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Who We Are

The  Buletin in' Defense of Marxism is published. monthly by the Fourth Internationalist Tendency.
We have dedicated this journal to the process of clarifying the program and theory of revolunonary
Marxism—oft  discussing its  application o the class struggle both internationally and here in the
United States. This wvital task must be undertaken if we want to forge a political party in this
country capable of bringing an end to the domination of the U.S. impemalist ruling class and of
establishing a'socialist society based on human need instead of private greed.

The ELT. was created in the winter of 1984 by members expelled from the Socialist Workers Party,
because we opposed abandoning the Trotskyist principles and methods on which the SWP was founded and
built for more than halft a century. Since our formation we have fought to win the party back to a
revolutionary. Marxist perspective and for our readmission’ to the SWP. In addition our members are
active in the U.S! class struggle.

At the 1985 World Congress of the Fourth International, the appeals of the ELT. and other
expelled members were upheld, and the congress delegates demanded, by an overwhelming majority, that
the SWP readmit those who had been purged. So far the SWP has refused to take any steps to comply with
this decision.

"All’ members: of the party must begin to saudy, completely dispassionately and with utmost
honesty, first the essence of the differences and second' the course of the dispute in the party. . .
It i necessary to study both the one and the other, unfailingly demanding the meost exact, pnnted
documents,  open to verification. by all sides. Whoever believes things simply on someone else’s say-so
1S a hopeless idiot, to be dismissed with a wave of the hand."

—V.I. Lenin, "The Party Crisis,” Jan. 19, 1921.
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ISRAELI POLICE RAID HUMAN RIGHTS GROUP
Director of Alternative Information Center Still in Jail

by Stuart Brown

On February 16, in an unprecedented move,
Israeli police invaded the offices of the Alterna-
tive Information Center in Jerusalem, ordered it
closed for six months, arrested the center’s di-
rector Michel Warshawsky along with other staff
members, and confiscated printing equipment and
other supplies. Though two of the staff were re-
leased quickly and three others—including two
Palestinian women—48 hours later, Warshawsky
remains in an Israeli prison. He was held in
solitary confinement for two weeks and denied
access to all reading and writing material.

Raids similar to the one on the AIC have been
commonly carried out against Palestinian organiza-
tions in the occupied territories, but this is the
first time that emergency laws have been used
against Jewish critics of the Israeli government.
For this reason, it has caused a considerable stir
within Israel itself and protests have come from
prominent groups and individuals. For example, the
daily newspaper of the Mapam labor federation, Al-
Hamish mar, called the action "a crime against
democracy,” and the raid was denounced by the
Association of Journalists of Jerusalem. An inter-
national defense campaign has also been launched
(see box on this page).

The AICs activities consisted primarily of
providing factual information about Israeli gov-
ernment abuses of human rights or other attacks
against Palestinians—through its publication, News
from Within, daily bulletins, news conferences,
press releases, etc. The center also made its
printing facilities available on a commercial
basis to other groups. Those who utilized them
include Peace Now, Yeshgeval (an organization of
Israeli soldiers who refused to serve in Lebanon),
the Jewish Student Organization, Citizens Against
Racism, the Organization of Impoverished Neigh-
})ors,) and the Black Panthers (a group of Oriental
ews).

To justify their raid, police asserted that
the AIC was "rendering services" to a "Palestinian
terrorist organization," specifically the Popular
Front for the Liberation of Palestine. Warshawsky
and the AIC, however, have emphatically denied
this charge.

Warshawsky himself is a leader of the Israeli
section of the Fourth International and is a well-
known figure on the left in that country. Born in
France, he emigrated to Israel as part of an Hasidic

sect, but radicalized after discovering how the
Israeli government treated Palestinians. On March
2 an Israeli court formally charged him on several
counts, including "service to an illegal organiza-
tion," "identification with an illegal organiza-
tion," and "possession of publications of an il-
legal organization." In a ruling the following
day, the judge denied bail. However, he also ruled
that Warshawsky should not be held in solitary
confinement and should have access to books and
writing material. He also ruled that News from
Within could resume publication, though the AIC is
still prohibited from continuing its other activi-
ties.

A vigorous public campaign is necessary to
force the Israeli government to drop all charges
against Warshawsky and allow the AIC to fully
resume operations. Funds are also needed to help
the AIC replace equipment destroyed or confiscated
by the police. ]

PROTESTS URGENTLY NEEDED

Protests against the raid on the AIC and the
continued imprisonment of Michel Warshawsky should
be sent to:

Ministry of Justice
29 Salah-Al-Din
Jerusalem, 91010

Israel

Copies should go to:

Ambassador Meir Rosenne
Embassy of Israel
3514 International Drive, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20008

Berta Langston
Topping Lane
Norwalk, CT 06854
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What the Israeli government is trying to suppress:

JERUSALEM POGROM

Report from the Muslim Quarter of the Old City
(Wednesday, December 3, 1986)

Three weeks have passed since yeshiva student
Eliahu Amedi was killed, but the Shuvu Bonim yeshi-
va students and their supporters continue to run
amok in the Agbat al-Khaldiyeh Quarter of the Old
City of Jerusalem. Although there are few homes in
the quarter that have not been subject to attack—
whether by stones, Molotovs, or kerosene—the po-
lice and the security forces remain apathetic to
the plight of the Palestinian residents of the
neighborhood and continue to turn a blind eye to
violence perpetrated by the settlers.

Today, the Old City looks like a military
camp. Soldiers and police are very much in evi-
dence in the area. As one approaches the Aqbat al-
Khaldiyeh Quarter, policemen and soldiers become
even more prominent, local residents—less so.
About half a dozen soldiers, their weapons at the
ready, stand at the entrance to the quarter, keep-
ing a check on everybody who enters. Upon seeing
the soldiers, a local resident who was with me
said, "Closed," and started walking away. One of
the soldiers called out to say that the neighbor-
hood was open. We approached and went in.

Although officially the quarter isn’t wunder
curfew, that is pretty much the situation. The
atmosphere in the neighborhood is tense; people
are scared to leave their homes and walk about in
the street. Beside the Shuvu Bonim yeshiva there’s
a memorial plaque for Amedi, directly across the
road from the store belonging to Badr Abu Assab,
whom the yeshiva students and the residents of
Shmuel Hanavi accuse of aiding Amedi’s killers.
The yeshiva students have directed most of their
attacks against the owner of the store and his family.

The neighbors believe that the settlers are
out to take control of the quarter, linking it up
with the Jewish Quarter and then taking over the
entire Old City. At first, the two yeshivas oper-
ating in the quarter tried to entice Muslim resi-
dents to sell them their homes by offering them
large sums of money. When they found this method
didn’t work, they employed other tactics.

"They’re always throwing stones and dumping
garbage and sewage on the homes beside the yeshi-
va, trying to gain control through threats. The
neighborhood residents have prevented them from
doing so—but they have had to pay for it with
arrests,” says Bassem Da’as, a resident of the quarter
whose home was recently occupied by settlers.

This article appeared in the December 12,
1986, issue of the Israeli publication, News from
Within, published by the Alternative Information
Center in Jerusalem until it was closed down in a
police raid on February 16, 1987.
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After the killing of Eliahu Amedi, the set-
tlers’ provocations took a new form. The security
forces, the government, and various public figures

have justified their actions arguing that they
were "a result of anger." They thus gave the
settlers and their supporters a green light to

continue in their attempt to gain control of the
Muslim Quarter. The latest round of provocations
began the same day Amedi was killed. At 12:30 p.m.
the yeshiva students tried to torch the store
belonging to Abdel Majid Abu Mieleh and break into
the store belonging to Badr Abu Assab. The resi-
dents of the quarter tried to prevent them from
doing so; the security forces and the police re-
mained passive.

Um Badr gave the following account "At 1:30
p.m. we heard screams from the direction of the
home of the Arif Abu Sbieh and Zein Abu Rajab
families near the vyeshiva. The neighbors ran to
help the families but were prevented from ap-
proaching their homes by police and borderguards.
At seven in the morning policemen came around to
the homes which had been attacked and six other
homes and told the residents that they would have
to leave because the police couldn’t protect them.
Their job, they said, was to protect the yeshiva
students. Half an hour after the families had
evacuated their homes the yeshiva students entered
and started burning furniture and throwing belong-
ings out of the window, in front of the police and
the residents of the quarter."

The week after this incident, the Committee
Confronting the Iron Fist held a press conference
in the market where the families had taken shel-
ter. The members of the committee wanted to go up
and visit the homes to assess the damage but the
police prevented them from doing so, prohibiting
the residents from returning to their own homes in
the process.

Bassem Da’as: "At the end of the seven day
mourning period for Eliahu Amedi, a procession
marched through here under the protection of the
police and the borderguards. Aside from chanting
‘Death to the Arabs,” the demonstrators tried to
smash down shop doors all along the route. When
they arrived at the murder site, just outside Badr
Abu Assab’s shop, they tried to break in. . ..

"The following day, Abu Assab, the owner of
the store, was summoned to the Kishle Police Sta-
tion. He was threatened with arrest and the police
told him that the young people of the neighborhood
were prohibited from gathering at his home or at
his store. They said that they would hold him
responsible for everything that happened in the
neighborhood. )

"Badr immediately decided to close down his
store. Following this, he was summoned to the



police a second time and ordered to open his
store. Likewise, he was promised that the security
forces would protect him. He returned to his store
and opened it. A short time later, two women and a
man turned up. The two women claimed that they
were Eliahu Amedi’s mother and sister. The women
began to screech beside the memorial plaque oppo-
site the store and Amedi’s ‘mother’ broke into the
shop and attacked Badr’s father. Badr’s mother
tried to protect him and received a blow to the
head with a stone from one of the women. Then the

police intervened on the side of the settlers and
one of them started to beat Badr’s wife with a
police club until she almost fainted. The soldiers
then handed out clubs to the crowd that had accom-
panied the two women. One Arab policeman, Mustafa
Abu Laban, who was on the scene, approached the
attacked family to give them his help. The crowd
then began attacking him as well. Badr’s brother,
Mazen, who tried to intervene, came up against a
row of about 15 soldiers who caught hold of him
and started beating him."

From the New York Times, February 22, 1987:

Israel: Defender of Democracy?

Gaza Carpenters Defy the Israelis: A Union Votes

By FRANCIS X. CLINES
Special 10 The New York Times

GAZA, Feb. 21 — A soldier at the
door waved his rifle menacingly and
tried to say that the Palestinians were
terrorists. But the young carpenters
scoffed at the accusation and abruptly
pushed past into the dilapidated union
hall today to do someting unheard of
for 20 years among the Palestinian
refugees: they cast votes in a labor-
union election.

In the process, they defied an Israeli
Government ban, dating to 1967, on any
new union activity in the Gaza Strip,
and their action appeared to lend cheer
to Palestinians up and down the strip.

Residents in the chockablock neigh-
borhoods of Gaza were calling it a mo-
ment of history for a people whose frus-
trations include a hunger for the pro-
cesses of self-determination.

The men said they had been trying to
organize the vote for months, were
stopped twice by the authorities and
then decided to go ahead after their
preliminary organizing had shown 400
men were interested in membership.

‘“Khashou!” the young carpenters
shouted in Arabic to their colleagues:
‘‘Come on, push through!”” As they did,
Israeli soldiers, taken by surprise,
stepped aside until reinforcements
could be summoned.

The voting began quickly, however,
and by the time reinforcements finally
arrived, 7] would-be union men had en-
tered the hall and cast their first votes
as unionists. Indeed, many of the car-
penters said, it was their first vote ever
for anything in Gaza.

They said they had come here finally
to insist on economic rights, not more
controversial political rights. The
fourth-floor hall where they voted, iso-
lated as the lIsraeli reinforcements ar-
rived outside, resounded with a mix of
verve and bravado.

“l am supposed to be married this
morning, but I told the maiden she
must wait until I voted!” shouted

Khalid Abu Zbadeh, a smiling, curly-
haired 21-year-old, a fresh recruit in
the long dormant Gaza Trade Union of
Carpenters and Building Workers.

The ingredients seemed right for an-
other of the nasty confrontations in
which more than a dozen Palestinians
have been shot in the Gaza Strip in re-
cent weeks by Israeli soldiers reacting
to crowds throwing rocks.

But the carpenters of Gaza were hav-
ing none of that. “‘If the soldiers come
in and threaten, we will leave,” said
one of the new union officials, Aysh
Ibrahim Obeid. “We want no trouble.”

A few sympathetic Israelis -—
human-rights advocates and left-wing
labor unionists — had journeyed south
through the military checkpoint, doubt-
ing that the carpenters could succeed.

“This is so silly to try and stop some-
thing so natural,’” said Dr. Algaz Jo-

seph, an Egyptian-born Jew who
teaches at Tel Aviv University and rep-
resents the Israel League for Human
and Civil Rights. He contended that the
Israeli authorities were concerned that
if their ban on union organizing in Gaza
were breached, Palestinians would
gather courage for much larger ex-
pressions of political grievance.

The voting was in clear violation of
the Israelis’ ban, which froze Gaza’s
six labor unions at their 1967 state. In
the West Bank, which is administered
under rules that differ in some ways
from the rules here, Palestinian work-
ers are permitted to conduct new union
activities.

The defiant voting here was such a
big step, participants said, that it would
ease the chafing of the nightly curfew
and low wages endured by the tens of

thousands of Gaza laborers who jour-

ney out each day before dawn to jobs in
Israel. Many take cabs that consume at
least half of their wages, which work-
ers say might be $15 on a good day.

“It is very hard for my people to ac-
cept the occupation,” said Eshkolem
Majdai, a worker with five children.
“But we are against violence and want
to surivive.”

It was in that spirit that the 71 men
voted in a new seven-member union
board in the upper room, then left
peacefully.

Even before the union men jour-
neyed forth to tell proudly of having
voted for something in Gaza, word of
the event was racing along its sandy
roads and settlements.

“See? No trouble,” said an Israeli
soldier, who agreed they did not seem
like terrorists.
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Abu Mazen: "They hit me brutally and when I
managed to escape, they chased me, caught me, and
started beating me once again with their rifle
butts until I started to vomit. Then they Ileft
me."

According to the residents of the neighbor-
hood, two women came by every few days—although
they are not always the same two women—accom-
panied by a crowd of people who harass and attack
the residents of the quarter. The soldiers and
policemen on the scene don’t intervene. In the
meantime, the yeshiva students continue to harass
the neighbors.

Um Tawfiq: "I live in the house across the
lane. ’m a neighbor to Badr Abu Assab. I see the
yeshiva students standing all through the night on
the roofs of the homes, preparing to attack my
neighbor’s house and I yell at her in order to
warn her.

"One night I saw them setting fire to towels
and sheets and throwing them at the Abu Assab
family’s home. One time they threw three Molotov

cocktails that exploded and started a fire. Two
days ago, late at night, they threw a few more
Molotovs at the home of Abu Sager al-Awas. The
neighborhood people were alerted and found three
more Molotovs on the road. Ever since the inci-
dent, the settlers have been roaming around the
neighborhood, their pockets bulging with stones
and other things."

The yeshiva students haven’t confined them-
selves to the Agbat al-Khaldiyeh Quarter and have
extended their activities to nearby neighborhoods.
A week ago, they attacked the al-Salaymeh family’s
home on Bab al-Salsela Street late at night.

Azieh al-Salaymeh: "At four in the morning, I
was sleeping beside my little daughter in the
bedroom which fronts on the Jewish Quarter. All of
a sudden, I heard a loud bang on the door and
immediately the house caught on fire. I was in
shock. I 'started to scream and my neighbors ran
over to put out the fire. The soldiers that came to
the scene stood there looking at us and laughing." ®

Hind

PALESTINIANS RELEASED FROM PRISON IN LOS ANGELES

by Walter Lippmann

Efforts by the Reagan administration to di-
vert attention from the Contragate scandal and to
prevent public discussion of U.S. Middle East
policy were dealt an important setback when seven
Palestinians and a Kenyan were released from Fed-
eral Prison in Los Angeles February 17.

All eight, held without bail since January
28, were released on their own recognizance or on
low bail by Judge Roy Daniels. When Judge Daniels
asked the Immigration and Naturalization Service
why the eight should continue to be held without
bail, the INS prosecutor claimed she could only
present evidence in chambers (that is, in secret).

Broad public support helped secure the re-
lease of those arrested. Demonstrations, community
meetings, and petition campaigns took place around
the country. Three hundred rallied outside the
Federal Building in downtown Los Angeles on Feb-
ruary 17.

The eight continue to face the threat of
deportation under the "anti-subversive” provisions
of the McCarran-Walter immigration act of 1952. The
deportation hearing is now scheduled for April 28.

Support by civil libertarians, the political
left, and others who have experienced U.S. govern-
ment attacks in the past has been significant. The
Los Angeles Times has printed two favorable edi-
torials.

A fuller report will be published in the next
issue of the Bulletin in Defense of Marxism. Read-
ers can participate in this struggle in two ways:
1) by sending messages demanding that all charges
be dropped to INS Commissioner Alan Nelson, Jus-
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tice Department, Washington D.C. 20536; and 2) by
sending statements of support and money to the
Committee for Justice, 2440 Sunset Blvd., Los An-
geles, CA 90026, tel: 213-250-1060 or 250-9118. B

flos Angeles Times

Amerika

February 15, 1987

Arab immigrants jailed in Los Angeles.—News item




THE SOUTH AFRICAN REVOLUTION MARKS TIME
by Charlie van Gelderen.

With the latest clampdown on freedom of the
press in South Africa—which gives the commission-
er of police the right to prohibit the publication
of anything which he considers "undesirable,” the
apartheid state can definitely be classified as a
police state. The recourse to the courts which have
hitherto blocked a total censorship has now been
stemmed. It is the South African police, dominated
by supporters of the government—and by elements
of the far right—who have now absolute control over
what people can read, see on TV, or hear on the radio.

This blanket of darkness makes it difficult
to assess with precision the true state of affairs
of what is happening. Intelligent guesswork has to
substitute for empirical research. What follows is
based on conversations with friends from South
Africa and from information received directly from
the country.

Ruling Class in Disarray

The State of Emergency had two objectives.
Firstly to cripple the liberation movement. Sec-
ondly to try and heal the disarray in the ruling
class. Botha thought that his limited program of
reforms would soften the criticism from the "lib-
eral" wing of South African and international
capital, and that his self-imposed limits—the
retention of segregation in education and through
the Group Area Act and the continued disenfran-
chisement of the Black (African) majority—would
be sufficient to slow down the growth of right-wing
Afrikaner politics. He has failed in both objectives.

The ruling class remains divided about the
right way to tackle the growing insurgency of the
South African masses. Sections of local capital-
ism, headed by the giant Anglo-American, and, with
some exceptions, international capital, with huge
investments in South Africa, are looking fearfully
at a post-apartheid South Africa. They are anxious
to see a structural change which will do away with
the racism of apartheid while safeguarding what
they euphemistically call "free enterprise.”

We have recently seen both the British For-
eign Office and the U.S. secretary of state meet-
ing leaders of the African National Congress. This
could be said to reflect the legitimacy of the
ANC’s claim to be the representative of the South
African liberation movement. On the other hand, it
could be that the wiser elements in the imperial-

Charlie van Gelderen is a British Fourth Inter-
nationalist, a member of the International Group in
England, who has long been active in support of the
movement against apartheid in South Africa.

ist ministries believe that only the ANC could be
relied upon to safeguard at least some of their
interests in post-apartheid South Africa.

It is in an attempt to resolve these contra-
dictions that Botha decided to call a general
election two years before it was due in order to
get a fresh mandate from the white electorate. The
immediate effect of this was further splits from
the ruling National Party, emphasizing the disuni-
ty which is wracking the ruling class. These elec-
tions, of course, have no validity for the Black
masses. Knowing this, Botha has wisely decided that
the two nonwhite houses of parliament would not
be dissolved. The derisory vote which they would
receive at the polls would only bring home once
more their complete isolation from the ongoing
struggles in the townships.

The Emergency and the Liberation Movement

There can be no doubt that the emergency has
dealt the liberation forces a severe blow. Thou-
sands of national and local leaders have been
arrested or detained without charges. The security
forces are in the townships in massive strength.
The mood of euphoria which expected a quick victo-
ry and which gave rise to such slogans as "No
education without liberation" has largely given
way to a realization that the state is still power-
ful; that the struggle is going to be prolonged
and that there will be setbacks as well as advances
before the final victory.

These past two years have been years of mili-
tant struggle in the townships, in the schools, in
the mines and factories, and in the countryside.
They have also been the years in which the ANC
recovered and consolidated its position of pre-
eminence in the national liberation movement. Even
if the ANC, as such, did not initiate all the
activities in the schools and townships, there can
be no doubt that the majority of the "comrades"
conceived of themselves as supporters of the ANC.
This is reinforced by government propaganda which
credits the ANC with every act of violence and
insurgency. Although the South African Communist
Party is in close alliance with the ANC and exerts
great influence at exile leadership level, there
is little evidence that it shares the mass support
which the ANC enjoys.

The ANC
In the "Statement of the NEC of the ANC on

the Occasion of the 75th Anniversary of the ANC"
(January 8, 1987), presented by President Oliver
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Tambo, and the accompanying "What Is To Be Done!"
the successes and failures are frankly assessed.

In 1986 Tambo set his movement the task of
further activating the underground army, Unkhonte
we Sizwe, and of "drawing in millions of our
people into combat." Now he concedes that "in this
regard we must say that we have not progressed as
far as we can."

One of the failures that Tambo highlights is
the failure to link up the cells of trained guer-
rillas sent into the country and the large number
of discontented Black youths. In short, the call
for a "People’s War" could not be translated from
propaganda into reality.

It should also be added that while the ANC
(and other liberation organizations) have support-
ed the building of alternative forms of popular
government in the localities, the overwhelming
armed power of the state has prevented the linking
up of these local committees nationally into a
genuine form of dual power. The slogan "Power to
the People" remains exactly that—a slogan.

The Working Class

While the emergency has dealt serious blows
to the political wing of the liberation movement—
United Democratic Front, National Forum—by the
prohibition of meetings, rallies, and even mass
attendance at funerals, plus the arrests of its
leadership and the severe censorship (although it
should be emphasized that there has been a marked
increase in guerrilla activities), the trade union
movement has shown a remarkable resilience. The
main factor for this is the thoroughly democratic
structure of the main trade unions as opposed to
the highly centralized and bureaucratic leadership
of the UDF. The position is put very clearly in
the November/December issue of SASPU National,
the organ of the South African Students Press
Union:

Workers have drastically changed the bal-
ance of power in the workplace and in soci-
ety as a whole. Trade unions have grown and
COSATU'S [Congress of South African Trade
Unions] formation allows for more coordi-
nated action on political and economic fronts.

Commemorating COSATUs first year, its gen-
eral secretary, Jay Naidoo, stressed the increasing
importance of the working class, which has not
confined its struggles around the issue of wages
and working conditions but played a leading role
in national politics:

Debates in COSATU have placed social-
ism very firmly on the agenda; the growth
of working class politics is clear. It is
reflected in the methods and content of
struggles being waged by democratic struc-
tures from village committees to street
committees, from shop steward councils to
SRCs.
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More and more, these democratic struc-
tures are drawing the link between the
oppression they are fighting and the over-
all methods of political control of the
working class in our society. They are
drawing this link not only in theory but in
action, in the tactics and targets. This is
heightening the crisis of control for the
ruling class.

These organs of people’s power are
important for advancing mass struggle now;
but they are also important to ensure that
we really govern ourselves after change. We
believe workers experience of democracy in
the unions is contributing to building
working class leadership more broadly.

In the 7,000 words of the anniversary state-
ment, Tambo devotes only 150 to the role of the
working class, and in the tasks for 1987 there is
no attempt to coordinate the workers’ struggle to
that of the general struggle for people’s power.
While the ANC makes the usual genuflection to the
"leading role of the workers" it gives no content
to this leading role. Almost the same importance
is given to the call to the white people to join
the struggle against apartheid.

How different is the position of Naidoo:

Workers are more directly confronting
the issues of the redistribution of wealth;
tactics like sit-ins have also put the
issue of control of the means of production
on the agenda.

COSATU’s vice president Chris Dlamini also
spelled out how the "leading role of the working
class" must be given a succinct political program
if it is to have any meaning:

The unholy alliance of apartheid and
capitalism has become obvious and concrete.
One cannot expect to eradicate it simply by
removing apartheid, nor can economic trans-
formation come about merely by organizing
workers into unions and demanding a living
wage and good living conditions.

What we are talking about is the
total change of the present system in its
entirety. This change can never be brought
about as the result of a change of heart
from big business or a softening of atti-
tudes by the regime or when Thatcher dis-
cards her attitude. It will only come
through the struggles waged by all progres-
sive forces of our people. . . . I am
convinced that the links with all progres-
sive organizations of our people need to be
concretized now.

Worker-Management United Front?

In strong contrast to the ANC's scant refer-
ence to the role of the working class, as a class,



in the liberation struggle, the South African
white capitalists are becoming only too aware of
the growing strength and effectiveness of orga-
nized labor as leader and organizer of the struggle
against apartheid. Many of the "enlightened" lead-
ers of big business are becoming convinced that
capitalism will not survive in South Africa if it
does not distance itself from apartheid.

The Federated Chambers of Industry (FCI)
actually proposed that workers and management
should form a united front (sic) against the State
of Emergency. COSATU gave them a dusty answer:

We would not consider a united front
with the employers because capitalism is
protected by apartheid, often at gunpoint.

How can workers who are fighting
tooth-and-nail battles with the bosses in
their factories be expected to see them as
allies on any level? We believe we would
weaken the growth of the working class
movement by entering a united front with
monopoly capitalism.

The COSATU statement goes on to say that
while the FCI proposed a united front, many FCI
affiliates have been reluctant to guarantee job
and income security to detained workers. COSATU
unions are fighting ongoing battles on this front.
There speaks the authentic voice of a working
class prepared to play its historic role and place

itself at the head of the struggle for national
liberation and social emancipation.

Conclusion

All available information shows that despite
the severity of the repression, the struggle in
South Africa continues, though perhaps at a slower
tempo. Although handicapped by the denial of bases
in neighboring states, there has been, as stated
above, an increase in guerrilla activities within
the country.

The state has responded to this, not only by
direct military and police assaults, but by orga-
nizing squads of counterrevolutionary vigilantes,
the so-called "Wit Doeke,” so that the media can
portray the struggle as Black against Black.

The Afrikaner dominated state machinery now
has no other option than a military solution. Despite
the increased use of armed guerrillas, the libera-
tion movement is not in a position for an all-out
military confrontation with the state. This would
indicate the need for the greater utilization of
the industrial muscle of the organized workers
than appears implicit in the ANC’s strategy for
1987. While the ANC has rightly refused to renounce
violence at the behest of U.S. secretary of state
Shultz, it has always been careful to cultivate
the alternative—pressure from international capi-
talism and the "liberal" bourgeoisie in South Africa
to bring the government to the conference table. O
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A RECORD OF THE MASS RALLY AT THE SHANGHAI
PEOPLE’S SQUARE TO DISCUSS DEMOCRACY

by Yuan Xiumin

The December 19 demonstration of university
students in Shanghai for democracy, freedom, and
human rights has temporarily subsided on the
threat of the authorities. However, the enthusiasm
of the students still ran high. They felt that the
question of democracy was not to be discussed only
in the campus but should be brought to society.
They should awaken the workers and the public to
understanding and fighting for democracy. As van-
guards, the students did not slacken after the
demonstrations. Starting from December 20, every
evening at about 6 o'clock, rallies of students,
workers, and citizens to discuss democracy were
held at the Shanghai People’s Square.

At 6 o’clock, darkness had already descended
over the People’s Square. The only building in the
square, the office of the Standing Committee of
the Shanghai People’s Congress, stood solitarily
in the chill. It was the time off from work.
Bicycles thrust on and pedestrians walked with
haste under the fragile street light. The people
seemed insignificant in the vast square. Some
pedestrians, wearing gauze masks and scarfs, hud-
dled in their overcoat, walked with a quick pace
and a serious expression. They headed towards one
side of the square. Indeed, they were going to
attend rallies to discuss democracy.

It was dim in the square. Crowds gathering in
circles were dispersed here and there, some num-
bering 40 or 50, and some one or two hundred. In
the center of the circles, there were ordinary
workers discussing the student demonstrations,
youths debating the question of democracy, and
even old workers at the municipal government say-
ing their thoughts and showing their support for
the student action. The majority of the partici-
pants were young workers,

The biggest crowd was gathered on a piece of
muddy ground in the square. In the beginning,
about one or two hundred people gathered in a
circle. About a hundred people sat on the ground
in the inner rings, and the rest stood in the
outer rings. In the center, a young man aged
about 30, apparently a worker, was speaking his
ideas on democracy, freedom, and human rights. He
said: There are two kinds of democracy—bourgeois
democracy and socialist democracy, but socialist
democracy is the genuine people’s democracy; re-

This article appeared in Chinese in the Decem-
ber 1986 issue of October Review, a revolutionary
Marxist journal published in Hong Kong. Their English
translation, of which this is a slightly abridged
advance copy, will appear in the March 1987 issue.
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grettably, the Communist Party of China has always
swindled the people with fake socialism and fake
Marxism-Leninism. The audience applauded and
shouted bravo. He continued to say: Freedom must
be exercised on the prerequisite of not interfer-
ing with the freedom of others; human rights are
basic rights due to every person and must not be
violated. After he spoke, a young man aged about
25 stood up to speak. He wore glasses, his hair
was disheveled, his eyelids seemed very heavy,
his voice was husky. Still, when he spoke, his
face showed a shining delight.

When this student stood up to speak, a stir
was aroused. About six or seven hundred people had
gathered. The student first described the cause of
the student democratic movement and the course of
the march, and then he gave a lively account of
the negotiation between the students and the muni-
cipal government. It was a way of explaining the
student movement to the public, and a most direct
way.
While he talked, about a thousand people had
gathered. Young men and women, apparently workers,
made up the majority. There were also middle-aged
workers. Though the crowd was big, they listened
to the students in a very orderly and attentive
manner. Their serious expression and look of ex-
pectation showed that they were not there for fun.
When the student made criticism of the government
policies, they nodded and smiled. When they agreed
with some ideas of the student, they applauded.
When the student made a brilliant remark, they
shouted bravo, and occasionally they requested or
encouraged the student to go on.

When this student finished his speech, six
young men went into the center. They were also
students. They sat down in the middle, and one
stood up to narrate again the reason and course of
the student demonstration. Then he spoke his views
on democracy, freedom, the Communist Party, the
multiparty system, Marxism-Leninism, the socialist
perspective, and the law. Before he began on a
topic, he lit a cigarette and inhaled deep, went
into a moment’s deep thought, and slowly exhaled
the smoke. This young man just over 20 showed
naivete in his maturity, and attracted the audience.

It was then known that these students had not
slept for three whole days, and had not taken a
regular meal. Fatigue and hunger tore at them, but
they persisted. When they uttered with their husky
voice "we want democracy rather than bread," the
audience was moved.

Over a thousand people had gathered by this
time, encircling the students in heavy rings. Al-



though security agents were widely dispersed in
the square to monitor on them, the citizens and
students seemed not to care, but threw themselves
into this open free discussion.

The next student that spoke introduced him-
self as a student of music. He held in his hand a
leaflet "Letter to compatriots" signed by "Tongji
University Students.” In a rhythmic but husky
voice, he read out the whole leaflet. When he
finished the last three lines that read:

"Let more people throw themselves into the
dynamic movement for democracy and freedom! Vic-
tory surely belongs to us!! Viva the December 19
Movement!!!"" the audience repeated the last line
in unison, raised their fist, and then there were
warm applause and shouts. The enthusiasm of the
masses reached a boiling point. The expression of
fatigue and hunger on the students was covered by
delight and excitement.

The discussion rally was carried out in this
harmonious, open, free atmosphere. The people
followed good order—they first raised their hand
before they asked a question or made a speech.
During the whole rally, there were frequent inter-
ventions from the masses, and many penetrating
ideas were expressed. The students mentioned their
idea of socialism. They considered that Marx is
correct in his analysis of social development, and
socialism can appear only after the development of
feudalism to capitalism to the imperialist stage;
China has not gone through the advanced develop-
ment of capitalism and so there are abuses of
feudalism, bureaucracy, and privileges. At this
time, a young worker in the crowd raised his hand
to speak, and asked if this meant China should
reverse to the capitalist stage. The student an-
swered: No, a new road for China can be created
only by genuine socialism, and for genuine social-
ism to be realized, the people must be master of
the country, and democracy and freedom must be
practiced.

The students also talked about democracy.
They considered that they were fighting for so-
cialist democracy, i.e., democracy that expressed
the interests of the majority. They considered that
the people’s congresses today did not represent
the spirit of the people as master of the country.
They demanded direct election of the people’s
deputies by the masses.

At this time, a middle-aged man in the crowd
spoke his ideas about the Communist Party of Chi-
na. He considered that there were good party mem-
bers devoted to reforming the country. However,
there were also many capable and enthusiastic
people among the masses that wanted to reform the
country. These people should be allowed to join
the party freely and work together with the good
party members.

A young student at once raised the question
of the multiparty system. He considered that the
era of one-party dictatorship should end. A multi-

party system should be practiced, and with compe-
tition, there will be progress.

Some students mentioned their views on Deng
Xiaoping’s open door policy. Basically, they sup-
ported it but they thought that it was too radical
in the course of implementation. China had not
been able to adapt to it, and many ordinary people
did not understand the content of the reform. Yet,
the open door policy brought social problems, in-
cluding the upsurge of prices and the lowering of
the living standard. The livelihood of the public
was much worse than before, and this demonstrated
that a reform without democratic participation
could only be disadvantageous to the citizens.

A student talked of his idea of the law: The
law is an instrument maintaining social order, and
protecting the life and property of the people;
however, the law in China protects the superstruc-
ture and protects the interests of the privileged;
only by the people drawing up the law collectively
can the interests of the general people be protected.

Some citizens expressed disagreement with the
student demonstration for causing traffic dis-
order. A young man at once excitedly came to the
center to speak, and said: The student demonstra-
tion is a reaction to the social contradictions;
the .action of the students is righteous; the dem-
onstration will inevitably cause inconvenience to
some people, but can we therefore give up our
action fighting for democracy and freedom? He gave
an example: If one gets a fishbone stuck in one’s
throat while taking rice, will he never again take
rice? This received applause from the crowd which
urged the young man to speak on.

Another student raised the question: Can
democratic reform be effected just by sitting down
to discuss and negotiate with the authorities? He
pointed out that the action of the students alone
was not enough. A social movement could be victo-
rious only by joining forces with the workers. His
speech also won heated applause from the crowd.

Hence, the rally on democracy went on in
heated discussion. The participation of the citi-
zens showed their concern for the student action
and their concern for the future of the country.
The ShanghaJ citizens, always under repression 1n
word or action, expr&ssed their thoughts at this
rally. A person even said: "Even if what I say now
will cause the security men to come and arrest me,
I must stil do so." Their indignation has been
long pent up, but their attitude is like the slogan
on a banner during the demonstration: "We will not
keep silent.” The rally ended at about 10 o’clock.

When the crowd had left late in the night,
cold and solitude descended again on the square.
The only building, the office of the Shanghai
people’s congress, stood solxtanly in the square,
looking particularly solitary in the chill and
dim street light. If only the discussion rallies
could continue! ]

December 25, 1986, from Shanghai.
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ON DEMOCRATIC DECISION MAKING IN THE
U.S. ANTI-INTERVENTION MOVEMENT

by Samuel Adams

"I know of no safe depository of the
ultimate powers of society but the people
themselves; and if we think them not en-
lightened enough to exercise their control
with a wholesome discretion, the remedy is
not to take it from them, but to inform
their discretion by education.”

—Thomas Jefferson, 1821

As the anti-intervention movement gears up
for the April 25 demonstrations, issues of pro-
found importance regarding how key decisions are
made and who makes them have come to the fore. The
paramount question is thiss With broad labor and
religious forces calling the spring actions and
participating in organizing them, can the right of
other sectors of the movement, as well as of rank-
and-file activists, to have a genuine voice in
decision making be assured? And why is this im-
portant?

The CARD Conference

Concerns about democratic procedures emerged
in the early days of the movement. One example of
this was the conference held in Detroit in Febru-
ary 1981, called by the Committee Against Regis-
tration and the Draft (CARD). Twelve hundred peo-
ple, most of them from the major peace groups and
radical political parties, attended. The Socialist
Workers Party (SWP) mobilized for the conference
and it was the SWP that was among the most vocal
in raising the issue of democratic decision making.

A major controversy arose at the conference
involving plans for a demonstration to protest
U.S. intervention in Central America, especially
El Salvador. Reagan had just been inaugurated and
he was beating the war drums against "communism"
in the Western Hemisphere. He pledged to carry out
more aggressively Carter’s policy of hostility
toward the Sandinistas and support for the repres-
sive Salvadoran regime.

In those early days of the movement, there
was no national anti-intervention coalition in
place with the authority to <call an action to
which all sections of the movement would respond.
The CARD conference was viewed as a possible ve-
hicle for calling such a national action.

But there was a major complication. The Peo-
ple’s Anti-War Mobilization (PAM), in which the
Workers World Party plays a leading role, had
already called for a demonstration in D.C. on May
3, 1981. By the time of the CARD conference, PAM
had collected a vast number of endorsements for
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May 3 and was well into the work of organizing the
action. The SWP and others contended that PAM had
acted unilaterally and without the agreement of
the rest of the movement. They saw no semblance of
democracy or legitimacy in the calling of May 3,
since the initiation and control of the action was
solely in PAM’s hands. What was needed, they ar-
gued, was a broad formation, in which everyone in
the movement had input, to call a national action.
Therefore, they concluded, the CARD conference
should set a different date for the action. This
position prevailed and the conference voted to
call a demonstration for May 9.

Whatever factional considerations were at
play to prevent uniting on a common date, the fact
remains that the SWP and the other forces at the
conference that agreed with it were invoking the
best of the traditions of the Vietnam antiwar
movement. Open conferences attended by as many as
1500 people with free discussion and democratic
decision making—that was how the largest demon-
strations were decided upon by antiwar forces
during the Vietnam period.

Of course, as it turned out, May Sth never
got off the ground. It was one thing for the
conference to call an action and set a date. It
was another matter to establish an effective
structure that could organize the action and see
it through. It was this latter that was lacking in
the aftermath of the CARD conference. In the mean-
while, the PAM forces held to May 3 and organized
a turnout of 100,000.

The 1981-1984 Period

It would be more than three and one-half years
before another national conference of the movement
was convened. In the meanwhile U.S. intervention
in Central America steadily escalated. Protest ac-
tions on a local level were frequently called
around the country, especially by the Committee in
Support of the People of El Salvador (CISPES).

In June 1982, disarmament groups organized
the largest peace demonstration in history in New
York City with an outpouring of a million people.
The anti-intervention groups were asked to support
the action but had no real voice in its planning.

In 1983, two national anti-intervention
actions were called in Washington, D.C., one in
July by PAM and the other in November by CISPES.
PAM repeated its 1981 procedure: it called the
action, made all the major decisions itself, and
then asked the rest of the movement for endorse-
ment and support. About 50,000 people turned out.



The CISPES demonstration drew 35,000 people.
This was a significant number but the CISPES lead-
ership didn’t see it that way. They had banked on
a crowd three times that size. They had spent
months organizing the action and had expended
considerable resources. When the U.S. invaded
Grenada in October 1983, they thought this would
help galvanize a huge outpouring of at least
100,000 people. Yet the actual turnout fell far
short of that number and even of the July action.
As one veteran anti-intervention observer re-
marked, "The November demonstration took the
starch out of CISPES. They were never the same
after that."

After November, CISPES turned away from mass
actions and their priorities became lobbying/
electoral activity, material aid campaigns, and
community organizing. But this shift of emphasis
was decided upon by the leadership, not by the
membership. CISPES during this period did not hold
national conferences or conventions where its line
could be discussed and debated by all of its
affiliates and branches.

The November 1983 demonstration was a water-
shed for the anti-intervention movement. It marked
a decline in the idea of a single organization or
current calling national anti-intervention actions
on its own and it opened the door for joint and
united actions by the entire movement.

The Cleveland Conference

In April 1984, the CIA mined Nicaragua’s
harbors on both coasts. Further U.S. moves against
Nicaragua appeared imminent.

This situation sent shock waves throughout
the anti-intervention movement. Many activists
were convinced that a direct U.S. invasion was at
hand. Others saw such an invasion as a real danger
that could best be averted by coordinating mass
actions called by a united movement.

Still reacting to its November 1983 experience
and its changed priorities, CISPES did not respond
to the crisis. Nor did the other solidarity net-
works. The National Labor Committee in Support of
Democracy and Human Rights in El Salvador, labor’s
principal anti-intervention arm, Wwas steering
clear of demonstrations. The traditional peace and
justice groups were primarily concerned with de-
feating Reagan in November, though they were giv-
ing some thought to national multi-issue actions
in the spring of 1985.

With this vacuum and lack of leadership by
major anti-intervention groups staring them in the
face, a group of activists, based primarily in
Cleveland, Ohio, after consultation with trade
unionists and others around the country, decided
to organize an "Emergency National Conference
Against U.S. Military Intervention in Central
America/the Caribbean." A committee was estab-
lished to organize the conference and anyone in-
terested in participating could join it with voice
and vote. The conference took place in September
1984, and was attended by over 600 people.

The conference was a model of democracy from
beginning to end. Any individual or group could
submit a proposal. All questions of substance and
procedure were decided by majority vote after
discussion and debate.

The conference concluded by urging the anti-
intervention movement to mount national demonstra-
tions on April 20, 1985, in Washington, D.C., and
on the West Coast. But the conference avoided the
mistake of the 1981 CARD conference of taking
responsibility by itself for organizing such dem-
onstrations. Despite the sizable turnout and breadth
of the conference, the organizers were keenly
aware of its limitations. Significant constituen-
cies of the movement were not present and the
forces at the conference lacked the authority to
bring the entire movement together, which was its
objective. For this purpose, a broader coalition
was needed and one was at hand.

The April Actions Coalition

Prior to the September conference, repre-
sentatives of its organizing committee met with
representatives of the peace and justice groups in
New York to work out a common and unified approach
for spring actions. In the course of the discus-
sions on structure, it became clear that the two
groups had widely differing ideas.

The peace and justice groups—led by the
Mobilization for Survival—wanted a national
steering committee with representatives from se-
lected national groups. But those representing the
Cleveland conference insisted on an open structure
with a representative of every national group
wishing to participate and with local coalitions
having  representation on the national steering
committee. This disagreement was not to be re-
solved for six months.

The differences over organizational questions
reflected fundamentally different political per-
spectives. The Cleveland conference delegation had
as its objective the building of a united mass
movement focused on anti-intervention demands that
would be totally independent of the Democratic and
Republican parties. The peace and justice repre-
sentatives, for the most part, were deeply steeped
in capitalist politics. They had campaigned for
Jesse Jackson and they were then campaigning for
Walter Mondale. Their priority concern was defeat-
ing Reagan. Issue-wise, they focused primarily on
disarmament, but this in no way inhibited them
from adopting programs with numerous other de-
mands. They had strong reservations about the
power of mass demonstrations in the streets.

In September 1984, the April Actions coali-
tion had its initial meeting. The question of how
decisions would be made and by whom was very much a
part of its agenda then and in succeeding meetings.

A major controversy soon erupted over whether
PAM would have a representative on the national
steering committee. The coalition’s Administrative
Committee, made up of representatives of such groups
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as the Mobilization for Survival, SANE, U.S. Peace
Council, and Women’s International League for
Peace and Freedom, recommended that PAM not have a
representative because "it doesn’t work well in
coalitions." Representatives of the Cleveland
conference’s continuations committee and other
groups disagreed and PAM ultimately was given a
seat. The fight for a nonexclusionary national
committee, at least insofar as national organiza-
tions were concerned, was thereby basically won.

The question of giving local coalitions a
vote proved to be far more controversial since
their admission to the steering committee would
Jeopardize the control of the established peace
groups. It was not until February 1985, when
organizing for the April 20 demonstrations was in
a state of crisis—thanks to the default and
inaction of the coalition’s leadership—that the
local coalitions were made part of the steering
committee. It was through their intervention that
the action took off. On April 20, 1985, 125,000
people took to the streets in D.C., San Francisco,
and other cities.

There was a valuable lesson to be learned
from this struggle to democratize the April Ac-
tions coalition. The local coalitions—made up
of rank-and-file activists working at the grass
roots—were the leading forces for mobilizing
masses of people for April 20. Denying them their
elementary and basic voting rights—turning the
decision making over to selected national organi-
zations and ‘"leaders"—undercut building the ac-
tion. Granting them voting rights was not only
consistent with democratic principles, it also was
essential for generating the largest possible turnout.

The Local Coalitions and April 20

With the movement united for the spring 1985
actions, local coalitions began forming all over
the country. Each had to decide what its proce-
dures would be for making decisions. Most coali-
tions opted for a system whereby coalition meetings
would be open to anyone interested in attending,
with each person having the right to vote and with
issues decided by majority rule. In between coali-
tion meetings, an elected steering committee, usually
made up of representatives of the major groups in
the coalition, would make the necessary decisions.
But the body with the ultimate decision-making
authority would be the periodic coalition meeting.

The April Actions Administrative Committee had
some different ideas. They wanted the branches and
affiliates of those organizations represented on the
Administrative Committee to be empowered to convene
and run the local coalitions. This is basically
what happened in Boston, where decision making was
effectively restricted to a handful of groups.

In New York City, it was a different story. A
proposal to base decision making on organizations,
with some of the traditional peace and justice
groups having the decisive say, was summarily
rejected. Instead the coalition overwhelmingly
approved a one-person, one-vote system.
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The New York experience was instructive. Give
rank-and-file activists in the movement the choice
of whether they want to delegate decision making
to "leaders" or exercise it themselves and they'll
not only choose themselves but accept responsibil-
ity for implementing the decision.

The leadership of the April Actions coalition
moved more cautiously when it came to organizing a
coalition in Washington, D.C. They decided to work
primarily through Walter Fauntroy, Democratic Party
delegate to Congress. "When Fauntroy is ready to
move, then maybe we’ll call a meeting of activ-
ists. Until then, the proper course is to wait."
That was their approach.

So precious months went by and nothing hap-
pened. Fauntroy was not heard from. Activists
aching to build the spring action were discouraged
from doing anything. The movement was immobilized.
This sad state of affairs gave rise to grave
doubts in the minds of the national leadership of
the coalition that anything substantial could
happen in Washington on April 20. So they urged in
January and again in February that the demonstra-
tion be called off.

Had there been at the outset a well publi-
cized meeting of all area activists and their
organizations to consider whether to begin work
immediately to build the demonstration, or to wait
for Fauntroy, there is no doubt that the meeting
would have voted to get going without delay.

The above illustrates how essential it is for
the movement to have the opportunity to debate
thoroughly the issues before it if it is to choose
the correct course. While democratic decision
making offers no guarantee of infallibility, it is
an infinitely better system for deciding questions
than having individuals or groups—seeking to
substitute themselves for the movement as a whole
—make the decisions instead.

Where decisions are made by majority vote,
responsibility for implementation, learning les-
sons from mistakes and correcting errors can fol-
low, rather than recriminations for missed oppor-
tunities or failed plans.

Eventually meetings were held in Washington
and there was an impressive turnout for April 20
from the area. However, if the organizing for the
action had commenced earlier—and been directed
by a broad and democratically functioning coali-
tion—local participation may well have been
substantially greater.

The San Francisco Coalition

Some of the most controversial issues regard-
ing democratic decision making erupted in the San
Francisco coalition. Because this coalition was by
far the broadest in the country, involving several
area AFL-CIO labor councils among others, its
experience 1S of particular importance to the
anti-intervention movement as a whole.

At the outset, the Bay Area movement was
confronted with a situation in which two groups,



one led primarily by union leaders and the other
by Gus Newport, then mayor of Berkeley, sought to
establish separate coalitions to build April 20.
This incipient split was overcome and a united
slate for a steering committee was proposed to and
approved by an open meeting of hundreds of local
activists.

But the coalition faced sharp political dif-
ferences. One involved whether the anti-interven-
tion demand should be confined to Central America
or whether the Mideast should be added. The origi-
nal agreement was to limit it to Central America.
Sections of the movement, joined by Newport, were
not reconciled to this and when the national call
issued by the April Actions coalition included the
Mideast, they insisted that it be added to the
demarlxlds for San Francisco’s April 20 demonstration
as well.

At one coalition meeting, it was decided to
invite a representative from the FMLN-FDR to speak
at the April 20 rally. Some trade unionists, not
present at the meeting, bolted at the idea and
threatened to pull out of the coalition if the
invitation were extended. An arrangement was then
worked out by coalition leaders for a Salvadoran
speaker to be introduced as an exiled trade union-
ist but with no mention of his FMLN-FDR affilia-
tion.

The dispute raised a serious question for the
movement in San Francisco: Is there a contradic-
tion between attempting to build a broadly based
anti-intervention movement in support of the right
of self-determination while at the same time in-
viting spokespersons from the liberation movements
in the subject countries to speak at rallies in
the U.S.? Some of the trade unionists thought
there was. But they were agreeable to having the
Salvadoran speak so long as "FMLN-FDR" was not
mentioned in introducing him.

The question then became how the issue was to
be resolved. Leading forces in the coalition felt
it had been resolved by what had been worked out,
and there was no need for further consideration of
the problem by the coalition as a whole.

If there had been a meeting open to all
engaged in building the April 20 demonstration and
if the matter had been fully aired, there could
have been any of a number of results. The trade
unionists might have been convinced, as they were
months later when the San Francisco coalition held
a conference to which representatives of the Nica-
raguan government were invited speakers, that
their concerns were groundless, and that the deci-
sion made at the coalition meeting to invite an
FMLN-FDR speaker was agreeable; or the arrangement
worked out with the Salvadoran speaker might have
been approved on the grounds that this was neces-
sary in order to maintain the support of the trade
unionists for the coalition and for April 20; or
the meeting might have reaffirmed the earlier
decision to invite an FMLN-FDR speaker over the
objection of those trade unionists who disagreed
with it, with the result being their withdrawal
from the coalition.

But there was no open meeting. Key leaders of
the coalition were unwilling to take the risk of
having the differences settled there. Nor did they
feel they should have to. Their overriding concern
was to preserve the breadth of the coalition,
especially its trade union component. So why
should they permit a meeting of activists, with
the ultralefts capable of mustering a significant
presence, to possibly jeopardize what had been
achieved in bringing broad labor and religious
forces together?

Thus the practice took root of the coalition’s
steering committee assuming authority for direct-
ing the life of the coalition and making final
decisions. Organizations not represented on the
steering committee and rank-and-file activists
were effectively excluded from the decision-making
process. But this system did not go unchallenged. It
was attended by bitter criticism and recrimination.

It is true that despite this, the coalition
hung together and organized a successful demon-
stration of 50,000 people on April 20. But the
divisions in the coalition were too deep for it to
survive, at least in the state in which it found
itself. So it dissolved, distributed all of its
assets, and re-formed under a new name and with a
more clearly defined program which did not include
the Mideast. The new coalition, the San Francisco
Mobilization for Peace, Jobs and Justice, main-
tained the practice of decision making by repre-
sentatives of selected organizations.

The CISPES Convention

Democracy was put to the test twice in the
aftermath of April 20. One experience was as posi-
tive as the other was negative.

In May 1985, CISPES held a national conven-
tion in Washington, D.C. Five hundred people at-
tended with the delegates representing affiliates
from many parts of the country.

The convention was a good example of genuine
movement democracy. It brought to a head differ-
ences over CISPES’s perspective that had developed
among national leaders and been taken to CISPES’s
ranks. The basic issue was whether CISPES should
continue to focus its attention on EIl Salvador and
Central America, or whether it should become a
peace and justice formation with anti-intervention
being only one of its concerns.

Position papers advocating both views were
disseminated in advance of the convention. Oppos-
ing slates of candidates basing themselves square-
ly on the differing programs contended for CISPES’s
top offices.

The convention was distinguished by free
discussion and lively debate. When the vote came,
those who sought to keep CISPES’s focus as it had
been prevailed.

From the point of view of democratic deci-
sion making, this was an important advance for
CISPES. But it was not a definitive one, as subse-
quent events would show.
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End of the April Actions Coalition

The other noteworthy episode began with the
meetings of the April Actions coalition held after
the April 20 demonstrations. The coalition’s steering
committee met in May 1985, and voted by a narrow
majority to call national actions for the fall. But
because the vote was so close and attendance at the
meeting only narrowly representative, it was decided
to reconsider the matter at a meeting set for June 29.

By the time that meeting convened, the Emer-
gency National Council Against U.S. Intervention
in Central America/the Caribbean (ENC) had been
formed. At the June 29th meeting, the ENC advo-
cated fall actions and its proposal was counter-
posed to one submitted by the Administrative Com-
mittee, which opposed such actions. Instead, the
Administrative Committee urged the coalition to
endorse actions already called by other groups,
use the fall to broaden the coalition, meet again
in September, and begin work at that point for
organizing a national action for April 1986.

Discussion was quite open in the ensuing
debate. But the outcome was never in doubt. The
SWP and other forces had shifted their position
from the May meeting and now opposed coordinated
actions for the fall. "We've got to keep this
coalition together," they argued. "We can afford
to give up fall actions now because at least we
have agreement on unified actions for the spring.
That’s the important thing."

But it was not to be. The September steering
committee meeting was never called. And in Novem-
ber, the Administrative Committee, acting on its
own, canceled the April 1986 demonstrations. The
April Actions coalition then faded into oblivion.

What was so striking about this development
was that it was so flagrantly undemocratic. The
April Actions coalition had formally adopted rules
in writing which specified that the steering com-
mittee, not the Administrative Committee, made
the substantive decisions.

But apart from the ENC, there was not a
murmur of protest anywhere in the movement when
the spring actions were canceled. No movement
paper took note that the April Actions coalition’s
procedures had been flouted.

With the disappearance of the April Actions
coalition, with no new coalition to take its
place, and with no program agreed to on a national
basis to mobilize opponents of U.S. intervention
in Central America, the movement faced a bleak six
months in the concluding half of 1985.

The Fight Against Contra Aid

Reagan’s announcement in late January 1986
that he was seeking $100 million aid to the con-
tras triggered renewed street activity by the
anti-intervention movement. In short order, coali-
tions formed in cities all across the country.
Activists joined together to plan hundreds of
demonstrations. As many as three or four were held
in a single city in the first half of the year.
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Nearly all of these local coalitions had a
completely democratic internal life. Impelled by
the urgency of the threat of a de facto U.S.
declaration of war against Nicaragua, there was a
reaching out to everyone who could be moved to
come to meetings, participate, speak their piece,
have a vote, get active. An outstanding example of
this was in Washington, D.C., where a Coalition to
Stop the U.S. War on Nicaragua had been formed.
The coalition developed a practice of encouraging
new people who showed up at demonstrations to sign
interest cards. There was then follow-up to inte-
grate these new forces into the coalition.

This illustrates another advantage that an
open, democratically run codlition has over a
closed and controlled one: the greater ability to
win new activists to its ranks by giving them a
voice in the decision-making process.

Even where there was a deviation from the
openness and democracy that generally character-
ized the anti-intervention movement in the spring
of 1986, it was likely to be short-lived. Thus in
Los Angeles, in the early part of the fight to
defeat contra aid, a few of the most prominent
anti-intervention groups held secret, closed meet-
ings where they finalized and then announced to
the rest of the movement plans for actions. But
the more responsible of the forces involved re-
alized that such a practice undercut the building
of demonstrations and it was abandoned. Instead a
wide-open coalition was established in which all
could participate.

Labor participation in the spring actions,
outside of San Francisco, was negligible. The
National Labor Committee in Support of Democracy
and Human Rights in El Salvador still shunned
demonstrations. Its entire preoccupation was in a
lobbying campaign. But beyond that, there was a
pulling back by a number of union forces on the
question of Central America. As the national de-
bate on contra aid heated up, and the frenzied
baiting of the Sandinistas by all sections of the
ruling class and the media escalated, a number of
anti-intervention union officials stood silent or
redirected their attention to the anti-apartheid
movement as alternative activity.

But official labor bodies in the Bay Area
maintained their active stand against contra aid
and their participation in the San Francisco Mo-
bilization for Peace, Jobs and Justice. On April
19, the coalition brought 25,000 people out in the
streets. While only half the size of the previous
year’'s demonstration, it was still by far the
largest spring action in the country.

In the aftermath of the April demonstration,
the San Francisco coalition was deactivated for a
period of over six months. This was the decision
of key labor leaders, who wanted to spend their
time campaigning for the Democrats in the summer
and fall. The coalition’s structure was such that
there was no opportunity for the hundreds of activ-
ists who had built the spring action to discuss,
debate, and decide whether this switch to electoral
activity was the most effective way to build the



anti-intervention movement. Or, more specifically,
whether because the labor leadership had electoral
priorities, the activities of the coalition as a
whole had to come to a halt. As Carl Finamore, a
leader of Socialist Action and a member of the
coalition’s coordinating committee, was later to
explain, "The major component of our coalition is
labor and labor was heavily involved in the elec-
tions. [Tihe coalition is not going to
initiate any action apart from the broader forces."
(Guardian, November 26, 1986) And that was that.

But if the antiwar movement had waited for
broader labor forces to initiate action against
U.S. intervention in Vietnam, the movement that
stopped that war would never have been built.
Important as official labor support is, neither
labor nor any other sector can be permitted to
veto ongoing activity.

June 14 Anti- Apartheid Demonstration

The labor officialdom’s proclivity for sup-
porting Democratic politicians at the expense of
building the mass movement and its preference for
a top-down system of decision making was not pecu-
liar to San Francisco. This was poignantly demon-
strated by developments at the other end of the
country in connection with a successful New York
anti-apartheid demonstration.

Months in the organizing, the mobilization
which took place on June 14, 1986, was an historic
one. One hundred thousand people took to the
streets in the largest anti-apartheid demonstra-
tion the country had ever seen. And to guarantee
that it would have the greatest impact, the de-
mands of the action were clearly focused on ending
U.S. support for the South African dictatorship.

The New York Anti-Apartheid Coordinating
Council organized the action. The leadership came
from District 65 of the United Auto Workers and it
was able to get the endorsement and support of the
area’s labor movement. Tens of thousands of work-
ers marched under union banners on June 14.

Yet planning for the demonstration was basi-
cally confined to a small number of labor leaders.
Students, a powerful force in the anti-apartheid
struggle, were urged to march, not vote at council
meetings. Fortunately, the resentment that this
bureaucratic procedure spurred did not materially
interfere with an all-out building of the action.

The New York Anti-Apartheid Coordinating
Council emerged from June 14 with enormous pres-
tige. The postdemonstration period would have been
a propitious one for the council to convene a meet-
ing of all the forces joined in that action to plan
the council’s future. Calling a national march on
Washington was certainly a proposition that could
have been entertained at a meeting of this sort.

But no such meeting was called. Those union
leaders who controlled the council—like their
counterparts in San Francisco—had other ideas.
The November elections were coming up and that is
where there activity was to be directed. Further

activities of the council were effectively shelved,
at least until after November, and no opportunity
was provided for any argument to the contrary.

The greatest barrier to building the anti-
intervention and anti-apartheid movements in the
U.S. is the persistent and insidious influence of
capitalist politics. So long as movement forces
look to their "friends" in the Democratic Party to
effect needed change, to that extent the building
of the mass movement is impeded and delayed. Dem-
ocracy in the movement 1is indispensable in order
to overcome this barrier. Free discussion and
debate are necessary to combat reliance on ruling
class representatives and to convince activists
that it is through building an independent mass
movement that the anti-intervention movement can
most effectively win its objectives.

The Philadelphia Conference

As the contra aid issue moved to a showdown
vote in Congress, deep differences over strategy
hobbled the anti-intervention movement's ability
to influence the result. The movement badly needed
a forum where these differences could be discussed
and, if possible, resolved.

A "Mid-Atlantic Central American Conference"
sponsored by five solidarity groups, the Mid-
Atlantic Pledge of Resistance, and the East Coast
Central America Health Rights Network provided one
such forum. Held in Philadelphia on April 12, 1986,
the conference drew 200 activists.

The call to the conference stated that it was
"open to anyone who opposed our government’s poli-
cies in Central America. Local committees are
urged to send the Ilargest possible delegations.
. . . [Tlhe emphasis at this conference is on dis-
cussion between people and groups who have been
active for some time, and have ideas, perspectives
and concerns based on practical experience." Ex-
actly what the movement needed!

An ENC delegation of about ten people at-
tended the conference and submitted an action
proposal laying out a mass action perspective.
This proposal was counterposed to the national
CISPES line of lobbying and electoral action,
advocated by one of its national coordinators.

As debate proceeded, both in the plenary
session and workshops, it became clear that a
large number of those present had been won to the
mass action strategy. This was a situation that
key conference organizers had not anticipated. To
deal with it they announced that no formal votes
would be taken. CISPES would be holding a closed
meeting the following day at which time decisions
would be made. There had been no forenotice of
such a procedure; certainly not in the call to the
conference. By using organizational means to avert
a political defeat, CISPES took a step back from
the democratic spirit that permeated its May 1985
convention.

But at
consciousness

least the discussion helped raise
in CISPES. In the months ahead
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CISPES joined with others in calling for mass
actions in the spring to beat back escalating U.S.
war actions in Central America.

The Fall Actions

Final approval by Congress of contra aid drew
only a meager response from the anti-intervention
movement. The movement had spent itself in the
hundreds of demonstrations organized over the
previous months. It needed to regroup and to
rethink its future.

Objectively, what was needed was a broad,
democratic, and nonexclusionary national coalition
focused on Central America and uniting anti-inter-
vention and anti-apartheid demands. Such a coali-
tion would be in the best position to call urgent-
ly needed nationally coordinated demonstrations.
That at least was the view of the ENC. But the
realization of such a coalition remained for the
future.

In the fall of 1986, the anti-intervention
movement was unusually active—considering that
it was an election year. And democracy in the
movement flourished on a number of fronts.

The movement's most significant experience
occurred on November 1 in Los Angeles, when an
outpouring of 10,000 people was organized to de-
nounce the U.S. war against Nicaragua and to de-
mand an end to U.S. intervention in Central Ameri-
ca. This was Los Angeles’s largest anti-interven-
tion demonstration to date and it was made pos-
sible by the unprecedented unity that developed
for the event among the area’s Central America
forces. The coalition they formed took up the
questions of demands, date, speakers, and character
of the action and made its decisions on the basis
of one person, one vote of those who attended
coalition meetings. There were a number of labor
endorsements for the action and more trade union-
ists marched on November 1 than in the April 20,
1985, action.

Also noteworthy was a September 28 march on
Washington of 3,000 people sponsored by sanctuary
and religious groups. There had been other visible
actions by this sector of the movement but these
had largely been of a symbolic nature. September
28 marked the first time the religious/sanctuary
groups had reached out to labor and other constit-
uencies for a united action in the streets of
Washington.

The sponsoring groups developed their own
form of consultation and democratic decision mak-
ing, and movement activists who supported the
action accepted this. September 28 was not a
united demonstration of the entire movement, nor
was it ever projected to be. It was an important
breakthrough, however, in strengthening links be-
tween religious and labor groups. In that sense,
it contributed significantly toward their Ilater
coalescing around April 25, 1987.

On October 25, 1986, about 4,000 people dem-
onstrated in D.C. in an action called by a mid-
Atlantic anti-intervention coalition consisting of
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the Washington-based Coalition to Stop the U.S.
War on Nicaragua and other area groups. This coali-
tion conducted itself in a completely democratic
fashion. Its decisions were the product primarily
of a conference held in late July that was open to
anyone interested in attending. Action proposals
were freely debated and then voted upon, with the
70 activists attending having voice and vote.

There were a number of other actions that
took place on October 25 and November 1 called by
the National Actions for Peace, Jobs and Justice
coalition. These actions were intended to help
elect "peace Democrats,” as the literature publi-
cizing the events made clear. For example, a let-
ter issued by the New York office of Peace, Jobs
and Justice urging a big turnout for October 25
stated, "With your involvement we can all move
closer to ensuring the election of a peace majori-
ty in Congress."

The anti-intervention movement was only mini-
mally involved in the National Actions coalition.
The solidarity groups lent their names to the call
and to leaflets, as endorsers, but that was about
it. The movement was far more focused in its
priorities now and it would not easily be subsumed
into a coalition whose demands became legion. (The
action in New York had 13 demands. In San Francis-
co, 14 demands. And in Seattle, literally dozens
of demands.)

National Actions was neither the broad nor
the democratic nor the nonexclusionary coalition
that the anti-intervention movement vitally needed
to fight the U.S. imperialist wars in Central
America. It had virtually no labor participation;
indeed, of the many endorsers listed on the call
for October 25, not a single trade unionist name
can be found.

National Actions decisions were made behind
closed doors, which means that its policy of at-
tempting to tie the movement to the Democratic
Party was never openly debated. It announced dem-
onstrations in 14 cities without having first
consulted movement forces in many of those cities
or involving local coalitions from those cities on
the decision-making body. The turnout for the
National Actions demonstrations was less than
15,000 nationwide. They proceeded to add on Los
Angeles’s 10,000—though the Los Angeles action
was planned totally independently of National
Actions—and declared the actions a success.

There was one more action that took place in
the fall that warrants mention. An October 10-11
anti-apartheid conference in Cleveland sponsored
by the Northeast Ohio Anti-Apartheid Committee
(NOAC) drew 250 people including members from 34
unions. NOAC had developed into a broad coalition
with substantial labor affiliations along with
civil rights, peace, anti-intervention, women’s
rights, religious, student, and youth groups. As in
Los Angeles and Washington, D.C., its meetings
were open and democratic, based on one person, one
vote.

The October conference in Cleveland centered
on the anti-apartheid struggle. But several con-



ference speakers also urged participants to oppose
U.S. policies in Central America. This reflected a
growing consciousness in both the anti-interven-
tion and anti-apartheid movements of the nexus
between the two causes. Increasing contacts be-
tween activists of both movements and mutual sup-
port of each other’s demonstrations was now ready
to ripen into joint action.

The April 25, 1987, Coalition

As this is written, the anti-intervention
movement is preparing for the April 25 actions.
The sponsoring coalition was quietly put together
during the fall of 1986 and in early 1987, largely
as a result of an initiative by some leading
figures in the National Labor Committee in Support
of Democracy and Human Rights in El Salvador. The
union and religious forces involved in the coali-
tion give it a breadth without precedent in any
prior antiwar action. The possibilities of reach-
ing and mobilizing new sectors of the population
to demand an end to the U.S. wars against Nicara-
gua and the other peoples of Central America, and
an end to U.S. support for apartheid are very real.

The anti-intervention movement is united in
support of April 25. At last the movement has a
national demonstration to build focused on the
primary area of its concern, in combination with
anti-apartheid demands. The potential now exists
for the movement to emerge from April 25 far
stronger than it has been.

Yet from the point of view of democratic
decision making, there are reasons for deep con-
cern. One is the question of exclusion of the
left, which has arisen and which was very much an
issue during the Vietnam antiwar movement. That
movement decided upon a policy of nonexclusion
(just as the labor movement did in its historic
CIO organizing days) based on the understanding
that denying left-wing organizations voice and
vote was a wrongful concession to divisive red-
baiting. It was also based on the knowledge that
left-wing groups often work the hardest in build-
ing demonstrations and can and should contribute
to the decision-making process.

Another serious problem is that the national
coalition that has been formed is made up of
representatives of  selected national organiza-
tions. For example, the solidarity networks have
been chosen to represent the entire anti-interven-
tion movement. A 3/5 voting majority for labor and
religious groups has been built into the struc-
ture. The national coalition’s orientation is for
the local coalitions, which have no vote in the
national coalition, to have the same 3/5 system—
though this has not been carried out in practice
in most localities.

The overriding concern, given the magnitude
of the U.S. threat to Nicaragua, is that organiza-
tional questions not divert attention or energy
from the central task of building the largest
possible demonstration. Still, and especially on

the local level, there should be no compromise
whatever in ensuring the fullest measure of democ-
racy for all movement groups and activists who are
joining together to build the April 25 actions!

The Case for Democracy

The essence of democracy in the anti-inter-
vention movement, as in the workers’ movement, is
this; everyone involved has the right to a voice
in deciding the movement’s policies. Authority
resides in the movement's ranks. Leadership is
accountable to those ranks. Leadership should be
elected, not selected. It has no more right to be
self-appointed or self-perpetuating in the anti-
intervention movement than it has in a union.

The contention is sometimes made that there
15 nothing undemocratic about a number of organi-
zations forming a coalition and establishing a
steering committee with decision-making authority
based on one organization, one vote. Such a system
may indeed be democratic. The test is whether the
coalition purports to speak only for its affili-
ated groups. However, the situation we are dis-
cussing here is fundamentally different. Selected
groups are invited to join a coalition, such as
the one sponsoring the April 25 action, and that
coalition in effect claims to represent the move-
ment as a whole. But where does such a coalition
derive its authority or mandate to play such a
role? What right do its leaders have to pick and
choose who shall have a voice—and who shall be
denied a voice—in settling questions of vital
concern to the enfire movement?

Democracy in the anti-intervention movement
must be indivisible. All would agree that bour-
geois elections lack even the pretense of democra-
cy when left-wing political parties are denied
ballot status, even though supporters of the "ma-
jor parties" may freely exercise their right to
vote. Yet some within the anti-intervention move-
ment divide it into "major groups" and "minor
groups,” give the vote to the former but not to
the latter, and claim that constitutes democracy.
In fact, it is a mockery of democracy.

To be sure, there is a need for steering
committees, executive committees, coordinators,
etc., in the movement’s structure. No one disputes
this. But this does not mean that the elected
bodies then have final authority to make deci-
sions. Their job is to carry out the decisions
made by the movement as a whole. They make deci-
sions themselves only on an emergency or interim basis.

Democracy is not an abstract principle—
though it is a principle—for the anti-interven-
tion movement. As the account above of the move-
ment’s growth and development proves, democracy is
essential to building the strongest and most ef-
fective kind of movement. Democracy inspires activ-
ists to work hard to build an action because they
consider themselves part of the action.

Democracy helps the movement adopt correct
policies by utilizing the collective thinking and
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judgment and creativity of as many activists as
possible, instead of just a few.

Democracy helps attract and integrate new
forces by enabling them to be part of the decision-
making process, rather than spectators who watch
others make the decisions.

Democracy ensures a forum where any proposal
to tie the movement to capitalist politics can be
challenged.

Democracy offers the best hope for continuity
of the movement. It does not prevent those who
want to drop out to campaign for Democratic or
other politicians from doing so, but it does allow
the rest of the movement to continue with the
independent mass struggle, regardless of election
campaigns.

Democracy allows the movement to choose as
leaders those who enjoy and have earned the confi-
dence of the movement’s ranks.

This is the case for democracy. But is there
also a case for jettisoning or limiting it in
order to attract "broader forces," especially from
the labor movement? In light of the experience of
the April 25 coalition, the New York Anti-Apart-
heid Coordinating Council, and the San Francisco
coalition, all of which have substantial labor
participation, is it a corollary of such partici-
pation that sections of the movement and indepen-
dent rank-and-file activists must be deprived of a
voice in decision making? And is this something
that those who are excluded ought to accept on the
grounds that it is the only way to get labor to
participate?

Labor and Democracy

Democracy is a burning question for the labor
movement, as it is for other social movements.
Some international unions, such as the United Mine
Workers of years ago and the Teamsters today, have
been convulsed in struggles by their memberships
to rid themselves of an oppressive bureaucracy.

- The question of rank-and-file control of the
union has arisen most prominently in the recent
period in the experience of Local P-9. The leaders
of that local, Jim Guyette and his co-workers,
have tirelessly stated that the rank and file make
the decisions, the leaders carry them ow. It is
that philosophy which enabled the local to wage
its courageous struggle and get as far as it did
against the government, the company, and its own
international union leadership.

Can anyone imagine union leaders of the qual-
ity of Guyette being active in the anti-interven-
tion movement and embracing a scheme which disen-
franchises any of the movement’s rank-and-file
workers?

Contrary to the assertions of some of the
ultralefts and sectarians, union leaders can be
key forces and play an invaluable role in the
anti-intervention movement. They are, after all,
the elected leaders, sometimes of thousands of
workers, and they are in the best position to
mobilize those workers and get them out in the
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streets. They also have access to resources needed
to organize massive actions.

The question is what attitude these wunion
leaders bring with them when they get active in
the anti-intervention movement. Some may be new to
social movements. They join hesitantly and with
many legitimate concerns. The movement’s challenge
is to welcome them with open arms, to listen
carefully to them, to give weight to their opin-
ions, and to encourage them to assume positions of
leadership and responsibility.

But there ought to be one ironclad principle
associated with this process: The democratic
rights of other movement activists must never be
compromised or abrogated to accommodate union lead-
ers. With that as the starting point, other ways
of dealing with these union leaders’ concerns can
be addressed.

A Response to the Exclusionists

"Democracy, in theory, is fine. But if it is
going to be practiced in the anti-intervention
movement, forget about involving trade union lead-
ers and religious forces. They are not going to
put up with the ultralefts and the spaced-out
radicals. The broad forces will take a walk and
that will be the end of them. The movement will
end up far narrower and weaker as a result." That
is the rationale used to justify an exclusionary
system of decision making.

Of course, within their unions, labor leaders
"put up with" all kinds of elements. It is not
within the power of these leaders—or at Ileast
it should not be—to deprive any such elements
of voice or vote. Why should it be different in
the anti-intervention movement? And what about
those local anti-intervention coalitions that have
won union support without resorting to undemo-
cratic methods?

It is, to say the least, presumptuous to ask
any activist to give up her or his right to parti-
cipate in the councils of the anti-intervention
movement. Some activists have spent many years of
their lives attending meetings, leafletting, writ-
ing and disseminating materials, contributing
money, marching, and otherwise working to end U.S.
intervention in Central America. What right does
any individual or group have to come into the
movement and deny such activists a voice in shap-
ing the movement’s decisions on the grounds that
"they are not important enough" or that "they
don’t represent anything." Such elitist thinking
is absolutely anathema to principles of working
class democracy.

Within the context of protecting the demo-
cratic rights of all activists, there are pro-
cedures that the anti-intervention movement can
and should consider to meet the concerns of unions
and other broad forces. These include:

1. Adopt a clear program and stick to it. For
example, form a coalition around specific demands
(as the April 25 coalition has done). All who
agree with those demands should be able to par-



ticipate fully. Incessant discussions about adding
m?jre and more demands should be ruled out of
order.

2. Have disciplined meetings. For example,
time limits for speaking should be democratically
set and then adhered to for everyone.

3. Build coalition meetings. Union and reli-
gious leaders, and other broad forces, should be
strongly urged to turn people out for meetings
that are open to the entire coalition. Too often
the practice of a wunion is to assign a single
person to handle social issues. That's all right
for a steering committee meeting, but it won’t do
for a general meeting where a certain amount of
mobilizing is required. Union leaders know how to
mobilize when the issue before the union is deemed
of sufficient importance. They must be convinced
that meetings of the anti-intervention movement
warrant energetic building as well.

4. Develop  consensus  within  the coalition.
Every effort should be made within a coalition—
consistent with the movement’s program and princi-
ples—to secure agreement of all on actions and on
other questions of vital concern. Conversely,
actions should be avoided that would tend to
alienate and drive away unions and other broad
forces. Some organizational safeguards may be
useful to assure this, such as establishing a
minimum for a quorum and requiring more than a ma-
jority vote—perhaps 3/5 or even 2/3—before cer-
tain measures may be adopted. These kinds of mea-
sures would give unions greater confidence that a
coalition with which they affiliate will not go
of f half-cocked.

The proposals that the labor and religious
constituencies be given a "weighted" vote—whether
3/5 or any other—ought to be categorically re-
jected. It is wrong in principle and divisive
because it relegates other sectors of the movement
to second-class status. It is also impractical.
Imagine a coalition meeting of 60 people, five of
whom represent unions and five of whom represent
religious organizations. The other 50 represent
students, Black, Hispanic, and women’s groups. If
an issue comes up, shall the ten people from the
two favored groups caucus and then announce what

they have decided the coalition shall do? It might
be a different matter if these individuals were
casting votes based on a mandate given them by
their memberships following a full debate on an
issue with all sides freely heard. But that is not
the case. So why should the vote of a labor or
religious leader be weighted in such a way that
the votes of others at coalition meetings are in
effect rendered meaningless?

All Out April 25

As 1986 drew to a close, there was another
extremely serious escalation of the U.S. war
against Nicaragua. On December 7, U.S.-supplied
planes, piloted by the puppet Honduran air force,
bombed Nicaragua. More bombings were threatened as
U.S. military helicopters ferried Honduran troops
to fight the Sandinistas.

1987 promises to be a fateful year for the
popular liberation movements in Central America
and for revolutionary Nicaragua. The Reagan admin-
istration, in disarray as a result of the Iranian
scandal and with its contra aid policy under in-
creasing challenge, remains determined to take
further aggressive actions in pursuit of its dirty
war. "Nicaraguan War: Sharp Upturn Is Expected
Soon" reads a headline in the January 4 New York
Times.

But Reagan now faces an adversary more ca-
pable than previously of affecting the course of
events: a united anti-intervention movement. The
willingness of top union and religious leaders to
sign a call for the April 25 demonstrations is a
development of immense significance, for it pro-
vides a broad umbrella for the anti-intervention
movement under which the most massive array of
forces can be joined.

New problems regarding democracy in the anti-
intervention movement have arisen as a result of
the movement’s expansion and growth. The struggle
for decision making must go forward in this posi-
tive context. =

ALL OUT APRIL 25!

Introduce a friend to
the ‘Bulletin In Defense of Marxism’

Special Introductory Offer: 3 issues for $5
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THE U.S. CONSTITUTION AND THE SECOND AMERICAN REVOLUTION
by Evelyn Sell

One way to chart the progress of democratic
struggles in this country is to note the dates of
various amendments to the U.S. Constitution which
was drafted two hundred years ago this summer. It
took a "revolution within the revolution,” waged
primarily by small farmers, to win the guarantees
of civil liberties included in the first ten amend-
ments. (See "The U.S. Constitution and the Fight
for Democratic Rights," Bulletin IDOM No. 39.) A
second revolution was needed seventy years later
to reaffirm those rights, and to formally extend
them to the Black population through the adoption
of three new amendments to the Constitution.

The Revolution of 1776 and the Civil War of
1860 constitute two distinguishable but inter-
connected stages of the bourgeois democratic revo-
lution in this country. The first stage success-
fully established the colonists’ independence from
foreign domination, created a unified nation, and
destroyed precapitalist forms of property and
labor in the North. However, it failed to concen-
trate power completely in the hands of the indus-
trial bourgeoisie, and it failed to wipe out pre-
capitalist forms of property and labor in the
South. The slave system was a continuing and grow-
ing hindrance to the further development of the
capitalist system as well as a roadblock to the
exercise and enlargement of democratic rights.

Attacks on Democratic Rights

In their efforts to preserve their political
power in the U.S. government and to expand their
slave system westward, the Southern ruling class
found it necessary to attack already established
rights such as freedom of speech and press, aca-
demic freedom, and due process of law. In denying
democratic rights to Blacks, the slaveholders were
compelled to deny democratic rights to whites as
well, thus helping to create allies for the aboli-
tionists.

For example, fear of antislavery propaganda
led the South to deny freedom of the mails. In
1835 a group of Charleston citizens forced open
the U.S. post office, seized packages of anti-
slavery publications, and publicly burned them.
This was followed by a law empowering a committee

This is the second in a series of articles by
Evelyn Sell on the bicentennial of the U.S. Con-
stitution. The next article will take wup current
struggles for democratic demands and how they are
taking place within the framework of socialist
revolution.
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of leading citizens to inspect the mails in coop-
eration with the postmaster and to burn objection-
able materials. When Congress reaffirmed the right
to freedom of the mails in 1836—after great pro-
test from its Southern members—Ilegislatures in
the South enacted state laws to inspect and de-
stroy mail. Even Southerners who were in favor of
slavery did not like the idea of their neighbors
opening and reading their private mail!

Academic freedom was another target of the
slaveholders who felt that a slave who could read
was dangerous. A Georgia law levied a 500-dollar
fine and imprisonment for any white man who taught
a free Black to read and write. The same fine plus
a whipping was the punishment for a Black teaching
another Black.

White teachers, white students, and white
school administrations were kept under tight con-
trol through censoring texts, screening teachers,
withholding funds, and various community repri-
sals against any liberal ideas being expressed in
the schools. Southern colleges became storm cen-
ters of battles for academic freedom, and many
abolitionist societies were formed by students.

Northern schools did not escape infringements
on academic freedom. Faculty and administrations
in Northern colleges attempted to prevent discus-
sions about slavery—fearing reprisals from the
South. Financial supporters of Northern schools
were just as conservative in their political be-
liefs as their Southern counterparts.

Freedom of the press was another special
target. Abolitionist newspapers were destroyed.
Abolitionist editors were attacked, even killed as
in the case of Elijah Lovejoy. When a group in
Boston tried to rent a hall to protest Lovejoy’s
murder, the city authorities refused for fear of
stirring up too much excitement over the issue.
Freedom of assembly was going down the drain in
the North as well as the South.

Fugitive slave laws attacked basic rights
such as freedom of travel and trial by jury. One
week after passage of the fugitive slave law of
1850 a free Black in New York was seized and sent
South. The whole procedure ran counter to the
basic principle of law that a person was innocent
until proven guilty. Here the opposite was af-
firmed: a person was guilty until proven inno-
cent—and such proof was almost impossible to
obtain, especially since Blacks were not allowed
to testify in their own behalf. Another aspect of
the law deeply disturbed Northerners: all citizens
were required to help the authorities. As one Ohio
newspaper put it, "Now we are all slave-catchers."



North vs. South

The concern over civil liberties grew in all
sections of the country—adding an explosive ele-
ment to the compelling political and economic
needs of major class forces. Northern farmers
wanted access to western lands. Northern workers
feared the competition from slave labor. Northern
capitalists needed to take political power away
from the Southern planters and needed to secure
the West for capitalist expansion.

Despite their needs, the Northern bourgeoisie
was reluctant to lead an all-out fight against the
power and plans of the Southern slaveholders. The
destruction of the slave system meant carrying out
a profound agrarian and political revolution—
encompassing an attack on basic property rights
and giving a political weapon to Blacks who held
the numerical majority in the South. Most Northern
capitalists feared that assaulting the planters’
property rights in land and slaves could unleash a
popular movement against their own bourgeois prop-
erty rights. They feared that extension of demo-
cratic rights to Blacks would set off a tidal wave
of democratization throughout society. But as the
"irrepressible conflict" heated up, the Northern
ruling class had no choice. They had to act more
and more vigorously against the South.

The slaves themselves played the key role in
precipitating repeated clashes between the North
and South, in undermining the foundations of the
Southern economic and political structure, and in
deciding the military outcome of the Civil War.
The slaves’ efforts to achieve democratic rights
"by any means necessary" are an example of the
crucial importance of such struggles in pushing
the revolutionary process forward.

Slave Rebellions

Slaves engaged in work slowdowns. They held
strikes. They mutilated themselves so they
wouldn’t be fit for work. They were "careless" on
purpose—resulting in lost tools and sabotaged
production. They destroyed the slaveholders’ prop-
erty by committing suicide. In Charleston, for
example, there was a mass suicide in 1807. Slaves
performed individual acts of terror ranging from
arson to poisoning their masters’ food. They sent
petitions. A wide variety of methods were used to
hamper the system and to gain support for their
struggles to be free.

The slave revolts and the act of running away
were the two most significant methods used by
Blacks to rock the slave system, to blow up all
the compromises between the Northern and Southern
rulers, and to win the war.

The history of American slavery is marked by
at least 250 documented Black conspiracies and
revolts. The fear of such revolts was an ever-
present one in the South, and this fear lay behind
many of the measures taken by the Southern aris-
tocracy against Blacks. The revolts ranged from
spontaneous actions involving a small group to

organized outbreaks involving hundreds of slaves.
The primary object of these actions was not to
burn plantations or kil masters—though that
happened—but to escape, to become free.

The most successful weapon in the arsenal of
the slaves was running away. Between 1830 and 1860
more than 60,000 slaves fled the South. There were
individual, unorganized escapes. There was the
carefully organized, highly efficient group effort
of the Underground Railroad which could get a slave
from bondage to freedom in 26 hours.

By running away, slaves struck decisive blows
against the South. They undermined the economy by
removing their labor from the productive process.
They weakened the planters’ political power in the
federal government by reducing the 3/5 of the
slave population counted to determine Congression-
al representation. During the Civil War itself,
they paralyzed a good part of the Southern mili-
tary resources by forcing troops to remain at home
fighting guerrilla groups of fugitive slaves in-
stead of confronting the Union Army on the battle-
field.

By running away, slaves deeply affected the
political and military situation in the North.
Runaways went on public speaking tours—mobilizing
abolitionist sentiments. Spectacular attempts to
rescue fugitives from slave-catchers received wide
publicity—winning new allies to the antislavery
cause. With the outbreak of the Civil War, fugi-
tives insisted on participating in the Union Army.
Although President Abraham Lincoln issued strict
instructions against Black enlistment, no one
could stop it. When the Union troops marched down
the road, Blacks would come out of the woods and
fields, fall in, follow, become part of the camp.
By the time official approval was finally given in
1863, tens of thousands of ex-slaves were already
fighting and dying in the Union Army. Lincoln
admitted that, without them, the North could not
have won the war.

Reconstruction and Class Conflict

After the military victory over the South,
Blacks played a leading role in the Reconstruction
governments that were set up throughout the de-
feated states. They were instrumental in estab-
lishing the only democratic regime the South has
ever had. They took over plantations and divided
the land. Then they defended their property, arms
in hand, when the former owners showed up to claim
their old possessions. The Blacks were the van-
guard of the democratic agrarian revolution in the
South.

This was more than the North wanted—or could
accept. The capitalists had to resort to counter-
revolutionary measures ranging from armed groups
of racist terrorists to political deals with ele-
ments from the old Southern ruling class. The 1876
presidential election marked the formal end of
this second stage of the bourgeois-democratic
revolution when leadership shifted from the radi-

[Continued on page 34]

Bulletin in Defense of Marxism April 1987 21



NOTEBOOKS FOR THE GRANDCHILDREN
by Mikhail Baitalsky

6. Husbands and Wives in the Komsomol

Maryusa was still in the Privokzal district
when Rafa and I had totally shifted to working on
the newspaper. She had organized a collective of
struggle for a new way of living, KBZNB, as we
referred to it in its abbreviated form. Whether
she had thought it up herself or read about it
somewhere I don’t remember. In truth, it never
occurred to us that physical fitness, for example,
was also an element of some importance in a new
life. In fact, at that time we were not at all
interested in physical fitness.

In Privokzal, the KBZNB focused primarily on
comradely relations between boys and girls, a
direct but slightly renovated version of the pre-
vious "You are not looking at me like a comrade."
What was new here was to view her as a comrade but
also as a woman, with her inherent intolerance for
rudeness, caddishness and—to carry the thought to
completion—for disloyalty and betrayal. In gen-
eral, as I approach old age, I'd say women are
more truthful and also, of course, better than men.

Through Maryusa’s KBZNB, people were made
swiftly accountable for swearing, and crude treat-
ment of girls got a particularly severe response.
In those days, however, the boys rarely swore,
even at work.

I more or less understand today’s relations
between young men and women. Not fearing the
charge of senile bias toward the past, I must say:
in those days relationships seemed simpler, and
were surely more strict. Not only in the Komsomol
but also among the youth in general. But I am not
like many old men, attributing today’s morality
to the influence of fads, the West, dances, pros-
perity, and so on. There are quite different
reasons. Under Stalin there were no fads, no West-
ern influences, no dances, no prosperity; but
hooliganism had developed to such a degree that
soon after his death the strictest laws had to be
promulgated.

During all my years in Odessa, I never heard
of a single incident linked to hooliganism. And
yet there were far fewer police and less education
and the literature didn’t yet feature the modern-
day pundits. Can you imagine! Our evenings ended
late but the girls walked peacefully either alone
or with a girlfriend to the most remote alley at
the end of Dalnitsky Street and no one ever
bothered them.

But I say all of this not to teach the grand-
sons how to treat girls but only to teach them to
think about their surroundings. I courted my be-
loved in a rather strange way: I did not walk
along the streets with her or take her to the
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In 1977, a manuscript totaling hundreds of
pages arrived in this country from the Soviet
Union—the memoirs of Mikhail Baitalsky, who was
in his middle 70s at the time and living in Mos-
cow. His work consists of a series of nine "note-
books" which describe his life as a Ukrainian
Jewish revolutionary militant. He narrates how, as
a teenager inspired by the October revolution, he
Jjoined the Communist Youth, tells about his par-
ticipation in the Red Army during the Civil War
years that followed 1917, his disenchantment with
the developing bureaucracy under Stalin, and his
subsequent experiences in Stalin’s prison camps.

To the very end of his life Baitalsky re-
mained devoted to the ideals of the October revo-
lution. He says that he is writing "for the grand-
children" so that they can know the truth of the
revolution’s early years.

The first installment and an introduction by
the translator, Marilyn Vogt-Downey, appeared in
Bulletin IDOM No. 36, December 1986.

movies or make dates to meet by monuments. I just
went to the cell meetings of the Central Uniform
Factory more often than I had to. There you do not
exchange any more words than business requires—
but on the other hand you do get a chance to cast
admiring looks.

Only once, when she moved for a short time
into the girls’ dormitory in our Home for Worker
Youth, did I drop by her room late one evening.
Three girls lived there. The wooden trestle beds
had been pushed together and the girls were ready
to go to sleep. 1 sat on a chair next to her bed
and we began to talk in a whisper so as not to
disturb her friends. I buried my face in her hair
that was tossed on the pillow and dared to put my
palm under her head, timidly touching her bare
shoulder. She did not get angry.

But I didn’t go to the dorm again—either I
had no time or she had no time. We worked for the
public good! And afterward she went to school and
the rest you know: a six-mile trip to see her and
then we broke up.

With respect to age, the Komsomol at that
time was rather homogeneous. By the age of seven-
teen or eighteen we were already mature enough (or
perhaps only considered ourselves mature enough)
to elect to our committees kids who were not too
old. We elected Misha Yugov to the Central Commit-
tee of the Komsomol of Ukraine when he was nine-
teen. There were very few twenty-year-olds among




us. Rafa and Maryusa turned out to be almost the
oldest in the Privokzal district and in the entire
district they were the only ones who were married.
But there were many couples who were in love.

No matter whom I meet from among the old Komso-
mol members of Privokzal, the first ones we are sure
to remember are Shura Kholokholyenko and Zina.
Shura came from a family of railroad workers and
was a metal worker who had adopted his father’s pro-
fession. The kids from the Yanver Railroad workshop
would let no one have their Shura. And the entire
district loved him even though he never pushed
himself forward—rarely even engaged in oratory;
and all of us loved to try our hand at oratory.

His romance with Zina Zabudkina, like all our
romances of those years, lasted a long time. I
cannot imagine the club on Stepov Street without
Shura and Zina showing up at the door together and
leaving together, almost the last to go. Shura sat
until late at the District Committee meetings and
Zina waited for him, studying in one of the club’s
circles and singing in the chorus room. Late at
night, having reconsidered all problems, the lov-
ers went to walk the streets.

The very innocence of our romances, this
Komsomol chivalry—strange given our directness
and accentuated coarseness—generated in the sur-
rounding milieu an atmosphere of friendly protec-
tiveness. And the boys instinctively tried to be
like Shura and the girls like Zina.

Maryusa, who began domestic life before we
did, evidently felt like a kind of godmother to
Yeva and me and to Shura and Zina. The girls
entrusted their secrets of the heart more often
than not to her—the one in soldier’s pants. Mar-
yusa never made fun of people in love; although no
one ever in her whole life heard her say fine
words about love. She never even said the very
word love—except when she was reading the poetry
of Pushkin aloud to me confidentially (she read
poetry exceptionally well; Pushkin was her favor-
ite poet). It was considered bad manners to say
the word love in public. And I, when I was young,
almost never uttered the word either seriously or
in our local Komsomol oral paper, "The Dig." And
as regards love for a leader or a party, this
feeling (the feeling as well as the word) suffered
a total devaluation under Stalin.

Love, by this time, it seems to me, was
withering from my day-to-day vocabulary. Even such
words as wedlock, family, to get married, my hus-
band, my wife—we were a little embarrassed to use
these expressions and we avoided them. It seemed
to us that they were offensive to girls, as some-
how alluding to the old enslavement of women in
the family. But if one said, "We got together,"
this was not insulting: We both took the same step
but I did not "make her (make her!) my wife." That
this was not simply a Komsomol eccentricity or
passing trend peculiar only to the Odessa Home for
Worker Youth is evident from a universal custom
in those years: No Communist or Young Communist
woman changed her name for a man’s. And there were
no weddings, not even civil ones. And in Zagodka,

far from everyone went to get registered. Of course,
official registration of a marriage is required.
But toward what end? So that in case of separation
it is possible to exact support money for the
children. But why must it be exacted? Because they
evade it. This simple chain of reasoning shows
that nonregistration of marriage is a sign of
confidence; its requirement was a symptom of the
decline, and not of the new, higher level in
morality. The law props up morality like a crutch
and you hang on the crutch a bridal veil, flowers,
an evening party and cases of vodka.

But we were rigid on this question. For many
vears I did not hear even one of our girls speak
about her husband as "my husband." Only by the
last name, as if speaking about a stranger, and
very rarely by the first name but without a pos-
sessive "my." Borya, Rafa, but not my Borya or my
Rafa. If Yeva ever used the word husband, she
always added an emphatically sarcastic drawl and
without fail added: "The pear tree was sweet for
my husband to eat."

And we never spoke of our wives as "my wife."
It sounded to all of us like a kind of bourgeois
property, subject to abolition or derision. More-
over, Young Communist women could not stand
fickleness. They found it offensive. Maryusa sim-
ply could not bear those who too freely switched
their affections. A fellow like Vitya Gorelov, who
was respected by all, did not enjoy her favor and
all because he quickly left one wife in favor of
another. And me? Something similar also happened
to me. But Maryusa understood me very well. I
kept no secrets from her, and she granted me—a
sinner—her supreme pardon. However, Maryusa did
not like the girl who had caused me to grow cool
toward Yeva. And she was not alone. My sister
worked at the Dzhutov textile factory at this time
and knew this girl and, it seems, was a friend of
hers. She said to me:

"After you broke up with her, I happened to
be talking to Bela, do you remember her? She was a
great activist! To tell the truth, I was surprised
that you broke up with such an attractive girl.
And that Yeva—don’t be offended—is quite homely.
And I was saying this to Bela, and she answered,
"Little do you know! That girl was petty bourgeois
and Yeva is not. Which is better?"

Apart from a few deviations, like mine, our
romances were distinguished by the utmost serious-
ness. The fact that we all lived on our own and
were not supported by our parents played an im-
portant role in this. Times were hard; everyone
worked, becoming independent people at a very
early age. The romances of boys and girls relying
only on themselves become serious automatically.
While becoming adults prematurely because of our
independent labor and active political interests,
we retained a childlike innocence in many ways.
And this also made its mark on our manner of
falling in love, caring, arguing and making up.

For all these reasons, we almost never had
the dramatic situations that arise in young
people’s families as atonement for frivolity.
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7. A Little About the Language of the Times

The words of an epoch reflect its spirit more
eloquently than long lectures. Instead of saying
"I got a husband," which no Komsomol woman of the
1920s could have said, we used, as I mentioned,
"We got together." Sometimes we said, "We married
each other." Again, it was a mutual undertaking.
In these words one hears the sentiment for women’s
dignity, showing the equality of the sexes and a
deliberate defiance of petty-bourgeois and bour-
geois morality. We got together, we did not get
registered; we lived together, but without the
right to one another’s possessions. We were not
the same as you are today.

Even though we had only "gotten together," we
did not separate after six months and we did not
separate after two years or even after twenty years.

But during those twenty years, much can
change.

Expressions born in a certain time can out-
live it and then harden in their shell, only in
appearance calling to mind the time that engen-
dered them, the content having become quite dif-
ferent, new, often the opposite of what it was
originally.

The uniformity of our general opinions, even
the most correct ones, led us to a condition in
which our wisdom began to grow stale from the
insufficient exchange of ideas. Such a state is
but one step from thinking in stereotypes, even
more so when the firmness of our convictions was
far greater than the depth of our knowledge. Al-
ready our "rotten intellectual' was close to a
stereotype; without even noticing it we began to
use it to explain any phenomenon that we had
neither the strength nor the willingness to look
at more closely.

The very conciseness and expressiveness of
ready formulas we take for precision, and we are
enticed by this. And we are then ready to use the
formulas where they apply, but also where they
don’t. It is easier to think with whole intellec-
tual blocks than to form arguments one brick at a
time. Human thought constantly functions on the
basis of concepts which contain the ready-made
logical blocks. But in Stalin’s time, thinking was
centralized and became as much a state business as
the printing of money.

The factory of thinking blocks which was
constantly turning out its product began with time
to turn out not blocks but huge thought panels;
they were invented in our country well before the
concrete panels from which our homes are now con-
structed. A reinforced concrete thought panel
strongly increased the productivity of the intel-
lectual labor of Stalin’s theoreticians: They put
up dozens of reinforced panels and one theoretical
story was ready.

Each huge thought panel which had been erect-
ed on the basis of the assimilation of stereotypes
by the broad masses naturally tended to need an
ever wider foundation, replacing the entire sphere
of knowledge with ready-made, fully cast formulas.
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Thus were words and formulas printed and circu-
lated: subkulak, wrecking, skepticism, ideologi-
cal-political  level, cosmopolitans, glimmering
heights, wage-leveling, and many others. Usually
they were put together from one or two words into
which was introduced, however, a whole complexity
?f concepts—introduced more often than not by
orce.

And the result was brilliant Everyone went
on thinking, but they thought in an identical way.
But identical was really too blunt a word, so to
disguise it, another fully cast formula was pre-
pared: moral-political unity. Ideological panels have
all the qualities of universal standards: reliability,
simplicity, and durability. Some are downright
indestructible.

Here is a durable panel: wrecking. A whole
generation was raised with the belief that the
Colorado beetle, bacteria, poisonous chemicals,
and other horrors were being released in peacetime
from airplanes or by paid agents of American im-
perialism. Last year, on the eve of the fiftieth
anniversary of the October revolution, I heard a
story widely circulated in the Northern Caucasus
that a helicopter dropped a secret suitcase off
near the city of Ordzhonikidze, filled half with
money and half with vials of poisonous substances.
Some tractor driver found the suitcase, and then
suddenly on the scene appeared a doctor (others
said a professor!) who killed the tractor driver.
Of course, he was discovered and arrested.

Who circulated this story, which smelled
strongly of Stalin’s Kremlin doctors’ plot?l 1
asked the person who told me the story where he
had heard it, since it was not reported in the
newspapers. He answered, "Don’t be so skeptical.
I's all true. I heard it from someone who works
for the security branch. And he wouldn’'t lie." I
was reassured: of course, he wouldn’t lie!

Another formula that is no longer around but
has left a lasting mark: wage-leveling. For dec-
ades they instilled in workers that the gap be-
tween the wages of a minister and those of a
weaver fully corresponded to the tenet of social-
ism: "According to one’s work." And if this gap
lessened, it would be wage-leveling. But although
this term is no longer used, having totally ful-
filled its function, no one ever raises this issue
in the press. And yet, it is one of the most
fundamental problems for building a more just
society on this earth and it has to do with the
degree of its justness. In an article by Pravda’s
London correspondent, I read one day (Nov. 30,
1966) the lines from an appeal of the Midlands
Committee of the British Communist Party. The
appeal said: )

"Ministers receiving 5,000 pounds sterling a
year, bankers, owners of enterprises and econo-
mists are calling in the newspapers for workers to
make sacrifices." I converted the salary of the
English bourgeois minister into its Soviet equiva-
lent. One pound sterling according to the official



exchange rate is two rubles fifty kopeks. That
comes out to more than one thousand rubles per
month. Such a ministerial salary can surprise only
the most naive English citizen. We cannot compare
the salary of our ministers with that of our floor
scrubbers for the simple reason that in our coun-
try such figures are not published as they are in
England. But I propose that if the gap in England
were greater than it is here, our newspapers would
have made quite a big deal over this.

In order to get a real feeling for how impor-
tant this well-ignored matter is for a worker, one
has to work in production and not only during
one’s younger years as did many of those who love
to explain to workers the economics of socialism,
but later in life when you do not have parents to
support you and always ready to feed you; but when
you have small children whom you yourself must
feed. Workers with families (particularly women
workers) sense perfectly well all the hypocrisy of
the arguments which issue from the arbitrarily
construed formula "according to one’s work." What
proves that the work of an official in some depart-
ment outweighs the work of a weaver or a doctor?
Only the fact that the equalization of their wages
would be wage-leveling—and this is a terrible term.

Along with the terrible words, lofty words
were also being used. Both had a common purpose:
to be hammered into our brains. Tending in youth
toward the exalted, and even more so after the
revolution, we began with dramatic expressions:
the hydra-headed counterrevolution, ardent greet-
ings, to nibble with young teeth at the granite of
science. We came to the terrible words a little
later; and it turned out that they could flow
directly from the others, and that by skilfully
mixing them in the proper proportions, the poison-
ers of human souls receive a virulent educational
potion.

* * *

Almost thirty years had passed since my days
of youth and then, in 1950, I find myself in a
camp where forty of us are in a round barracks
measuring about forty square meters. We call it
the nomad’s tent, or yurt. In the center of the
yurt hangs a loudspeaker, educating us all in the
spirit of love for our leader.

The morning begins with a report to him: Some
collective farm or enterprise has reported its
achievements, and is taking on a higher quota
based on newly found reserves. Afterward, the
whole day is filled with declensions of the name
they never tire of hearing in all its grammatical
cases, and with all the favorable adjectives:
great, wise, brilliant, luminous, beloved, fer-
vently loved. The list of peculiarly character-
istic words of Stalin’s time was no richer than
the well-known lexicon of Ellochki-Lyudoedka of
IIf and Petrov, which consisted of thirty words.

The majority of the imprisoned inhabitants of
the yurt had gotten used to this. But I could not.
Fortunately, we were not able to give a good

report about anything so they transferred us to
Butyrka prison. There they didn’t even give out
newspapers and for a long time we were deprived of
the pleasure of reading the "Flow of Greetings."
That was the title of a regular column in Pravda—
an endless list of organizations sending greetings
to Stalin commemorating his seventieth birthday.
Full of stereotypes of Marxist thought (since so
many of them considered themselves Marxists on the
basis of having learned all of Stalin’s verbiage),
this newspaper feature occupied two columns and
was printed day in and day out for more than three
years. "Sow wisely, well, and eternally!"

The person doing layout asks the supervisor:

"How many lines are we assigning to the ‘Flow
of Greetings’ today?"

And the production manager, looking at a list
drawn up beforehand, says: "260." ("Sow wisely!")

Speaking about the "Flow," neither would dare
to smile. That could be considered agitation. For
thatl‘ ))zou could get five years in the camps. ("Sow
well!"

The layout person adroitly removes lines of
typeset from the tray. ("Sow eternally!")

We intended to "sow eternally” when making up
the issues of Molodaya Gvardia. We had neither a
modern rotary press nor prepared typeset with
greetings. We printed our first issue on a hand-
operated flat-bed printing press. The editor, his
three assistants, and the person on layout took
turns at the handle. We sowed wisely by hand.

We intended to expose all the evil in the
world. In the first issue of our paper, we exposed
a NEPman contractor who hired children to clean
steamship boilers.?2 It was easier for the children
to crawl into the furnace, and he made them crawl
in without waiting for it to cool.

Defending young workers from such speculators
was an unportant matter during the NEP period and
the economic-legal section of the Komsomol Provin-
cial Committee did just that. Vitya Gorelov headed
it. He initiated legal action against the NEPmen
exploiters.

The NKVD and MGB mterrogatoxs persistently
asked me about Vitya Gorelov.® They were not in-
terested, however, in his important role in the
underground §amst Denikin or how he fought in
the Red Army.* It happened that he was captured by
the Makhno forces and brought before the execution
squad with other Red Army soldiers. But he was not
killed. His strong body endured an enormous loss
of blood, and he regained consciousness, crawled
from under a pile of corpses and reached the
nearest house. A peasant woman found him and he
survived. He had received eleven wounds. I heard
this story of his execution from others; he did
not like to talk about himself.

In honor of the twentieth anniversary of the
Russian Communist Party in 1923, the Odessa Komso-
mol presented as a glft to the party fifty boys
and girls. In an exception to the rules for admis-
sion, we were immediately taken in as full members
thhout going through probation. The only require-
ment was two recommendations: one from the Komso-
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mol Provincial Committee and the other from an old
party member. Vitya signed my application; he was
a Communist with a long record of underground ser-
vice. Thirty years passed—a fatal number. On the
anniversary of the day when I was given to the
party, I was arrested for being too close to
Vitya, Maryusa, and Misha Yugov. Meanwhile, if I

have a right to be proud of anything, it is, above
all, my friendship with them.

Where did they bury you after your second
execution, Vitya Gorelov? o
[This concludes Notebook I of Baitalsky's memoirs.
Next month we will have the first chapter of
Notebook II: "How It Was and How It Became")

NOTES

1.In 1952 a group of nine doctors, seven of them Jewish, were
arrested for allegedly plotting to murder Stalin. After Sta-
lin’s death, however, the charges were dropped.

2. NEPmen were merchants, manufacturers, and speculators who
enriched themselves as a result of the New Economic Policy, or
NEP, introduced by the Soviet government in 1921.

8. NKVD and MGB were names for the Soviet political police

4. Anton Denikin (1872-1934) was a leader of the counterrevo-
lution in Southern Russia during the civil war. Nestor Makhno
(1884-1934) led small partisan bands of peasants who fought
German occupation forces and Ukrainian reactionaries during
the Russian civil war. He refused to integrate his forces into
the Red Army and came into conflict with it. His forces were
finally dispersed by the Soviet government in 1921.

organization.

F.I.T. Announces Plans for National Educational Conference

The Fourth Internationalist Tendency will be holding a national educational conference in Minnesota
next September 4-6 (the Friday, Saturday, and Sunday of the Labor Day weekend). In addition to members of
the F.I.T., US. Fourth Internationalists who belong to other organizations—the Socialist Workers Party,
Socialist Action, and Solidarity—have also been invited to attend. The conference will be open to others
active in the struggle for social change in this country; anyone who is interested should get in touch
with one of the F.LT.s local organizing committees (see directory on inside of back cover) or with the
national organization through the Bulletin in Defense of Marxism, P.O. Box 1317, New York, NY 10009.

Six sessions are planned for the conference, beginning Friday evening. These will cover the U.S.
economy today, building a revolutionary international (a representative of the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International will be in attendance), party-building perspectives in the U.S.A., a report on the
U.S. class struggle, a panel on problems confronting activists in the U.S. labor movement, and a talk on
the dialectics of the transitional program. All of the speakers and panels will be followed by ample time
for discussion and questions.
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THE LIBERATING INFLUENCE OF
THE TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM (Part 7)

by George Breitman

I did not expect to find much in the 1938 documents
about the Black struggle, nor did I find much. There is a
short section in the declaration of principles adopted by
our founding convention, entitled “Negroes and Other
Oppressed Racial Groups.” Everything said in this
section—about the origins of racial antagonisms, the need
to combat chauvinism among white workers, the need for
common struggle, and so on—is correct and necessary. But
it’s not complete. Not complete merely by our present
standards, but by the standards our party was to adopt a
year later, at our next convention, when we first really
began to think about the Black struggle and try to
intervene in it. This turn in 1939, one of the crucial ones in
our history, was, as is known by readers of the pamphlet
Leon Trotsky on Black Natonalism and Self-
Determination, stimulated and encouraged by the results
of another visit to Mexico by a delegation from the United
States, this time including\ C.L.R. James, which went to
talk with Trotsky in April 1939 about the Black struggle
among other things.

1 didn’t know it in 1939, because the records about our
history weren’t as accessible to the members then as they
are now, but that was the second time Trotsky had held
discussions with U.S. visitors on the Marxist approach to
the Black struggle. The first time was in 1933 when
Trotsky, then in Turkey, had told Arne Swabeck that he
thought the Stalinist position on self-determination at that
time was more correct than the Communist League of
America’s position. That was certainly unusual—that the
Stalinists were more correct on anything than we!—but I
never heard a word about that in the 1939 discussion, or
for many years after, until I inherited an old internal
discussion bulletin.

I mention this, although it is a little off the track,
because 1 discovered something else that everybody had
forgotten only a few weeks ago, when I was delving into
the old Militants about the evolution of our position on the
labor party. And that is that the 1939 convention, which I
thought was our first to discuss the Black struggle
thoroughly, including its aspect as a national struggle,
was actually the second where this question was discussed
and debated.

The story, briefly, is this: In February 1929, a few
months after the CP’s expulsion of Cannon, Shachtman
and Abern, they published in the Militant a long document

This concludes our presentation of three talks
given by Breitman at an SWP educational conference
in 1974. The series began in the October 1986
Bulletin IDOM, No. 34, and appeared in the succeed-
ing issues.

COMING
A Book in Tribute to George Breitman

The Fourth Internationalist Tendency has
announced that work is in progress on publication
of a George Breitman memorial volume. The book
will contain a complete collection of all of the
talks made at the memorial meeting for Breitman
held on June 7 last year, along with the messages
received from around the country and around the
world—many of which could not be read at the
meeting itself.

Publication is projected for this fall.

April 19, 1987, marks the first anniversary
of George Breitman’s death.

entitled “The Platform of the Opposition.” This included a
section entitled “Work Among Negroes,” which said in one’
place:

“The Negro question is also a national question, and the
Party must raise the slogan of the right of self-
determination for the Negroes. The effectiveness of this
slogan is enhanced by the fact that there are scores of
contiguous counties in the South where the Negro
population is in the majority, and it is there that they
suffer the most violent persecution and discrimina-
tion. . . . The Party must at the same time decisively
reject the false slogan of a ‘Negro Soviet Republic in the
South’ at this time. ... This theory is still being
propagated in the Party press and in official Party
literature despite its rejection even at the Sixth Congress
of the Comintern.”

The Platform of the Opposition, including this section,
served as our program until the founding convention of the
CLA in Chicago in May 1929, and the platform served as
the major document both in the preconvention discussion
and at the May convention. Two parts of the platform were
the subject of considerable dispute at the convention—the
one on the labor party, the other on the slogan of the right
of self-determination.

Cannon’s report on the convention in the Militant says
that “Following a discussion of the disputed section of the
Platform on the Slogan of the Right of Self Determination
for the Negroes it was decided to defer final action until
more exhaustive material on the subject can be assembled
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and made available for discussion. ... In view of the
profound importance of this gquestion and the manifest
insufficiency of informative material and discussion
pertaining to it, this decision to defer final action was
undoubtedly correct.”

Final action was to be deferred ten years, until the 1939
convention, and a deep grasp of the question was not to be
reached until the Black radicalization in the early 1960s
helped us understand it more concretely and better. Qur
progess in this field, theoretically and practically, has
been tremendous. Its full extent can be measured only by
closer acquaintance with where we stood in 1938 and '39,
and, as it now turns out, ten years before then.

A few remarks about the role of women in the party. At
the 1938 convention the credentials committee was
occupied mainly with contests in some branches by
competing candidates for delegate seats, and it gave little
data about the delegates as a whole. But one rollcall vote
was taken, over the resolutions on the Soviet Union, and
the minutes give the names of all the delegates and how
they voted. Out of seventy-seven voting, three were
women. The number of alternates and their sex is
unknown. It was a little better at the next convention, in
July 1939. Out of seventy-eight delegates, six were women;
out of thirty-eight alternates, nine. So, at the 1938
convention around 4 percent of the delegates were women;
at the 1939 convention, around 8 percent. The percentage
of women in the membership was of course higher than
that.

Anybody who has attended recent party conventions
and conferences, national or local, knows that the change
in this area has been as big as it is progressive. At our
convention last year, 39% of the delgates and 35% of the
alternates were women. I don’t think there has been any
change in our party in these three-and-a-half decades
bigger or more important than this one. And I don’t think
the younger members can fully appreciate its magnitude.

There has been as a result literally an explosion of
revolutionary energy and talent previously untapped or
underutilized throughout the party, from the highest
committee to the lowest. Organizers, public representa-
tives, candidates, campaign managers, department heads,
teachers of classes, writers, editors, translators, coordina-
tors, fraction heads, delegates abroad, and Jamie
Higginses—wherever you look, you find the women of the
party well represented making serious contributions to its
work. In fact, if they weren’t there, it simply wouldn’t be
recognizable to anybody as the SWP. No section of the
radical movement in this country even comes close to us in
this respect, and I don’t think most of the sections of the
Fourth International do either.

This release of revolutionary energy, this liberation of
revolutionary energy, has transformed our party and made
it a better instrument for its great historic tasks. I am not
interested in allocating credit for this change. In great
part, of course, it was brought about by the radicalization
of the last decade and a half, especially of women, with
results that penetrate every nook and cranny of this
society. But in part it was also made possible by our
responsiveness to this radicalization, our capacity to see
what was happening and to meet it constructively, both in
our public work and our internal relations and practices.
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How much credit we deserve for the change is not what
interests me here. What I am after is to try if possible to
make you more conscious of its magnitude.

In this connection I want to say a couple of things about
Mary-Alice Waters’s pamphlet, Feminism and the Marxist
Movement, based on a talk here two years ago. I consider
it an excellent piece of work, a real contribution to the
literature of our movement. I fully approved of what I took
to be its main aims which were to refute slanderous and
ignorant misrepresentations by anti-Marxists about the
record of Marxism in the women’s struggles and to prod
backward and sluggish elements in the Fourth Interna-
tional who were dragging their feet instead of meeting
their revolutionary responsibilities toward the mew wom-
en’s liberation movement.

I happen to disagree with her conclusion that the two
traditions on the women’s struggle in the Marxist
movement coincided generally with the main division in
the movement between revolutionaries on one side and
reformists on the other. I think that it was more complex
than this, and that the evidence shows there were two
traditions among the revolutionaries too, some under-
standing and championing the women’s struggle, and
others rejecting it or paying it only lip service. Our line of
continuity is with the former and we have no reason
whatever to minimize or ignore the shortcomings of the
latter, merely because on other questions they were on the
right side.

Comrade Waters’s pamphlet has a section called “The
Fourth International,” but it doesn’t have much to say
about the Fourth International’s theory and practice on
the women’s movement, and the reason for that is that it
didn’t do much in this area until recently. Comrade Waters
warns us against ahistorical thinking—against “project-
[ing] backward in time our current level of consciousness
or stage of development instead of judging the past by
what was known and what was possible then.” I endorse
that warning wholeheartedly. To it I would add a
corollary: avoiding ahistorical thinking does not mean and
does not require shutting our eyes to the shortcomings or
mistakes of the past, whether by our predecessors or
ourselves.

The truth is that in recent years a big leap has been
made in the SWP and parts of the Fourth International in
both the theory and practice of the women’s struggle. The
SWP has added something important to our arsenal here.
How much and how important this addition is can be
measuw ed accurately only by those who have a clear-eyed,
historical view of what the situation was before the
addition.

So, in summary: There has been much change and
considerable progress since the founding of the SWP.
Much of this we owe to the pioneers, without whom we
couldn’t have done half of what we did. But we would have
perished if we hadn’t gone beyond the pioneers, and we
have gone beyond them, learning how to sharpen the ideas
and improve the practice that they initiated or developed.
And this is good because the time is coming closer when
we shall have to storm revolutionary heights that the
conditions of their time prevented them from reaching.



The last thing I want to take up is not a comparison, but
an estimate, of the party in the late”30s. In a discussion 1
had with two comrades a couple of weeks ago, after I had
related some of the things that happened in the Political
Committee and the National Committee in 1938, one asked
me about the composition of the Political Committee at
that time. It consisted of seven people, I said, making a
pedagogic point that in those days a\PoliticalCommittee of
seven was not considered inadequate, and I named the
seven, noting that within two years six of the seven had
left the SWP.

There were Cannon, Shachtman, Abern, Burnham,
McKinney, Widick, and Gould, representing the youth. All
but Cannon left the SWP in the 1940 split by the petty-
bourgeois faction that set up the Workers party. Burnham
quit the Workers party at its birth and became a
reactionary Republican in the course of time. Abern died in
the Workers party. McKinney left it before its members
went into the SP, and today he is with the Shankerite A.
Philip Randolph Institute. Widick became a professor and
commentator on the labor movement, and Gould quit early
for refuge in some Jewish organization. “Only one out of
seven remained, and that was Cannon himself,” said the
comrade. “That confirms my feeling that we didn’t have a
real Trotskyist leadership until the 1940 split.”

I've thought about it since this conversation, and I don’t
agree with his conclusion. To say that we didn't have a
real Trotskyist leadership until the 1940 split would be like
saying we didn’t have a real Trotskyist organization
until then. And that’s just not a tenable conclusion. The
SWP was superior to all other groups in the International
at that time; if it wasn’t really Trotskyist, then they
weren't either, and neither was the International. Trotsky-
ism then must have been some kind of ideal that did not
come into real existence until 1940, or later.

Exactly when, I cannot say. Because if you apply this
criterion—of how long the central leadership lasted in the
movement—to determine whether it was a real Trotskyist
leadership, you would get some baffling results. Take for
example the Political Committee that was elected October
1, 1939, the first elected Political Committee after the
seven-member Political Committee,1938-1939. The war had
begun, and so had the faction fight, and the PC was being
reorganized to reflect the fact that the National Committee
had decisively voted for the majority view on the Soviet
Union. The Political Committee was enlarged to eleven,
the minority being given three posts (Shachtman, Abern,
Burnham), the majority taking eight, and of course
choosing them itself. The eight were Cannon, Morrow,
Weber, Clarke, Cochran, Gordon, M. Stein and Murry
Weiss.

This was the Political Committee at the time of the split
in 1940, its main additions at that time being Dobbs and
Goldman. Well, what happened to these eight? Morrow and

Weber succumbed to Stalinophobia during the war and
were out soon after. Clarke and Cochran lasted longer,
unti] the Korean war. That is, four of the eight defected in
a dozen years. Three of the remainder dropped out
individually for various reasons: Gordon, Stein and Weiss.
So that out of the PC mayjority of eight, only one survived
to old age in the movement, again Cannon.

The same thing occurs when you examine the IEC
elected by the 1938 founding conference of the Fourth
International. Out of fifteen, three were murdered, Trotsky
and Ta Thu Thau by the Stalinists, Leon Lesoil by the
Nazis. Of the remaining twelve, ten defected by the end of
the war, leaving only a possible two who still stood with
the Fourth International seven years after its foundation.
The certain one of this possible two was, again, Cannon.

So it’s better to see the SWP and its leadership as
development in process, starting in 1928 and continuing
through today into the future. When Cannon, Shachtman
and Abern began in 1928, they had less knowledge of some
aspects of what is called “Trotskyism” than many people
in this room today. But they all made big contributions,
including Shachtman and Abern, despite the fact that
they defected after a dozen years, and the party was a
product of their collective work. The weak and negative
sides of Shachtman and Abern came to the fore later, but
that shouldn’t blind us to their contributions in their best
days any more than Plekhanov's ultimate betrayal of the
revolution can detract from the progressive role he played
in his earlier years in preparing the way for Lenin’s party.

Under their collective leadership, or if you wish, under a
bloc of Cannon with Shachtman and Abern, the SWP
never made the kind of serious mistakes that the
Bolsheviks made in March 1917 before Lenin’s return to
Russia. Under their leadership the SWP went through
some serious tests in the ’30s.

One of these was the French turn, that is, our entry into
the SP. That was not any easy thing to carry out without
losses or demoralization; it required an organization
solidly based in principle and led by people who were
tactically very flexible. The French turn was carried out in
this country much more effectively than in France, where
the Molinier-Pierre Frank split occurred right after the
expulsion from the SP and paralyzed the party until World
War II; the fact that such crises were averted here says
something for the quality of our leadership and movement,
and what it says is highly favorable.

Then there was the test of the Transitional Program,
and I've told how that was met. And, soon after, there was
the test of World War 11, which we also met with success.
So it was, on the whole, a pretty good party before 1940, a
party developing in the right direction. In my own way,
that is what I have been trying to show in these talks,
among other things. -]
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Review

A TROTSKY BIOGRAPHY IN PICTURES

Trotsky—a photographic biography by David King
with commentary by James Ryan, introduction by
Tamara Deutscher. Oxford and New York, Basil
Blackwell, 1986, 336 pp. Cloth (81/2 x 12 format),
$29.95.

Reviewed by Frank Lovell

By fortuitous coincidence this new photo-
graphic biography of Leon Trotsky appears simul-
taneously with wide publicity of renewed factional
struggles inside the Soviet bureaucracy. Trotsky
was the popular organizer of the 1917 October
uprising in Petrograd which destroyed forever the
old czarist empire. During the months prior to the
seizure of power he and Lenin, leader of the
Bolshevik party, became the closest collaborators.
In the first months after their victory in Russia,
Trotsky negotiated peace terms with the invading
German armies; and then he went on to organize the
Soviet army that defended the borders of the new
workers’ state and destroyed the armed forces of
counterrevolution within the Soviet republics. By
1922 he and Lenin were fully aware of the new
internal threat that was then penetrating the
government. Together they began the struggle
against bureaucratic encrustration of the first
firmly established working class government in
history. Lenin was ill at the time, totally inca-
pacitated for most of 1923. He died in the evening
of January 21, 1924, leaving Trotsky to continue
the struggle against the rising bureaucracy.

Today the entrenched bureaucracy has wielded
state power for 60 years, having defeated the
Bolshevik-Leninist opposition in 1927 and exiled
Trotsky from the Soviet Union. Unbridled bureau-
cratic control of the government apparatus during
these six decades has betrayed the socialist goals
of the revolution, destroyed the Bolshevik party,
established a monstrous police state, paralyzed
the liberating initiative of the working class,
and introduced such sloth and inefficiency in the
economy that some sectors of the bureaucracy now
seek to eliminate the worst abuses of the secret
police, introduce efficiency in the production and
distribution of goods, and reform the machinery of
government.

These are among the decisive issues that
Trotsky analyzed and explained in his voluminous
writings and vigorous revolutionary activity dur-
ing the 16 years of struggle against the Soviet
bureaucracy that remained to him after the death
of Lenin. Trotsky was assassinated by an agent of
the Soviet bureaucracy in Mexico, August 21, 1940.

Those who are bewildered by the latest reve-
lations from Moscow will find in this beautiful
pictorial presentation of the life of Trotsky some
keys to a clear understanding of the factional
struggle in the Kremlin. David King’s collection
of more than 400 photographs is arranged with the

30  Bulletin in Defense of Marxism April 1987

artistry of a motion picture director, and the
accompanying commentary by James Ryan reads like
the voice of the conscientious historian. At the
start the viewer/reader is treated to an introduction
by the well-known Marxist writer Tamara Deutscher,
widow of Trotsky’s biographer Isaac Deutscher who
died in 1967.

Freedom Struggle

She explains for the benefit of the unac-
quainted and the misinformed that the struggle
against bureaucratic degeneration in the Soviet
Union, commonly trivialized as "the Stalin-Trotsky
feud," was of a higher order. In her words it is
elevated to the realm of ideas where it becomes
meaningful. "The momentous feud, reminiscent of
Greek tragedies, between the Georgian cobbler’s
son—the master of all the Russians—and Trotsky,
the hero of the greatest revolution of our centu-
ry, lasted for decades. The future may transcend
the bloody conflict between the victorious Stalin
and the defeated Trotsky, but the principles,
theories and hopes which Trotsky advanced, to
which he gave such an artistic and comsummate
form, have forever enriched the history of ideas."

She traces in quick succession how the young
Trotsky first came upon the theoretical works of
Marx and Engels, was arrested by the czar’s police
and deported to Siberia, advanced his education
while in exile, escaped to join Lenin in London as
a member of the editorial board of the revolution-
ary journal Iskra, and was soon thrust into the
heated debate within the Russian Social Democratic
Party over Lenin’s proposal for a centralized and
disciplined party led by professional revolutionaries.

Deutscher says he was soon "at odds with most
of the emigre groups, and although as a speaker
and lecturer he was in great demand and although a
substantial flow of articles, essays and pamphlets
was coming from his pen, be became as fretful in his
comfortable West European exile as he had been in the
wilderness of Siberia only a few short years before."

1905 Uprising

Thus was Trotsky prepared by experience and
temperament to return to Russia in 1905 when the
workers’ uprising in Petrograd began, where at age
26 he was elected president of the Petrograd Soviet
Executive Committee. The Soviet endured only 50
days before being dispersed by the czar’s police,
its officers arrested. In the trial that followed
Trotsky was the chief defendant. While nearly a
year in jail awaiting trial, he drew the lessons of
the 1905 revolution, published in 1906 in Petro-
grad as a pamphlet titled Results and Prospects.
In this work he applied and developed his now
famous theory of permanent revolution.






En route to his second exile in Siberia Trot-
sky again escaped, this time making his way to
Vienna. With the outbreak of World War I he moved
to Switzerland and then to Paris. In 1915 he was
one of the central figures at the Zimmerwald Con-
ference in Switzerland, called to issue a declara-
tion against the imperialist slaughter. Soon
thereafter Trotsky was deported from France and
eventually arrived in New York from where he re-
turned, finally, to Petrograd in May 1917.

1917 Revolution

After listing detils of Trotsky’s personal
and political journey between revolutions, Tamara
Deutscher notes the close relationship that de-
veloped between Lenin and Trotsky. "Lenin had
returned to Petrograd a month earlier,” she says.
"Both had, during the long separation, somewhat
revised their views—indeed some Bolsheviks re-
proached Lenin with having abandoned Bolshevism
for Trotskyism." She describes how the October
revolution was prepared under the joint leadership
of Lenin and Trotsky, how peace was negotiated
with the German generals at Brest-Litovsk, how the
Red Army was organized under Trotsky’s command,
Trotsky’s role at the founding congress of the
Third International, the war-weariness and famine
in Soviet Russia during the "dreadful winter" of
1920-21, the anarchist revolt of the Kronstadt
sailors, the retreat from central economic plan-
ning to the New Economic Policy, the rise of the
bureaucracy and the emergence of Stalin as its
chief representative and protector of its privi-
leges, and the death of Lenin.

The eventual defeat and exile of Trotsky in
1927 was followed by the monstrous Moscow trials
of the 1930s and the mass purges during which
millions were killed. Trotsky was first among the
accused in all the show trials of those years,
denounced as a fascist agent of Hitler. Tried in
absentia, he was sentenced to death. He escaped
the political intrigues of old FEurope as war
clouds gathered. His second trip across the At-
lantic took him from house imprisonment in Norway
to refuge in Mexico. The commission of inquiry
into the Moscow trials, headed by famed philosophy
professor John Dewey, exonerated Trotsky and his
son Sedov. By the time the full report of these
findings was published (Not Guilty, 1938) the
signals for World War II already were visible. In
August 1939 the Stalin-Hitler pact was signed.
World War @I was declared in September. Trotsky
was busy explaining the causes of war, and de-
nouncing Stalin’s collaboration with Hitler. Under
these circumstances Stalin issued urgent orders to
all his agents. Trotsky was assassinated in his
study before another year had passed.

Source Material
All this history covering the 60-year life

span of Trotsky is carefully and lucidly set down
in only 12 pages, an impressive accomplishment.
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Tamara Deutscher begins her essay with a quotation
from Trotsky’s autobiography, My Life (completed
in 1929), in which he says he wrote of his own
childhood as if it were divided from his adult
life "not only in time and space by decades and by
far countries, but by the mountain chain of great
events.," She concludes with a footnote: "This
narrative of Trotsky’s life is based entirely on
Isaac Deutscher’s three-volume biography ‘The
Prophet Armed,” ‘The Prophet Unarmed’ and ‘The
Prophet Outcast,” published by Oxford University
Press." In this way she alerts the reader to the
further elaboration of Trotsky’s life story by the
two most authoritative sources, Trotsky and Deut-
scher.

Her own evaluation of Trotsky’s life and work
relates to the Fourth International, and her ap-
preciation of it. "The Fourth International, which
he set up in 1938, has not proved effective as an
instrument of revolution, but it has played a
considerable role as a stimulus to world-wide
debate on the basic tenets of Trotskyism and to
the creation of numerous groups searching for a
correct revolutionary strategy for our time," she
says.

Fourth International

In his lifetime Trotsky considered the orga-
nization of the Fourth International his crowning
achievement. From 1933 on, all his efforts cen-
tered upon the formation of the new international,
the continuation of the international Marxist
movement which took organizational form in 1864
through the International Workingmen’s Association
(the First International) inaugurated in London by
Karl Marx. In 1938, as Trotsky prepared the inaugu-
ration of the Fourth International, the purpose
remained unchanged. Trotsky quoted Marx (from the
Communist Manifesto of 1848). "United action, of
the leading civilized countries at least, is one
of the first conditions for the emancipation of
the proletariat." Ninety years later Trotsky add-
ed: "The subsequent development of capitalism has
so closely knit all sections of our planet, both
‘civilized® and ‘uncivilized,” that the problem of
the socialist revolution has completely and de-
cisively assumed a world character.” He continued,
in reference to the counterrevolutionary role of
the Soviet bureaucracy, "The Bonapartist degenera-
tion of the Soviet state is an overwhelming illus-
tration of the falseness of the theory of social-
ism in one country." We can add today that the
present crisis of the Soviet bureaucracy confirms
Trotsky’s analysis.

The first three internationals failed. Trot-
sky’s last words, spoken on his deathbed in En-
glish, recorded his confidence that the fourth would
not faik "I am sure . . . of the victory . . . of
the Fourth International. . . . Go forward."

It is true, as Tamara Deutscher observes, the
Fourth International has not provided leadership
for revolutions in the post-World War II years.
But these revolutions remain incomplete, as does



the Russian revolution. The Fourth International
has not failed. It remains alive, the essential
part of the unfolding revolutionary process through-
out the world.

Artistry

The powerful effect of this book on the view-
er is attributable mainly to the technical excel-
lence of restoration and reproduction of the pic-
tures, and to the artistry of arrangement. This is
all presented with the drama of a documentary
film: a small snapshot of Lenin speaking to work-
ers on the opening page, then turn to a double-
page spread in red and black showing the hammer
and sickle on a cropped red star, the name Trotsky
in bold white type to the left and on the right
side in the same white type the producers and
publisher. The book is dedicated to the memory of
George L. Weissman (1916-1985), Trotsky’s literary
executor in the United States, an editor of the
Militant, and for all his adult life a member of
the Trotskyist movement and of the Socialist Work-
ers Party until his expulsion in 1984. At the time
of his death he was a member of the editorial
board of the Bulletin in Defense of Marxism. His
name is inscribed on a single page in white type
over a black bar against red background.

Periods of Trotsky’s Life

The early years of Trotsky’s life are illus-
trated with pictures of him as child and youth,
of his family, and of his comrades in the Russian
revolutionary movement at the close of the nine-
teenth century, including his first wife, Alex-
andra Sokolvskaya, their two daughters, and her
brother. For anyone who may be curious about who
were the prominent representatives of Russian
Social Democracy at the turn of the century and
what they looked like, this book is the place to
meet them.

The first section, "From Yanovka to the Fin-
land Station" (1879-1917), shows the principal
people and main events in Trotsky’s life up to his
return to Russia in 1917. These include pictures
of his second wife, Natalya Sedova; a 1905 demon-
stration in Moscow; Trotsky in jail in the Peter-
Paul Fortress in Petrograd; defendants at the
trial after the defeat of the 1905 revolution;
Stalin in 1913; a picture of Trotsky on the French
passport which he used to travel to Zimmerwald in
1915; another photograph which appeared on the
front page of the Yiddish-language newspaper Vor-
warts when he arrived in New York in 1917; a shot
outside the offices of Novy Mir (New World) at 177
St. Marks Place in New York, site of the newspaper
which Trotsky helped edit briefly; and finally a
view of Trotsky’s arrival at the Finland station.

The next section, "Revolution—Russia 1917-
1921," opens with facing pictures of Lenin and
Trotsky, symbols of the victorious workers’ revo-
lution. These pictures show the heroic days of the
revolution, many group photographs, panoramic shots

of mass demonstrations, photos of all the leading
personalities.

The editors have placed the beginning of
bureaucratic degeneration in 1921 and show the
period of decline in the section titled "The Con-
spiracy of the Epigones—Soviet Union 1921-1929."
Here the degeneration of the Soviet state is traced
step-by-step as the bureaucracy silences all voices
of opposition. :

The last third of the book shows Trotsky in
exile, his third. This consists of three sections:
"The Planet Without a Visa," "The Struggle for the
Future,” and "Assassination." These sections are
dramatically arranged. The first opens with front-
view pictures on facing pages of Stalin and Trot-
sky, one symbolizing the oppressive state apparatus
and the other the defiant opposition. The viewer
will be reminded of a similar juxtaposition, in
the preceding section, of pictures of Lenin and
Trotsky symbolizing the victorious revolution.

Trotskyists throughout the world were re-
lieved when news came that the Mexican government
had opened its doors to Trotsky. He and Natalia
got out of Norway and away from Europe on the
tanker Ruth, December 19, 1936, bound for Tampico.
A special train took them to Mexico City and they
were. soon settled in the home of the famous Mexi-
can artists Frida Kahlo and Diego Rivera. Trotsky
was then 57.

The pictures of this final period of his
eventful and productive life show the moments of
happiness and victory, and the tragic losses and
defeats that befell him during these last three
years that remained. One of his greatest triumphs
was his testimony before the Dewey Commission of
Inquiry into the Moscow Trials. A double-page
spread shows Trotsky and Natalia preparing evi-
dence for the commission, conferring with his U.S.
defense attorney Albert Goldman and others. Many
more pictures give flashes of world events at
the time, and show Trotsky’s responses.

Trotsky’s greatest political triumph was the
founding congress of the Fourth International, the
world party of socialist revolution. He considered
this his greatest achievement, the organizational
expression of the permanent revolution. A repro-
duction of the front cover (with picture of Trot-
sky) of the programmatic document, The Death Agony
of Capitalism and the Tasks of the Working Class,
adopted at the founding congress, marks the occa-
sion. This document, commonly known as the "Tran-
sitional Program," was drafted by Trotsky for
consideration by the delegates to the congress. It
was adopted and forwarded to all sections of the
International throughout the world, and quickly
published in many languages. The showing here is
that produced by the British section.

Along with his triumphs Trotsky suffered some
of his most crushing personal and political blows
at this time. His son Leon Sedov died under
strange circumstances, implicating the GPU, in
February 1938 in Paris. Sedov was Trotsky’s clos-
est collaborator in the organizational work of the
Fourth International. His loss was not only a
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terrible personal blow but a serious political
blow as well. Here a double-page closeup of Sedov
is shown with reproductions of covers in English
and Chinese of Trotsky's tribute to his fallen son
and comrade-in-arms.

Useful Commentary

The indispensable part of a photographic book
such as this is the accompanying commentary. With-
out this the vast array of pictures, even with
identifying captions, would lack meaning. In this
book the accompanying commentary by James Ryan,
given the severe space limitations imposed by the
format, succeeds remarkably well not only in
telling the story of Trotsky’s political life but
manages to highlight it with revealing anecdotes.

The exact means of factional struggle through
which Trotsky was defeated have also occupied his
attention. Here is how Ryan summarizes a crucial
point in the struggle: "In January and February
(1923), struggling with his deteriorating health,
Lenin dictated five articles on the subject of
bureaucracy. Astonishingly, Stalin and his sup-
porters contemplated printing a special issue of
Pravda, consisting of one copy . . . and giving
that to the old man—but Trotsky foiled the plan."
Early in March a secret commission reported to
Lenin on the brutal bureaucratic suppression of
the Georgian nation. On March 5 he wrote two
letters, one pledging support to the oppressed
people and the other asking Trotsky "to undertake
the defense of the Georgian affair at the Central
Committee of the party,” adding that under no
circumstances should Trotsky accept a "rotten
compromise” from Stalin. In retrospect, some
historians contend that this was the turning point
in the struggle against Stalin and the new bureau-
cratic social caste. Ryan records that on March 7
Lenin suffered another stroke, "and on the 10th
was again paralized and lost the power of speech.
He never recovered. He remained a silent witness
to the developing power struggle until he died
eleven months later, on 21 January 1924." Ryan
faults Trotsky (as have others) for failing to
heed Lenin’s warning.

Throughout the remaining 12 years of his life
Trotsky continued the struggle against the Soviet
bureaucracy and against capitalist oppression
which he understood to be connected. These were to
be the most productive years, his analysis and
explanation of the character and composition of
the bureaucratic caste in a transitional society
from capitalism to socialism. He was always and
forever the champion of the downtrodden and op-
pressed, the only class in modern society that can
transform the world.

The final commentary in this pictorial biog-
raphy on Trotsky’s life and work contains a quo-
tation from the report of Joseph Hansen, one of
his U.S. secretaries and lifelong disciple: "A
guard of honour, composed of Mexican workers and
members of Trotsky’s household, stood at attention
twenty-four hours a day beside the casket. There
was a constant flow of those who wished to pay
their last respects to Trotsky. By August 27 an
estimated 300,000 people had passed his casket.
They were composed almost entirely of the poorest
people, burdened with toil, many of them ragged,
barefoot. They filed in silently, heads bowed."

This production is the successor to an ear-
lier David King documentary, containing many of
the same photographs. He was art editor of the
London Sunday Times Magazine from 1965 to 1975. In
1972 he brought out his first presentation of his
Trotsky collection, published in paperback by
Penguin books in 81/2 x 12 format. At that time
the Sunday Times Magazine (September 19, 1971)
reproduced some of these photographs with an in-
troduction by Tamara Deutscher, very similar to
her updated introduction to this latest, more
ambitious work by King. His earlier book had a
useful index and this one, regrettably, does not.
The price, unfortunately, is more than most work-
ers can afford. It is, however, a book that work-
ers ought to look at and read because they will
appreciate the pictures and learn from the com-
mentary. More important, many will be encouraged
to learn more about Trotsky’s teachings and the
Trotskyist movement. Public libraries and some
union offices may make this book available to
workers who otherwise would not see it. B

CONSTITUTION [Continued from page 21]

cal wing of the Republican Party to the conserva-
tive Democratic Party, and white supremacy was
restored in the South.

Although this was a setback, a profound change
had been accomplished. This was reflected in the
Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth amendments
to the US. Constitution. Chattel slavery was
abolished. Basic civil liberties were guaranteed
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to all citizens regardless of race. The right to
vote was extended to adult Black males.

Major elements of these provisions were, of
course, largely suppressed by Jim Crow laws in the
South for decades. But their importance should not
be ¢scounted on that account. In the 1950s they
provided the basis for renewed struggles which
swept away Jim Crow when the civil rights movement
exploded onto the U.S. political scene. =



Tom Gustafsson (1947-1987)
“A strong link has been

broken”

A FRIEND and comrade is dead.
A strong link has been broken.
For the first time in his life Tom
Gustafsson had to give up — a
malignant disease finally con-
quered his strong physique and
his big appetite for life. He died
just a couple of weeks before we
were to celebrate his fortieth
birthday.

GOTE KILDEN

Our movement doesn’t glorify its
leaders. The worship of icons does
not foster emancipated human beings.
But we recognize greatness where we
see it,

The key to Tom's greatness was
that he always lived in accordance
with his thinking. He didn’t “‘sacrifice
himself for the party’. His attitude
towards politics was scientific, moral
and full of joy.

In the mid 1960s, Tom started to
study at the university of Lund in
the south of Sweden. Here he soon
found himself in the middle of the
political turmoil and social revolt
that shook the university cities all over
the world. The Tet-offensive in Viet-
nam 1968, the May revolt in France
and the Soviet invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia in the same year marked,
each in its way a turning point in
world political development. In
Sweden the idyllic decade was over
end the big miners’ strike in Lap-
pland in 1969-70 exposed the state of
bureaucratism and degeneration within
the traditional labour movement.

Tom was raised in a liberal home,
and for a few months he tested the
Young Liberals. But they could not
explain the social and political con-
vulsions that shook up the world.
In an epoch when the decay of the
market system and the growth of the
mass movements for social liberation
cannot be concealed, liberalism is a
reactionary political force. Tom saw it
and rejected it. Very soon he was to
join the left-wing student organiza-
tion, Clarte, and it became his real
university.

Twenty years ago, in 1966-67,
Tom started to be active in the soli-
darity movement for the Vietnamese
revolution. That was one of his longest
and most passionate engagements
that also became decisive for his own
political development.

He soon became one of the leading
figures in building the Swedish NLF
movement, and therefore his demand
for honesty, a scientific method and
a clear political program quickly col-
lided with the Maoists who tried to
monopolize the young solidarity
movement.

The first years of struggle against
the neutralism of the Swedish Com-
munist Party on the war in Vietnam
was now succeeded by a ten-year-long
resistance against the miseducation by
the Maoists of a whole generation of
young activists. In hundreds of articles
and speeches Tom underlined, time
after time, that the war in Indochina
was not only a war for national libera-
tion. It was also a social civil war.
And our solidarity was solidarity with
revolutionists who were leading the
poor masses of Indochina in a socialist
revolution. But he also wamed against
the consequences of the under-
development in the region, of the mass
destruction, and also against the
political shortcomings of the revolu-
tionists themselves. Thereby it was
possible to combine the fight for
the most broad and whole-hearted
solidarity with a critical mind.

Tom’s work with developing these
standpoints was to have great conse-
quences for his whole political life.
The years of 1967 to 1971 saw Tom
throw himself into what we some-
times used to call ‘“the battle of
history"”, that is the total showdown
with the traditions of Swedish and
international reformism and the
Stalinist movements. The Russian
revolution, the victory of nazism in
Germany, the Spanish civil war, the
Second World War and the Hungarian
uprising were only some of the ex-
periences of the international workers’
movement he now studied. The
mistakes in Indochina were not
unique but universal, they were not
exceptions but the rule and the
logical consequences of reformism and
Stalinism.

Tom was always in the front

Tom, like so many others from his
generation, was there, at the barricades
in Paris and sang ‘‘Einheitsfrontlied”
together with tens of thousands of
internationalists in the mass demon-
strations of the German SDS. He was
a child of May '68, and like so many
others of these children he was raised
with internationalism. ‘‘Create two,
three, many Vietnams’, the watch-
word of Che Guevara, spread like
wildfire throughout the world.

The experiences from Saigon, Paris,
Prague and the Swedish minefields -
together with the balance sheet of
the history of Stalinism — converged
for Tom in a single conclusion. the
absolute necessity of breaking with
the traditional leadership of the
labour movement and joining the
Fourth International. That also meant
a gigantic challenge — to build new
mass parties all over the world.

Tom's political clearsightedness, his
great capacity for work and the
confidence his friends and comrades
had in him led to the fact that he
got responsibilities and assignments in
all areas of work. He has contributed
to nearly every issue of the news-
papers and magazines we published
through the years. He often acted
as the secretary of the Verkstallande
Utskottet (the executive committee
of the party), and was a candidate in
local and national elections and
carried heavy loads in the election
campaigns. But also he led the “Nor-
rlandssatsningen’ [a campaign to root
the party in the working class of the
northern part of Sweden], and labour
ed in the Stockholm branch.

And despite everything, he was a
child of May '68 and internationalism
was the red thread of his life. As
passionately engaged as he was twenty
years ago on behalf of the Vietnamese
revolution he was, until only a couple
of weeks ago. engaged in the defence
of the revolution in Nicaragua.

For us he was the most important
link to the Fourth International. Here
in Sweden he always tried to create
an understanding for both the every-
day problems of the Fourth Inter-
national and its important political
discussions.

But Tom was not only a link to
the Fourth International. During the
last six years he was also a part of its
executive leadership, the United Sec-
retariat (USec). During 1981-83 he
was also a part of its daily leadership.
the Bureau of the USec. There he first
of all succeeded in overcoming lang-
uage and cultural barriers to create
a real authority and play a leading
role.

In the same way as in Sweden he
became an organizational motor, but
also played a prominent role in
directing the sections of the Fourth
International towards a bigger con-
centration on activities in the trade
unions, and in the hard struggle
during the most recent years to defend
the programmatical continuity of the
International, in defence of Perma-
nent Revolution, the theory which he
had used so well to analyse the Viet-
namese revolution in his youth. o

International Viewpoint 23 February 1987
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Letters

Strong Feelings About Platoon

Now we have Platoon! 1 refuse to see it—
even if it is a "true, lifelike" re-creation of
Vietnam.

I am an honorably discharged Vietnam era
vet, but during that time I was a medic and
"cleaned up” after the fun and games of war.
Therefore, until audiences are required to view
such movies in physical misery, and smell rotting
flesh (which gags most living creatures but
scavengers), and smell burning and burned flesh;
smell infections amd excrement mixed with stale
urine . . . then, until they also must work in
amputee wards——and do that on the graveyard shift
while listening to sobbing and screams after the
lights are out and long after the excitement of
combat is over—Ilisten to pleas for dope to ease
the reality of missing arms, legs, eyes, testicles,
and fucked-up possibilities for life and love—and
do all this while they are too exhausted to
breathe . . . until then, I don’t want to hear no
war stories!!

You won’t find me at any war memorials on
November 11 either.

How stupid can we be?

The TV ads for Platoon have managed to
screw Samuel Barber’s Adagio for Strings for me
too. Those greedy bastards have no shame. It was
bad enough that Born in the U.S.A. was turned
completely around for the Vietham memorial fracas.

Jack Bresee
Miami

Sandra Day O’Connor and Affirmative Action

On February 25 the Supreme Court upheld af-
firmative action in a case regarding Blacks and
the Alabama State Police. The court ruled, 5 to 4,
that racial quotas may be imposed as a means of
redressing past discrimination in promotion as
well as in hiring. This was a defeat for the
Reagan administration which is firmly opposed to
affirmative action in any form, and constitutes a
victory for Blacks, women, and others who have
long suffered from job discrimination.

In an interesting twist, however, Justice
Sandra Day O’Connor, whose appointment to the
Supreme Court was hailed by liberal feminists as a
major advance for the women’s movement, voted
with the minority in this case. She asserted that the
courts should not have imposed a racial quota
"without first considering the effectiveness of
alternatives." Of course, everyone with any ex-
perience knows full well how effective the "alter-
natives” to affirmative action have proven to be.

O’Connor’s opinion illustrates, once again,
the futility of the tokenist approach to the fight
for women’s equality—which has been generally
followed by the National Organization for Women
and similar groups. NOW was among those who lob-
bied hard for the appointment of a woman to the
Supreme Court and for O’Connor’s ratification
after she was nominated by President Reagan. NOW
supports the promotion of women in bourgeois poli-
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tics; but the endorsement by women of the bour-
geoisie’s political philosophy means that their
election to office (or appointment to the Supreme
Court) can do little to advance the cause of
women’s true emancipation.

It’s about time for NOW, and for the women’s
movement as a whole, to raise its voice loudly
urging a new kind of politics. Such a call from
the women’s movement could be a significant impe-
tus to labor in this country, which needs to
launch a political party of its own. An alterna-
tive to women’s liberation Sandra Day O’Connor
style is an absolute necessity.

A Reader
New York City

Hedda Garza

In your review of Leon Trotsky by Hedda Garza
you describe the book as "the best of its kind"
(correct) "in part because it was written by a
veteran socialist activist . . . a fighter for
social justice" (also correct). Can this be the
same Hedda Garza whom the SWP (and the majority of
your editorial board, which has yet to criticize
its conduct) undemocratically expelled and menda-
ciously pilloried as a government agent more than
a decade ago? Curious.

James D. Cockcroft
Chestertown, N.Y.

In reply: Hedda Garza was a member of the SWP
beginning in the 1950s, a prominent opponent of
the Vietnam war, and today works in opposition to
U.S. intervention in Central America. This is the
basis for the statement in the review that she is

"a veteran socialist activist . . . a fighter for
social justice.”

Garza was expelled from the SWP in 1974 along
with other members of the Internationalist Tenden-
cy. The charges against them had to do with dislo-
yal conduct and no accusation was raised that
Garza or anyone else was a government agent.

In 1981 Garza was interviewed by the FBI and
subpoenaed to testify as a government witness in
the lawsuit initiated by the SWP (SWP vs. Attorney
General of the U.S.). An article published in the
Militant at that time accused her of purposefully
collaborating with the government.

It is incorrect to state that any members of
the editorial board of the Bulletin IDOM endorsed
these allegations. For two years following the
1981 SWP National Convention most of us were pre-
occupied with the debate in the party that began
to revolve around the validity of the theory of
permanent revolution and derivative issues. The
"Hedda Garza case” was not among these pressing
matters.

Whatever our political disagreements with
Hedda Garza— past or present—we do not consider
them to be the proper axis for a critical judgment
of her book, which must stand or fall on its own
merits.
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