, delivered a document calling for the end
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of the strike, but refused to address the teach-
ers’ list of demands.

As the government did not address their
demands, the teachers did not lift the encamp-
ment. On June 14, Ruiz attempted to repress
the strike, sending 1,000 state police into the
Zdbcalo before dawn, beating people, destroy-
ing their radio station, and firing tear gas from
helicopters hovering above the Zdcalo.

Less than two months after federal and
state police brutally repressed a land rights
movement in San Salvador Atenco, people
feared the worse from the Oaxaca attack and
for hours rumors circulated that the police raid
had turned into a massacre. But almost the op-
posite turned out to be the case: thousands of
people from surrounding neighborhoods took
to the streets and together with the thousands
of teachers from the protest camp who escaped
the Zocalo, they counterattacked the police, first
surrounding them in the Zdcalo and then forc-
ing them out of the city center. The state police
have not been back since.

Enter the APPO

“AFTER THE 14TH, WE RECOVERED THE
Zocalo,” one teacher told me. “The raid even
gave us greater strength. From that moment on
the sole demand of the teachers union was the
immediate ousting of that man, Ulises Ruiz, for
being a repressor. The people from the city be-
gan to participate, taking up the single demand
of Ruiz’s ouster.”

Upon retaking the Z6calo, and forming the
APPO, the protesters organized massive
marches with half a million people participat-
ing and launched a “punishment vote” campaign
against the PRI in the July 2 elections, leading
to the first ever defeat of the PRI's presidential
candidate in Oaxaca.

After the elections the APPO and Section
22 organized more self-named “mega-marches”
of hundreds of thousands of people and began
to paint Oaxaca City’s colonial-era cathedrals
and touristy businesses with graffiti denounc-



ing Ulises Ruiz. They blocked the state’s larg-
est tourist festival, the Guelaguetza, organizing
an alternative and free Guelaguetza in its stead.
But throughout all these protests, the state gov-
ernment refused to budge on the demand for
Ruiz’s ouster, and the federal government —
troubled itself by Andres Manuel Lopez
Obrador’s claims of electoral fraud and protests
in Mexico City — turned a blind eye.

Then in late July the APPO went on the
offensive, blocking the office buildings of all
three branches of the state government in or-
der to generate “ungovernability” in Oaxaca and
thus force the Mexican Senate to “dissolve pow-
ers,” in the state, the only legal mechanism avail-
able in Oaxaca to force a governor out of office.

But as the APPO went on the offensive,
the state responded by organizing individual
gunmen and later large convoys of paramilitaries
to attack the protesters’ marches and camps.
Gunmen apprehended by members of the
APPO and captured in photographs published
in national newspapers, have been identified as
local and state police and local city officials, all
associated with the PRI. From early August
through November, such paramilitary gunmen
killed 13 people and wounded scores more.

The conflict in Oaxaca finally attracted the
attention of the federal government after over
40 cars and trucks filled with paramilitary gun-
men firing machine guns at protesters, wound-
ing several and killing one person, drove through
Oaxaca City on August 21 and 22. The national
television giant, Televisa, filmed this death squad
and aired the images on television screens across
the country. While this prompted the federal
government to call for negotiations with the
APPO and Section 22, no one was held respon-
sible for the paramilitary killings. Instead, the
killings continued.

After a month of stalled dialogue between
the Minister of the Interior, Carlos Abascal, and
the APPQ, the Senate finally sent a commis-
sion to review the situation in Oaxaca, but they
declined to “dissolve powers.” As pressure

Oaxaca Uprising
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mounted, Section 22 voted — after several con-
tested vote counts — to return to classes and
continue their struggle for Ruiz’s ouster through
“other means.” This decision threatened to split
the union as thousands of teachers vowed to
continue the strike.

The day after the teachers’ vote, on Friday
October 27, plain clothes police officers and
local PRI officials opened fire on protesters at
over 15 locations across Oaxaca City, killing
three people, one of whom was a cameraman
for New York City Indymedia, Bradley Will.
Will, along with local and national correspon-
dents, was there to cover the attack against the
protesters. He stood in the street behind mem-
ber of the APPO, next to several national news-
paper photographers. A shot rang out and Will
screamed. He filmed his own assassination. That
afternoon, President Vicente Fox ordered the
Federal Preventive Police (PFP) into Oaxaca.

Media in the Movement

THE TEACHERS AND THE APPO have used
numerous forms of protest and civil disobedi-
ence to advance their fight for Ruiz’s ouster.
They held huge marches and set up protest
camps in public plazas and later surrounding
state government buildings. They campaigned
against Ruiz's PRI party in the presidential elec-
tions. They boycotted a major state-sponsored
cultural event. They commandeered city buses
to drive their “mobile brigades” of graffiti art-
ists around town painting political messages.
They led a march of four thousand people over
250 miles from Oaxaca City to Mexico City.
They set up a protest camp outside of the fed-
eral senate building and held a 21-day hunger
strike. But their most surprising tactic — that
which has been most celebrated by supporters
and most demonized by opponents — has been
the takeover and occupation of both public and
private news media, and their use of these me-
dia to spread political messages and coordinate
civil disobedience actions.

During the June 14 raid, state police tar-
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geted Section 22's small pirate radio station,
Radio Planton, destroying their transmission
equipment and beating the four volunteers
present at the station. In retaliation, university
students occupied the Oaxaca state university’s
small radio station, using the airwaves to call
people out to the marches and push for Ruiz’s
ouster. This radio station, Radio Universidad,
became the central communication tool for the
movement with people calling information in
from the various protest camps and protesters
listening day and night on handheld, battery
powered radios. Radio Universidad was also the
target of the first use of live gunfire against pro-
testers when gunmen shot at the station on July
22, mildly damaging the antenna.

On August 1 several thousand women car-
ried out a high-energy women-only march, with
the participants banging on pots and pans, cre-
ating an amazing din and thus turning their
kitchen tools into symbols of political empow-
erment. After reaching the march’s destination
at the Zocalo, the women called to take over
the statewide public television and radio sta-
tions, known as CORTYV. The women marched
out to the station and asked the director for an
hour to broadcast their version of the APPO’s
uprising. The director denied their request, and
the women marched by her and occupied the
station. Within hours they were broadcasting
live.

“We were outraged with the coverage at
CORTYV; they never told the truth. They said
that the alternative Guelaguetza was a failure;
that really, deeply hurt,” one of the women in-
volved in the takeover told me.

Since the beginning of the APPO's cam-
paign to oust Ulises Ruiz, protesters have
pressed the issue of media veracity, verbally at-
tacking television, radio, and newspaper corre-
spondents whom they accuse of being partial
to the government and covering up state vio-
lence. One of the more common chants at
marches became: “Press, if you have any dig-
nity, tell the truth.” Protesters constantly hassled
NEW
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reporters at their marches and protest camps,
denying access to some and interrogating oth-
ers for minutes before letting them pass. At one
tense moment someone in the crowd called out
that a local correspondent for a national news-
paper was a police agent. The correspondent,
frightened, turned and ran. Protesters hit him
with clubs from behind until he fell, whereupon
they beat him until others urged restraint. Later
that day the APPO's provisional leadership
called a press conference issuing a formal apol-
ogy and calling on its members to respect indi-
vidual reporters even though they may be criti-
cal of the editorial line of their employers. While
the tension did drop, the distrust of commer-
cial media has remained constant in the move-
ment, and this distrust has fueled the
movement’s support for media takeovers.

The APPO’s use of the media has been,
understandably, both clumsy and energizing.
Under APPO control, for the first time on
CORTYV, one could watch uncensored, inde-
pendent documentaries showing footage of bru-
tal police repression in San Salvador Atenco and
Oaxaca as well as talk shows hosted by protest-
ers analyzing the many offenses of Ulises Ruiz.
But after a few days, almost all the programs
were reruns and the broadcast would go off the
air for hours at a time for lack of material. On
the radio one could hear the 70s Chilean pro-
test song “Venceremos,” several times an hour,
leading some to nickname the station Radio
Venceremos. One local resident said: “They are
teachers so you think they are going to put on
cultural programs, but no, they don't even play
much music, it is pure revolution.”

The media takeovers have also been the
most frequent targets of paramilitary violence.
After the July 22 failed attempt to destroy Ra-
dio University’s antenna with gunfire, on Au-
gust 8, someone paid two students $250 to
throw acid on the transmission equipment.
With Radio Universidad off the air, the move-
ment concentrated their radio broadcasts on
CORTV's two radio stations. Then, on August



21 the convoy of civilian-clad police fired on
protesters camping out at the base of CORTV’s
antennas. Several people were injured, but able
to escape. The gunmen then destroyed
CORTV's transmission equipment, knocking
the APPO controlled television and radio pro-
gramming off the air.

In one of the most impressive moves of the
APPO, within hours of the paramilitary attack
on CORTYV, APPO protesters occupied 12 of
the 13 commercial radio stations in Oaxaca City
without injuring a single person or breaking a
single window. That night the death squad re-
turned, this time attacking the protest camps
outside the newly occupied radio stations, kill-
ing one protester. The APPO voluntarily turned
over 9 of the stations and held onto 3. A few
weeks later the signals of the occupied stations
began to break up: someone was using high-
tech radio transmission equipment to interfere
and destroy the APPO-controlled stations. The
weaker station was off the air in a matter of
days, and the stronger lasted about two weeks,
though by the time it went off the air in early
October, the protesters had fixed the transmis-
sion equipment at Radio Universidad.

The Limits of Civil Disobedience

THE APPO HAS MADE A CONCERTED EFFORT
to keep their struggle peaceful, or at least to re-
frain from using physical violence to achieve
their objectives. Many argue that the forced
evacuations of government offices, comman-
deering city buses, and takeovers of media out-
lets are forms of violence. It is true that the
APPO brigades appear rather menacing, with
their faces masked, carrying clubs and pipes.
They do consistently use the threat of force, but
not physical violence. During one attempt to
commandeer a city bus, an irate passenger stood
the club-wielding APPO members down, re-
fusing to get off the bus. The APPO members
urged the passenger off, but she flatly refused.
After not more than a minute of heated discus-
sion, the APPO protesters waved the bus on
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and stopped the next one.

The APPO’s fight is not one of principled
non-violence; they very much uphold their right
to self-defense. Thus protesters say that their
rocks, clubs, and Molotov cocktails are merely

Paramilitary forces killed 13
protesters and one New York City
Indymedia journalist in four
months of conflict.

homemade weapons held at the ready to de-
fend themselves from armed paramilitary at-
tacks. In this context it is important to recall
that paramilitary forces killed 13 protesters and
one New York City Indymedia journalist in four
months of conflict. After the August 21 and 22
paramilitary attacks, the protesters organized
the construction of hundreds of makeshift bar-
ricades across Oaxaca City. Responding to
armed attacks with the mere construction of
barricades illustrates their commitment to
avoiding the use of arms in their own move-
ment. Also, when the PFP entered Oaxaca, the
protesters went to protest at the police lines,
but avoided direct clashes, allowing the police
to advance toward the Z6calo unchallenged.

When, on November 2, the PFP fired tear
gas into the protester-controlled university cam-
pus, however, protesters counterattacked with
incredible volleys of rocks, bottle rockets, glass
bottles and Molotov cocktails. The police
fought back with tear gas, riot tanks, clubs, and
even military helicopters, from which police
lobbed tear gas grenades down at protesters. The
protesters battled with the police for four hours
straight, finally overwhelming them and forc-
ing them to withdraw from the area.

Herod’s Law
IN 1999 Luis ESTRADA DIRECTED A BRILLIANT
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political satire of the PRI called Herod’s Law.
Released just months before the 2000 federal
elections, Herod’s Law is an artistic vivisection
of the PRI's 71-year monopoly control on po-
litical power in Mexico. The film chronicles the
PRI’s attempt to quiet a series of uprisings in
the rural indigenous village, San Pedro de los
Saguaros. A naive, new local mayor is sent in
after the locals lynched the previous mayor for
corruption and repression, and the cycle begins
afresh with the new mayor slowly learning that
the only way to survive is to follow Herod’s law:
“Screw or be screwed.”

While the film is mostly discussed for its
exposition of the PRI's power machine, it also
provides an enlightening metaphor for social
uprisings in Mexico. In the film, the indigenous
locals endure outrageous institutionalized ex-
clusion, racism, manipulation, corruption, and
repression only until the mayor goes so far in
his scandalous exercise of power that they
promptly rise up, hang him from a pole, and

then go back to normal. The problem is this:
exploitation is personalized in a particularly of-
fensive official. That official is hanged, but the
exploitation continues.

This is the danger of taking as the sole and
nonnegotiable demand the ouster of Ulises
Ruiz. Once Ruiz’s political future is destroyed,
will the people go back to their everyday ex-
ploitation? This is the challenge of the APPO,
and not just its provisional leaders. But while
the call for Ulises’ head resembles the political
tactics of San Pedro de los Saguaros, the expe-
rience of the past five months of struggle in
Oaxaca will doubtlessly leave a deep impact on
future social organizing. This lived experience
of risking their lives to defend their dignity, of
putting everything on the line, of taking over
the media, paralyzing the state government, fac-
ing down the federal police, more than the
ouster of Ulises Ruiz Ortiz, will be the true
legacy of the Oaxaca uprising.
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Adoption

BETTY REID MANDELL

COUNTRY'S ECONOMIC SYSTEM and its cul-

tural practices shape its adoption practices.
For example, in Western societies adoption
practices are very different from those in the
preliterate subsistence economies of Eastern
Oceania. In Western societies, the patriarchal
nuclear family is the norm; illegitimacy and
sexual permissiveness have until recently been
stigmatized; property is owned privately and the
accumulation of property is highly valued; most
people are engaged in wage labor; children are
regarded as private property; adoption is atypi-
cal and, until relatively recently in some coun-
tries, tied very closely to inheritance laws. Some
countries, such as France, Greece, Spain, and
most Latin American countries, still do not al-
low adoption when it would interfere with the
inheritance rights of biological heirs. The rig-
idly patriarchal countries of ancient Rome,
Ancient Greece, India, Japan, and pre-revolu-
tionary China, allowed adoption only for the
securing of heirs for a propertied childless fam-
ily. In those countries illegitimacy was strongly
stigmatized and women were devalued — so
much so in pre-revolutionary China and in an-
cient Rome that female infanticide was prac-
ticed. After the Russian Revolution the Bol-
sheviks — perceiving the relationship between
adoption and inheritance — not only abolished
inheritance, but also abolished adoption in 1918.
They legalized it again in 1926, apparently be-
cause of the need for homes for the many home-
less children after the civil war. The Islamic re-
ligion prohibits adoption, as does the Jewish
religious code. No national adoption law was

BETTY REID MANDELL is co-editor of New Politics and
co-author of Introduction to Human Services: Policy
and Practice, 6th edition (Allyn and Bacon).

proposed in Israel until 1958.

In France there are two kinds of adoption.
In “full adoption” all legal bonds with the birth
family are cut. The child does not keep his/her
birth family name. In “simple adoption” the
child keeps his birth family name and his right
to be the legal heir. There are also two kinds of
adoption in Uruguay. The form called “adop-
tion legitimation” severs a child’s ties to natural
parents completely by allowing the adoptive
parents to register the child in the record of vi-
tal statistics as having been born to them in
wedlock, and forbidding the very mention of
adoption. In the other form, “adoption,” the
child is still considered to belong to his natural
family and maintains his legal rights as a child
in that family despite the fact that he is legally
adopted by someone else..

Engels’ theory on the family provides some
rewarding leads for understanding the prohibi-
tion of adoption in patriarchal societies. He
postulated that the patriarchal monogamous
family had served the function of stratifying
society by assuring inheritance of surplus goods
through the male lineage. For the inheritance
system to work, said Engels, a man had to be
sure who his heirs were. In a society where sexual
promiscuity was condoned and a woman could
have children by many men, a man could not
be sure he was the father of a child. Therefore,
according to Engels, monogamous marriage
was instituted, along with patrilineage. From
this came the requirement of premarital chas-
tity for women, prohibition of extra-marital af-
fairs for women, and the double standard of
sexuality. Since men were allowed free sexual
expression, prostitution arose to serve the men’s
sexual needs.
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Inheritance Rights

ADOPTION LEGISLATION that gives the
adopted child the same inheritance rights as a
natural child is more oriented to what is gen-
erally considered a “child welfare” concept of
adoption. Massachusetts’ first adoption stat-
ute was in 1851, some 75 years before
England’s first general adoption statute in
1926. It “was drawn with the avowed object of
securing to adopted children a proper share in
the estate of adopting parents who should die
intestate.” By 1929 all states had enacted some
form of adoption legislation. A shift to a child
welfare philosophy loosens or abolishes inher-
itance ties to natural parents and tends to sub-
stitute the state for the natural parent.

In the status-conscious circles of 19th and
early 20th century France, the child welfare
function of adoption was declassé. Marcel
Proust, writing at the beginning of the 20th
century in Remembrance of Things Past, gives an
example of the sewing-maid, an orphan girl,
who had been cared for as a child by strangers.
In the eyes of Francoise, the servant of the
narrator’s family, such an arrangement was be-
neath her status:

[The orphan’s] situation aroused pity, and also
her benevolent contempt. She who had a fam-
ily, a little house that had come to her from
her parents, with a field in which her brother
kept a few cows, could not regard so uprooted
a creature as her equal. And since this girl
hoped, on Assumption Day, to be allowed to
pay her benefactors a visit, Francoise kept on
repeating: “She does make me laugh! She says,
‘I hope to be going home for the Assumption.’
Home, says she! It isn't just that it’s not her
own place, it's people as took her in from no-
where, and the creature says ‘home’just as if it
really was her home. Poor thing! What a mis-
ery it must be, not to know what it is to have a
home.”

As countries, and sections of countries,
move toward a child welfare orientation where
the children do not inherit from their natural
parents, the natural parents become excluded.

64 = NEW POLITICS

The history of adoption and foster care in the
United States bears this out.

Eastern Oceania

IN SHARP CONTRAST to patrilineal societies, in
many preliterate subsistence economies of East-
ern Oceania, kinship is matrilineal, the clan is
the most important socioeconomic unit of so-
ciety, the sibling group is more important than
the marital unit; children are regarded as com-
munal, rather than private, property; clan prop-
erty is owned communally; illegitimacy and
sexual permissiveness are not stigmatized.
Adoption among consanguinal kin is a com-
mon practice, and children retain ties with the
natal clan and parents as well as with their adop-
tive parents. Tahitians attach no social stigma
to illegitimacy. A Tahitian woman often has one
or two children before beginning an approved
conjugal relationship. Hopper says, “Itis an ethi-
cally neutral act for a woman to give such chil-
dren to her parents or to other close relatives
for adoption. The woman is thus freed to con-
tinue . . . ‘the business of adolescence’ if she
should wish to do so.”

In Ponape, where missionaries were estab-
lished in 1850 by colonial governments, the
custom of adoption was of interest to both mis-
sionaries and administrators. Neither the Prot-
estant church nor the Catholic Church gave
ritual acceptance to adoption; in fact they dis-
couraged it when the natural parents were alive
and in good health. Fischer says, “Some mis-
sionaries have seen a connection, correctly, |
think, between the frequency of adoption and
the emphasis on sibling ties as opposed to mari-
tal ties, and they regard adoption as a renuncia-
tion of the responsibility and importance of
marriage.”

In her study of Samoa, Margaret Mead said
that “few children live continuously in one
household, but are always testing out other pos-
sible residences.” This is done under the guise
of visits, with no suggestion of truancy. She says,
“No Samoan child, except the taupo (like a prin-



cess), or the thoroughly delinquent, ever has to
deal with a feeling of being trapped. There are
always relatives to whom one can flee.” All boys
and girls call each other brother and sister re-
gardless of the kinship relationship.

Perhaps Mead had this society in mind
when she suggested that America build com-
munities where many “relatives” will help each
other out — even if they are not biological rela-
tives. Mead says that World War 11 marked a
dividing line in the structure of the family in
the United States. The nuclear family (husband,
wife, and young children living by themselves
in their own house) was a postwar development
against which many young people are rebelling.
Mead does not advocate eliminating the fam-
ily, but advocates giving the family more pro-
tection and more support. She believes that you
can't have a viable community without three
generations.

What we want to do is surround the family,
each young couple with children, with enough
people to help them, with many pairs of hands,
with aunts and uncles — not necessarily bio-
logical ones but people who will play the roles
of aunts and uncles and grandparents and older
brothers and sisters — with a whole group of
people such as we had in the small neighbor-
hoods and small towns in this country 75 and
100 years ago.

A Child Welfare Focus

ALTHOUGH THE CHILD WELFARE System has
not necessarily increased the welfare of children,
as can be seen by looking at the foster care sys-
tem in the U.S,, it nevertheless signaled a dif-
ferent approach. Presumably it was intended to
increase the welfare of children, rather than to
insure the inheritance rights of biological chil-
dren. Adoptions carried out by middle class
professionals have until relatively recently com-
pletely severed the ties between children and
their natural parents. The child welfare profes-
sion developed with the rise of the middle class.
Childless middle class parents want children to
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adopt, and middle class professionals help them
to do it through adoption agencies. Adoptive
parents have always had more political clout
than birth parents and their children and have
had more influence in shaping policy.

In the more advanced industrialized coun-
tries, the concern about adoption shifts from
anxiety about disinheriting biological heirs to a
desire for exclusive possession of children, un-
encumbered by claims of natural parents. I be-
lieve that one of the functions of adoption agen-
cies has been to pose an institutional and al-
most impenetrable barrier between natural par-
ents and the adopted child. In Hawaii, for ex-
ample, where kinship ties have traditionally been
strong and most adoptions have occurred be-
tween relatives because of greater trust between
relatives, those kinship ties are beginning to
weaken, and adoption through agencies is be-
coming more popular because of fear of the
stranger. Similarly, in urbanized, industrialized
societies, high mobility has weakened family and
community ties.

To obtain children, the middle and upper
classes are more likely than the working and
lower classes to turn to adoption agencies rather
than to relatives or informal community con-
tacts. The adopted children come not only from
strangers, but most often from poor strangers
and from unmarried mothers, who have a stig-
matized social status. In a polarized class soci-
ety, the middle and upper classes in general do
not want contact with poor or “deviant” people
and they do not want contact with the poor or
the stigmatized parents of their adopted chil-
dren. In fact, many do not want to discuss the
background of the natural parents with their
adopted children and some of them do not even
want to tell the children that they are adopted.

Kidnapped Children

THE ROOT MEANING 0Of the word “proletarian”
is “people who have no other wealth but their
children.” To take their children is the ultimate
form of exploitation of the poor. Most adop-
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tions are done through legal means, but there
have been times in different countries when
powerless families have had their children kid-
napped by more powerful people.

Irish-American children were sent by train
in 1904 to an Arizona copper mining town,
where a Catholic priest had arranged for them
to be adopted by Mexican mine workers. \When
the children arrived, the Anglos in the town
formed a posse that kidnapped the children
from their Mexican homes, and the children
were then adopted by the Anglos.

Thousands of Native American children in
the U.S. were stolen from their families over the
years and put on the black market for adop-
tion. Efforts to find these so-called “lost birds”
have intensified recently by Navajo and other
tribes. The Lost Bird Society has a web site that
received many more inquiries after a nationally
publicized case about a Native American
woman who had been adopted by whites and
found her biological family on a Navajo reser-
vation in Arizona. A 1978 federal bill requires
that Indian children removed from their home
be placed with relatives or other Native fami-
lies. In 1996, tribes fought against a bill in Con-
gress (the Multiethnic Placement Act) that
would make the adoption of Indian children
by whites easier.

Canada also enforced policies for decades
that took native children from their families. In
1998 the Canadian government apologized to
Indian and Inuit communities for past acts of
oppression, including setting up boarding
schools aimed at severing youths from their
culture. They allocated $245 million to fund
counseling and treatment programs for victims
of abuse at the schools. Canada’s apology
prompted the only Aborigine ever elected to
Australia’s Parliament to ask their government
to apologize to the Aborigines. From the 1910s
to the early 1970s, about 100,000 part-Aborigi-
nal children and babies were placed in govern-
ment or church care in the belief that the Ab-
origines would die out. After hearing testimony
NEW
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that many of the children were sexually and
physically abused and faced widespread dis-
crimination, a human rights commission con-
cluded that the policies amounted to attempted
genocide.

At that time, the Australian government
refused to apologize, but later the government
did apologize and declared May 26 to be “Na-
tional Sorry Day,” to express regret at the “gross
violation of human rights” of the “stolen gen-
eration.”

In Israel, authorities took hundreds of
Yemeni infants who were in hospitals between
1948 and 1950 and gave them to Jewish adop-
tive families of European origin. Their parents
were told that the children had died. The
Yemeni families had immigrated to Israel as part
of the Jewish state’s clandestine “Operation
Magic Carpet,” in which more than 50,000 Jews
were spirited out of Yemen and airlifted to Is-
rael, where they were settled in crowded
shantytowns.

In Argentina, during the reign of a brutal
military dictatorship between 1976 and 1983,
about 300 babies and children of disappeared
dissidents were abducted by the military and
given to childless families linked to the security
forces. Women whose children and grandchil-
dren had disappeared organized themselves as
Grandmothers of Plaza de Mayo to search for
their missing loved ones. Through the use of
genetic identification and mental health pro-
fessionals, about 50 children have been located
and identified.

The Stigma of Adoption

WRITING IN 1964, the sociologist H. David
Kirk described the adoptive mother as “role
handicapped,” saying that both the biological
structure of woman as child bearer and the so-
cial expectations of her “make her intensely role
handicapped” when she cannot bear children.

Things have changed a lot since 1964.
Women'’s Liberation has opened up many more
options for women. More women are in the



work force and some women voluntarily choose
to remain childless. Yet many women still feel
that they have not fulfilled their destiny if they
remain childless. They consider adoption as a
second best solution to having their own bio-
logical children. Many go through the expen-
sive, lengthy, and often unsuccessful, process of
in vitro fertilization rather than adopt. Others
pay a lot of money to a surrogate mother, so
that the child will at least have the husband’s
genetic heritage.

The general public meanwhile has become
much more accepting of adoption:

After generations when it was shrouded in
shame and protected by lies, it has come into
vogue. Politicians across the ideological land-
scape embrace adoption as a solution for the
foster care crisis and as an alternative to abor-
tion. Rosie O’Donnell and Steven Spielberg
proudly announce the arrival of their
nonbiological children. Infertile couples, once
embarrassed about their inability to produce
offspring, gleefully tell anyone who will listen
about their trips to Minneapolis or Moscow,
Baltimore or Bejing, wherever they traveled
to pick up their babies.

David Liederman , the executive director of the
Child Welfare League of America, says, “Adop-
tion as a lifestyle, almost unnoticed by every-
one outside the field, is becoming as American
as apple pie.” The greater acceptance of adop-
tion is indicated by the facts that family leave
policies include adoption as well as giving birth
and the federal government gives child care tax
credits to adoptive families. Increasingly, cor-
porations are providing workers with adoption
aid, ranging from paid leave to large cash pay-
ments.

Nobody knows exactly how many adop-
tions have been done because the process was
so private in the past, but as adoption has be-
come more open, experts are concluding that it
is far more prevalent than they had thought.
The Census Bureau did not ask about adop-
tion until 2000, when they found that 2,058,915
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adopted children are in U.S. households. How-
ever, the number of adoptees who are heads of
household were not counted.

As Gunter Grass says in
The Tin Drum, “The trend is
toward the bourgeois-smug.”

The idea that one’s biological children are
preferable to adopted children still hangs on.
Elizabeth Bartholet, a Harvard law professor
and an ardent advocate of adoption, says that
adoption is seen as a last-resort parenting choice,
vastly inferior to biologic parenting. She says,
“This reinforces for the infertile the message
that ‘true women’ get pregnant and give birth.
A more positive construction of adoption would
help free the infertile from the obsession to re-
store their sense of personhood by obtaining a
medical fix.” Bartholet discusses the barriers to
adoption that indicate society’s unwillingness
to make it easy and that reinforce the stigma.
She calls for deregulating adoption, as the cur-
rent regulatory system makes adoption costly
and unpleasant, “and simultaneously degrades
and demeans this form of family.” She calls for
new systems of providing financial reimburse-
ment so that more people can afford to adopt.
She would like to see certain practices discour-
aged altogether, such as egg and embryo sale
and commercial surrogacy.

The Stigma of 1llegitimacy

THE STIGMA OF ADOPTION is partly due to the
fact that, until relatively recently, unmarried
mothers supplied most of the children for adop-
tive couples. The number of their children avail-
able for adoption is decreasing because both
contraceptive devices and abortions are easier
to get, and because there is less stigma attached
to keeping out-of-wedlock children. Current
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attitudes toward unmarried mothers are much
more accepting than were attitudes in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, when
legislators resisted adoption because it would
make it easy for an unmarried mother to get rid
of the “fruits of her sin.” The legislators feared
that providing such a social outlet for giving up
babies would encourage more “sinning,” and
ultimately undermine the structure of the fam-
ily and of society itself.

Unmarried mothers were shunned by soci-
ety and put in maternity homes until relatively
recently. The period around WWII and before
Roe v. Wade in 1973 was called by some the
“baby scoop era.” In most cases, adoption was
presented to the mothers as the only option and
little or no effort was made to help the mothers
keep and raise the children.

Karen Wilson Buterbaugh was one of those
mothers in 1966 when she was 17 years old.
She was forced to go to a maternity home by
her family, shocked and ashamed by her preg-
nancy. This was how she experienced the event:

On the 10th day after giving birth, she took
her baby to a church down the street to be
baptized. A few hours later, she was taken into
aroom at the home that was empty except for
arocking chair. Soon after, a nurse entered the
room and gave Buterbaugh her baby and an
hour to say goodbye.

“I didn't know what was coming,” recalled
Buterbaugh. “I sat and rocked her for an hour
and talked to her.” Then the baby, whom
Buterbaugh named Michelle Renee, was gone,
whisked away first to foster care and then to
an adoptive home. Buterbaugh was left alone,
shell-shocked into silence.

While the pain lasted, the silence didn't.

Buterbaugh has since become an outspoken
opponent of adoption and one of the leaders of
the adoption-rights movement, sometimes
called the “search movement.” She is a co-
founder of Origins USA. She says that those in
the movement do not think of themselves as
anti-adoption but as “natural family preserva-
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tionists.” She thinks of adoption as “legalized
kidnapping,” fraught with coercion, fraud, and
class discrimination. She considers adoption “an
amputation of a family,” saying, “I've lost my
daughter and my grandson, and then my great-
grandchildren. It goes on to infinity.”

The desire of the middle class for “perfect”
white babies was intense during this “baby
scoop” period. The sociologist Clark Vincent
commented:

If the demand for adoptable babies continues
to exceed the supply then it is quite possible
that, in the near future, unwed mothers will
be “punished” by having their children taken
from them right after birth. A policy like this
would not be executed — nor labeled explic-
itly — as “punishment.” Rather, it would be
implemented through such pressures and la-
bels as “scientific findings,” “the best interests
of the child,” “rehabilitation of the unwed
mother,” and “the stability of the family and
society.”

Secret Records

DURING THE FIRST HALF of the twentieth cen-
tury, states passed laws requiring the sealing of
adoption records to insure secrecy and anonym-
ity, a policy urged by social workers in child-
placing agencies with the goal of removing the
stigma of illegitimacy from children born out
of wedlock. These statutes barred all persons
from inspecting the files and records on adop-
tion except for the parties to the adoption and
their attorneys.” These laws required the iden-
tities of the birthparents and the adoptive par-
ents to remain secret, even from each other. The
original birth certificate would be sealed and
an amended one would be issued at the time of
legal finalization of the adoption. Minnesota
passed the first of these in 1917, and from then
and until well into the 1940s, all other states
passed similar laws. This practice of sealing
adoption records has come under increasing
attack since the 1950s.

Before World War 1, relatives and friends



often raised the child of someone they knew
and the biological parents were in touch with
the child. But adoption gradually became in-
stitutionalized by doctors, lawyers, and social
workers, “most of whom sought a match of
physical traits that would allow parents and
children to pass as a ‘real family.™

In the 1950s, motherhood was glorified.
For those unable to conceive on their own,
adoption was a blessing, one often kept secret
to mimic the wished-for idyll. In addition, so-
cial workers seized on a postwar embrace of
psychoanalytic theories — which tended to view
unmarried mothers as disturbed, adoptees seek-
ing information about their roots as neurotic,
and infertile people as unstable — as a ratio-
nale for keeping adoptive families and biologi-
cal families apart.

Adoption agencies in the 1950s sought to
replicate their vision of the ideal nuclear family
by their adoption practices. A study of adop-
tion practices in nine regions of the country in
the 1950s found that the adoptive parents cho-
sen by social workers in all the communities
were “shockingly similar.” The typical man and
wife were white and Protestant, had strong in-
ner controls and little personal flexibility, placed
a heavy emphasis on education and ambition,
were rational and task-oriented, lived in a single
family dwelling, and earned much more than
the average income in their communities. Par-
ents who adopted children other than white
infants, however, were more accepting of im-
perfections, were less anxious about achieve-
ment, and placed a high value on loving a child.

A decade after this study, another study said
essentially the same thing about adoption work-
ers:

Adoption agencies (are) a product of our
middle class culture, responding to pressures
within the community in order to gain its sup-
port, and also incorporating some aspects of
the value system of that environment, which
includes values that are not wholly accepting
of the deviant child.
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As Gunter Grass says in The Tin Drum, “The
trend is toward the bourgeois-smug.”

Opening the Records

IN THE SECOND HALF of the twentieth century,
adults who had been adopted developed an ur-
gent need to know their origins, often precipi-
tated by marriage and the prospect of bearing
children of their own. They formed advocacy
groups to gain access to their birth records and
other background information, to which they
believed they were constitutionally entitled. The
first of these groups was founded by Jean Paton
in 1954. Since then, several advocacy groups
have been formed. The largest and probably the
most influential group of adult adoptees is the
Adoptees Liberty Movement Association
(ALMA) founded by Florence Fisher in 1971.
Birth parents also began to demand greater
involvement in the adoption process, including
the right to know the progress of the children
they had relinquished. They formed Concerned
United Birthparents (CUB). Some people
joined the movement after the Hyde Amend-
ment was passed in 1973, prohibiting the use
of federal funds for abortions. Joseph Califano,
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, proposed to pay indigent
women to bear children to be surrendered for
adoption as an alternative to Medicaid abor-
tion. One birth mother said, in response to
Califano’s statement, “I'm not saying that hav-
ing an abortion doesn't have psychological or
emotional aftereffects, but at least there can be
some kind of mourning period or some kind of
resolution. With adoption, the mourning pe-
riod never ends because you never know.”
These groups focus not only on the emo-
tional distress they have suffered, but also on “a
billion dollar industry that focuses more on
money than youngsters’ welfare.” The research
firm Marketdata Enterprises Inc. estimated in
a 2000 national report that adoption services
are a $1.4 billion business. The cost of adopt-
ing an infant — domestically or abroad, using
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a private attorney or an agency — averages
$15,000 to $30,000 and sometimes far more.

Not everyone in the movement is entirely
against adoption. Some see a need for adop-
tion, but campaign for more openness in adop-
tion where information is shared between bio-
logical and adoptive parents, or biological moth-
ers know the adoptive parents and can some-
times maintain contact with the child. Many of
them search for their biological mother.

But the most zealous are against adoption
under any circumstances, believing it dooms
parents and children to a lifetime of misery.
They believe the first option should always be
to help the mother and father keep their child.
If that is impossible, a family member or other
caring adult should assume the role of legal
guardian. But the child’s identity should never
be changed, the child should be made aware of
family relationships, and all birth records should
remain open. No money should change hands.

Psychologist Joe Soll, himself an adoptee
and longtime anti-adoption activist, takes issue
with the practice of sealing adoption records.
“There will always be babies who need new
homes, but why must names be changed, records
sealed, why must children lose contact with their
family?”

Many adoptive parents were alarmed at the
prospect of opening records and losing anonym-
ity. The Association for the Protection of the
Adoptive Triangle (APAT) was formed in sup-
port of sealed records.

Bartholet discusses how the search move-
ment has contributed to anti-adoption senti-
ment. She says:

The current emphasis on the importance of
genetic heritage has revived certain classic fears
about the viability of adoption — fears rooted
in an assumption that parent-child relation-
ships are likely to work only to the degree that
parent and child are significantly alike. In the
ongoing nature-nurture debate, the voices of
genetics theorists have prevailed lately.

Bartholet points out that the choice of giv-
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ing a child up for adoption adds to the mother’s
choices and can be liberating. It also adds to
the choices of infertile couples to choose to
adopt, rather than obsessing over the need to
have their own biological children. This is true,
yet Bartholet downplays the importance of birth
mothers’ desire to know how their children are
faring, their resentment at having been coerced
in their decision, and the emotional turmoil they
go through. She says that people who oppose
adoption because it is the ultimate form of ex-
ploitation of the poor by the rich ignore the fact
that “adoption functions to improve the eco-
nomic situation of birth mother and child.”
Surely this reduces the issue to the cash nexus.

A New Stigma

ALTHOUGH THE STIGMA of unwed parenthood
has lessened, there is still stigma attached to
women who give up their babies to be adopted.
Judith Green, an adoption worker at the
Spence-Chapin adoption agency in New York,
said, “If a young woman in difficult circum-
stances chooses to keep her baby, people think
she’s brave and wonderful; if she goes instead
for an abortion, they think, that'sa. . . personal
decision and she can get on with her life. But if
that woman says she’s giving up her child for
adoption, people are uncomfortable . . .They
don't know what to think of her or what to say.
They have an uneasy feeling that she’s doing
something wrong.” A secretary in St. Louis said
the attitudes she encountered when she con-
sidered giving up her baby contributed to her
decision to keep her daughter. She said, “Vilifi-
cation isn't too strong a word. It wasn't every-
one . .. but once I tuned into the message be-
tween the lines of the attitudes around me . . .it
was that I must be a low-class slut or stupid or
something to let myself get into this predica-
ment, so | might as well give my baby to some
decent people.”

Professionals say that the majority of moth-
ers who surrendered their children are not reck-
less teens, but women in their early 20s to mid-



30s, usually single, who have anguished over
their decisions. Most have graduated from high
school; many have attended college. Invariably,
their primary motivation is not to jettison a
personal problem, but to give their babies a bet-
ter life. And while they often bear emotional
scars and want to know about their children for
the rest of their lives, they rarely attempt to in-
terfere in the adoptive families or consider try-
ing to get their children back.

Some married women surrender their chil-
dren to adoption because they already have all
the children they can care for. In one case de-
scribed in the New York Times, the birth mother
lived with the adoptive mother before deliver-
ing the baby. The birth mother did this because,
as she said to the adoptive mother, “I want you
to feel that this is your baby, your family.” The
birth mother decided to have the baby adopted
when she had three small children and became
pregnant again, despite having had an injection
of Depo-Provera that was supposed to prevent
pregnancy. Her husband, who works in a fac-
tory making roll-up doors for trucks, agreed that
they could not cope with another child.

Being able to choose the adoptive parents
helps birth mothers live more comfortably with
their decision and relieves their worry about the
baby’s welfare. Many birth mothers are offered
counseling by adoption agencies to help them
deal with their decision, which is a far cry from
the days when agencies gave mothers no choice
but to give up their babies.

Open Adoption

THE 1DEA OF OPEN ADOPTION developed in
part because babies for adoption (especially
white healthy ones) became more scarce (at least
in the U.S.) and thus some concessions had to
be made to birth parents. No such concessions
were needed when adopting from third world
countries.

Open adoption can range anywhere from
simply opening adoptees’ records for inspection
when they are 18 or 21, to a full sharing of
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parenting between the birth mother and the
adoptive parents. Sometimes there is occasional
correspondence between the two. Sometimes it
simply involves the birth mother knowing where
the child is, without having any contact. Open
adoption is a fait accompli with older children
who know their parents. Occasionally the open

“The message between the
lines was that | must be
a low-class slut.”

adoption is made legal. In 1986 parents in Cape
Cod, Massachusetts signed papers agreeing to
an “open adoption” in which the biological par-
ents will share in the growth and development
of their daughter Erin, age 2, who was born with
Downs Syndrome. The agreement states that
the natural parents and adoptive couple will
work out between themselves details of the ar-
rangement such as visitations, phone calls, and
finances. The natural mother had gone through
a series of traumatic events in her life and was
in counseling. Her husband traveled on busi-
ness 6 of every 8 days, so could not give her
much help. She felt overwhelmed. She said, “I've
been through a tug-of-war. Had we placed her
at birth it probably would have been a closed
adoption. We kept her for 14 months because
we wanted to get to know her better. We can't
close the chapter now, yet the everyday pain of
caring for her is not mine.” The adoptive
mother understands the mother’s decision.
“For her, Erin was the straw that broke the
camel’s back. It’s easier for us because we don't
have the emotional baggage and the guilt.”

Opponents of open adoption include adop-
tive parents who do not want any contact with
the birth mother and birth mothers who don't
want their children to contact them, sometimes
fearing that their husband and children will find
out.
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A study of over 1,000 birth parents and
adoptees who had been involved in searching
found that “participants agreed resoundingly
that reunion services should be available to any-
one who seeks that option. Over 90 percent of
all searchers and search subjects reported that
reunion was a positive experience.” A Califor-
nia study of 1,396 adoptions of children from
infants to 16-year-olds found that children in
open adoptions had significantly better behav-
ior scores (as rated by their adoptive parents)
than children with no access to birth parents
and that the adoptive parents who were in con-
tact with birth parents had more positive im-
pressions of those birth parents. Adoptive par-
ents who favored open adoption felt it was in
the best interests of the child.

A nationwide longitudinal study of 169
birth mothers and 190 adoptive families found
that birth mothers in closed adoptions experi-
enced more unresolved grief than in open adop-
tions. They also found that adoptive parents
who had some form of openness showed more
empathy about adoption, talked about the adop-
tion more openly with their child, and were less
fearful of the birth parents trying to reclaim the
child. Children in open adoptions had higher
levels of understanding about adoption.

It has become more common for the birth
mother to choose the adoptive parents. Birth
mothers tend to choose higher income parents,
assuming that this will insure their children
better life chances, which fuels a trend toward
higher income adoptive parents. Although di-
rect payments to birth mothers are prohibited
as illegal baby selling, some unscrupulous law-
yers and other adoption facilitators do agree to
such under-the-table arrangements. There is
also more “shopping” by birth mothers for an
agency or lawyer who will offer better health
coverage, nicer apartments during their preg-
nancies, or other indirect benefits permitted in
some states. One lawyer commented, “I'm not
saying it's baby-selling, but the empowerment
of birth mothers is making it much more of a
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sellers’ market.”

Adoption records have been open for some
time in Australia, Finland, Israel, Mexico, New
Zealand, and Norway with satisfactory results.
Britain made open adoption legal in 1976, but
only a few states have made it legal in the U.S.
In 1998 Oregon used the ballot initiative to re-
store the rights of adults to access their original
birth certificates, the first time in U.S. history
that any question regarding adoption has been
put to a public vote. Six states allow the unseal-
ing of adoption records subject to a “good cause”
hearing At least 20 states have enacted some
form of “mutual consent” registry laws facili-
tating the process whereby parties to an adop-
tion can indicate their willingness to meet at a
later date. There is no federal law governing
open adoption, and adoptee-rights organiza-
tions are making a long march through the
states to try to make it legal everywhere.

The leader of the campaign for open adop-
tion in Tennessee was a woman adoptee who
needed medical information . She had a tiny
growth near her right eye, and doctors wanted
some medical background to establish if there
was a history of glaucoma or other eye disease
in the family or if any members of her family
were allergic. She was outraged to discover that
she could not get access to her birth certificate
to find this information.

The internet has made the search for a bio-
logical family much easier, and increased the
number of searchers. There are also professional
searchers who charge for their services and act
as intermediaries between the birth mother and
her biological family. Some charge thousands
of dollars, but one of them, Joe Collins, charges
$900, nothing up front, and nothing if the
search is unsuccessful. He has found that the
vast majority of searches are instigated by fe-
male adoptees looking for birth mothers rather
than fathers. And he says he’s never run into
anyone exploring her past because she’s unhappy
with her adoptive family. He says, “I sense that
a lot of adoptees are just curious, others have



this compulsive need to know . .. and some sub-
consciously believe they were given away be-
cause they did something wrong. They want to
hear the reasons to ease their minds, and they
want to hear it from the source.”

Race and Class

MOST ADOPTIVE FAMILIES ARE WHITE and
middle class or rich, except for relative adop-
tions. Most of the children adopted come from
poor or working class families. This has led some
progressives to oppose adoption or to regard it
skeptically on the grounds that it exploits poor
people and people of color. During the 1960s,
adoption agencies were relatively open to adop-
tion of black children by white families, but in
1972 the National Association of Black Social
Workers opposed these adoptions, saying that
black children should only be placed with black
families in order to maintain their cultural heri-
tage and psychological well-being. White so-
cial workers generally concurred, whether out
of liberal guilt or because of their own feelings
about such adoptions. There have been some
efforts to increase the supply of black adoptive
families through recruitment and subsidies, but
the supply has never matched the number of
black children in the foster care system who are
freed for adoption.

In 1993, Senator Howard Metzenbaum
introduced a bill in Congress called the
Multiethnic Placement Act which prohibited
the use of race to delay, deny, or otherwise dis-
criminate in adoptive placements. The National
Black Social Workers Association, the NAACP,
the North American Council on Adoptable
Children, and Native Americans opposed
transracial placement under any circumstances
and the bill was amended to allow race match-
ing, prohibit only “undue” delay, and permit
social workers to choose “long-term foster care”
in preference to adoption. “Dozens of law pro-
fessors across the country and across the politi-
cal spectrum signed a letter to Congress urging
rejection of this legislation as “unwise, intoler-
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able, and unconstitutional.” In response to a
New York Times editorial that said, “Clearly,
matching adoptive parents with children of the
same race is a good idea,” Charles Fried, a
Harvard law professor, said:

Why is this so clear? Lurking behind this un-
proven assumption is the same logic that held
that “clearly” blacks and whites should serve
in segregated military units. Or, “clearly” it is
preferable not to award custody of a child to a
parent who after divorced entered in interra-
cial marriage — a judgment the Supreme
Court many years ago ruled unconstitutional .
.. Mandating, or even explicitly authorizing
preference based on race . . . is to place in the
hands of a militant hostile social-worker bu-
reaucracy a device that will easily be used to
perpetuate the very situation you deplore.

The bill was signed into law by President Clinton
in 1994, prohibiting federal financial assistance
to be used to deny a placement solely on the ba-
sis of race, but allowing for consideration of the
cultural, ethnic, or racial background of the child
and the capacity of the foster parents to meet
the needs of a child of this background. The law
also required that agencies “engage in diligent
recruitment” to find foster and adoptive parents
who reflect the racial and ethnic diversity of the
children needing placement. A GAO study
found that many social workers were not com-
plying with the law. Health and Human Ser-
vices spokesman Michael Kharfen said that en-
forcing the policy was a tough job. “with the poli-
cies of 22 states and District of Columbia giving
preference by race.”

Many of the original supporters of the bill,
including Senator Metzenbaum, urged adop-
tion of a stronger law and the Multiethnic
Placement Interethnic Adoption Provisions was
signed into law by President Clinton in 1996,
which prohibits “a state or other entity that re-
ceives federal assistance from denying any per-
son the opportunity to become an adoptive or a
foster parent solely on the basis of the race, color,
or national origin of the persons or of the child
involved.” A study done in 1998 concluded that
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“much work needs to be done” to determine its
effect. Eight states did not ever compile data
on the subject,

Elizabeth Bartholet argues that racial
matching policies

represent a coming together of powerful and
related ideologies — old fashioned white rac-
ism, modern day black nationalism, and what

Many of the black children are in

foster care because their families

lack the social supports they need
to keep their families together.

I will call “biologism,” the idea that what is
“natural” in the context of the biologic family
is what is normal and desirable in the context
of adoption ... The claim that a black person,
by virtue of race alone, will necessarily be more
capable than a white person in parenting a
black child is the kind of claim that courts have
generally refused to allow. There is no evidence
that same-race placement is beneficial to black
children and there is a good deal of evidence
that delayed placement causes them harm . . .
We can recognize the importance of racial and
cultural difference without subscribing to sepa-
ratism. We can believe that people are fully
capable of loving those who are not biologi-
cally and racially similar but are “other,” and
that it is important for people to learn to do
so. We can regard the elimination of racial
hostilities as more important than the promo-
tion of cultural difference.

Although Bartholet is against legally allowing
racial preference policies, she recognizes that
race should be taken into consideration in adop-
tions. “A no-preference regime would not mean
that agencies would have to ignore private par-
ties’ preferences with respect to race.”

While I agree with Bartholet’s position on
interracial adoption, | take issue with her as-
sumption that adoption would solve the prob-
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lem of large numbers of black children staying
indefinitely in foster care without a permanent
plan. She does not recognize that many of those
black children should not be in foster care in
the first place. Many of them are in foster care
because their families lack the social supports
they need to keep their families together. Many
of the families are homeless. One study found
that in Washington, DC one-half of DC'’s fos-
ter children could be returned to their parents
if they had a decent place to live.

Many parents working at low-wage jobs
can't afford day care or babysitting. A study in
New York City of children placed in foster care
because of “lack of supervision” found that in
52 percent of the cases, the service needed most
was day care or babysitting. But the “service”
offered most often was foster care.

The welfare reform act (Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Opportunity Act), signed into
law by President Clinton in 1996, drastically cut
assistance to families. The law led to a rise in the
numbers of children being placed in foster care,
and some mothers have given up their babies to
adoptive couples. | know a leshian couple who
assumed that they could get a quicker adoption
if they applied in a state that had low welfare
grants and few social supports. They adopted two
Latina girls from Texas within four months.

The federal government spends nine times
more money for foster care than for preventive
services, giving states an incentive to place chil-
dren in foster care rather than provide services.
Some mothers with substance abuse problems
could keep their children if they got adequate
treatment, but there are not enough treatment
facilities.

Some black children are placed in foster
care because of racist attitudes of white social
workers and doctors who view problems of black
families as more serious than similar problems
of white families.

Many black children in foster care could
be adopted if agencies were more culturally sen-
sitive to black adoptive applicants and in their



recruitment procedures. An Urban League
study found that of 800 African American fami-
lies who applied to adopt, only two were ap-
proved. White social workers generally think
that affluent families would provide more ad-
vantages to children, and African American
families are disproportionately poor. In fact,
studies show that working-class and low-in-
come families are often better parents for chil-
dren because they don't have the same high edu-
cational and achievement expectations as do
middle class parents.

Some prospective adoptive parents are re-
jected by white-dominated agencies because
they are members of Alcoholics Anonymous.
Some are rejected because of a CORI record
for a minor offense. A CORI (Criminal Of-
fender Record Information) is a record of past
crime or crimes that a person has committed.
Often the “crime” is no more serious than a
minor drug violation. A CORI check by offi-
cials can prevent people from getting jobs or
public housing or from becoming foster or
adoptive parents. There is a campaign in Mas-
sachusetts to change these practices.

Black adoptive parents are often discour-
aged from adopting because of high agency fees
and inflexible standards, as well as systemic rac-
ism and lack of minority staff members. Some
agencies staffed by African Americans have had
a high success rate of finding African Ameri-
can adoptive parents. They have established of-
fices in black neighborhoods, kept flexible work-
ing hours, recruited through black churches and
other black organizations, lowered fees or not
charged at all, educated rather than investigated,
done more personal outreach to families, and
cut through bureaucratic procedures. Families
are allowed to change social workers if they don't
like the one they were assigned. Bureaucratic
white-dominated agencies could benefit from
adopting some of their practices.

Federal and state legislation that forbids the
consideration of race as a major factor in the se-
lection of adoptive families has made it harder
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for agencies that do special recruitment of black
families to get funding. The authors of an article
on recruiting black families end their article with
an observation, probably made with tongue in
cheek: “It will be interesting to observe whether
in the future the new legislation will be inter-
preted to facilitate transracial placement of Cau-
casian children as well as of minority children.”

Adoption and Safe Families Act

AMID GREAT FANFARE and in the company of
a family with about 10 adopted children look-
ing over his shoulder, President Clinton signed
into law the Adoption and Safe Families Act
of 1997. He challenged states to double their
adoptions within five years. The Act requires
states to file a termination petition in cases in
which children have been in care for 15 of the
past 22 months, regardless of the child’s age or
special needs. This means that parents who can-
not resolve the problems that led to placement
in foster care within 15 months are at risk of
having their parental rights terminated. This will
be especially hard on parents who are substance
abusers and require at least 18 months treat-
ment, as well as on women who are imprisoned.

Adoption was viewed by Congress as the
panacea for the problems of foster care. States
get $4,000 for every child adopted beyond their
best year’s total, plus a payment of $4,000 for
every child aged nine and older and $2,000 for
every special needs child adopted above the
baseline year. States receive additional federal
funds if they exceed their prior number of com-
pleted adoptions and federal technical support
to help them reach their adoption targets, not
their targets for discharging children home. The
money is paid when the adoption is finalized,
S0 there is an incentive to place a child with
little concern about whether the placement will
really last. In fact, if the adoption fails and the
child is placed again, the state can collect an-
other bounty. States that do not comply with
the law’s provisions will be denied a portion of
their funds that finance foster care and other
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child welfare services. Some states pay incen-
tive funds to parents.

Adoptions of foster children have increased
dramatically since the Act was passed, but the
number of failed adoptions has also increased.
States, under pressure to complete adoptions in
order to get federal funds, often do inadequate
investigations, overload homes, and fail to pre-
pare adoptive parents for the problems they are
likely to have. Almost two-thirds of children
awaiting adoption from foster care are at least
six years old. Studies have shown that adoption
disruption rates rise dramatically with age at
adoptive placement, with disruption rates for
older children reaching well into double-digit
percentages within the first two years of adop-
tive placement alone.

Some horror stories have surfaced about
failed adoptions. In New Jersey four adopted
boys in an adoptive home were being starved
on a diet of peanut butter and plaster while the
couple was being evaluated for the adoption of
a seventh child. The family had received more
than $30,000 a year in incentive payments from
the state. In Houston, Texas a couple was al-
lowed to adopt six severely handicapped chil-
dren. “Despite many complaints of abuse and
rat-infested conditions in their home, the state
acted to remove the children only after the
couple beat one to death in 2000. In an inter-
nal review the state agency found it had not vio-
lated any of its own procedures in approving
the adoption.”

Darlene Kuster, a welfare rights activist in
Idaho, reports that the Adoption and Safe
Families Act (ASFA) “has been a real windfall
for the child-hungry middle class.” The Idaho
legislature has expanded the reasons considered
“cause” to take children away from their par-
ents. Homelessness alone is considered “ne-
glect.” Homeless women are afraid to even ap-
ply for Medicaid for their children.

Kuster gives an example of a mother who
was forced by restrictive welfare rules to give up
her child to the foster care system. The mother
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was unable to report to her work site because the
sheriff had come to evict her and she had to sal-
vage her belongings. Her worker told her that if
she did not show up, all her benefits would stop
and the Child Protection Service (CPS) would
be sent out. The mother left her sister to pack
the car and went to her work site. CPS removed
the child anyway for “neglect.” She was told she
could not have her baby back until she estab-
lished permanent housing and employment.

Kuster said that the clock on termination
of parental rights begins to tick as soon as the
kid is out of the home, and the CPS casework-
ers always check the “adoption” option rather
than the “reunification” option on the “Goals”
part of the form. So the case is always filed ini-
tially with the assumption that no case plan is
really necessary.

Kuster says that the overwhelming major-
ity of poor women in Idaho are white. White
babies are especially desired by adoptive couples.
She and other activists “accompany women of
kidnapped babies to the Department of Health
and Welfare and the Public Pretender as advo-
cates and witnesses.” They advise women never
to disclose homelessness to Department of Pub-
lic Welfare (DPW) and they tell women in shel-
ters that if shelter staff threaten to report them
to DPW, they should leave the shelter. They
collect women'’s stories and lobby legislators.

One of the “unintended consequences” of
the ASFA, according to researchers at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, is that family reunification
rates have slowed down. Richard Wexler, the di-
rector of the National Coalition for Child Pro-
tection Reform, had this to say about the law:

Although ASFA encourages states to do a lot
of bad things, by and large, it does not require
them. In theory, the mandates of ASFA can
be met just as easily with a renewed commit-
ment to keeping families together as they can
by embracing the “take the child and run” ap-
proach. There is nothing in AFSA that pro-
hibits states from providing rent subsidies so
children are less likely to lose their parents



because those parents lack decent housing.
And there is nothing to prohibit states from
providing day care so single working parents
do not lose their children because of “lack of
supervision.”

Richard Gelles, dean of the University of Penn-
sylvania School of Social Work, who helped
draft the ASFA, has said, “Initially this was just
supposed to be a safe families bill, not really an
adoption bill at all. The adoption component
was a way of sanitizing the bill, to make it more
appealing to a broader group of people. Adop-
tion is a very popular concept in the country
right now.” Gelles also admits that ASFA might
be differentially applied to poor, low income,
and minority families. He says, “When you err
on the side of safety . . . you're going to make
mistakes in terms of sweeping up children into
the system who might not belong in the system
and those children are almost always going to
be from poor families, from minority families,
from Spanish-speaking or non-majority-lan-
guage families.”

Even before ASFA was passed, state efforts
to expedite termination of parental rights were
creating a generation of “legal orphans” with
no ties to birth parents but without adoptive
homes either. “Thanks to ASFA, the problem
is spreading. In New Jersey, between 1997 and
1999 almost four children had parental rights
terminated for every one actually adopted. A
study of urban counties in Nebraska found that
more than a year after parental rights were ter-
minated, fewer than half the children had per-
manent homes.”

Backlash Against Family Preservation

IN THE 1990s there was a backlash against the
“family preservation” approach to child welfare.
Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray sug-
gested in 1994 in The Bell Curve that we should
encourage single women to give up their chil-
dren for adoption at birth. “And even within the
child welfare professional community, the man-
tra of ‘child safety’ was beginning to replace, or
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at least overshadow, that of ‘family preservation.”

“Child safety” and “family preservation” are
not incompatible, but many people equate “child
safety” with removing the child from the home.
Leroy Pelton says that Richard Gelles, in his book
The Book of David, semed to view child safety as
incompatible with family preservation.. Gelles
says, “The policy of family reunification and fam-
ily preservation fails because it assumes that all
biological parents can become fit and acceptable
parents if only appropriate and sufficient sup-
port is provided.” But Pelton points out that fam-
ily preservation policy has implicitly assumed, and
the promoters of this policy have often explicitly
stated, that families should preserved only if it is
at all possible to maintain the child safely within
the family. The policy states a preference for fam-
ily preservation, not a blind dictate.”

Some people think that ASFA was a stealth
movement to try to create orphanages for chil-
dren. Richard Gelles said that because the foster
care system is already dangerously overloaded,
“orphanages” would be “plausible and cost effec-
tive placements.” Edward Banfield, in his 1974
book The Unheavenly City, proposed “as a think-
ing exercise” that we consider placing the chil-
dren of the poor in institutions. Newt Gingrich
invoked the nostalgic image of Boys Town in his
call for orphanages. Protests against this silenced
further open discussion of the idea but, accord-
ing to Richard Wexler, “The Republicans knew
full well there's never going to be enough middle
class adopted to go around. The Republicans only
started talking about adoption after their poll-
ster, Frank Luntz, told them they could get what
they wanted in terms of orphanages — but they
had to stop using the term orphanage.”

International Adoption

As THE suppLY of adoptable babies in the U.S.
has gone down and birth rates in Western in-
dustrialized nations have declined, people have
been turning to international adoption where
birth rates are high and there are few prospec-
tive adopters for the many homeless children.
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Some progressives have made the same argu-
ment about international adoption that they
have made about transracial adoption — that
children should be kept in their native coun-
tries and not deprived of their cultural heritage,
and parents should not be forced to sell their
babies to rich white couples. Yet, as Elizabeth
Bartholet says, “for most of the homeless chil-
dren of the world, international adoption rep-
resents the only realistic opportunity ... to have
a permanent family of their own.”

Wars create orphans and homeless children,
and that leads to an increase in international
adoptions. “Historically, Americans have
adopted children left parentless by war: 8,000
Japanese and European orphans were adopted
in the late 1940s; thousands more came from
Korea a decade later.” However, it was not only
war that spurred Korean adoptions. For decades
after the Korean War, South Korea was the lead-
ing source country for foreign adoptions into
the U.S., caused by factors internal to Korean
society such as taboos on single and divorced
mothers, poverty among those mothers with no
government or relatives’ support, and the mas-
sive urbanization of poor people from the rural
areas into Seoul. The pattern has been similar
for other countries.

International adoptions have doubled in the
last few decades. Domestic adoptions still out-
number international ones, but that margin
appears to be quickly closing . . . The United
States has no shortage of adoptable children: it
is just that most of them are over the age of 5
and living in foster care. There is also the little-
discussed issue of race; white infants make up
the minority of available children but also are
the most requested. White Caucasian prospec-
tive adopters tend to look toward Russian, Ro-
mania, and Eastern Europe rather than to Af-
rica for children.

In the last half century the numbers of chil-
dren from other countries coming into the
United States have been rising over the years
from negligible to some 22,739 in 2005, accord-
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ing to the State Department. The countries
from which most children were adopted were:
China (7,906); Russia (4,639); Guatemala
(3,783); South Korea (1,630); Ukraine (821);
Kazakhstan (755); and Ethiopia (441).

Some families prefer to adopt overseas
rather than domestically because the prevalence
of open adoption has made them fearful of con-
tact with birth mothers. One Oregon mother,
describing her decision to adopt from Cambo-
diainstead of domestically, said, “I was terrified
of hooking up with a birth mother who would
change her mind, even if there was only a small
chance of it happening.”

The Hague Convention

The Hague Convention, an international treaty
approved by 66 countries in 1993, including most
of the sending and receiving countries in the in-
ternational adoption world, is the most impor-
tant law governing international adoption to date.
It sets minimum international standards for adop-
tions that occur between countries, to insure
greater protection from exploitation of children,
birth parents, and adoptive parents. It makes adop-
tion a preferred option for children over institu-
tional care in their home countries, although ex-
pressing preference for adoption in-country over
adoption abroad. It prohibits the use of financial
payments to induce the surrender of parental
rights, or coercion as in kidnapping.

The Convention governs only those adop-
tions that take place between countries that have
ratified it. As of October 2004, 46 countries had
become parties to the Convention and 6 had
signed but not yet ratified. The U.S. signed it in
1994. Congress passed enabling legislation en-
titled the Intercountry Adoption Act of 2000
and the regulations are being finalized, with the
final ratification of the act scheduled for 2007.
At that time, private adoption agencies will gen-
erally need to be accredited or approved. Cur-
rently, adoption agencies in the U.S. are licensed
and supervised by individual states.

Countries can continue to approve inter-



national adoptions even with countries that have
not ratified the Convention, and China has
agreed to continue to allow U.S. citizens to
adopt Chinese children. However, Venezuela
has refused to allow U. S. citizens to adopt chil-
dren in that country until the U.S. ratifies the
Convention.

Adoption advocates hope that the Conven-
tion will help to prevent illegal adoption prac-
tices. There have been a number of adoption
scandals involving baby buying or kidnapping
in countries such as Cambodia, Peru, and Ro-
mania. Angelina Jolie was faced with a law suit
after she adopted a baby from Cambodia because
the organization that brokered the adoption was
found to have conducted the adoption illegally.
This did not discourage her from international
adoption as she kept the child, and she and Brad
Pitt later adopted a child from Ethiopia.

Madonna adopted a child from Malawi,
despite the country’s laws that forbid nonresi-
dents from adopting Malawian children. A
children’s charity in Malawi went to court to
try to stop the adoption. The orphanage from
which Madonna got the baby said that adop-
tion is “not like selling property . . . But the
action has raised the question: Has Madonna’s
celebrity status allowed her to steamroll
Malawi’s legal system?”

Madonna donated $3 million to help chil-
dren infected with HIV. She is one of several
celebrities who have taken on a cause, includ-
ing Mia Farrow, Ewan McGregor, Angelina
Jolie, and Bono. According to Steve Lewis, the
United Nations’ special representative on AIDS
and a frequent critic of what he sees as govern-
ments’ complacency, said, “The amazing ab-
sence of political leadership has left in the hands
of the celebrity leadership a vacuum, which
they're filling in a pretty important way.”

A baby-selling scandal in Romania caused
the country to shut down international adop-
tions altogether in 2000, and in 2004 they elimi-
nated international adoption altogether, except
for adoption by a child’s grandparents. Interna-
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tional adoptions in Romania soared after foot-
age was released in the early 1990s depicting dire
conditions at orphanages, which appeared on a
Barbara Walters show. About 20,000 children
were adopted from Romania from 1990 to 2000,
but were halted when Romania banned adop-
tions by all foreigners except relatives of the chil-
dren in 2004, without resolving the cases of 1,100
Romanian orphans and abandoned children for
whom foreign families had registered adoption
petitions prior to the ban. About 270 families in
the U.S. were in the process of adopting children
from Romania before this law was passed. Ro-
mania was responding to pressure from the Eu-
ropean Union, whose representative for assess-
ing Romania’s EU membership was against in-
ternational adoption. However, the new repre-
sentative at the EU stated publicly that he dif-
fered from his predecessor on the issue of inter-
national adoption. The European Parliament in
December 2005 asked that Romania resolve in-
ternational adoption cases registered during
2001-2004 “with the goal of allowing intercoun-
try adoptions to take place, where justified and
appropriate.” U. S. officials, including Congress
and President Bush, have put pressure on Ro-
manian officials to allow adoptions to go for-
ward, but so far Romania has not budged.
Cambodia, which once supplied large num-
bers of children to adoptive parents, stopped its
intercountry adoptions in 2002 because of alle-
gations of corrupt “baby laundering.” The Im-
migration and Naturalization Service suspended
visa processing for adopted children, citing sus-
picions that they were bought or stolen from
their parents and put into orphanages with false
paperwork in order to feed the growing Ameri-
can demand for babies. Before the U.S. stopped
adoptions from Cambodia, about 400 families
were caught in the middle of the adoption pro-
cess. The INS has cleared some pending cases
for adoption, but says it will not approve adop-
tions until Cambodia changes its laws. Prospec-
tive parents have engaged in a passionate let-
ter-writing campaign to Congress and picketed
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the INS building in Washington.

Politics in International Adoption

COUNTRIES' ADOPTION POLICIES are heavily
influenced by politics, as the Romanian situa-
tion illustrates. China, troubled by publicity in
the late 1990s over gay parents in the U.S. rais-

Homelessness alone is
considered “neglect.”

ing Chinese children, now requires all appli-
cants to sign statements that they are not gay
or lesbian. It also does not allow more than 8
percent of the country’s children who are
adopted to be placed with single people. Lillian
Zang, executive director of China Adoption
with Love, based in Brookline, Massachusetts,
commented on the recent decline in adoptions
in Massachusetts:

Massachusetts is particularly hard-hit by the
Chinese policy because of the high number of
educated single women, as well as gays and
leshians, who seek to adopt from this state.
Calling it a“blue state, red state” phenomenon,
she speculated that liberal urban centers are
more likely to be experiencing a drop in adop-
tions from China.

This is occurring despite the continued rise in
numbers of Chinese adoptions nationwide, but
Zang says she expects a dramatic decline in
Chinese placements across the country in the
next decade because there will be fewer chil-
dren available. “Chinese officials are encourag-
ing the country’s citizens to adopt. They have
also launched an aggressive campaign to alter
the traditional Chinese rural preference for male
over female babies, a preference that resulted in
the abandonment of many newborn girls.”

A University of Massachusetts study indi-
cated that the decline in adoptions in the state
was due partly to the decline of the economy, as
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well as the reduced number of Chinese adop-
tions. Adoption fees of more than $20,000 are
out of reach for many families. More Massa-
chusetts parents adopted through the foster care
system, which is the lowest-cost alternative, and
more sought babies from Guatemala.

Open International Adoption?

How ABOUT OPENNESS in international adop-
tion? As far as | know, there is no group advo-
cating that but it seems to me to be as impor-
tant as openness in national adoptions, even
though it would be more difficult to implement.

One mother who adopted a Cambodian
child, initiated an open adoption with the
mother of her child. Dale Edmonds, a New
Zealand adoptive mother living in Singapore,
adopted a child who she was told was 6 years
old, but the child told her that she was actually
11, that she and her brother were born with dif-
ferent names than had been given Edmonds,
and that she was told not to discuss her history.
The facilitator told Edmonds that her children’s
birth mother had died in a rural province, when
in fact the child insisted that her mother was
living in Phnom Penh. Edmonds located the
children’s mother and sister. The birth mother
did not object to the siblings’ move to Singapore,
and Edmonds and her husband, at the mother’s
request, adopted her other daughter. “What
matters most,” Edmond says, “is that her Cam-
bodian-born children were stripped of their
names and histories and essentially hidden from
their birth family. I wanted to think our adop-
tion was ethical,” she says, “It hurt bitterly to
have those beliefs challenged.”

It seems to me that the Edmonds family
has chosen the best of both worlds. The adop-
tive parents know their children’s past and do
not have any guilt about taking stolen children.
The children know their origins and are in con-
tact with their birth mother. Probably there are
few adoptive mothers who have chosen an open
international adoption, but it is generally work-
ing well domestically and | think it would be a



good idea to try it on a large scale in interna-
tional adoptions.

Open adoption has occurred in the
Marshall Islands, where many U.S. servicemen
stationed there adopted children of native
families.

Traditionally, adoption in the Marshall Islands
was practiced within the clan or tribe. The con-
cept of terminating parental rights was never
instituted, and the child had a relationship with
both birth and adoptive families, often return-
ing to the birth family in the birth parent’s old
age. The adoptive family, typically with more
resources, was expected not only to care for
the child but also to provide assistance to the
child’s birth family. The gift of the child was
reciprocated by the adoptive family with on-
going assistance to the birth family.

Between 1990 and 1998, over 140 children had
been adopted by U.S. servicemen, with some
degree of openness. The birth mothers expected
the children to return to Marshall Islands after
attaining adulthood, and they also expected to
stay in touch with the adoptive families. How-
ever, within several years of the adoption, only
28.8 percent believed their children would re-
turn. Promised gifts and letters stopped or
hadn’t come at all, although some did continue
contact. Some adoptive families had sent pho-
tos and aid packages, made visits back to the
Marshall Island, and even helped birth families
visit the children in their adoptive homes.
Every birth parent wanted to stay in touch
but some had no way of being contacted or mak-
ing contact. They were very poor and many were
intimidated by the prospect of writing a letter,
especially in English, or sending items through
the mail. Most couldn't afford to make an in-
ternational phone call. Many moved frequently
and left no forwarding address. “When the cor-
respondence dwindles, some birth mothers may
not be assertive enough to complain to the ‘right’
people — such as the local liaison that facili-
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tated the adoption — or they may feel power-
less to do anything to correct the situation.”

The authors of this article conclude that in
order to facilitate contact between birth and
adoptive parents, adoption facilitators or the
government should provide translation and re-
pository services and calling cards or internet
credit for emails. “In the meantime, the
Marshallese birth families should be provided
with safety net services such as food and medi-
cal programs as well as long term capacity build-
ing programs such as access to basic services,
education, and economic self-sufficiency oppor-
tunities.” That is also good advice for this coun-
try and for all countries that supply children
for adoption.

Conclusion

IT IS HEARTENING to see the stigma of adop-
tion lessening. It is time to put aside the ideali-
zation of the biological nuclear family. Fami-
lies take many shapes besides that one — adop-
tive families, gays and lesbians, childless couples,
single women and men, step parents, grandpar-
ents and other relatives, older people. Adop-
tion helps people to break away from the ob-
session with biological reproduction and eth-
nic purity and to embrace the “other.” Open
adoption could even pave the way to that ideal
society for children where children could choose
whom they want to live with, as in the Samoa
described by Margaret Mead.

There is no reason to stigmatize adoption.
There is no reason to stigmatize unwed par-
ents. There is no reason to stigmatize mothers
who choose to give their children to adoptive
couples. But there is also no reason why chil-
dren should be taken away from parents who
want them and would be able to parent them if
given adequate social supports.

Epitor’'s NoTe: A fully footnoted version will be found
on our website, www.new pol.org
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Hyde Amendment

The Opening Wedge to Abolish Abortion

MARLENE FRIED

A DVOCATES ON BOTH SIDES of the abortion
issue have made sure that the anniversary
of Roe v. Wade on January 22 is highly visible.
Supporters and opponents use the date to rally
their forces. In contrast, September 30, the date
in 1976 that federal Medicaid funding for abor-
tion was banned by the Hyde Amendment, has
not gained the same attention.

In 2006, as we mark the 30th anniversary
of the passage of the Hyde Amendment, the
National Network of Abortion Funds (NNAF)
is determined to change this situation by
launching a new campaign that will focus on
state and federal policies restricting abortion
funding and access. We call on all member funds
and sister organizations to join us in this effort.
This article focuses on the history of the Hyde
Amendment and its impact on women.

Political Context

Berore ROE v. WADE, opponents of abortion
had worked at the state level to defeat efforts to
legalize abortion. But after the 1973 decision
they were galvanized to create a major political
movement. The Catholic Church took the lead
through the National Conference of Catholic
Bishops, which set up an independent lobby-
ing group with the goal of overturning Roe.
Other key players included the National Right
to Life Committee, which united state anti-
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abortion groups, and the Christian Evangelicals,
who had formerly resisted political engagement.
While securing a constitutional amendment
banning abortion was abortion opponents’ ul-
timate goal, they realized they did not have suf-
ficient support. They turned instead to tirelessly
pursuing a strategy of advocating for restric-
tions on the state level. In 1973 abortion oppo-
nents introduced close to 200 bills in state leg-
islatures; 62 of those 200 measures limiting ac-
cess to abortion passed.

The Catholic Church stepped up its activi-
ties against Roe in 1975, when the Bishops is-
sued a Pastoral Plan for Pro-Life Activities,
which called for all Catholic organizations to
take up a “pro-life legislative plan.” The Plan
laid out a dual strategy that has essentially been
followed by the anti-abortion movement ever
since: work toward outlawing abortion entirely
by pursuing direct efforts such asa Human Life
Amendment while simultaneously pushing for
laws and administrative policies that restrict
abortion and build support for criminalization.

The New Right, which was also gathering
force at this time, saw the opportunity to ex-
pand its ranks by joining traditional conserva-
tive constituencies with the growing anti-abor-
tion movement. Opposition to abortion became
the centerpiece of a broad “pro-traditional pa-
triarchal family, anti-big government and anti-
welfare” agenda. Attacking Medicaid payments
for abortion was a perfect way to bring the two
groups together concretely. Eliminating govern-
ment funding appealed both to those who op-
posed abortion and those who opposed taxes
and the welfare state.

Congress Passes the Hyde Amendment
IN 1976, REPRESENTATIVE HENRY HYDE (R-



IL) proposed attaching a provision to the ap-
propriations bill for the Departments of Labor,
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW, now
called the Department of Health and Human
Services, HHS) that would end Medicaid fund-
ing for abortion. This became known as the
Hyde Amendment. On September 30, 1976,
the Amendment passed the House 207-167
with no exceptions for health or life endanger-
ment, even though a similar but weaker mea-
sure had been voted down two years earlier. The
Senate initially rejected the Amendment but
eventually voted for a compromise bill that con-
tained an exception “. . . where the life of the
mother would be clearly endangered if the fe-
tus were carried to term.”

Passing the Hyde Amendment was the first
big victory for the anti-abortion movement and
evidence of its growing political clout. It was
also a clear example of the anti-abortion two-
pronged strategy of pushing for restrictions on
abortion in the short-term while pursuing a full
ban in the long-term. In response to the chal-
lenge that the Amendment was a vote against
poor people, Rep. Hyde said during the floor
debate, “I would certainly like to prevent, if |
could legally, anybody having an abortion, a rich
woman, a middle class woman, or a poor
woman. Unfortunately, the only vehicle avail-
able is the HEW Medicaid bill. A life is a life.”

The day after the Hyde Amendment
passed, abortion rights advocates challenged it
in court. Federal District court Judge John F.
Dooling issued a temporary restraining order
and a preliminary injunction barring enforce-
ment of the funding ban, and later ruled that it
was unconstitutional. While abortion oppo-
nents appealed his decision to the U.S. Supreme
Court, the injunction was lifted in August 1977
and the Hyde Amendment went into effect the
same year.

Because Congress had passed the Hyde
Amendment as part of the annual appropria-
tions bill, legislators had to vote on it every sub-
sequent year. Thus in 1977, the House again

Hyde Amendment

passed the Amendment, this time calling for a
total ban on abortion funding for the purpose
of preventing “the slaughter of innocent, incon-
venient unborn children.” When that version
came up for a vote in the Senate, pro-choice
Senators pressed harder than they had in 1976
for an exception for “medically necessary” abor-
tions. The debate lasted for six months, hold-
ing up a $60 million appropriations bill. There
were 25 roll call votes in the House in an at-
tempt at a compromise but the hard core op-
ponents of abortion were holding out against
all exceptions.

During the debate, many members of Con-
gress revealed their contempt for and mistrust
of women, and especially poor women. For ex-
ample, in opposition to a health exception, one
House member said, “We don’t want a woman
who wakes up with a hangnail to be able to get
an abortion.” In response to the effort to in-
clude rape as an exception, Representative Silvio
Conte from Massachusetts pushed for the lan-
guage of “forced rape,” arguing that without the
stipulation, “any woman who wants an abor-
tion under Medicaid could go in and say, ‘I'm
raped,” and there could be a lot of perjury.”
Throughout this period there were no hearings,
no witnesses called, no medical testimony, and
virtually no factual evidence cited in the debate.

Ultimately lawmakers reached a compro-
mise to include exceptions: “ . . . where the life
of the mother would be endangered if the fetus
were carried to term . . . for victims of rape and
incest, when such rape or incest has been re-
ported promptly to a law enforcement agency
or public health service; or . . . where severe and
long-lasting physical health damage to the
mother would result if the pregnancy were car-
ried to term when so determined by two physi-
cians.”

In 1980, three years after Congress reached
a compromise on these exceptions, the judicial
branch again weighed in on the Hyde Amend-
ment. The Supreme Court responded to the
appeal brought by abortion opponents to Judge
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Dooling’s 1977 ruling, deciding in Harris v.
McRae that the Hyde Amendment was con-
stitutional. Thus far this has been the only law-
suit to directly challenge the legality and con-
stitutionality of the Hyde Amendment.

Post-Hyde Funding Restrictions

IN THE EARLY YEARS of the Hyde Amendment,
the political climate had swung to the right on
many issues. Anti-welfare sentiments dovetailed
with opposition to abortion across party lines.

“As you know there are many
things in life that are not fair,
that wealthy people can afford
and poor people can’t.”

— President Carter

As Republicans stepped up their attacks on
welfare, Democrats did not want to be tagged
as pro-welfare. President Carter had come to
power in part through the support of
Evangelicals and he and Joseph Califano Jr,
Secretary of HEW, pledged to oppose using
federal funds for abortions under Medicaid or
under any new national health insurance plan.
In a statement after the Supreme Court decided
that states were not compelled to fund abor-
tions, Carter re-affirmed his position and
showed complete disregard for poor women,
commenting, “As you know there are many
things in life that are not fair, that wealthy
people can afford and poor people can't.”

In Congress, anti-abortion forces contin-
ued to vigorously oppose all Medicaid funding
for abortion and by 1981 the physical health,
rape, and incest exceptions were dropped. Anti-
choice legislators added “Hyde-type” language
to other appropriations bills including a De-
partment of Defense bill, a District of Colum-
bia bill, and a Treasury-Postal Service bill.
8§84 =
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Through this strategy, they broadened restric-
tions to include denial of abortion coverage in
federal employee health plans, for federal pris-
oners, military personnel and their families, and
Peace Corps volunteers. Today such restrictions
are placed in virtually all federal programs.

Adding restrictions to appropriations bills
was also an effective strategy at the state level.
Before Hyde, 13 states had enacted funding
bans. Even though the Hyde Amendment didn't
mandate states to follow suit, it gave them the
green light to do so and provided an incentive.
Because Medicaid is a joint federal and state
program, banning federal funding for abortions
meant that states would have to shoulder the
total cost. Thus it is not surprising that by 1979,
40 states followed the federal lead and cut off
state funding. Some also eliminated coverage
of abortion in state employee health plans.

Congress did not reinstate any exceptions
to the ban on funding in the Hyde Amend-
ment until 1993, when the National Black
Women's Health Project spearheaded the Cam-
paign for Abortion and Reproductive Equity
(C.ARR.E)), a political mobilization to defeat
Hyde. While Hyde was not repealed, the Cam-
paign did succeed in once again broadening the
exceptions to include rape, incest, and women
whose physical health was in danger. It also built
a strong and broad coalition, which included
labor and civil rights groups, and was impor-
tant in bringing visibility to the issue of eco-
nomic barriers to abortion. Inspired by the ear-
lier effort, seven years later NNAF launched
C.AR.E. 2000 — the Campaign for Access and
Reproductive Equity. This two-year coalition
effort brought issues of access to abortion and
reproductive health care for low income women
and women of color to the forefront of the pro-
choice movement.

Abortion opponents have continued to at-
tack public funding for abortion both in Con-
gress and in the states. In 1997 the U.S. Con-
gress affirmed the rape and incest exceptions,
but tightened the life exception so that federal



funding covers the abortion only if the woman’s
life is threatened by continuing the pregnancy.

Impact of the Hyde Amendment

Berore CONGRESS cuT OFF federal funding,
Medicaid paid for almost one-third of all abor-
tions — about 300,000 annually. After the Hyde
Amendment, the federal government paid for
virtually none. The average cost of an abortion
at that time was $285, forty-four dollars more
than the average total monthly welfare payment
for a family of four. In Mississippi, because wel-
fare payments are so meager, the average cost
of an abortion is four times higher than the av-
erage welfare payment for a family of four. To-
day the average price of an abortion is $468.
When adjusted for inflation, this price has re-
mained pretty steady since Roe v. Wade. How-
ever, it is still out of reach for thousands of
women. In addition, although the abortion
funds, which NNAF distributes, offer financial
assistance to as many women as possible — col-
lectively to about 20,000 women annually —
the women we are able to serve represent only a
fraction of the need expressed by pre-Hyde
Medicaid payments.

Funding restrictions do not appear to have
led to the large scale increases in maternal mor-
tality that abortion rights advocates had feared.
But the consequences have been devastating for
poor women, who are disproportionately
women of color. In 1977, Rosie Jiménez, a
Latina and a single mother, became the first
woman known to have died from an illegal
abortion after the passage of the Hyde Amend-
ment. There is no way to know how many other
women have resorted to illegal abortions be-
cause of Hyde and other barriers to access. In a
recent article, “Reproductive Regression,” Carol
Joffe documents an increasing number of
women attempting self-abortions. Many
women cannot obtain abortions at all — an es-
timated 18-35 percent of Medicaid-eligible
women carry to term because they cannot af-
ford an abortion.Other women who succeed in
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getting an abortion do so at great personal cost—
by borrowing money, postponing bills, or for-
going other basic necessities. Nearly 60 percent
of Medicaid recipients in a study by the
Guttmacher Institute said that paying for an
abortion entailed serious hardship, compared
with only 26 percent of non-Medicaid-eligible
women. Given the obstacles they face, poor
women disproportionately have later abortions
that are also more costly. Cutting off abortion
funding also encourages sterilization because
Medicaid has consistently paid up to 90 per-
cent of the costs for sterilization.

Responding to the Hyde Amendment

THERE WAS NO LARGE VISIBLE MOBILIZATION
against the Hyde Amendment.. The reproduc-
tive rights movement focused on preserving le-
gality rather than access. In this context, the
Hyde Amendment became a cause and symbol
of fractures among abortion rights advocates.
It divided those who prioritized race and class
issues from those who did not.

Women of color reproductive rights advo-
cates and their allies criticized the mainstream
pro-choice movement for not putting the needs
of low-income women and women of color at
the center of the pro-choice agenda. They
formed their own reproductive rights organi-
zations to deal with a broad spectrum of issues
and linked sterilization abuse with funding bans
and other barriers to abortion access. Several
abortion funds that went on to establish the
National Network of Abortion Funds were also
created during this period as a direct response
to the lack of federal and state funding.

Thirty Years is Enough!
Campaign Update
NNAF LAuNCHED the Hyde — 30 Years is
Enough! Campaign in September 2006 to ad-
dress the injustice caused by the Hyde Amend-
ment and state funding bans. The campaign
includes abortion funds and national and local
groups working on health care access, social jus-
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tice and human rights more broadly. There is a
focus on state-level advocacy, where there seems
to be a greater possibility for policy change. We
have formed a state advocacy working group
which will identify key states in which to advo-
cate for increased public funding.

The deProsse Access Fund in lowa and the
Women's Health and Education Fund in Rhode
Island are working with students, providers and
other allies to document illegal Medicaid deni-
als in their states and educate their legislators
with an eye to restoring public funding for all
low-income women. In states that do have
Medicaid coverage for abortion, the ACCESS
Fund in California and the Women'’s Health

and Education Fund of Southeastern Massa-
chusetts are advocating for improved access for
immigrant women and young women.

If you would like to support the
campaign’s fund-raising efforts, please make
a donation to your local abortion fund (see
list at www.nnaf.org). If you would like more
information about the campaign, please visit
the website www.hyde30years.nnaf.org or
contact us at 617-524-6040.

Editors’ note: A fully footnoted version will be found
on our website www.newpol.org

hall for discussions and conferences.

APPEAL FOR PRAXIS/VICTOR SERGE LIBRARY IN MOSCOW

Since 1996 the Victor Serge Library in Moscow and the PRAXIS Education and Research
Center have been encouraging democratic and libertarian socialism in Russia. The Library
(named for the Franco-Russian writer and anti-totalitarian revolutionary Victor Serge) con-
tains over 5000 socialist publications in several languages, most of them unavailable else-
where in Russia. Our computerized catalogue lists volumes about labor, left, feminist and
progressive movements donated by sympathizers. The Serge Library also serves as a meeting

The PRAXIS Center translates and publishes anti-Stalinist left books previously un-
known in Russia, like Serge’s novels and Memoirs, Rubel’s Marx Critic of Marxism, Volin’s
Unknown Revolution, and Dunayevskaya’s Marxism and Freedom. PRAXIS holds annual in-
ternational conferences, whose papers are published in Russian. We welcome your participa-
tion. We also publish a newspaper, RADICAL THOUGHT, critical of the Putin regime
and the war in Chechnaya, for which we are now under investigation.

Praxis needs money to continue publishing translations of critical Marxist and libertar-
ian socialist books. We also need support to staff and maintain the libraries. Tax deductible
checks can be sent to the Victor Serge Foundation (a U.S. 501c3 non-profit corporation) at
16 rue de la Teinturerie, 34000 Montpellier, France. You can also mail cartons of lefty books
and magazines to Barry Rodrigue, PO Box 57, Bath, Maine 04530 for trans-shipment to
Russia. For further information, please visit our website www.praxiscenter.ru
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The Political Economy of Psychotherapy

DAVID SINGER

N THE UNITED STATES TODAY, psychotherapy,
] or for that matter any study of the psychody-
namics or interpersonal processes involved in
mental and emotional difficulties in living, is
on the wane. The cause of the decline is the
subject here, but to understand it, it must be
viewed in the context of the changes to health
care in general that have taken place in the past
several decades in the United States. These
changes amount to a transformation from care
being provided by many more or less indepen-
dent providers and institutions to it being sold
by a corporate-run industry driven by a lust for
profits.

The Current Condition
of Psychotherapy

HuGE INSURANCE cOMPANIES call the shots in
the mental health field. They dictate which
treatment modalities are to be reimbursed, and,
within those, how many appointments are need-
ed, what drugs and dosages can be used, etc.
Only a tiny percentage of citizens can afford to
pay for psychotherapy “out of pocket,” that is,
without some reimbursement from insurance.
Psychotherapy is a process whose results gen-
erally increase proportionately to the time and
effort expended in it, so limiting the number of
sessions covered by insurance also limits its ef-
fectiveness. Often the insurance approved
length of treatment is equivalent to applying a
band-aid to a broken hip. The situation is the
result of the rise of “managed care” over the past
several decades, with giant for-profit corpora-

DAvID SINGER is a psychologist in New York City. He has
a master’s degree in economics and teaches sociology.
His writing recently appeared in the online journal,
Gloves Off: Bare-fisted Political Economy.

tions such as Aetna, Cigna, Metropolitan Life,
and Prudential controlling the market. “Man-
aged care” is a health care system in which ac-
cess to services is controlled for the purpose of
keeping costs down. Medication “therapy” has
become the favored modality of these insurance
companies. Medication “therapy” is the admin-
istration of drugs that sometimes alleviates some
of the symptoms of what is assumed to be psy-
chiatric “diseases.” The word “therapy” is in
quotes because the drugs only offer symptom-
atic relief and do not treat the underlying caus-
es of peoples’ problems in living. Psychiatric
medication is often accompanied by dangerous
side effects. Although reimbursements for med-
ication are expensive, they are less than the costs
of psychotherapy. After the initial examination,
it takes only a few minutes to write or renew a
prescription. The dangerous side effects that
often accompany psychiatric medication can
also be somewhat relieved by other medications.
Thus medication “therapy” is favored by man-
aged care companies.

The explicit rationale of such “treatment”
is that the “disease” is caused by a chemical im-
balance of biological origin that has always been
and will always be present, whether or not it is
manifest. The scientific evidence for this is con-
troversial. Moreover, correlations found between
certain thoughts and feelings with chemical re-
actions in the brain do not prove causality in
one direction rather than the other. However,
researchers increasingly pose the question in the
chemical-to-psychological direction, because of
the profitable consequences for drug compa-
nies. The effect of such profits upon research
will be further discussed below. The implicit
rationale of medication “therapy” is that people
cannot change themselves or the circumstances
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in which they find themselves by means of em-
pathic understanding and analysis by psycho-
therapists. A result of the promulgation of medi-
cation therapy for psychological and interper-
sonal difficulties has been the addition of vast
funds to the coffers of the biggest profit mak-
ers in the United States, the pharmaceutical
manufacturers.

Some Historical Background

IT SHOULD FIRST BE NOTED that psychotherapy
has never prevailed. From Freud until now there
has been a century of repression, denial, eva-
sion, and so on, of the examination of interper-
sonal processes that transpire, to a great extent,
beneath the surface appearance of social inter-
actions. The “talking cure” has been viewed pri-
marily as mystical or subjective by the quanti-
tative, measurement oriented, experimental psy-
chologists, as well as the biologically biased spe-
cialty of medicine, psychiatry. Psychotherapy
flourished briefly, and only relatively, in the
1950s and 1960s. This was partially due to the
inroads that psychological testing had made
during World War Il and in the post-WWII
U.S. military. It was also due to the post-war
economic boom that enabled people within a
wider income bracket than before to afford what
used to be an exclusive activity of the privileged.
This short success was primarily with “neurotic”
patients, conceived of, particularly by Freudians,
as less disturbed than “psychotics,” and more
amenable. The Freudian approach, among oth-
ers, suffered also from a class bias, stemming
from its origins among the better off in Vienna.

The evolution of the state of affairs that
has brought psychotherapy to its nadir is tied
to the development of health care as a tremen-
dously profitable industry in the United States.
The following is an overview of the post-WW!I1
highlights of this development. During the
1950s and 1960s, unions demanded and often
won health insurance benefits from their em-
ployers (including mental health services).
These and other of their victories were gener-
§8 =
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ally passed on to the nonunion work force as
well. However, there were limits to these victo-
ries. In 1946, the United Auto Workers, led by
Walter Reuther, had signed an agreement with
General Motors instituting company sponsored
health insurance. This effectively broke the more
progressive demand of the Congress of Indus-
trial Organizations (C10O) for a national health
insurance that would cover organized as well as
non-organized workers. Also, the Taft-Hartley
law of 1947 had mandated that workers obtain
health benefits only through collective bargain-
ing with their employers, rather than through
government programs. Thus the possibility of
a state-run health system similar to those in
capitalist countries in Europe was outlawed.

Tying benefits to employment also added
to the fears of losing one’s job, fears that were
already considerable given the relative lack of a
social safety net in the United States. A U.S.
worker who loses his or her job, if it is a job that
comes with health insurance, is entitled to 18
months of benefits under COBRA. Essentially
the insurance premiums are the same as the sum
of what the employer and the employee paid
while he/she was employed. This is a sizable
amount, and if the employee does not find a
job with an insurance plan by the time the 18
months are over, he/she either buys insurance
on his or her own, which is even more expen-
sive, or falls into the pool of the (now 45 mil-
lion) uninsured. Fears of losing one’s job, rein-
forced by the capital-labor accord that unions
bought into after the late 1940s, persist today
and contribute to the decline of unions and
worker militancy. The employment-insurance
connection is the reason that each time Gen-
eral Motors closes a plant in the U.S., it zeroes
out not only the salaries of the fired workers,
but also saves $1525 in health premiums that it
had paid out for each car produced.

The Great Society program of the 1960s
brought Medicare for the elderly and Medic-
aid for the very poor, but nothing for the rest.
The effect is still felt today, when 13 percent of



Americans have no health insurance at all, and
many of those who do pay for it pay at very
high costs. The stagflation (slow economic
growth coupled with inflation) of the 1970s was
accompanied by capital flight, automation, and
competition from other advanced capitalist
economies that had recovered from the devas-
tation of WWII. To maintain and/or increase
profits, U.S. capitalists cut their work forces,
lowered wages, and whittled away at benefits.

Throughout the 1980s, the government did
its part to increase corporate profits by union
busting (e.g., firing the striking air traffic con-
trollers), reducing corporate taxes, and attack-
ing social programs. During this period, the in-
surance industry’s control over health policies
rose at a greater rate than ever before. Between
1981 and 1991 the domination of insurance
companies was bolstered by 60 million dollars
contributed to congressional representatives by
the companies’ political action committees.
These contributions commanded a great deal
of power over health care policies. They still do,
as do the insurance companies’ lobbyists.

By the 1990s, rising health care costs had
become a battleground for large corporations
looking to maintain profits and unions trying
to maintain benefits. A grassroots movement
arose to create a single-payer system, that is, one
that the federal government administers, con-
tracting directly with providers and bypassing
insurance companies. Clinton's 1992 electoral
victory was buoyed by his promise of universal
comprehensive health benefits, co-opting much
of the single-payer movement. He then ap-
pointed his wife, Hillary Rodham Clinton, to
head a task force that implemented the “man-
aged competition” approach of the Jackson Hole
group. The Jackson Hole group was comprised
of representatives of large insurance companies,
the pharmaceutical industry, other major cor-
porations, and several professional organiza-
tions. “Managed competition” is health care
operated and controlled by insurance compa-
nies. It attempts to force providers into networks

Political Economy of Psychotherapy

controlled by the insurance companies that try
to cut costs below what they were with free
choice and fee-for-service arrangements. The
theory was that insurance companies would
compete for employer-paid premiums, and

The combined profits of the ten
drug companies in the Fortune
500 were more than the profits of
all the other 490 firms put
together.

lower cost plans would be chosen. “Managed
competition” has so far prevailed over single-
payer proposals, but instead of the relief that its
theorists and Clinton had promised, the nation
has experienced increasing costs and cutbacks
in care. Corporations, to avoid cutting into their
own profits, buy into plans that have less cov-
erage and higher deductibles. For example, Wal-
Mart workers, making average salaries of
$14,000 per year pay a $1000 deductible, if they
even qualify for the stingy health plan. Taxpay-
ers in effect subsidize Wal-Mart, since many of
its workers enroll in Medicaid to defray their
expenses. In 2004, the growth in medical costs
in the United States was nearly four times the
growth of wages, making that year the eighth
straight that medical cost growth outpaced wage
growth.

HE CORPORATE PROFITS of insurance com-

panies, including those of the new entities
called health care corporations, have skyrock-
eted. Health care is now the third largest in-
dustry and the United States tops the list of all
countries in per person expenditures for health
care. Fourteen percent of our gross domestic
product goes to the health care industry. The
per capita spending of countries such as Swe-
den and France is about a half of that of the
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United States. Great Britain spends close to
one-third. Nevertheless, the three countries
cover almost their entire populations through
national insurance programs. In 2003, the U.S.
per capita spending of $5,635 was twice the
average of countries of the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD, an organization of advanced capital-
ist countries). Health insurance premiums will
rise to an average of more than $14,500 for fam-
ily coverage in 2006.

Part of the triumph of the insurance com-
panies is due to health maintenance organiza-
tions (HMOs). HMOs were created beginning
in the 1950s to keep costs down. They have seen
enormous growth recently, from 26 million sub-
scribers in 1986 to 55 million in 1996. Insur-
ance companies often sponsor HMOs, and
people are forced or enticed into HMOs by
lower premiums than plans offering freer choice
of providers. HMOs control all aspects of health
care, including the selection of providers, au-
thorization of treatment plans, monitoring
treatment, etc. They thereby limit the ability of
practitioners to determine treatments and the
ability of patients to choose their providers. And,
of course, they favor least expensive treatments.
In the mental health field, this means medica-
tion rather than psychotherapy and very short-
term rather than long-term psychotherapy.

Besides insurance companies’ profits, the
profits of the pharmaceutical corporations sky-
rocketed as well in the past two decades, but
they had already been beyond the beyond. Since
the early 1980s, the legal drug industry has been
by far the most profitable industry in the coun-
try. The ascendancy of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry is well documented by Marcia Angell, a
former editor-in-chief of the New England
Journal of Medicine. She reports that in 2002,
the combined profits of the ten drug compa-
nies in the Fortune 500 were more than the
profits of all the other 490 firms put together.

Angell also details how the successes of the
pharmaceutical firms was facilitated by indus-
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try friendly legislation beginning in 1980 with
the Bayh-Dole Act. It allowed universities and
small businesses to patent discoveries emanat-
ing from research sponsored by the National
Institutes of Health (N1H), the major distribu-
tor of dollars for medical research. Before that,
taxpayer-financed discoveries were in the pub-
lic domain. After that, the universities could
patent their discoveries and grant exclusive li-
censes to drug companies in return for royal-
ties. Other legislation allowed NIH to make
deals with drug companies to directly transfer
NIH discoveries to industry. Medical schools
and teaching hospitals were transformed into
“partners of industry.” The Joint Economic
Committee of Congress found that publicly
funded research led to 15 of the 21 drugs intro-
duced between 1965 and 1992 that are consid-
ered to have the highest therapeutic value, while
the pharmaceutical firms reaped the profits.

In 1995, an internal NIH memo lifted lim-
its on the outside income of its personnel, re-
versed its prohibitions against taking stock or
stock options, and freed its leaders to start mak-
ing personal deals with companies. Between
2000 and 2004, at least 530 government scien-
tists at the NI H, upon whose recommendations
doctors rely, took fees, stocks or stock options
from biomedical companies. A 2002 survey of
medical experts who write practice guidelines
found that about nine of ten had a financial re-
lationship with a drug manufacturer and six of
ten were tied to companies whose drugs were
either considered or recommended in the guide-
lines they wrote. The financial ties were almost
never disclosed.

Angell also states that starting with the
Hatch-Waxman Act of 1984, laws were passed
that extended the monopoly rights of brand-
name drugs, another boon to the pharmaceuti-
cal industry. With these mega-profits came the
increasing ability of drug companies, directly
and through Congress, to control decisions
made by the Federal Drug Administration
(FDA) as to the safety of medications. Their



lobbyists have made the FDA a de facto part-
ner in industry and successfully pushed laws to
have the FDA fast-track approval of new drugs.
This was facilitated by the passage of the Pre-
scription Drug User Fee Act in 1992. The drug
companies agreed to pay the FDA $300,000 for
each new medication, and in return, the FDA
promised speedier approval of new medicines.

As an example of this partnership, Angell
points to the FDA committees that review new
drug applications as to whether or not they
should be approved. The financial connections
of members of the committees to “interested
companies” is exemplified by a report that found
that at least one member at 92 percent of the
meetings had a conflict of interest, and half or
more at 55 percent of the meetings had con-
flicts. Ten of 32 panelists recently advising the
FDA concerning removing pain control pills as-
sociated with heart attacks were consultants for
drug makers. Without their votes, Vioxx and
Bextra would have been pulled from the mar-
ket. They were not, and the stocks of the drugs’
makers soared after the vote.

Tax revenues, a decreasing proportion of
which come from private corporations and the
wealthy, subsidize the drug corporations that
control the most profitable industry in the na-
tion. Those profits fund the drug lobby. The
most powerful in Washington, the drug lobby
spends nearly $100 million a year pushing its
weight around. The drug lobby invested $26
million in the 2000 election cycle. The new
president and CEO of the lobby, a.k.a. PhRMA
(Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers
of America), is former Louisiana congressman
W.J. Tauzin. Tauzin's appointment was his re-
ward for making sure that the new Medicare
prescription drug law precluded discounts for
Medicaid and Medicare and barred the impor-
tation of cheaper drugs from Canada. The
power of the drug lobby precludes the possibil-
ity of the regulation of drug prices. All other
developed nations have some form of such regu-
lation.

Political Economy of Psychotherapy

The rampant march of the profit-making
insurance and drug corporations has been mer-
ciless in its effects upon mental health research.
George Albee, a past president of the Ameri-
can Psychological Association summarizes the
situation:

Unfortunately, in psychiatry, much that passes
as research is financed by the pharmaceutical
corporate giants. They pay for the research.
They pay the referees who judge the research.
They underwrite the cost of the conferences
where results are announced and the cost of
publishing the psychiatric journals where they
are published. The usual freedoms of scien-
tific inquiry are missing.

The Results: Drug Compan
Dominance of the Mental Health Field

THE POWER OF THE DRUG INDUSTRY is acutely
evidenced in the mental health field. Peter
Breggin documents its influence upon the pro-
fessional organization of psychiatrists, the
American Psychiatric Association (APA). APA
journals, conferences, and projects receive mas-
sive funding from the pharmaceutical firms.
This started primarily as a result of the loss in
membership and income that APA experienced
in the early 1970s as it was losing the competi-
tion for psychotherapy patients to lower cost
providers like psychologists and social workers.
In 1980 the APA board of directors voted to
encourage pharmaceutical companies to sup-
port scientific activities. This unholy alliance has
promoted the self-serving view that has been
pushed within psychiatry for most of its exist-
ence, that mental illnesses have biochemical eti-
ologies and thus biochemical solutions.

APA has also aligned itself with the Na-
tional Alliance for the Mentally 1ll (NAMI).
NAMI consists of parents of mentally ill off-
spring who deny any parental role contributing
to the interpersonal or emotional problems of
their grown children. NAMI promotes genetic
and biological explanations of interpersonal
behavior as well as drug treatment and elec-
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troshock to control it. Major drug corporations
contribute to NAMI. Albee has warned the
mental health field against the alliance of
NAMI and biological psychiatry and the
alliance’s ideology of dismissing family dynam-
ics as causes of severe mental problems. NAMI’s
counterpart in the realm of children’s problems
is Children with Attention Deficit Disorders
(CH.A.D.D.). Because CH.A.D.D advocates
the neurological etiology of attention deficits,
the blame is placed on the children for their
parents’ frustrations. Socioeconomic factors,
problems with parenting and/or schools, etc. are
downplayed. CH.A.D.D. receives drug com-
pany funding, from, for example, CIBA-Geigy,
the manufacturer of Ritalin, the stimulant with
the biggest share of the attention deficit mar-
ket.

Psychiatrists are reaping their share of the
NIH/pharmaceutical bonanza. For example, Dr.
P. Trey Sunderland 111, a senior researcher at
NIH, endorsed an Alzheimer’s drug marketed
by Pfizer at an NIH national television broad-
cast in 2003. He failed to mention that his re-
search was done in collaboration with Pfizer,
and that his research had received $508,050
worth of reimbursement by the company. Psy-
chologists, through their own professional or-
ganization (the American Psychological Asso-
ciation), have pushed for parity in benefit re-
imbursement, so that mental health services can
be covered as much as medical ones. However,
whereas many psychologists used to voice dis-
pleasure with the medicalization of mental
health, now they primarily have taken a “if you
can't beat ‘'em, join ‘em” stance, pushing for their
own right to write prescriptions.

About half the U.S. population popped pre-
scription pills in 2003 alone — 3.5 billion pre-
scriptions and $231 billion in drug industry rev-
enues for everything from lowering cholesterol
to raising penises. The success of the latter also
typifies a sleight of hand that the drug compa-
nies have become quite adept at, the invention
of new diagnoses to accommodate their mar-
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keting ambitions. In Angell’'s words, “Once
upon a time, drug companies promoted drugs
to treat diseases. Now...they promote diseases
to fit their drugs.” Although “impotence” cer-
tainly had its problematic connotations, “erec-
tile dysfunction” takes the problem out of the
mental and emotional field completely. It over-
biologizes and chemicalizes interpersonal inter-
actions.

The same dangerous diagnostic inventive-
ness fills the APAs Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual (DSM), the official authority of psy-
chiatry. Recent years have seen additions, for
example, of adolescent rebelliousness, arithmetic
learning problems, childhood hyperactivity, and
attention deficit. Angell documents the finesse
with which GlaxoSmithKline pushed Paxil to
treat their invented “social anxiety disorder.” The
original DSM listed about 60 disorders, while
the latest has about five times as many.

Not only have these new “diseases” spread
like the plague, but the old ones — depression,
schizophrenia, etc. — are now framed in terms
of chemicals. We see this in television commer-
cials and in the drug company publicity adopted
by psychiatry. A brochure distributed in a ma-
jor psychiatric facility in New York is published
by drug profiteer Pfizer and typifies the back-
wardness of the “science” behind it by stating,
“The importance of dopamine [a chemical that
carries messages within the brain] in psychotic
symptoms is clear from the fact that medica-
tions that are used to treat psychotic symptoms
affect dopamine to some degree.” This state-
ment is akin to saying that histamines are im-
portant to understanding insomnia because
some antihistamines make people drowsy.

The marketing reach of the psychiatric drug
business has extended, with newly created di-
agnoses, toward younger and younger children.
Spending on drugs to treat children and ado-
lescents for behavior-related “disorders” rose 77
percent between 2000 and 2003. The expense,
$536 per patient per year, is mostly for diag-
noses of depression and attention deficit disor-



der. Sixty-five percent of children and adoles-
cents taking behavioral medicines were on an-
tidepressants, about which even the FDA or-
dered to include warnings of side effects, such
as suicide, in March 2004. Attention disorder
drug use by children under age five rose 49 per-
cent in that period. Twenty-nine million pre-
scriptions were written in 2004 for Ritalin and
similar stimulants — 23 million of them for
children. A recent study found chromosome
damage to all 12 children who took Ritalin for
three months, suggesting increased cancer risk.
Ritalin “expert” Lawrence Greenhill, who con-
sults for the companies that make stimulants,
questioned why the government became so con-
cerned. In addition, pharmaceutical companies
buy influence from state mental health officials.
This results in the overmedication of children
with anti-psychotic drugs.

The Economic Context of
These Developments

THE INDUSTRIALIZATION OF HEALTH CARE
and, within it, “mental health” care must be
viewed within the context of the advance of the
capitalist mode of production. The tide that has
swept away many crafts and the family farm,
and transformed the family itself, has tumultu-
ously changed health care and medical research.
Capitalism has succeeded in commodifying
much that was heretofore unthinkable — wa-
ter, even air, in the form of pollution credits.
Why not health?

Technological Innovation
and Scientific Research

Technological innovation and scientific dis-
covery have been crucial to the advance of capi-
talism. Marx was an astute observer and ana-
lyst of this in what can now be called the child-
hood of capitalist development: “[M]odern in-
dustry ... makes science a productive force dis-
tinct from labor and presses it into the service
of capital;” and “Invention then becomes a busi-
ness, and the application of science to direct
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production itself becomes a prospect which de-
termines and solicits it.” He saw the motivat-
ing force behind this development in capital-
ists, who in order to cut costs, strive to increase
productivity via technical innovation, particu-
larly mechanization, to undersell other capital-
ists (or capitalist firms). They then could ex-
pand their market share, and their profits, rela-
tive to others, allowing their survival. This also
has the effect of enforcing the adoption of their
new production methods by competitors.

Mandel describes how, as capitalism ma-
tured, research and development became orga-
nized as an autonomous investment, first as a
branch of each company, then as independent
enterprises themselves. Noble built upon this
and Braverman's work in analyzing how indus-
try monopolized science, controlling the prod-
ucts of technology by controlling patents, and
directing the process of scientific production by
means of organized and regulated industrial
research. By the middle of the 20th century,
technology and science had submitted to cor-
porate concerns. This is not only attested to by
analysts of left-wing persuasion such as Mandel,
Noble, and Braverman, but also by the widely
respected economic historian Nathan
Rosenberg. He writes:

Industrial societies have created a vast tech-
nological realm that is very closely shaped by
economic needs and incentives. This techno-
logical realm, in turn, provides numerous ways
in which daily economic life has become
closely linked with science. That realm defines
the directions that promise large financial re-
wards and provides many problems and em-
pirical observations that stimulate creative sci-
entific research. These statements are sup-
ported by the increasing institutionalization of
research in private industrial laboratories. It is
fair to assume that decisions in the pursuit of
science are subjected, in these profit-making
firms to a calculus of private costs and ben-
efits.

Note that “economic needs” referred to by
Rosenberg have no necessary correspondence
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to any notion of interpersonal, biological, or
other kinds of “needs.” They may conveniently
overlap with these other needs, for example,
when the food produced by corporate agricul-
ture has some nutri-

tion” market, to fulfill economic “need.”

The subjugation of science to the profit de-
mands of corporate capitalists, foretold by Marx
and elaborated by Rosenberg and others above,

merits a revised descrip-

tional value. But “eco-
nomic needs” may just
as well be those that are
constructed by the
same agents that pro-
vide their fulfillment.
There are countless
technological inven-

The fightback against psychiatric
drugging and other abuses needs
to be expanded to take on the
profit system from which they
stem.

tion of what had been
known as scientific re-
search. Firstly, the in-
centives to fudge are
eclipsing ethical con-
cerns. More than 15
percent of the thou-
sands of NIH scientists

tions being created for
which the “need” (a.k.a.
“demand”) is manufactured and marketed with
it. Commercials pound at us about our “needs”
for cellular phones that take pictures and down-
load music and the “need” for sufferers of the
newly invented “social anxiety disorder” to take
Paxil. For drug companies, as for any capitalist
firms, “need” is profit and this dictates the di-
rection of research: “[ T]he pharmaceutical in-
dustry is supremely uninterested in finding
drugs to treat tropical diseases . . . since those
who suffer from them are in countries too poor
to buy drugs,” states Angell. While railing
against ACT-UP and other groups that protest
the greed of drug companies, American Enter-
prise Institute resident fellow Roger Bate states,

We are seeing 27 percent fewer companies
working in HIV research than there were six
years ago . .. If they are not making money on
their research, they're unlikely to keep fund-
ing it. .. These drugs will not be like Lipitor,
which made $10.9 billion last year. Compared
to such a blockbuster drug, even the best AIDS
drug will not earn anywhere near that kind of
money.

On the other hand, the profitability of
drugs that treat poorly timed penile flaccidity
has lead to the investment of extraordinary sums
in R&D and marketing. And profit making has
inspired (so far unsuccessfully) attempts to
bridge the “gender gap” in the “sexual dysfunc-
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responding to a recent
survey admitted they
had changed a study’s design or results to sat-
isfy a sponsor. Determining how many fudge
in actuality would require more sophisticated
techniques. Secondly, 13.5 percent of the sci-
entists in the same survey said that they knew
their research designs would not yield accurate
results. Again, these are just the admitted trans-
gressions. Even so, how “scientific” can such
knowledge be? Brian Martinson, one of the
surveys' investigators concludes, “Science has
changed a lot in terms of its competitiveness,
the level of funding and the commercial pres-
sures on scientists. We've turned science into a
big business but failed to note that some of the
rules of science don't fit well with that model.”

Thus, the health care industry, spurred by
the profit-seeking insurance and drug corpora-
tions, has followed the path of other industries
within the capitalist economy. Profits have de-
termined the direction of innovation and re-
search. Each firm has tried to expand its mar-
ket share to survive against the competition.
New products are then built upon or changed
slightly by competitors. Since patents are cen-
tral to their profitability through monopoly pric-
ing, the drug companies patent minor changes
to existing drugs and claim that their new one
works better. Since they control the research,
even to the extent of falsifying evidence, the
pursuit of science is subjected to the calcula-



tions of profit, and their profits allow them to
buy further influence in government.

The Commodification of Care

THE ABOVE-MENTIONED ANALYSTS of techno-
logical innovation primarily referred to com-
modities that were physical goods like cloth-
ing, machines, food, medicines, etc. However
in capitalist societies, not only physical goods
become commodified, but services as well. Marx
wrote, “A service is nothing more than the use-
ful effect of a use-value, be it of a commaodity,
or be it of labor.” Braverman points out that
when the useful effect of labor does not take
the form of an object, but is rather sold directly
to the consumer, the effect of the labor becomes
the commodity, and “[w]hen the worker does
not offer this labor directly to the user of its
effects, but instead sells it to a capitalist, who
re-sells it on the commodity market, then we
have the capitalist form of production in the
field of services.”

Thus, services become commodities that are
produced and sold for profit as well. This has
become increasingly true for health care. It is
now an industry that not only produces medi-
cines, hospitals and dialysis machines, but care.
Care includes surgery, advice, TLC, counsel-
ing, laboratory testing, etc. Some of the care is
aided by computers and other electrical or me-
chanical apparatuses, but all care involves hu-
man labor. The labor is increasingly paid for in
the form of wages and fees, by firms that reap
profits from the labor that they buy. The pro-
viders of that labor, who own no part of these
companies, become proletarianized. That is,
they become workers whose only way to earn
income is to sell their labor power. W hether they
are being compensated well, as are most physi-
cians, or poorly, as are many other health work-
ers, they are, in the last analysis, workers. In the
mental health field the product that is
commodified and profited from consists of the
relief of symptoms, control of behavior, socia-
bility, etc., and is marketed wherever demand
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exists or can be created.

As in other profit-making industries, capi-
talist firms depend upon their workers — phy-
sicians, attendants, nurses, technicians, etc. —
not being paid for the entire value that they cre-
ate by their productive activity. Some of the
value that these workers create goes towards
profits. The value derived from the surplus la-
bor, the portion of their efforts that they are
not paid for, is called surplus value, and is the
source of profit. Thus, what we see in the
commodification of health care and the prole-
tarianization of its workers is in essence the con-
version of “the helping professions” to a capi-
talist industry like any other, assembly lines and
all.

Turning the Tide

THE MORAL OUTRAGE expressed by Thomas
Szasz in 1960 concerning the abuses of psychia-
try resonated with compassionate observers in
the mental health field as well as sociologists
who noted the coercive function of many social
norms. Since then, psychiatry’s abuses have be-
come less visually appalling as medicines have
replaced straightjackets for tools of control.
Medicalized control is not only more conve-
nient; it is also more insidious and tremendously
more widespread. More recent expressions of
outrage such as Breggin's are as justifiable as
were those of the Luddites, who destroyed ma-
chines in the early 1800s. However, those ma-
chines formed the material mode of existence
for the rising capitalist mode of production.
Marx notes, “It took both time and experience
before the workers learnt to distinguish between
machinery and its employment by capital, and
therefore to transfer their attacks from the ma-
terial instruments of production to the form of
society which utilizes those instruments.”
Breggin's well-intentioned pleas for therapy,
empathy, and love to replace drugs, electroshock
and biochemical theories similarly blur the dis-
tinction between the instruments of production
and the form of society which uses them. In
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the mental health field, the fightback against
psychiatric drugging and other abuses needs to
be expanded to take on the profit system from
which they stem.

The treatment of mental disorders is now
part of an industry dominated by corporate capi-
talists engaged in an unbridled rush for profits.
The system of agencies, political institutions,
and laws, serves a class whose morality consists
only in the accumulation of more and more
profits. The capitalist class can be likened to an
addict that requires more and more of the ad-
dictive substance to try unsuccessfully to satisfy
the urge and then pushes it upon others to in-
sure an ever-expanding supply line. Capitalists
can be influenced by persuasion as easily as a
vampire can be convinced to give up its blood-
sucking habit. A stake through its heart, or in
the case of the capitalist system, a radical trans-
formation of that class system, is the treatment
of choice.

The implementation of such a treatment
plan demands organization and associations of
providers and patients — the producers and
consumers of care — in mental health and
health care in general. Some steps in organiz-
ing the providers have already been taken. For
years, “professionalism” has kept health work-

ers from uniting to fight for at least better pay
and benefits. This elitist ideology, promulgated
by their employers, warned doctors, nurses, and
others, not to sully themselves by joining unions.
In the name of being professionals, they did not
challenge employers’ offers, and many remained
underpaid. However, about thirty years ago,
nurses began to organize. As a result 17 per-
cent are in unions now and make respectable
wages — 15.6 percent more than nurses not in
a union. Other health care workers have made
advances in recent decades, but not enough.
There have even been inroads in the unioniza-
tion of physicians.

The ascendant power of capital, especially
since its victory in the “cold war,” makes it a
more formidable opponent to human needs. But
the victims of its commaodification of everything
and proletarianization of everyone in its path
are swelling in numbers here and abroad. A re-
newal of truly helpful mental and physical care
is tied to the success that those billions of people
potentially have in eliminating capitalist exploi-
tation.

Ed. Note: A fully footnoted version will be found on
our website, www.newpol.org

Murray Bookchin, 1921 - 2006

Murray Bookchin, born in the Bronx in 1921, to Russian Jewish parents, was the most important
anarchist thinker of the last forty years. Originally a Communist and then a Trotskyist, he founded
the Libertarian League in the 1950s and became a pioneer of ecological politics and the “liber-
tarian municipalist” strain of anarchism. Active in the civil rights, anti-war and student move-
ments of the 1960s, he wrote the classic pamphlet “Listen, Marxist!” as an attack on the growing

Trotskyist and Maoist influences on the New Left, and on economism, productivism and
authoritarianism in general. In the 1970s he was active in the direct action movement against
nuclear power, and anti-nuclear groups like the Clamshell Alliance were directly influenced by
him. In the 1980s he was active in the incipient Green movement in the U.S. and explicitly
counterpoised his Social Ecology philosophy — most comprehensively laid out in his book The
Ecology of Freedom (1982) — to the Malthusianism of Deep Ecologists such as Dave Foreman.
His legacy is carried on today by the Institute for Social Ecology in Vermont.
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The Democratic Party and the
Future of American Politics

DAVID FRIEDMAN

1. Fiddling While Rome Burns

A FTER SIX YEARS OF THE BusH administra-
tion, euphoria over the election is under-
standable. The Democratic victory has been
rightly interpreted as a referendum on lIraq as
well as a reaction to Republican scandals and
mismanagement of the economy. However, the
winning strategy was to run conservative
Democrats for many seats, and in the flush of
victory, to emphasize collaboration with the
Republicans. No doubt this will continue into
the 2008 Presidential election. People who hope
to transform the Democratic Party into a pro-
gressive vehicle should take note that “their”
party is in fact moving to the right.

Thoughtful people who see beyond the in-
tellectual blinders of party affiliation are becom-
ing aware that things are going terribly wrong
for America and politics-as-usual is not deal-
ing with it. We can see multiple catastrophes
on the horizon: larger wars, resource shortages
and global warming, a growing national debt
and trade deficit, health care and pension sys-
tems in crisis and a working class whose very
livelihoods are under attack. The two-party sys-
tem helps rather than hinders wealthy elites and
powerful corporations to bloat themselves with
riches and plunder the earth.

For most of the liberal and labor left the
central idea has been to “take back the Con-
gress” in 2006 and then “take back the Presi-
dency” in 2008. This is based on the belief that
the Democratic Party is “our party” — albeit a
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party that may need some changes. However,
the actual record of the Democratic Party is one
of complicity, not opposition, and if it is chang-
ing it is in the wrong direction. People who see
only that the Republicans are worse — which
is undeniable — overlook the ideological simi-
larities of the two parties and their collabora-
tion on issues of the greatest importance, such
as the erosion of democracy from the Patriot
Act of 2001 to the Military Commissions Act
of 2006.

2. Congress and the Two-Party System

AN ANALYSIS OF AMERICAN PoOLITICS should
be based on actions and results rather than wish-
ful thinking. We will do a bit of reality testing
by reviewing some important decisions passed
by overwhelming votes in Congress.

The Imperial Presidency

THE CENTRAL THREAT to America’s constitu-
tional democracy is the ascendancy of the Ex-
ecutive branch with its huge bureaucracy, co-
vert agencies, military power and global opera-
tions. Heading this Executive is a President who
possesses more power than any emperor in the
history of the world. As global affairs come more
and more to dominate all other issues, the prin-
ciple of the Imperial Presidency is gaining sup-
port among America’s elites. A very readable
account of this process is Senator Robert C.
Byrd’s book, Losing America, (2004) — an elo-
quent statement on the abdication of the Sen-
ate and the security-based demagoguery and
rush to war in the post-9/11 period.

The Terry Schiavo Bill

IN MARcH oF 2005, members of Congress met
in emergency session to pass a bill backed by
the Bush administration which allowed the par-
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ents of comatose Terry Schiavo to seek a spe-
cial federal court review after normal judicial

When it comes to basic policy, the
two parties seem more like a single
bipolar organism.

processes had been exhausted. This grotesque
attack on the Rule of Law and the Constitu-
tional Separation of Powers cleared the Senate
on a voice vote and passed the House by a late-
night vote of 203 to 58 — an unprincipled dis-
regard of the Constitution to curry favor with
America’s religious right.

The Patriot Act — 2001 and 2006

SHORTLY AFTER 9/11, both houses of Congress
passed the original Patriot Act in a near-unani-
mous vote. This could be attributed to the pan-
icky atmosphere at the time, but no such ex-
cuse exists for the 2006 renewal of the Patriot
Act, a bipartisan decision taken despite years of
abuses by the Bush administration.

On July 14, 2005 the New York Times re-
ported that Democratic Senator Feinstein had
joined with Republican Senator Specter in
sponsoring a bill to make fourteen of sixteen
expiring provisions of the Patriot Act perma-
nent. On February 17, 2006 the Associated
Press reported a Senate vote of 96 to 3 to ex-
tend the expiring provisions of the Patriot Act.

The Military Commissions Act of 2006

THIS BILL, WHICH GUTS THE U.S. CONSTITU-
TIoN and lays the juridical groundwork for an
American dictatorship, passed by a vote of 65
to 34 in the Senate, and 253 to 168 in the
House. The Military Detention Act is not nor-
mal law; in gross disregard of the U.S. Consti-
tution and the norms of civilized society, it wipes
out a centuries-long principle of habeus cor-
pus, gives the Executive branch the power to
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indefinitely detain anyone it determines to have
“purposefully and materially” supported anti-
U.S. hostilities, allows evidence collected
through hearsay and coercion, and immunizes
U.S. officials from prosecution for cruel, inhu-
mane and degrading treatment of prisoners. See,
for example, the September 29, 2006 Washing-
ton Post article by R. Jeffrey Smith, “Many
Rights in U.S. Legal System Absent in New
Bill.” One wonders why the 34 Senators who
voted against this bill did not filibuster. It's hard
to imagine a more important issue on which to
wage an all-out fight.

Immigration and the Border Fence

THE CONTROVERSY OVER ILLEGAL immigrants
has given rise to the most massive working class
demonstrations of recent decades, in an atmo-
sphere of anxiety over the disappearance and
degradation of jobs. The showboating propos-
als in Congress only pit one kind of worker
against another.

Instead of considering jobs programs and
joint economic development projects with
Mexico that could alleviate both illegal immi-
gration and the justified concerns of American
workers, Congress passed a border security bill
that contributes to anti-immigrant xenophobia
and exacerbates relations with Mexico.

On September 29, 2006 the Senate voted
80 to 19 to approve 700 miles of border fence
which would span only a fraction of the U.S.-
Mexico border even if it were actually funded
and built. Meanwhile, the President has called
for a program to import millions of “guest”
workers to satisfy employer desires for cheap
labor. Ironically, much of the opposition to this
idea comes from conservatives in the Republi-
can Party, while leading Democrats support a
guest worker program allegedly sweetened by a
lengthy, punitive and unreliable “road to citi-
zenship.”

Illegal immigration owes much of its re-
cent impetus to massive loss of jobs in Mexico
due to NAFTA, which was passed with Bill



Clinton's support. See Jeff Faux’s book, The Glo-
bal Class War (2006) for a highly educational
account of how NAFTA was approved.

Authorization and Continued
Funding of the Iraq War

ON OcToBER 11, 2002 Congress authorized
President Bush to invade Irag. The vote was 77
to 23 in the Senate, and 296 to 133 in the
House. In both houses, the fatal resolution
passed by more than two-thirds, far exceeding
the simple majority held by Republicans.

On March 16, 2006 the House voted 348
to 71 for an emergency spending package that
included an additional $72 billion for the wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan, bringing the costs of
these wars to many hundreds of billions of dol-
lars.

Senate Confirmation Votes

» Condaleezza Rice by 85 to 13

* Alberto Gonzales, the defender of torture, by
60 to 36

* Chief Justice Roberts and Justice Alito with
no filibusters

HE LACKLUSTER OPPOSITION to Justice

Alito made a farce of earlier claims that
Democrats were avoiding small battles in order
to fight the big ones. The vaunted struggle over
the Supreme Court ended with a whimper. The
consequences could prove catastrophic. In ad-
dition to the right to abortion, forthcoming is-
sues include the ability of Congress to use its
power to regulate interstate commerce for en-
vironmental purposes, and the constitutional-
ity of domestic surveillance and oppressive de-
tention without habeus corpus.

Anti-Consumer Legislation

THE “CLASS ACTION FAIRNESS ACT” OF 2005
passed the Senate by 72 to 26, and the House
by 279 to 149. The “bankruptcy reform bill” of
2005 passed the Senate by 74 to 25, and the
House by 302 to 126.

The Future of American Politics

Support of Israel’s Attack On Lebanon

ON JuLy 20, 2006 the House voted 410 to 8 for
a shameful resolution that unconditionally en-
dorsed Israel’s ongoing attacks on Lebanon and
the Gaza Strip, praised President Bush for “fully
supporting Israel,” and praised Israel for “mini-
mizing civilian loss.” The Senate passed its own
supportive resolution by voice vote.

3. A Conceptual Framework

How IS ALL THIS TO BE INTERPRETED? Some
people try to explain the performance of the
Democrats solely as maneuvering and political
cowardice, of which there is no lack, but more
important is the actual conservatism of the party
leadership, functionaries and big money back-
ers. America’s political elites share a broad bi-
partisan consensus on most major issues; by
objective standards and compared to any other
halfway democratic country, the spectrum of
acceptable ideas is extremely narrow.

The bipartisan consensus includes a com-
mitment to “free market” economics, a drive to-
ward world hegemony, support for a bloated
military establishment, and a chauvinistic con-
cept of American exceptionalism. For some deep
insights on this subject, see Andrew Bacevich’s
books, American Empire (2002) and The New
American Militarism (2005), and Chalmers
Johnson’s Blowback (2000) and The Sorrows of
Empire (2004).

The bipartisan consensus supports the Glo-
bal War On Terror, a slogan that masks an ag-
gressive foreign policy and may lead to a war
with the Islamic world. While alarms ring about
North Korean and future Iranian nuclear weap-
ons, there is little talk of nuclear disarmament
by our own country and other major powers, or
by Israel and the potential tinderboxes of India
and Pakistan.

In short, when it comes to basic policy, the
two parties seem more like a single bipolar or-
ganism. To understand this phenomenon, we
have to think beyond the mechanics and machi-
nations of electoral politics. The essence of a po-
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litical party is the active, organized expression of a
class or sector of society, struggling in a variety of
ways for their social, economic and national goals
and beliefs.

In this deeper sense of “party” America is
governed by one party with Democratic and Re-
publican wings. The two wings are not “the
same” — they have different styles and some-
what different voter bases — but they collabo-
rate in a single system of governance whose pri-
mary allegiance is to the country’s wealthiest
elites and corporations. Because of the differ-
ences there are some benefits to a Democratic
Party victory, such as occasional raising of the
minimum wage, but this doesn't come close to
offsetting the continuing loss of good jobs to
offshoring, the prospect of importing cheap
“guest” labor from Mexico, the disappearance
of pensions and affordable health care, tax ben-
efits for millionaires and billionaires, inaction
on global warming, and the terrible human and
financial costs of war.

The Party of Davos

IN THE GLOBAL CLASs WAR, Jeff Faux observes
that “the politics of the global market reflect a
virtual one-party system.” Faux coins the phrase
“Party of Davos” for the constellation of wealthy
elites and powerful economic and political in-
stitutions that collectively represent the inter-
ests of the global investor class and share in its
prosperity. Davos is a resort in the Swiss Alps
“where managers and agents of the world’s most
important enterprises meet annually among
themselves and with political leaders to discuss
the state of the world. .. .”

The Democratic and Republican parties
with their elected and appointed officials, func-
tionaries, patronage machines and intellectual
defenders, represent the Party of Davos in
American politics and government.

The Cases of Joe Lieberman
and Howard Dean

HowaRD DEAN’'S RAPID TRANSFORMATION
NEW
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from an outspoken critic of the Iraq war and
leading candidate for the Democratic presiden-
tial nomination in 2004, to a party figurehead
and fundraiser illustrates one form of power
wielded by the Party of Davos. In a single bar-
rage of newspaper headlines based solely on the
triviality of a “war whoop” at the end of a speech,
Dean virtually overnight became “non-presi-
dential and unelectable.”

For Senator Lieberman it was the other way
around. Democratic voters rejected him as their
candidate, but with continued funding, respect-
ability and Republican support, he won reelec-
tion as a putative Independent. It is naive to
think that the Democratic Party can be taken
over or moved to the left solely through its of-
ficial structures and primaries. The Party of
Davos doesn't work that way.

4. America Needs a Second Party

ONE OF THE TENETS OF THE BIPARTISAN CON-
SENSUS is that “class war,” including any serious
initiatives that threaten corporate profits or pre-
rogatives, must be avoided at all cost. In reality,
a one-sided class war is being waged unrelent-
ingly by corporations, governments, interna-
tional financial institutions, well-funded think
tanks and the mass media. The offshoring of
jobs, for example, is not due to a natural force;
it is a strategy to maximize profitability, drive
down wages and working conditions, and un-
dermine trade unions.

America needs fundamental changes that
can only be won by mass movements organized
for struggle on many fronts including the po-
litical — a true second party and not just in the
narrow sense of electing people to office. As long
as people depend on saviors from above —
presidents, senators or benevolent billionaire —
they will remain subject to the Party of Davos.
Obviously a credible new party cannot be pulled
out of the air or just declared by a few good
people. It will require support from the rank
and file and leaders of substantial liberal and
labor groups that are currently committed, al-



beit grudgingly in many cases, to the Demo-
cratic Party. Until a foundation is laid and a criti-
cal mass of support achieved, this is a perspec-
tive, a strategy that can give direction to oppo-
sition movements and labor militants, and can
be the basis for steps in that direction.

The Shape of a New Party

WHEN PEOPLE HEAR “NEW PARTY” they tend
to visualize campaigns, candidates, and elected
officials. This is like imagining a building with-
out a foundation, a professional athlete with-
out years of training and development. It as-
sumes that political action must resemble the
mode of operation of the Democrats and Re-
publicans. On the contrary, a party that is to be
an active, organized expression of working
people and progressive movements must be
based on democratic mass organizations and
commitment to developing a new vision and
program for society. A new party should grow
out of existing struggles in which people edu-
cate themselves to understand complex issues
and seek common themes that have broad ap-
peal to the larger public. There are no quick
fixes: electoral victories might be won along the
way, but it will be necessary to pick and choose
those battles.

PDA and the Inside/Outside Strategy

SOME sAY THAT THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY can
be transformed through the power of numbers
and victories in the primaries. More likely, this
would result in the Joe Lieberman phenomenon
on a larger scale. However, a serious effort by
rank and file Democrats to transform their party
requires most of the same tasks as building a
new party and could lay a foundation for the
latter. The most promising development along
these lines is the Progressive Democrats of
America (see their web site at http://
pdamerica.org/index.php). PDA is a movement
organization carrying out public education and
action, not just a cheering section for politicians.
They have a membership structure with the
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capacity for expansion and for building asso-
ciations with “ally” organizations that are not
necessarily in the Democratic Party. There is a
great deal of potential here, if PDA can meet
the challenge of retaining their independence
and energy in the face of Democratic Party pres-
sures and betrayals.

The Green Party

DESPITE ITS INDEPENDENCE, the Green Party
emulates the major parties in ways that are too
serious to ignore. Their chief characteristic is a
candidate-centered electoralism based on cam-
paign committees and small, transient branches
of activists with a one-note strategy of running
as many races as possible.

Internally the Green Party often operates
on the basis of a mushy notion of “consensus”
that is an invitation to manipulation by leaders
and cliques. There is no real membership orga-
nization; for the most part, candidates and their
entourages, together with small circles of loyal-
ists, speak on behalf of uninvolved Green vot-
ers — a familiar pattern in American politics.
The Greens could play a more positive role if
they adopt a serious approach to organization
and seek a fraternal relationship with PDA, in-
stead of viewing them as rivals.

Tikkun/NSP

IT 1S WORTH TAKING NOTE of the Tikkun Com-
munity and Network of Spiritual Progressives,
whose founder and intellectual leader is Rabbi
Michael Lerner. An outgrowth of Tikkun
Magazine, The Tikkun Community is a voice
of progressive Judaism counterposed to the in-
creasingly right wing, Israeli-loyalist positions
of many American Jewish leaders. The Network
of Spiritual Progressives now plays a similar role
as a progressive alternative to the religious right.
TC/NSP are developing a vision, values and an
intellectually serious analysis of issues, and
building membership chapters of people who
share those goals. Lerner is one of the few
prominent people on the left who has had the
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nerve and insight to stand up publicly against
authoritarians of both the left and the right. TC/
NSP is following one of many roads that can
converge on an alternative to the Party of Davos.

Organized Labor and the Religious Right

THE TRADE UNIONS DEPEND EXCLUSIVELY 0N
the Democratic Party for their political voice,
and pump millions of dollars into that vehicle.
Union leaders are not known to the public and
mostly confine themselves to issues of immedi-
ate concern to the trade unions. There is no
network of labor-based newspapers or radio sta-
tions, and little ongoing involvement in the af-
fairs of local communities. Most union mem-
bers do not participate in their locals, with oc-
casional exceptions during contract disputes.
By contrast, the religious right has thou-
sands of congregations that meet regularly,
sponsor community activities and have outspo-
ken pastors, publications, a multitude of right
wing radio stations, and television personalities
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Can a Progressive Democrat Make a Difference?

Running Against Hillary

AN INTERVIEW WITH JONATHAN TASINI

ONATHAN TASINI MADE ENEMIES When he ran
J against Senator Hillary Clinton in New York
State’s September 2006 Democratic primary.
Some liberal Democrats called his effort a quix-
otic and self-referential campaign, one that
would accomplish nothing beyond potentially
harming Clinton’s own political standing. Oth-
ers to Tasini’'s left wrote off his campaign as a
diversion, a way of co-opting critics of neo-lib-
eralism onto a narrow path while draining re-
sources from potentially insurgent third party
efforts. But he also made friends, with still oth-
ers viewing his primary run as a godsend, a
brave stand that thankfully someone was tak-
ing and that offered a chance to vote against
Senator Clinton, her support for the Irag War
and her corporate handlers.

Underfunded, facing a virtual television
news blackout, and with the senator studiously
refusing to debate — something for which both
the liberal, pro-Clinton New York Times and the
pro-Bush New York Post, scored her campaign
— Tasini still attracted 17 percent of the primary
vote, receiving some 125,000 votes statewide.

Tasini, a highly regarded labor writer, eco-
nomic researcher, former president of the Na-
tional Writers Union (UAW), and now president
of the Economic Future Group, a national con-
sulting firm, spoke in late October with New
Politics editorial board members Joanne Landy
and Michael Hirsch. Below is the text of their
interview.

* * *

New Politics: When launching a progressive pri-
mary run against the pro-war, non-progressive and
largely shoo-in Hillary Clinton, what assumptions
did you bring into the campaign? What did you
seek to accomplish? To what degree did you suc-
ceed/fail? What would an infusion of dollars have
let you do that didn't get done, if anything?

JT: There’s no question that this race was the

perfect example of how money corrupts poli-
tics, and also how the media plays a role in de-
ciding who gets heard and who doesn't. | was
often asked, “Am | the Ned Lamont of New
York,” and 1 said, “No, I'm not; I'm not inde-
pendently wealthy, | can't put $12 million of
my own money into a campaign.” We raised
about $225,000. There’s no question that if we'd
had $1 million, we would have done twice as
well. I think we would have gotten 30 to 35
percent of the primary vote, and | simply base
that on the reality that two thirds of the people
said they agreed with me, certainly on the issue
of the war, as well as other issues. And yet two
thirds of the people up until the election didn't
even know | was running. | ascribe these in-
credible contradictions directly to money and
media.

So, having said all that, I feel like we did
extraordinarily well in terms of our goals, which
were: First, to make sure that a pro-war sena-
tor, who's bad on so many other issues, but cer-
tainly on the war, did not get a free pass. To see
that there would be an alternative, and an op-
portunity for voters to vote for somebody op-
posed to the war. And when you get 125,000
votes — that gave people a place to go. And
since then a lot of people come up to me to say
“Thank God I voted for you; it really felt good
to be able to cast a vote.” So that was a small
thing that I think was important. Second, |
think it was important to make sure that the
war was a part of the debate, not just in this
race, but throughout the country.

I wasn't the only anti-war candidate run-
ning. When people asked me if | was the Ned
Lamont of NY, I would say no, I'm the Marcy
Winograd. You may know Marcy, who's a friend
of mine; she ran against Jane Harmon in south-
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ern California, who voted for the war. Marcy’s
someone | met through Progressive Democrats
of America, a schoolteacher. Not like Ned
Lamont, not independently wealthy — and she
got 39 percent of her district’s primary vote. And
there are other people like that. Our goal, as
part of this kind of loose network, was to make
the war a central part of the campaign. | think
that happened to the extent that when the me-
dia did cover it, they talked about the war as the
defining issue. My campaign was about many
more things besides the war; we had a very pro-
gressive economic plan, and so on, but clearly |
could not have run this race without the war.
Clinton is so bad on so many issues, but the
war was supposed to be the motivating factor
for people to vote against her.

| got into this assuming that we would have
enormous support, motivation and energy from
the anti-war movement and | was surprised at
how weak the anti-war movement was, what a
failure they were. They were much more inter-
ested in doing what I consider to be “nice” things
like demonstrations, but not interested in, or
having the skills, the inclination, or the ability
to get down into the political world, and do
what was really needed, which was to confront
somebody at the ballot box.

NP: Do you think that was because their activists
were not accustomed to engaging in political ac-
tion, or because they just didn't want to confront
Hillary Clinton?

JT: I would say yes and yes. And I'll add an-
other thing. Some of them said, “Well, our peace
group is a 501(c)3 tax exempt organization and
the rules of the IRS say that we can't endorse
candidates.” | understand that. But Peace Ac-
tion provides a good example of what can be
done. They prepared a voter guide, which sim-
ply compared our positions, not just on the Iraq
war, but on broader issues of defense and peace,
as well as other issues. And they didn't endorse
me; they were simply informational. And that’s
fine. They handed that guide out in many, many
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places, and | think that was very helpful. If they
had handed out 100,000 of them, that would
have been great. But there are opportunities for
the peace movement. I'm going to be frank:
what I discovered is how much of a paper tiger
the progressive movement is, specifically the
peace movement — that it's got a lot of good
rhetoric, but it's so thin, in terms of its depth
within the community. Yes, they can turn out
people to demonstrations, but how many of
those people end up being part of the move-
ment and staying to build an alternative? I think
that'’s a very hard question.

I think yes, some of them did not want to
confront somebody whom they fear. | found that
throughout the progressive movement, and ul-
timately, and I'm making a generalization —
there’s a section of them — left, liberals,
progressives, however you want to define them,
that want a seat at the table, and want to have
their phone calls returned, and want to be seen
as players.

NP: So if you weren't going to win, they didn't want
to be involved with you.
JT: Right. For some people it was that calcula-
tion. For a segment of the progressive move-
ment, that’s the case, though not for all of it.
But our third goal was to strengthen the
progressive movement, and | think we did ac-
complish that, because it’s continuing. Wher-
ever | went, I talked about how this campaign
does not end on primary day, September 12. It
continues. And we're now working with a vari-
ety of people throughout the state; we have hun-
dreds of people who volunteered for the cam-
paign, we're trying to develop a lasting progres-
sive political network throughout the state. Just
as a small example, | have a whole bunch of
volunteers whom I've been taking up [to
Westchester County] the last few weekends to
canvas for John Hall, in New York’s 19th Con-
gressional District [Note: Musician and activ-
ist John Hall won the district with 51 percent
of the vote.]



NP: You scored 17 percent of the primary vote. That
was far more than your detractors imagined, though
less than your closest supporters had hoped. Yet the
anti-war sentiment among Democrats is far higher
than 17 percent. At bottom, why did so many anti-
war Democrats either sit on their hands or vote for
war-enabling Hillary?

JT: A lot of people who were against the war
didn’'t vote in the primary — it was a very light
turnout, 15 percent or something. [Note: The
exact percentage of registered state Democrats
casting a ballot for Senator was 13.9 percent.] |
think we did as well as we could have, given the
lack of money and media attention. So again,
what | heard from many volunteers was stun-
ning: at the polls, on election day, they'd hand
out a palm card, someone would walk 10 steps,
read it, and turn back, and say “I'm voting for
your guy.” Or, “I didn’'t even know he was run-
ning.” It was a dual response that reinforced
what we knew, which was that we just did not
have the megaphone, and we didn't have the
money. And the media always sort of dealt with
this as a kind of horse race, and didn’t want to
deal with issues.

NP: What about the Working Families Party?*

JT: Their role was negative. | mean, they put
Hillary Clinton on their ballot, which I think
is a travesty. At some point you have to draw
the line. She’s terrible on so many issues — |
mean, she’s for the death penalty, she believes
that NAFTA was a good thing; Rupert
Murdoch is one of her supporters, you just go
down the list. But the war — which now we
know killed 600,000 Iragis, and thousands of
Americans, and the economic costs—how could
a party that's supposed to be progressive, or |
don't know how they define it, put somebody
up who did so much damage to everything that
they stand for? | didn't take this personally —
people know that if I had been in the hall of
the Working Families Party convention and we
were debating this, I would have been one of
the first people to stand up and say, we cannot
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endorse her, it's outrageous.

NP: You spoke at the Working Families conven-
tion, didn't you?

JT: I spoke at a state committee meeting. They
did not have anybody speak at the statewide
convention. Partly because | think they did not
want to give me a platform at the moment they
were debating. There was a lot of manipulation
that went on with this. Unfortunately, it was
not just a straight-up thing. But just on the
position of the Working Families Party. | think
that it's a shame to endorse center-right candi-
dates — | mean, where do you draw the line?
Do you want to be about economic prosperity
and that’s all? I was working with the Working
Families Party, | was on the state committee,
and 1 left to enroll in the Democrats — to run
in the primary. | think that Mike Hirsch raised
some ruckus about that (endorsement policy)
really well. I thought — okay, so — all this has
happened, and then they went and said “As an
anti-war vote, vote for Hillary Clinton.”

NP: Its right out of Orwell, isn't it?

JT: I read that and | thought: “this is unbeliev-
able!” And then Mike [Hirsch] and I and other
people made an issue of it. Not to try to reverse
what they had done, that was a done deal, but
my God, don't try to—that’s disgusting. You
know, it is almost straight out of Orwell, to say
that you should vote for a pro-war person in
order to say you're anti-war! War is peace —
it’s unbelievable!

NP: It’s our impression that Working Families tried
to walk away from that.

JT: Well, they did walk away, and | think thanks
to you (Mike) and a number of people, all the
WFP emails now don't mention her name at
all. They say, vote for Elliot Spitzer (who has
his own problems), but Clinton’s name does not
appear. Somebody else told me they prepared
two different leaflets, that there was a leaflet
prepared for union people that had her name
on it but for the community people, it's not on
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there. So, | think that we were effective, though
we could have achieved more. But it was an
important achievement to prevent Working
Families from giving routine support to Hillary
Clinton.

NP: So what dirty tricks, if any, did you encoun-
ter? What institutional blocks? The two best known
were that refusal to let all candidates address the
NY State Democratic Party convention, along with
the reported pressure on delegates not to defend you.
Then there was the local Time Warner (cable, all
news) station the demurral by NY1, from hosting
a Tasini/Clinton debate because (political director)
Robert Hardt and Time Warner deemed you un-
der-funded since you hadn't raised $500,000 and
were hence nonviable.

JT: Well let’s start with those two. | arrived at
the state convention wanting a simple thing —
just to have a debate about the war. It seemed
incomprehensible that the NY Democratic
Party, in one of the most Democratic states in
the country — would not debate the war. And
yet, they didn't want to. In fact | learned —
maybe I'm naive — that the state Democratic
convention is not actually about having a de-
bate, it’s about having parties and schmoozing.
Don't get me wrong, I'm always the first in line
for a party. But, there’s got to be some content
to it, and we're at war. So | arrived at the con-
vention with 2,500 signatures on a petition ask-
ing that the party pass a resolution that essen-
tially mirrored the legislation that Rep. Jim
McGovern is promoting — to cut off all fund-
ing for the war — HR4232.

So, anyway, | have to be fair: the rules of
the convention state that you have to have 25
percent of the delegates supporting your can-
didacy in order to be nominated and address
the convention. So it wasn't just me that didn't
get a role — Mark Green and Charlie King
[both attorney general aspirants] didn't get to
speak; the only three people who spoke were
Spitzer, Clinton, and Andrew Cuomo. But there
was another issue: was | going to put my name
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in nomination? Had | been nominated, they
would have had to have a roll-call vote, which
would have taken three hours. And | wasn't in-
terested — I knew | wasn't going to get 25 per-
cent, but what 1 wanted to do was to have a
debate about the war. So there was some nego-
tiation that went back and forth, whereby 1
would not place my name in nomination and
in return there would be a debate about the war.
They ended up reneging on that, too, and there
was no debate. They don't believe in actual de-
bate you know, pro and con, and back and forth.
What they did was introduce the resolution, and
then Congressman Jerry Nadler spoke about it.
There was no vote until way at the end, when
everyone was rushing out the door.

So we made some progress. The resolution
they brought forward was much weaker than
the one | brought, but at least it did in some
respects contradict Clinton’s position, which
could be seen as a victory, and the fact that they
were forced to talk, to mention the war, |
thought was an accomplishment.

NP: It’s sad that the fact that if they just talk about
the war it’s an accomplishment.

JT: Itis. It's very, very sad.

Even if it had come to a vote, I'm sure they
could have controlled the delegates. There’s no
doubt that they control all those state commit-
tee people — | saw that. There's so much a de-
sire to be part of the crowd and to not step out.
You see that in organizations in other places —
some people don't want to step over the line
because then, you know, they won't get the fa-
vors, they’ll get opposed the next time they run
for state committee person...so there’s a gen-
eral tendency, let’s follow the machine. So, I'm
sure they could have defeated any anti-war reso-
lution — but why not have a debate? What were
they afraid of? I know the answer: because the
debate would have made clear there were many
Democrats who opposed the war in Irag, and
would have made clear how bad Hillary Clinton
was on the war.



NP: She obviously didn't want to debate.

JT: They wanted no debate at all. Sort of leads
to the NY1 issue and that’s a kind of sad thing,
the price of admission to debate is half a mil-
lion dollars now. And since | had not raised half
a million dollars, NY1 (Time-Warner cable
news channel) said | was not eligible to debate.

NP: That's such a naked statement by the media
that “money talks.” That'’s another accomplishment
of yours, that they were forced to be open about us-
ing such criteria.

JT: It's shocking. It’s interesting that the things
I confronted in the political process are all the
things Americans are disgusted with: the me-
dia controlling the message, the obscene way
that money dictates who gets heard and who
doesn't. The way the machine just roars ahead
and there’s no interest in debating issues. | mean,
I think Hillary Clinton’s a coward, not being
willing to debate me. I think it is going to come
back and haunt her — she’s going to have to
confront the Democratic base out there. She
can't hide if she runs for president. She’s going
to have a primary. She can't do the same thing
she did with me. She’s going to have to stand
side by side with all these other people and have
it out. And I think at that point people will be
clear about how unprincipled she is — and the
fact that she stands for nothing.

NP: You have said you respect Howie Hawkins,
the Green Party candidate for Senate from New
York, but that as a Democrat you cannot back him.
Why not? And how do you respond to the charge
made in Counterpunch by Joshua Frank, and
bruited about in some left circles— that your cam-
paign in effect “distracted the antiwar movement”?

JT: I don't know much about Frank. The posi-
tion | took was, from the very beginning that if
Hillary Clinton did not change her position on
the war, | would not endorse her. And | stuck
to that. I did not endorse her. And | think the
Clinton campaign was quick to harshly say,
“Who cares?” Because they didn't want that to

Jonathan Tasini

get out. There are some people who are urging
me to do a write-in campaign — get people to
write my name in as a protest. I'm not sure
whether that’s worth the time and effort, al-
though certainly people can do that. So, I'm a
Democrat working within Democrats. I'm not
inclined to endorse Hawkins.

NP: Why not urge a protest vote?

JT: Well they could do it — I actually — what
I said is that people should vote their conscience.

NP: Why don't you cast a protest vote for Howie
Hawkins, and ask others to do the same. Hawkins
has pretty much the same positions you do on the
issues.

JT: I don't actually know what he’s calling for
on the war, whether it’s exactly what | do, but
it’s close.

NP: Why not give a protest vote to the Greens? It’s
the only kind of protest vote one can make. When
Crain’s NY Business comes out for Hillary
Clinton, when the Daily News comes out for
Hillary Clinton, when Murdoch comes out for
Hillary Clinton, we need a big protest.

JT: That's why people were talking about this
write-in campaign — I'm trying to get people
to write my name in as a protest vote too. | think
the cumulative vote of that, plus what Hawkins
might get, would be also effective. But — I just
don't know, at the end of the day, whatever num-
ber we're going to roll up, how much of the vote,
once you're out of the Democratic primary, what
does that really mean? What is the number? If
I thought that we could roll up even 35 per-
cent, I'd do it. But frankly my guess is that he'll
be getting 5 percent. [The Nov. 8 preliminary
count, as announced by the NYS Greens,
showed Hawkins garnering 51,538 votes, or
1.22 percent of all votes cast for Senator.]

NP: If somebody were to run as a progressive in
the Democratic Primary and only get 5 percent of
the vote, would you discount that? I'm trying to see
the logic here—if you're saying, well, it makes you
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look weaker than you are. So don't do it.

JT: I think 5 percent in this kind of race in a
Primary, would look pretty weak. I would not
have run if I thought we could only do 5 per-
cent, because |1 do think that makes it look
weaker.

NP: But would you have voted for somebody in the
Democratic Primary if you thought they could only
get 5 percent?

JT: Sure, | would vote for them, in the primary,
sure.

NP: When you say, “I'm a Democrat,” does that
mean that you won't ever support somebody run-
ning against a Democrat, or that you wouldn't do
it right now?

JT: I haven't given much thought to down the
road. Because | was in the Working Families
Party | believe in third-party efforts and | think
that’s a good thing, but if you're trying to change
and take over the Democratic Party, | think that
it’s better to try to do that internally.

NP: But when you're defeated inside the Party, do
you think you still shouldn't go outside?

JT: Yeah — to try to keep fighting the battle
internally, I think that that’s still worth doing.
And | can actually hold two contradictory ideas
in my mind at the same time.

NP: You have to if you're a Democrat.
JT: Yeah, well, that's right.

NP: What do you see as the possibility of trans-
forming the Democratic Party into one that is both
progressive and (small “d”) democratic. What pos-
sibilities do you hold out for third party efforts, on
any electoral level?

JT: I think in local races, like for mayor, city
council, all those kinds of things, it’s more likely
that third party efforts can work — because it’s
a resource issue, it's money, it's capacity. When
Tony Mazzocchi started the Labor Party, | was
at the founding convention in Cleveland, be-
cause | believed that we needed it. It was great.
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But the fact is, the Democratic Party, and the
Republican Party, (1) have a brand name in
people’s minds; (2) have an enormous number
of resources; and that is important in terms of
how do you functionally get out to people. Now
having said all that, I actually think we're at this
crisis point — | guess that we thought this ev-
ery 10 years, we kept saying this — oh, we're at
a crossroads. Every 10 years, going back to the
1970s — where people are just gonna kick the
door down now, it has to happen! | do think
that the corruption is so endemic in terms of
the lies, and people are so pissed off, and we
have basically ten years to solve the global
warming question or it's over. It may be over
anyway. But from what I've read, we have about
ten years to actually stabilize it. The question
of what’s happening with rich and poor, and
jobs and globalization, I think all this is start-
ing to come to a head. Now whether that trans-
lates itself into a third party, or whether that
translates itself into a Democratic Party faction
— where we can really shake it up, I don't know.

NP: Part of the resources the Democrats have are
corporate resources, which undermine what
progressives are trying to accomplish.

JT: Right. One thing | was always in favor of is
public election financing. | think public financ-
ing of elections is crucial; taking that money
out of the system is the best chance we have for
getting a different kind of party. And not just a
different kind of party. Then it becomes pos-
sible, you know, for third party people to run.
One of the good things about New York City,
even if it's not perfect, is its election financing
system. When you run for local office here
there’s the matching program, it encourages
relatively small donations, up to $250, they
match 4 to 1. So actually you can get people
who are just like us, who can actually, if you get
1,000 people to give $250 each, that's a hurdle,
but it’s not insurmountable.

NP: What do you say to the charge that trying to be



“effective” in the framework of the Democratic Party
has historically had a conservatizing effect on
people?

JT: It's a good question. We'll have to see. If
you're just speaking about me personally, | had
a parallel fight in the labor movement where |
don't think it conservatized me — maybe a little
bit — saying the things I believe about the la-
bor movement and got a lot of shit for it. But
when John Sweeney was first elected president
of the AFL-CIQO, | ran against that old regime,
and this is one example. I've been doing this for
years.

NP: The labor movement, even with its layers of
bureaucracy, is not exactly the same thing as the
corporate-dominated Democratic Party.

JT: No, but in both labor and the Democrats
you have to face the machinery. Going to the
state AFL-CIO is very similar to the state
Democratic Party meeting. There’s not a lot of
conflict or debate about issues because there’s a
tendency for leaders to want to have more con-
trol. But you're right, it’s not a one-to-one com-
parison, you bring up a point that is legitimate.

NP: The question is whether it is intrinsic that
rebels will be conservatized by a party dominated
by corporate and professional political interests. Or
are these obstacles that can be transcended? Who
advances most, the progressives or the corporations
and their friends?

JT: To me, there’s not a simple answer to that. |
don’'t know which is going to come first — the
fact that there is this brand, the Democratic
Party, that still means a lot to a lot of people
out there, who could be our people, I think that
a lot of people are desperate for change and feel
horrified on all levels that we probably all agree
about, | think there’s a way of reaching them.
At the same time, | think we should — they're
not mutually exclusive — we should encourage
people to try these other independent avenues.
I've always said third party efforts are impor-
tant.

Jonathan Tasini

NP: What and where was your labor support?
What would it have taken to move labor from back-
ing the politically connected incumbent to support-
ing a progressive insurgent who was not connected
to the party apparatus? What lessons are there for
other insurgent, issue-oriented primary candidates?

JT: 1 didn't have any labor support. There were
a lot of people who hit me with their elbow and
said, “You know, thank God you're doing this,”
but no labor endorsements. Not a single union.
I mean, look at Hillary Clinton’s position on
our issues. And a lot of people both inside and
outside the unions didn't,don’'t know where she
stands. There were great efforts to obfuscate her
actual positions. So when | went into progres-
sive groups — homes, you know, for fundraisers
— and when 1 said she has been on the board
of Wal-Mart, people would gasp. People would
turn to each other — | mean, you could see
people’s minds start to move — | had people
come up to me, Hillary Clinton supporters, and
because of what they heard from me, they’ll
never vote for her again. It's unbelievable. If |
could have done that with 500,000 people |
would have won the election.

But to go back to your point, | think no-
body wanted, no institution wanted to risk their
access and their relationship to support me. Ina
certain way, | don't blame them. | mean, it’s easy
for us, a lot of people who are free-floating, to
criticize, yeah, to be purists about it. And I'm as
purist sometimes as they come. But when you
actually have to, say, get something for your mem-
bers — save a plant from closing, | can see where
that calculation goes in. Some of that calcula-
tion | don't think is legitimate — some of it. |
think it comes back ultimately and it hurts work-
ing people. The whole thing comes back to this,
time and again, to the public financing of elec-
tions. If you took the money out of the system, |
think it would be a different calculus, because
that would make a difference in terms of turf. |
say it would make a difference.

NP: What would public financing do to the two
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parties—would it make them a better operation,
or worse operation?

JT: Well, I think it would make them better
because the elections then would not be about
fundraising, they would be about issues.

NP: Wouldn't the kind of public financing that most
people talk about mean that labor and progressive
organizations also couldn’t contribute to political
parties?

JT: Yes, but we can never compete with corpo-
rate money, ever. Because you're always outspent.
The number’s always 10 to 1 or 20 to 1.

NP: It’s true, you can't raise as much money as the
corporations do, but on the other hand, to build a
really progressive party you would need financial
support from labor and progressive groups.

JT: But the funding wouldn't go to the party, it
would go to building vibrant political opera-
tions. What I'm advocating wouldn't mean
unions were barred from get-out-the-vote op-
erations. That’s different.

NP: But making candidates accountable to a labor
and progressive base — that wouldn't happen if
those groups couldn’t provide party funding.

JT: If I'm running out there and | know that |
have to get X number of votes and | know that
you're at all these places and the labor move-
ment can turn out x-percentage, you want to
be accountable to the labor movement. I've
never had any problem with the labor move-
ment doing what it should be doing, which is
getting its members out to vote for the right
people.

NP: In Europe, where you have historically labor-
based parties, it’s our impression that their money
is as important as their turn-out-the-vote efforts.

JT: Well, I've always thought that where our
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side is effective is in mobilizing people. Corpo-
rations don't have the people — they have the
money. We, in theory — this is all theoretical,
if the labor movement was healthy as it should
be — the body is the people, the voters. So you
know, if you take the money out, but don't take
the ability of turning out voters, which corpo-
rations can't do — it’s not, they don't have a
base — then we are in pretty good shape.

NP: Because their strong suit is dollars, while ours
is numbers.

JT: Right.

NP: The question is, if you take out the ability of
progressives to finance their own politics, would
that disable them from building up a rebel party?

JT: 1 don't think so. My gut, my hunch would
be no.

* The Working Families Party operates nominally as a
third party in several states, but chiefly in New York,
largely as a leftish pressure on elected Democrats. It
functions electorally courtesy of state laws allowing “fu-
sion” or cross-endorsing and slating other parties’ can-
didates. Modeled after the old American Labor Party
and the now defunct Liberal Party and comprising af-
filiated community-based organizations, unions and
members of local chapters and clubs, it has on occasion
endorsed Republicans — especially those with strong
pro-labor voting records — using such support as le-
verage to enact progressive legislation. In scattered cas-
es it runs or supports independents whose candidacies
it considers “viable.”

In the 2006 general election, as in previous elec-
tions, the WFP’s statewide candidates were the same
as those put up by the Democrats, and it won some
125,000 votes for Democratic gubernatorial candidate
Eliot Spitzer onits line, guaranteeing it continued state-
wide ballot access for the next four years.

A Nov. 7 ballot initiative in Massachusetts, backed
by the local WFP and some unions and that sought to
amend the state constitution to allow fusion endorse-
ments — the party’s hope being to duplicate the New
York operation — was defeated.



More War, No Debate: Progressives Give

Clinton a Free Pass
HOWIE HAWKINS

1,2,3,4,

Clinton voted for the war!
5,6,7,8,

That was not a real debate!

HAT WAS OUR CHANT ouTsIDE WABC
TSTUDIOS on October 22 as incumbent
Senator Hillary Clinton and her Republican
challenger, John Spencer, debated how to con-
tinue the U.S. occupation of Irag. As the Green
Party candidate, | called for immediate with-
drawal but was excluded from the debate. The
League of Women Voters considered me a
“bona fide” candidate because | was running a
serious statewide campaign and had demon-
strated support of at least 5 percent in a Zogby
poll they had commissioned. The League had
withdrawn sponsorship from the debate because
I had been excluded. Some of the media foot-
noted their debate coverage with a mention of
the League’s withdrawal and my candidacy, but
the media did not say | was the anti-war alter-
native to Clinton and Spencer.

When Bill and Hillary Clinton emerged
out the front door of WABC studios, the chant-
ing immediately turned into heartfelt boos from
the Green protesters. Bill and Hillary put on
smiles for the cameras and waved at us across
the police barriers as if we were supporters. They
moved right down the block to the barricades
containing the Clinton supporters. About 25
reporters waddled out behind them in single
file, like baby turkeys following their mother
turkey across a road. | felt like the ugly duck-
ling trying to get the baby turkeys to accept me,
too. But all they wanted was a chance to ask

Howie HAWKINS is a Teamster and Green Party activist
in Syracuse, New York.

the celebrity candidate, Hillary Clinton, a ques-
tion. She didn't oblige. After briefly greeting
and shaking a few hands across the barricades
containing the Clinton supporters, she and Bill
jumped into a huge, tinted glass SUV and sped
away.

That scene sums up my anti-war campaign
against pro-war Clinton. More war, no debate
— not in the Senate debates, not in the media
coverage.

A Green Campaign for Ballot Status
and the Anti-War Vote

THE GREEN PARTY OF NEW YORK STATE was
unanimous from the start that they would run
a candidate against Hillary Clinton for U.S.
Senate in 2006. The New York Greens pro-
moted their whole statewide slate for Gover-
nor, Lt. Governor, Attorney General, and
Comptroller as well as U.S. Senator as the
“Peace Slate.” An antiwar challenge to pro-war
Clinton was sure to help the Greens achieve
their practical objective in the election: an au-
tomatic ballot line for the next four years by
winning at least 50,000 votes for our guberna-
torial ticket.

If ballot access was a practical party-build-
ing goal, the goal that inspired passion in Greens
was the opportunity to give voice to the anti-
war majority of New Yorkers in a nationally
high-profile race against pro-war Clinton, the
presumptive front-runner for the Democratic
presidential nomination in 2008. The Greens
also knew they stood with the majority of New
Yorkers against Clinton in their advocacy for a
single-payer universal health insurance plan;
large-scale public investment in an emergency
transition from fossil and nuclear fuels to clean,
renewable energy sources; abolition of the death
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penalty; legalization of same-sex marriage; and
other issues.

I was ready to campaign hard to win a no-
ticeable antiwar vote and a ballot line for the

Grassroots campaigns in
smaller districts is where the
Greens should concentrate
their energies now.

Greens. However, a Zogby poll released on May
30 found that in a race between Clinton and an
“unnamed anti-war candidate,” Clinton would
only receive 38 percent to the antiwar
candidate’s 32 percent, with 21 percent “not
sure” and only 10 percent for “someone else.”
An antiwar candidate was apparently within
striking distance of Clinton. It hit me like a ton
of bricks. Now I felt responsible to the antiwar
majority in New York for turning our grassroots
campaign with its shoestring budget into a se-
rious antiwar challenge to Clinton.

After the Zogby poll at the end of May,
the rest of the campaign was a mad dash around
the state from event to event trying to drum up
funds, volunteer campaigners, and media cov-
erage. | still had to work my four-hour night
shift unloading freight at UPS, so sleep was
neglected. At news conferences around the state
in the first weeks of the campaign, | cited the
Zogby poll and brazenly declared, “On three of
the federal policy issues of most concern to New
Yorkers — the war, health care, and energy —
the majority of New Yorkers agree with me, not
Hillary Clinton. If the New Yorkers vote for
what they want, | will be the next Senator from
New York.” But few reporters came to the news
conferences.

Grassroots Campaigning
on a Shoestring Budget

HAMMERING AWAY ON THE ISSUES in about 80
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media releases, a dozen news conferences, and
scores of house parties and speaking events
yielded very little coverage from the big media.
What little major media coverage there was of
the Clinton race in the spring and summer fo-
cused on her Democratic anti-war challenger,
Jonathan Tasini. Tasini’s result in the Septem-
ber 12 Democratic primary was encouraging.
With just over $100,000 raised and little name
recognition, Tasini received 125,000 votes for
16 percent. We hoped Tasini supporters would
vote Green in the general election.

The media was more interested in horse
races than issues and Clinton was ahead of
Spencer by 40 to 50 points in the polls. On
October 10, I finally did show up in the polls,
but the media did not find it newsworthy. Zogby
International released the only poll to include
Green candidates. The poll found me with 21
percent support among independents. That
translated into over five percent of all voters
based on party enrollments. The poll did re-
lease the overall figure for the Green candidate
for governor, Malachy McCourt, which was five
percent. He had 14 percent among indepen-
dents. If the ratio of support for McCourt be-
tween all voters and independents held for me,
I would have had 7.5 percent support among
all voters. With about 5 million voters expected
in the general election, that would have been
about 375,000 votes.

My campaign had not caught fire as the
massive anti-war electoral insurgency that we
had hoped for in the spring, but it was, accord-
ing to the Zogby poll, receiving more support
than any Green had ever received in New York
and more than any independent progressive
candidate for U.S. Senate had ever received in
New York.

Election Day Results

WHEN THE RESULTS CAME IN 0n election night,
the Greens improved only slightly on their 2002
vote. The initial canvass of votes reported the
night of the election had me receiving 52,010



votes. The previous Green votes for U.S. Sen-
ate were 14,785 for Joel Kovel in 1998, 40,991
for Mark Dunau in 2000, and 36,942 for David
McReynolds in 2004.

The Greens' gubernatorial ticket of
Malachy McCourt for Governor and Alison
Duncan for Lt. Governor only received 40,729
votes, well short of the 50,000 needed for a bal-
lot line. The previous Green totals were 41,792
for Stanley Aronowitz and Jennifer Daniels in
2002 and 52,533 for Al Lewis and Alice Green
in 1998. The other statewide Green candidates
did better. Rachel Treichler for Attorney Gen-
eral received 57,564 votes and Julia Willebrand
for Comptroller received 108,030 votes, which
was 3 percent of the total.

The New York Green results were in line
with most Green results around the country —
one to two percent in statewide races. An ex-
ception was the Greens' candidate for Gover-
nor in Illinois, where Rich Whitney received
11 percent of the vote, the most for a third party
candidate in Illinois since 1920. In local races,
the Greens elected 40 candidates. One notable
trend was the wins in black majority constitu-
encies, including eight DC Statehood Green
Party candidates to Neighborhood Advisory
Commissions in Washington DC and Gayle
McLaughlin’s election as Mayor of Richmond,
California, where three-fourths of the 103,000
residents are black, Latino, or Asian. There are
now over 250 elected Greens in local office.

Exit polling in New York and across the
country showed that the antiwar vote went to
the Democrats. Six out of 10 voters were against
the war nationally. Antiwar views were stron-
ger in New York. Edison Mitkofsky, exit poll-
ing for the National Election Pool, found that
72 percent of New Yorkers disapproved of the
war in Irag and only 27 percent approved. Bush’s
approval ratings in New York were 74 percent
disapprove and only 24 percent approve. New
Yorkers voted for the Democrats to oppose Bush
and the war. New Yorkers had voted for the cen-
tral Green platform plank on the Democratic

Progressives Give Clinton a Free Pass

line.

The Democratic victories were a vote of no
confidence in the Bush administration and op-
position to the war in Irag, not so much a vote
for the Democrats, because they didn't present
a coherent alternative on the war. We never ex-
pected much quality coverage from the corpo-
rate media, although we had hoped for more
and better than we got. We also had hoped that
the peace movement and other social move-
ments would get behind our campaign. While
we got most of our supporters from grassroots
activists in these movements, their leaderships
gave Clinton a free pass. It quickly became clear
that the movement leaderships figured Clinton
was unbeatable and put their energy into elect-
ing Democrats to Congress in New York. For
example, Peace Action did not print up their
usual Voter Guide for the Senate race in the
general election.

Working Families for
Corporate Lawyers

AFTER THE DEMOCRATIC PRIMARY, Jonathan
Tasini refused to endorse Clinton, or me. In-
stead he called upon his supporters to “vote their
conscience.”? Asked to respond, Clinton spokes-
person Howard Wolfson had two words: “Who
cares?” A strong Green vote might have made
the Democrats care and, more importantly, in-
spired a resolutely independent opposition to
the war and corporate politics in the anti-war
and progressive movements. But the “profes-
sional progressives” who staff and lead the
unions and big peace, environmental, women'’s,
civil rights, gay, and community organizing
groups had no intention of breaking with
Clinton and the Democrats. Institutionalized
progressivism is co-opted into service of the
corporate-dominated Democratic Party coali-
tion by the material benefits that flow through
social and organizational networks from Demo-
cratic administrations to the professional
progressives. The benefits include funding from
Democratic administrations and corporate lib-
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erals and their foundations, as well as career
opportunities in Democratic administrations
and the foundations, think tanks, and political
action committees that ally with the Democrats.

While most of the progressive organiza-
tions were passive and did not actively campaign
for Clinton, the political party of the profes-
sional progressives, the Working Families Party,
did actively support Clinton. The party nomi-
nated Clinton over Tasini by a 94 to 6 percent
vote at their state convention in May, where
weighted votes carried by staff and leaders from
affiliated unions, ACORN, and Citizen Action
overwhelmed the pro-Tasini local chapters.
Working Families spent between $500,000 and
$1 million, much of it from Democratic politi-
cians, on getting progressives to “vote your val-
ues” by voting for the pro-war corporate law-
yers, Clinton and Spitzer, on the Working
Families line. Spitzer gave Working Families
$250,000 and recorded a robo-call that most
Greens, among others, received.* Carl McCall,
an African American politician who had been
the Democrats’ 2002 gubernatorial candidate,
robo-called black voters. Pete Seeger robo-
called peace voters.

A $25,000 mass mailing the week before
the election featured Seeger, Michael Moore,
and Cindy Sheehan urging voters to “Send a
Message. Start To Bring the Troops Home. Vote
on the Working Families Party line.” The mail-
ing was controversial because Cindy Sheehan
had endorsed the Greens’ Hawkins for U.S.
Senate and McCourt for Governor. Sheehan
promptly issued a statement reiterating her en-
dorsements of Hawkins and McCourt. “That’s
the strategy followed by Ralph Nader, and it
brought us George Bush,” Daniel Cantor, the
executive director of the Working Families
Party, told the New York Sun, adding that
Sheehan had given her permission to use her
likeness and a quote he drafted for her.5 Cantor
had pitched the idea to Sheehan as a way to
support anti-war Congressional Democrats
running in New York. The actual flyer made
14 =
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no mention of the Democratic/Working Fami-
lies congressional slate. The ballot image on the
flyer had Spitzer circled.

For all the money expended, the Working
Families vote for each of the statewide Demo-
crats was between 122,000 and 127,000, a mod-
est improvement over 91,000 votes for Demo-
crat McCall on their line in 2002. The Work-
ing Families vote was not recorded in any of
the television or newspaper reporting, but was
folded into the Democratic candidates’ totals.
Democratic insiders will look at the number,
but it was not a publicly visible message.

Working Families claims to be pressuring
the Democrats to move to the left. In practice,
they tail the corporate wing of the Democratic
Party. Nominating Clinton over Tasini is one
example. Another example is the trajectory of
the Working Families Party and its affiliate or-
ganization, Citizen Action, with respect to
health care. Before the Clintons rejected na-
tional health insurance in 1993, Citizen Action
was leader in the movement for a single payer
health insurance system. In New York, it had
been central to the coalition that persuaded the
state Assembly to pass a single payer bill, though
it failed to pass the state Senate. Since 1993,
Citizen Action, now joined by Working Fami-
lies, has followed the lead of the Clintons and
the other corporate Democrats in supporting
reforms that reinforce the private health insur-
ance system by expanding private coverage to
uninsured groups through government man-
dates and subsidies. Far from pressuring the
corporate Democrats, Working Families and
Citizen Action are integral to their dominance
by serving to co-opt progressives into support-
ing the agenda of the corporate wing of the
Democratic Party.

No Short Cuts for the Greens

IN THE AFTERMATH OF THE 2000 PRESIDEN-
TIAL ELECTION in which the Democrats blamed
Green presidential candidate Ralph Nader for
their loss of the presidential race, a faction of



the Greens sought to appease progressive lead-
ers by running a so-called “safe states” campaign
in 2004 where the Green nominee would not
campaign in the states where the race was close
in order to not hurt the Democratic candidate’s
chances. Although probably not supported by
the majority of rank and file Greens, the na-
tional Green Party did nominate a safe-states
candidate, David Cobb, in 2004.% In the end,
the attempt by the national Green Party to ap-
pease progressive movement leaders has done
nothing to diminish the attacks on the Greens
as “spoilers.” The Greens are going to have to
make their case for independent politics as the
most effective way to advance a progressive
agenda directly to movement activists and the
broader voting public over the heads of the pro-
fessional progressives who staff and lead the
progressive organizations that ally with the
Democrats.

The Democrats may control the House and
the Senate now, but they show no inclination
to initiate substantial changes in U.S. foreign
or domestic policy. The issues will remain and
the Greens’ platform will remain relevant. A ce-
lebrity presidential candidate would give the
Greens a better chance of getting their platform
into the media and public debate. But celebri-
ties who share the politics of the Greens and
are willing to stick their necks out, like an Al
Lewis, a Malachy McCourt, or a Ralph Nader,
are very rare. In most races for higher office,
the Greens are going to have to settle for the
time being for base-building campaigns that
raise the issues and recruit new activists, but have
little prospect of winning the office. Local races
are another matter. The Greens can compete
with the corporate-sponsored candidates by
grassroots campaigns in smaller districts. That
is where the Greens should concentrate their
energies now.

The Green vote in 2006 in New York dem-
onstrated a modest increase in their core base.
Most of the Tasini primary vote and the peace
vote — the majority of New Yorkers — went to

Progressives Give Clinton a Free Pass

Clinton and the Demaocrats. My Senate race
showed how difficult it is to win those voters
over to an independent challenge to the two-
party system of corporate rule in a large-scale
campaign for federal office. The media ignored
us. The corporate parties overwhelmed us with
their money. However, the campaign was still
worth doing. We reached thousands of voters
through campaign meetings, mostly local ra-
dio and TV appearances, and newspaper articles.
We will be able to bring some of those people
into the Green Party as active members.
However, to expand that base of indepen-
dent Green voters significantly, the Greens are
going to have to rededicate their organizing to
building strong local chapters that can engage
progressive activists and voters in their own
communities. Over the last decade, as the Green
Party has focused more on electoral politics, the
original base of membership locals that was built
up in the 1980s and early 1990s has withered.
As state Green parties achieved ballot status and
conformed to state election laws, dues-paying
membership locals gave way to county and state
committees composed largely of self-selecting
activists who pass petitions among Green en-
rollees to secure their positions. Voting in state
committees and conventions is not based in too
many cases on election by and accountability
to an ongoing local organization. In New York,
the Greens tried to maintain the old locals as
Green political clubs separate from but support-
ing the formal committee structure required by
the state Election Law. But the locals have de-
clined and the energy has mostly gone into the
state committee. The Greens need to revisit
their structure. In New York, it would be per-
fectly legal to base the state committee on some
combination of Green enrollment and paid
membership in each county. This would create
an incentive for the local county organizations
to reorganize and recruit paid members, which
would strengthen the state party at the
grassroots and financially. More importantly, it
would strengthen the Green Party at the local
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level where it is best positioned at this point to
win new support, lead issue campaigns, and elect
Greens to municipal councils and mayorships.

NOTES

1. See “New York’s Anti-War Majority Can Elect an
Anti-War Senator,” Statement of Howie Hawkins,
Green Party nominee for U.S. Senate, outside the mil-

June 1, 2006. The text and a video of the presentation
can be found at www.hawkinsforsenate.org. All of the
campaign’s media releases, news coverage, and litera-
ture are archived there.

2. The day before the election, Tasini sent an email
message to his supporters and posted it on his web-
site telling them how to write in his name for U.S.
Senator. The statement is at Tasini's web site:
www.tasinifornewyork.com.

itary recruiting center at Times Square, New York City,
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Socialists, Democrats and Political Action
It’'s the Movements that Matter

MICHAEL HIRSCH

The following is a slightly expanded text of remarks
given at a pre-election debate on the topic, “Is a
Progressive Democratic Party Possible.” Michael
Hirsch, representing the Democratic Socialists of
America, spoke for the affirmative, as did Al
Ronzoni of Progressive Democrats of America. The
negative argument was given by Howie Hawkins
of the New York State Green Party and Danny
Katch of the International Socialist Organization.
The event was held at New York City's Judson
Memorial Church on Nov. 3, 2006.

Y EARS BACK, THE LEFT WAS RIVEN Over two
intractable questions: “What is the class
nature of the Soviet Union?” and “Should radi-
cals work to realign the Democratic Party?”
Well, today we're down to one question.

That'’s some sort of progress.

The question before the house tonight is
this: Isa Progressive Democratic Party Possible?
At the risk of having you, the audience, think
you were invited under false pretenses, | want
to say that that is the wrong question. Of course
it’s possible to turn the party left. So is making
the Green Party the second party in America.
With advances in gene splicing, even pigs could
fly.

What either effort needs to do is take the
fight to the center-right neo-liberals — the bloc
that controls the Democratic Party now.

So the debate is over what electoral path
has the fewest diversions. It’s over where those
who want to bring the various progressive move-
ments for social change together in a coherent
anti-corporate fight can situate themselves to

MICHAEL HIRSCH is a New York-based labor writer and
a member of the New Politics editorial board. He serves
on the national political committee of Democratic So-
cialists of America.

do that best. Where is the electoral location
where neo-liberalism and global capitalist poli-
tics can be defeated or at least beaten back?
Tonight you will probably hear multiple
stories about how awful are the Democrats. |
imagine I'll agree with most of them, and add a
few, too. That’s not what'’s in contention. What
is up for debate is what political work in the
electoral arena makes sense for the left now.

O MY FIRST PROPOSITION IS: It doesn't mat-

ter so much if we succeed or fail in moving
the Democratic Party left; it’s the fight against
the neo-liberals and the outcome of the fight
that counts. The fight has to be taken to the
neo-liberals, and it can only happen in the first
instance in a cooperative relationship between
the left and the better forces inside the party.
And these forces — largely the social move-
ments and the liberals — can't now find their
electoral expression through what is called “in-
dependent political action.” That formulation
valorizes an abstract independence — a third
party — at the expense of stressing where po-
litical action has taken and does take place, ir-
respective of our wishes.

Proposition 2: What inhibits the Demo-
cratic Party from being an anti-corporate op-
position party are precisely the weaknesses of
the social movements. Those weaknesses will
hamstring any third party effort, too, unless the
social movements grow.

Absent “street action” then, it’s careerism
that will predominate, whether in the Demo-
cratic Party or in any left alternative that as-
pires to be more than a sect or a fraternal asso-
ciation. It'll be the influence of big money and
the agenda setting by parochial institutional
players that will matter. It will be staff domina-
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Movements that Matrter

tion, the capacity of electeds to go off on their
own, and the influence of campaign consult-
ants and professional fundraisers that will shape
what the party says and does.

So it is the fate and the fortunes
of the movements, not the web
spinning of the parties, that
matter most.

No third party is immune to these influ-
ences, especially if there isn't a fired-up social
movement watching what its political represen-
tatives do. Absent those movements, the minute
a third party looks as if it may be in a position
to elect more than a handful of candidates is
the minute the jackals descend.

The goal of the left is about confronting
class power, about wealth redistribution, about
neutralizing the state if not actually making it
partisan and user friendly. It’s about a more-
inclusive ideology that reflects and reinforces a
politics of class struggle. So it is the fate and
the fortunes of the movements, not the web
spinning of the parties, that matters.

Proposition 3: No matter how often the
term independent politics is incantated, poli-
tics is about coalition building as much as it is
base building. Anything a third party can do
can be done better and easier in alliance with
the center-left of the Democratic party. And
that electoral alliance for good or ill will hap-
pen whether it's cobbled together before an elec-
tion — the U.S. model — or after an election,
as is the case in nations such as Germany and
Italy with multi-party systems.

We all know the institutional impediments
to third party efforts in the U.S. There’s “first
past the post voting,” winner-take-all elections.
There’s no preferential voting, no instant run-
off voting, no proportional representation.
There are capricious and restrictive state-by-
NEW
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state ballot access laws. There's the lack of pub-
lic financing — New York City has it (at least
for local elections), but who else does? There’s
the cold reality that only seven states allow
cross-party endorsements. These roadblocks
won't be removed easily. And a movement that
CAN get those changes enacted — and they
should be enacted — is a movement that can
take over a major party, too.

So instead of asking “is it possible” — and
Howie Hawkins's and my generation was the
one that insisted we “be realistic and demand
the impossible,” — a better way to frame this
debate and our differences is to ask: how best
can movements for social change express them-
selves electorally in the present period? Where
is the terrain on which social and economic jus-
tice movements — of feminism, ecology, anti-
war, labor, anti-sweatshop efforts, and the battle
against white nationalism — can find a politi-
cal expression and seek commonalities?

If we don't know that, then working inside
or outside of the Democratic Party is a matter
of consumer choice. | would call it a matter of
individual taste, but that phrase. used by
Molotov about fascism to justify the Hitler-
Stalin pact, still has nasty connotations.

Final proposition: The marginalizing of the
Congressional progressive caucus, the lack of a
genuine, militant opposition party in Congress
and the pathetic Democratic response so far to
the 30-year corporate offensive is the outcome
of corporate advances, not its cause. That means
leaders of movements can't be swayed to aban-
don the coalitions they operate in now, because
the alternative — political irrelevance — is worse.

Consider the labor movement. The unions
— and historian Paul Buhle and others have
written extensively on just how insular and badly
led those movements were — could not break
with the Democrats institutionally. Certainly
not since the 1930s, a decade after the demise
of the last labor party initiatives and after the
industrial union movement and the Commu-
nists threw in their lot with the New Deal.



Yes, the unions could have asked for more
in the succeeding years. They could have acted
as critics of the Cold War in the 1940s, as op-
ponents of McCarthyism in the 1950s, and as
social unionists in the 1960s, as welcomers and
not opponents of black liberation and feminism
— and not wait until labor’s back was against
the wall to discover they had allies. But no
amount of suasion or hectoring or appeal to
ideals could have built a labor party at any time
in the last 50-70 years. That’s a sad reality radi-
cals can't change, no matter how passionate the
appeal to ideals.

And, to the degree that politically active
unionists and shop stewards, black community
leaders and feminists are involved politically, it's
as Democratic Party activists. It's not a lack of
courage that keeps these activists tied to exist-
ing political networks. These folks do not see
an alternative electoral expression, and not
housing one is not an alternative. Insisting on
one risks alienating friends for whom politics is
not an avocation or an ideological jaunt, but an
arena of struggle.

When and if that ceases to be true — and
it can only be true after the movements grow,
are reconstituted and put up a fight — then an
alternative party could be viable. It's not a pole
of attraction now.

RITICS OF DEMOCRATIC PARTY work re-

fer to it as a “corporate” party, something
the social movements, especially the unions need
to “break from.” | fondly remember the old radi-
cal slogan, “No to the Elephant, No to the Ass;
Build a party of the working class!” Well, noth-
ing is that instrumental.

The Democratic Party is barely a party; it's
a series of shifting coalitions in 50 state organi-
zations and some 3,000 U.S. counties. In many
states, the center-right controls it. In city and
county politics, real estate and banking inter-
ests dominate the local councils. But that doesn't
make it a corporate party.

What | want to argue is that the Demo-

Movements that Matrter

cratic Party is controlled by a center-right bloc
that effectively freezes out the left. Just as the
GOP can command more resources and media
than can the Democrats, the party’s center-right
has access to corporate giving that can be
trumped only by the kind of popular upsurge
that will likely be seen in miniature next week
in the voting that takes control of Congress away
from the far- right. The goal is to reshuffle the
cards, creating a center-left coalition that can
pose on an electoral level what the movements
pose in the streets and in the workplaces. That’s
what needs to be done.

Yes, there is no question that the policies
of the Democrats are in the main pro-corpo-
rate. But so are the policies of most unions.
Unions don't want to destroy the corporations;
they want to tame them. It’s we socialists who
want to destroy them, and we should — the
problem is, we don't have a lot of friends help-
ing.

Neither is it purely the fault of a wily
Democratic Party poised to co-opt movement
leaders. That's a wrong reading of the dynamic.
NARAL, which backs Republicans, too, is not
co-opted; it simply pursues too narrow an
agenda.

The labor movement is not co-opted into
the Democratic Party. Its sins are its own.

And we should be clear about just what are
those sins. Working with Democrats and get-
ting too little in return is a problem, not a sin.
It's a symptom of weakness, not a cause. Take
for example what the teachers unions are doing
in this election cycle — 1 offer it only because
as public sector workers whose bosses are in ef-
fect public officials — teacher unionists must
have an electoral game face. They're also fight-
ing state-level issues like the “65 percent solu-
tion.” That’s a particularly nasty scam that, un-
der the guise of directing at least 65 cents of
each dollar in school funding toward classroom
instruction, fails to boost funding overall; it just
calls for a specific ratio of funding to the class-
room. No surprise that the unions and PTAs
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say such measures are zero-sum gains that
would mean cuts in every other school program.

And on the federal level, fully funding the
No Child Left Behind law and providing fed-
eral college grants and loans mean Congres-
sional elections are critical, too.

Is it co-optation to understand why in
Ohio, the state Federation of Teachers contrib-
uted $20,000 to Rep. Ted Strickland’s guber-
natorial race? In part it's because he’s been a
strong supporter of early-childhood public edu-
cation. That and the fact that his opponent is
Republican nominee Ken Blackwell, Ohio’s sec-
retary of state and the man who stole the 2004
presidential election for George W. Bush.

Is this really a stretch to understand why
the unions would want to ice Blackwell? Or why
even NARAL — now little more than a single-
issue, one-dimensional pressure group — would
cut a deal with New York State Republican
Majority Leader Joe Bruno to endorse his
party’s endangered incumbents?

My argument has been that the fight over
the Democratic Party’s direction is the only con-
sistently progressive form electoral politics can
take in this period. Electoral politics, or reform
politics is— with notable exceptions — Demo-
cratic Party politics, and Green politics is pro-
test politics.

Sometimes you need to protest, and when
neo-liberals hold the whip-hand, protest is not
just honorable; it is necessary. When both Crain’s
New York Business and Rupert Murdoch’s NY
Post endorse Hillary Rodham Clinton, it's time
for a protest vote.

But protest voting is the exception, not the
rule.

| don't just say that the fight is in the party.
The neo-liberals recognize it, too. Rahm
Emanuel and Chuck Schumer used their
Democratic leadership campaign committee
funds like hammers to pound back progressive
primary candidates in this election round, and
not because their own chosen centrist candi-
dates were more electable. They know the fight
120 =
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is in the party. Why don't we?

Yes, the Democratic Party routinely breaks
our hearts and our hopes and our spirit as its
neo-liberal leaders grease the skids for global
capitalism to victimize whole populations and
exploit working people around the world. They
vote for measures that increase income inequal-
ity and facilitate financial plundering, front for
corporate interests, play their own part in mak-
ing political discourse classless and shallow, and
vie to be the more rational purveyors of an irra-
tional social system.

And I'm probably as annoyed as are any of
you by the be-true-to-your-school Democratic
Party pom-pom waving from the liberal
blogosphere, the typists who know everything
about political intrigue and nothing about so-
cial relations.

ET ME CLOSE Wwith some observations on

what 1 think are hopeful political signs for
change in the party.

Matt Gonzalez's independent run for San
Francisco mayor — in a city that has nonparti-
san elections — was something Democratic So-
cialists of America supported actively. And I'm
proud we did. And since the end of the Jonathan
Tasini Senate primary campaign, I've been urg-
ing a vote for Howie Hawkins — and I'll con-
tinue doing so unless he pisses me off tonight.
[Note: He did not!!']

But these are the welcome exceptions. Mean-
while things are happening at the grass roots of
the party. The Wellstone Clubs in California are
creating an institutional base for an anti-corpo-
rate offensive and are a reflection of the union
power that led to the defeat of Gov. Schwarzeneg-
ger’s ballot proposals last November.

In Massachusetts, the Mass Alliance and
Neighbor to Neighbor identify progressive pri-
mary candidates in districts where they can ac-
tually win. As a result, the progressive group of
legislators in the State House went from a tiny,
embattled and marginalized group to what one
observer called in a private letter to me “a sig-



nificant power block, whom the new Speaker had
to include in his coalition to get elected, and who
in consequence have better access to power, some
significant committee chairmanships, etc.
“There’s also the downside,” this writer notes.
“They have become subject to, and sometimes
vulnerable to, the kind of arm-twisting that the
leadership expects to use on its allies.”

I would call that a better problem.

Just as | would call Democratic control of
the U.S. House and Senate a better problem.

In New York, the Working Families Party
is poised to be the third largest party in the state,
and at a time when it isn't likely the Greens will
even win their ballot position back. Some of us
in WFP couldn't swallow the Hillary endorse-
ment, which is why we worked so hard and so
enthusiastically for Jonathan Tasini, but that
party’s overall strategy seems sound.

H OWIE HAWKINS BEGINS HIS BOOK, Inde-
pendent Politics, with a wise quote from Dr
King:

Movements that Matrter

Cowardice asks the question, “Is it safe?” Ex-
pediency asks the question, “Is it politic?” But
conscience asks the question, “Is it right?” And
there comes a time when one must take a po-
sition that is neither safe, nor politic, nor popu-
lar but because conscience tells one it is right.

To me the key words for this discussion —
because they are the least hortatory and the most
easy to miss — are “there comes a time.”

Because | think Dr. Marx had something
to say that's worth remembering, too, about tim-
ing and context and conjunctures and the his-
torical conditions required to turn ideals into
facts on the ground and the need for an oppo-
sition party into a reality.

“Men make their own history,” Marx wrote
in his study of the failed French revolution of
1848, “but they do not make it under circum-
stances chosen by themselves, but under circum-
stances directly encountered, given and trans-
mitted from the past.”

GilbertJonas, 1930 - 2006

Gilbert Jonas was a longtime NP supporter and fundraiser for the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP). With a few other white students, he
formed the first NAACP chapter at Stanford University in 1949 to open admission to
African Americans. He ultimately became a senior advisor to Executive Director Roy

Wilkins and his successors. From 1962 until the mid-1990s, Jonas ran the Gilbert Jonas
Company, a public relations and fund-raising firm based in Manhattan. He served as the
NAACP’s chief fund-raiser from 1965 to 1995, helping to raise $110 million for the
organization during that period. In 2004, Routledge published his book Freedom's Sword:
The NAACP and the Struggle Against Racism in America, 1909-1969, which was reviewed

in the last issue of NP.
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On the Run from Nazis and Gendarmes, Part 11

Betrayal and Survival

MATHIS SZYKOWSKI

AUTHOR's NOTE: After my escape from Paris into
the Free Zone, | worked on a farm until the fall.
My parents were gone, and I sought out the Leizers
in Grenable.

HE LEIZERS DID NOT KNow what to do

with me. There was no room for me in their
life. A few of their friends had also settled in
Grenoble, but I did not fit in at all. My clothes,
my manners, and my outlook on life were all
wrong in that circle. One of the Leizers’ friends
suggested that | report to the Jewish organiza-
tion in Grenoble which, he said, was set up to
take care of people like me — children whose
parents had disappeared. | reported to that cen-
ter and in a few days | was on my way back to
the region of France that | had just left. I re-
ported to a center in Valence d’Agen where
children from all over Europe were sheltered. |
was back in boarding school, a place with a re-
ligious orientation — prayers in Hebrew and
wishes for a future in Palestine. It's also the first
place where | saw young people dance the hora.

| did not stay in that center very long; |
was sent to join one that was a few miles away
in a large manor. No more than 15 or 20 boys
in addition to a director and one or two staff
members were lodged at the center. The manor
had been recently rented out, and our sleeping
quarters consisted of three or four cots a room.
We ate together in a common room, and we
showered together as well. I do not remember
there being anything to do. The vast majority
of the boys were either born in Germany or had

MATHIS Szvkowski lost most of his family ar Auschwitz.
He emigrated to the United States in 1946 and is now
professor emeritus of Romance Languages at Oberlin
College.
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fled their homelands through Germany. All of
us were without parents. The main thrust of our
conversations was about the plans that were
being made to transport us to Switzerland, and
about the Jews who had succeeded in crossing
the Swiss border. Some of the boys spoke French
poorly; Yiddish was the language most fre-
quently spoken. Food was scarce, even in that
part of the world, so we were absolved from
kosher food — but not from prayer. In the last
six years | had lost the habit of living according
to Jewish law, and was not disposed to embrace
it there.

I developed a foot infection. A doctor was
called in to lance the abscess, and recommended
bed rest for a day. Like the rest of the boys, |
did not want to stay in France. | wanted to be
somewhere where | would be safe, but waiting
for some mysterious person to come and take a
group of us to Switzerland did not appeal to
me. | was hoping for something more active,
where | would be more in control of my life.
While in bed, it occurred to me that if | could
go to Marseilles or Toulon, I would surely find
a recruiting office for the French Foreign Le-
gion. | could enlist for a five-year stint and be
sent to Africa. There | would be safe not only
from the Germans but from the French police.
I knew that once | was in the Legion no au-
thority on earth had any power over me. So |
asked to see the director of our center and laid
out my plans for the future. He did not laugh
at me, nor did he treat my project as if it were
the most stupid idea he had ever heard. He did
not try to talk me out of it either; instead he
deflected the conversation by asking me if | was
bored at the center. | replied that I was, and he
offered to find me a temporary job near the
manor. After that, we could continue discuss-



ing the pros and cons of my project to enlist in
the Foreign Legion. I should think about it for
a while, before making any decision. Two days
later, the Allies landed in Algiers. Unoccupied
France ceased to be. My project came to naught.

The Director kept his part of the bargain
and found me a job with a baker in the village.
| started a new career. The bakery was man-
aged by a young man and his widowed father.
The old man was rarely in the shop; I saw him
only in the afternoons when preparations were
made for the next day’s baking. I reported each
morning at 6:00 am. The wood was already
roaring in the oven, and the flour had been
mixed with water in a trough and lay in a lump.
I helped move the mixture into the kneading
machine. My other tasks consisted of cleaning
the machinery, the troughs, the tables and bas-
kets, sweeping the floor, and splitting wood in
the afternoons. I could see the customers com-
ing in for their daily ration of bread and they
could see me, but no contacts or conversations
occurred. Not even the morning greeting was
addressed to me. Bread was, of course, rationed
— some of it was sold at black market prices or
exchanged for other goods. | was not paid; in-
stead, | was served lunch with as much bread as
I wanted. My workday ended at 5:00 pm, so |
reported to the center for the evening meal. |
worked every day.

I remember one late afternoon in Novem-
ber sfternoon. We were splitting wood in the
shed next to a garden, where a persimmon tree
stood. | never had tasted a persimmon, so the
young man handed me one that was not quite
ripe. | still remember its acidity and the awful
way my tongue felt. That afternoon, the old man
began to talk about his love of opera. However,
he did not understand or approve of the vol-
ume of the orchestral music; it prevented him
from hearing and understanding the words sung
by the performers. Years later, | remembered his
remarks when | read that Charles Bovary had
the same complaint. He also wished to under-
stand what was being sung in an opera.

On the Run from Nazis

During the period that | worked at the bak-
ery, we began to hear rumors of Jews being ex-
terminated in Eastern Europe. According to
these rumors, Jews were being packed into rail-
road freight cars or trucks, with a thick layer of
quicklime spread on the floor. The Jews would
die burned or asphyxiated. It turned out later
that this was not an accurate description of mass
murder. One evening, a new boy arrived from
Paris; he and | bonded almost immediately. We
talked all night, about how we had ended up at
this center, what we had done and what we
hoped to do. He did not want to stay in the
center; he was leaving in the morning. He was
not waiting for the Germans or for the police
to come and get him; instead he would find a
way to London or North Africa and join up
with the French army. Life for him was an ad-
venture that should be lived to the fullest, while
rejoicing in the beauty and simplicity of nature.
The new boy taught me that human beings
could transform the world, and make it a just,
peaceable place. He kept his word, and left the
next morning. | have forgotten his name.

DID NOT WANT TO STAY in the center either.

I did not feel that | was really safe since the
whole community knew that the manor was a
refuge for Jewish children and we had to de-
pend on everyone’s discretion — including that
of the authorities — for our safety. | felt that
this was too risky, despite the assurances the staff
gave us. | had no ambition to become a master
baker, and | persisted in asking the director to
help me find a way out of France. | was nearing
17, and thought that an army would surely ac-
cept me. The director promised that he would
do what he could to help me, but in the mean-
time suggested that | go work on a farm until a
satisfactory solution was found. That is how |
found myself back on a farm where | spent the
following six months. The center was built high
on a hill on the left bank of the Garonne river,
and the farm was situated on its right bank at
about five kilometers from the manor. I was al-
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ways out of breath when | reached the center,
but I would run down the bank quite fast as |
traveled down toward the river.

The farm was located on flat ground, and
produced wine weak in alcohol. The farmer lived
there with his wife and three children. Its size
was modest, far more modest than the last farm

The new boy taught me
that human beings could
transform the world.

I had worked on. | was fortunate to get a job in
January, the slow season on a farm. There was
plenty of wood to split, repairs to make on the
barn, and preparations for the spring planting.
It was in this farm that I learned to plow a field
with a team of cows. A few incidents from that
period stick out in my mind.

One Saturday afternoon, the local butcher
showed up with his helper to slaughter a pig
that had been properly fattened in the previous
months. | had fed that animal and cleaned up
his sty; I think he knew who | was and he could
recognize the humans in the farm. When we
took him out that morning, he sensed that
something horrible was going to happen. Did
we all smell of death? Did our behavior give us
away? The pig began to yell, roar, and cry out
as the sharp knife slit his throat. He cried until
his heart stopped. The Killing of the pig was
quite an event on the farm; not an ounce of
edible flesh was wasted — not a drop of his
blood, not an inch of his intestines. He was cut
up, put up to cure, put up in preserves. He would
serve for a whole year. | regret to report that
while I witnessed that death with some pity, it
did not deter me from taking part in that day’s
feast.

On another occasion, a fox managed to get
into the rabbits’ hutches and carnage ensued.
The solution for preventing another such epi-
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sode was to raise the hutches on higher stilts,
out of the fox’s reach. The farmer’s plan was to
take a beam and use it as a lever to raise the
hutches; when one side was sufficiently raised,
I was to slip a pole under the cages, and we
would raise the other side. The farmer raised
his side, but as | was about to slip the pole un-
der the cage, the beam the farmer was holding
gave way and the rabbit cages came down with
a crash, tearing my nail from my left thumb.
That day, 1 walked with a bandaged hand to
the center, where | was treated, | think, with
sulfa drugs, and properly bandaged. The next
day, | was back at work. To this day the tip of
my thumb is still sensitive, particularly to cold.

One morning, the farmer told me that |
had to kill a litter of dogs and bury them deep
so the mother would not dig them up. I refused
to do it. I had seen animals killed since early
childhood, but it was always for food. Dogs and
cats were not food, they were pets and the idea
of killing them was revolting. Why wouldn't he
kill them? Well, his children had discovered the
puppies, and had played with them — he did
not want to be directly blamed for getting rid
of that litter. I had no emotional ties to the chil-
dren; it did not matter if | did the deed. He
handed me a hatchet and a spade, ordering me
in no uncertain terms to dispose of the dogs.
That day | became a murderer.

O GIVE US SOME ADDED PROTECTION, the
T administrators at the center arranged to ac-
quire fake identity cards. Actually, the cards were
not forgeries; the blank stamped cards had been
obtained from the city of Valence in the Rhéne
river valley. But names and addresses were fake.
We carried these identification cards with us,
as was required by law, but I always felt uneasy
with mine. One Sunday in June, three men in
civilian clothes walked into the common room
and addressed us in German. They asked for
our papers, first in German and then in French.
There were about ten boys in the room and we
handed our fake papers over. While they pe-



rused our papers, two boys and | took to our
heels through an open back door. I do not think
that I ever ran as fast as | ran that day, down the
hill while one of the German shouted at us to
stop and calling us verfluchte Juden.

I ran all the way to the farm, arriving out
of breath and yelling that the Gestapo was af-
ter me. | was frightened and had to find a way
to leave the country. It was easy to ask the farmer
to help me escape — the tide of war had turned,
and a mass resistance movement had begun to
mobilize. With the Germans suffering major
defeats at Stalingrad and EIl Alamein and the
Allies in control of North and Sub-Saharan
Africa, it was clear that an invasion of Europe
was imminent. Moreover, young Frenchmen
were taken to work in Germany, allegedly in
exchange for prisoners of war. As the Allies were
bombing Germany on a daily basis, French
youths were not eager to leave their homes. In-
stead, they joined the underground and fostered
a climate of defiance that fed off Germany’s
defeats on the battlefields.

The farmer took me immediately to one of
his vineyards where he kept a tool shed, and
told me to stay there until he had an answer to
my problem. Food would be brought to me —
I was not to worry. | stayed in that shed three
nights and three days, before the farmer came
to fetch me. He led me to another farm in the
vicinity, where | was given an address in
Toulouse and a password. | could be in Lon-
don in aweek — that was being done on a regu-
lar basis, under the very noses of the Germans.
The next day, | took my leave from the farmer
and his family, and took the train once again to
Toulouse.

| arrived in Toulouse late that afternoon,
and found the man whose address | had been
given. The man was in his forties, bald and
sporting a medium-sized moustache. He was a
veteran of World War | with a fiery spirit —
the Boches had not gotten to him then and they
would not get to him now. He had, he said, an
indomitable nature, and had never been de-
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feated. He wanted to be sure that | understood
that about him. The man told me | would be in
London the following week. Meanwhile, | must
eat and go to bed. The next day I wastogotoa
village at the foot of the Pyrenees mountains,
and meet my contact at the entrance to a bridge
at 6:00 pm precisely. After an exchange of pass-
words, | would be hidden until it was time to
be taken to London. I hardly slept that night; |
was too busy trying to imagine and anticipate
the next few days.

The next day I took a train to Pau and from
there rode a broken down bus to the village. |
was met on schedule, and walked up several
paths in the hills for a couple of hours. I arrived
at a shack in which a dozen young men were
sitting on stones or makeshift furniture. Dur-
ing the course of the evening, | found out that
all of them were there to avoid being sent to
work in Germany. The conversations encom-
passed two topics: how soon they might be taken
out of France, and whether they would wind
up in London or North Africa. The desire for
either destination depended on the political per-
sonality they admired most. Those who favored
De Gaulle hoped to go to London, and join
the French Forces that were being trained for a
future invasion; those who favored General
Giraud hoped to join him in Algeria. To my
surprise, no one had left-wing leanings. | was
the only Jew in the camp. | had no preference
as to where | went; my only goal was to get out
of France. | did not feel any passion for the po-
litical figures vying for power after the war. |
simply felt that after the war the conditions that
had prevailed in 1939 ought to change, and that
aworld should be built in which wars would be
outlawed and justice and brotherhood would
triumph. I did not have the vaguest notion of
how this could be brought about.

D URING THE FIRST FEW DAYS | spent in the
shack, we focused on our lack of food. Our
supplies consisted of wild lentils boiled in wa-
ter, and | started feeling hungry again. I was
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beginning to wonder about our impending de-
parture when a man showed up and declared
that all escapes from France were being stopped.
Moreover, we would be

Toulouse and incarcerated.

The prison was overcrowded. There were
not enough cells to put us in, so we joined a
group of prisoners in

the first group in the
region to start armed
resistance. \We were not
asked if we wanted to

Suddenly I woke up one morning
with a gun pointed at my nose.

the courtyard. No
names were taken, no
identification papers
were demanded. We sat

participate in armed re-
bellion — we were told
that these were our orders, and that we were
now soldiers. That night our group was split in
two; eight of us assembled and left camp to go
deeper into the mountains. \We were given two
carbines to carry. We marched all night, and in
the morning we reached a small valley, and were
told to build our camp. Though it was early July,
it was cold in these mountains. | did not sleep
very well that first morning; | shivered from the
cold, and probably from fatigue.

In the middle of the day, we started build-
ing shelters made of branches. We even made
beds out of branches and thick foliage. Other
than that, we had nothing to do. We did not
know what to do with our carbines, so we hid
them under our improvised beds. One after-
noon, a man showed up and conducted a drill
with the carbines. We were told how to fire
them, but we were not issued bullets. e were
not told to post guards, and it did not occur to
any of us that we should. We were camping out
in the mountains, quite puzzled as to our role
as the future liberators of France. This went on
for about a week, when suddenly I woke one
morning with a gun pointed at my nose. A pla-
toon of special police, the Gardes Mobiles, had
surrounded the shelter where all of us were hap-
pily sleeping. Armed with sub-machine guns,
they had entered our hiding place and rudely
awakened each of us. We did not, could not,
offer any resistance, and we were quickly
manacled. The shelter was searched and the
carbines were found. We were marched out of
our little valley, carrying the carbines, and loaded
in police trucks. By noon, we were back in
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in the courtyard, sur-
rounded by our meager
belongings. | thought that I would surely be
delivered to the Germans who would not hesi-
tate to have such a dangerous terrorist shot, or
at best, deported. The courtyard was very hot
during the long July afternoons, but the nights
did not bring much relief either. In fact, night-
time was in some respect a difficult time to en-
dure. On my first night there, a prisoner went
berserk; he kept talking in gibberish and stamp-
ing his feet, but no one did anything to take
care of him or make him be quiet. The guards
did not intervene, nor did they seem to care.
The rest of us were perhaps too frightened to
approach him, or did not wish to call attention
to ourselves. | slept fitfully that night.

I do not remember what we were given to
eat, or if we were given anything at all. We were
not able to wash up; the smell of sweat and bod-
ies, mixed with the odors of the courtyard bath-
room, became pervasive. It’s doubtful that I had
any desire to eat. My stomach was in knots. That
afternoon | was taken into the building for in-
terrogation. | sat at a desk, facing two police-
men in civilian clothes. They were in their early
30's, and their demeanor was relaxed — devoid
of the brutality that | had seen in the movies. |
told myself that I must be alert and not reveal
anything that might implicate my host in
Toulouse. | realized very quickly that | had not
prepared a story to tell them. | had no experi-
ence in contriving alibis, and became hesitant
in my speech. As they became aware that | was
beginning to panic, they changed the line of
questioning and began to help me fabricate a
story that they could type on their report sheet.



It became clear to me then that these police-
men were annoyed about having to investigate
my activities. They wanted to be done with me
as soon as possible. What was not clear was what
they intended to do with me. Would they keep
me in jail or turn me over to the Germans?
After that, they avoided asking about the
group and concentrated on me. What was |
doing in the hills, and why had | gone there in
the first place? Was | trying to go into Spain?
Or was | trying to find my way to North Af-
rica? Did I intend to use the weapons that were
found in the camp and become a terrorist? No,
I was not, | had never used a weapon in my life,
I replied. I was in the hills because | was a Jew.
I had found the group through contacts in the
countryside who had sent me to Toulouse, but
I did not have their names and addresses. |
signed my deposition and was taken back to
the courtyard. Toward the end of the evening,
some prisoners who were in the available cells

On the Run from Nazis

came out under guard. | recognized among
them my Toulouse host who signaled to me to
be quiet. The next day, | was taken again to be
interrogated. This time, | felt more at ease. |
was asked if | had family that | could rejoin
somewhere out of the region. I told the police-
men that the Leizers lived in Grenoble, under
Italian control. | was given orders to report
weekly to the police in Grenoble, and a voucher
to buy a train ticket. The next morning, | was
let out of jail and directed to the train station.
Apparently, we had been the first group arrested
in the region. We did not seem very dangerous
— quite the contrary. | do not know what mo-
tivated the two policemen to help me, but | owe
them my life, and | am grateful to those men. |
never knew their names.

For the second time in less than a year, |
was on my way to Grenoble. | had never trav-
eled so much in my life.

The GOP Today

THE PARTY OF LINCOLN AND LIBERTY (has been) transmogrified into the
party of hairy-backed swamp developers and corporate shills, faith-based
economists, fundamentalist bullies with Bibles, Christians of convenience,
freelance racists, misanthropic frat boys, shrieking midgets of AM radio, tax
cheats, nihilists in golf pants, brownshirts in pinstripes, sweatshop tycoons,
hacks, fakirs, aggressive dorks, Lamborghini libertarians, people who believe
Neil Armstrong’s moon walk was filmed in Roswell, New Mexico, little
honkers out to diminish the rest of us, Newt's evil spawn and their Etch-A-
Sketch president, a dull and rigid man suspicious of the free flow of
information and of secular institutions, whose philosophy is a jumble of
badly sutured body parts trying to walk.

— GARRISON KEILLOR
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On Speaking the German Language

EVA KOLLISCH

] STOPPED SPEAKING GERMAN as soon as |
came to the United States. The “mother
tongue,” they called it. But what if they cut out
your tongue? Or rather, cut from under you the
place where it is spoken? Stopped, | should add,
except with my mother. With my mother it was
the only natural way to talk; but I wondered for
how long I would be able to understand her
and communicate with her in that language
which I wanted to uproot but couldn't, in her
presence.

In my childhood, my mother had set the
standard for speaking German: Burgtheater-
Deutsch it was called. (The German of the
Vienna national theater.) She told me that the
Prussian-Germans, the “Piefkes” as she called
them, didn't know how to speak German! The
German the Piefkes spoke was more like a bark
or a sniffle or sometimes like a whiplash; later |
identified it with Erich von Strohheim’s Ger-
man.) The best speakers and actors from Ger-
many, my mother insisted, with her pride of
being Viennese, had to come to Vienna to learn
German.

There was this snobbery, this hierarchy in
my mother’s addiction to pure Austrian Ger-
man: Jewish inflections were no good. Too much
dialect was no good, except for country people,
peasants. A touch of dialect was pleasant; a
touch of sloppiness (Schlamperei) — as, for ex-

Born in Vienna, Eva KoLuiscH escaped Nazi persecution
via a Kindertransport in 1939. She has been a Trotskyist,
a peace activist, an academic (professor emerita, Sarah
Lawrence College), and since her retirement, a full-time
writer. She published Girl in Movement (Glad Day
Books, 2000), a memoir of her first years in America
and her youth in the Workers Party. She is now com-
pleting The Ground Under My Feet, to be published
by Glad Day Books.
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ample, a slight “0” sound instead of a full “a”
sound in the word “Ja.” Taxi drivers might speak
this way or a Fiakerkutscher (a coachman). This
bit of easygoing, sloppy German didn't keep
them from knowing exactly what was playing
at the opera or the Burgtheater that evening,
my mother would add admiringly. They could
even sing an aria from the Fledermaus or from
Carmen.

My mother was a writer and poet, steeped
in German culture. In America she continued
speaking, writing, thinking what, for her, I can
truly call the “mother tongue.” At the same time
she was completely fluent in English and French
and communicated easily, on a “kitchen level,”
as she would call it, in Italian, Czech, and Hun-
garian.

HEN | MET MY SECOND HUSBAND, G.,
W after the war, my hatred of Germany and
Austria was at its height. G. was a young Jew
from Berlin who had emigrated to Sweden in
1939. His parents had been killed in Auschwitz.
We had a lot to share, our common refugee
background made for instant communication.
But the only problem was, G. didn't speak any
English. After years of living in exile, his Ger-
man was soft, and devoid of any hated Prussian
inflections. But by then | had rejected all of
German, not just the “Piefke Deutsch.” Yet,
ironically and by force of circumstance, for the
first few years of our relationship, we spoke only
German. German was like a secret language,
half something to hide in shame (even from
ourselves), yet also something that made a deep
bond between us. | don't remember when we
stopped speaking German entirely — certainly
as soon as we could. Some of our Jewish friends
were relieved that the language of the enemy



was no longer in our mouths; a few others, how-
ever, had at various times expressed envy over
the fact that we were bilingual and knew “the
language of Goethe.” G. and | weren't comfort-
able with either response. Only we knew how
hateful and assaulting and sometimes heart-
breaking that language really was.
When | went to
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and almost deserted.. Suddenly | heard a man's
voice bellowing behind me: “Hey you, young
woman, you belong in jail.” (Sie, junge Frau. Sie
g’hoeren ins G'faengnis.) I don't know what the
caller must have surmised, in observing my back
from the distance. That | was a prostitute? |
was swinging my pocketbook gaily. Or that |
was a “Jew,” that is, a

Brooklyn College, after
having worked in fac-
tories during the war, |
took German courses

“Hey you, young woman,
you belong in jail.”

“criminal-by-instinct-
illegal-alien.”

In Vienna | was a
“spy.” | spied on my

— mostly because |

thought it would be easy. However, our profes-
sors were recent German and Austrian refugees,
and it wasn't easy. These were serious literature
courses in which we read writers like Goethe,
Schiller, Heine, and Thomas Mann. | greatly
enjoyed studying literature, but the fact that this
literature was in German hardly touched me.
My mother felt pleased that I was finally get-
ting to know the German classics. But to me,
these works could as easily have been written
in English or Russian; the particular “container”
in which they came, | managed to ignore. It
was like getting some precious gifts wrapped in
disposable cellophane.

Sometimes | would accompany my mother
to readings of her German and Austrian exile
writers' circle. There was always so much emo-
tion at these gatherings. For my mother, they
constituted the high points of the year. The writ-
ers wrote and read only in German. The audi-
ence was deeply attentive; afterwards there was
cake and whipped cream. They were another
generation from mine; I envied them and pit-
ied them for their attachment to the mother
tongue.

During my first visit to Vienna in the 50's,
| stayed in a convent-hotel my mother had rec-
ommended because it was cheap and clean. |
unpacked and sauntered down the street (the
Ungargasse) with that particular excitement and
sense of freedom which | always experience on
being in a strange city. Ungargasse was quite dark

mother’s past, the parks
she had played in as a child, the buildings she
had passed on her way to school or to the uni-
versity. | spied particularly on what people said,
on the different expressions of anti-Semitism
that I encountered or expected to encounter in
my disguise as an American tourist.

In the early 605, | went back to graduate
school for an advanced degree. | was divorced,
had a child to support, and needed a respect-
able profession. |1 was about to enroll in En-
glish literature at Columbia University when |
received a message from my old chairman of
the Brooklyn College German Department
who had taken an interest in me. In essence the
message was: if | did my graduate work in Ger-
man, | could have a job right away — there was
a part-time opening teaching Beginners Ger-
man at the college. | accepted. My motives were
purely practical and mercenary — but some-
thing became still and content inside me. I had
only one qualm: Did 1 still know German? |
hadn't read it or spoken it in over ten years.
Where does a language go which, like an un-
wanted child in a myth or fairy tale, is put out
to fend for itself in the wilderness?

At Columbia, I had a wonderful professor
who gave a course in Lessing and Kleist; he was
a “White Russian aristocrat,” — politically
probably on the wrong side, but he wasn't Ger-
man! And he spoke a beautiful German. From
him | relearned that language miraculously in
about a week and a half! And to my delight, it
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was an adult literary German that had collected
itself, unbeknown to me, in the secret pockets
of my soul, which I was able to draw on to write
my papers in German.

When | applied for a job teaching German
at the small progressive college where | would
be hired and where I spent over 30 years, teach-
ing German and Comparative Literature, one
of the Jewish professors from the interviewing
committee asked me: “Why would someone like
you, with your background, want to teach Ger-
man?” To this | gave an answer which struck
me as an illumination: Who else but a Jew like
me could be trusted not to be nationalistic, or
chauvinistic, or anti-Semitic, or sentimental —
who could be, in turn, ambivalent, loving, sar-
castic, bitter — and who would transmit criti-
cally the best as well as the worst she knew of
German literature and culture?

I've come nearly to the end of the story.
Already retired and without colleagues to speak
German with, the only time | use my native
tongue now is when | visit Austria. I'm still
uncomfortable speaking it with most people of
my generation, except for a few non-Jewish
friends in Austria, former classmates from
Baden, whom | have come to love and trust.
With them | communicate easily, both in speak-
ing and in writing.

SOMETIMES REFLECT on what would have

happened to me if | hadn't allowed my
mother tongue to sneak back inside me, as |
must have done at several important junctures
of my life. My older brother, for example, went
into the American army shortly after our ar-
rival in this country. When he returned at the
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end of the war, he no longer spoke German.
Unlike me, he speaks English without a trace
of accent. He has had a happy and successful
life in America, but he lost almost all his memo-
ries of his childhood in Austria. He may have
wanted that to happen, and | can understand
it. My needs were different. Unconsciously, |
must have known and understood that |
wouldn't let them do that to me. That they drove
me out, yes! That they despised and killed those
like me, yes! That I will never forget or forgive
what they have done, yes! But for them to take
away what was mine, what connects me to my
beginnings, to my mother and my childhood-
happiness-and-unhappiness, that wasn't going
to happen. That, | didn't, or my good fortune
didn't, allow them to do to me.

One day, after we had rediscovered each
other and our friendship had deepened, | found
a message on my answering machine from my
dear old classmate, G.F.

| played it over several times. Already her
voice on the machine sounded so unselfcon-
scious and warm — a piece of my past. I called
her back. A note of jubilation in her voice: “Eva,
ach dumein Liebes.” (Eva, oh you dear one). She
invited me to the class reunion in my home-
town. I said I wouldn't be able to come but add-
ed: “I love to hear your voice. You sound like
home.” She said, “Of course, | never left Baden”
— which is not quite what | had meant. But |
think at bottom she knew: it was the “healing”
I was after, patches of which she and my two
other Austrian classmates had offered me, that
made me respond with my own joy to the joy in
her voice.



Naguib Mahfouz’s Window on the

World of Islam

BiLL MOSLEY

N THE WEEKS following the Sept. 11, 2001

terrorist attacks, I, like most Americans, tried
to make sense out of madness. Who could have
plotted and carried out such an insane act?
What did the attacks tell us about our world
that we didn't understand before, but should
have?

Immediately after the attacks, many people
of Arab descent or the Muslim faith — or those
perceived to be one or both — became targets
of anger or objects of fear, no matter their in-
nocence. Reports abounded of attacks on Ar-
abs, Muslims and people who “appeared” to be
one or both; people with olive complexions, tur-
bans and names such as Mohammed were
turned away from commercial flights. Even
President Bush himself at first called the coun-
terattack a “crusade” — a reference to the Chris-
tian military attacks against Middle Eastern
Muslims during the Middle Ages — before his
advisors convinced him to drop the term.

Nevertheless, we could not ignore the fact
that all 19 of the hijackers were Arab and Mus-
lim, and that they acted in the name of a mili-
tant Islam for which peaceful coexistence with
the liberal, capitalist — and largely Christian
— West was not an option. That even this few
young men would be willing to kill themselves
and thousands of innocent people in the name
of Allah was a chilling thought. Was this mad
act somehow emblematic of the culture in which
it arose? Was there something about the Arab
or Muslim mind that was fundamentally dif-
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ferent from its Western counterpart?

I then remembered Naguib Mahfouz, the
Egyptian novelist, who died Aug. 31 at the age
of 94, spent his life examining his slice of the
Arab Muslim world — Egypt, and principally
his home city of Cairo — from the inside: street
by street, face by face, story by story. And | re-
alized that in the midst of this modern age’s
uncertainty and craziness, there remained at
least one voice of clarity and truth, untainted
by cant or extremism.

Like many Americans, | first heard of
Mahfouz when he won the Nobel Prize for Lit-
erature in 1988. Only afterward were his works
translated into English — championed by no
less than Jacqueline Kennedy Onassis, an edi-
tor for Doubleday. Reviews of his earliest works
in translation were glowing, especially for his
Cairo Trilogy, a moving glimpse into the life of
a fictional but very real Egyptian family over
three decades in the early 20th century.

So | picked up Palace Walk, the Trilogy’s first
volume. Within the first few pages, Mahfouz
had carried me from my own world to the old
quarter of Cairo during the era of the First
World War. | found myself fallen into a world
utterly different from my own — one in which
women were cloistered in the home, fathers
ruled their families as dictators (sometimes be-
nevolent, sometimes not) and marriages were
arranged.

And yet | quickly acclimated to my new
surroundings, thanks to Mahfouz's clear, direct
prose, and especially because of his characters.
Despite their living in a conservative Muslim
society with all of its social, political and sexual
differences from our own, | recognized these
characters. Mahfouz brought them alive, giv-
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ing us not stock exemplars of a given time and
place but real people with real fears, desires and
aspirations.

There is al-Sayyid Ahmad Abd al-Jawad,
the stern paterfamilias, whose iron hand over
his household masks a deep-seated love and
concern for his family — and who nurtures a
passion for women and drink utterly at odds
with the strict Muslim creed he imposes on his
home. There is Amina, al-Sayyid Ahmad’s du-
tiful wife, whose complete submission to her

Mahfouz, diabetic and nearly
blind, was attacked by one or
more knife-wielding assailants on a
Cairo street.

husband is counterbalanced by her firm con-
trol over the domestic affairs of the household.
Al-Sayyid Ahmad’s three sons are studies in
contrast: Yasin, devoted to sensual pleasures, yet
without the elder’s dignity and discretion;
Fahmy, whose seriousness of purpose leads him
into the movement to free Egypt of British rule;
and the scholarly, introspective Kamal, whom
Mahfouz carries from childhood to middle age
and from youthful Muslim piety to philosophi-
cal skepticism. Indeed, Kamal serves as a stand-
in for Mahfouz himself, and embodies Egypt’s
struggles with its own identity. The two al-
Jawad daughters — sharp-tongued Khadija and
delicate, dreamy Aisha — strain against their
cloistered existence without rebelling, for in
their world, there are no alternatives to mar-
riage, childrearing and a domestic life.
Mahfouz carried the al-Jawad family from
the late 1910s to the mid-1940s through the
three volumes of the trilogy — from Palace Walk
through Palace of Desire to the final installment,
Sugar Street. Over the course of the saga, the
first generation ages, the second grows to ma-
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turity, and a third takes the stage. Characters
marry and have children, experience joy and
heartbreak, yearning and disappointment. Some
die, a few in tragic circumstances. Younger gen-
erations press against the constraints imposed
by their elders and eventually break through to
maturity. In short, Mafouz transcended time,
place and culture to bring us into the lives of
characters who, when one looks beneath the
ultimately superficial differences, are little dif-
ferent from ourselves and our own friends and
loved ones. And while we experience the family’s
daily lives, we also witness the subtle but real
societal changes that impact even the conser-
vative al-Jawads.

HE CAIRO TRILOGY, published in Egypt be-

tween 1956-57, was the crowning achieve-
ment of Mafouz’s career, yet was only a small
part of his prolific output. He wrote more than
30 novels, many of them in the Westernized,
realistic style of the Trilogy — Midag Alley and
The Beggar are among his other fine realistic
novels — but also books that drew on the oral
and allegorical traditions of Arabic literature.

One of his non-realistic novels, 1959's Chil-
dren of Gebelaawi, nearly cost Mahfouz his life.
The novel, on its surface the story of the inhab-
itants of a single neighborhood over several gen-
erations, is an allegorical treatment of the evo-
lution of Western religions, with characters
standing in for Adam, Moses, Jesus,
Muhammad and even God. Fundamentalist
Muslims, angered by this heresy of literary
imagination, responded with demonstrations in
the streets of Cairo. Egyptian censors quickly
suppressed the book within the country, and the
controversy soon faded.

However, when Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini
issued his infamous fatwa against Salman
Rushdie in 1989 for writing The Satanic Verses,
Mahfouz again found himself in the center of
controversy. Mahfouz condemned Khomeini's
fatwa as “an assault on Islam,” adding that “free-
dom of expression . . . must be considered sa-



cred.” Soon afterwards, the Egyptian cleric
Sheik Omar Adel Rahman, in an interview
published in a Kuwaiti newspaper, asserted that
if a similar decree of death had been issued
against Mahfouz for Children of Gebelaawi,
Rushdie would never have dared publish The
Satanic Verses. (This same Abdel Rahman later
moved to the United States and was convicted
of conspiring in the 1993 bombing of the World
Trade Center.) Five years later, Mahfouz, dia-
betic and nearly blind, was attacked by one or
more knife-wielding assailants on a Cairo street.
He survived his wounds, but the attack inter-
rupted his literary output until last December’s
publication of his final story collection, The Sev-
enth Heaven. Thirteen men, who confessed that
they were carrying out Sheik Omar’s fatwa, were
convicted of plotting and carrying out the at-
tack.

Yet even were it not for Children of
Gebelaawi, those who value dogma over can-
dor and understanding would find plenty not
to like about most of Mahfouz's work — in-
cluding the Cairo Trilogy. For in the Trilogy,
Mahfouz depicted devout Muslims as well as
those who rejected the native faith.

As the Trilogy begins, World War 1 is rag-
ing in Europe, and a growing nationalist move-
ment demands full independence from Egypt’s
British colonial overlords. At the conclusion of
Sugar Street, World War Il has come to Cairo,
bringing nighttime bombing raids on Cairo’s
ancient quarter where the al-Jawads live. Within
this framework of conflict, the Egyptian nation
gradually breaks free of British domination only
to struggle internally over its own identity and
destiny. While these national and world events
come to impose themselves on the al-Jawad’s
domestic normalcy, the mores of the household
are challenged by another, more subtle force:
the creeping influx of liberal, Western ideas.
Over the course of the Trilogy the combination
of social change and his own aging gradually
loosen and break al-Sayyid Ahmad’s once-su-
preme command over his family.

Mahtouz and World of Islam

Egypt's conflicted relationship to the West
— in particular, to Great Britain — is central
to shaping the outlook of the al-Sayyids and
their neighbors. As Palace Walk opens, British
and Australian troops are an everyday presence
on the streets of Cairo. Egyptians openly re-
sent the colonizers, but many hold an inward
admiration for them, as illustrated by Yasin's
encounter with a British soldier:

The soldier had asked for a match and smiled
... An Englishman — in other words, the
kind of man he imagined to embody all the
perfections of the human race. Yasin probably
detested the English as all Egyptians did, but
deep inside he respected and venerated them
so much that he frequently imagined they were
made from a different stuff than the rest of
mankind. .. .How could he believe the brutal
acts attributed to them?

S THE THIRD GENERATION grows to ma-
A turity in Sugar Street, we see new divisions
in Egyptian society. Khadija’s two sons each em-
brace a different nascent movement: one the
radical-nationalist Wafd party, the other the
militant Muslim Brethren. Embodied in these
two characters are the divergent paths Egyp-
tians chose as a reaction to colonialism: on the
one hand, solidarity with a Western-inspired
revolutionary tradition; on the other, the at-
tempt to purge everything Western and non-
Muslim from society. Another member of the
third generation, Yasin's son Ridwan, becomes
the lover and protégé of an influential gay poli-
tician. Meanwhile, al-Sayyid Ahmad and his
generation, who hold to their traditional be-
liefs — strict Islam leavened with practicality
— are bewildered by these changes in their
world.

Within the character of Kamal lie the cross-
roads of all of society’s contradictions. He grows
up with unquestioning loyalty to his family’s
strict yet pre-militant practice of Islam. But as
he enters adulthood, he increasingly questions
his received beliefs, rejects all established reli-
gions and philosophies, and embraces atheism
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and skepticism. Yet Kamal's quest for the truth
does not make him free. “The intellect can rob
a person of peace of mind,” he muses in Sugar
Street. While he publicly supports the Wafd
party, he privately doubts the usefulness of poli-
tics. “[A]s an intellectual skeptic, he thought
nothing mattered. . .No sector of his life was
free from contradictions and therefore from
anxiety . . .” — an apt metaphor for Egypt’s
own internal stresses.

The lives of the Trilogy’s female characters
could, to Western readers, be the most difficult
to compare to our own world, except unfavor-
ably. Al-Sayyid Ahmad confines his wife and
daughters to the house — they are not permit-
ted to venture outside for any reason, even to
go shopping or to the mosque. And yet the al-
Jawad women subtly rebel against their physi-
cal and social confinement. The daughters are
forbidden to let men even see them, but Aisha
delights in repeatedly allowing a young police
officer on whom she has a crush to glimpse her
briefly through a window. When al-Sayyid
Ahmad leaves town for several days, Amina
dons a veil and dares a trip to a mosque — ex-
posing herself to her husband’s wrath when he
learns of her insubordination. Khadija asserts
herself through her strong personality and her
razor-like sarcasm which, after she is married,
allow her to dominate her passive husband.

Despite their subordinate position, the
Trilogy's women exert full authority over their
own world — the domestic sphere. As submis-
sive as Amina is in al-Sayyid Ahmad’s presence,
she rules the house once he leaves for his shop.
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As time passes, Amina grows in stature while
the aging and increasingly infirm al-Sayyid
Ahmad shrinks, and she becomes the real head
of the household. Yet Mahfouz also recognizes
the limits of women’s identification solely as
wives and mothers: When Aisha loses her hus-
band and children in tragic circumstances, she
sees little choice but to move back to her par-
ents’ home and slide into depression.

“Nobody else lives like us,” Khadija moans
in Palace Walk. While her complaint is an exag-
geration — many women of Cairo lived like
the al-Jawads — many did not. Mahfouz de-
picts Egyptian families who practice a more re-
laxed Islam, with their women walking the
streets unveiled, some even taking jobs. As Sugar
Street moves to its conclusion, the Muslim
Brethren is mobilizing in reaction to these
changes — setting the stage for our contempo-
rary conflicts.

What, then, does the Cairo Trilogy tell us
about Arab and Muslim ways of thinking? That
there is no such thing, any more than there is
an American, Christian or Jewish way of think-
ing. Within every society there are complexi-
ties and contradictions that defy stereotyping.
To truly understand another culture, one must
delve beneath the surface. Such a quest can oc-
cupy a lifetime. Fortunately, when it comes to
early 20th-century Egypt, Mahfouz is available
to be our guide. While the Trilogy made
Mahfouz a pariah among some in his own so-
ciety, it also made him an icon among peoples
of all cultures seeking genuine understanding
of the world we all share.



Capitalism in lran
FARAMARZ DADVAR

] N IRAN, THE REGIME OF THE ISLAMIC RE-
puBLIC has played a vital role in suppressing
the working class movement in the last 26 years.
From the beginning, the regime attempted to
annihilate the left-oriented and pro-working
people’s political organizations, imprisoning,
torturing and executing thousands of dissident
activists. For all these years, no independent
union has existed, and every organized resis-
tance has been vehemently suppressed. In the
economic arena, under the presidency of
Hashemi Rafsanjani (1989-1996) and
Muhammad Khatami (1997-2005), the
neoliberal measures (privatization and open
door policies) prescribed by the IMF and World
Bank created more unemployment/poverty and
a higher degree of concentration of wealth in
the hands of a small economic elite connected
to the regime, who invested their resources pri-
marily in the highly profitable industries of
commerce and finance. As reported in the Ira-
nian Students News Agency (ISNA), due to the
nature of economic plans for development in
the last 12 years, distribution of wealth has taken
a turn for the worse, and now “more than 10
million people live under an absolute poverty
line and almost 20 million live around a rela-
tive poverty line” (“Nameh Mardom,” —the of-
ficial organ of the Tudeh Party of Iran — June
21, 2005). And as reported by the Islamic Re-
public News Agency (IRNA), since 1979, prices
have inflated 147 times, indicating the terrible
conditions that the Iranian masses are caught
up in (ibid, Aug. 16, 2005). In the words of
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Ramasan Lotfi, an official of the regime, the
number of unemployed is not the official ver-
sion of 4 million, but more than 10 million. Jalil
Mahmoudi, a labor activist, writes that in 2004
alone, 93,770 workers were laid off. He quotes
Rajab Ali Shasevari, the head of the regime-
made union of part-time workers, who says that
more than 60 percent of laborers in Iran work
under short-term agreements, which relieves
them from already limited social benefits. Due
to the trend of privatization in Iran, since the
1990s quite a few industrial units have been
given to cronies of the regime, in the name of
privatization. In the words of Jalil Mahmoudi,
until a year ago, some $130 million (120 billion
tomans) worth of stock shares belonging to
state-owned industries, such as Navard-e
Ahvaz, Pars Electrics, and telephone and air-
plane firms, have been “sold” to individuals.
Additionally, there is talk of privatizing major
mines, including those involved in extracting
copper, coal and iron (“Arash,” — a Persian
monthly of cultural and social affairs, printed
in France — Aug./Sept. 2005:14). The oil in-
dustry is also being considered for partial
privatization.

Since Mahmoud Ahmadinejad became
president in June 2005, the same economic path
of neoliberalism is being followed; however,
there is caution regarding the interests of the
traditionally entrenched merchants, the inves-
tor capitalists who get their financial nourish-
ment from regime-made funds and the secu-
rity segments. Ahmadinejad and his economic
planners frequently stress that the policy is
aimed at ridding the country of obstacles im-
peding foreign investments. They claim that the
best way to generate stability for capital invest-
ments is to allocate state shares to the “people”
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by decreasing the number of bureaucrats and
inviting private investors to become partners in
the economy. Ahmadinejad is of the view that
“the government should

productive, oil-dependent and service/specula-
tive-oriented economy does not even function
along a path of global modern capitalism. As

far as export-import is

support the capital mar-
ket” because “both state
and market are impor-
tant elements in con-
trolling and adjusting”

Almost 20 million live around a
relative poverty line.

concerned, the yearly
exportation of non-oil
commodities, mainly
textile and agricultural,
barely tops $6 billion,

(“Ettela’at Int” — the

international edition of Ettela’at, Tehran,
printed in New York — Oct. 7, 2005). Of
course, the word “people,” in today’s economic
world—particularly in Iran—mainly refers to
individual capitalists who are closely connected
to powerful politicians in the regime. Only a
few months after his taking the presidency,
Ahmadinejad’s government encountered fur-
ther economic crisis. Financial corruption is
rampant, the budget deficit is high and stock
prices have sharply declined. In attending to the
problems of economic corruption, the regime
identifies the absence of a stable condition for
capital (local and foreign) investments as a pri-
mary obstacle and suggests, among the solu-
tions, normalizing commercial relations with the
international community, expanding stock mar-
ket activities, investing in multiple energy
sources, starting down the path of economic
openness, and privatizing state-owned enter-
prises. In the meantime, the regime wants to
renew subsidizing items such as bread, auto-
mobiles and fuel in the spring 2006 (“Khorasan”
— printed in Iran — Oct. 21, 2005). It has also
brought cement production back under protec-
tive regulation, allocating almost $1 billion (860
billion tomans) to it, which is vital for the hous-
ing industry (“Hamshahri” — printed in Iran
— Oct. 20, 2005).

T HE ABOVE SET OF ECONOMIC POLICIES —
neoliberal, populist and partially protec-
tionist — are undertaken mainly to keep the
economy afloat for the sake of saving the exist-
ing political order. Otherwise, the present non-
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while importation rises
above $30 billion. The 2004 official statistics
show that while Iran imported more than
$3.107 billion dollars from South Korea, it only
exported $133 million commodities to that
country (ibid). That raises a major question: If
yearly oil revenues have been around $40 bil-
lion in recent years and if the gross national
product surpasses $500 billion, then where are
the activities of capital (“Time Almanac 2006,”
Boston)? They are either invested in commerce
and service (non-productive) sectors or have
moved beyond the border, particularly to neigh-
boring countries. One figure indicates that more
than $300 billion of Iranian capital is invested
in Dubai.

Meanwhile, differences in policy-making
among the ruling factions have spilled over to
the controlled media. For instance, an article in
the moderate newspaper, “Shargh,” blames the
new administration for the recent sharp dete-
rioration of economic recession and the price
decreases in the Tehran stock market. It argues
that the new government should forcefully pur-
sue a market-oriented and privatized economy
and should take real measures against economic
and bureaucratic corruption (“Ettela’at Int,”
Sept. 30, 2005). “Re Sa'alat,” a right-wing news-
paper, offered in a lead article a solution to cur-
rent economic problems and the budget deficit
by suggesting that “people” should be allowed
to get involved in economic activities; other-
wise, since “80 percent of the economy” remains
in the hands of state and state-owned compa-
nies, it will remain unproductive and ill
(“Ettelaat Int,” Sept. 23, 2005). Also, there are



those in the government, like Representative
Muhammad Khosh Chehreh, who admits that
“profit-making incentives” and absence of “cor-
rect managements,” among other factors, have
contributed to inflation and other economic
problems (“Sharghnewspaper.com” — printed
in Iran — Nov. 8, 2005). Not surprisingly,
among the complaints that Iranian workers
raise, a common theme is existence of a wild
type of crony capitalism, under which state-
owned enterprises are given to firms owned, in
part, by current and former officials. The pro-
tests in front of the parliament by the workers
of Naznakh-e Ghazvin, related to their unpaid
salaries, is an example, in which they raised the
issue of factories being sold to former officials
by the state (“rahekargar.net,” Oct. 21, 2005,
originated from “akhbarrooz,” an Iranian web
site).

The point to stress is that although current
and former officials, along with their depen-
dent intellectuals in the cultural/religious in-
stitutions and their mouthpieces in the media,
share the belief that no policy should under-
mine the present political (theocratic) order,
there are strong differences regarding political
governance (e.g. the degree of socio-political
openness versus security measures) and eco-
nomic policies (e.g. the degree of state inter-
vention versus privatization, level of subsidies
and the extent of populist/protectionist over-
tures). It seems that on the conservative side,
certain personalities doubt the ability of
Ahmadinejad and his ideological/security
minded officials to run the country’s affairs
smoothly. Even Ali Khamenei, the “supreme
leader” who strongly endorsed the new presi-
dent, has recently extended the “supervisory”
power of The Expediency Council (an ap-
pointed deliberative body) “over all branches of
government” (The Economist, Oct. 15, 2005).

F ROM THE POINTS OF VIEW of more moder-
ate elites in the regime (in particular the
technocrats belonging to the former adminis-
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tration), what has been carried out by the new
government not only fails to conform with the
4t economic plan, which started in 2004, but
is, in fact, a “non-plan” — it is only due to the
increase in oil revenues that some populist and
subsidizing programs have been renewed or ini-
tiated. Muhammad Ali Najafi, a former educa-
tion minister and economic planner, blames the
recent (August/September 2005) fall in Iranian
stock market activities, partly as a result of ill-
advised policies initiated by the new govern-
ment, such as renewing subsidization of the
cement industry. Behzad Nabavi, a reform-
minded former technocrat, also is of the view
that the main problem with the agenda of the
new government is the absence of a well-de-
fined economic policy at the top. Likewise, in
the words of Muhammad Sattarifar, a former
official, the problem with the economic poli-
cies of the present administration is the lack of
trust in spreading “justice” expansively, through
“vertical” (selective subsidizations) and “hori-
zontal” (capital investments) measures. Other-
wise, under the pressures of radical populist ac-
tions (like the extension of certain subsidies that
rely on oil reserve income), the result will be
further flight of capital from the country and a
deepening economic crisis, which in turn will
have political consequences (“Ettela’at Int”/
"Shargh,” Oct. 17, 2005). Along the same line,
an article in “Haya'at-Nev” (September 2005)
warns the new administration that due to the
rentier (oil-dependent) nature of Iranian
economy and the absence of an institutional
system of economic rights and laws, coupled
with a lack of officially reliable information, a
heavily neoliberal-oriented policy (market-ori-
ented openness) will bring complicated prob-
lems in the future. Officials thus need to attain
a deeper and more extensive outlook regarding
the economic affairs of the country (“Ettela’at
Int,” Oct. 17, 2005).

Let’s return to the original issues in this
paper: No matter what kinds of strategic eco-
nomic policies (neoliberal, statist or a mixture
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of the two) are undertaken and how radical the
difference between various factions in each re-
gime (e.g. between Republicans and Democrats
in the United States, and between conservatives
and reformers in Iran),

who comes from the ranks of revolutionary
guards. Mahsouli has become a super-rich busi-
nessman, thanks partly to privatization projects
in the last 15 years; like other security officials,

he received (seized)

as long as capitalism (a
system of private con-
trol and ownership over
the means of produc-

A common theme is existence of a
wild type of crony capitalism.

public properties and
state-run institutions in
sweet deals and became
very wealthy. Today in

tion, market allocation
and hierarchical divi-
sion of labor) dominates the economic relations
in society and consequently produces class di-
vide and exploitation, particularly in the wage-
labor sphere, then the fundamental obstacle
confronting the socialist movement will persist.
Obviously, the degree and characteristics of ex-
ploitation vary between the more industrially
advanced and politically liberal countries (partly
due to centuries of struggles by labor and other
democratic movements) and the less economi-
cally developed and often politically closed and
undemocratic societies (e.g. Iran). For this rea-
son, for leftist movements the correct tactics and
strategies also vary.

But one principle stands tall: While social-
ists should participate in every stage and sphere
of people’s legitimate democratic struggles, they
must not put aside even for a moment the fight
for achieving their ultimate goal of moving be-
yond capitalism. Only a free, just and equal soci-
ety, one that is devoid of human-made impedi-
ments such as exploitation, inequality, alienation
and poverty, will satisfy the socialist movement.

A N EXAMPLE, IN IRAN, helps point out the
root cause of societal problems in a devel-
oping capitalist country where the problem of
crony capitalism is much more naked and de-
structive. For instance, although Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad claimed during his presidential
campaign that if “elected” to presidency he
would fight against economic corruptions and
injustices, included on his list of candidates for
the post of oil minister was Sadeq Mahsouli,
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Iran, where political op-
position and indepen-
dent organizations in the labor, women, youth
and student movements are continuously sup-
pressed, capitalist functionaries, particularly
those connected to the regime, freely dominate
the commanding heights of the economy and
thus people’s lives. Shoja Ahmadvand, the head
of the center of traders and merchants in Iran,
is of the view that all ruling factions in the re-
gime believe in “an economy oriented towards
free market and privatization,” and for him this
is highly positive. He emphasizes his “trust” in
the merchants of Bazaar, the traditional com-
merce centers in big cities (ISNA, Nov. 20,
2005). Of course, due to the capitalist economy
in Iran, the population is continuously polar-
ized: atiny elite of powerful, rich capitalist class
on one side and the vast majority of the prole-
tariat on the other. This trend is so obvious that
the officials in the regime admit to the condi-
tion. In the words of Ali Farzin, the Iranian
representative to the United Nations, “because
of inequality and injustice in Iran more than
7.5 million of the workers face serious living
problems . . . and 20 percent of the population
is not even able to feed themselves.” (Iranian
Labor News Agency, Dec. 13, 2005). In a fu-
ture socialist Iran, when a real democracy has
been established, the economy will develop ac-
cording to the needs of people and not under
the control of big capital and their political part-
ners. The real representatives of the people
would make conscious decisions in the service
of establishing equality, justice and, ultimately,
non-exploitative social relationships.



The Sociology and Politics of Orientalism:
A Refinement of the Intellectual Legacy

of Edward Said”

EMAD EL-DIN AYSHA

HE LATE EDWARD SAID vigorously opposed

Orientalism. This is what it meant for him:
The southerners, Muslims included, cannot rep-
resent themselves — understand their plight
and the ultimate cause of their primitiveness —
and must be represented. Therefore, not sur-
prisingly, only the West or North can solve the
South or East’s problems, developmentally
speaking, via its superior knowledge. This is an
academic version of Rudyard Kipling's infamous
“white man’s burden” where the West must send
forth its best and brightest to serve altruisti-
cally the needs of its captives. It certainly is true
that this attitude is strewn all over academic
Orientalism, the kind Said's arch foe Bernard
Lewis represents.

The béte noir of academic Orientalism is
the notion that there is a cultural entity, a civi-
lization, whose essence is determined by a reli-
gion — Islam — and that this essence is some-
how flawed, forcing Islamdom into perpetual
stasis and decline. Worse than this, the author-
itarianism of the political and religious elites
makes it impossible for the Muslims to become
self-aware of this fundamental affliction and
therefore renders them impotent to rectify their
condition. So it is left up to the Orientalists to
do the job for these inevitably ungrateful Mus-
lims. Hence Lewis’ exhortation that Islam, this
homogeneous, uniform cultural totality, needs
a dose of what got the Europeans out of their
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self-same fix, namely, a religious reformation.

Tempting as this account is, however, it
misses the polemical origins of Orientalism in
the “war psychosis” that developed with the
“confrontation” between Christendom and Is-
lam from the 12th to the 14th century. The lat-
est flare-up between the Vatican and the Mus-
lim world, courtesy of (the Catholic) Pope
Benedict XVI's comments about Islam and the
Prophet Muhammad bring these origins to the
fore, citing as he did a Medieval (Orthodox)
Christian text saturated with the usual themes:
how Islam swamped Christianity through vio-
lence alone and the supposed Islamic anathema
towards Reason as mandated by Christianized
Greek philosophy.

Conceptual Muddle

IN FACT, PRACTICALLY EVERYTHING Edward
Said has to say about Orientalism can be traced
back to the Medieval Christian “experience” of
Islam, as expertly catalogued by the late Nor-
mal Daniel in his seminal Islam and the West —
The Making of an Image, among other works.
The Orientalists of those times were church-
men, polemicists to a man, whose chief and only
concern was not to “study” Islam, with the aim
of ruling Muslims more effectively, but to dis-
prove Islam altogether. They wanted to undo it,
make it as if it had never happened, disaggre-
gate the theological glue that bounds Muslims

*Out of deference to English readers unfamiliar with
Arabic | use “Said.” Sa'eed is a closer transliteration that
would have no doubt pleased the émigré intellectual as
he was persistently picked on as “Ed Said, said what?”
during his schooling in the U.S.
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together as Muslims. (There are still quite a few
Orientalists with this objective explicitly in mind
— Michael Cook, Patricia Crone of Hagarism
fame).

In the context of the Crusades the objec-
tive was often to either convert, or failing this,
exterminate the Muslims, intellectually if not
literally. Muslims claim to believe in God, the

In European eyes, the Ottoman
Empire was transformed from the
“scourge of Christendom” to the
“sick man of Europe.”

same God of the Christians and Jews; this can-
not be the case, therefore they must in reality
be polytheists and thus no different from pre-
Islamic pagan Arabs. From here comes the myth
that Muslims worship the Ka'aba, or worship
pagan idols in the Ka'aba, or worship
Muhammad himself as an idol — hence, the
term “Mohammedanism.” Muslims follow a
prophet who carried the same message of pre-
vious prophets; this cannot be the case and
Muhammad, thus, must be a false prophet,
which is why biographies of the Prophet de-
generate into character assassination. The Mus-
lims have a holy scripture, but it cannot be holy
and proof of this is contained in the stylistics of
the Quran itself. It is written in a non-chrono-
logical, non-Biblical fashion, therefore it can-
not be authentic and must be nothing but the
ramblings of a copycat epileptic.

The historical records of the Muslims pur-
port to prove that all this occurred in the past
— monotheism, the Quran, the Prophet — so
the very historiography of Muslims must be
wrong, historical accounts fraudulent at best,
inaccurately exaggerated at worst. The polemi-
cists fit the proper understanding of the word
“prejudiced” because they had already made
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their minds up about what was the case long
before they ever took a look at the evidence.
This is amply illustrated by the fact that the
very first polemicists, the founders who drew
the broad contours of all subsequent polemic,
were Greek Orthodox Christians from Syria.
The great grandfather of Orientalism, irony of
ironies, John of Damascus (676-749 CE), was
an Arab and a Levantine one at that.? Speaking
Arabic and having ample access to flesh and
blood Muslims did not daunt their absolutist
faith that all that was not Christian was false
and evil out of necessity. Saint John was actu-
ally the chief councilor of Damascus under the
Umayyad Caliph Abdul Malek!

It was specifically this absolutist rejection of
Islam that led to the Orientalist insistence that
Muslims could not represent themselves but had
to be represented. As Norman Daniel explains:

Apparently, under the pressure of their sense
of danger, whether real or imagined, a de-
formed image of their enemy’s beliefs takes
shape in men’s minds... even the facts are
modified — and in good faith — to suit the
interpretation. A “real truth” is identified: this
is something that contrasts with what the
enemy say they believe; they must not be al-
lowed to speak for themselves.®

Passion overpowered reason and it is this
that takes us, methodologically, from Edward
Said’s understanding to a very different theori-
zation of Orientalism, Medieval or contempo-
rary. Even the political quadrant of the academic
derogation of Islam, Oriental Despotism, bi-
zarrely, originates in the Middle Ages as well,
not exactly a period of European history known
for its political or religious pluralism. The Latin
Church of Jerusalem, for instance, informed
Innocent 111 that in Baghdad “Muhammad is
God and the caliph is Pope.™

Orientalism of this kind is an instance of
what | call the politics of knowledge, the moral
compromises intellectuals often make — un-
willingly or willingly — over academic veracity
in the real world if they want to be heard and



get things done. | put forward this idea along-
side the well-known and more benign notion
of the “sociology of knowledge,” where the as-
sumptions implicitly involved in social knowl-
edge conceptually blind the social scientist in
his/her work. Said’s account, rooted as it is in
Michel Foucault’s post-modernism, belongs to
this species of critique. When Orientalist dis-
course is dissected, conscientious political con-
siderations appear repeatedly alongside the
more strictly paradigmatic problems of trans-
lation and interpretation.

Penis Envy

ACCORDING TO KAREN ARMSTRONG, formerly
a Catholic nun herself, Christian sexual polemic
against Islam came not coincidentally at the
same time that Catholic Popes were imposing
celibacy on their priests. Monks and priests hid
(rather badly) their envy of the Islamic position
on sex and marriage through such self-indul-
gent sexual polemic.® Besides polygamy the very
idea of marriage in Islam was castigated because,
God forbid, “desire” was seen by that religion
as an appropriate reason for marriage, whereas
in Christianity lust is a sin, even in the context
of holy matrimony. Marriage is solely for the
sake of procreation, with what the patriarchs
got up to before Christianity conveniently swept
all under the carpet.

This was partly a reflection of the ascetic,
spiritualist, anti-material nature of Christian-
ity, but the sexual angle was also deployed as a
conscious propaganda tool, certainly of char-
acter assassination. Medieval tabloid journal-
ism, as it were; (more on this below). It was even
used to rationalize the successes of Islam in first
defeating, then converting, the Christians of the
holy lands. Muhammad was described as the
“seducer” of Orthodox Christians through the
fleshy delights of the Quranic paradise, which
one Catholic preacher described as “not a Para-
dise at all, but a brothel, and the most obscene
of places.”® The same was said of Spanish Chris-
tians. The Arab identity of Muhammad added
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grist to the mill, with George Sale hundreds of
years later saying: “Muhammad was, as the Ar-
abs are by complexion, a great lover of women.””
Even the supposed irrationality of the Arab
mind and the unscientific pretensions of Mus-
lims also originate in the (Dark Age) European
frame of mind, with polygamy and divorce con-
demned for being “illogical” and contrary to
both scripture and “natural law.” This emphasis
on what Greek philosophy had to tell them
about the irrationality of Islamic doctrines was
aimed at protecting pre-Christian European
civilization from Christianity itself as much as
protecting the Christian faith from Islam.

U-turn

THEN SOMETHING CHANGED. With the clos-
ing of the Middle Ages, polemic went from the
defensive to the offensive as new horizons of
possibilities opened themselves up with the glo-
bal shift in power. Prior to the 17th century,
with Europe as the proverbial Third World,
Christian thinkers were more concerned with
protecting their flock from the “temptations”
of Islamdom. Christians took refuge in their
anti-material spirituality. Even during the Cru-
sades, missionaries to the holy lands were busy
consoling the troops or (willingly) getting them-
selves martyred. The temporary shift in the
military balance of power did not alter
Islamophobia, leaving it as essentially propa-
ganda designated strictly for domestic consump-
tion.

The Crusaders thought of themselves as
(absolutely) right, but they were quite well aware
of their own primitiveness. The first generation
of Crusaders had to be handed catapults by the
Byzantines, catapults which they couldn't fig-
ure out how to use by themselves. Crusader
kings even employed Muslim doctors. From the
17th century onwards — the voyages of dis-
covery, the shift from feudalism to capitalism,
the gunpowder revolution, etc. — Europe was
on the move and the Arabs and Muslims were
on the run.
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The audience became “internationalized.”
Time now to civilize and convert them to our
modern, advanced ways

sionary (and colonial official) William Muir
made clear in his The Mohammedan Controversy
(1897), the problem

by using the polemical
techniques of earlier
times — scandalizing
the sensuousness, des-
potism and irrationality
of Islam. The polemi-

The static picture of Islam
(ironically) is rooted in
hatred of Judaism.

posed by Islam, unlike
other “pagan” faiths,
was its intellectual so-
phistication and stub-
born resilience in the
face of repeated at-

cist put on the garb of

the missionary; out to convert Muslims to the
path of salvation and — critically — worldly
prowess, confident that Islam’s history of great
creativity had now degenerated into, as Hegel
famously put it, “Oriental ease and repose.”
This is how, in European eyes, the Ottoman
Empire was transformed from the “scourge of
Christendom” to the “sick man of Europe,” the
expected result of Islam’s (all of a sudden) flawed
essence.

Parallax Vision

THE LONG TERM RESULT OF THIS, psychologi-
cally, at the level of Western society is a kind of
bipolar paradigm of the world, as Lawrence
Davidson puts it, where the West is advanced
and progressive while the East is backward and
in need of guidance, on a Western socio-politi-
cal model. This developmental dualism is ac-
companied by the moralistic notion that the
West possesses the superior religion of Chris-
tianity, which is a “prerequisite” itself for de-
mocracy, industrial capitalism and free markets.®
Europeans began confusing the superiority of
the West with the superiority of Christianity,
thinking that one led to the other, the Chris-
tian Dark Ages conveniently forgotten. Chris-
tians, as it were, began to feel their oats.

The kind of imperial narratives Said saw
as constituting Orientalism originate in this
period of Western ascendancy, the 18th and
19th centuries. This is all true but we must re-
member that the Muslims and Arabs were never
really generically lumped into what we now call
the Third World, at the ideological level. As mis-
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tempts at conversion.
He describes “Mohammedanism” as the only
formidable antagonist to Christianity, in spite
of Europe’s colonial supremacy. They couldn't
be dazzled into conversion with the “obvious”
superiority of the white man’s religion.

This is why many English Orientalists, such
as Kenneth Cragg and W. Montgomery Watt,
threw up their hands over converting Muslims
and decided it was more fruitful to “reform” Is-
lam itself, Christianize it from the inside out.
They were open advocates of “secularizing” Is-
lam on Protestant lines, long before Lewis.X
Said’s own immediate Orthodox ancestors were
converted to Protestantism by waves of mission-
aries, who switched targets after failing dismally
to convert Levantine Muslims and Jews. Mus-
lims, in short, were deserving of “special” intel-
lectual treatment, and, boy, did they get it.

A Pinch of Salt

THIS PARADIGMATIC DEVELOPMENT, however,
conceals a political continuity with the antago-
nisms inherent in the polemical tradition. Or-
thodox Christians were considered as heretical
as Muslims and Eastern Christians got their fair
share of massacres, conquests and sacking from
their Latin brethren during the Crusades. In
the imperial era, with the geographical shift of
Christian power, the Catholics lost their posi-
tion as the prime representatives of Christian-
ity. George Sale, for instance, felt it necessary
to note — in the preface to his 1734 (sex-filled)
translation of the Quran — that, while he sees
no “danger from so manifest a forgery,” it is the
“protestants alone [who] are able to attack the



Koran with success; and for them, | trust, provi-
dence has reserved the glory of its overthrow.”!

Max Weber’s Protestant Work Ethic was
directed at Catholics as much as it was against
Muslims and other Orientals, a “rationalization”
after-the-fact of the peculiar geographical rise
of industrial capitalism. Much academic
Orientalism, moreover, is really just disguised
and updated anti-Semitism. What Hegel had
to say about Islam was actually driven by an
attempt to reconcile Christianity with the En-
lightenment. This involved picking on the Ori-
ent as a convenient scapegoat for everything that
was wrong with Europe prior to the Enlight-
enment. This took the form, interestingly, of
de-Judaizing Christianity, leaving only the
Greek rationalist tradition as a source for mod-
ern Christian civilization.

The Young Hegelians characterized Juda-
ism as an “Oriental religion,” static and irratio-
nally wedded to its legalist past with peculiar,
“archaic” customs — such as circumcision —
that separated Jews off from everyone else. The
static picture of Islam (ironically) is rooted in
hatred of Judaism and one can see this in at-
tempts to liken Allah to the vengeful, jealous
God of the sword (supposedly) found in the
Old Testament. The wellspring of the polemi-
cal tradition is also anti-Semitic to a consider-
able extent. John of Damascus himself desig-
nated the Muslims to be Saracens — meaning
“empty of” or “away from Sarah” — and
Ishmaelites,*? drawing on St. Paul, in Galations
4, who describes Jews who reject Christ as
Ishmaelites. They have become, ironically, the
children of the slave Hagar and not worthy of
their original status as children of Isaac through
Sarah.®®

Orientalists themselves, thus, are not too
serious about Orientalism, using Islam as a talk-
ing point in their own domestic, European
problems. Even Maxime Rodinson, an arch
Orientalist himself, admitted that there was a
Muhammad for every different ideological and
philosophical group in Europe, with a socialist
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Muhammad for the socialists and a constitu-
tional liberal one for the liberals, etc.** “All poli-
tics is local,” as the saying goes. This is even
truer of Orientalism in the arts. Ziauddin
Sardar, much like Said, takes the poetry and
plays of the chansons de geste much too seri-
ously.”® These amateur dramatists did take up
the battle cry of a crusade against the polythe-
istic Muslims, with quite a few Trinitarian, 666
derogations of Islam, but they also generously
peppered their stories with “both Christian and
Saracen goodies and baddies.”®

The Kipling Syndrome’

QUITE A FEW PLAYWRIGHTS, POETS AND NOV-
ELISTS just used negative images of Islam as an
indirect way to critique their own societies, at-
tacking the authority of the Church or poking
fun at the privileges of nobles when it came to
concubines. This is even true of one of Edward
Said’s classical literary Orientalists, the infa-
mous Rudyard Kipling. David Pinault notes a
curious contradiction in how Kipling presents
Muslims in his diverse writings. He admits to
how orderly and obedient many Muslims and
Indians are under the Raj in his journalistic
scribblings for Lahore’s Civil and Military Ga-
zette. Yet his novella On the City Wall portrays
them as unruly and fanatically violent, restrained
only by the civilized Brits.'’

Kipling knew, therefore, that Indians could
very readily represent (and rule) themselves, but
is that what his British audience wanted to hear?
Kipling thus was tailoring the facts to an audi-
ence that would readily lap up what he had to

*| have adapted this term from Ekkehart Krippendor-
ff’s “Kissinger Syndrome,” taken from his chapter, “The
Dominance of American Approaches in International
Relations,” in Hugh Dyer and Leon Margassarn, eds,
The Study of International Relations: The State of the Art,
(London: Macmillan, 1989), p. 28-39. The term desig-
nates the kind of pressures and temptations the foreign
policy intellectual is placed under when in a decision-
making position. (Please see Markus Euskirchen’s new
Krippendorff blog, http://wbk.in-berlin.de/wp/?p=197).
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say, spicing up the political point he was trying
to make with generous dollops of violence, in
tabloid fashion, and getting popular and rich
in the process. (Interestingly enough, he takes
a potshot at Catholicism along the way). And
he’s not the only one. If anything, this schizo-
phrenic presentation of Islam is endemic of pro-
fessional Orientalists to this day, an exemplary
illustration being, once again, Bernard Lewis.
lan Buruma of The New Yorker character-
izes Lewis as having “Two Minds,” something
brought out by his latest work, From Babel to
Dragomans. While a collection of older publi-
cations, this passage was notably absent:

Islam is one of the world’s great religions . . .
Islam has brought comfort and peace of mind
to countless millions of men and women . . .
given dignity and meaning to drab and im-
poverished lives... taught people of different
races to live in brotherhood and people of dif-
ferent creeds to live side by side in reasonable
tolerance. It inspired a great civilization in
which others besides Muslims lived creative
and useful lives and which, by its achievement,
enriched the whole world.*®

In an interview with Elizabeth \Wasserman
in the Atlantic Online, Lewis goes as far as tear-
ing the Oriental Despotism argument to shreds,
even explicating an account of democracy in
Islamic jurisprudential and philosophical
terms!*® Buruma, then, is quite correct in argu-
ing that Rashid Khalidi is wrong to lump Lewis
in with the “enthusiastic ignorance and ideo-
logical blindness” that went into the Iragq War.2°

The Punch-line

THERE IS CERTAINLY A GALLING IGNORANCE
of Islam and Arabs in Bush circles — while
Bush is ignorant of almost everything — but
what is actually taking place is something quite
different. Orientalist stereotypes are being
dredged up as propaganda tools by non-
Orientalists while the proper Orientalists them-
selves, many of whom know better, have de-
cided to hop onto the bandwagon as well to
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temper the excesses of the ideologues and play
a part in making history, even if that means
compromising on their true opinions. There is
little difference, then, between Bernard Lewis
and Colin Powell in this regard, both backtrack-
ing on former positions following 9/11, and for
the most noble of motives.

Therefore, | believe that the conceptual
schema | put forward of the two separate dy-
namics behind Orientalism — the sociological
and the political, paradigmatic misinterpreta-
tion and willful derision — with their common
polemical origins provides a more accurate ac-
count than Said’s of this persistent phenom-
enon. Not that we should take it too seriously.
Orientalism may be a chimera altogether, just
an excuse for a handful of intellectuals who can
neither hack it in the real world — like most
intellectuals — nor in the cloistered world of
academia.

This forces them to seek glory, fame and
influence in other quarters instead. The inter-
national target audience of Islam, following the
missionary transformations of the 18th-19th
centuries, becomes a psychological substitute for
what academics value the most — the respect
of their peers. | speak as an academic who faces
the self same temptations. | just take my pa-
thology out on my students!

Special thanks to Lawrence Davidson, Maria Rosa
Menocal, Markus Euskirchen, Hugh Nicol and Glada
Lahn.
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Marx and Weber: Critics of Capitalism

MICHAEL LOWY

N SPITE OF THEIR UNDENIABLE DIFFERENCES,
Marx and Weber have much in common in
their understanding of modern capitalism: they
both perceive it as a system where “the indi-
viduals are ruled by abstractions” (Marx), where
the impersonal and “thing-like” (Versachlicht) re-
lations replace the personal relations of depen-
dence, and where the accumulation of capital
becomes an end in itself, largely irrational.

Their analysis of capitalism cannot be sepa-
rated from a critical position, explicit in Marx,
more ambivalent in WWeber. But the content and
inspiration of the criticism are very different.
And, above all, while Marx wagers on the pos-
sibility of overcoming capitalism thanks to a
socialist revolution, Weber is rather a fatalist and
resigned observer, studying a mode of produc-
tion and administration that seems to him in-
evitable.

The anti-capitalist critique is one of the
main force-fields which run across Marx’s work
from the begining to the end, giving it its co-
herence. This does not prevent the existence of
a certain evolution: while the Communist Mani-
festo (1848) insists on the historically progres-
sive role of the bourgeoisie, Capital (1867) is
more inclined to denounce the ignominies of
the system. The usual opposition between an
“ethical” young Marx and a “scientific” one of
the mature years is unable to account for this
development.

Marx’s anti-capitalism is based on certain
values or criteria, generally implicit:

MICHAEL LOWY, a French citizen born in Brazil, is the
Research Director In Sociology at CNRS (National Cen-
ter for Scientific Research) and also a lecturer ar the
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales. His latest
book was The Theory of Revolution in the Young Marx
(Haymarket, 2003).
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a) universal ethical values: freedom, equal-
ity, justice, self-accomplishment. The combina-
tion among these various human values builds
a coherent whole, which one could name revo-
lutionary humanism, that functions as the main
guiding principle for the ethical condemnation
of the capitalist system.

Moral indignation against the infamies of
capitalism is obvious in all chapters of Capital:
it is an essential dimension of what gives such
an impressive power to the book. As Lucien
Goldmann wrote, Marx does not “mix” value
and fact judgements, but develops a dialectical
analysis where explanation, comprehension and
evaluation are rigorously inseparable.

b) the viewpoint of the proletariat, victim
of the system and its potential gravedigger. As
Marx clearly asserted in his preface to Capital,
this class perspective is at the root of his cri-
tique of bourgeois political economy. It is from
this social viewpoint that values as “justice” are
reinterpreted: their concrete meaning is not the
same according to the situation and the inter-
ests of different classes.

¢) the possibility of an emancipated future,
of a post-capitalist society, of a communist uto-
pia. It is on the light of the hypothesis — or the
wager, according to Lucien Goldmann — of a
free association of producers that the negative
features of capitalism appear in all their enor-
mity.

d) the existence, in the past, of more egali-
tarian, or democratic, social and cultural forms,
destroyed by capitalist “progress.” This argu-
ment, of Romantic origin, is present for instance
in all Marx and Engels’ writings on primitive
communism, a form of communitarian life
without commodity, State, or private property
and without patriarchal oppression of women.



The existence of these values does not mean
that Marx holds a Kantian perspective, oppos-
ing a transcendental ideal to the existing real-
ity: his critique is immanent, in so far as it is
developed in the name of a real social force op-
posed to capitalism — the working class —and
in the name of the contradiction between the
potentialities created by the rise of productive
forces and the limitations imposed by the bour-
geois productive relations.

Marx’s anti-capitalist critique is organised
around five fundamental issues: the injustice of
exploitation, the loss of liberty through alien-
ation, venal (mercantile) quantification, irratio-
nality, and modern barbarism. Let us examine
briefly these issues, emphasizing the less known
ones:

1) The injustice of exploitation. The capi-
talist system is based, independently of this or
that economic policy, on the workers’ unpaid
surplus labour, source, as “surplus value,” of all
the forms of rent and profit. The extreme mani-
festations of this social injustice are the exploi-
tation of children, starvation wages, inhuman
labour hours, and miserable life conditions for
the proletarians. But whatever the worker’s con-
dition at this or that historical moment, the sys-
tem itself is intrinsically unjust, because it is
parasitic and exploits the labour force of the
direct producers. This argument takes a central
place in Capital and was essential in the forma-
tion of the Marxist labour movement.

2) The loss of liberty through alienation,
reification, commodity fetishism. In the capi-
talist mode of production, the individuals —
and in particular the labourers — are submit-
ted to the domination of their own products,
which take the form of autonomous fetishes
(idols) and escape their control. This issue is
extensively dealt with in Marx’s early writings,
but also in the famous chapter on commodity
fetishism in Capital.

At the heart of Marx’s analysis of alien-
ation is the idea that capitalism is a sort of dis-
enchanted “religion,” where commodities re-
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place divinity: “The more the workers estranges
himself in his labour, the more the estranged,
objective world he has created becomes power-
ful, while he becomes impoverished . . . The
same happens in religion. The more man puts
things in God, the less he keeps in himself . . .
The concept of fetishism itself refers to the his-

Marx : capitalism is disenchanted
religion where commodities
replace divinity.

tory of religion, to the primitive forms of idola-
try, which already contain the principle of all
religious phenomena.

It is not by chance that liberation theolo-
gians, such as Hugo Assmann, Franz
Hinkelammert and Enrique Dussel, extensive-
ly quote from Marx’s writings against capitalist
alienation and commodity fetishism in their
denunciation of the “market idolatry.”

3) The venal (mercantile) quantification of
social life. Capitalism, regulated by exchange
value, the calculation of profits and the accu-
mulation of capital, tends to dissolve and de-
stroy all qualitative values: use values, ethical
values, human relations, human feelings. Hav-
ing replaces Being, and only subsists the mon-
etary payment — the cash nexus according to
the famous expression of Carlyle which Marx
takes up — and the “icy waters of egoistic cal-
culation” (Communist Manifesto).

Now, the struggle against quantification
and Mammonism — another term used by
Carlyle — is one of the key loci of Romanti-
cism. Like the Romantic critics of the modern
bourgeois civilisation, Marx believed that capi-
talism has introduced, in this respect, a profound
degradation of social relations, and an ethical
regression in relation to pre-capitalist societies:

At last, the time has come in which all that
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human beings had considered as inalienable
has become the object of exchange, of traffic,
and may be alienated. It is a time when the
very things which before were conveyed, but
never bartered; given, but never sold; con-
quered, but never purchased — virtue, love,
opinion, science, conscience, etc. — when, in
short, everything has finally become tradable.
It is a time of generalized corruption, univer-
sal venality or, to speak in terms of political
economy, the time when anything, moral or
physical, receives a venal value, and may be
taken to market to be appraised for its appro-
priate value.

HE POWER OF MONEY is one of the most

brutal expressions of this capitalist quanti-
fication: it distorts all “human and natural quali-
ties,” by submitting them to the monetary mea-
sure: “The quantity of money becomes more and
more the unique and powerful property of the
human being; at the same time that it reduces
all being to its abstraction, it reduces itself in its
own movement to a quantitative being.”

4) The irrational nature of the system. The
periodical crises of overproduction that shake
the capitalist system reveal its irrationality —
“absurdity” is the term used in the Manifesto:
the existence of “too many means of subsistence”
while the majority of the population lacks the
necessary minimum. This global irrationality is
not contradictory, of course, with a partial and
local rationality, at the level of the production
management of each factory.

5) Modern barbarism. To some extent,
capitalism is the bearer of historical progress,
particularly by the exponential development of
the productive forces, creating therefore the
material conditions for a new society, a world
of freedom and solidarity. But, at the same time,
it is also a force of social regression, in so far as
it “makes of each economic progress a public
calamity.” Considering some of the most sinis-
ter manifestations of capitalism such as the poor
laws or the workhouses — those “workers
Bastilles” — Marx wrote in 1847 the following
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surprising and prophetic passage, which seems
to announce the Frankfurt School: “Barbarism
re-appears, but this time it is created inside civi-
lization itself and is an integral part of it. This
is the leprous barbarism, barbarism as the leper
of civilization.”

All these criticisms are intimately linked:
they refer to each other, they presuppose each
other, and they are combined in a global anti-
capitalist vision, which is one of the distinctive
features of Marx as a communist thinker.

On two other issues — which are today of
the greatest topicality — Marx’s anti-capitalist
critique is more ambiguous or insufficient:

6) The colonial and/or imperialist expan-
sion of capitalism, the violent and cruel domi-
nation of the colonized people, their forced sub-
mission to the imperatives of capitalist produc-
tion and the accumulation of capital. One can
perceive in Marx a certain evolution in this re-
spect: if, in the Manifesto, he seems to celebrate
as a progress the submission of the “peasant” or
“barbarian” (sic) nations to the bourgeois civili-
zation, in his writings on the British coloniza-
tion of India the somber aspect of the Western
domination is taken into account — but still
considered as a necessary evil.

Itis only in Capital, particularly in the chap-
ter on primitive accumulation of capital, that
one finds a really radical critique of the horrors
of colonial expansion: the submission or exter-
mination of the indigenous people, the wars of
conquest, the slave trade. These “horrifying bar-
barisms and atrocities” — which according to
Marx, quoting M.W. Howitt, “have no parallel
in any other era of universal history, in any other
race, however savage, brutal, pitiless and shame-
less” — are not simply presented as the cost of
historical progress, but clearly denounced as an
“infamy.”

7) The Manifesto rejoices with the domi-
nation of nature made possible by the expan-
sion of capitalist civilization. It is only later,
particularly in Capital, that the aggression of
the capitalist mode of production against the



natural environment is taken into consideration.
In a well known passage, Marx suggests a par-
allel between the exhaustion of labor and of land
by the destructive logic of capital:

Each progress of the capitalist agriculture is
not only a progress in the art of exploiting the
worker, but also in the art of plundering the
soil; each short term progress in fertility is a
progress in the long term destruction of the
basis of this fertility. (..) Capitalist produc-
tion thus only develops . . . but at the same
time exhausting the two springs from which
flow all wealth: the land and the laborer.” One
can see here the expression of a really dialecti-
cal view of progress — also suggested by the
ironical way the word is used — which could
be the starting point for a systematic ecologi-
cal thinking, but this was not to be developed
by Marx.

UITE DIFFERENT is Max Weber's ap-

proach. His attitude towards capitalism
is much more ambivalent and contradictory.
One could say that he is divided between his
identity as a bourgeois which fully supports
German capitalism and its imperial power, and
his statute as an intellectual, sensitive to the ar-
guments of the Romantic anti-capitalist
Zivilisationskritik so influential among the Ger-
man academic mandarins at the begining of the
20th century. From this viewpoint, he could be
compared to another split — if not schizo-
phrenic — German bourgeois/intellectual:
Walther Rathenau, Prussian and Jew, capitalist
entrepreneur and sharp critic of the mechani-
cal civilization.

Rejecting any socialist idea, Weber does not
hesitate, on some occasions, to use apologetic
arguments in defense of capitalism. This is par-
ticularly obvious in his description, in The Prot-
estant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, of the
origins of capitalism as the result of Protestant
work ethic, i.e., the combination of hard work,
methodic economic activity, frugal life and the
reinvestment of savings: a description which is
very close to the idealized self image of the bour-
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geois! Usually he seems to lean towards a re-
signed acceptance of bourgeois civilization, not
as desirable, but as inevitable. However, in some
key texts, which had a very significant impact
on 20th century thought, he gives free rein to a
insightful, pessimistic and radical critique of the
paradoxes of capitalist rationality. According to
the sociologist Derek Sayer, “to a certain extent
his critique of capitalism, as a life negating force,
is sharper than Marx’s.” This is an exaggerated
assessment, but it is true that some of Weber’s
arguments touch at the foundations of the mod-
ern industrial/capitalist civilization.

Obviously, the issues raised by Weber are
quite different from those of Marx. Weber ig-
nores exploitation, is not interested in economic
crisis, has little sympathy for the struggles of
the proletariat, and does not question colonial
expansion. However, influenced by the Roman-
tic or Nietzschean Kulturpessimismus, he per-
ceives a deep contradiction between the require-
ments of the formal modern rationality — of
which bureaucracy and private enterprise are
concrete manifestations — and those of the act-
ing subject’s autonomy. Distancing himself from
Enlightenment’s rationalist tradition, he is sen-
sitive to the contradictions and limits of mod-
ern rationality, as it expresses itself in capitalist
economy and state administration: its formal
and instrumental character and its tendency to
produce effects that lead to the reversal of the
emancipatory aspirations of modernity. The
search for calculation and efficiency at any price
leads to the bureaucratization and reification of
human activities. This diagnosis of modernity’s
crisis will be, to a large extent, taken over by the
Frankfurt School in its first period (Adorno,
Horkheimer, Marcuse).

What is striking in Weber’s pessimistic/re-
signed assessment of modernity is its refusal of
the illusions of progress which were so power-
ful in the European consciousness at the be-
ginning of the 20th century. Here is, for in-
stance, what he said in one of his last public
interventions in 1919: “It is not the flowering
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of Summer that is waiting for us, but a polar
night, icy, somber and rude.” This pessimism is
inseparable from a critical view of the nature
itself of capitalism and its dynamics of
rationalisation/modernisation.

One can distinguish two aspects — inti-

Weber's attitude towards
capitalism is much more
ambivalent and contradictory.

mately linked between them — in Weber's cri-
tique of the substance itself of the capitalist sys-
tem:

1) The inversion between means and ends. For
the spirit of capitalism, of which Benjamin
Franklin is an ideal-typical figure — almost
chemically pure! — to win money, to gather
more and more money (to accumulate capital
would say Marx) is the supreme good and the
ultimate aim in life:

The pursuit of riches is fully stripped of all
pleasurable, and surely all hedonistic aspects.
Accordingly, this striving becomes understood
completely as an end in itself — to such an
extent that it appears as fully outside the nor-
mal course of affairs and simply irrational, at
least when viewed from the perspective of the
‘happiness’ or ‘utility’ of the single individual.
Here, people are oriented to acquisition as the
purpose of life: acquisition is no longer viewed
as a means to the end of satisfying the sub-
stantive needs of life. Those people in posses-
sion of spontaneous (unbefangene) dispositions
experience this situation as an absolutely
meaningless reversal of ‘natural’ conditions (as
we would say today). Yet, this reversal consti-
tutes just as surely a guiding principle of [mod-
ern] capitalism as incomprehension of this new
situation characterizes all who remain un-
touched by [modern] capitalism’s tentacles.”

Supreme expression of modern aim-ori-
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ented rationality — Weber's Zweckrationalitat
or, according to the Frankfurt School, instru-
mental rationality — capitalist economy reveals
itself, from the viewpoint of the “substantive
needs of life.” or of human happiness, as “sim-
ply irrational” or “absolutely meaningless.” We-
ber returns several times to this issue in The
Protestant Ethic, always insisting on the irratio-
nality — his emphasis — of the logic of capi-
talist accumulation: a comparison between the
spirit of capitalism and economic traditional-
ism — for whom business is simply “indispens-
able to life” — “renders obvious the irrational-
ity, from the viewpoint of one’s personal happi-
ness, of this way of organising life: people live
for their business rather than the reverse.”

Of course Weber believes that this “absurd”
and “irrational” system has its own formidable
rationality: his remarks show nevertheless a deep
critical distance towards the spirit of capital-
ism. Obviously two forms of rationality are in
conflict here: one, the Zweckrationalitat, purely
formal and instrumental, whose only aim is, in
capitalism, production for production, accumu-
lation for accumulation, money for money; the
other, more substantial, which corresponds to
the — pre-capitalist— “natural conditions,” and
refers to values (Wertrationalitat) such as:
people’s happiness, the satisfaction of their
needs.

This definition of capitalism as irrational
is not without certain affinities with Marx' ideas.
The subordination of the aim — the human
being — to the means — the enterprise, money,
commodity — is an argument that comes very
near to the Marxist concept of alienation. We-
ber was conscious of this similarity, and refers
to it in his 1918 conference on socialism: “All
this [the impersonnal functioning of capital] is
what socialism defines as the ‘domination of
things over the human beings.” which means:
the means over the aim (the satisfaction of the
needs).” This explains, by the way, why Lukacs’
theory of reification in History and Class Con-
sciousness (1923) is based on both Marx and



Weber.

2) The submission to an all powerful
mechanism, the emprisonment in a systém
which oneself has created. This issue is inti-
mately related to the former one, but it empha-
sizes the loss of freedom, the decline of indi-
vidual autonomy. The locus classicus of this criti-
cism is to be found in the last paragraphs of
The Protestant Ethic, doubtless the most famous
and influential passage of Weber's work — and
one of the rare moments where he permitted
himself what he calls “value and faith judge-
ments.”

First of all Weber considers, with a resigned
nostalgia, that the triumph of the modern capi-
talist spirit requires the “renunciation of the
Faustian multi-dimensionality of the human
species.” The acknowledgment of the rise of the
bourgeois era has, for Goethe — as for Weber
— the meaning of a “farewell to an era of full
and beautiful humanity.”

On the other hand, capitalist rationality
creates a more and more constraining and co-
ercive context: “The Puritan wanted to be a per-
son with a vocational calling; today we are forced
to be.” The modern — capitalist — economic
order, with its technical conditions of mechani-
cal and machine production, “determines the
style of life of all individuals born into it, not
only those directly engaged in earning a living.”
This constraint, Weber compares it with a sort
of prison, or “iron cage,” where the system of
rational production encloses the individuals:
“According to Baxter [a Puritan preacher —
ML] the concern for material goods should lie
upon the shoulders of his saints like ‘a light-
weight coat that could be thrown off at any
time.’ Yet fate allowed a steel-hard casing
(stahlhartes Gehduse) to be forged from this coat.”

The expression became famous. It strikes
by its tragic resignation, but also by its critical
dimension. There are different interpretations
or translations for the words sthahlhartes
Gehéause: for some it is a “casing” for others a
“shell” or a “cell.” But is is probable that \Weber
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borrowed the image of an “iron cage of despair”
from the English Puritan poet Bunyan. In any
case, it seems to describe, in the Protestant Ethic,
the reified structures of capitalist economy as a
sort of steel-hard prison — rigid, cold and piti-
less.

Weber’s pessimism leads him to fear the end
of all values and ideals, and the advent, under
the aegis of modern capitalism, of a “mecha-
nized ossification, embellished with a sort of
rigidly compelled sense of self-importance.” He
foresees the process of reification as extending,
from the economic sphere, to all areas of social
life: politics, law, culture.

Well before the Frankfurt School, Karl
Lowith had already grasped, in his brilliant 1932
essay on Weber and Marx, the “dialectics of rea-
son” at work in the Weberian critique of capi-
talism, and its affinity with the Marxian one:

The peculiar irrationality formed within the
process of rationalisation (. ..) also appears to
Weber in terms of this relation between means
and ends, which for him is the basis for the
concepts of rationality and freedom — namely,
in terms of a reversal of this relation. (.. .)
Means as ends make themselves independent
and thus lose their original ‘meaning’ or pur-
pose, that is, they lose their original purposive
rationality oriented to man and his needs. This
reversal marks the whole of modern civiliza-
tion, whose arrangements, institutions and
activities are so ‘rationalised,” that whereas
humanity once established itself within them,
now it is they which enclose and determine
humanity like an ‘iron cage.” Human conduct,
from which these institutions originally arose,
must now in turn adapt to its own creation
which has escaped the control of the creator.
Weber himself declared that here lies the real
problem of culture — rationalisation towards
the irrational — and that he and Marx agreed
in the definition of this problem but differed
initsevaluation. (...) This paradoxical inver-
sion — this ‘tragedy of culture,” as Simmel has
termed it — becomes most clearly evident
when it occurs in exactly the type of activity
whose innermost intention is that it be spe-
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cifically rational, namely, in economically ratio-
nal activity. And precisely here it becomes
plainly apparent that, and how, behaviour
which is purely purposive-rational in inten-
tion turns inexorably into its own opposite in
the process of its rationalisation.

O CONCLUDE: what Weber, unlike Marx,

did not grasp, is the domination, over hu-
man activities, of exchange value. The mecha-
nisms of valorisation and the automatisms in-
scribed in the commodity exchange lead to a
monetarisation of social relations. The
sociologue from Heidelberg does not conceive
the possibility of replacing the alienated logic
of self-valorising value by a democratic control
of production.

Both Weber and Marx shared the idea of a
substantial irrationality of the capitalist system
— which is not contradictory with its formal or
partial rationality. Both refer to religion to try
to understand this irrationality.

For Weber, what one has to explain is the
origin of this irrationalism, this “reversal of natu-
ral conditions,” and the explanation he proposes
refers to the decisive influence of certain reli-
gious representations: the Protestant ethic.
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For Marx, the origin of capitalism does not
relate to any religious ethics, but to a brutal pro-
cess of plundering, murder and exploitation,
which he describes with the term “the primi-
tive accumulation of capital.” The reference to
religion plays, however, a significant role in ex-
plaining the logic of capitalism as “reversal.” It
is not a causal relationship, as in Weber, but
rather a structural affinity: irrationality is an
intrinsic, immanent and essential feature of the
capitalist mode of production as an alienated
process, and as such it has a structural resem-
blance with religious alienation: in both cases,
the human beings are dominated by their own
products — respectively Capital (money, com-
modities) and God.

Exploring the elective affinities between the
Weberian and the Marxist criticisms of capi-
talism, and combining them in an original way,
Lukacs produced the theory of reification, and
Adorno/Horkheimer the critique of instrumen-
tal reason — two of the most important and
radical theoretical innovations of 20th century’s
Western Marxist thought.

A fully footnoted version will be found on our website,
www.newpol.org.



The Militarization of Police

E HAVE A NEW CULTURE Of police op-
pression fittingly described as mili-
tarization.

* The first SWAT teams were organized
after the 1965 Watts riots, an experiment to
train police in mass formations.

* In 1967 the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration was set up as a result
of the rioting. It set up a three-year project
called the California Specialized Training
Institute run by the Army Combat Com-
mand. It trained police in military weaponry
and tactics.

* In the early 1980s Ronald Reagan en-
listed the military in the so-called “drug war.”
He involved the National Guard in mari-
juana cases and beefed up efforts to train
police in exercises using military vehicles.

* The Justice Department and the De-
fense Department created the Technology
Transfer Amendments in 1995, which legal-
ized the process of militarizing police to of-
ficially fight terrorism but unofficially to si-
lence protesters against powerful corporate
interests.

* In the last decade even the smallest and
most peaceful demonstrations have been met

by violent intolerance by law officers. SWAT
teams, once reactive, are now proactive in po-
licing. At the 1990 WTA conference in Se-
attle, hundreds convened to protest the
WTO peacefully. Still, the city mayor de-
clared a “state of civil emergency” — one step
short of marshal law. SWAT teams corralled
protesters, sweeping them away in mass ar-
rests while setting up a “command post” at
the local Ramada. Meanwhile, the protest-
ers were divided in two crowds: the peaceful
protesters, and a small minority of vandals
who willfully set out to damage property.
Interestingly, the police arrested the peace-
ful protesters while leaving the vandals free
to do their business. Why? To videotape the
second group as part of a PR-scheme meant
to fabricate impressions that all protesters
are “trouble-makers,” thus justifying violent
police action.

e The Fourth Amendment is now
flouted to the extent of 80 percent of house
arrests involving “no knock” warrants.
SWAT teams either don't knock before en-
tering or they knock lightly and then blow
doors down with detonation devices.

RICHARD HIATT
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The Campaign for Peace & Democracy

[ran: Neither U.S.Aggression
Nor Theocratic Repression

A CALL FOR A NEW, DEMOCRATIC U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

This statement was revised on May 15, 2006

Please join Michael Albert, Tom Ammiano, Stanley
Aronowitz, Rosalyn Baxandall, Medea Benjamin, Eileen
Boris, Jeremy Brecher, Noam Chomsky, Ariel Dorfman,
Martin Duberman, Rusti Eisenberg, Carlos R. Espinosa,
Gertrude Ezorsky, Samuel Farber, Mansour Farhang,
Barry Finger, Barbara Garson, Larry Gross, Mina
Hamilton, Thomas Harrison, Howie Hawkins, Michael
Hirsch, Adam Hochschild, Nancy Holmstrom, Doug
Ireland, Melissa Jameson, Jahanshah Javid, Joy Kallio,
Robin D. G. Kelley, Larry Kramer, Joanne Landy, Jesse
Lemisch, John Leonard, Sue Leonard, Rabbi Michael
Lerner, Nelson Lichtenstein, Norman MacAfee, Marvin
& Betty Mandell, David McReynolds, David Oakford,
BarbaraWatson Pillsbury, Henry Pillsbury, Frances Fox
Piven, Nancy Romer, Ruth Rosen, Peter Rothberg,
Matthew Rothschild, Jennifer Scarlott, Jay Schaffner,
Sydney Schanberg, Jason Schulman, Stephen R. Sha-
lom, Wallace Shawn, Meredith Tax, Lois Weiner, Cora
Weiss, Peter Weiss, Naomi Weisstein, Cornel West,
Edmund White, Reginald Wilson, Julia Wrigley, and
Howard Zinn in signing this statement.
Thank you, Joanne Landy, Thomas Harrison,
Jennifer Scarlott, Co-Directors, CPD

J UST AS IT DID BEFORE ITS INVASION OF IRAQ,
the Bush administration is manufacturing a
climate of fear in order to prepare public opin-
ion for another act of aggression — this time
against Iran. Three years ago it was the specter
of Saddam Hussein’s alleged weapons of mass
destruction; today it's the threat of a possible
Iranian nuclear bomb. Washington’'s immedi-
ate goal is to get the U.N. Security Council to
impose sanctions on Iran and, in all probabili-
ty, to justify a military attack on Tehran's nu-
clear facilities— ajob that may be outsourced
to Isragl. TheWhite House eveninsists on keep-
ing the catastrophic “ nuclear option” on the ta-
ble— that is, using tactical nuclear weaponsto
strike Iranian nuclear facilities, many of which
are located in or near civilian population cen-

ters. Although a full-scale invasion of Iran is
highly unlikely at the moment, there can belit-
tle doubt that the neoconservativesin the Bush
administration have a grand strategy that in-
cludes, eventually, “regime change’ in Tehran
asaway of further enlarging U.S. imperial pow-
er.

We strongly oppose the U.S. occupation of
Irag: it has brought appalling suffering to the
Iragi people with fatalities in the tens of thou-
sands, descent into civil war and the strength-
ening of the most authoritarian elementsin Ira-
gi society — as well as more than 2,400 U.S.
soldiers dead and thousands more wounded.
Likewise, the U.S. government’s attempts to
bully Iran are succeeding mainly in terrorizing
the Iranian people and weakening internal op-
position to the mullahs. The Bush administra-
tion's claim that it is promoting democracy in
these two countries is the grossest hypocrisy;
itsonly interest is power and control of oil re-
sources. We, on the other hand, care very much
about the ability of the Iragi and Iranian people
to control their own societies, about civil liber-
ties and the rights of women, gays, workers,
and ethnic minoritiesthere. That iswhy weraise
our voices against the current threatsto Iranand
call for immediate withdrawal of al U.S. forc-
esfrom Iraqg.

We too would like to see a regime change
in Tehran, but one brought about by the Iranian
people themselves, not by Washington. For 26
years Iran has been ruled by a repressive the-
ocracy. Behind the formal trappings of democ-
racy, real power is held by an un-elected oli-
garchy of clerics; al electoral candidates must
receivetheir approval, and their authority isen-
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forced by gangs of religious thugs. President
Ahmadingjad is a Holocaust denier who has
called for the elimination of Israel.

Iranian women lack some of the most ba-
sichumanrights. They cannot dress, work, trav-
€l or choose spouses freely. “Honor killing” is
legal, and by law women can be hanged or
stoned to death for “unchaste behavior.” Mil-
lions of Iranian women find ways to at least
partly circumvent these restrictions, and rela
tively few suffer the most extreme penalties.
Women vote and sit in parliament, and there
are significant numbers of women both in uni-
versity and at the workplace. But the fact re-
mains that there are few countries in the world
where women face legal handicaps as severe
asthosein Iran.

Workerswho try to strike or form indepen-
dent trade unions are often violently put down.
Large numbers of workers have not been paid
for months and in some cases for years. At-
tempts to organize are frequently attacked by
club- and knife-wielding mercenaries, security
forces and the military. Despite thisrepression,
workers are continuing to organize, however,
and independent unions are gaining afoothold.

As in many countries, homosexuality is
outlawed, but Tehran has gonefurther than most
by making homosexual conduct by men or
women punishable by death and unleashing a
vicious pogrom against Iranian gays, many of
whom have been tortured, beaten, and publicly
executed. The government iscarrying on amas-
sive campaign of entrapment through the Inter-
net; victims are subjected to constant surveil-
lance, loss of employment, arrest, and violent
blackmail that forces them to reveal the names
of other homosexuals. Torture is used to make
gay people confess to crimes they never com-
mitted. The basiji and other religious parapo-
lice forces kidnap gay people, who are seques-
tered and tortured until they name names. Gays
on the government’slistsareforbidden to leave
the country. And now Iran has exported itsvio-
lent anti-gay crusade to Irag.

In recent years there has been growing re-
sistancewithin Iranian society, particularly from
workers fighting privatization and unemploy-
ment and young people chafing against social
and political repression. This resistance holds
the promise of bringing grassroots democratic

change to Iran. The threat of military action or
broader and harsher sanctions from outside —
and especially the horrifying menace of nucle-
ar strikes — only serveto rally people around
theregimeandto giveit another excuseto clamp
down on dissent, inhibiting a potentially revo-
lutionary process and strengthening the right-
wing clerics. U.S. threats have already served
to legitimize nuclear weapons to the Iranian
people.

Under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty, Iran hasthe right to devel op civilian nuclear
power, though the Bush administration hastried
to obscure thisfact. Many of us oppose the use
of nuclear power by any country, both for envi-
ronmental reasons and because of its link to
nuclear weapons — but that is not the issue in
the present U.S.-Iran confrontation. Whilethere
is reason to doubt Tehran’s assurances that it
only wants to develop civilian nuclear energy,
Iran is probably still several years away from
being able to produce nuclear weapons. And if
Tehran acquires the bomb, it is unlikely that
the ayatollahs, who hold decisive power, would
useit since it would be suicidal to do so. Israel
alone has between 200 and 300 nuclear war-
heads capable of striking Iran, and this is not
counting the thousands of warheads the U.S.
can launch at Iran. Nevertheless, there is no
guarantee that Iran, or any other state armed
with nuclear weapons, won't use them or make
them available to others. Aslong as these bar-
baric weapons exist, they can be used, and the
more countriesthat possessthem themorelikely
it is over time that they will be used.

We therefore strongly oppose any effort by
Tehran to acquire nuclear weapons. But aslong
as a handful of nations arrogate to themselves
the exclusive right to possess nuclear weapons,
the have-nots will always be able to point to
the threat posed by the nuclear powers and will
constantly seek to acquire such weapons for
themselves— asNorth Koreahas already done,
withdrawing from the Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty regime. Likewise, Iran, which has been men-
aced by the U.S. for more than two decades
and was a charter member of Bush's “axis of
evil,” may opt out of the NPT.

An end to Washington's belligerence is a
crucia step in preventing Tehran from joining
the nuclear “club.” Beyond that, the only way
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to stop proliferation is for those countries that
have nuclear weapons to begin disarming —
something the Bush administration and previ-
ousadministrations of both parties haverefused
to do, despite the fact that the U.S. isasignato-
ry to the Non-Proliferation Treaty which com-
mitsit to “ pursue negotiations in good faith on
effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear armsrace at an early date and to nucle-
ar disarmament.” At the same time the nuclear
powers must work toward nuclear-free zones
around the world, but especialy in the Middle
East, a particularly volatile and dangerous re-
gion.

We call for anew democratic U.S. foreign
policy that would deal with the threat posed to
al of usby terrorist networks, and by weapons
of mass destruction, and promote real democ-
racy in the Middle East and elsewhere, by:

« Renouncing the use of military intervention
to extend and consolidate U.S. imperial power,
and withdrawing U.S. troops and bases from
the Middle East.

* Ending U.S. support for authoritarian and cor-
rupt regimes, e.g. Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states
and Egypt.

e Opposing al forms of terrorism worldwide
— by Al Qaeda, Iragi death squads, and Pales-
tinian suicide bombers, and by U.S.-backed
forceslikethe Colombian paramilitariesand the
Israeli military in the Occupied Territories —
aswell asthe brutality and humiliation inflict-
edon Iragisevery day by U.S. occupation forces
and Washington’s ominous threats against Iran.
* Supporting the right of national self-determi-
nation for all peoples in the Middle East, in-
cludingtheKurds, Palestiniansand I sragli Jews.
Ending support for Israeli occupation of the
West Bank and oppression of the Palestinian
people.

e Taking unilateral steps toward renouncing
weapons of mass destruction, including nucle-
ar weapons, and vigorously promoting inter-
national disarmament treaties, instead of ob-
structing even minimal efforts to end the arms
race.

» Abandoning the effort to impose, through the
IMF/World Bank or unilaterally, neoliberal eco-
nomic policiesof privatization and austerity that
bring mass misery to people in large parts of
the world. Initiating a major foreign aid pro-
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gram directed at popular rather than corporate
needs.

The mgjority of peoplein thiscountry now
believethat theinvasion of Iragwasdisastrously
wrong and that they were systematically lied
to by the Bush Administration about the rea-
sonsfor going to war, and they are wary of new
U.S. military intervention in the Middle East.
At the same time, the administration’s scare
tactics may succeed in generating popular sup-
port for aeria attacks on Iran. It is therefore
imperative to speak out now against Washing-
ton’s threats, to educate public opinion, and to
build organized opposition to aggression against
Iran, as well as support for immediate, com-
pletewithdrawal from Irag. It istimeto demand
anew demacratic U.S. foreign policy that gen-
uinely expresses solidarity with the aspirations
of people for liberty everywhere, renounces
once and for all imperia intervention, and is
committed to real disarmament.

[ ] Please add my name to the list of signers to
the CPD IRAN: Neither U.S. Aggression nor
Theocratic Repression. You may use my name
when the statement is published.

LJiam sending a tax-deductible donation of

$ to help disseminate the statement.
[ ]1am sending my gift __ by mail __ on-line
(see below.)

YOUT NAME 1ot s

Organizational/institutional affiliation or city
(for identification ONlY) ..........ccccceoeerrroeniassiseeiiissens

Address

Only name and affiliation or city will be made
public.

For further information, to sign on-line, and to see
evolving full list of signers go to
www.cpdweb.org

Make checks payable to “Campaign for Peace and
Democracy” or donate on-line by going to our
website www.cpdweb.org Mail to Campaign for
Peace and Democracy, 2790 Broadway, #12, NY, NY
10025

Campaign for Peace & Democracy
www.cpdweb.org ¢ cpd@igc.org
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In Search of Economic Justice: A Reply

ROBIN HAHNEL

IRST OF ALL, | want to thank Steve Shalom

for probing the themes discussed in my
book, Economic Justice and Democracy: From
Competition to Cooperation (Routledge, 2005)
at great length and depth in his review essay
published in the Winter 2006 issue of New Poli-
tics. It was in hope of stimulating the kind of
thoughtful dialogue his essay exemplifies that I
wrote my book in the first place. I also want to
thank him for his excellent, comprehensive
summary of what is covered in the book. He
and New Politics have done a better job of tell-
ing interested readers what they will find in my
book than I could have.

I will not take time to comment on the
many points where Shalom expresses or expands
upon points of agreement between us. Instead
I will confine my response to areas where Sha-
lom disagrees with my analysis or recommen-
dations. Since — unlike Shalom in his review
essay — | take up only points of disagreement,
| hasten to caution readers not to infer from
my reply that I believe there are fundamental
disagreements between myself and Shalom.
Quite the contrary, Shalom and | seem to be in
close agreement about economic justice and
democracy, and about what it will take to re-
place the economics of competition and greed
with the economics of equitable cooperation.

ROBIN HAHNEL is Professor of Economics ar American
University. His more recent books are Panic Rules! Ev-
erything You Need to Know About the Global
Economy (South End, 1999), The ABCs of Political
Economy: A Modern Approach (Pluto, 2002), and
EconomicJustice and Democracy: From Competition
to Cooperation (Routledge, 2005). He has been active
in many social movements and organizations over the
past forty years, most recently with the Movement for
Global Justice and the Southern Maryland Greens,

Economic Justice

| ARGUED THAT ECONOMIC JUSTICE requires
that people be compensated according to the
sacrifices they make in work, but for an economy
to be humane people’s basic needs must be pro-
vided for in any case. While he is in broad agree-
ment, Shalom writes “I'm not sure this distinc-
tion is compelling.” Frankly, neither am I. Treat-
ing consumption based on sacrifice as a matter
of justice and consumption based on need as a
matter of humanity is probably overly simplis-
tic. Let me explain what | was thinking, and
then qualify my conclusions in light of Shalom’s
criticism.

In any economy there are a large number
of people who are able to work, who are ex-
pected to work, and who do work. My princi-
pal concern was how regular members of the
workforce should be compensated. After dis-
cussing a number of alternatives at great length,
I concluded that the system of compensating
people who work is fair if and only if the re-
wards a worker receives are commensurate with
the sacrifices the worker makes. I shortened this
conclusion to “economic justice requires reward
according to sacrifice,” and later in the book “re-
ward according to sacrifice” was listed as one of
the defining features of the theoretical model |
advocate known as a participatory economy.

However, in real world economies we must
also decide what consumption rights should be
given people who, for a variety of reasons, do
not work. There must be rules for judging who
is able and expected to work, and who is deemed
not able, or not expected to work for some rea-
son. After which, consumption levels must be
set for those who are not expected to work and
for those who are deemed able but who are,
nonetheless, unwilling to work. My comments
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on consumption rights for those who do not
work were brief for several reasons. First, while
reward according to sacrifice in work was a de-
fining feature of a participatory economy, spe-
cific rules for compensating those who do not

The distinction between “for
reasons of justice” and “for reasons
of humanity” breaks down.

work had never been agreed on by the co-cre-
ators or later advocates, and were not consid-
ered a defining characteristic of a participatory
economy. Second, | considered the rules for re-
warding those who work and the rules for grant-
ing non-workers consumption rights to be logi-
cally separable. For example, capitalism means
reward according to the market value of what
is produced by the human and non-human capi-
tal one owns. In practice all advanced capitalist
economies provides some kind of safety net, and
at least in theory, a capitalist economy could
provide a generous safety net for those with little
or no labor or capital income. On the other
hand, a participatory economy means reward
according to sacrifice. But a particular partici-
patory economy might have a more or less gen-
erous safety net for those who receive little or
nothing based on their sacrifices in work. Third,
it seemed to me that people who agree on the
moral necessity of rewarding those who work
according to sacrifice might not necessarily
agree on specific rules for granting non-work-
ers consumption rights. For example, advocates
of rewarding work according to sacrifice might
disagree on the age at which workers should no
longer be expected to work. Or, they might dis-
agree on whether pensions should be the same
for all retirees or vary somewhat depending on
a person’s effort ratings over his or her work
life. Or, they might disagree on the level of con-
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sumption full time students should be awarded.
And finally, while | believe economic justice
requires rewarding work according to sacrifice,
I am not sure there is only one way to allocate
consumption rights to those who are able but
unwilling to work that is morally satisfactory.
For example, consider a very wealthy participa-
tory economy where all who work enjoy con-
sumption considerably in excess of what is nec-
essary to meet their basic needs, as compared
to a poor participatory economy where an av-
erage effort rating barely covers a person’s basic
needs. In both economies | believe justice re-
quires rewarding those who work strictly ac-
cording to their relative sacrifices. But while 1
might criticize the wealthy participatory
economy on moral grounds if it did not guar-
antee those who are able but unwilling to work
an allowance substantially above subsistence, |
would hesitate to criticize the poor participa-
tory economy for granting only a bare subsis-
tence allowance to those who choose not to
work. In any case, these were the major reasons
| treated the issue of consumption rights for
non-workers separately and only briefly. This
is also why | said “While | believe justice re-
quires compensating people according to the
sacrifices they make, it seems to me that it is
our humanity that compels us to provide for
those in need.” (p. 32)

However, | now believe | devoted too little
attention to a discussion of procedures for de-
termining who should be exempted from work,
and the terms of compensation for those who
are exempted as well as for those who are able
but unwilling to work. While I believe it is pos-
sible to reach a definitive conclusion regarding
a fair rule for rewarding those who do work, as
explained above | am less sure a definitive con-
clusion can be reached regarding a single way
to allocate consumption rights to all who do
not work that is morally defensible. However,
the issue of consumption rights for non-work-
ers is of great moral importance, and | regret if
my treatment gave the impression | believe oth-



erwise. Moreover, I now think | was wrong to
argue that consumption rights for non-work-
ers is a matter only of humanity and not of jus-
tice as well. To take an obvious example, if a
wealthy participatory economy failed to grant
pensioners consumption rights sufficient even
to meet their basic needs during retirement, it
would be treating them unjustly as well as in-
humanely. In general, Shalom is correct that
justice as well as humanity are both relevant to
compensating those exempted from work. I also
suspect that when push comes to shove the dis-
tinction between “for reasons of justice” and “for
reasons of humanity” breaks down the deeper
we go into a moral evaluation of the distribu-
tion of consumption rights.

ErFrorT RATING INFLATION

SHALOM DOES NOT ACCEPT my answer to his
question: “What is to prevent a group of co-
workers from all exaggerating the effort of one
another?” He quotes my answer accurately: “To
prevent the possibility of ‘effort rating inflation’
the average effort rating a council awards its
members cannot exceed the worker council’s
ratio of the social benefits of its outputs divided
by the social costs of its inputs.” (190) But he
says: “I don't think the social benefits to social
cost ratio will prevent it.”

Shalom is wrong to believe the above rule
will not prevent effort rating inflation. Any rule
that caps the average effort rating for every
worker council will stop effort rating inflation
in its tracks. As long as there is a cap on the
average effort rating in my council, exaggerat-
ing the ratings of any members must necessar-
ily come out of the effort ratings of other mem-
bers. Only if there is no limit on how high the
average effort rating for my worker council can
be is there an incentive for me and my cowork-
ers to inflate one another’s effort ratings. Any
system of caps will prevent effort rating infla-
tion. Different caps for worker councils chosen
randomly will stop effort rating inflation, but
of course arbitrary caps would be grossly un-
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fair.

It is not difficult to prevent effort rating
inflation; the trick is to do it fairly. Here Sha-
lom has put his finger on an important issue
that has generated debate among advocates of
participatory economics. Some advocates sup-
port equal caps on the average effort rating
for all worker councils. Others support a cap
for each council equal to the social benefit to
social cost ratio for that council. The case for
caps equal to a council’s social benefit to so-
cial cost ratio rests on the belief that the plan-
ning procedure will successfully charge worker
councils for the true social cost of all their in-
puts, including any differences in the skill of
their members. In which case, any differences
in ratios between worker councils must be the
result of differences in average efforts in those
councils, and it is only fair to permit the coun-
cils where workers really did exert greater ef-
fort on average to distribute effort ratings
among themselves that are higher on average.
The danger with this rule is that the planning
system may fail to level the playing field among
worker councils. In which case a higher social
benefit to social cost ratio could be the result
of members whose higher skill was not re-
flected in a higher indicative price their coun-
cil was charged for using this more valuable
social resource, and not, in fact, the result of
greater effort. The case for equal caps for all
worker councils rests on the assumption that
there will be very little difference in the aver-
age effort in different worker councils. Those
who support this rule have less faith in the
accuracy of the indicative prices generated by
the participatory planning process and more
faith that the law of large numbers makes sig-
nificant differences in average efforts at least
between workplaces with many members im-
probable. In sum, either rule will prevent ef-
fort rating inflation, and there is debate among
advocates of participatory economics about
which is more likely to be fair.
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SELF-MANAGEMENT AND
PARTICIPATORY PLANNING

SHALOM CHARACTERIZES participatory plan-
ning as a referendum approach to planning
which insufficiently allows for deliberative de-
mocracy. He also questions whether the model
can live up to its advance billing that it delivers
economic democracy: “A final problem with the
participatory economic model is the question
of whether it actually accomplishes Hahnel’s
goal of economic self-management: that is, let-
ting everyone have a say proportional to the
degree to which they are affected by the deci-
sion . ... Does it really give me one-third the
say in a decision relative to someone who is af-
fected by the decision three times as much as
me? Unlike some aspects of the model which
are documented in great mathematical detail,
the claim that the model yields self-manage-
ment seems to me unproven.”

The iterative planning process we propose
is unique to the model of a participatory
economy. It is not a referendum process. We
did not propose that an Iteration Facilitation
Board draw up a set of alternative national eco-
nomic plans for workers and consumers to vote
on. Nor is what we call “participatory planning”
a procedure where representatives from differ-
ent worker and consumer councils and federa-
tions gather in one big meeting to propose dif-
ferent national economic plans, debate their
merits, and somehow agree on one. Our plan-
ning procedure is an alternative to both these
(common) visions of how democratic economic
planning should be carried out.! Other critics
have misconstrued participatory planning as a
one-big-meeting model, and proceeded to point
out flaws in the one-big-meeting approach to
national economic planning as if these were
valid criticisms of participatory planning. | be-
lieve Shalom has misconstrued participatory
planning as a referendum approach to planning
and that is why he fails to see that it is, in fact,
unlike referenda, a procedure designed to fa-
cilitate and enhance meaningful, deliberative,
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economic democracy. Perhaps the procedure is
often misconstrued precisely because the model
of participatory planning is unique in the his-
tory of economic planning. Participatory plan-
ning is not only an alternative to authoritarian,
or command planning, it is also an alternative
to one-big-meeting and to a referendum — the
two best known approaches to democratic plan-
ning. If the procedure is neither a one-big-meet-
ing nor a referendum model, how do we pro-
pose that the national economic plan be deter-
mined? Here is how | described the procedure
in brief:

The participants in the planning procedure are
the worker councils and federations, the con-
sumer councils and federations, and an Itera-
tion Facilitation Board (IFB). Conceptually,
the planning procedure is quite simple. (1) The
IFB announces what we call “indicative prices”
for all final goods and services, capital goods,
natural resources, and categories of labor. (2)
Consumer councils and federations respond
with consumption proposals. Worker councils
and federations respond with production pro-
posals listing the outputs they propose to make
and the inputs they need to make them. (3)
The IFB then calculates the excess demand
or supply for each final good and service, capi-
tal good, natural resource, and category of la-
bor, and adjusts the indicative price for the
good up, or down, in light of the excess de-
mand or supply. (4) Using the new indicative
prices consumer and worker councils and fed-
erations revise and resubmit their proposals.
Individual worker and consumer councils must
continue to revise their proposals until they
submit one that is accepted by the other coun-
cils. The planning process continues until there
are no longer excess demands for any goods,
any categories of labor, any primary inputs, or
any capital stocks — in other words, until a
feasible plan is reached.” (193)

This iterative procedure in which worker
and consumer councils propose and revise their
own activities is an alternative to both (1) a
meeting where alternative different national
economic plans are proposed and debated by



representatives of interested parties, and (2) a
referendum on different alternative national
economic plans drawn up by an external agency.
But if there are no meetings between the dif-
ferent worker and consumer councils and fed-
erations, where is the deliberation? There is de-
liberation inside each council and federation
regarding its own proposal and how to revise it
during each iteration of the planning procedure
— because decisions about what they, them-
selves, will do are the decisions that most affect
their members. The manner in which those in
other councils and federations “deliberate” about
what my council or federation has proposed to
do is carefully constrained to protect my self-
management. The guiding principle is that only
if others believe my proposal would use scarce
productive resources belonging to everyone?
inefficiently or unfairly should they be able to
intervene. The procedure is designed to pro-
vide others with quantitative information nec-
essary to determine if this appears to be the case,
and it is designed so others have an incentive to
intervene only if they have reason to believe this
truly is the case. Because we recognize that
quantitative information often does not tell the
whole story, i.e. that an exchange of statistics is
not all there is to deliberative democracy, we
also recommended that councils provide quali-
tative information about the why’s and
wherefore’s of their proposals to supplement the
quantitative signals others will consult. Delib-
eration can also take the form of requests for
face to face meetings with representatives from
other councils to explain or seek explanation,
and face to face meetings that are part of ap-
peal procedures. But we have labored mightily
to avoid overburdening the main planning pro-
cess with meetings, and particularly meetings
without a clear agenda and clear criteria for set-
tling disagreements. We have tried to come up
with a procedure that avoids unstructured, in-
efficient deliberation where everyone proposes,
debates, and votes on what everyone will do
(one-big-meeting to agree on a national plan).
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We also sought to avoid lack of deliberation
altogether as everyone votes on a list of alter-
native national plans drawn up by experts based
on whatever information they could gather and
whatever values they thought were important
(a national referendum on a national plan). In-
stead we devised a format that provides mean-
ingful deliberation through a carefully struc-
tured, social, iterative process where workers and
consumers have a great deal of control over what
their own economic activities will be at the same
time they can effectively protect themselves
from socially irresponsible behavior by others.

Can a participatory economy deliver per-
fect self-management where every person has
decision making authority exactly to the degree
he or she is affected in every decision that is
made? No, of course not. Nor have | ever be-
lieved or claimed that it can. It is important to
understand clearly what our goal should be: Try
to distribute decision making power in propor-
tion to the degree different people are affected.
But the best we can do is devise procedures that
approximate this goal.> Moreover, unlike effi-
ciency, where different decision making rules
can be subjected to mathematical models and
proofs, measuring the degree of self-manage-
ment does not lend itself to that kind of analy-
sis. So how does a participatory economy bet-
ter approximate economic self-management
than other kinds of economies do? 1) Every
worker has one vote in his or her worker coun-
cil. 2) In larger worker councils sub-units gov-
ern their own internal affairs via one worker one
vote. 3) Job Complexes in every workplace are
balanced for empowerment. 4) Every consumer
has one vote in his or her consumer council. 5)
Federations that govern different levels of col-
lective consumption are governed by democratic
decision making procedures where ultimately
each federation member has one vote.* 6)
Worker and consumer councils and federations
not only propose what they will do in the ini-
tial round of the participatory planning proce-
dure, they alone make all revisions regarding
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their own activity during subsequent iterations
of the planning procedure. 7) During the plan-
ning process councils can vote not to approve
proposals of other councils if they have good
reason to believe those proposals would use
scarce productive resources belonging to every-
one either inefficiently or unfairly.® “Does it re-
ally give me one-third the say in a decision rela-
tive to someone who is affected by the decision
three times as much as me?” If Shalom means
by one-third exactly .333333, then the answer
is “no.” If he means will workers in a council
have considerably more say over what they pro-
duce and how they produce it than other work-
ers who also have an interest in how society’s
scarce productive resources are used, or if he
means will consumers in a neighborhood have
considerably more say over their own mixture
of local public goods than other consumers who
also have a claim on society’s scarce resources;
then the answer is “yes.” Nothing more exact
was ever intended, or in my opinion possible.

Handling Pollution in
the Planning Process

SHALOM cLAIMS | have not only not solved the
NIMBY problem, my proposal aggravates it.
“By giving veto power to a region it will lead to
a more extreme version of the NIMBY (not in
my back yard) problem that plagues capitalism.
Say we need a vaccine to save millions of lives,
but the factory that produces the vaccine pol-
lutes. Where do we locate the factory? The re-
gion where the pollution would cause the least
harm says we do not want any pollution, hence
we veto construction of the factory in our re-
gion . ... This is nothing more than a giant
game of chicken — who’s going to concede first
— with the most socially irresponsible regions
benefiting most.”

Apparently Shalom misunderstands the
procedure | recommend for handling pollution.
NIMBY happens because local residents do not
want to incur the entire social cost of hosting
Shalom’s vaccine factory while they only enjoy
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a tiny fraction of the benefit of having the vac-
cine available for all. In other words, NIMBY
occurs because local residents are not properly
compensated. But my proposal is precisely to
compensate local residents. Shalom identifies
the best solution: Build the factory — because
presumably the social benefits far outweigh the
social costs. Locate the factory where the pol-
lution would cause the least harm — because
that minimizes the social costs. My recommen-
dation will achieve this result. As long as the
social benefits of the vaccine outweigh the so-
cial costs — including the damage caused resi-
dents of a region by pollution where the vac-
cine factory is located — a worker council will
propose to produce it and the planning proce-
dure will approve the request. Any region will-
ing to host the vaccine factory will be compen-
sated for the damage according to the indica-
tive price of the pollutant. In effect regions will
bid against one another to host the vaccine fac-
tory weighing the compensation they would
receive against the damage they would incur.
The planning procedure will hone in on an in-
dicative price for the pollutant that will be too
low for regions where the damage would be rela-
tively high to find it worth their while to host
the factory, but high enough so that the region
where the damage is least will find it in their
interest to host the factory. Problem solved.
Shalom’s concern that “allowing veto power
is a very different decision-making rule” than
“people have input into a decision in propor-
tion to how much they are affected” is also based
on a misunderstanding of when and how ve-
toes are used in the planning procedure. Resi-
dents are allowed to veto pollution as long as
they are not sufficiently compensated. If they can-
not be compensated enough to make it worth
their while to give their permission, then per-
mitting the pollution is socially inefficient and
should not be permitted. Other participants in
the planning process are allowed to veto a
worker council’s proposal if the proposal would
use scarce productive resources in a way that would



leave others worse off. As long as the social ben-
efits of the proposal exceed the social costs this
will not be the case, and others would be cut-
ting off their nose to spite their face if they ve-
toed such a proposal. Moreover, the procedure
I recommend is suited to handle issues like de-
sires for open space and scenic vistas, not just
pollutants which can be measured in physical
units. As a matter of fact, one of its advantages
is that it generates better quantitative estimates
of how much people value what the profession
terms “environmental amenities” than contin-
gent valuation surveys commonly used today
precisely because market systems fail to provide
quantitative estimates for these kinds of “goods.”

Shalom’s last criticism is: “Hahnel’s envi-
ronmental procedure seems inconsistent with
his general decision-making rule. The problem
is that he defines the relevant region as that geo-
graphic area where residents believe they are
affected by a pollutant, without taking into ac-
count the degree to which people are affected.”
I am aware that those within a region affected
by a pollutant will not be equally damaged. This
is most obviously true for a non-uniform pol-
lutant where those who live closer to the source
receive more of the pollutant. If this were the
only reason some in a region are affected more
than others, we might be tempted to award votes
within the regional federation in proportion to
one’s distance from the source since there is an
objective and measurable relationship between
quantity of pollutant and distance from the
source, although wind patterns would compli-
cate measurements even in this case. (I think
this would work better than Shalom’s proposal
to create nested regions with multiple indica-
tive prices for the same pollutant.) However,
there are other reasons beside proximity to the
source that people are affected differently by
pollutants. Many pollutants harm the very old,
the very young, and those who are in poor health
more than they harm healthy people in the
prime of life. Even more problematic is the fact
that just as people have different “preferences”
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for how many apples they would be willing to
give up for an orange, people have different
“preferences” for how much consumption they
would give up to have less pollution.

The problem of how to get people to re-
veal their true preferences for public goods —

NIMBY occurs because local
residents are not properly
compensated.

or in this case, their true aversion for a public
bad — has been studied at great length. The
literature on “incentive compatible mechanisms”
for providing public goods and collecting rev-
enue to pay for them identifies two critical is-
sues: (1) Will a “mechanism” provide the so-
cially efficient amount of a public good? (Or in
this case, permit the socially efficient amount
of a public bad to be produced.) (2) Will a
“mechanism” make those who benefit more
from a public good pay more than those who
benefit less? (Or in this case, compensate those
who suffer more to a greater extent than those
who suffer less.) Prior to the 1970s economists
believed it was impossible to design a mecha-
nism that did both. It is impossible to provide
the efficient amount of a public good unless
people reveal their preferences truthfully. But it
was long assumed that if people who report a
higher preference are charged more than people
who report a lower preference, there would be
an incentive for everyone to understate how
much they benefit from the public good. (In
our case, the problem is if we give more com-
pensation to those damaged to a greater extent,
everyone will have an incentive to exaggerate
how much (s)he is harmed.) In the early 1970s
Edward Clarke and Theodore Groves sparked
a flurry of creative theoretical work designing
new “incentive compatible mechanisms” for
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providing public goods that, in theory, can in-
duce people to reveal their true preferences while
still charging those who benefit more.® How-
ever, even economists responsible for these theo-
retical breakthroughs conceded that none of
their “mechanisms” seemed to have any practi-
cal application because they required a great deal
of information gathering and processing. How-
ever, it is possible to design a mechanism that
will produce the efficient amount of a public
good (or bad) without undue complication if
we abandon the attempt to calibrate how much
we charge (or compensate) individuals on the
basis of how much they benefit (or suffer), and
that is what | recommended. If 1000 people are
affected adversely by a pollutant, and if each
will receive one one-thousandth of the total
compensation awarded victims for a certain level
of pollution, each of the 1000 people has an
incentive to vote honestly about how much of
the pollutant they want their region to accept.
If these “honest” votes are averaged, the effi-
cient level of pollution will be reached. How-
ever, under this procedure those who are dam-
aged to a greater extent will receive no more
compensation personally than those who are
damaged to a lesser extent. This is unfortunate,
but I think I agree with other economic theo-
rists that people would probably decide that any
remedy was more trouble than it was worth.”
However, | should have qualified my claim that
the procedure not only obeys the polluter pays
principle but it also compensates the victims of
pollution. It compensates the victims as a group,
but individuals within the group are not com-
pensated exactly according to their individual
damages.

Shalom does put his finger on an issue that
bears attention. How to define who is affected
by a particular pollutant and who is not will
not always be simple to determine or agree on.
I did say that scientists in the employ of federa-
tions would have to assist in this matter. | also
said that if a larger federation comes to the con-
clusion that its members are affected, it should
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be included in the definition of the region of
those affected. However, since there is compen-
sation, federations representing people who
truly are not affected might be tempted to mis-
represent their case. So interested parties may
well contest where to draw the borders for re-
gions where people are affected by a pollutant.
Perhaps environmental courts would be required
if disagreements proved sufficiently trouble-
some. Hopefully drawing borders for relevant
environmental regions in a participatory
economy can be handled better than the Re-
publican controlled Texas State Legislature re-
cently handled redrawing U.S. Congressional
Districts in response to Tom DeLay’s prodding!

However, | should point out that there is
no way to draw borders so all within a border
are equally damaged by a pollutant. Unfortu-
nately life is not that simple.

International Economic Relations
and the Fifty Percent Rule

SHALOM HAS SEVERAL OBJECTIONS t0o my pro-
posal that a participatory economy use what |
call the “fifty percent rule” when engaging in
international trade and investment. The rule is
that a participatory economy must agree to
terms of trade that give more than fifty percent of
the efficiency gain from specialization and trade
to any country that is poorer than the partici-
patory economy. The same rule applies to in-
terest rates on international loans. Shalom’s first
objection is that the assessment is based on “the
relative wealth of another country as a whole,
rather than of the specific individuals who stand
to gain or lose from the transaction.” Shalom
worries: “What if the entire benefit from the
transaction goes to the rich capitalist who owns
the coffee plantation or the garment factory,
with the impoverished workers getting noth-
ing?” This is a valid concern, but Shalom him-
self explains why it is very difficult to do any-
thing about: “Most economies do not provide
outsiders (or most insiders, for that matter) with
sufficient information to judge the actual im-



pact of a trade.” But instead of concluding that
the best that can be done is to apply a simple
fifty percent rule which requires no calculation
beyond the average wealth of different coun-
tries, Shalom concludes that lack of informa-
tion regarding the internal distributive impacts
of international trade (or investment) make “it
hard to see how the fifty percent rule could be
applied in practice.” But | proposed the fifty
percent rule precisely because the kind of evalu-
ation Shalom wants is usually impossible to
apply in practice while the fifty percent rule is
easy to apply. | have no disagreement with
Shalom’s suggestion that perhaps fair trade
groups and unions in a wealthy participatory
economy should monitor the fifty percent rule
to identify cases where it should be suspended.
But | agree with him that the determinations
necessary would not be easy. | also suspect a
more effective way to handle these concerns is
for the government of a participatory economy
to heed the recommendations of organizations
representing the oppressed and the political
opposition in poorer capitalist trading partners
regarding suspension of international economic
relations. It is better if the suspension is done at
their suggestion than on the initiative of orga-
nizations in the wealthier economy no matter
how well intended.®

Shalom is correct that if poorer countries re-
ceive only 51 percent of the efficiency gains, in-
ternational economic injustice would persist for
centuries. But Shalom also surmised correctly that
I proposed the fifty percent rule only as a mini-
mum requirement to prevent a participatory
economy from violating its core principles. I would
join Shalom in praise of any wealthy participa-
tory economy that adopted a rule such as “the per-
centage of the efficiency gain going to the poorer
country should be equal to the ratio of the GDP
per capita of the richer country divided by the
GDP per capita of the poorer country.”

Conclusion
As | WARNED READERS, | have not reviewed
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the many points of agreement between myself
and Shalom. When | review our disagreements
it seems to me we do so usually because Sha-
lom wants more economic justice, more self-
management, or more environmental protec-
tion than he fears a participatory economy ac-
tually offers. | do not disagree with him that it
would be nice to figure out ways to better
achieve the goals we share. And if anyone can
come up with ways to do so that are also prac-
tical — that is, not more trouble than they are
worth — I will be delighted. But I do think we
need to recognize that often we are trying to
design procedures that at best can only approxi-
mate our goals. Often my answer to a Shalom
criticism is that what | have proposed is the best
that can be done, or what he has proposed in-
stead would not work or is not worth the extra
trouble. But I always hope he is right and | am
wrong!

NOTES

1. When | refer to the “one big meeting” approach to
formulating a national economic plan, I do not mean to
imply that representatives of different councils and fed-
erations would only meet one time. As a matter of fact,
I am convinced this approach would result in endless
meetings where these representatives would go over the
same ground repeatedly as they discussed and debated
different plans. | think coming up with an agenda for
such an ongoing meeting, and formulating coherent
criteria for evaluating alternative national economic
plans presented at such meetings is impossible. Conse-
quently, I suspect what would eventually happen if peo-
ple ever tried the “one big meeting” approach to demo-
cratic planning would be that a plan with little merit
would eventually receive a majority vote when attend-
ees exhausted themselves and realized further discus-
sion held little prospect of yielding a superior result.

2. Scarce productive resources belonging to everyone
include not only all natural and human-made capital,
but all human capital as well. A participatory economy
considers scarce productive skills and talents of its mem-
bers as well as all productive knowledge to be part of
the overall productive asset base that is the common
property of everyone.

3. In my view, the same holds for economic justice. It is
important to understand clearly what our goal should
be: reward according to sacrifice (for those who work.)
But the best we can do is devise ways to reasonably
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approximate this result.

4. These include federations which have the right to set
the level of pollution their members are willing to tol-
erate as discussed below. I should also point out that
the exact democratic voting procedures within federa-
tions have never been fully specified. Should federation
collective consumption proposals be drawn up by dele-
gates selected by councils comprising the federation who
meet for that purpose, or submitted directly by coun-
cils for consideration? Should collective consumption
proposals be voted on by delegates representing each
council or by all federation members? There are impor-
tant issues to weigh when thinking about how to best
design decision making procedures inside federations.
Advocates of participatory economics have simply
agreed that these procedures must be thoroughly dem-
ocratic.

5. While there are very specific procedures for calculat-
ing the social benefits and costs associated with pro-
posals, | should point out that nobody has proposed
exact rules for voting to approve or disapprove propos-
als. There are obviously many possibilities whose rela-
tive merits should be weighed. Consensus seems overly
demanding while a simple majority might be too le-
nient. There is an extensive political science literature
on the advantages and disadvantages of different vot-
ing procedures | believe may be useful. On the other
hand, deciding on a particular voting procedure may
best be left to those implementing participatory plan-
ning when the time comes. I, for one, never see the
harm of thinking about important issues in advance even
if it turns out there is good reason to expect there is no
single, best voting rule for all kinds of proposals, for all
rounds of the planning procedure, or for all participa-
tory economies.

6. See chapter 3 in Robin Hahnel and Michael Albert,
Quiet Revolution in Welfare Economics (Princeton U.

Stephen R. Shalom Replies

THANK ROBIN HAHNEL for his response to
my review of his book. His clarifications and
refinements of his argument bring us much
closer together, which was already quite close.

Here 1 will only identify a few of our re-
maining differences.

Effort-rating inflation: |1 agree with
Hahnel that the law of large numbers will pre-
vent a work place from inflating its effort-rat-
ing, when, as he says, these are workers’ coun-
cils chosen randomly. (Random selection would
NEW
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Press, 1990) for a thorough discussion of this literature.
The trick is to find a way to tax those who receive greater
benefit more than those who receive less benefit, but
not to use the information anyone provides about their
own willingness to pay for the public good to do so.
One way to do this is to charge everyone the same
amount initially, but then subtract from each person’s
assessment the sum of everyone else’s reported willing-
ness to pay. For any who report a high willingness to
pay, less will be substracted from their assessment since
their high willingness to pay is not included in the
amount subtracted for them. For any who report a low
willingness to pay, more will be substracted from their
assessment since their low willingness to pay is not in-
cluded in the amount subtracted for them. Since no-
body’s own reported willingness to pay figures in the
calculation of their own assessment there is no incen-
tive to lie about how much one really benefits from a
public good.

7. It would be interesting to investigate whether there
may be fewer practical disadvantages of using the “in-
centive compatible mechanisms” for public good provi-
sion designed by Groves, Clarke, and others in the 1970s
inside federations in a participatory economy than there
are in market economies. It may be that a participatory
economy is better suited to implementing one of these
innovative mechanisms which calibrate charges (com-
pensation) for public goods (bads) according to how
much a person benefits (is harmed). If any federation
chose to implement one of these alternatives | would
certainly not criticize them. I, along with Clarke and
Groves, would be most interested in how the experi-
ment worked out in practice!

8. When the ANC asked other countries to boycott
investing in South Africa as part of its campaign to
overthrow apartheid, any participatory economy would
have joined the boycott immediately.

mean that the council would consist of workers
of average abilities, hence any difference in out-
put can be attributed to differential effort.) But
will workers be chosen randomly? Presumably
the skill needs of different workplaces will vary,
and hence the skill of their workers. Let me em-
phasize, however, what | noted in my original
review. Even if preventing effort-inflation is not
quite as easy as Hahnel claims, this by no means
suggests the infeasibility of a participatory
economy. Other economies have vastly more



potential for gaming the system and still man-
age to function.

Self-management: Hahnel argued in his
book that we need not just democracy, but self-
management, where people have a say in deci-
sion making proportional to the degree the de-
cision affects them. I expressed skepticism that
his model actually achieves this sort of self-man-
agement and he replies that of course it doesn't
do so to the sixth decimal place. Obviously not,
but that wasn't what | was concerned about.
There are some mechanisms in his model that
give groups of people equal say on decisions
where they are equally affected and some that
give people zero say when they are not affected
at all. But that’s the easy part. The challenge is
developing mechanisms for decision making
when people are affected neither 100 percent, 0
percent, nor equally, but to some other degree.
This challenge, it seems to me, is still before us.

Pollution: | take Hahnel's point that “Resi-
dents are allowed to veto pollution as long as
they are not sufficiently compensated.” But with
veto power it seems to me that residents who,
for example, object to the building of a vaccine
factory in their neighborhood (though it’s by
far the socially optimum location for the neces-
sary facility) can hold out for compensation
equal to almost the entire social benefit of pro-
ducing the vaccine, rather than equal to the
amount they are affected. That is, with veto
power they can effectively hold society hostage.
Hahnel later raises the possibility of some sort
of environmental court, a view | endorse, but
note that such an option isn't consistent with
veto power.

I think there are still issues needing more
thought and development in the participatory
economics model — as one would expect from
any effort to envision a new social order. | con-
tinue to believe, however, that participatory eco-
nomics offers the best model we currently have
for achieving economic justice and democracy.

In Search of Economic Justice
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Onfray on Meslier on Atheism:
Two Logical Mistakes

IN “JEAN MESLIER and ‘The Gentle Inclina-
tion of Nature,” ” Michel Onfray offers Meslier’s
Testament (ca. 1729) as a model for combining
atheism and social morality.! The model suf-
fers, however, from two logical flaws.

Onfray portrays Meslier: “. . . this
Prometheus kills God on paper, ravages reli-
gions, . .. [and] spares nothing and no one who
resembles from near or afar a figure of author-
ity .. ..” (p. 56). Further: “Meslier is the first
atheist philosopher, he also holds another glo-
rious title: he shines equally in the sky of ideas
for his mastery of the first deconstruction of
Christianity” (pp. 60-61).

Onfray summarizes one line of attack, la-
beled: “A Sick Person Named Jesus” (p. 62):

His mode of life equally bears witness against
him: why did he, this raving person, have to
run everywhere, to come and go through all
the areas of Judea in order to evangelize and
try to convert to his fables the greatest num-
ber of people? And then to say that the Devil
led him to a mountain peak in order to tempt
him? Is he serious? Would all this be proposed
by a man equipped with all his mental facul-
ties? (p. 62)

Such rhetorical questions aren't arguments.
They merely assume that Jesus was mentally in-
adequate. Merely assuming a position under
dispute would entail the fallacy of question-beg-
ging. Such a fallacious strategy could easily be
used (equally ineffectively) by all parties to a
dispute.

The more pressing logical problem (the first
of two) is: Having inferred from the New Tes-
tament gospels that Jesus is mentally defective,
Onfray sums up the gospels: “Historical truth
does not exist. The witnesses disagree in every
sense” (p. 63). If, however, “historical truth does
not exist” in the gospels, we cannot use the gos-
pels to derive historical truths about the men-
tal (in)adequacy of Jesus. If we use the gospels
to infer that Jesus was mentally inadequate, we
have to allow for some historical truth therein.
Otherwise, we have a logical inconsistency.
NEW
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Onfray overlooks this logical problem.

Another logical problem confronts Onfray’s
sketched case for atheism from what is now
called “divine hiddenness”:

... God wants us to love him, but he never

manifests himself. A straightforward, clear and
incontestable appearance ought to be in his
power . . .. He wants obedience, but never
makes his will clearly known (pp. 60-61).

Aiming to avoid question-begging, we should
not simply assert that God “never manifests
himself.” Instead, we should look for a sound
argument. Likewise, we should not simply as-
sume that an all-loving God would offer an “in-
contestable appearance,” even if it is within
God’s power.

Divine elusiveness, or hiddenness, has gen-
erated an extensive literature in contemporary
philosophy of religion, but Onfray ignores it.2
Might an all-loving God have purposes that
would not be served, but actually be frustrated,
by an “incontestable appearance.” (It's unclear
that the idea of an “incontestable appearance”
is coherent, given that people can, if unreason-
ably, contest anything; mere contesting comes
too easily to offer a cognitively significant stan-
dard.) God could, quite reasonably, want to
avoid prompting human intellectual assent to
God’s existence without also eliciting human
love and obedience toward God. God may want
to move human wills so as to counter human
deficiencies.

WE CAN'T ASSUME that it’s part of the concept
of God that God would offer us an “incontest-
able appearance.” The concept of God allows
for divine purposes that entail divine elusive-
ness. God may not want to be trivialized by giv-
ing us evidence of divine reality that does not
challenge our selfish wills. There is thus a logi-
cal flaw in the conception of God presupposed
by Onfray.

Onfray’s two logical shortcomings obscure
a vital issue: how does politics rest on hope?
Political engagement presumes hope in some-
thing. So, what can reasonably recommend all
of the hard work required by political change?
If we all will soon be decomposing in our graves



anyway, how much hard political work can rea-
sonably be expected of us? The struggle for po-
litical change often yields more pain than plea-
sure, at least for those who undertake the
struggle. So: why bother? Onfray offers us no
answer. So, we cannot be cheery about his athe-
ism. Morally robust politics needs another foun-
dation.
PauL K. MoOSER
Loyola University of Chicago

1. See New Politics 10, #4 (Winter 2006), 53-75. (Con-
trary to p. 73, Meslier did not die in 1715.)

2. For a sample of the literature, see Daniel Howard-
Snyder and Paul K. Moser, eds. Divine Hiddenness (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2002), including my
own essay, “Cognitive Idolatry and Divine Hiding,” 120-
48.

Response to Immanuel Wallerstein’s
Review of Gil Jonas’ Freedom’s
Sword

1) THE NAACP REFUSED TO SUPPORT mili-
tant blacks in attempting to portray itself as a
middle class, repectable organization. It didn't
support blacks in Georgia or in North Caro-
lina who faced vicious Klan violence. In fact it
suspended the person in NC who was the presi-
dent of the local NAACP! Was this due to the
influence of wealthy whites who were the fi-
nancial backers of the NAACP? | don't know
if Jonas addresses this.

2) Jonas (or Wallerstein) gets carried away:
“blacks in elite institutions . . . are near their
proportion in the population . ..” | won't even
mention Colin or Condi, but | do take excep-
tion to elite colleges: Harvard, 5.2 percent;
Michigan, 5.0 percent, Stanford, 6.1 percent.
With blacks over 12 percent of the population,
that's hardly “near their proportion of the popu-
lation.”

ReG WiLsoN

LETTERS

Rural Perspectives on Gay Marriage

AN ARTICLE IN THE NEW YORK TIMES about
Representative Marilyn Musgrave, sponsor of
an amendment to ban gay marriage, caught my
eye because | also was born and raised in the
prairies in northeastern Colorado near Roggen.
Her chief of staff, Guy Short, says he had no
doubt that Ms. Musgrave’s rural roots on the
plains were fundamental to her perspective.
“Her family and her life are a mirror of Greeley,”
Mr. Short said. | can match her in rural back-
ground. My father was a farmer, a homesteader,
my mother stayed home to raise the children,
and I raised prize 4-H steers which I showed at
the county fair in Greeley. | even once beat Ri-
chard Montfort, featured in Frederick
Weisman's Meat documentary, in a competition.
I graduated from Greeley High School and
Colorado Aggies (now Colo. St. U.).

We might have been neighbors, but we have
certainly taken different paths since our rural
childhood. I have been married for over 50 years,
and | am mystified by people’s assertion that
gay marriage will threaten heterosexual mar-
riage. | can't conceive of how it would threaten
my marriage.

I have some wonderful homosexual neigh-
bors. They shovel our sidewalk when it snows.
They take our trash barrels in when we are away.
We exchange garden plants and garden advice.
Their house is a jewel to behold. The improve-
ments they have made to it will raise the value
of all our property.

If they got married, they would still shovel
our sidewalk, take our trash barrels in, and ex-
change garden plants.

The Catholic church has done incredible
damage to the family by allowing priests to sexu-
ally abuse children. Are they making a fuss about
gay marriage to divert attention from their
sexual abuse scandals?

BETTY REID MANDELL
Boston, MA

This letter was published in the Greeley (CO) Tribune.
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Reading the Summer 2005
Anthropologie Catalogue

MARY PINARD

Damsel cardigan: (camel or soft plum), its tattered
chiffon basted to a metallic-stitched placket
topped with navy and bronze sequins. Floral
fossil skirt: a pleated circle, abstracted fauna
rendered in earth tones, slate bugle beads over

a hidden side zip. Katrien turtleneck: demure
shape rendered (again) in breathable voile, pin-
tucks on shoulder backs create a vintage
silhouette — white, sizes 0-14. A palm fruit
necklace: USA, $128. Multi-ruffled shower
curtain: tailored by a chenille strip in pale sage
and 12 buttonholes for easy hanging — machine

wash, imported. Excursion pant: removable
paisley scarf belt with Lurex threads tops this
wide-legged linen trouser: dry clean. A tropical
locale: palms, dirt roads, a market with passion
fruit, mangosteen, bamboo, beautiful dark-skinned
boy on a bicycle, or in a cab letting a model out

so0 she can shop. Raffia wristlets, prince charming
peep-toe pumps, dupioni silk pillows, tufted fringe
lampshades, an iron fan bed with fluted accents.
But it's the bird-cut armoire | fasten on, bending
page 11's edge so | can return, show my hushand
later: a light yellow wash tints tulipwood doors —

backed with linen panels (more like curtains) as if
to promote their theatrical birds, scrolling cutouts,
some perching, some in flight from curlicue

MARY PINARD is a poet and teaches at Babson College.
Her poems have appeared in a variety of literary jour-
nals, including Prairie Schooner, Indiana Review, The
Nebraska Review, Crab Orchard Review, and Sala-
mander. She is a native of Seattle.
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to curlicue — with working keyhole, hardware,

4 drawers, all included: Italy, $1898 ($200s/h).

Out of the question. But the catalogue’s artful,
seductive. Now that I look more closely, | see it’s just

2 models being used: sultry blonde, 1940s-looking
WASP (the one who gets out of the cab), and the other,
light-skinned, exotic, often barefooted, East Indian . . .
I note she arrives by train, carrying her own bags.

A full page in jungle greens fashions her, box-perched,

fanning herself (fan not for sale in the catalogue),

and UNAWATUNA, bold metal letters across the top —
the transit station for a real place, or a stage for catalogue
copy? Further in, page 27 showcases more jungle

opened by train tracks, this time with Unawatuna

spelled out both in English and an Asian script. Curious,
| decide to dig around online, find it’s a coastal town

in southern Sri Lanka, and linked with words like tsunami
and survivor journals. | travel quickly through slideshow
after slideshow of uprooted palms, the ribs of fishing
boats studding the beaches, houses dashed to rubble
threaded with ribbons of saris, roof tiles shuffled

like tarot cards across the sand — the waves were
that high in December. An Unawatuna native writes
in her e-diary . . . an internet café emptied itself,

all its computers onto the sand. First rows of illegal
beach huts were washed away — then the big hotels
faced the sea, so while damaged, they were pleased

since their location on the beach had improved.

My catalogue arrived just last week, in between

the first day of spring here in New England

and the arrival of daylight savings time. I'm looking for
where it was sent from — hard to find, the return address
(1700 Sansom Street, Philadelphia) turns out to be

in a miniscule, pale grey font on the back page, near my —
or current resident’s — keycode and customer number,
above a long list of stores, from coast to coast,

and this invitation: “Come visit us, our stores

near you: 799 Boylston, Boston & The Atrium,

A Caravan of Possibilities at Anthropologie.com”
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War and a Piece of the Action

KURT JACOBSEN

OMEWHERE ON MY TEEMING bookshelves
S a Vietnam vet recalls John Wayne, the Sands
of lwo Jima star who inspired countless lads to
enlist, ambling through a
hospital ward of wounded
soldiers and getting
booed. Maybe it hap-
pened, maybe it didn't. But
it sounds right, doesn't it?
Growing up naive in Yan-
kee Doodle Dandy America can, to this day,
be terribly costly. Ron Kovic, paraplegic author
of Born on the Fourth of July, was, alas, not
the last teenager to be enticed into Marine
Corps boot camp by Wayne’s cinematic hero-
ics, only to collide with the likes of Full Metal
Jacket’s blood chilling high decibel drill instruc-
tor. Automaton Kkillers, not autonomous men,
are what they really want, kid. The military
covets clueless youths because anyone mature
enough to think about what they are doing to
whom and why disrupts the robotic rhythms
of the ranks. Unapproved thought is a threat
to order. It only took Marine General Smedley
Butler, a two time Medal of Honor winner, the
better part of a life time to figure out that he
was nothing but a cut-rate enforcer for the
worst scam artists and bandits on earth, the
pinstripe suited ones who rob you with a foun-
tain pen and beckon smartly uniformed stooges
with guns to back it up.

KURT JACOBSEN is a research associate in Political Sci-
ence at the University of Chicago. His latest books are
Maverick Voices: Conversations with Political and
Cultural Rebels (Rowman & Littlefield, 2004), co-
authored No Clean Hands: Skeptical Chronicles of 9/
11 (Ushba International Press 2nd edition 2006), and
co-edited Experiencing the State (Oxford University
Press, 2006)
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Flags of Our Fathers
DIReCTED BY CLINT EASTWOOD
Dreamworks Production, 2006

In the American Civil War fiery young men
flocked into the Union (and Confederate) Army
while draft age robber barons Morgan,
Rockefeller, Fisk and oth-
ers paid substitutes a pit-
tance to risk their lives
instead. Then those world
renowned gents pro-
ceeded to palm off defec-
tive weapons and four
hundred percent marked-up meals to the poor
devils at the front. Business is business. Bribes,
applied with impressive surgical precision, pro-
tected these stout survival-of the-fittest brag-
garts against retribution. Halliburton had plenty
of predecessors. And injustices galore away from
home buttressed every nasty form of local foul
play. The history of trade union organizing in
America s rife with ugly incidents of U.S. troops
summoned by industrial masters into cities or
mining districts to crush desperate workers
struggling for decent wages and working con-
ditions. Civil war hero General Phil Sheridan,
for one, took a break in 1877 from hunting in-
hospitable Sioux on the prairies to mow down
insolent swarthy strikers in city streets. So if you
weigh military courage against the circum-
stances in which it is displayed, you might find
distressingly little to be said for it. The racist
Johnny Reb at Shiloh, after all, was doubtless
as brave as righteous John Brown at Harper’s
Ferry.

The Second World War of course was what
Studs Terkel labeled with awfully apt quote
marks as the “good war.” Even an eminently
justifiable war waged against formidable en-
emies — more racist than the average white
American of the era — could not entirely en-
noble and excuse the scale of the butchery in-



volved. Still, the Marine Corps, least of all mili-
tary branches, is no place for a sensitive young
man to have epiphanies, or even second
thoughts. In Anthony
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make maimed soldiers pay for their own hospi-
tal meals. Funnily enough, these shameless shits
are merely the latest spawn of the hardass poli-
ticians, skinflint ty-

Swofford’s acrid mem-
oir Jarhead — skip the
movie — the young
Marines in the first
Gulf War, no less than

Conscience is only an annoyance
out here, best tuned out
for the duration.

coons and small town
Babbitts whom Clint
Eastwood lampoons
liberally throughout
Flags of Our Fathers.

ancient Greeks on the
shores of Troy, buzz
along on a high octane blend of testosterone,
propaganda, team spirit and Pavlovian condi-
tioning. Conscience is only an annoyance out
here, best tuned out for the duration. Swofford
knew perfectly well that he and his pals were
being used by cynical elites to serve their inter-
ests at whatever cost to the common good, but
he does not — and at this woebegone stage can-
not — dare to care, and is consoled by the giddy
prospect of wreaking massive state-sanctioned
violence. Ever call in an air strike? Peer pres-
sure kicks in and seals the deal.

O NE NITTY-GRITTY TRUISM that combat
veterans mention whenever they are will-
ing to speak is that no one under fire is moti-
vated by abstract causes. What keeps grunts
going is the welfare, and good opinion, of their
cherished buddies. Militaries everywhere appre-
ciate this handy tidbit of group psychology and
wring it out for all its worth. The civilian ver-
sion is that we “support the troops” in whatever
exploitative venture into which rash leaders —
all too understandably taking the citizenry for
idiots — drop them. So insidiously potent is
this induced reflex that many a dolt instantly
fell for the recent Rovian spin that Senator John
Kerry’s “botched joke” about Bush’s spectacu-
lar lack of studiousness was really a knock on
troops about whom solicitous chicken hawk
neocons tenderly care. These are the same shop-
till-you-drop patriots who, apart from conjur-
ing a gratuitous and ghastly war, strived to cut
military benefits, skimp on field armor and

Right wingers adore
this flick in much the
same ADD way that they love Bruce
Springsteen’s song ‘Born in The USA.” They
pay attention to nothing but the chorus.
Eastwood seems to have figured out that so long
as you are waving a flag you can get away with
anything.

True, Eastwood, a customarily quirky and
unsettling film maker, is thoroughly guilty of
concocting one of the corniest entries in the war
movie genre: Heartbreak Ridge (1986) — a
hokey tale of a laryngitic Marine sergeant whip-
ping badass recruits into shape just in time to
liberate oppressed Grenada from the clutches
of Cuban construction crews. (Of recent fare
only Windtalkers is more dire, due to unbridled
John Woo derring-do.) Eastwood certainly
racked up brownie points with that outing.
Eastwood’s new film also enjoys the protective
coating of four star tear-jerk source material.
Flags of Our Fathers is James Bradley's book-
length ode to his father, a decorated Navy medic
who in February 1945 helped raise the flag on
Iwo Jima, immortalized in a famous photo-
graph. For all the joy that dittoheads take in
this rousing old-fashioned subject matter, a cer-
tain directorial sobriety intrudes, stopping just
short of sardonic. In light of the Pentagon's
fractured fairy tales of Jessica Lynch and of the
late former NFL star Pat Tillman, Eastwood
seems acutely aware that nothing our esteemed
authorities say coincides much with reality ex-
cept by accident. Truth is trumped by the Bush
administration’s implacable urge to enact its
feverish project for a New American Century.
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What the torrential post-9/11 propaganda as-
sault on our senses has stirred in Eastwood,
happily, is a good long look back at the way
that public perceptions expertly became “man-
aged” into feelgood imagery. Eastwood refresh-
ingly dislikes PR stunts no matter who manu-
factures them, or why.

AS ANY COMBAT VET EVER RECOGNIZED

his or her war experiences later in news-
paper accounts? Maybe Bill Mauldin’s wartime
Willie and Joe cartoons best captured emotional
fragments of it: a deep gut mistrust of the brass,
a fatalistic bone-weariness, the bushwhacking
nature of war and “feelin’ like a fugitive from
the law of averages.” Eastwood, like Mauldin,
wants to stand firmly on the side of ordinary
dog faces, which means he isn't inclined to paint
a pretty picture of their superiors; this comes as
no surprise given Eastwood’s choices as actor
and director. The Outlaw Josey Wales ultimately
depicted a guerrilla fighter achieving a separate
personal peace after the Civil War. The state
and its devout minions are viewed as intrinsi-
cally untrustworthy, if not insane. (A villain-
ous army zealot eerily adumbrates pseudo-evan-
gelical Bush when he proclaims, “Doin’ good
ain't got no end.”) Kellys Heroes envisioned for
the fun of it an entrepreneurial expedition for
gold bullion, manned by lowly Gls who only
want a cut of the action. The State, and the well-
connected creeps, hog all the loot. Neither are
huge private organizations seen as an antidote.
In Pale Rider a ghostly avenger aids poor min-
ers against a tyrannical company at a time when
parts of the West featured pitched battles be-
tween capital and labor. The grizzled sodden
cowpoke Eastwood portrayed in Unforgiven
smashed to subatomic smithereens the myth of
the gunfighter hero. (I recall exquisite cynical
Mad Magazine parodies of High Noon show-
downs too but never mind.) So is Eastwood
tempted here to do for World War |l stereo-
types what he did for gunslingers in Unforgiven?
Not if you aren't looking for it. Eastwood pre-
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fers to slip dissident thoughts gingerly into oth-
erwise stereotypical scenes. It's sly stuff but he’s
bright enough to understand it is the only re-
motely interesting way to enliven his sacerdo-
tal subject.

Combat scenes are, despite the big budget,
sheer rote screen stuff. The trademark jitterbug-
ging camera and washed-out look of Saving
Private Ryan and Band of Brothers replicates it-
self here without surprises. Technically innova-
tive, this film is not. The wide shots of an in-
creasingly grisly beachhead under withering
Japanese fire contain unconvincing special ef-
fects, except for those souls for whom video
games set the standard. The upshot is plain
enough, though, that pure dumb luck deals out
all the gruesome deaths, gashed flesh and near
misses. Aerial cockpit views of Corsair fighters
strafing Mount Surabachi — honeycombed
with immensely elaborate tunnel systems —
likewise achieve only a video game feel. Asana-
lysts remarked, the Japanese were not on Iwo
Jima, they were in it. Eastwood, accordingly,
stresses a scene wherein Navy officers callously
decline to offer the Marine commander ad-
equate heavy bombardment time to ‘soften up’
the infernal island. No one, on the other hand,
is more admirable than a Navy medic who pin-
balls from one screaming stricken man to an-
other. I recall a friend talking about his father’s
infantryman memories in the Heurtgen Forest
campaign in late 1944, saying his dad felt most
sorry for the medics. One can imagine what he
meant — uh, no, not really.

The unutterably grim Iwo Jima campaign,
apart from John Wayne’s film, had been told
earlier in The Outsider (1961) with Tony Curtis
mustering up a memorable turn as Pima In-
dian and Marine veteran Ira Hayes, a man hurt-
ing badly from survivor guilt. In Flags of Our
Fathers, Eastwood highlights the long ignored
fact that two flag raisings actually occurred that
day on Mount Suribachi. Only the second was
acknowledged because of that legendary pho-
tograph. Why distract civilians with untidy facts,



was the familiar reasoning at the top. The flag
raisings also were wildly premature signs inas-
much as the bulk of U.S. casualties were minced
and mauled over another month of vicious
fighting. Three members of the second flag
raising were Killed. Three survivors, Corpsman
John Bradley and Marines Ira Hayes and Rene
Gagnon, were plucked from almost certain
death or mutilation — 2 of 3 Marines were
killed or wounded in the first few weeks — in
order to perform like circus animals at war bond
drives, which by the way are highly overrated in
both book and movie as crucial to the war ef-
fort. Actually, Congress refused to fund the war
with the kind of steep taxes that would slice
into upper tier wealth. Instead, the government
borrowed money at a higher percentage of to-
tal spending than did Britain or other allies.
Instead of paying additional taxes the rich were
repaid for bond purchases with funds extracted
mainly from the rest of the population — just
as Bush is doing now, except tapping far more
foreign debt. The notion of equal financial sac-
rifice was almost as empty then as it is now. But
rich men’s sons, like Bush’'s daddy, did see ac-
tion in that era.

O UR THREE LUCKY FLAG-RAISERS SO0N SUS-
pect their next diabolical foes are their of-
ficial handlers, bent on using the Suribachi
achivement to raise public spirits and, most of
all, cash. The boys are marched though a round
of parties, meeting haughty women who
wouldn't spit on them otherwise, grieving par-
ents (including the mother of an uncredited flag
raiser), and glib business men with oily empty
promises. A flag raising reenactment in
Chicago’s Soldier Field stadium in April 1945
was likely the tackiest gimmick since Buffalo
Bill Cody’s Wild West Show re-staged gallant
cavalry triumphs over wicked native Americans.
Eastwood explores ethical and emotional con-
flicts within or among the three bemused sur-
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vivors. Rene Gagnon laps up media attention
as does his opportunistic girl friend. Bradley re-
luctantly plays along. Hayes, who loathes the
spotlight, takes refuge in the nearest liquor
bottle. Without comment or laugh track
Eastwood crafts a scene in which an indignant
Marine general is shocked, yes shocked, that
Marines get drunk. Hayes, barred from most
drinking establishments because of his race,
vaguely wonders what he is fighting for. It's a
mighty mystifying masochism that demands
unstinting devotion to abstractions from the
poor and at the same time ponies up guaran-
teed cost-plus contracts to assure the allegiance
of the rich.

So Eastwood’s new film swerves uneasily
between a “greatest Generation” puff piece — 4
of 5 servicemen in this supposedly popular war
were draftees, folks — and the sour bedrock
reality that these guys usually had little choice
but to go into the services and try to survive —
and were no less laudable for it. As always
Eastwood draws a steady bead on what the pro-
tagonists make of circumstances not of their
own choosing. Sure, he is sentimental about
soldiers, but not about home front honchos. His
almost disdainful stance in this regard injects
the film with an intriguing critical tension
wholly absent in Spielberg’s or HBO's idea of
warfare. It is as if a time machine suddenly
plopped down in a war flick and out swagger a
Rumsfeld and a Cheney and other neocon nit-
wits in period attire who hatch plots and do
deals to serve their cronies while everyone else
around them suffers and dies. Eastwood admires
individuals who operate according to their own
codes in the baleful face of mammoth organi-
zations. Good causes, he realizes, can get bent
to evil ends, and always will do so if the rest of
us don't watch out. The military-industrial
complex indeed starts here, Mr Eastwood.
Welcome.
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Gulag: An American Tragedy

S1 KAHN

MERICAN GULAG IS AN IMPORTANT cONtri-

bution to a number of critical ongoing de-
bates. The number of issues that Mark Dow
explores reads like the cast
of characters from a film
based on the life of John
Ashcroft: immigration,
crime, punishment, citi-
zenship, the Border,
“homeland security,” due process, detention, de-
portation. It strikes at the heart of such ques-
tions as what it means to be or not to be a citi-
zen of the American republic and whether, in
such a republic, one is truly innocent until
proven guilty.

This achievement is all the more remark-
able, because, as Dow states in his introduction,
the book is ostensibly about what might at first
appear to be a fairly limited and even technical
subject: prisons operated by the federal agency
formerly known as the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service (INS). As Dow writes:

In this book | examine the reasons that people
are in detention, but I am not concerned pri-
marily with immigration policy. Rather, this
book is about prisons — about a particular
American prison system operated by the INS
or, since early 2003, by the BICE — with an
astonishing lack of accountability, not only to
outside criticism, but to the rest of the gov-
ernment as well. (11)

St KAHN (wwwisikahn.com) is the Executive Director of
Grassroots Leadership (www.grassrootsleadership.org),
a Southern-based national organization that works to
abolish all for-profir private prisons, jails and deten-
tion centers. An internationally recognized songwriter
and musician, his most recent book is The Fox in the
Henhouse: How Privatization Threatens Democracy,
co-authored with public philosopher Elizabeth Minnich.
Copyright 2007 by Si Kahn. All rights reserved.
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American Gulag
MARK Dow
U. of California, 2004

First and foremost, American Gulag is an ex-
tensively researched, well-documented and pro-
foundly chilling portrait of human suffering.
Again and again, Dow
profiles people who have
been caught up in the INS’
web, in meticulous detail
and with wrenching emo-
tional impact:

The group noted the case of a Somali woman
who had been raped in front of her children
because of her membership in a minority clan,
and who was detained at Wackenhut when she
arrived in the United States. Attorneys re-
quested that she be released to stay with fam-
ily members legally residing in this country.
An INS officer responded that “the only indi-
viduals who would be released from
Wackenhut were those who were ‘near death’
or [were] government witnesses.” (122)

But while all people who are in prison suffer,
and while conservatives will argue that this suf-
fering is the whole point of being incarcerated,
except in those cases where the sentence is life
without parole, there is a foreseeable if often
distant end to the suffering. (Those living un-
der a death sentence could technically be de-
scribed as having a foreseeable end to the suf-
fering of imprisonment, but the probability of
eventually being killed by the state could hardly
be described as a hopeful or positive prospect.)
Most judicial sentences are determinate, that
is, they are for a specific period of time. If some-
one is sentenced to, let’s say, 5 to 15 years im-
prisonment, they have a reasonable expectation
that, at some point with that period of time,
they will no longer be incarcerated.

In the good old days of crime and punish-
ment, before mandatory minimums and “truth



in sentencing” laws, which require that a cer-
tain high percentage of the sentence imposed
be served before release is possible, a person
could shorten his or her stay behind bars by
earning time off for good behavior, a process
which still exists in some places. Time served
could also be lengthened even beyond the origi-
nal sentence by real or imagined behavior that
allowed those in authority to try to sentence
that person on an additional charge, something
often experienced by political prisoners, racial
minorities, and those that just plain got on the
wrong side of the prison administration. But
there was still for the most part both the possi-
bility of release, and a series of checkpoints at
which certain steps could be taken to try to ob-
tain that release.

But not at the INS. Within the INS’ facili-
ties, there is no such thing as an established set
of principles or standards on which an incar-
cerated person can rely to work towards his or
her release.

In American Gulag, Dow does a careful job
of explaining and continuing to emphasize the
central set of contradictions within INS policy
and conduct. Legally, people incarcerated by the
INS are not in prison. They are considered to be
not imprisoned, but detained. Their cases have
been not been decided by an independent judi-
ciary, but rather by career INS bureaucrats. They
have not been found guilty or given a sentence.
They are simply being detained behind bars until
and unless another bureaucrat decides, again with-
out reference to administrative rules and regula-
tion, let alone laws and court rulings, that they
should be either deported or released.

As Dow writes, “Wherever they are held,
INS prisoners are ‘administrative detainees’;
they are not serving a sentence.” (9) This is an
absurd technical difference. But, however ab-
surd, it is a difference of immense importance
to the legal status of those behind INS bars:

Immigration detainees can be held for days,
months, or years. Serving time that cannot be
counted, to paraphrase a Somali prisoner, can
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make INS detention intolerable. (16) ... What
does it mean to be held in a prison for weeks
or months, even for a decade or more, and to
be told by the administrative agency renting
bed space for you that you are not a prisoner?
What does it mean for these men and women
that the INS argues that immigration deten-
tion is not “punishment™? (17)

Within the INS’ facilities, there is
no such thing as an established set
of principles or standards on
which an incarcerated person can
rely to work toward his or her
release.

Dow argues that because immigration decisions
are made by bureaucrats employed by the INS
(whether they are referred to as “administrative
judges” or not), rather than by members of an
independent judiciary, their decisions can be
unduly influenced. He writes:

The Bush administration needed to limit the
power of immigration judges who might rule
against its wishes. So the Justice Department
announced that it could now invoke an “auto-
matic stay” to keep certain people detained
even if an immigration judge ordered them
released. Immigration judges do not hold their
positions by constitutional mandate but are
Justice Department employees — “bureaucrats
in judges' robes,” in Robert Kahn's words. (23)

NY U.S. HIGH SCHOOL STUDENT is at least
A supposed to know that the federal govern-
ment consists of three branches — the legisla-
tive, the judicial and the executive — which were
established as separate entities so that they can
check and balance each other. Public philoso-
pher Elizabeth Minnich has argued that the
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concept of balance is central to many other key
aspects of U.S. democracy, at least in its theo-
retical construction. Minnich points out that the
“three branches of government” structure is just
one in a series of national balancing acts, among
them public versus private, individual versus
community, national versus local. In her book
The Fox in the Henhouse: How Privatization
Threatens Democracy, written jointly with the
author of this review, she states:

We know that it is a startling thought that
privatizing corporations, which justify them-
selves by invoking the freedom of the market
and attacking what they see as both the threat
and the ineptitude of “Big Government,” ac-
tually need governments committed to the
public good. But they do. The international
economist Andrew Kamarck, reflecting on
history, makes the thought-provoking claim:
“The welfare state and modern capitalism are
Siamese twins.” Think about that: Siamese
twins are two people who differ from each
other, who think for themselves, who can and
do disagree — but their bodies are organically
joined. Like it or not, they need each other to
stay healthy, to stay alive (171).

When the balance between powerful contend-
ing societal forces gets out of whack, when one
element begins to dominate the other (as, for
example, when multi-national corporations
such as Lockheed-Martin begin to create na-
tional military policies which depend on the use
of their proprietary products), then democracy
itself becomes unglued. Disparate power cre-
ates inequity: absolute power tends to corrupt
absolutely; and dictatorships are never benevo-
lent.

So it should come as no surprise that the
exercise of arbitrary power in INS detention fa-
cilities (not prisons: remember?) reaches ex-
tremes, and that human suffering reaches
Kafkaesque proportions. INS employees at all
levels feel themselves above the law — and, in
practice, they apparently are:

The officers who ran the camp were immune
to the effects of bad publicity. As one of them
[ 78 =
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later told me, “We knew about the criticisms,
but it wasn't something we really paid atten-
tion to. To tell you the truth, everybody in there
felt untouchable. It was our world.” (2)

As we cruised along the steel border wall in
the San Diego Sector, a Border Patrol super-
visor | had interviewed years earlier candidly
stated, “We're not a police state.” Then he
smiled and said he wouldn't mind if we be-
came one, “since I'm the police.” On the other
hand, a fifteen-year federal law enforcement
officer who lost friends in the September 11
attacks told me, “If you're going to give me
too much power, believe me, I'm going to do
the wrong thing.” (24)

One defense against this the abuse of executive
power — whether that power is exercised by a
hereditary monarch or by a career bureaucrat
who has been appointed as an INS district su-
pervisor — is citizenship, and the rights of citi-
zenship. But because immigrants are not citi-
zens, they have only limited rights, and are
therefore subject to the most capricious and self-
serving decisions:

If the keepers and their contractors are occa-
sionally difficult to predict, it is safe to assume
they will resist any challenge to their arbitrary
authority. In 1992, when a group of Roma-
nian asylum seekers in the Houston Process-
ing Center went on a hunger strike, CCA
headquarters in Nashville declared that they
“had ‘lost their right to talk to the media.” (98)

Here, as Dow points out, we have Correc-
tions Corporation of America, a for-profit
private prison corporation, apparently rein-
terpreting the constitutional right of freedom
of speech on behalf of the INS. But it should
come as no surprise that the INS relies in-
creasingly on for-profit private prisons to
build and manage its detention facilities, or
even to make its policy decisions. There is a
remarkable convergence of self-interest
among these institutions. To begin with, both
rely heavily on secrecy. As Dow writes, “The
immigration agency is further shielded from
accountability by its expedient relationship



with private prison companies.” (14)

Where there is no accountability, the arbitrary
use of authority governs the trivial as well as
the substantial. One insidious aspect of the pri-
vate contractor’s relationship with the INS is
that it pairs bureaucracies that are hostile to
public scrutiny. The buck stops nowhere.
While the INS pretends to be open to scru-
tiny, the corporate offices of CCA make no
secret of their antipathy to oversight, at least
not in materials directed to shareholders. In a
recent annual report, CCA warns that one of
the “risks inherent” in this business is that “the
private corrections industry is subject to pub-
lic scrutiny.” (90)

OR-PROFIT PRIVATE PRISONS are also a re-

markably effective transfer-of-wealth
mechanism: not from those who have much to
those who have little, but from public assets to
private pockets (despite the misleading nomen-
clature, private prisons are publicly funded
through contracts with governments at differ-
ent levels; what's private is the control and the
profit). But the federal funds that support the
INS’ detention centers don't only end up in cor-
porate coffers. They also provide income directly
to many poor rural counties, that depend on
INS contracts to keep their budgets afloat. Ac-
cording to Dow, “In 2003 approximately 60
percent of INS detainees were in local prisons
and jails and in private contract facilities.” (9)

“The federal government paid York County
$45.00 per detainee per day, although it only
cost the prison $24.37 to maintain each pris-
oner. As the Chinese asylum seekers ap-
proached the two-year mark of their deten-
tion, the county’s general fund boasted a profit
of about $1.5 million.” (10)

This is one of the reasons that immigrant de-
tention has risen so radically, from an average
daily number of 2,370 in 1973 to some 23,000
today. Many prisons which were otherwise
slated to close due to budget cuts and/or falling
crime rates were reinvented as immigrant de-
tention centers, at least in part due to lobbying
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by local governments, chambers of commerce
and for-profit private prison corporations. Not
only these corporations but many rural govern-
ments are aggressively seeking to boost their
bottom lines by adding incarceration to their
economic development strategies. They have
been led to believe that there is nothing like a
prison, a jail, a detention center, with federal
dollars underwriting their continuity, to create
the hope for economic stability to a desperately
poor community buffeted by layoffs and plant
closings. Whatever else you can say about the
INS, a tendency towards downsizing and lay-
offs is not among its prominent characteristics.
But as a number of studies have shown, the hope
that prisons, jails and detention centers will res-
cue a failing rural economy is often illusory:

[Oakdale mayor] Mowad would later tell
[Robert] Kahn that immigration prisons are
“"arecession proof industry,’ because if the U.S.
economy suffers, the world economy will fol-
low, which will lead to more undocumented
aliens coming to the United States, and thus
more employment for Oakdale.” (156)

One place to find a high concentration of such
impoverished, job-starved communities is along
the border. Not, of course, the Canadian-U.S
border. That highly permeable line drawn in the
snow is crossed annually by hundreds of thou-
sands of immigrants to the U.S. My own pater-
nal grandfather crossed it over a hundred years
ago, after escaping the Czar's army and work-
ing as a laborer helping to build the Canadian
Pacific Railroad. As many times as he told the
story of his trip from Winnipeg, Manitoba to
Lowell, Massachusetts, presumably in a more
or less straight line, I can't recall his ever men-
tioning a detour to Ellis Island so that he could
arrive in this country properly and officially. If
there were a truthful count, it would almost
certainly reveal that many of those who today
are most aggressively anti-immigrant are them-
selves descended from so-called “illegal aliens.”

Of course, my grandfather, to all visible in-
tents and purposes, was white — or at least as
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white as such European immigrants as Jews,
Sicilians, Irish, Italians, Greeks and Portuguese
were considered by those U.S. residents whod
gotten here a few boats earlier. Today’s immi-
grants — or at least those being detained by
the INS — are not exactly coming from the
European Common Union. Here's Dow again:

The countries with the largest representation
were Sri Lanka (30 detainees), China (29), Ni-
geria (23), Sierra Leone (16) and Ghana (15).
The other countries of origin were Afghani-
stan, Albania, Algeria, Bangladesh, Brazil,
Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Congo,
Czech Republic, Dominican Republic, Ecua-
dor, Egypt, El Salvador, England, Ethiopia,
Guinea, Haiti, India, Irag, Ivory Coast, Ja-
maica, Kosovo, Lebanon, Liberia, Macao,
Mali, Mauritania, Pakistan, Poland, Russia,
Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Togo, Uganda,
Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Vietnam, Yemen, Yugo-
slavia and Zaire.

Are we surprised? Prisons, after all, are about
many things, and different things at different
times. But in the U.S., they are always about
race. The INS, in the current Home Sweet
Homeland Security era, is not just detaining
immigrants. It is very specifically detaining im-
migrants of color. New York reportedly has over
a hundred thousand undocumented immigrants
from Ireland alone, but you don't see INS agents
raiding the St. Patrick’s Day parade.

D OW DOES AN EXCELLENT, HEARTBREAKING
job detailing and documenting how rac-
ism permeates the thought and action of both
the INS and the for-profit private prison cor-
porations that both drive and are driven by
agency policy. Here, for example, is Steve Lo-
gan, at the time CEO of Cornell Corrections,
speaking to investors on a conference call shortly
after 9/11:

It can only be good . .. with the focus on people
that are illegal and also from Middle Eastern
descent ... In the United States there are over
900,000 undocumented individuals from
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Middle Eastern descent . .. That’s half of our
entire prison population . .. The federal busi-
ness is the best business for us . . . and the events
of September 11 [are] increasing that level of
business. (10)

But Dow also presents without challenge the
contention of both insiders and outsiders that
the INS is relatively powerless to do anything
about this extreme racism:

For years, agency officials and immigration at-
torneys have spoken off the record about the
inability of INS Headquarters and Justice De-
partment officials to do anything to change
the arbitrariness and even the brutality with
which policy is carried out in the field. (252)

Yet why should this be the case? Of course, U.S.
society and politics are shot through with rac-
ism — when the economic, political and social
elements of your national structure are founded
on slavery, what else would you expect? It's also
arguable that, due primarily to the courage and
political sophistication of those African Ameri-
cans who in the 1960s launched the Southern
Freedom Movement to challenge both segre-
gation and racism, things are significantly (if
not completely) better for many (if not all)
people of color in this country. But this is cer-
tainly not the case at the INS’ Krome North
Service Processing Center in Miami:

Seeing this scene, another officer threatened
us by saying: “I hate you fucking Chinamen
the most, tomorrow all of you will be sent back
to China,” then he pointed at one detainee’s
forehead and made a gesture of shooting with
his hands and said: “Bang” “Bang” . . . (60)

When things get this bad or stay this bad, there
are usually good reasons why this is the case.
Finding out that “why” is one of the critical first
tasks of organizers and activists who are work-
ing to change systems. The classic organizer’s
question “Whom does it serve?” is certainly a
good one to apply to the INS.

Mark Dow argues that one of the reasons
for the extreme conditions in the INS’ immi-



grant detention centers is to make potential im-
migrants think twice before setting out for the
U.S. Given that the INS has hung on to its
appallingly inhumane management techniques
for at least several decades, you have to wonder
what statistics on immigration they're looking
at in drawing the conclusion that this strategy
works. It’s not at all clear, for example, that,
proportionate to population, more undocu-
mented immigrants are coming to this country
than, say, in the several decades before the out-
break of World War | — or, for that matter,
that anti-immigrant feeling today, however ap-
palling, is actually worse than during that time.
In 1899, for example, five immigrants from Sic-
ily were lynched in the rural community of
Tallulah, Louisiana, itself until recently the site
of what was arguably the most notorious juve-
nile detention center in the U.S. Whole national
political parties had as their main platform ex-
treme anti-immigrant and xenophobic mea-
sures: déja vu all over again.

Such a deterrent policy, Dow points out, is
not just inhumane, but illegal:

The use of detention as a deterrent to poten-
tial refugees “violates obligations assumed by
the executive” under international law, accord-
ing to Helton, but this policy remains explicit
today. (7)

Quiestions of legality aside, the INS, however
much it tries, can't have it both ways. If, as the
INS claims, (as do the leaders of the current
Administration, who to a large extent control
INS policies), the flow of undocumented im-
migrants into the U.S. is completely out of hand
and growing exponentially, then obviously the
policy of deterrence-through-detention isn't
working and should be abandoned.

So why not give it up? Perhaps it’s simply
bureaucratic inertia that keeps the INS stuck
in its old ways. On the other hand, it may be
that the INS’ detention policies and practices
have entirely different goals than those stated,
and that the long range target of these policies
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is not those who are coming to this country,
but those who are already here. Here is Dow
on John Ashcroft:

Whatever might have had to do with security
was subordinated to “a deeper and more trou-
bling agenda,” wrote two former INS general
counsels. The nation’s top law enforcement of-
ficer more or less admitted this himself. He
told the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, “the critics . . . would have us return
to a reticent law enforcement culture of inhi-
bition which existed prior to September 11,
2001...”

One priority, as Ashcroft stated repeatedly,
was to prevent future attacks. Another, about
which he was less explicit, was to make it look
as if the law enforcement agencies that had
made serious errors were now on top of things.
What thousands of detainees and their fami-
lies experienced as “destruction” was the strat-
egy of “disruption” articulated by the attorney
general. (25)

S IT TOO MUCH TO IMAGINE that, for

Ashcroft and the Bush administration, INS
policies represent, not a rogue agency running
out of control, but a deliberate controlled ex-
periment, one that tests to what extent people
in the U.S. are willing to lose the liberties, rights
and privileges that they believe are theirs?

In a way, it’s as Pastor Martin Niemoller
paraphrased: “They came first for the undocu-
mented immigrants, and | didn't speak up, be-
cause | wasn't an undocumented immigrant”;
and then on to documented immigrants, U.S.
citizens convicted of crimes, the deinstitution-
alized mentally ill, the homeless, those without
jobs, the old and infirm, those who are chemi-
cally dependent, religious minorities who “don’t
properly appreciate our traditions of religious
freedom,” and ultimately those who are inap-
propriately critical of the government and don't
appreciate the freedom that’s theirs when they
live in “the greatest country on earth.”

The list could go on and on. After all, the
U.S. already sees prisons, jails and detention
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centers as the solution of first choice to virtu-
ally every human and social issue. With 5 per-
cent of the world’s population, we hold 25 per-
cent of its prisoners. One out of every three
African American men in his 20s is in a prison,
jail or detention center, on probation or on pa-
role.

So Mark Dow has chosen well in naming
this fine book after Gulag Archipelago, the term
coined by the famous Soviet dissident and de-
tainee. He says:

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn describes the nation
within a nation constituting the gulag archi-
pelago. His translator, Thomas P. Whitney,
writes, “The image evoked by [Solzhenitsyn's]
title is that of one far-flung ‘country’ with mil-
lions of ‘natives,” consisting of an archipelago
of islands, some as tiny as a detention cell ina
railway station and others as vast as a large
Western European country, contained within
another country” . .. But the INS prison sys-
tem is in a sense the American gulag; its raison
d'étre is the control of certain non-Americans
among “us.” (12)

Dow is partly right here, but he could take the
argument even further. True, the immediate goal
of the American gulag is the “control of certain
non-Americans among ‘us.” But it is also a step
on an even more dangerous road: the increas-
ing control of all of “us,” of all people who live
in the United States, citizens and non citizens
alike:

The 1996 immigration laws targeting nonciti-
zens expanded the INS detention net so dras-
tically that the lines between “us” and “them”
began to blur. People who did not think of
themselves as immigrants found they were
subject to detention. Difficult as this may be
to believe even now, almost ten years after they
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were passed, the 1996 laws might require the
INS to detain, for example, someone convicted
of misdemeanor drug possession or of jump-
ing a subway turnstile without paying a fare or
even of hair pulling. (15)

The Russian gulag, after which Mark Dow has
named his book, did many things. Among them,
it “disappeared” people, either temporarily or
permanently. Out of sight, out of mind. As in
the American gulag, there were no laws, no
rules: only arbitrary control and command, pre-
ventive detention at its finest. Dow writes:

Half a century earlier, a Hungarian man who
had lived in the United States for twenty-five
years left the country for nineteen months to
be with his dying mother. He was detained on
his return, charged with being a national se-
curity threat on the basis of secret evidence.
Justice Robert Jackson wrote: “Quite uncon-
sciously, I am sure, the Government’s theory
of custody ‘for safekeeping’ without disclosure
to the victim of charges, evidence, informers
or reasons, even in an administrative proceed-
ing, has unmistakable overtones of the ‘pro-
tective custody’ of the Nazis, more than any
detaining procedure known to the common
law. Such a practice, once established with the
best of intentions, will drift into oppression of
the disadvantaged in this country as surely as
it has elsewhere.” (40)

And Dow concludes the paragraph:

Justice Jackson would have understood the se-
riousness of the analogy, having served as chief
U.S. prosecutor at the Nuremberg trials just a
few years before. Unfortunately, his was a mi-
nority opinion, and those words are from his
dissent. (40)

“Then they came for me, and by that time there
was no one left to speak up for me.”
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Germany: the Revolution that Failed

MARTIN COMACK

Y THE END OF THE WORLD WAR IN 1918,

Imperial Germany was prostrate in defeat,
having suffered some six million killed or
wounded in the four-
year ordeal. Traditional
authority rapidly disin-
tegrated with war wea-
riness and malnutrition
among the civilian
population, growing re-
bellion in the German
army and navy, and massive strikes in the large
urban centers. Councils of workers, soldiers, and
sailors assumed power in one locality after an-
other across the country. Facing little resistance,
the spread of the radical tide was due more to
the weakness of the old regime than to the unity
or coherence of the rebels. Nevertheless, Ger-
many seemed poised on the verge of national
revolution, ready to follow the Russian example
of just the year before. But there would be no
German Revolution; Berlin would not be an-
other Petrograd.

The authoritarian bourgeois order estab-
lished in Germany by the late nineteenth cen-
tury would survive the revolutionary storm —
the strikes, protests and armed uprisings — and
within a few years would find its power as se-
cure in the Weimar Republic as it had been be-
fore the war — secure at least from the forces
of the Left. According to the author of this
study, the great failure of the German revolu-
tionaries was due to two decisive factors. In the
first place, the German capitalist class, “the most
conscious and determined bourgeois in Europe,
if not the world,” faced a divided Left and “an

MARTIN COMACK is a doctoral candidate in political sci-
ence ar Northeastern University.

The German Revolution 1917 - 1923
P1ERRE BROUE

Translated by John Archer
Edited by lan Birchall and Brian Pearce
Introduction by Eric D. Weitz
Chicago: Haymarket Books, 2006, 991 pp. $50

immature, and indecisive Communist Party.”
Secondly, “there was no Lenin” (908).

The late Pierre Broué was a historian of
the revolutionary
workers' movements of
the twentieth century, a
Trotskyist and veteran
polemicist against
Stalinism. Most of his
work is yet to be trans-
lated from the French,
although his volume on the revolution and civil
war in Spain, written with Emile Temime, was
published in English some thirty years ago. It
stands as one of the few histories of those events
that takes full account of the profound social
revolution that swept through Republican Spain
in 1936 and 1937. But in this recently trans-
lated work on the abortive German Revolution,
Broué has not produced a general history of the
turmoil and class struggle in central Europe, nor
does he devote much attention to the early ef-
forts to secure workers’ power — the seizure of
factories by councils of workers, the popular
assemblies and organs of local governance in
the proletarian districts of Berlin and the other
industrial cities of Germany. Instead, in a de-
tailed exposition derived from his doctoral dis-
sertation, Broué has chosen to focus upon this
revolutionary period from the perspective of the
German Communist Party — beginning with
its origins in the agitation of the Spartacist
League led by Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Lux-
emburg, to the ideological and tactical confu-
sion that accompanied the Party’s founding and
early experiences, through to the failure of the
“German October” rising of 1923, and the fi-
nal consolidation of a Communist movement
in Germany that would be under the strict con-
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trol of the Comintern in Moscow — and even-
tually Joseph Stalin.

Indeed the difficulties and complexities of
fomenting revolution in continental Europe’s
most advanced indus-

conservative bourgeois ideology over the pro-
letariat, so that even when the real opportunity
for revolution presented itself, the “masses were
still completely governed by the bourgeois men-
tality, they restored the

trial society particularly
impressed Karl Radek
— the Comintern’s
agent in Germany. The
Party could establish it-
self, he insisted, only if
it “fights to achieve clar-

The German Communists

would soon be tamed, and

find themselves under the
tutelage of Moscow.

hegemony of the bour-
geoisie with their own
hands after it had col-
lapsed” (328).
Maintaining at least
the passive allegiance of
most German workers,

ity in its conceptions,

and becomes the point of ideological
regroupment for the German workers’ move-
ment” (312). The Russian Bolsheviks, he ad-
mitted, had followed a far easier path to victory
compared to the considerable obstacles con-
fronting the German comrades.

But the German Communists failed in
these turbulent years to follow Radek’s counsel
and win the full allegiance of the working class,
faced as they were with powerful rivals to their
left and right. The radicals of the ultra-left —
the Revolutionary Shop Stewards, the German
Communist Workers Party, the anarcho-syn-
dicalists — all commanded mass followings and,
rejecting formal party organization, looked to
the factory councils as the basic organs of the
social revolution. But, as Broué notes, it was the
Social Democratic Party and its trade unions
that most effectively quelled the revolutionary
tide. For years the Social Democrats had
preached a mechanical Marxist doctrine to their
millions of highly-organized loyal followers,
assuring them that the inevitable processes of
history would bring about the socialist millen-
nium, if only they would remain patient, disci-
plined and obedient. But instilling such habits
of passivity and regimentation, critics like Rosa
Luxemburg and Anton Pannekoek had warned,
would enervate the rebellious spirit and smother
the natural initiative of the rank and file. Broué
approvingly cites Pannekoek to the effect that
the Social Democrats had insured the hold of
184 =
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the Social Democrats
opted for reform rather than revolution, diluted
the power of the workers’ councils and pro-
claimed a republic — backed by the industrial-
ists and the conservative middle classes. When
the small postwar German army proved reluc-
tant to suppress strikes and rebellions by shoot-
ing down their former comrades and fellow citi-
zens, the Social Democratic regime resorted to
hired mercenaries — the so-called Free Corps,
composed of right-wing war veterans. Prole-
tarian districts in Germany’s cities were turned
into free-fire zones and subjected to infantry
assault and artillery and aerial bombardment.
The behavior of these Free Corps units would
later earn the praise of Hermann Goering, who
called them “the first soldiers of the Third
Reich” (Robert Waite, Vanguard of Nazism: The
Free Corps Movement in Postwar Germany 1918
—1923, 1969, 264).

Between the moderate reformism of the
traditional Social Democrats and the revolu-
tionary activism of the extreme Left, the Com-
munists were unable to capture the leadership
of the German working class. Broué quite can-
didly admits that “Bolshevism was, in a certain
sense, an experience and a doctrine external, not
to say alien, to the German workers’ movement”
(852). Decades of Social Democratic
authoritarianism under an inflexible bureau-
cracy had bred in German radicals an instinc-
tive aversion to rigid party organization and a
belief in the spontaneity of the revolutionary



masses, an attitude that an exasperated Lenin
would be moved to denounce as “an infantile
disorder” (Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile
Disorder [1920], Peking: Foreign Language
Press, 1969.)

UT BY THE MID-1920s many workers had

become wearied and confused by the con-
flicting, and sometimes overlapping, rhetoric of
the various socialist groups. As revolutionary
prospects dimmed, the long years of war and
upheaval finally bred apathy and resignation,
and a longing for stability. The insurrectionary
wave subsided. The German Communists
would soon be tamed, and find themselves un-
der the tutelage of Moscow. Their party would,
in the author’s words, be transformed into
“nothing but an apparatus ... intended to meet
the needs of the foreign policy of the Soviet
bureaucracy.” And far from concerning itself
with a revolution in Germany, the latter actu-
ally feared that such an event would “threaten
to overturn the precarious status quo upon
which its survival was predicated” (910 - 911).

Broué wrote this exhaustive study as a cor-
rective to the various Stalinoid versions of these
events, much of which was accepted by West-
ern historians. However he assumes on the part
of the reader a basic knowledge of the history
and politics of post-Imperial Germany, subjects
which he refers to only within the context of
his close attention to the early days of the Com-
munist movement. It may be useful for English-
speaking readers unfamiliar with these topics
to first consult works like Haffner (Sebastian
Haffner, Failure of a Revolution: Germany 1918
- 1919, Chicago: Banner Press, 1986) or Taylor
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(Simon Taylor, Germany 1918-1933: Revolu-
tion, Counter-Revolution and the Rise of Hitler,
London, Duckworth Press, 1986), who can pro-
vide a concise description and basic background
to Broué’s more focused narrative.

Throughout this lengthy discourse Broué
is painstaking in his careful description of the
ambiguities and contradictions, the frequent
twists and turns of Party strategy and tactics.
But his writing never becomes obscure or pe-
dantic. In following the sometime Byzantine
nature of intra-party factionalism, the Commu-
nists’ dubious relationship with the rest of the
German Left, and the uncertainties of their
connection with the Moscow International, the
clarity of his prose (and the skill of his transla-
tor) remain constant.

Given all that the author has revealed con-
cerning the uncertain and divided state of Ger-
man Communism and the German Left itself
during these years, along with the powerful op-
position that it confronted, it is hard to credit
his assertion that the presence of a command-
ing personality with a unifying vision would
have made any real difference. In that environ-
ment, even as skilled a tactician as Lenin would
not, in Marx’s phrase, have been able to make
history just as he pleased. The consequent fail-
ure of social revolution in Germany was a di-
saster for the entire world. It signaled the de-
feat of revolutionary efforts throughout Europe
and ensured the continued isolation of Soviet
Russia. The German Revolution that never was
paved the way for the rise of Stalin and Hitler,
for totalitarianism and finally another world
war.
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Hollywood Red Star — a Dwarf Star?

MICHAEL WRESZIN

F THE HoLLYwooD FILM COLONY had a

long romance with the Left, they should be
indicted for abuse since
they often slandered and
assaulted the left at every
opportunity. This book is,
it would appear uninten-
tionally, an account of the
ineffectiveness of the
Communist Left and the
defeats and failures they
suffered from the late thirties through the first
decade of the Cold War. It is argued that they
tried to get the Communist ideology into the
movies and invariably failed, except when it co-
incided with the government sponsored propa-
ganda of the United States. They tried to gain
control of the Hollywood film unions and in-
variably were defeated. They tried to stand up
to Congressional investigations and were be-
trayed even by early supporters. They tried to
take over the Group Theatre in New York but
failed. They supported and even ran the Wallace
campaign and were roundly defeated. They al-
legedly stifled all artists and intellectuals in their
orbit of influence, but their orbit of influence
was dismally small and beleaguered. At one
point the authors quote Variety claiming that
the Communists were taking over Hollywood
“a fantastic sovietizing of the lots,” the studios
were becoming “writer controlled.” The authors
candidly admit that this “breathless account was
rather exaggerated.” The Party had little suc-
cess in organizing sound stage and back lot
workers. But it did have success in organizing

MICHAEL WRESZIN is professor emeritus of Queens Col-
lege and the Graudate Center of the City University of
New York. He is the biographer of Dwight MacDonald.
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Red Star Over Hollywood:
The Film Colony’s Long
Romance with the Left

RONALD RADOSH AND ALLIS RADOSH

San Francisco: Encounter Books 2005
309 pp. $25.95

two major guilds, especially the Screen Writers
Guild, but even there they were soon defeated.

This is a strange ac-
count because the authors
are obsessively, almost
hysterically, intent on
showing what a menace
the Communists were in
Hollywood and the only
evidence they seem to
have are the crimes of
Stalin. However, they resurrect some testimony
from Budd Schulberg, a friendly witness, be-
fore the committee, who expressed guilt for
those crimes. At one point he felt a particular
responsibility for the Soviet invasion of Czecho-
slovakia. It almost sounded as though Stalin had
checked with Schulberg and other Hollywood
reds before he made his tyrannical decisions.
Do those who defend the administration’s poli-
cies in the Middle East share the responsibility
for the torture in Guantanamo and Abu
Ghraib? In this book there is a one-way purity.
Even Dalton Trumbo, who is credited with un-
derstanding the oppression in the Soviet Union,
is indicted for not waging a war against
Stalinism when he felt that the racism and im-
perialism of the United States was a more im-
mediate threat to America. He is described as
contradictory and confused. Presumably be-
cause, as the Radoshes point out, that even
though he “knew the truth about the evils of
Soviet Communism . . . he accepted and
parroted the Soviet line on foreign policy, view-
ing the United States as an ‘imperialist’ power.”
Believing the United States was an imperialist
power during the Cold War years was not sim-
ply a Soviet line. There are many scholars in
the United States who believed that during the



Cold War and believe it even more so today.
There is no mention of our policies in Guate-
mala or Iran during these years. The so called
“non-Communist Left” liberals were notori-
ously quiet on those matters. Is that relative si-
lence complicity? If one criticized American
foreign policy it was seen as service to the So-
viet Union. In fact, Nixon in 1950 in his attack
on Helen Gahagan Douglas, made the point
that she voted the same way as Marcantonio
on several issues, making her a defender of
Communism. On the other hand Communists,
who opposed racism, class divisions, the attack
on labor unions, and American imperialism in
Latin America are seen as insincere, political
manipulators and somehow implicated in the
crimes of the gulag.

There is very little new of consequence in
this account. It is mostly more anecdotes from
new sources supporting old denunciations. But
the same old anecdotes are trotted out. Albert
Maltz’s forced recantation and groveling sub-
missions to Communist apparatchiks is dealt
with great umbrage. The Maltz recantation is
seen as a crime far greater than hounding people
out of their jobs for political opinions. The
friendly witnesses like E.G. Robinson and E.J.
Cobb and others are not charged with “grovel-
ing” before the “degradation ceremonies” de-
manded by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities. Collaborative witnesses
like Budd Schulberg and Elia Kazan are por-
trayed as courageous heroes far more than those
who denounced the Committees and refused
to answer questions. They might well have le-
gitimately attacked the Communists in speech
and publication but to turn to and support the
power of the state to harass and oppress and
ultimately jail their opponents is another mat-
ter altogether. Dwight Macdonald proudly ad-
mitted to being a “ red-baiter” but he never gave
support to the investigating committees. Rich-
ard Hofstadter, hardly one of the romanticists,
understood that the McCarthyite witch hunt
“was not so simply rational as to turn up spies
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or prevent espionage or even to expose actual
Communists (they had most of the names any-
way), but to discharge resentments and frustrations
to punish, to satisfy enmities whose roots lay else-

In this book there is
a one-way purity.

where than in the Communist issue itself.”[italics
mine] But if Hofstadter is too liberal an ob-
server one might turn to the erudite conserva-
tive historian John Lukacs. He has written that
“anti-Communism “from a safe distance springs
from two sources. The first is a sense of self-
satisfaction knowing that one is on the right
side, on the respectable side, together with all
those right-thinking people. The other is the
exaggeration of the diabolical powers and
machinations of Communism and Commu-
nists. While the Radoshes, like so many con-
temporary conservatives, see themselves as a
courageous but beleaguered minority in one of
the most conservative periods in our history
they, like so many other Americans across the
political spectrum, have exaggerated the men-
ace of Communism. It is a good political ploy
and, as Lukacs observes, “it may be turned to
personal and occupational profit.” This might
be the case with Radosh who, when on the left,
did not have the influence and access to publi-
cations that he now enjoys.

NE QUESTION THAT NEVER OCCURS t0 the
O authors is why the countries of western
Europe, Italy, France and England, for example,
all with large Communist Parties, never expe-
rienced the kind of mania over the threatening
menace of Communism. In those countries the
Communist Party was just that, another politi-
cal party among many. Among virulent anti-
Communists in America that was simply not
accepted. Since Communists were viewed as
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agents of a foreign power, the members in
America for the most part tended to keep ac-
tual membership a secret.

When it comes to discussing films that had
been influenced by Communist writers, it is
mostly the same old story of Mission to Moscow
largely influenced by the ambassador to the
Soviet Union, Joseph Davies, and Song of Rus-
sia approved and defended by the Office of War
Information. These were, of course, wartime
propaganda movies written by Communists in
the service of the wartime alliance. The
Radoshes dwell on North Star by Lillian
Hellman which is an anti-Nazi film that pre-
sents the Russians as heroic and, particularly,
Cloak and Dagger with Gary Cooper and Lili
Palmer. This film is charged with preaching
“straight Party line”: “God have mercy on us if
we ever thought we could really keep science a
secret . . . if we think we can wage other wars
without destroying ourselves” (the scientist, Nils
Bohr’s, position among many others). But the
studio cut out the allegedly pro-Communist
rhetoric at the end. Oops, another defeat. The
fulminations of Ayn Rand are treated with grave
respect, as the work of a courageous fighter
against the crimes of Stalinism. The Radoshes
think a film like Action in the North Atlantic is
soft on Communism. However this blatantly
nationalist and pro-merchant marine film
proves, as Nora Sayer has commented, that “al-
most no one wrote more passionately patriotic
movies than American Communists did in war-
time.”

Several reputable reviewers have praised
the Radoshes study as fair, objective and solidly
researched. If so, why is it that the Radoshes
can only refer to The Conference of Studio
Unions as “a left wing group” supported by
Communists but when they describe the CSU's
opponents in the International Alliance of Stage
Employees and Moving Picture Operators
(IATSE) they don't see it as mob controlled or
racket dominated? On the contrary it is de-
scribed as “AF of L affiliated and the oldest show
NEW

88 = POLITICS

business union in the country.” They go on in
an obviously selective and biased manner de-
scribing Herbert Sorrell, the head of the CSU,
as a “pro-communist” militant, but they never
mention that George E. Browne, president of
the IATSE, and Willie Bioff, its Hollywood
representative, were two mob members who
were later convicted and jailed for shakedowns.
When they write of the CSU strike against
Warner Brothers they fail to mention that it
was Roy Brewer, an aide to the Committee, and
Joe Tuohy of the Teamsters who transported
bus loads of strike breakers through the picket
lines. Brewer is always treated with great re-
spect as an “anti-Communist union leader,” but
they don't mention that Brewer had promised
HUAC's Donald Jackson that the Hollywood
AFL Film Council would make every effort to
stop the exhibition of the Communist made and
produced film, Salt of the Earth. The projection-
ists and staffers that belonged to Brewer's union
did refuse to show the film. At this time Brewer,
a great defender of American values, was the
chairman of the Motion Picture Alliance for
the Preservation of American Ideals which had
much to do with the hiring and firing of the
Hollywood studios. Nor do they discuss his
large roll in the “clearance business” of getting
people off the blacklist if they became coopera-
tive. It was Brewer that negotiated the repen-
tance confessions and final clearance of Edward
Dmytryk, Jose Ferrer, Gene Kelly and John
Huston. Brewer’s unsavory role in the “grovel-
ing procedures” and “degradation ceremonies”
is omitted.

This is a selective history concentrating on
the great crimes and danger of Hollywood
Communists. There is little mention of the vic-
tims of the Congressional investigations — of
the jobs lost, lives destroyed — nor any appre-
ciation of the repressive atmosphere and assault
on free speech.. The lengthy section on John
Garfield is appalling. Emulating the Commit-
tee they rummage through the research mate-
rial to present him as a lying opportunist fellow



traveler and conclude that his premature death
was caused by the Party which used and “guilt
baited” him, not by the constant harassment of
the Committee. It is the Communists who have
tried “to transform him into a martyr killed by
HUAC.” Garfield gets so much attention be-
cause the portrait is totally negative. It's “he-
roes and villains” throughout this account. There
may have been some problems in the States
during this disgraceful period in our history but

ing we have no poverty in America compared
to Calcutta.

ARTIN DiEes, the early head of HUAC,

publicly deplored “the fact that through-
out the South today subversive elements are at-
tempting to convince the Negro that he should
be placed on social equality with white people,
that now is the time for him to assert his rights.”
The Radoshes present him as a fair minded and
sympathetic investigator only seeking the truth.
His reputation as one of the great demagogues
of the period is ignored. Marquis Childs, an
astute observer of the congressional beat, re-
called that he had never encountered a more
cynical man who, despite his display of good
humor, seemed to have nothing but “utter scorn
for the whole institution of Congress.” The
Committee itself, desperately seeking evidence
of the influence of communists in Hollywood,
is presented as a fair, reasonable and intelligent
investigation in the interest of national secu-
rity. When the party during the wartime alli-
ance opposed Black activism on civil rights, fa-
vored the Japanese internment, called for an end
to labor strikes (all positions held by the ma-
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jority of Americans as well as the Roosevelt
administration ),they were obviously hypocrites.
When before and after the wartime alliance they
favored black radicalism, labor agitation, anti-
imperialism, they were obviously pro Soviet and
anti-American. In any case they were only
agents and servants of a foreign power. There is
no discussion of sincere dedicated rank and file
Communists. Such a concept is the line of pro-
Communist revisionist historians. In the
Radosh view they are either dupes, deluded, or
deliberately and calculatingly subversive. The
Radoshes make a big point of praising Trumbo’s
famous speech in which he argues that during
this period of the black list and oppression

“there was bad faith and good, honesty and
dishonesty, courage and cowardice, selflessness
and opportunism, wisdom and stupidity, good
and bad on both sides, and almost every indi-
vidual involved some or all of these antitheti-
cal qualities in his own person, in his own acts.
... It will do no good to search for heroes and
villains because there were none; there were
only victims.”

Many scholars and historians can accept
this balanced reflection. But there is little evi-
dence that the authors of this book do. They
know very well who the villains and heroes are.
This volume is a classic example of the good
guy-bad guy history that they denounce when
written by leftists. They don't even accept the
view of Walter Goodman and, more recently,
Michael Ybarra, who declared a plague on both
the Committee and its victims. That was un-
fair, since the power of the state to destroy lives
was far greater than any threat posed by the mis-
erable, ineffective Hollywood Communists.
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Katrina lllustrated

ETH ToBOCMAN is a New York-based illustrator and cartoonist whose iconic images of protest

have appeared in numerous magazines and books. He founded the political comics magazine
World War Three Ilustrated with his friend Peter Kuper in the late 1970s, and he continues to write
and draw comics that tackle real-world issues from an anti-authoritarian left perspective. This
strip is part of his ongoing effort to document the combined impact of Katrina and neoliberal
public policy on the people of New Orleans.

ACROSS THE STREET,
THE PHARMACY ;
SiTS - e y %

THE
MEAT MARKETS
RoOLL GATE

SHUT.

BECAUSE THE PEOPLE WHO LIVED HERE ARE NOT
ALLOWED To RETURN. , i
O : !

=gl %:— 1l

T L L

LARGE CHURCH
== NOLONGER HAS
SO LARGE A o
CONGREGATION, P Y V

<




THE BRICK BUILPINGS AT SAINT
BERNARD AVENUE HAVE PROVEN
TO BE STABLE.BUT THOUSANDS
OF RESIDENTS ARE ugp'r ouT

N L0

l ‘uu

Nl

BECAUSE
CONSTITUT

AME R1c A
THAN

THESE BUILDINGS ARE
HOUSING PROTECTS,




BUT ARE NEW ORLEAN% HOU4SING PROTECTS WORTH 5AVING?

A/
7 THOSE ARE HORRIBLE PLACES.
@ %

EVEN THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE
(""E ALLWAYS WANTED To GET OUTTA THE PROTECTS.BUT NOT THIS)

CLEARLY THERE 154 MORE
‘ THAN ONE POINT OF VIEW.

THERE, THE NICE ONE4 ANYWAY,
WANT THEM TORNDOWN,

WAY, THI$ AREA USED To BE VIBRANT. I HAD $OME PEOPLE COME FRoM H.U.D.,
THEY INSPECTED THE BUILDING I WAS LIVING INe T WASTELLINEM T HADA
PROBLEM WITH THE CEILING. PARTS WoluLD FALL DOWN, THEY ToLo ME THAT'S
‘CAUSE OF THE INFRASTRUCTURAL DAMAGE THAT WAS CAUSED BY THESE
APARTMENTS BEING 40 OLDs THEY WERE BUILT IN THE 19404, THEY 4AID THAT
INA COUPLE YEARY THEY WOULD TEAR IT DOWN.50 THEY HAP PLANNEPD 1O TEAR
IT DOWN BEFORE WKATRINA HIT,BUT IT WOULD BE DONE IN PHASES, THEY

ALREADY TORE DOWN A COUPLE ACRO%$ THE %TREET.
IT’4 4$TILL AN EMPTY LOT:ess

FTHINK GOD WANTED
TO CLEAN THIS CITY OUT.
BECAUSE IT HAD BECOME
A REAL BAD, UNSAFE,
PLACE TO LIVE....AND |
IT WAS BECAUSE OF
THE DRUGS::ee . ONE
DAY I‘M GONNA BUY
A HOUYE, WHEN I
IMPROVE MY CREPIT,
IT WON'T BE HERE.
I°M AFRAID OF THO%E
LEVEES! MY AUNT,
SHE THINWKS $HE
CAN MOVE BPACK
HERE , CAUSE THE

. CAMP OUT PEOPLE,
(ACTIVISTS) ARE

MAKIN IT SEEM LIKE
LT% 0.Ks TO MOVE J

BAcCIK IN.




IVE BEEN LIVING IN IBERVILLE SINCE MARCH.I LEFT NEW ORLEANS
BEFORE THE HURRICANE....I WENT To TEXAS....THEN I CAME BACK.
BEFORE THE HURRICANE,I LIVED [N ST. BERNARD HoUsgs, FOR 44 LoNG YEARS,
MY WHOLE LIFE! I HAVE HI$TORY THERE.THAT’$ WHERE MY WHOLE FAmD/ AT 4

RN Y
Ml

1

/.///14
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I LoveE =77
AND I'M A WORKIN WOMAN.”
I BEEN WORKIN 25
YEARS STRAIGHT! I WORKED FoR
THE SAINT BERNARD SCHooL BOARD
% AND FOR THE HOUSING AUTHORITY.
IF SOME ONE WAS TO OFEER
' ME A HOUS$E THAT WOULD BE
MY OWN, T wWoOuLD GET I-.
BUT IF I WA% To LIVE ANYWHERE ELSE,
I WOULD BE IN SAINT BERNARD
CAUSE THAT’ WHAT I LOVE/MY
MAMA RAISEP ME THERE, MY MAMA%
MAMA RAISED HER THERE.IT% A WHOLE
GENERATION AND [T GOES DOWN AND DowN,
I’D LOVE TO RAISE MY CHILDREN THERE.
I HAVE 4-KIDS, 2 B0OY45 AND 2 GIRLS,
TwoO OF THEM ARE IN COLLEGE,
ONE OF THEM 15 IN HIGHSCHOOL
§ AND ONE 15 IN JuNioR HIGH. AND ALL
OF THEM ARE VERY WELL DISCIPLINED,
I LIKE Tt BECAUSE I'M A WOoRKINWOMAN
AND THEY HAVE A NURSERY. 1T 5ITS
| AT THE HEART OF THE DEVELOPMENT.
YOU BRING YoUR KiP$ THERE ANDALL THEY
CHARGE 15 $5.AFTER SCHOOL THEY GoT
3 PROGRAMS IN THE DEVELOPMENT,
IF YOoUR KID% 124016, THEY 6o THERE
AND THE COMMUNITY HELP “EM WITH
THEIR HOMEWORK.THEY GOT PEOPLE
5§ THAT VOLUNTEERS TO MAKE SURE
R THEY GET THEIR HOMEWORK DONE. J




THEY SAY WE DON‘T PAY RENT. BUT WE PAY LOTSA RENT.
THEY GOT PEOPLE THAT PAY UP To $499 DOLLARS
IN THE PROTECTS. I WAS PAYIN $3 33, RIGHT Now,
1’M NMOT EVEN MUCH WORKING,AND T PAY $302. WN
IBERVILLE. SOME PEOPLE SAY THERE”S A LOT
OF MURPER THERE. THERE ISN’T MUCH XILLING.
I MEAN,IF YoU MESS WITH SOMEBoDY, SOMEBODY MESS
WITH YOU.TUST LIKE ANYWHERE ELSE.BUT IF Yov RE-
SPECT SOMEBoDY, A PERSON GONNA RESPECT YOU RIGHT
BACK. 1T A MATTER OF How YOV CARRY YOUR SELF.

T STILL WANNA LIVE IN NEW ORLEANS BECAUSE THIS
1S MY HOME.WHEN 1 WAS IN TEXA%, I HAD A 12 rooT
GARAGE, 4 BEDROOMS,.BUT I WASN'T HAPPY.NOT THAT L
CAN'T LIVE $O0MEWHERE ELSE. IF I LIVE |N NEWORLEANS
EVEN IF I DON’T LIVE N ST.BERNARD, 11 VERY COMFORT-
ABLE. I CAN GO UP TOWN,I KNOW PEOGPLE , T CAN (>0
DoWN TowN, T KNoW PEOPLE,BUT TF IMOVE OUT, YoV GONNA
HAVE To LEARN THAT NEIGHBORHoop, YOU DONT KNOW ONE
STRANGER FRoM THE NEXT.\T WouLd BE HARD To LEARN ALL
THOSE PEOPLE. L WOULDN“T KNoWWHICH GNE% A KILLER,
RAPER,ROBBER.BUT IN NEW ORLEANS,T KNOoW EVERYBoDY.
AND WHEN You LIVE LIKE “THAT, YOU CAN BE COMFORTY-
ABLE.YO0U CAN WALK OUT YOUR HousE, 1,2,3 IN THE MORNING.
YOU $EE A PER$ON,You KNOW THAT PERSON. Yol DON‘T
Know THAT : PER%ON, You KNo w
SOMEONE IN THEIR FAMLY.

AND THIS |5 WHERE T WANNABE. WHERE T
WANNA RAISE MY FAMILY.. T HAVE FAITH/
AMD I BELIEVE IN GODZ AND I BELIEVE
HE Wit MAKE A WAY oU7T OF NO
WAY . ANVD THOSE MY FAVORITE
WORDS!AND I BELIEVE, L REALLY
BELIEVE ; THEY GONNA BE OPEN./



WHAT 1$ A
COMMUN!TY?»
FOR THOUSANDS N
OF PEOPLE, NEW
ORLEANS PUBLIC |77
HOUSING 1S THEIR | 1)
COMMUNITY, THE | W4/
IBERVILLE, LAFFITE |\ 9
CALLIOPE AND 8T. J774/7
BERNARD PROTECTS / F ,
V’ / - ALL OVER
%) NEW ORLEANS |
Z T PUBLIC HOUSING
TENANTS DEMAND
THE RIGHT T O
RETURN, |




