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Mass response neegled
to defend women’s rights

By CAROLE SELIGMAN

The need for an independent militant
women’s rights movement was never
more clear.

Many events point to this conclusion:
The right to abortion, while still the law
of the land, is in danger of being over-
turned. It continues to be chipped away
piece by piece. Abortion is no longer a
right for those who cannot afford to pay.
It is no longer a right for young women
in many states. In almost all states, the
right to abortion is restricted. ‘

All the attacks on the living standards
of the working class hit women harder.
Last hired, first fired. Lower wages,
regressive taxes, childcare costs—all
these hit women with a vengeance.

The need for a well-organized defense
of rights and living standards is well-
established. But, the unions are not
mounting such a defense. And there is
no working-class political party fighting
for the interests of working people in the
political arena.

The absence of these needed compo-
nents of a serious fightback (militant
unions and a workers’ political party)
creates a special responsibility for the
women’s rights movement to mobilize
the most effective response possible to
the attacks on women.

The components of such a response are
the independence of the women’s move-
ment from political institutions run by
the rich (chiefly the Democratic and
Republican Parties) and a perspective of
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“Support Our Unhorn Troops?”

Fightback

Sylvia Weinstein

By

“Support Our Unborn
Troops!” This slogan was
prominent at an Operation Res-
cue rally on Aug. 25 featuring
the Rev. Pat Robertson. The
rally was held in Wichita, Kan.,
where Operation Rescue thugs
had tried to stop women from
exercising their lawful right to
have an abortion.

No, I didn’t make this up.
One of Operation Rescue’s deep
thinkers must have thought that
since the slogan “Support Our
Troops!” seemed to work so
well for the American assault in
the Middle East, it would also
lead to victory for them.

But the slogan might have
been more appropriate if it read,
“Support Our Unborn Storm
Troopers!” That, in any case, is
closer to what they really mean,

The Right Rev. Pat Robert-
son exhorted his thugs with
statements such as, “We will
not rest until every baby in the
United States is safe in its
mother’s womb,” and “We will
not rest until this land we love
so much is once again truly one
nation under God.” These rav-
ings brought the crowd to its
feet.

What is this movement all
about? It certainly is not about

saving children in or outside of
women’s wombs. We know that
young children and their moth-
ers are the number-one victims
of poverty.

Last year, in this country that
Pat Robertson “loves so much,”
3.4 million preschoolers could
not be immunized against
measles because they were too
poor. This year, it is expected
that 10,000 children will die
because this rich country cannot
afford to pay $15.33 per child
for their immunization. And
every night in this country
100,000 children will sleep in
the streets because they and
their parents are homeless.

Of course, these are “born”
children, which the fascist-like
leaders of Operation Rescue
couldn’t care less about.

Future storm troopers

The rantings and thuggery of
Operation Rescue serve a larger
purpose than what appears on
the surface. Besides serving as a
battering ram in the combined
attack by the courts and state
and federal governments to

knock down the hard-won right -

of women to choose, they are
experimenting with tactics that
future storm troopers will seek

to use against the coming rise
in working-class militancy.

The American ruling class
knows that the economic crisis
building up will soon break out
of control. Increased unemploy-
ment and inflation will force
working people to fight to
defend their living standards.
When workers in this country
take the road of class struggle,
the forces of “law and order”
will not be enough to beat us
down.,

That’s why the ruling classes
of Italy, Germany and Spain
financed fascism in these coun-
tries during the crises which
erupted after World War I. They
were not able to put down

workers’ uprisings without the
help of extra-legal shock
troops.

The fascists in Europe also
hid behind so-called “moral”
issues to whip-up their follow-
ers against the victims of
capitalism. The German fascists
did not start out by saying they
were going to murder six mil-
lion Jews, uncounted numbers
of gypsies and other “inferior
races,” trade unionists, gays,
communists, and socialists.
No, they claimed to have
“noble” aims: To bring class
peace and a New Order to Ger-
many and the world.

Today the American ruling
class needs the option of turn-

ing the “Right to Life” gangs
into “Right to Work” goons. In
coming days, I can see the same
types breaking through union
picket lines saying the strikers
are denying God-fearing citizens
their right to work.

That’s why the wealthy of
this country are financing the
Pat Robertsons and other dema-
gogues, whose real program is
the right to luxury for the rich
and the right to starve for the
poor and oppressed.

“Civil rights” tactics?

The so-called “Right to Lif-
ers” claim they are using the
tactics of the civil rights move-
ment, which resorted to civil
disobedience to defeat inequality
and racial injustice. But the
Operation Rescue bums are
using civil disobedience to deny
liberty and equality to millions
of women. -

I watched the hearings on the
nomination of Clarence Thomas
for the Supreme Court. Thomas
is the hope of the “Right to
Lifers.” But what will really
happen in this country if Roe
v. Wade is overthrown is that
millions of women and men
who support liberty, equality,
and justice will take to the
streets.

I do not care who is on the
Supreme Court. The courts, in
the last analysis, do what’s best
for capitalism. Whether it is to
extend or to take away rights
depends on how well organized
are those fighting for the rights
of the real majority, the
exploited and oppressed.

Women will defend their
rights against church and state
and maintain their right to
choose if they organize together
with their natural allies.- u

By GERRY FIORI

NEW YORK—On Sept. 18,
as the United Nations General
Assembly ended the second day
of its 46th session, a crowd of
500 gathered at Dag Ham-
marskjold Plaza to express its
solidarity with the Cuban Revo-
lution. The event was called by
the New York Hands Off Cuba
Committee.

The demonstrators held a spir-
ited picket around the plaza,
with chants focusing on the
demand that the United States
lift its 30-year economic block-
ade of Cuba. Slogans included:
“USA, End the Blockade!”

bk &

NYG rally demands UN condemn
U.S. trade embargo against Guba

“Self-determination for the
Cuban Nation!” “Cuba Si! Blo-
queo No!” and “Hey, Hey! Ho,
Ho! The Trade Embargo’s Got
to Go!”

A group of about a dozen
counter-demonstrators down the
street, representing the anti-rev-
olutionary element of the
Cuban community, shouted and
jeered at the demonstration. But
they were drowned out by the
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chanting of the marchers, who
largely ignored them.

After the picket, the crowd
was addressed by a number of
speakers, including Panamanian
activist Esmeralda Brown, Mar-
ciel Garcia of Hospital Workers
Local 1199, Deborah Jackson of
the Association of Cuban Jour-
nalists, Phil Oak of the
Christian Peace Conference, and
Elombe Brath of the Patrice
Lumumba Coalition. Several
messages of solidarity were also
read.

The speakers’ talks centered
around support for sovereignty
and self-determination for
Cuba—including its right to
decide what form of economic
system to have—and on oppos-
ing the political and economic
aggression of U.S. imperialism
against Cuba.

They also stressed that,
despite adverse conditions, the
Cuban people were determined
to defend the gains of their rev-
olution—including advances in
healthcare, education, literacy,
and the elimination of poverty
and homelessness.

Much of the focus of the
remarks from the platform was
on demands made to the UN to
act in the interests of the peo-
ples of the world rather than
those of imperialism.

91

Esmeralda Brown, for
instance, condemned the “double
standard” of the UN. The United
Nations, she pointed out, had
been complicit with Washing-
ton’s invasions of Grenada and
Panama and and given quick
support for the Gulf War while
refusing for three decades to
take up the issue of the U.S.
blockade of Cuba.

The announcement made at
the rally that the UN Presidium
had acceded to the request of the
Cuban representative that the
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question of the blockade be dis-
cussed by the General Assembly
brought cheers from the crowd
and chants of “Viva Cuba
Socialista!”

At the end of the rally, partic-
ipants were encouraged to step
up their involvement in activi-
ties defending the Cuban
Revolution.

In the current context, with
Cuba under a greater threat than
ever before, actions of this kind
need to be organized on an
increasingly broader scale in
order to build the largest and
most powerful solidarity move-
ment possible in this country, a
movement that will make
Washington’s cost of aggres-
sion against the Cuban
Revolution too high to bear. W
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The following is a speech given by
Joni Jacobs, Socialist Action candidate
for mayor of San Francisco, to the San
Francisco Labor Council (AFL-CIO) dur-
ing its candidates night Sept. 4, 1991,

My name is Joni Jacobs. I'll be listed
on the November 5 ballot as a Socialist
Action pro-choice activist. I recognize
many faces from the various picket lines
I’ve walked on over the past few years,
including ones for Local 1100 (Retail
Clerks), Arveys, the auto mechanics,
Local 2 Hotel and Restaurant Workers,
and the Eastern Airlines machinists.

My organizing skills and leadership
abilities have been developed in the
women’s movement. I’ve been a central
figure in San Francisco for the past three
years defending our family planning clin-
ics against Operation Rescue.

We’ve been tremendously successful in
beating back these anti-choice terrorists
in our city. And I'm proud to say the
reason why is because we’ve incorporat-
ed the tactics of the labor movement,
that is, physical defense of the right to
choose. In San Francisco, we don’t rely
on the courts or the police; we rely on
ourselves. We put our bodies on the line
to stop the anti-choice scabs from clos-
ing the clinics. And it works.

Both the women’s movement and the
labor movement are under severe attack.
In Wichita, President Bush has given
Operation Rescue the green light to bust
women'’s right to choose, just like Presi-
dent Reagan gave the green light to
union busting in the 1981 PATCO
strike.

" A recent example of the continuing

S.F. Lahor Gouncil hears
socialist mayoral candidate

anti-labor agenda of the government is
the recent railroad strike. Within 24
hours of the strike, Congress voted to
impose an unfair contract on the rail
workers. In the Senate, they did it by
unanimous acclamation. In the House,
only five voted against it; one of them
was a “socialist.” This was an historic,
bipartisan attack on the working class. A
Democratic Party-controlled Congress
denied workers the right to strike, or
negotiate, or even vote for a contract.
Working people, whether they’re
union members or not, look to unions
and the Labor Council for leadership.

' Suporters of Joni Jacobs picket League of Women Voters candidates night,

Real leadership won’t try to decide which
of these big-money, pro-business candi-
dates somehow represents our agenda.
Real leadership will challenge working
people to stop playing the bosses’ game,
to stop voting for their candidates, and
to stand up for our own interests with
our own candidates.

I wish all of you could have been here
last month when Brother Tony Mazzoc-
chi of OCAW [0Oil, Chemical and
Atomic Workers Union] talked about
Labor Party Advocates [LPA] and the
need for working people to have their
own party. Joining LPA is a more

%

Kathy M. Bookter

Sept. 26, to protest exclusion of socialist candidate from the televised debate.

important political expression of labor’s
power than backing one of these bosses’
candidates.

But since that’s what we’re here for
tonight, let me say that I believe, in all
modesty, that I am labor’s best candi-
date. I stand on a platform which
expresses our interests—housing, jobs,
healthcare, democracy. I believe we have
the resources to fund a more humane city
if we make the political commitment to
put human needs before profits. I under-
stand the power of working people
mobilized to fight for their interests.
I've seen that power work in the
women’s movement and on union picket
lines.

But if the Labor Council is too con-
stricted by a sense of misguided
pragmatism to endorse me, then the best
message to send the city’s working peo-
ple is to not endorse any of these
candidates, and to join Labor Party
Advocates.

More and more, young, poor and
working people don’t vote because they
won’t be fooled. You can’t pick apples
from orange trees, and working people
can’t get justice at the bosses’ City

When we pull together as unionists,
working people, women, and people of
color to put forward our agenda, to fight
for our needs, we will win. But we will
win only when we mobilize ourselves in
the streets, and get organized in a politi-
cally independent movement. We can
take a first step down the road of politi-
cal independence by endorsing a truly
working class candidate for mayor of our
city. Thank you brothers and sisters for
your attention. |

... Women’s rights

(continued from page 1)

mass action to mobilize the supporters
of women’s rights.

Independent politics

The need for independence from the
ruling rich is meeting with a contradicto-
ry response from the organized women’s
rights movement.

On the one hand, most of the women’s
rights activists in the National Organiza-
tion for Women, for example, are
thoroughly disgusted with the betrayals
the two big political parties have dealt
to women. On the other hand, the main
leaders of NOW continue to support
Democrats and attempt to channel the
work of the organization into electoral
work for the Democrats.

The defeat of the Equal Rights Amend-
ment by the Democrats and Republicans
(in the state legislatures) set the stage
for the whittling away of women'’s
reproductive rights. The setbacks in
employment, pay equity, and affirmative
action can also be laid at the door of
these capitalist political parties.

Many years of NOW support for
Democratic Party “liberal” candidates
have produced no gains for women. In
fact, women’s rights have been set back
during the years of increased dependence
on the strategy of electing Democrats
(and a few Republicans).

Now, the Commission on Responsive
Democracy, set up by NOW two years
ago to hold hearings on the issue of set-
ting up a new pro-feminist political
party, has reached the conclusion that
such a new party is needed and should be
established.

But the very idea of independent poli-
tics stirs up the political waters, and the
pro-capitalist media has responded with
an outcry. The media is working over-
time to convince those who work to
defend and expand human rights that they
must work only through those “legiti-
mate” channels established by the rulers
themselves.

A local example

The San Francisco chapter of NOW
provides an example, in the negative, of
the problem. A broad coalition of orga-
nizations (ranging from the League of
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Women Voters and the S.F. Labor
Council to Socialist Action) has been
assembled under the aegis of the S.F.
Area Pro-Choice Coalition to support
the Oct. 5 pro-choice demonstration. But
the S.F. NOW leadership waited until
one week before the action to grant its
endorsement.

Meanwhile S.F. NOW’s two main
leaders have been working to elect
Angela Alioto, a Democrat, as mayor of
San Francisco.

This policy harms the women’s move-
ment at a time when broad unity in
action (like the Oct. 5 demonstration) is
desperately needed. By denying their sup-
port until it was too late for the chapter
to help build the action, the NOW lead-
ers have prevented the mobilization of
the full number possible. (See the article
on the Chicago pro-choice demonstration
for another example of this problem.)

Mass action strategy

There are reasons for optimism howev-
er. Pro-choice opinion is at an all-time
high. Young people are unwilling to
give up the right to abortion, which has
been legal for their entire lives.
Activists note a tremendous response on
college campuses to the call for pro-
choice action.

This means that there is great poten-
tial for mass mobilizations for women’s
rights. Such mobilizations are the only
means available at this time to defend
Roe v. Wade. Without them, women
will continue to lose ground.

The lack of nationally-coordinated pro-
choice actions this fall, when women’s
reproductive rights are under such an
escalated attack on all fronts (Congress,
the courts, and the Administration)
including the extra-legal attacks by Oper-
ation Rescue on women and abortion
clinics in Wichita, hurts the fight to
save Roe v. Wade.

National NOW’s call for one million
people to demonstrate in Washington,
D.C., on April 5, 1992, will be a real
test of strength of the women’s rights
movement. Activities should be
launched in every city and town across
the country to begin building support for
this demonstration. '

The Young Feminist Conferences

OCTOBER 1991

Tony Marrocchi, Secrstaty-Tressurer,
L O, Charnict & Atomie Wotkers Unlon
: (BCAW): inltistor of Labor Party
L Advosates (LPA), naticasl srganization
© sdvooating the formation of 8 Labor
Party based on he usmons,

organized nationally and statewide by
NOW will, most likely, help spur the
organizing for mass mobilizations. Last
year’s Young Feminist Conference held
in Akron, Ohio, adopted a more militant
approach in calling for a series of mass
actions in defense of women’s rights.
California NOW is sponsoring a

Young Feminist Conference in San Jose
on Nov. 15-17. This conference should
get the ball rolling in California for
actions to build April 5. It can also con-
tinue the important discussion needed in
the women’s movement on the need for
breaking definitively with the Democrat-
ic and Republican parties. |
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Clinic defenders in Wichita, Kan. Similarly, women in Illinois face esclating attacks on their health clinics.

Anti-abortion fanatics
vandalize doctor’s office

By TINA BEACOCK

AURORA, IlIl.—The local clinic of
Dr. Alexander Jacubowski was vandal-
ized on Saturday, Sept. 14, by
anti-abortion fanatics, leaving damage
estimated at $175,000.

The vandals broke all the windows,
smashed up medical equipment (includ-
ing an ultra-sound machine), slashed up
furniture and the doctor’s diploma, and
took a sledge hammer to the toilet and
tank, causing extensive water damage.
The vandals left no doubt about their
motive, scrawling “the Devil’s work-
shop” and “baby-killer” inside and
outside, and splattering red paint over
the walls.

The damage was discovered Saturday
morning by pro-choice volunteers when
they arrived to escort patients past the
lines of anti-abortion zealots who usual-
ly show up on that day.

Jacubowski opened the office after his
lease at a local clinic owned by Copley
Memorial Hospital was not renewed after

months of harassment. (Copley does not
allow elective abortions.) He has been
targeted because he performs abortions,
including second-trimester procedures,
although they comprise only 10 percent
of his practice. His office is one of two
places a woman can get an abortion
within a 20-mile area surrounding this
town of 100,000.

The vandalism is clearly part of a sys-
tematic campaign of harassment and
intimidation by anti-abortion fanatics.
One anti-abortion picketer outside the
office on the morning of the trashing
exclaimed, “Look at God’s handiwork!”

Local anti-abortion demagogue Joseph
Scheidler, while careful to disavow any
knowledge of the vandalism, complained
that anti-abortion zealots were too
“caught up in apologizing for vandalism
against property.” He carefully listed
every other attack on the doctor and the
clinic, and attributed the destruction to
possibly “a genuine pro-life radical for
whom non-violent protest takes too
long.”

Scheidler allowed that perhaps vandal-
ism “may discourage other medics from
getting involved in the dirty business of
abortion.”

Dr. Jacubowski and his clinic had been
targeted before. In April, Jacubowski
was accosted in a rest-stop parking lot
by people who chained themselves to his
car. When his office in Aurora opened in
June, the telephone lines were cut, and
16 people were arrested after chaining
themselves to the porch of the office.

On the Wednesday following the van-
dalism, when Jacubowski stopped at a
restaurant, someone spilled acid and
paint on his car. His house has also been
picketed, and his family harassed.

Such tactics are encouraged by the cli-
mate of official hostility to women’s
right to abortion, nationally as well as
locally. The support the Bush adminis-
tration gave to Operation Rescue in
Wichita, Kan., was a clear example.

The local mayor, rather than squarely
condemning the criminal attack, said that
Jacubowski’s office brought trouble with

it. “We don’t need vandalism in this

‘town along with any other crime, and we

probably don’t need what he does here
either,” Mayor Pierce stated. He com-
pared an abortion clinic to “a toxic waste
dump or a nuclear power plant.”

But many of the doctor’s neighbors
have opposed the vandalism. Phyllis
Doyens, his next-door neighbor, told the
Beacon News, “our neighborhood has
been ruined, not by Dr. Jacubowski, but
by these people who call themselves
Christians.”

Local people have poured out to sup-
port the doctor and the clinic. Two local
NOW chapters helped train between 80
and 100 people to do clinic escort when
the harassment first started.The volun-
teers met in area churches and received
support from the local chapters of the
Coalition of Labor Union Women
(CLUW) and the League for Women
Voters, among others.

A support demonstration of over 100
people held at the doctor’s office on
Sept. 21 showed the breadth of support
for access to abortion. Many local peo-
ple came to the rally because they had
read about the attack.

Several women high school students
explained that they were for keeping
abortion safe and legal because “people
will have abortions no matter what.
There will be those teenagers, too afraid
to tell their parents, who will just go
somewhere else ... No one should have a
baby as a teenager. It’s not worth ruin-
ing two lives.”

Heather Sewell, a resident of Aurora,
continued, “The people making these
decisions [about abortion and law] are
ruling other people’s lives, making their
decisions for them. It should be a
woman’s choice.”

Local organizers are planning another
rally at the end of October. For informa-
tion, call Kane County NOW at (708)
584-0004.

Chicago pro-choice activists scored an
important victory against Operation Res-
cue on Saturday, Sept. 28, when they
out-mobilized the OR blockaders four to
one at the American Women’s Medical
Center.

The pro-choice clinic defenders were
organized by the Emergency Defense
Coalition. Thirty-two of the 50 block-
aders (from two Chicago-area churches)
were arrested by police and removed from
the clinic. By 8:30 a.m., the clinic was
once again accessible to patients.

Although led by a national leader of
Operation Rescue, the blockaders were
ineffective against 200 activists deter-
mined to uphold women’s legal access to
abortion services.—T.B.
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Pressure to compromise derails Black
candidate’s mayoralty bid in Boston

The Rev. Graylan Ellis Hagler
By JIM HENLE

BOSTON—When the Rev. Graylan
Ellis-Hagler, of the Church of the United
Community, declared his candidacy for
mayor this spring, there was an immedi-
ate reaction throughout the city.

Because of his clear stands for Black
community action and his articulate and
far-reaching criticism of injustice, Ellis-
Hagler awakened the hope that a Black
candidate had emerged who would take
on the Democratic Party machine and
mobilize the community.

In a statement for his first public
meeting, Ellis-Hagler wrote, “It is time
for a strong Black voice to challenge a
system that only represents whites.”

The reaction from the ruling-class
politicians was also strong. One witness
reported that when a reporter asked
Democratic incumbent Mayor Raymond
Flynn for a response, “he went nuts.”
Flynn’s campaign team was reportedly
meeting every day to discuss their strate-
gy to foil Ellis-Hagler’s challenge. It
looked as though crisis-ridden Mas-
sachusetts had finally found a way past
politics as usual.

Five months later, however, the Rev.
Ellis-Hagler’s campaign has failed to
live up to its initial promise. He has
failed to launch an independent political
challenge to the Democratic Party or to
directly base his campaign on the strug-
gles of the Black community. '

Instead, he has followed down the
well-worn path of Rainbow Democrats,
such as former mayoral candidate Mel
King, a path that provides no answers
for the hard-pressed Boston Black com-
munity.

The Rev. Elis-Hagler is well known
in Boston as a fiery orator and an
uncompromising spokesman of the
Black community.

In 1983, he played a major role as
inspirer and organizer of mass picketing
for striking Greyhound workers. He has
taken a strong stand against apartheid and
U.S. intervention in Central America.
He was outspoken against the Gulf War,
and has fought against the U.S. embargo
of Cuba.

He is best known in Boston, however,
for his courageous stand against the
stop-and-frisk policies of the Flynn
administration. Last year, when Carol
Stuart’s husband murdered her and tried
to pin it on an unidentified Black man,
the Flynn administration helped whip up

David Schervish

‘... the Rev. Ellis-Hagler’s campaign has
failed to live up to its initial promise. He has
failed to launch an independent political
challenge to the Democratic Party or to
directly base his campaign on the
struggles of the Black community.’

a racist hysteria. Young Black men were
routinely forced to submit to strip
searches on the streets of Boston.

As the national media played up the
Black-male-murders-a-white-middle-class-
woman sensation, Ellis-Hagler was
virtually alone among political leaders in
standing up to the police and defending
the rights of the Black community.

Flynn’s Democratic machine

Ellis-Hagler’s history of independent
action and support for community strug-
gles gave hope that his campaign might
be a break from Democratic Party poli-
tics. The Democratic Party in Boston is
the political organizer for big business
interests. As in Mayor Richard Daley’s
Chicago, it is the only viable party in
the city.

Incumbent Mayor Flynn pretends to be
the “neighborhood” mayor who knits
together the varied neighborhoods in
Boston into a coherent community. In
reality, he presides over an entrenched
system of corruption and white job-trust-
ing.

From the ruling-class point of view,
Flynn has “excellent credentials” for this
post. He rose to prominence as a racist
anti-busing advocate as State Representa-
tive from South Boston. He was a
voting city counsellor from South
Boston, for example, at a Boston city
council meeting in 1979 that voted funds
for para-military training for vigilantes
of the racist South Boston Marshalls.

While a liberal on some social issues,
he also is a vocal opponent of women'’s
right to abortion. John O’Bryant, Black
President of the Boston School Commit-
tee, recently compared Flynn to George
Wallace, the staunch racist who later
wore a “new South” mask.

Depression and repression

Massachusetts has crash-landed into
the recession. The high-tech boom has
gone bust, and unemployment is chroni-
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cally high. Construction unemployment
is at 40 percent. It is the worst recession
for any state in 30 years.

For Boston’s Black communities of
Roxbury, Dorchester, and Mattapan,
there is a depression. Over 30 percent of
Roxbury’s population is below the
poverty line. The average Black family
spends 50 percent of its income on rent;
only 20 percent own their own homes.

Investigators, including a task force
associated with Local 26 of the Hotel
Workers’ Union (HERE), have uncovered
a huge banking scam that robs mainly
minority families of their homes by
means of exorbitant second mortgages.
Major Boston banks have made this
standard practice.

The high-school dropout rate is now
40 percent for Black students. Homeless-
ness is on the rise. Gang activity and
drugs have become endemic. The largely
minority and working class city of
Chelsea, just north of Boston, showed
the future for minority communities
when it became the first city in the
country since the 1930s to declare
bankruptcy.

To keep a lid on the resistance of the
Black community, the police are a con-
stant presence. Over the summer, police
outrages were a common occurrence. On
June 5, Nathaniel Lackland was shot in
the back of the head by a police officer.
Witnesses disputed the police claim that
it was a “justifiable homicide” and that
the victim was brandishing a knife. On
July 12, 16-year-old Christopher Rogers
was shot down by a police officer, who
claimed his gun discharged “accidental-
ly.” The officer has a record of
involvement in incidents of police vio-
lence.

Both killings were given short shrift
by the police department and its com-
missioner, Francis Roache, a Flynn
crony. On top of these killings, a review
of police handling of the Stuart murder

case revealed that police had threatened
and physically abused witnesses in order
to frame a Black suspect. Yet no crimi-
nal charges will be filed against the
police, who are supposed to review their
own misconduct.

The Black community has mobilized
to call for Commissioner Roach’s resig-
nation. Prominent leaders called for a
civilian review board of the police, view-
ing this as a step toward community
control. In truth, however, civilian
review boards have historically been used
to whitewash police misconduct. In addi-
tion, they have had no decisive control
and are not based on the Black communi-
ty.
This call for a civilian review board
was part of Ellis-Hagler’s initial plat-
form. However, until it became a
proposal that was taken up by other
Black leaders, he downplayed this
demand in favor of the even more moder-
ate proposal of sensitivity training for
Police Academy cadets. He proposed
assigning the cadets “to schools, youth
centers, and as street workers on a full-
time basis for 18 months to develop
relationships with the community and
its youth.”

The deteriorating conditions of
Boston’s Black communities call for a
determined political response. As the
economic pie shrinks, Blacks and other
minorities are the first to have their seat
at the table taken away. Repression is
intensifying to enforce this exclusion.
Even to defend the existing living condi-
tions of the Black community, it will be
necessary to mobilize the community
and to use the organized power of all
working people.

Surrounded by Rainbow

Meanwhile, there is an explosive
mood in the Black community. This is
reflected in the attention given to Mal-
colm X and his message of “no sellout.”
Political leadership in the Black commu-
nity that was willing to tap this
sentiment and launch a movement based
on community struggles, beholden to no
one else, could have a tremendous
impact.

The Rev. Ellis-Hagler’s campaign for
mayor had the potential to galvanize this
discontent. Hopes were raised when the
candidate brought into his campaign
important community workers like
Shakur Ali and Chuck Turner. While
fighting for jobs for Black youth, they
had never hesitated to defy the authori-
ties, the police, the mayor, or court
injunctions.

But now, Ellis-Hagler has sought the
advice of Rainbow Democrats to manage
his campaign. Prominent Black
Democrats, such as Mel King and Juani-
ta Wade, were brought in to play key
advisory or technical roles. Veterans of
Mel King’s 1983 mayoral campaign
have consciously molded Ellis-Hagler’s
campaign on King’s. The 1983 King
campaign, which had caught fire on the
grass-roots level, was turned into an
effort to expand the Democratic Party
beyond the old white patronage system.

Rainbow Democrats moved toward
the Rev. Ellis-Hagler when their other
possible candidate, Diana Lam, had her
campaign explode on the launching pad.
Within two days of announcing her can-
didacy, Lam was exposed as a landlord
who had engaged in dubious practices.

Under the influence of “progressive”
Rainbow campaign organizers, Ellis-
Hagler shifted. His campaign was
consciously molded into a non-con-
frontational bid for “unity,” rather than a
campaign to expose Flynn and other
political forces as enemies of the Black
community and of working people.

Therefore, Black community struggles
necessarily have taken a back seat in the
campaign. There have been no large ral-
lies to draw people into the campaign
and no focus on the ongoing struggles of
the community.

The fight for affirmative action

To advance, struggles in the Black
community must mobilize against the
institutions of capitalist power, includ-

(continued on next page)
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ing the Democratic Party. This is
incompatible with the Rainbow strategy
‘of trying to broaden the base of the
Democrats.

The Democrats are locked in at the top
to the banks and businesses. The Vault,
the key business leaders’ group, screen
politicians for acceptability. Signifi-
cantly, Mel King met privately with
them when he ran for mayor in 1983.
The Vault makes sure that power is in
their hands and serves the interests of
profit. But instead of organizing against
the Vault, the Rev. Ellis-Hagler speaks
of “enticing” it to help the Black com-
munity.

It is not enough to talk about a
patronage system. There must be a cru-
sade for affirmative action. Initially,
Ellis-Hagler projected a slogan of
“Boston jobs for Boston people” as a
community-control issue of jobs in the
Black community. This was linked to
the Greater Roxbury Workers’ Associa-
tion drive for affirmative action in
construction.

But now the Ellis-Hagler has back-
tracked to the point where he is voicing
support for “community jobs” for South
Boston, a key white patronage area. In
effect, he is echoing Mayor Flynn’s
“neighborhood mayor” rhetoric. He no
longer is campaigning for the Black

community and against the special
oppression of Blacks.

In fact, Ellis-Hagler has now stated
that he agrees with Boston Teachers
Union President Ed Doherty, also a can-
didate for mayor, that busing for
integrated schools has not been produc-
tive. Ellis-Hagler noted that many
potential gains of busing had been sabo-
taged. Yet he did not point a finger at
people like Ray Flynn, who goaded the
racist mobs and promoted white flight
from Boston public schools.

Busing has been a key Black commu-
nity issue for almost two decades.
Giving credence to Ed Doherty on this is
backing down on a fundamental ques-
tion. Ellis-Hagler also stated that he
would “consider” cutting the fire depart-
ment budget. This means laying off
firefighters, with the likely result that
the Black community would suffer the
major loss of firefighting services.

To take another example, Mayor
Flynn has won widespread labor support.
But unionists will think twice about
voting for him when they are reminded
that he spent $600,000 of taxpayers’
money on police duty to herd scabs for
Greyhound last year.

Unfortunately, Ellis-Hagler rejected
such hard-hitting pro labor exposés to
run his “unity” campaign. Supporters
who were attracted to his campaign
because of his record as a fighter have
been disappointed by his vague talk of
change and his reluctance to challenge

powerful interests.

The overall response to the Rev. Ellis-
Hagler’s campaign has been low-key.
Part of this is due to the attack from the
Flynn forces.

For example, Flynn was able to enlist
prominent Black leaders, such as Minis-
ter Don Muhammed of the Nation of
Islam, into backing his cancellation of
the elected school board and have it
appointed by himself.

When Ellis-Hagler stood up for the
large majority of the Black community
that supported the elected school board,
he was almost alone among the city’s
Black leadership.

Close supporters of Ellis-Hagler risk
losing their jobs or funding if they open-
ly back his campaign. “There are lots of
people who say they’d work for me if
they could,” Ellis-Hagler says, “but the
most they can do is stuff behind the
scenes.” Furthermore, Mayor Flynn
hasn’t made it any easier for Roxbury
residents to register to vote.

But it is also true that the campaign
has not taken off. What was needed was
to support community fights against the
Democratic Party power structure,
against a strategy of cooperation with
the bank and business politicians who
are destroying the Black community, and
to work for the needs of the

Black community and working people.
This would necessarily involve breaking
with the Democratic Party and its “pro-
gressive” hangers-on.

It is the building of real struggles and
the involvement of people in these
struggles that will make a difference, not
another“progressive” candidacy. But
instead of taking his campaign on a new
political road, Ellis-Hagler has provided
a pale copy of Mel King’s “Rainbow”
campaign in 1983.

The fact that a fighter for the Black
community like the Rev. Ellis-Hagler
would backtrack this way testifies to the
tremendous pressure of and by the
Democratic Party and its tentacles in the
Black community. A break toward inde-
pendent still needs to be made. |

S B S & -
Ellis-Hagler
loses primary
- The Rev. Graylan Ellis-Hagler
- placed third in the Sept. 24, 1991,
- “non-partisan” primary election for
mayor of Boston.
- Only candidates with the top two
- “highest number of votes will be on
. the ballot for theNov:5, 1991,
city-wide election for mayor of
Boston. Therefore, the Rev. Ellis-
- Hagler will not be on the ballot in
November. The vote totals were as
follows:
Ray Flynn-47,000
Ed Doherty-12,000
Rev. Graylan Ellis-Hagler-5000
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Crisis in Crown Heights: How oppressed
people are tumed against each other

By CHRIS BIELER

NEW YORK—Last summer, the rage
and despair of Black youth in the Crown
Heights section of Brooklyn boiled over.
Thousands of young people rose up
against the cops, city officials, and the
privileges of the Hasidic Jews who live
there.

No doubt, a mayoral blue-ribbon panel
will be appointed to investigate the caus-
es of the street rebellion—New York
City’s largest in 20 years.

But the underlying causes should be
clear enough. Unemployment for Blacks
is high, especially among youth. Police
brutality is rampant. Federal, state, and
city cutbacks have devastated schools,
healthcare, and other social services—
particularly in minority neighborhoods.

On Aug. 9, seven-year-old Gavin Cato
was killed by an out-of-control car that
had run a red light and landed on the
sidewalk where Gavin and his cousin
were playing. Both were pinned under
the tire.

When neighborhood residents crowded
around the car to help, they were roughed
up and pushed away by the police.
Gavin’s father was among those beaten
by the cops when he tried to save his
son.

The driver of the car was 22-year-old
Yosef Lifish, a Hasidic Jew. Lifish was
bringing up the rear of a police-escorted
three-car motorcade carrying Menachem
Schneerson, the Grand Rebbe of the
Lubavitcher sect, home from his weekly
visit to his wife’s grave. When an
ambulance arrived at the scene, it took
the white driver and passengers—who
had only minor injuries—from the car
and left the critically injured Black chil-
dren pinned under the weight of the
automobile.

As word spread that the Jews had
received treatment before the children and

that the cops had once again brutalized
Black residents, youth took to the streets
in protest. Fights broke out between
Blacks and Jews. Yankel Rosenbaum, an
Hasidic scholar visiting from Australia,
was stabbed to death later that evening as
he was walking home.

Protests spread

For over a week, 2500 police were dis-
patched to occupy Crown Heights.
Torrents of youths hurled rocks and bot-
tles at the police, shouting, “Whose
streets? Our streets!” Another slogan
expressed the struggle against the privi-
leges of the Hasidic Jews living in the
area: “This isn’t Palestine!”

In a demonstration at the 71st police
precinct, Black leader Sonny Carson out-
lined the demands of the rebellion. These
included the jailing of Lifish on charges
of murder and the suspension of those
police who had beaten the victim’s fami-
ly at the scene. “This isn’t against Jews,
it’s against the police,” one Black youth
told a New York Times reporter. (Aug.
25,1991.)

The street rebellion was a special
embarrassment to Mayor Dinkins, who
became New York City’s first Black
mayor in 1989 based on his supposed
ability to engender racial harmony in

just such strife-torn areas as Crown

Heights.

In sharp contrast to his appearance at
rallies around the lynching of Yusuf
Hawkins in Bensonhurst in 1989, Dink-
ins was booed when he he visited Crown
Heights, and bottles were thrown at him.

In the meantime, the Black youth who
allegedly killed Rosenbaum is in jail fac-
ing felony charges. In September, a
grand jury refused to indict Lifish on any
charges whatsoever, and he has since left
the country for Israel.

It is impossible to understand the out-
rage of Caribbean and African American

youth engendered by this incident with-
out knowing more about Crown
Heights. Out of the 300,000 residents of
the district, 80 percent are Black (many
of Caribbean origin), about 10 percent
are white, 9 percent are Latin and 1 per-
cent are Asian.

The Lubavitcher sect

The Lubavitchers are a large worldwide
sect of Hasidic Jews. As many as 20,000
members are clustered in Crown
Heights—which is the world headquar-
ters of the sect.

The Lubavitchers are not without pow-
erful connections. Spiritual leader
Schneerson’s power in Washington,
D.C., was reflected in the fact that 90
senators and congresspeople attended his
birthday last year. In New York, the
Hasidics’ links with the Democratic
Party and the police enable them to
obtain disproportionate amounts of fund-
ing for housing and other services.

Black residents have complained about
acts of arson and other forms of harass-
ment by Hasidic landlords who are trying
to preserve their enclave. For years,
Blacks have been terrorized by special
vigilante “watch patrols” that Hasidics
have organized to “fight crime.”

Several major organizations which
claim to speak in the interests of Jewish
people have issued high-sounding con-
demnations of “anti-Semitism” in Crown
Heights. They point to anti-Jewish
grafitti and chants of “Heil Hitler!” heard
at some rallies.

Nevertheless, how many of those
pointing accusing fingers at Black peo-
ple are willing to devote the same energy
to examining and changing the distribu-
tion of power in Crown Heights? How
many of those preaching brotherhood are
willing to expose a system of “justice”
(read “just us!”) that refuses to punish
cops who act as if Black people have no

rights they are bound to respect?

The revolt in Crown Heights has also
led to discussion in the big-business
media about the “death” of a progressive
Jewish-Black alliance, best exemplified
during the civil rights movement of the
1960s.

But as Clinton Cox persuasively
argued in a recent City Sun article (Sept.
11-17, 1991), this alliance was driven
largely by the perceived self-interests of
two outcast groups in American society,
both seeking a way out of their pariah
status. As more and more Jews have
gained a stronger foothold in this coun-
try, they have come to share less and
less common ground with Black people.

Nevertheless, the history of the Black
liberation struggle in the 1970s and
1980s reveals that Black people continue
to welcome concrete acts of solidarity by
anti-racist whites, provided that the
whites do not try to dictate the course of
the struggle.

Nevertheless, Black leaders missed an
important opportunity to initiate an anti-
racist coalition of a new kind in Crown
Heights. These leaders, such as the Rev.
Al Sharpton, failed to speak out against
the anti-Semitic slogans that had found
an echo among some confused youth.

Also, while defending the right of
Black youth to self-defense, they failed
to distinguish between acts of self-
defense and indiscriminate retaliation on
innocent Jews like Rosenbaum.

Anti-Semitism, like racism, is an ide-
ology the ruling class has used
historically to prevent the united fight-
back of the working class in times of
economic crisis. The anti-racist move-
ment should have nothing to do with
such poison.

The root causes of Black oppression
lie not in the synagogues on Eastern
Parkway but in the boardrooms of Wall
Street and Washington. As the capitalist
crisis deepens, more and more workers
will come to see they have no material
interest in the divide-and-conquer ideolo-
gy of the ruling class. ||

Dawn Reel assisted in the research on
this article.
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By JEFF MACKLER

The nation’s most prominent and most
persecuted antiwar Marine Corp reservist
and conscientious objector, Erik Larsen,
won another important legal victory on
Sept.18.

A Marine Corps judge, Col. Richard
Oullette, at Camp LeJeune, N.C., ruled
that Larsen had been denied legal counsel
when a preliminary hearing, required
under Article 32 of the Uniform Code of
Military Justice, was held without his
civilian or military-assigned attorneys
present. Oullette ordered the previous
Article 32 hearing to be “redone.”

This victory marked the second time
Larsen’s defense team, headed by Attor-
ney Robert Rivkin, has turned back
Marine Corps efforts to deny Larsen due
process rights under the U.S. Constitu-
tion. The first victory was won in April
1991 when a federal district court judge
in San Francisco ordered a hearing on
Larsen’s application for conscientious
objector status.

Larsen is one of several Marines fac-
ing court martial for refusing activation
to the Persian Gulf, where the U.S.-led
slaughter of the Iraqi people reached

New legal victory for

genocidal proportions. Larsen’s antiwar
activities led him to participate in over
100 rallies in 20 states and in antiwar
protests in Germany, Britain, and Italy.

Like his Hayward, Calif., Marine
Corps reservist friend, Tahan Jones,
Larsen was originally charged with
“desertion in time of war.” Following an
outpouring of national and international
support for these courageous youth, this
death penalty-associated charge was
replaced with “desertion to avoid haz-
ardous duty and/or shirk important
service.”

Larsen and Jones now face maximum
prison sentences of seven years. Jones'’s
court martial begins on Sept. 30, and
Larsen’s in October.

Dramatic testimony in Larsen’s pre-
trial hearing last month revealed that the
Marines deliberately moved to deny
Larsen his right to legal representation.
Larsen’s originally assigned military
attorney, Capt. Wendall Arsi, testifying
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G.I. resister Eri Lasen

Erik Larsen’s parents-Johanna and Harold-demand release of their son.

under oath, described a May 13 conversa-
tion with Capt. Eric Pfisterer, the former
prosecutor in the case.

Arsi asked Pfisterer, “Why are we
going on with the Article 32? I have no
authority to act; civilian counsel [Robert
Rivkin] is out of the country.” Pfisterer
responded, according to Arsi’s notes
made at the time, “Civilian counsel is a
prick and has to be taught a lesson now
or later.”

Pfisterer, who had never spoken to
Rivkin but who was present in San
Francisco last April to observe Rivkin’s
successful defense of Larsen’s due pro-
cess rights during his conscientious
objector hearing review, admitted that, “a
lack of success on Larsen’s conscien-
tious objector case would have mooted
our [court martial] proceedings at Camp
LeJeune.”

“This is the first direct evidence,”
according to Rivkin, that the govern-
ment intentionally steamrolled Erik at

the Article 32 hearing in retaliation for
Larsen’s federal court victory.”

The “steamrolling,” in fact, consisted
of the Marines proceeding with the Arti-
cle 32 hearing without Larsen’s
attorneys present and after denying
Rivkin 38 of the 39 witnesses he had
requested.

With “Catch 22” logic, however,
Judge Oullette absolved the Marine Corp
Hearing Officer of any wrongdoing.
Instead, he ruled that Rivkin himself was
responsible for his client’s lack of legal
representation because of Rivkin’s
alleged “refusal to participate” in the
Article 32 hearing.

The Larsen/Jones Defense Committee
has responded to each new attack on
these young antiwar fighters with
renewed efforts to win the broadest pos-
sible public support for the immediate
release and for a general amnesty for all
Gulf War resisters.

A San Francisco demonstration last
month mobilized some 200 protesters at
the Federal Building. Similar protests,
according to the Larsen/Jones Commit-
tee, are in the planning stages for citie§
across the country.

Antiwar activists and supporters of
democratic rights interested in the
defense of Larsen and Jones should con-
tact: The Larsen/Jones Defense
Committee, Box 225, 1678 Shattuck
Avenue., Berkeley, CA 94709. Tele-
phone (415) 655-2101. | ]




By HAYDEN PERRY

As life in America becomes ever more
difficult, sentiment for a labor party is
growing. The United States is almost
the only major country where workers do
not have their own party. Many workers
point to the betrayals of the Democrats,
who claim to represent “all the people.”

Two social historians, Frances Fox
Pivens and Richard A. Cloward, present
another compelling argument for form-
ing an American labor party. In a
recently published book, “Why Ameri-
cans Don’t Vote,” they probe the low
turnout of Americans in presidential
elections and come to some surprising
conclusions. :

If voting in elections is the hallmark
of democracy, Piven and Cloward tell us,
the United States is not the most demo-
cratic nation. In other nations, far more
citizens take part in the democratic pro-
cess of electing governments,

In 1983, in Belgium, 95 percent of the
voters cast ballots in a national election.
In France, 86 percent voted; in Portugal,
84 percent. The United States was next
to the bottom of the list, with only 53
percent of the electorate voting for a
president.

Piven and Cloward reveal where the
other 47 percent of American voters have
gone, who they are, and why and how
they have been disenfranchised.

Early in the 19th century, they tell us,
white workers in America were going to
the polls when only men of property
could vote in Europe. This was the so-
called “Golden Era” of American
democracy. It must be noted, of course,
that during this “Golden Era” women and
Blacks were excluded from voting.

It was a time, the authors point out,
when “the marching bands, the rallies,
the hoarsely shouted slogans and excite-
ment” marked the extraordinary popular
enthusiasm generated by election cam-
paigns—and 90 percent or more of the
voters turned out.

Behind this intensity of feeling were
the issues that affected many people per-
sonally—ethnicity, religion, and
sectionalism. Irish-Catholics competed
with native Protestants. New England
manufacturers collided with southern
plantation owners. Workers found a
place in the Republican and Democratic
parties so long as issues were not posed
in working-class terms.

Politics based on deceit

Later, as waves of immigrants settled
in the big cities, machine bosses would
sometimes present a Democratic election
campaign as “one of capital against
labor, of money against popular rights,
and of political power against the strug-
gling interests of the masses.”

The city bosses were not serious, of
course. It was only bait to sign up class-
conscious workers to vote for the
bosses’s candidates. These “machine”
politicians built their political power on
the more solid foundation of patronage
and graft.

This system worked so long as the
small farmer and the worker did not press
the Republicans and Democrats too hard.
Then economic progress produced a steel
industry and a railroad network. This, in
turn, created a classic proletariat.

By the 1870s class warfare was raging,
with no quarter given by the industrial
predators. Great strikes in 1871, 1886,
and 1894 were among the bloodiest and
costliest the nation had seen. The embat-
tled workers now found the Democrats
and Republicans united as one against
them.

Meanwhile, back on the farm in the
West and the South, farmers found that
the Republicans and Democrats were
controlled by the railroad barons and the
bankers, who raised freight rates and
interest rates.

Both the workers and farmers began
forming their own political parties. Mas-
sachusetts shoemakers formed an
independent party in 1869. A number of
trade-union assemblies united in the
National Labor Union in 1872. Labor
joined with farmers in the Greenback-
Labor party in 1876.

Why Americans don’t vote?

They’re tired of °

THATS THE
BEQ”” OF AMERICA

\ N\

PN N \&‘V \\‘\\
YN \\\\\\ N 4 \
w N

lesser evils’

2

7

A

. A

AR\
SN

The Greenbacks captured 14 Congres-
sional seats in 1878. Other challenges to
the two major parties followed. The
United Labor Party almost elected Henry
George, the single-tax-advocate mayor of
New York in 1886.

Farmers and workers unite

The next big push for independent
political action came when the Farmers
Alliance in the 1890s embarked on an
electoral crusade against “centralized cap-
ital, allied to irresponsible corporate
power.” The Knights of Labor joined the
farmers in campaigning for “government
ownership of transportation and commu-
nication, equitable taxation, and
abolition of monopolies.”

The high point of this crusade was
reached when the poor white and Black
farmers in the South joined labor and the
western farmers to form the Peoples
Party in 1894. This Populist movement,
based more on farmers than on industrial
workers, was the first major challenge to
the rule of capital.

Unfortunately, this promising move-
ment was co-opted by the Democratic
Party in 1896. The Populists threw their
support to William Jennings Bryan, the
presidential candidate who called for
backing the currency with silver as well
as gold. Bryan’s stirring oratory about
“mankind crucified on a cross of gold,”
stirred the Populists and scared the rul-
ing class.

But the threat was more illusion than
real. The Democratic Party watered down
or ignored much of the Populist pro-
gram. The alliance between southern
farmers and northern factory workers was
tenuous at best.

But there was enough anger and unrest
in the country to alarm men of property.
Republicans and conservative Democrats
raised millions to wage the first mass
media electoral assault on the American
people. They destroyed the Populist
movement.

Conservatives in both parties won, but
they had felt the hot breath of rebellion.
The infection, they decided, lay in the
urban masses. The historian Francis
Parkman spoke of “the diseases of the
body politic” in the cities.

“Here the dangerous classes,” Parkman
said, “are most numerous and strong, and
the effects of flinging the suffrage to the
mob are most disastrous.” It was neces-
sary to bar their access to the ballot box.

Southern plantation owners echoed

that sentiment and proceeded to purge
both Blacks and poor whites from the
voters’ rolls. Literacy tests and poll
taxes cut participation in Southern elec-
tions from 57 percent in 1896 to 19
percent in 1924,

In the North, less-obvious ploys to
disenfranchise workers had to be used. It
was made harder to register. Election
offices were seldom open. Documents
had to be notarized. Voters had to regis-
ter again for each election. Not every
state set up such roadblocks to the poor,
but enough did to cut Northern participa-
tion in elections from 86 percent in
1896 to 57 percent in 1924.

Sentiment for third parties

This meant unchallenged political
domination by big business and big agri-
culture. They could safely ignore labor,
sharecroppers, and other distressed Amer-
icans. The poor, in turn, looked to third
parties and mass movements of protest
when life became unbearable.

In 1912 and 1920, the Socialist Party
and its presidential candidate, Eugene V.
Debs, won six percent of the vote. Later,

.Middle Western farmers formed the

Farmer-Labor Party and elected two sena-
tors, two congressmen, and a governor
in Minnesota.

During the Great Depression in the
1930s, Roosevelt’s "New Deal” attracted
many new voters. But much of this was
a “lesser evil” vote.

In New York, for example, the senti-
ment for independent political action was
so strong the unions were compelled to
form the American Labor Party there to
steer class-conscious votes to Roosevelt.

The Communist and Socialist parties,
in an historical betrayal of the American
working class, also urged workers to
vote for the Democrats.

Workers exerted more influence
through the mass movements that devel-
oped in the streets and factories outside
the Democratic party. The unemployed
movement demanded relief and welfare
while occupying legislative halls.

On mass picket lines and factory sit-
ins, workers turned the heat on
Roosevelt to pass the Wagner Act to
sanction unions.

Then Roosevelt co-opted the new labor
leaders into the Democratic Party
machine to tame and use them. Roose-
velt made no effort to enfranchise the
millions of potential Black voters in the
South. He preferred to maintain good

relations with the Southern Dixiecrats.

Class-conscious voters have never
been welcome in the Democratic Party.
When anti-Vietnam War demonstrators
in Chicago were being hammered by
police in 1968 because they wanted to
influence the Democratic Party conven-
tion, they were not invited to present
their views on the convention floor.
These were not the comfortable middle-
class voters the party was looking for.

Incumbent congressional representa-
tives do not welcome hordes of new
voters in their districts either. If the new
voters are poor they are likely to raise
issues that make the politician very
uncomfortable. The occasional calls for
bigger turnouts on election day are not
directed to the dispossessed.

Vote with their feet

Meanwhile, the dispossessed see no
point in voting for politicians who offer
them nothing. Current mud-slinging
election campaigns make both parties
look repulsive. “There is no one here to
vote for,” say more and more workers,
who stay home in droves.

They are sitting at home in frustration
as the crisis of capitalism bears down on
them ever more heavily. But they will
not sit there long. As in the 1930s, they
will express their grievances through
mass movements that will fill the
streets.

Now the time has come for the work-
ers’ own party—a labor party. This is
not a project for the distant future. It is a
realistic goal already being projected in
union circles.

Tony Mazzocchi, secretary-treasurer of
the Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers
union (OCAW) has formed “Labor Party
Advocates” to begin down the path
toward forming a labor party based on
the unions.

Union leaders, who have gained abso-
lutely nothing from Washington for
years, can no longer deliver their mem-
bers’ vote for the Democrats. Many will
be looking for a way out of their dilem-
ma.

The biggest obstacle on the road to a
labor party will be the tired argument:
“A labor party is fine for the future, but
this year we have to defeat the worse evil
in the Republican Party.”

But millions of non-voters in America
have already decided that lesser-evil poli-
tics is an endless cycle leading nowhere.
They are ready to take another road. B
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The material basis for the ascent
of idealism in the ancient world

By CLIFF CONNERS

Following is the second of a series of
articles on the philosophical foundations
of Marxism. The articles are based on
classes given by Cliff Conners at a
Socialist Action national educational
conference in August 1989.

Last month’s article discussed the
development of philosophy among the
Ionian Greeks. The first Ionian philoso-
phers were materialists; they sought the
causes of things in nature itself.

In the 4th century B.C., materialism
faded and idealism—spearheaded by
Socrates—became the predominant
philosophical tendency in ancient Greece
and Rome. Why was the Socratic revolu-
tion so successful?

From a purely ideological point of
view, we could say that the early materi-
alists simply could not answer all of the
questions they set out to answer. There
were too many things about the real
world that they just could not explain.

One obvious problem is the difference
between a living body and a dead body.
There is no apparent material difference,
and yet there is certainly an important
distinction to be made between a live
human being and a corpse. How can the
difference be explained other than by the
presence or absence of some immaterial
“life spirit” or “soul?”

The idealists also pointed out, in
answer to the atomists (one of the mate-
rialist schools among the Ionian
Greeks), that to describe the real world it
isn’t enough to account for the mere
presence of a heap of atoms. You also
have to account for how the atoms are
organized, and how they got that way. A
human body isn’t just a random collec-
tion of matter; it is matter arranged in a
particular form, and the form is just as
important as the matter itself.

The development of a chick embryo
from a mass of undifferentiated material
into an intricately formed living organ-
ism seemed beyond explanation. The
materialists suggested some answers,
including organic evolution, but these
were conjectures without evidence, and
they weren’t very convincing at the
time.

The idealists considered the develop-
ment of an egg into a chick or an acorn
into an oak tree to be evidence of a cos-
mic plan governed by a universal
intelligence. This was where the “argu-
ment from design” came from: Complex
living organisms appear to have been
designed——therefore there must have been
a designer.

The inadequacy of the early material-
ists’ ideas helps to explain their eclipse,
but it is not the primary factor. Again,
it’s necessary to turn to the social con-
text. The Socratic revolution was
brought to its culmination not by
Socrates, but by his pupil, Plato.

Plato’s political philosophy

I think the eminent historian of sci-
ence George Sarton put it best when he
described Plato’s “Republic” as “the
work of a disgruntled fanatic.” Plato, he
said, was “a disgruntled old man, full of
political rancor, fearing and hating the
crowd ... his prejudices had crystallized
and he had become an old doctrinaire. ...
Plato was witnessing a social revolu-
tion, and he could not bear it at all. His
main concern was—how could one stop
it?”

That, I think, is the key to understand-
ing Plato. All of his philosophy was
devoted to defending the interests of the
ruling elite of a “slave-owning, class-
divided, chauvinistic city-state which
was already an anachronism.” He
despised Athenian democracy and praised
the repressive dictatorial regime in Spar-
ta. Because of this, Sarton compared
Plato to Americans during World War II
who admired fascists and the Nazis.

It is necessary to stress the link
between Plato’s idealism and his poli-
tics. As classical scholar Benjamin
Farrington puts it: “The whole philoso-
phy of Plato is a political philosophy,
and the controlling purpose of his whole
life ... was the construction of a system
of belief and a system of education
which, being imposed by the governing
authority, would guarantee the well-
being of the State.”

Plato upholds the “noble lie”

Plato is sometimes thought of as a
philosopher who personified the ideals of
truth and truthfulness as the highest
virtues. This is extremely ironic,
because Plato, in fact, believed that gov-
ernment was only possible on the basis
of a lie. According to Farrington, he
“devoted his life to the elaboration” of
that lie.

To uphold that lie, Plato urged that
the books of the materialist philoso-
phers, the Ionians, be destroyed, and
“that his own fraudulent book [the
‘Laws’] should be imposed by the State
as the one and only obligatory source of
doctrine.” For dissenters who objected to
his plans, he advocated the death penalty.
This is Plato’s idea of a political utopia,
as he spells it out in “The Republic.”

What was the famous “noble lie” that
Plato wanted to impose as the official
doctrine of the State? Here is how he
describes it in “The Republic.” He wrote
in dialogue form, of course, and he has
one of his interlocutors ask him: “How
then may we devise one of those needful
falsehoods of which we lately spoke—
just one royal lie?”

Then he answers: “I propose to com-
municate [the audacious fiction]
gradually, first to the rulers, then to the
soldiers, and lastly to the people. Citi-
zens, we shall say to them ... you are
brothers, yet God has framed you differ-
ently. Some of you have the power of
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Olympian god Hermes: Plato promoted religion to deceive “ignorant” masses.

command, and in the composition of
these he has mingled gold, wherefore
also they have the greatest honor; others
he has made of silver, to be auxiliaries;
others again who are to be husbandmen
and craftsmen [farmers and workers] he
has composed of brass and iron; and the
species will generally be preserved in the
children...”

This, then, was Plato’s “noble lie”—
that social distinctions were created by
God and that the ruling class is the rul-
ing class because God made its members
out of better material. The rulers, the
aristocrats, are the Golden Men, while

_ the ordinary people are made of brass and

iron.

As part of this effort, Plato promoted
two separate religions—a sophisticated,
abstract one for the intelligentsia, and a
cruder ore, with the old Olympian-type
gods and goddesses, for the ignorant
masses.

As part of his program, Plato explicit-
ly counterposed his idealism to the
materialism of the Ionians, who either
did not believe in the gods at all, or
believed that if there are gods, they take
no interest in human affairs.

Three anti-elitist schools

Aristotle didn’t agree with Plato on
everything, but he did support the idea
that untrue religions were a political
necessity; he called them “myths that
have been introduced to persuade the
multitude, and on account of their utility
in regard of social custom and the public
good.” Also, while Aristotle’s philoso-
phy was quite different from Plato’s, it
was still fundamentally a variety of ide-
alism.

Aristotle founded his Lyceum as a
rival school to Plato’s Academy, but it,
too, was an elitist institution, only open
to upper-class youth. In opposition to
both of them, three anti-elitist schools
arose in Athens, and these sought sup-

port among the common people. They
were the Epicureans, the Stoics, and the
Cynics.

The Cynics in particular “appealed to
those who felt themselves simple and
oppressed;” their doctrine has been
called “the philosophy of the proletariat
of the Greek world.” [Farrington.]

It’s necessary to remember, though,
that the proletariat of the ancient world
was not the same as the modern prole-
tariat—it was not a class of
wage-workers.

The Cynics might best be compared to
the hippies of the 1960s. Their social
protest took the form of ostentatious
renunciation of prevailing cultural
norms. Like the hippies, they wore out-
rageous clothes and adopted pro-
vocatively anti-establishmerit lifestyles
as a means of shocking the solid citi-
zens. The Cynics, then, represented for
the most part a negative reaction to the
oppressive social system. Like the hip-
pies, they attracted a lot of attention, but
were just a passing phenomenon.

The Stoics were a more serious tenden-
cy. Most of the Stoic teachers were
Asians—non-Greeks who naturally were
repelled by the chauvinism of Plato’s
and Aristotle’s schools. To Plato,
Asians were barbarians, and all barbar-
ians were enemies by nature; to
Aristotle, Asians were slaves by nature.
The Stoics’ answer was to stress the
essential similarity of all human
beings—that all men are brothers—in
support of the ideal of the solidarity of
the human race.

But alas, the Stoics eventually sold
out. Their political trajectory was very
similar to that of the Christians, who
came later. They started out as militant
opponents of the status quo, but as they
grew and became established they began
to seek respectability, and to seek
accommodation with the ruling powers,
and finally they wound up supporting
the society they had previously chal-
lenged.

Epicureans defend materialism

The third tendency, the Epicureans,
started out very much like the Stoics. In
fact, at first they were often confused
with each other; many outsiders had a
hard time telling them apart. But there
were two big differences. First, the Sto-
ics were idealists and the Epicureans
were materialists. And second, the Epi-
cureans never sold out; the consistency
of their doctrine over seven centuries is
remarkable.

The Epicureans are of particular inter-
est to us because they were the primary
defenders of materialism in the ancient
world. Epicurus did not like Plato at all,
and derisively called him the “Golden
Man.” He hated Plato’s “noble lie” and
his use of religious superstition as a
political tool. Farrington praised Epicu-
rus as “the first man known to history to
have organized a movement for the liber-
ation of mankind from superstition.”

Something of the social character of
the Epicurean school can be seen in the
fact that it was the only school that
admitted women and slaves to member-
ship.

The Epicurean school was not a revo-
lutionary political party. Epicurus’s
battle was ideological, not political—in
fact, he urged his followers to avoid pol-
itics. Some Marxist philosophers,
including George Novack, have criticized
Epicurus for this, but I’m inclined to be
more indulgent. In Greek and Roman
society, the material basis was lacking
on which to create a more advanced
social structure, so revolutionary poli-
tics would have been an exercise in
futility.

What I've been trying to illustrate is
that the ideological struggle between
materialism and idealism had a social
basis. Idealism did not come out on top
because Plato was smarter than Epicurus
or because his ideas were superior in any
objective sense. Idealism triumphed
because it served as ideological support
for the rule of a small privileged elite. In
the “Communist Manifesto,” Karl Marx
and Frederick Engels observed: “The rul-
ing ideas of each age have ever been the
ideas of its ruling class.” n

(To be continued)



Trotsky’s prognosis for
Soviet Union confirmed

By MALIK MIAH

“The Soviet Union emerged from the October Rev-
olution as a workers’ state. State ownership of the
means of production, a necessary prerequisite to
socialist development, opened up the possibility of
rapid growth of the productive forces. But the ap-
paratus of the workers’ state underwent a complete
degeneration at the same time: it was transformed
from a weapon of the working class into a
weapon of bureaucratic violence against the work-
ing class and more and more a weapon for the
sabotage of the country’s economy.

“The bureaucratization of a backward and iso-
lated workers’ state and the transformation of
the bureaucracy into an all-powerful privileged
caste constitute the most convincing refuta-
tion—not only theoretically but this time
practically—of the theory of socialism in one
country.

“The USSR thus embodies terrific contra-
dictions. But it still remains a degenerated
workers’ state. Such is the social diagnosis.
The political prognosis has an alternative
character: either the bureaucracy, becoming
ever more the organ of the world bourgeoisie
in the workers’ state, will overthrow the
new forms of property and plunge the coun-
try back to capitalism; or the working class
will crush the bureaucracy and open the
way to socialism.”—Opening paragraphs
of the section, “The USSR and Problems
of the Transitional Epoch,” in the found-
ing programmatic document, “The Death
Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of
the Fourth International.”

The above words were written by
Leon Trotsky in 1938. Trotsky was a
central leader of the 1917 Russian Rev-
olution and founder of the Fourth
International. He was exiled in the late
1920s and later assassinated by an
agent of Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin
in 1940.

The historic events currently trans-
forming the Soviet Union are a
confirmation of Trotsky’s analysis.
The disintegration of the Stalinist
bureaucracies first in Eastern
Europe, beginning in 1989, and
today in the Soviet Union was pre-
dicted by Trotsky. This was not
because Trotsky made a subjective
guess but because of his use of the
scientific method of Marxism. He
based his analysis on the facts and
the line of march of history.

The issue today is whether the
counterrevolutionary bureaucracy
will be able to overthrow the
workers’ state—the state proper-
ty, planned economy, and
monopoly of foreign trade and other
historic conquests of October 1917—or whether the
working class will first rise up and reestablish its
political rule over the Soviet Union.

The roots of the economic catastrophe and political
crisis in the Soviet Union were evident decades ago.
The capitalist restorationist tendencies of the ruling
bureaucratic caste (openly pushed by all wings of the
bureaucracy today, including the Stalinists-turned-
nationalists in many of the republics) was also clear
60 years ago.

Trotsky discussed these and other questions con-
cerning the degeneration of the first workers’ state in
several works, the most important being “The Revo-
lution Betrayed,” written in 1936. What follows here
is a brief review of that book.

The October Revolution

Trotsky begins his critical analysis by explaining
why the Russian workers and peasants took the road
of the proletarian revolution even though Tsarist
Russia was the weakest link in the world capitalist
chain.

“Russia took the road of proletarian revolution, not
because her economy was the first to become ripe for
a socialist change,” Trotsky wrote (page 5), “but
because she could not develop further on a capitalist
basis. Socialization of the means of production had
become a necessary condition for bringing the coun-
try out of barbarism. That is the law of combined

development for backward countries.”
The Russian Revolution, led by the Bolshevik
(Communist) Party under V.I. Lenin, was very deep-
going. The old ruling class was crushed, its army
destroyed, and workers’ (“soviet”) democracy estab-
lished in which the majority now ran society. The
1917 revolution opened up the epoch of the world-
wide struggle of the working class and its allies for
socialism. It inspired millions.
Tsarist Russia, Trotsky explained,
was a backward capi-

talist country.

Its class structure was marked by
semifeudal relations. More than 80 percent of the
country’s population was engaged in agriculture.

The Russian Empire was also a “prison house of
nations.” Only 43 percent of the population were
Russians. The other 57 percent consisted of oppressed
peoples—Ukrainians, Poles, Tatars, Turks, and many
more. These oppressed peoples were forcibly incor-
porated into the empire and subjected to economic,
social, and cultural discrimination. Anti-Semitism
was also rampant. The policy of the old rulers was
divide and rule.

The Russian liberal capitalists, whose economic
interests were fettered by the monarchy, refused to
overthrow the feudal relations on the land question by
implementing agrarian reform. This was because
landlords and capitalists in many cases had merged.
Landlords became capitalists and capitalists became
landlords.

Therefore it fell to the workers and peasants led by
the Bolshevik Party to organize a popular uprising
against the Tsar. The masses were mobilized to carry
out a democratic revolution, that is, the overthrow of
the monarchy and the feudal landlord aristocracy.

But as Trotsky and Lenin explained, the bourgeois-
democratic revolution could only be led by the
working class in an alliance with the peasants. Once

political power was in their
hands, the toiling masses did
not stop with ousting the Tsar.
They went beyond making a
democratic revolution to making
a soctalist revolution.

The “expropriation of the
expropriators”’—as Marx called
it—by the toiling masses did
not vault revolutionary Russia
beyond its economic backward-
ness. It opened the door for
Russia to catch up with the most advanced capitalist
countries to “solve those problems of technique and
productivity which were long ago solved by capital-
ism in the advanced countries.” (Page 6.)

The Bolsheviks understood that socialism could not
be built on an economic foundation of scarcity. Lenin
called the task one of “catching up with and outstrip-
ping” Europe and America. Thus the Bolsheviks
looked to the extension of the world revolution as
key for its survival. Aid from a successful socialist
revolution in Germany was hoped for to keep the rev-
olution alive. Otherwise, the 1917 revolution would
be another experiment for the

world’s toilers, as the
Paris Commune had been
in the 19th century.

Not surprisingly, the

Bolshevik leadership did
everything in its power to
extend the world revolu-
tion. The Bolsheviks were
instrumental in the for-
mation and leadership of the
Communist International in
1919.

Counterrevolution

But the extension of the
world revolution was delayed,
with defeats in Europe and
Asia,
The isolation of the Russian
revolution and its inherited
backwardness, was also made
worse by the civil war and impe-
rialist intervention from
1918-21, which led to the deaths
of many of the top cadres of the
Bolshevik Party and the most con-
scious layers of the working class.
The destruction caused by the
civil war increased poverty even
further.
The scarcity of goods and the set-
backs in the world revolution
formed the material basis for the rise
of a bureaucracy. This bureaucratic
layer (social “caste”) eventually
usurped political power from the
working class through force and vio-
lence.
This counterrevolution reversed
many of the social gains of the revolu-
tion, while leaving intact the
nationalized property relations.
The political counterrevolution, head-
ed by Joseph Stalin, was sweeping. It
included suppressing the rights of
oppressed nations, relegating women to
second-class status, and gutting the sovi-
ets—which were the democratic
instruments used by the working class to
take power.
Stalin also broke the worker and peasant
alliance that had been crucial for the victo-
ry of the October revolution. He devastated
Soviet agriculture through his forced collec-
tivization of the peasantry. Soviet farming
still has not recovered from that adventurous policy.
Most significantly, by World War II, the ruling
caste—through terror, murder, and concentration
camps—had driven the workers and peasants from
political life. The Communist Party was transformed
from a revolutionary party into an apparatus of the
privileged caste to rule over the working people in
their name.

Socialism in one country?

After Lenin’s death in 1924, Stalin, speaking for
the caste, tried to justify the political counterrevolu-
tion with a new “theory” called building “socialism
in one country.” The idea was that the Soviet Union
could build socialism without the rest of the world
making a socialist revolution. The political content
of this utopian notion was a policy of collaboration
with imperialism at the expense of workers and peas-
ants of the world.

Yet the Soviet Union was never socialist except in
its perspective when led by the Bolsheviks under
Lenin. What Trotsky said in 1936 remains true today:

“Russia was not the strongest, but the weakest link

(continued on page on page 21)
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The following debate was broadcast on
KQED, a public radio station in San
Francisco, on Aug. 28, 1991. It has
been slightly edited for space and clarity.

Kevin Pursglove [moderator]: The
leaders of the major democratic nations
of the world are offering support and
praise for the Soviet people and their
leaders in the aftermath of the failed plot
to overthrow Mikhail Gorbachev. In
fact, foreign support for the economic
and political changes espoused by Presi-
dent Gorbachev has never been stronger.

The major reason for this backing is
the belief on the part of many of these
democratic leaders that the events of last
week have brought an end to the largest
symbol of communism and socialism in
the world.

Joining me in the KQED radio studios
this morning are three people long active
in socialist and communist political
activities in the Bay Area and the coun-
try. They’re here to offer their
observations on the impact of the Soviet
events on socialist and communist par-
ties in the United States. My guests are
Kendra Alexander, Chairperson of the
Communist Party of California; Irwin
Silber, journalist and author and former
Executive Editor of The Guardian news-
paper. He is now the editor of
Crossroads Magazine, a monthly publi-
cation of political analysis.

Jeff Mackler is the National Secretary
of Socialist Action. He’s long been
active in the Bay Area’s leftist move-
ment. He’s organized local protests
against the Persian Gulf War and directed
the Committee Against a Vietnam War
in the Middle East. Good moming to all
three of you. Thank you for being here
on the program.

Let me begin with you, Jeff Mackler.
Do the events in the Soviet Union over
the past seven to 10 days have an impact
on the idea that a socialist or communist
party can survive in the Bay Area?

Jeff Mackler: The events are testi-
mony to the fact that the working people
of the Soviet Union are beginning the
process of taking their destiny into their
own hands. Of course, this is a funda-
mental aspect of socialist politics, the
rule of the people themselves.

Pursglove: Even if they tend to be
moving in what we would describe in
this country as a more democratic form
of government, you still think that there
is hope there for socialism?

Mackler: Neither Gorbachev, Yelt-
sin, or the coup-makers have anything in
common with socialism. They have all
publicly stated their continuing support
for the market economy, for capitalism.

The difference between the coup-mak-
ers and Gorbachev is that the
coup-makers believe that you can
impose capitalism at the point of a bay-
onet—perestroika with a bayonet, so to
speak. They thought they had a good
chance to succeed because Gorbachev’s
attempt to impose capitalism had led to
a sharp decline in popularity. The polls
indicate that less than seven percent sup-
ported his policies.

Pursglove: Irwin Silber, do you
think there’s going to be an overall
impact on the ability of communist or
socialist parties to organize followers,
workers, and members of the party?

Irwin Silber: Clearly that has to be
the case. The international communist
movement is dead. I think that for all
practical purposes, it was dead before the
coup and its rebuff.

The crisis that’s overtaken the Soviet
Union and all of the countries where
socialism presumably actually existed,
has undermined the ideological founda-
tions of an international communist
movement. So if we just want to look
specifically at the Communist Party
framework, which after all is the most
influential section of the socialist move-
ment on a world-scale, I think it is in
very big trouble.

Kendra Alexander: The events in
the Soviet Union, the coup and now the
aftermath, are a terrible tragedy for the

12 SOCIALIST ACTION

world. I think that it shifts the world
balance of forces. There is no counter-
weight now to U.S. imperialism. I'm
very saddened by the demise of the Com-
munist Party in the Soviet Union,
closing down of newspapers.

I opposed the coup, because you can’t
go back. What socialists, communists
have to do is look for another way to
bring equity and equality to the people’s
of the world. I still believe in socialism.
I believe it’s the only answer to the
problems in our country. I'm very sad-
dened that this kind of method was used
in the Soviet Union and that it now pre-
cipitated a course of action that is
basically going to be to the detriment of
the Soviet people.

Pursglove: Now, I understand that
there is always a debate among various
members of the socialist or communist
elements in the Bay Area that what we
saw in the Soviet Union was never true
communism or true socialism. But like
it or not, that’s what most people use as
a definition. So, if the Soviet Union is
continuing to change, what models are
there for people in the Bay Area to point

socialist form of government?

Alexander: I think one of the posi-
tives out of the perestroika and glasnost
initiated by Gorbachev was the recogni-
tion that there are really no models for
socialism and that one of the problems
of the left and of communists was seeing
that there was just one model or one
form.

And I think that what is going to be
required now for the left, communist,
and socialists in the United States, is the
understanding that socialism and our
fight for socialism in this country must
be based on the revolutionary and demo-
cratic traditions of this country. You
can’t impose some other model here.

Mackler: I disagree with the major
assumptions of Irwin and Kendra on the
question of international communism.
With the coming to power of Stalin in
the Soviet Union in the late 1920s, the
international communist movement was
destroyed. The leadership of the revolu-
tion, which gave the largest country in
the world to the people in the form of a
massive land reform and worker’s sovi-
ets, was destroyed by Stalin.

Few people know what soviets are
these days. The original soviets [the
Russian word for councils] were demo-
cratic, controlled and organized by the
working class and their allies and
designed to run society.

The so-called international communist
movement has been, in reality, a world
Stalinist movement. It has been a con-
servative and reactionary movement that
has been opposed to the ideas of social-
ism. The essence of socialist politics is
democracy.

In San Francisco, Socialist Action is
running Joni Jacobs for mayor. She
explains to the voters of San Francisco
what the view that we in the [real] inter-
national communist movement uphold.
Jacobs says that socialism means work-
ing-class rule. It means that society
should not be run in the interests of a
tiny, privileged, wealthy capitalist elite,
but in the interests of working people.

The new international movement
formed to challenge Stalin’s current is
called the Fourth International.

Pursglove: But to some degree, you
would agree with Kendra Alexander that
if you’re going to implement the philo-
sophical purity of the socialist or
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to as examples of a communist or .

What went wrong In

The chairperson of the Calif. CP, a former e
the Nat’l Secretary of Socialist Action deba

communist movement in this country,
you’ve got to do it through the current
political mechanisms. Is that correct?
Mackler: Not at all. We utilize the
elections, as Joni has in her campaign
for mayor, to educate about socialism.
But the power of the socialist movement

is generated from working people in §

action.

That’s what you saw in the Soviet
Union. The coup-makers were smashed,
not by a Yeltsin, but by a massive
mobilization of the Soviet people to
defend their own interests against not
only the Communist Party, but against
those who would, American-style, lower
their standard of living to allow capital
to enter the country at a greater profit.

The most interesting thing about the

relationship between the Soviet Union §

and the United States is that the United
States won’t invest a dime in the Soviet
Union, not to mention in it’s own econ-
omy. The only condition [under which]
it will invest in the USSR, is the
smashing of the working class.

That’s why President Bush said that

for now, the U.S. was not supporting

the coup. But the United States govemn-

ment was totally prepared to suoport the |

coup-makers if they were successful.

Silber: This discussion sort of puts §
in the front of my head what I think has §
been, and continues to be, unfortunately, .

one of the major problems of the left in
the United States, particularly that left
oriented towards socialism or commu-
nism. And that is, we have lived in a
fantasy world.

I think par. of it is due to the fact that
the left has been so marginal to politics
in the United States that we can indulge
ourselves in any kind of utopian scheme.
We can think that politics means what
we believe rather than what we are capa-
ble of doing or what the real
possibilities are.

And so we cling to fantasies. Some of
which are historical fantasies. Well, if
only Stalin hadn’t done this or if Trot-
sky had won out, then the world would
be entirely different. Well, how can you
argue with those kinds of statements?
There’s no way to prove them or dis-
prove them.

I think part of why Gorbachev won the
respect of many people on the left,
myself included, was that almost for the
first time since the time of the revolu-
tion in the Soviet Union, somebody in
leadership was talking in realistic terms,
was acknowledging, not just the short-
comings and the problems, but
beginning to deal with historical reality
in a way that you say, “Yeah of course
that’s true.”

A lot of this talk about, “Well, so and
so is going to lead the Soviet Union
back to capitalism,” and so on, is actual-
ly irrelevant. The crisis in the Soviet
Union began long before Gorbachev
came power. I don’t care who comes to
power in the Soviet Union. They will
have to deal with that crisis. And that
crisis stemmed fundamentally from the
fact that the economic system, the
administrative-command economy that

was called socialism in the Soviet
Union, failed.

Alexander: Well, I find this a diffi-
cult discussion, frankly. My personal
opinion is that the Soviet Union, the
people of the Soviet Union, are in seri-
ous, serious trouble. The economy is in
serious trouble, their political forms are
in serious trouble.

I do not believe that Yeltsin offers a
way out, or a solution. I think that he is
expressing a very disturbing Great Rus-
sian chauvinism towards the other
peoples of the Soviet Union, that the
Soviet Union is headed for a real deep
problem.

I don’t want to debate. What’s the
point of debating Trotsky, Mao, those
questions, now? In my opinion, that’s
what’s irrelevant. What'’s relevant is how
to make the left in this country more rel-
evant to the concerns and the needs of
people in this country. And that’s what
we should concentrate our attention and
thinking on.

Pursglove: Then would you agree
with Mr. Silber that the left is some-
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What went wrong in the Soviet Union?

The chairperson of the Calif. CP, a former editor of The Guardian newspaper, and
the Nat’l Secretary of Socialist Action debate the meaning of the fall of Stalinism

communist movement in this country,
you’ve got to do it through the current
political mechanisms. Is that correct?

Mackler: Not at all. We utilize the
elections, as Joni has in her campaign
for mayor, to educate about socialism.
But the power of the socialist movement
is generated from working people in
action.

That’s what you saw in the Soviet
Union. The coup-makers were smashed,
not by a Yeltsin, but by a massive
mobilization of the Soviet people to
defend their own interests against not
only the Communist Party, but against
those who would, American-style, lower

their standard of living to allow capital |

to enter the country at a greater profit.

The most interesting thing about the '

relationship between the Soviet Union
and the United States is that the United
States won’t invest a dime in the Soviet
Union, not to mention in it’s own econ-
omy. The only condition [under which]
it will invest in the USSR, is the
smashing of the working class.

That’s why President Bush said that
for now, the U.S. was not supporting

the coup. But the United States govern- §

ment was totally prepared to sunport the
coup-makers if they were successful.

Silber: This discussion sort of puts §
in the front of my head what I think has |

been, and continues to be, unfortunately,
one of the major problems of the left in
the United States, particularly that left
oriented towards socialism or commu-
nism. And that is, we have lived in a
fantasy world.

I think par. of it is due to the fact that
the left has been so marginal to politics
in the United States that we can indulge
ourselves in any kind of utopian scheme.
We can think that politics means what
we believe rather than what we are capa-
ble of doing or what the real
possibilities are.

And so we cling to fantasies. Some of
which are historical fantasies. Well, if
only Stalin hadn’t done this or if Trot-
sky had won out, then the world would
be entirely different. Well, how can you
argue with those kinds of statements?
There’s no way to prove them or dis-
prove them.

I think part of why Gorbachev won the
respect of many people on the left,
myself included, was that almost for the
first time since the time of the revolu-
tion in the Soviet Union, somebody in
leadership was talking in realistic terms,
was acknowledging, not just the short-
comings and the problems, but
beginning to deal with historical reality
in a way that you say, “Yeah of course
that’s true.”

A lot of this talk about, “Well, so and
so is going to lead the Soviet Union
back to capitalism,” and so on, is actual-
ly irrelevant, The crisis in the Soviet
Union began long before Gorbachev
came power. I don’t care who comes to
power in the Soviet Union. They will
have to deal with that crisis. And that
crisis stemmed fundamentally from the
fact that the economic system, the
administrative-command economy that

was called socialism in the Soviet
Union, failed.

Alexander: Well, I find this a diffi-
cult discussion, frankly. My personal
opinion is that the Soviet Union, the
people of the Soviet Union, are in seri-
ous, serious trouble. The economy is in
serious trouble, their political forms are
in serious trouble.

I do not believe that Yeltsin offers a
way out, or a solution. I think that he is
expressing a very disturbing Great Rus-
sian chauvinism towards the other
peoples of the Soviet Union, that the
Soviet Union is headed for a real deep
problem.

I don’t want to debate. What’s the
point of debating Trotsky, Mao, those
questions, now? In my opinion, that’s
what’s irrelevant. What'’s relevant is how
to make the left in this country more rel-
evant to the concerns and the needs of
people in this country. And that’s what
we should concentrate our attention and
thinking on.

Pursglove: Then would you agree
with Mr. Silber that the left is some-

what irrelevant in terms of American
politics?

Alexander: Oh, no. I don’t think it
is irrelevant at all. I think there’s a deep
sentiment for the need for some basic
change in this country ... homelessness,
hunger, all of these questions of such
magnitude.

Look at what’s happening in Brook-
lyn. Our people are turning on each
other in this country. It’s not just hap-
pening over there in Yugoslavia.
African-Americans and Jewish people are
fighting each other because conditions
have gotten to such a point of rage and
disruption.

These are the questions that the left
must concentrate its attention on. I don’t
want to debate these other questions. I
don’t really think they are relevant. But
the question of what happens to our peo-
ple here and how we can help to
mobilize people for change in the United
States is relevant.

Silber: Kendra, I agree with you that
the problems in the United States are
very real. Nobody wants to glorify the

conditions of people in the United
States. One could spend most of this
program detailing what they are, and I

| think most of our listeners will know

what they are. But the existence of those
problems does not automatically make
the left relevant or significant in U.S.
politics. That’s our problem.

We do not play any significant role in
whatever movements are now develop-
ing, let alone have the capacity to effect
national politics. I wish we did, because
the problems are very real. And we can-
not continue to cite the shortcomings of
capitalism. That creates the space within
which the left can operate. But, unfortu-

nately, we haven’t been very good at it.

Pursglove: Irwin Silber, why does
the American population as a whole, at
least the voting public, not buy into or
support some of the leftist philosophies
and policies that you've long worked at
and written about and supported?

Silber: It does respond to it. But
not in the form that has been put forward
traditionally by parties of the left. Look
at the kind of response that Jesse Jack-
son got. A lot of the issues that Jesse
Jackson spoke to, that he represents, are
certainly at the left end of the political
spectrum in the United States and there’s
clearly a mass social base for that kind
of expression. That’s only one example.

So to the extent to which the left can
find a way to focus on the real problems
of injustice, of inequality, exploitation
in the United States, we certainly have
an opportunity to be relevant. But we do
not have in the United States a set of
conditions which makes our talk of
socialism, of revolutionary transforma-
tion and so on, relevant to anybody.

To the extent that we are associated
with that, especially in the last few
years given the problems in the socialist
countries of the world, I don’t think
we’re going to get over at all.

Mackler: I’m not surprised that your
other guests, Kendra and Irwin, now
believe that the debate over the historical
questions in the Soviet Union is irrele-
vant. I wish I could just pass it by, but
frankly, I've spent 30 years of my life as
a participant in this debate, and the sim-
ple question I've had to debate was
whether or not the Stalinist, repressive,
murdering, totalitarian regime in the
Soviet Union was socialist.

Because of that regime in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, the name of
socialism has been smeared in front of
the working class of the world. Social-
ism became associated with the Stalinist
oppression of national minorities. That’s
why they’re seceding from the USSR
today. Only the Trotskyist movement,
parties like Socialist Action, supported
the rights of the oppressed nationalities.

Democracy in the Soviet Union was
smashed by Stalin. And the previous
speakers said nothing about it for most,
if not their entire, adult lives in politics.
There was no democracy in the USSR.
That was not socialism.
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in the Soviet Union?

mer editor of The Guardian newspaper, and
debate the meamng of the fall of Stalinism

what irrelevant in terms of American
politics?

Alexander: Oh, no. I don’t think it
is ifrelevant at all. I think there’s a deep
sentiment for the need for some basic

change in this country ... homelessness,
hunger, all of these questions of such
magnitude.

Look at what’s happening in Brook-
lyn. Our people are turning on each
other in this country. It’s not just hap-
pening over there in Yugoslavia,.
African-Americans and Jewish people are
fighting each other because conditions
have gotten to such a point of rage and
disruption.

These are the questions that the left
must concentrate its attention on. I don’t
want to debate these other questions. I
don’t really think they are relevant. But
the question of what happens to our peo-
ple here and how we can help to
mobilize people for change in the United
States is relevant.

Silber: Kendra, I agree with you that
the problems in the United States are
very real. Nobody wants to glorify the

conditions of people in the United
States. One could spend most of this

. program detailing what they are, and I

think most of our listeners will know
what they are. But the existence of those
problems does not automatically make
the left relevant or significant in U.S.
politics. That’s our problem.

We do not play any significant role in

I whatever movements are now develop-

ing, let alone have the capacity to effect
national politics. I wish we did, because
the problems are very real. And we can-
not continue to cite the shortcomings of
capitalism. That creates the space within
which the left can operate. But, unfortu-

nately, we haven’t been very good at it.

Pursglove: Irwin Silber, why does
the American population as a whole, at
least the voting public, not buy into or
support some of the leftist philosophies
and policies that you’ve long worked at
and written about and supported?

Silber: It does respond to it. But
not in the form that has been put forward
traditionally by parties of the left. Look
at the kind of response that Jesse Jack-
son got. A lot of the issues that Jesse
Jackson spoke to, that he represents, are
certainly at the left end of the political
spectrum in the United States and there’s
clearly a mass social base for that kind
of expression. That’s only one example.

So to the extent to which the left can
find a way to focus on the real problems
of injustice, of inequality, exploitation
in the United States, we certainly have
an opportunity to be relevant. But we do
not have in the United States a set of
conditions which makes our talk of
socialism, of revolutionary transforma-
tion and so on, relevant to anybody.

To the extent that we are associated
with that, especially in the last few
years given the problems in the socialist
countries of the world, I don’t think
we’re going to get over at all.

Mackler: I’m not surprised that your
other guests, Kendra and Irwin, now
believe that the debate over the historical
questions in the Soviet Union is irrele-
vant. I wish I could just pass it by, but
frankly, I've spent 30 years of my life as
a participant in this debate, and the sim-
ple question I've had to debate was
whether or not the Stalinist, repressive,
murdering, totalitarian regime in the
Soviet Union was socialist.

Because of that regime in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe, the name of
socialism has been smeared in front of
the working class of the world. Social-
ism became associated with the Stalinist
oppression of national minorities. That’s
why they’re seceding from the USSR
today. Only the Trotskyist movement,
parties like Socialist Action, supported
the rights of the oppressed nationalities.

Democracy in the Soviet Union was
smashed by Stalin. And the previous
speakers said nothing about it for most,
if not their entire, adult lives in politics.
There was no democracy in the USSR.
That was not socialism.

As far as the United States is con-
cerned, Jesse Jackson is a leading
representative of a capitalist party, the
Democratic Party. When the United
States, the Democrats and Republicans,
joined to murder 250,000 Iraqis in a bru-
tal, genocidal, Hiroshima-type war,
neither Jackson nor any other representa-
tive of the Democratic or Republican
parties said anything. Whereas, my
party—a socialist party and Joni Jacobs,
our candidate—campaigned to “Bring our
Troops Home Now.”

That in my opinion, is what a real
socialist movement is about—democrat-
ic, anti-capitalist, non-sexist, anti-racist,
and supporting the struggles of the peo-
ple of every nation when they rise
against oppression, Stalinist and capital-
ist alike.

Alexander: It seems that Jeff is
unhappy with everybody. That’s O.K.
The reality of the situation is that we
need to think through a lot more about
the relationship of the left to democracy.

I’ve spoken many times about coming
to the conclusion about what Stalinism
did to communist parties. T think it had a
disastrous effect on _ .ies, my party
included.

I think now is the time to turn our
attention to how to more effectively
democratize our political organizations
and to more effectively fight for the
democratic participation of people to
solve their problems. I believe that.

So, Jeff is critical of everything. Del-
lums spoke very forcefully against the
Gulf War. He’s a member of the Demo-
cratic Party.

Mackler: He never demanded the
withdrawal of U.S. troops.

Alexander: Excuse me, I was speak-
ing. If you want to take the whole time,
you can do that. I think that there are
many political forces out there, in the
Democratic Party, in other socialist par-
ties, in many different formations, that
are trying to solve the problems of this
country.

What we need to do is get over the
sectarian ideas that keep us apart, and
rather join together on those things that
we agree can be done to try and solve the
problems here.

Pursglove: Jeff, do you believe that
the perception that the Soviet Union has
operated under a “socialist” form of gov-
ernment or a communist state is
incorrect and that this is an important
issue for people to understand—what a
true socialism would be about?

Mackler: Absolutely. The true face
of socialism is seen when hundreds of
thousands of people fratemize with Sovi-
et troops and say, “You’ve on our side
against the Stalinist bureaucracy,” wheg
coal miners strike, when the oppressed
nationalities move ... wherever people
mobilize to defend their own class inter-
ests.

That’s what the face of socialism is
like. And that, in my opinion, is the
only future for the Soviet Union. A
return to capitalism would mean, a
return to the Third World variety, the
capitalism of poverty.

Silber: I'm sort of envious of Jeff
and his position because it makes life
simple, it makes discussion easy, and it
doesn’t require too much thought. It
requires simply going back to philoso-
phies and theories which have very little

new to them and which have never been
verified in life.

I'm envious because it’s thoroughly
utopian. Anybody can paint the picture
that this is what socialism is or would be
if I had my way. We can always find fault
with what existed.

I certainly have my criticisms of what
existed, but unless we begin to come to
terms with the way history has actually
unfolded and stop engaging in the fantasy
that if only it had happened this way then
all of our problems would be solved,
we’re not going to work our way out of
the bind that we’re presently in.

Pursglove: If an individual is a com-
mitted socialist or a committed
communist, if they would like to see
governments handled in either of those
manners, isn’t it helpful to try to under-
stand what’s happened in the Soviet
Union during this century?

And if you think that is not pure
socialism, to try to learn from that mis-
take so you can apply it to some other
situation if it ever presents itself—so you
don’t go back and make the same corts of
mistakes if you think that socialism was
never handled properly in the Soviet
Union?

Silber: Absolutely. But what I reject
is this notion of pure socialism. This is a
platonic concept, as though socialism
exists somewhere in some formula and
only remains for us to discover it. Social-
ism, if and when it comes, and I think
sooner or later it will, will have to be
invented. There is no existing formula
that tells us what it was.

The one huge experiment which started
in the Soviet Union, that was believed to
be socialist, turned out to fail. Not sim-
ply because it wasn’t democratic and so
on, all those things are true. The point is
it didn’t work. It never proved itself supe-
rior to capitalism. And that failed.

The mistake in my opinion, if you
don’t mind my putting it this way, was
not so much in the model or in the failure
to find pure socialism, but in the histori-
cal abruptness of the project. What was
wrong with Stalin’s conception was the
idea of a historical rupture in which for
the first time in history one social system
would be supplanted by another in the
course of 15 years. Impossible.

This was a totally voluntarist, utopian
notion, which had to be backed up by
tyranny and terror because it couldn’t
work in real life. And that notion of the
historical rupture in which one day a
country or a people are living under capi-
talism and next day under socialism, that
was the fundamental error, in my opin-
ion, that took place in the Soviet Union.

Lenin himself began to get a glimpse
of the problem in his last years,which is
why he initiated what became known as
the New Economic Policy—which was
basically a mixed economy as a form of
transition from capitalism to socialism.

Pursglove: Is the definition that you
have of an active Communist Party in
this country compatible with capitalism?

Alexander: I don’t know what you
mean by compatible. We are for changing
the capitalist system into socialism...
[TAPE CHANGE]

There is an anti-communist develop-
ment in the Soviet Union now-—the
closing down of newspapers, the closing
down of [Communist Party] offices. You
can’t have a pluralistic society that does
not democratically allow for many voices.

In the United States, our party has gone
through the experience of McCarthyism,
where Communists were hounded out of
their jobs. But then it reached beyond
Communists. Anyone who espoused
social change became suspect.

And that process is happening now in
the Soviet Union. So you have to be con-
sistent on democracy. That’s been one of
our weaknesses. I don’t think we were
consistent on democracy. You have to
oppose the coup as an undemocratic
action, but you also have to oppose the
excesses of hounding Communists, going
after Communists in the Soviet Union.

(continued on next page)
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(continued from previous page)

It’s not democracy.

Mackler: I agree with bans on the
Communist Party...

Alexander: I’m sure you do, Jeff,

Mackler: The reason I generally do
so is that in the Soviet Union there has
been no real government since Stalin,
Instead there has been the rule of a sin-
gle party. I agree with the decrees that
have taken the property that the Com-
munist Party bureaucrats stole from the
people and returned it. The police agen-
cies were not the agencies of the people
but of a repressive party apparatus.

I agree that the KGB should be banned.
I agree that every Communist Party law
restricting the rights of the people
should be smashed. And when the Com-
munist Party orders a military coup
against the Soviet people, I don’t put
that in the category of one of their demo-
cratic rights.

I’ve spent a lifetime fighting for
democratic rights in the United States,
but socialism has nothing in common
with one-party rule. It has to do with
rule of the people through their own
institutions.

Pursglove: Is it now necessary to
engage in a re-evaluation of Marx’s writ-
ings and the current status of the
Communist Party in the Soviet Union
in order to have a healthy Communist
Party in this country?

Alexander: Absolutely. ... We have
to look at all of the experiences of
socialism. I don’t want to sound as if I
don’t think that is a necessary process.
Our party has certainly engaged in taking
a long, hard look at what this all repre-
sents and what immediate impact it will
have on our own policy....

Silber: I think one of the singular
accomplishments, if I can use that word,
of this period is the fact that Marxism,
and its 20th-century version which is
called Marxism-Leninism, is being
demystified. I think one of the problems
we’ve had in the realm of theory has
been the deification and reification of
Marxism.

There is a lot in what Marx wrote,
Engels, Lenin, and other Marxist
thinkers, that remains eminently useful.
But so long as we go on putting it in
the framework of doctrine, of a sort of
complete philosophy that has an answer
ready in print more or less for every
question that faces us, we remain in seri-
ous trouble.

Marxism-Leninism, which was hailed
and looked at as Marxism in the 20th
century, is dead. Its fundamental assump-
tions have been wiped out in the course
of the last 10 years. And anybody who
tries to cling to those fundamental
assumptions is bound to come up with a
set of politics that is going to be at odds
with the real world.

We have to go back and examine what
it was that Lenin said that was topical to
his time and what he said that might be
of some use to us today. But the more
important thing is to rid ourselves of the
absolutist notion that a reference to
Marx, Engels, Lenin, or the isms
attached to their names is going to find
our guiding philosophy.

Mackler: Essentially, what Irwin is
saying is that Marxism-Leninism is
irrelevant as anyone has ever interpreted
it, and that he has a new interpretation
we have to discuss.

That brings us back to the same ques-
tion we’ve been debating for the past
hour. The essence of Marxism, the
essence of socialism and communism, is
rule by the majority of the people. For
the first time in the planet’s history the
mass of people through their own insti-
tutions will rule democratically in their
own class interests.

Socialism represents a historic rupture
with the notion that a tiny, elite capital-
ist group should rule. That’s the vision
of Marxism, of socialism. The agency
for socialist change is the majority of
the people.

When Irwin says that Stalinism,
which he considers the same as social-

ism, is a mistake and he doesn’t want to
talk about past ideology ... that the mis-
take in the USSR was to go from a
backward capitalist country to socialism,
he is mistaken.

Stalin’s “mistake” was that he tried to
limit the struggle for socialism to one

‘country. His doctrine was in fact known

as “socialism in one country,” which
essentially meant no socialism anywhere
in the world. Stalinism meant an
alliance with world capitalism in return
for capitalist support to the Stalinist
bureaucracy. That’s the essence of it.

If you have one iota of a thought in

ment are supporting Yeltsin and Gor-
bachev, for political reasons, for
capitalist purposes, and not militarily.

The U.S. opposes the mobilization of
the Soviet people. The Bush administra-
tion has not supported the right of
independence and self-determination of
the Baltic nations. They prefer the for-
mula of the bureaucracy, which is
pro-capitalist. They are opposed to the
formula of the people, which is separa-
tion and independence.

As far as the nationalist question is
concerned, this struggle has been going
on since time immemorial. And today

your mind that anything about Stalin-
ism, or the Soviet Union under Stalin
was progressive, other than the remain-
ing gains of the October
Revolution—the abolition of private
property, which the workers will still
defend—you can’t understand what’s hap-
pening today and you’re going to be
demoralized, as I think our previous
speakers are.

If you understand socialism as the rule
of the people, then the events in Eastern
Europe, the Berlin Wall, and in the
Soviet Union are events to rejoice in.

[At this point, a caller asks about
whether the recent events in the USSR
were orchestrated by the CIA.]

Alexander: The world balance of
forces has shifted. There is no counter-
weight to U.S. imperialism. I believe
that. I think Yeltsin is a disaster for the
Soviet Union. I think it is going to
move back to capitalism if the USSR
stays together at all. So I think that the
role of U.S. imperialism is clear and it
represents a big danger to the world.

I'm very worried about what’s going
to happen to Cuba. I'm worried about
what will happen to the liberation move-
ments that are struggling to democratize
their countries. So I think we’re in for a
tough period. I'm not depressed. I'm sad-
dened by the recent developments. I'm
determined to figure out a better way for
us in this country.

Silber: It’s probably comforting to
view every event in the world as some-
how reflecting the long arm of the CIA
or the Pentagon or some combination
thereof. I think this view attributes more
intelligence to those agencies of the
United States than is warranted. They
don’t have that good a track record. And
it lets the rest of us off the hook...

I don’t subscribe to Kendra’s view
about Yeltsin and the events in the Sovi-
et Union. I think Yeltsin is a big
question mark, frankly. But history
chooses strange characters sometimes to
work its will. That may sound kind of
mystical but I think its been proven.
And the fact of the matter is that at the
particular moment, this guy came to the
forefront in the right place and at the
right time doing the right thing. More
so than anybody else.

Pursglove: Do you believe that the
republics are being led down the “prim-
rose path” by American imperialism?

Mackler: In the mind of the Stalin-
ists, anytime the people mobilize
against the Communist Party, it is a
CIA-inspired coup—as in Hungary, and
in Czechoslovakia, and in every single
uprising of the Eastern Buropean people.

But today the CIA is not alleged by
anyone to be involved. In fact, to the
contrary, the CIA and the U.S. govem-
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for the first time, you are seeing it come
to fruition. Despite the positions of the
nine Communist Parties in the non-Rus-
sian republics, the people are still
pressing for secession. The people are
demanding the right to self-determina-
tion. Gorbachev’s union treaty is in a
shambles...

I support these movements for self-
determination just like I support the
right of Black people to determine their
future and any oppressed nationality to
determine their future free from the
oppressor nation.

Alexander: I want to thank Jeff for
recognizing the right of Black people to
self-determination. I think it is compli-
cated. I think both things are operating.

I think there is a genuine desire on the
part of the Soviet people to change the
way things have been. They’re in serious
economic trouble. There’s no question
about that. And I think that the move for
independence has some legitimacy.

I think the big failure was this notion
that the national question had been
solved in the Soviet Union. Clearly, it
had not been solved. When you think
something is solved, you don’t deal with
it any more. I think it’s frankly going to
be a disaster for the Soviet Union to
break up into small republics. How are
they going to be able to exist?

And a lot of these movements in the
republics are very reactionary and in
opposition to other peoples that live in
those republics. How can you support
this chauvinist line with the “great peo-
ple.” That’s the problem that Black
people have been fighting in this coun-
try. The question of racism and
discrimination and isolation from the
whole of society. I can’t support that.

So I think that we have to draw on our
experiences to take a look at what now
are going to be the problems they are
facing in the Soviet Union. Just to say,
“Hip, hip hooray.” Great! The people
are exercising their rights, and to not
recognize the impingement on other peo-
ple’s rights, I think for Marxists is
inexcusable.

Silber: I don’t think it’s a sinister
[CIA] plot either. I think ... the Bush
administration has not quite figured out
how to handle this because in terms of
their conception of national interest, it
could go either way. I think they are
scrambling. To attribute to them some
omniscience that knows exactly what
will happen if we push this button or
that, I think doesn’t make any sense...

I agree very strongly with Kendra’s
point about being wary of every move-
ment that proclaims itself for
independence. The mayor of Leningrad
made a very interesting point in the
Soviet Parliament the other day. He

noted that in a number of republics the
movement for independence is being led
by people in the old Communist Party
structure. Because they feel they have
local control and that’s their way of
maintaining control.

I suspect, for instance, that this is the
case in Byelorussia, where the old Com-
munist Party apparatus is still very
strong. One cannot simply take an
across-the-board, uncritical look at every
move for independence and applaud it and
say, “Oh yeah, this is the expression of
democracy.”

[A caller asks about whether socialists
favor “violent revolution.”]

Mackler: The main perpetrator of
violence on this planet today is U.S.
imperialism. They are the ones that
organized the contras against the
Nicaraguans. They are the ones that sup-
port the dictatorship in El Salvador.
They are the ones that are seeking to
deny women their right to abortion, to
control their own bodies. They are the
ones who killed a quarter of a million
people in a month or less in Iraq.

Revolution and violence are part of an
[historic] process. I support, for exam-
ple, the right of the people to rule and to
organize to achieve this end.

This includes the American Revolu-
tion in 1776, the American Civil War,
the Russian Revolution, the French
Revolution, and every other revolution
where the efforts of the majority to rule
were thwarted by a tiny minority which
employed the state’s repressive apparatus
on their side. Socialism is majority rule,
not minority violence.

Essentially, I believe that socialism is
not only viable, but necessary for the
United States. It will come when the
majority of people, organized in their
own parties and their own institutions,
want it. If it is opposed by an isolated
capitalist minority, which I expect it
will be, I support the right of the people
to defend themselves against the same
imperialists who kill to preserve their
rule in the rest of the world, and who, I
expect, will try to do the same in this
country. S

Silber: I don’t think that violent rev-
olution is a cardinal principle of
Marxism, whatever cardinal principles
mean. I think it was an observation by
Marx in the context of his time, that he
couldn’t imagine, and Lenin even more
so, how social change could take place
otherwise. But it was more like an
observation of the facts on the ground as
they were. I think we have to rethink
this view that violence in the course of
making revolution is inevitable....

Mass actions in the streets by masses
of people have effected incredible
changes with a minimum of violence.
That’s a new feature in the world. So I
think we have to rethink that question.

Alexander: I tend to agree with
Irwin on that. I think in this country
that socialism will have to come because
people want it. Therefore, it will be done
probably through the structures of this
country, in voting and mobilizing mass
action and so forth. All of those things
will be combined to the point where
people see the need for an actual change.
These are questions that we do have to
rethink. |




What the banning of the Soviet
GP does and does not mean

By NAT WEINSTEIN

In the immediate aftermath of the
attempted coup d’etat, wide-ranging mea-
sures serving to ban the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) have
been taken by various governmental
agencies in the USSR. Russian Presi-
dent Boris Yeltsin took the first and
most aggressive actions against the
CPSU and was soon followed by Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev and many
others. (Yeltsin had begun to ban CPSU
activity in the workplaces well before
the coup.)

Along with the CPSU’S “dissolu-
tion,” decreed by its General Secretary,
Mikhail Gorbachev, Yeltsin decreed the
wholesale nationalization in Russia of
the CPSU’s vast holdings of real estate,
printing plants, newspapers, and other
property. Similar actions have been
taken in the Ukraine, Byelorussia, Kaza-
khstan and other Soviet Republics.

At the same time, Yeltsin banned the
party’s publications, including mass-cir-
culation dailies like Pravda and
Sovyetskaya Rossiya. Most of the
banned publications, however, were
reborn days later with essentially the
same Stalinist staffs—but now with an
anti-Communist Party editorial policy.

Virtually all reports indicate that the
destruction of the CPSU has been wel-
comed by the masses of workers and
farmers who see it as a major blow to
their bureaucratic oppressors. There have
been no reports of protest demonstra-
tions, nor any other evidence of anyone
coming to the defense of the party of
Stalin—even supporters of the coup
have remained virtually silent.

Even so, the workers’ movement needs
to have a clear position on this question
since it vitally affects the future of
workers’ democracy and its main enemy
inside the Soviet Union, the bureaucratic
dictatorship.

What was Communist Party?

The idea of outlawing a “Communist”
party—Stalinist or not—evokes a justi-
fiable apprehension in most
progressive-minded people. But the
CPSU was not just a political party, it
was also the main political agency of
repressive rule. It exercised exclusive
control over every sector of the state; the
government, the army, the police, the
workplaces, the farms—everywhere. This
massive apparatus still had 15 million
members just before the coup—down
from close to 25 million when it was at
its height toward the end of the 1980s.

It played this role ever since this party
was gradually transformed into its oppo-
site by Joseph Stalin beginning in 1923,
The coup de grace was delivered by the
mass purge trials of 1936 and 1938.
These staged, frameup trials “liquidat-
ed”—often by a bullet in the head—what
was left of real communists inside the
CPSU. From then on, membership in
this blood-stained shell of the party of
Lenin and Trotsky was largely restricted
to bureaucrats, aspiring bureaucrats,
secret police, and a smattering of broken
ex-communists. It was a membership
card into a life of privilege.

Complicating the matter further is the
fact that it is the bureaucracy itself
which has banned the CPSU. Virtually
all apparatchniks who have recently
transformed themselves into outspoken
anti-Communists, had throughout their
careers been leading members of the
CPSU. They helped implement or at
least acquiesced in every Stalinist atroci-
ty—including those committed under
Gorbachev’s reign.

Now, the heroes of Stalinism are quit-
ting their party as fast as they can and
have become born-again “democrats” and
champions of privatization. In one
sense, it is no change at all. They seek

“It is entirely in the interests of Soviet workers and
farmers that the CPSU be stripp
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ed of the billions in

property they systematically stole from the wealth
created by workers and farmers...”

only to maintain their privileges on the
basis of property rights.

It is entirely in the interests of Soviet
workers and farmers that the CPSU be
stripped of the billions in property they
systematically stole from the wealth cre-
ated by workers and farmers over a more
than 60-year period. It is also in the
interests of Soviet workers that the
CPSU, as a governmental and state
institution of the bureaucratic dictator-
ship, be dismantled, and removed from
all positions of power.

But working people should not give an
iota of confidence to those carrying out
these acts. The ex-Communist wing of
the privileged elite cannot be entrusted
with this task. They have a vested inter-
est in destroying the CPSU for two
reasons, neither of which has anything
to do with why the masses hate it: first,
because it has become an albatross
around the bureaucracy’s collective necks
and, second, because it has become an
instrument of a rival faction in the com-
petition to grab the biggest shares in a
Soviet economy based on capitalism.

Workers and farmers should rule

Is there a danger that outlawing a
political party—in this case, the
CPSU—could be turned against the
workers? Of course. And we can be sure
that when the presently small anti-Stal-
inist, anti-bureaucratic, anti-capitalist,

pro-socialist, workers’ movement begins
to grow under the impact of the attacks
on their remaining social and economic
conquests, there will be attempts by the
legions of unreconstructed Stalinists to
slander and smash it as a “rebirth of
Stalinism”(!).

For this reason, revolutionary socialist
workers and farmers must insist that
only the class institutions of the work-
ers—their strike committees, unions,
and eventually the reconstitution of
workers’ councils (soviets)—should
freely and democratically decide which
parties to recognize as legal parties. 1

Gorbachev speaks for the whole of the
grasping, self-serving anti-communist
caste when he hypocritically declares his
opposition to any “witchhunt.” He had
only just ceased being head of the party
which had for over 60 years rooted out,
imprisoned, and murdered genuine com-
munists and other opponents of the
totalitarian system he defended through-
out his adult life.

Bureaucrats need not fear a “witch-
hunt” so long as the Gorbachevs and
Yeltsins are in command! The real pur-
pose, however, of Gorbachev’s plaintive
plea is to block the attack on the CPSU
from becoming an attack on the bureau-
cracy as such. We can be certain, too,
that his fear of a mass movement devel-
oping which will come to sweep the

bureaucracy out of all positions of con-
trol, is real. But in that case it would
not be a witchhunt at all, it would be an
organic and indispensable component of
the democratization of Soviet society.
Perceptive bourgeois Soviet “experts”

_ approaching it from their pro-capitalist

viewpoint have noted.with great trepida-
tion the likelihood of a pro-socialist,
anti-bureaucratic upsurge ahead. Stephen
F. Cohen, for instance, comments in the
Sept. 4 New York Times:

“...[Flor most Soviet citizens, Com-
munism really meant a cradle-to-grave
welfare state. Opinion polls tell us that
popular demands for those social guaran-
tees remain widespread. Some effective
movement, probably dominated by Com-
munist fundamentalists, will emerge in
response to them.”

After the defeat of the plotters

But born-again “democrats” like Gor-
bachev, Yeltsin and the rest are fated to
revert to their old ways. No sooner did
the “democratic” bureaucrats defeat the
coup plotters than did they initiate their
own version of extra-legal government.
For the moment it takes the form of a
Yeltsin/Gorbachev-led bloc which has
instituted the State Council, a transi-
tional central government that includes
leaders of ten republics. This is a rump
body which for the moment supersedes
the Supreme Soviet, the elected parlia-
ment of the USSR.

The State Council was sanctioned,
after the fact, by the Supreme Soviet on
a motion by Mikhail Gorbachev. But
even such unconstitutional hat-tipping
to legal procedures will soon be
bypassed by whichever Bonapartist “man
on a white horse” emerges from the dog-
fight among opposing cliques and
factions.

Starting this winter, the class struggle
will be heated to high temperatures by
the measures necessary for restoring cap-
italist market conditions. Ultimately, if
not this winter, workers will have no
choice but to find their way to effective
forms of organization of their struggle.

Despite superficial appearances of
widespread rejection of socialism, the
masses sense that it was bureaucratic dic-
tatorship that failed, not socialism. They
will also come to understand that social-
ism is not an impossible utopia, but
that it is the absurdity of “socialism in
one country”—and a backward country to
boot— which is the pipe-dream.

Moreover, the appreciation of the
authentic world-historic October Revolu-
tion, especially its example and lessons
for today, have not been expunged from
the collective memory of Soviet workers
and farmers. It has temporarily been
overshadowed by the crimes of Stalinism
which falsely marched under the banner
of socialism for over 60 years. This is
evidenced by mass worker resistance to
efforts to take away the remaining con-
quests of the October Revolution.

Under the impact of the sharpening
class struggle, they will do what workers
everywhere do; they will seek to learn
from history, especially their own histo-
ry. Furthermore, when the Soviet
workers enter the political arena in their
own name and for their own class inter-
ests, they will inevitably make their
impact on the best of Soviet intellectu-
als. And the latter, inspired by the
resumed march toward world socialism,
will identify with the working class and
help them separate historical fact from
fiction.

The collapse of the CPSU, along with
the developing crisis of world capital-
ism, means that the objective basis for
the renewed forward march toward social-
ism by the Soviet and world working
class is firmer now than ever before. MW

1. Leon Trotsky, the co-leader with V.I.
Lenin of the workers’ revolution of Octo-
ber 1917, and the single most
uncompromising opponent of the Stalinist
bureaucracy, explained the fundamental
guiding principle for understanding this
problem of workers’ democracy. He wrote
in the Transitional Program: “Democratiza-
tion of the soviets is impossible without
legalization of soviet parties. The workers
and peasants themselves by their own free
vote will indicate what parties they recog-
nize as soviet parties.”
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How the American ‘Left’ analyzed
attempted coup in Soviet Union

By BARRY SHEPPARD

The attempted military-KGB coup in
the Soviet Union and its aftermath have
shaken left-wing parties and tendencies
in the United States and worldwide.

Below, we critically review the posi-
tions of tendencies on the American left
who claim the heritage of the Russian
Revolution. All have been put to a key
test by these events.

Once again, all the issues raised by the
development of Stalinism and the Trot-
skyist opposition to it have come to the
fore.

We begin with the position of the
Workers World Party not because it is
the most important formation but
because of all the groups supporting the
coup, their position is the slickest.

rialist pundits were preparing public
opinion for this course if it would be
necessary—a point developed by Henry
Kissinger on CNN, for example.

Marcy’s criticism of the coup leaders
was that they were inept and indecisive,
and did not appeal to the masses.

Why didn’t they appeal to the masses?
According to Marcy, it was because they
suffered from the same incorrect view as
the great French revolutionary Auguste
Blanqui: “Blanqui relied upon the con-
spiracy of a small group against the
reactionary ruling class, thinking that if
they succeeded in carrying out a blow
against the state, the masses would fol-
low.”

First of all, it is a monstrous slander
of Blanqui to equate him with the leaders
of the coup. Blanqui was not a Marxist,

WORKERS WORLD

“The leaders of the Workers World Party
present themselves as critics of the
bureaucracy, even quoting Trotsky in

private. But their support of the
bureaucracy, or sections of it, and
Stalinist methods against the workers
to “save” the workers state, inevitably
leads them to prettify bureaucratic rule.”

Reflects the views of the Workers
World Party (WWP).

Workers World (WW) supported the
August coup as an “ill-fated attempt to
halt the process of capitalist restoration
in the USSR,” in the words of WWP
Chairman Sam Marcy. (Workers World,
special issue dated Aug. 25, 1991)

Howeuver, in the Sept. 8 issue of WW,
Marcy sharply criticizes the coup leaders.
He says that they “issued an utterly inept
and scandalously vague statement calcu-
lated to assure the imperialist
bourgeoisie that foreign policy toward
the imperialists would remain the same
and the reforms at home would continue.

Not even the word socialism was men-
tioned in the manifesto, which promised
that private property and the market
economy would continue.”

But the coup leaders hid their real
aims, he asserts, to fool the imperial-
ists, because they were afraid of foreign
intervention. They didn’t really mean
their own statements, according to
Marcy: “Even though they had gone very
far with the Gorbachev reforms, they
were regarded as opposed to the restora-
tion of capitalism.”

So “regarded” by whom, other than
Sam Marcy? The only “proof” offered for
Marcy’s assertion is that Bush and other
imperialist leaders denounced the coup
and backed Yeltsin.

However, while Bush and others did
back Yeltsin in this split within the rul-
ing bureaucracy, intervention was never
a realistic or desired option on the part
of the imperialists.

They simply preferred stability in the
Soviet bureaucracy, correctly fearing that
the attempt to reimpose an outright mil-
itary dictatorship at this time would lead
to a social explosion by the masses.
This could result in the working people
and oppressed nationalities putting their
stamp upon the course of events. To the
extent that has happened, Washington
and the other imperialist centers express
deep concem.

Moreover, the imperialists were ready
to deal with the coup leaders if they were
successful, while making propaganda
points in favor of “democracy.” During
the three days of the coup attempt, impe-

The rule of the bureaucracy has already
led to the stagnation and decline of the
planned economy since the 1970s.
Bureaucratic rule has not only disrupted,
disorganized and sabotaged the planned
economy established by the great social-
ist revolution, as it did from 1923 on, it
has become an absolute brake upon the
planned economy.

This is the underlying cause of the
current crisis. To protect its privileged
position, the bureaucracy in the main
and as a whole can see no way out
except capitalist restoration in coopera-
tion with imperialism.

So even if the coup plotters were Stal-
inists who wanted to rule in the old way,
they would have immediately faced the
exact same crisis and be compelled to
take the same course towards capitalist
restoration that the Gorbachevites have

"done.

This was not their orientation, howev-
er. The plotters meant what they said
about continuing on Gorbachev’s eco-
nomic road. ,

But they were addressing a real prob-
lem that Yeltsin, Gorbachev and
whoever else is in office for the bureau-
cracy must grapple with. And this is the
fact that capitalism cannot be restored in
the USSR, or in Eastern Europe for that
matter, without crushing the working
class resistance to the prerequisites for
capitalism: The creation of an unem-
ployed sector of the working class, the
closing down of “inefficient” plants, cre-

but he was a revolutionary and fought
for the working people. He spent most
of his adult life in French prisons for his
revolutionary activity and was absolutely
selfless in his devotion to the cause of
the downtrodden.

The coup leaders, by contrast, never
worked a day in their lives for their fat
privileges—for their limousines, dachas,
special restaurants, big salaries, lucrative
kickbacks and bribes, special vacation
spas, access to Western goods in special
stores, and all the other goodies that
come with being at the top of the Soviet
bureaucracy. They never spent time in
jail for resistance to injustice and privi-
lege—they put people in jail for doing
that.

They didn’t appeal to the masses
because they rightfully have a deadly fear
and hatred of them, because their materi-
al interests are directly opposed to the
great mass of workers and peasants.
They view working people as objects to
be contained and suppressed—they have
the same basic mentality as Gorbachev
and the rest of the bureaucrats,

For the sake of argument, let’s grant
“Chairman Marcy” (as his followers call
him) his strongest argument for a
moment. That is, let’s assume for a
moment that their goal was to maintain
the nationalized and planned economy,
but with the domination of a privileged
bureaucratic caste over the working peo-
ple. Bven if that were the case, it would
be no solution whatever in defense of the
social foundations of the workers state.
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ation of a true market system and higher
prices for basic necessities, massive pri-
vatization, cutbacks in social services,
acceptance of the domination of foreign
imperialist capital, etc.—all of which
means a reduced standard of living and a
bleak future for the workers and peas-
ants.

In order to do this a strong state of
some type will have to be established
that can crush the workers. The coup
plotters tried to do this through a mili-
tary dictatorship that proved impossible
to establish right now because the mass-
es resist going back to the Stalinist
past. Furthermore, the rest of the bureau-
cracy didn’t think they could get away
with it without provoking a social
explosion.

So for the present, the bureaucracy is
going along with the “democratic” fig
leaf of Yeltsin and Gorbachev, although
with emergency measures and rule by

The only way forward for working
people is to sweep away the whole
bureaucracy, reestablish workers democ-
racy in the government and in the
factories, and thereby put the planned
economy on a rational and democratic
basis, thereby releasing the pent-up cre-
ativity of the working class.

This would go hand in hand with inter-
nationalist solidarity with the struggles
of workers and peasants the world over,
and reversing the Stalinist policy of sub-
ordinating the interests of the working
people to deals with imperialism.

But the Marcyites don’t look in the
direction of the workers and their fight
against the bureaucracy. In every major
conflict between the masses and the
bureaucracy since 1956, the followers of
“Chairman Marcy” have sided with the
bureaucracy, in the name of “defending
socialism.”

They supported the crushing of the
Hungarian workers by Soviet tanks in
1956, of the Czechoslovakian masses
and the “Prague Spring” in 1968, of the
Polish working class by the military
coup in 1981, of the Chinese students in
Peking and the workers in Shanghai in
1989. Is it any wonder they supported
the attempt to establish a military dicta-
torship by a sector of the Soviet
bureaucracy in 1991?

The leaders of the Workers World
Party present themselves as critics of the
bureaucracy, even quoting Trotsky in
private. But their support of the bureau-
cracy, or sections of it, and Stalinist
methods against the workers to “save”
the workers state, inevitably leads them
to prettify bureaucratic rule.

For example, they lament the present
struggles of the oppressed nationalities
in the USSR, on the grounds that
national oppression and great Russian
chauvinism were eliminated by the revo-
lution. John Catalinotto, writing in the
Sept. 5 issue of WW, blames the current
upsurge in the oppressed nationalities
solely on Gorbachev and Yeltsin, saying
nothing about the period from the death
of Lenin up to the 1980s.

The impression given is that the
whole period of Stalinism up to then
was a continuation of Lenin’s policies
on the national question. But the oppo-
site is true.

While the Bolsheviks championed the
oppressed nationalities of the former
Tsarist empire, and stood for thejr right
of self-determination including the right
to leave the USSR, the bureaucracy
under Stalin reversed this course, once
again relying on great Russian domina-
tion as a prop to its rule (see article by
Gerry Foley, p. 20].

The upsurge of the oppressed national-
ities is a justified rebellion against the
“prison house of nations” that Stalin and
his heirs reimposed on the USSR.
Lenin’s program supporting self-determi-
nation for the oppressed nations and
nationalities is as applicable today as it
was in the revolution against Tsarism
because the bureaucracy adopted a policy
parallel to Tsarism’s.

Many people are socialists and com-
munists in the sense they believe in the
ultimate establishment of a classless
society. But Marxism is a specific cur-
rent within socialism that holds that the
historic agent for carrying through the
socialist transformation is the working
class created by capitalism.

Marcy, in contrast, looks to a sector
of the petty bourgeois bureaucracy to
save the day, even against the working
class. But a workers state cannot be
defended against the working class.
Workers World ends up providing a left
cover for the preservation of Stalinism.

Marxists, on the other hand, take their
stand with the masses in their battle
against the bureaucratic caste, in spite of

-whatever illusions the masses have in

capitalism as a result of decades of
bureaucratic misrule.

The Soviet masses have begun their
fight under the slogans of democracy and
against the privileges of the bureaucracy.
The more democratic rights the workers
win, the more they will fight for their
class interests. This will bring them into
conflict with whomever in the bureaucra-
cy seeks to restore capitalism. It is
through this fight that the masses will

(continued on next page)
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learn in practice what capitalist restora-
tion means, will rebuild a new Leninist
leadership to overthrow the bureaucracy
in toto, and once again will move
towards socialism. |

are, for the most part, technocrats.
“There is no reason to believe the
group which took over briefly last week
would have put the brakes on radical eco-
nomic reform. If anything they might
have speeded up the process....
“Some members of the coup group

PEOPLE’S WEEKLY
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Reflects the views of the Communist

Party, United States of America
(CPUSA).

Ever since its subordination to Stalin-
ism in the late 1920s, the CPUSA has
been a faithful apologist for the twists
and turns of the Soviet bureaucracy in
the USSR and internationally.

We don’t have space to list all the
crimes against socialism and the work-
ing people committed by the Soviet
Stalinists right up to the present, every
one of which was defended by the
CPUSA.

Concerning the attempted coup, the
CP doesn’t know whether to shift or go
blind, or which faction in the Soviet
bureaucracy to back. Officially, in the
Aug. 31 issue of the People’s Weekly
World, they distance themselves from
the coup, claiming it was “unconstitu-
tional.” But in an editorial, they blast
Gorbachev and his “pro-capitalist poli-
cies.” °

It is reported by Ann Wagoner in The
Guardian of Sept. 11 that CPUSA chair
Gus Hall sent a cassette tape to party
clubs during the .coup attempt. The tape
said, “We should not join in the bring-
back Gorbachev campaign ... I’m not for
any kind of condemnation [of the coup].”
He added that a speech made by Gor-
bachev just before the coup was “a basis
for removing a leader of the party,
because it’s basically an anti-party posi-
tion.” After the coup failed, however, he
modified this in a statement to the New
York Daily News, saying that he agreed
“with the intent but not the method of
the coup.”

Political differences within the
CPUSA are rampant. For some time, it
has been clear that West Coast CP leader
Carl Bloice supported Gorbachev, while
Hall looked to the past. In the Aug. 31
issue, Hall clearly opposes the present
government of the USSR, while Bloice
has some hope.

The official statement of the party
says: “While many questions are not yet
answered about the unconstitutional
attempted takeover, one thing is abun-
dantly clear: reactionary pro-capitalist
forces in the Soviet Union, with the
backing of the transnational corpora-
tions, are exploiting the situation.

“Developments have quickly moved to
a new stage. Processes are now in
motion that inflame anti-Semitism and
nationalism, seriously threaten the disin-
tegration of the Soviet Union and the
dismantling of socialism, and push the
country in the direction of capitalism and
the wholesale plunder of the USSR.”

In the same issue of the paper, howev-
er, a long article by Carl Bloice written
from Moscow attacks the coup plotters
and defends the Soviet CP: “While there
was active collaboration [with the coup]
at the top, the party as a whole did not
support the attempted usurpation of
power.”

Bloice has some interesting things to
say about the coup plotters: “For the
most part ... these men could not be
accurately called ‘party hardliners.’...

“If anything marks the tenor of the
conspirators it is a heavy bent on ideo-
logical and economic pragmatism. They

issue, as does a fear of the class battles
looming in the USSR and at home. A
petty bourgeois despair concerning the
Soviet masses is the undertone.

Guardian writer Michio Kaku captures
this mood best: “I have mixed feelings
witnessing one of the most important
events in my lifetime, the collapse of
the Soviet Union. On one hand, I
applaud the courageous democratic forces
that have taken to the streets. People
should be free to decide their own fate. It
is thrilling to see people take the first
steps toward democracy.

“However, I also have a queasy feeling
about this. It’s like giving oxygen to a
sick patient. The shock may kill the
patient.”

Later in his article, Kaku develops this
contempt for the masses: “Ideologically,
however, Gorbachev unwittingly created
a vast vacuum. People, especially poor
ones, desperately need things to believe

“Concerning the attempted coup, the
CP doesn’t know whether to shift or go
blind, or which faction in the Soviet
bureaucracy to back.”

have publicly expressed their attraction
to the ‘Pinochet model’ (referring to the
harsh economic restructuring carried out
by coup-installed dictator General
Augusto Pinochet in Chile) and the
‘South Korean miracle.’ (There are many
on the other side of the Moscow barri-
cade that hold such views as well.)
Ownership is not a hangup with
them....”

Bloice ends up hoping that a new
party that Gorbachev has called for will
save the day, a “party of left-wing forces
built on the platform of freedom and
democracy” as the “outgoing” Central
Committee defined it before it dissolved.

The discreditment and disintegration of
Stalinism in the USSR sounds the death
knell for the CPUSA. Trained for
decades in class collaborationism and
toadyism to Moscow, most of its mem-
bers are rapidly moving even further to
the right. Perhaps a remnant of befuddled
fools like Gus Hall will remain, gently
rocking on their porches and nostalgical-
ly recalling the good old days of Stalin
and Beria. Good riddance. |

in... I believe that most peasants and
farmers in the Soviet Union believed in
their system and made heroic sacrifices
because they believed that it was right to
help humanity and defend their coun-
try....
“But then Gorbachev, in effect, said it
was all a waste, that they were all dupes,
that Communism was a fraud, that they
sacrificed for nothing. How would you
feel if you had willingly suffered for 50
years because of a cause, only to be told
it was all a bad joke, a complete fraud?
That your brothers and sisters and par-
ents died for nothing? You would go
berserk, of course. And this is what is
happening all over the Soviet Union....”

One can only conclude that it is Mr.
Kaku who is going berserk, having just
woken up to the crimes of Stalinism. If
only Gorbachev, he says, had not told
the “poor people” that everything was
not hunky-dory, everything would be
OK. Then the “reforms that should have
taken place 25 years ago” maybe could
have been implemented from the top, by
people who you can bet are not “poor”

Guardian

This newspaper defines itself as an
independent radical weekly.

The Guardian did not comment on the
attempted coup until its Sept. 11 issue,
and even then did not present an editorial
position. Instead, it printed a number of
commentaries from various people on
the left.

Nevertheless, an overall impression of
the events is conveyed, capsulized by the
title of the major piece by Fred Weir, a
special to The Guardian from Moscow:
“Goons of August’ finished off Soviet
socialism:”

“Fool or not, he [coup plotter
Yanayev] and his accomplices set off an
explosion that ruptured the chances for
an evolutionary solution,” writes Weir,
“Their actions will condition the future
in a myriad of ways—anot all of them
happy.

“In seeking to save the union through
conspiracy and coercion, they may have
destroyed it. By slathering the banner of
socialism onto a tank turret one final,
pathetic time, they discredited it forever
in this country [the USSR].”

Most of The Guardian writers favor
Gorbachev and had illusions that he was
trying to democratize the Soviet Union
but preserve its “socialist” character. But
now the attempted coup has dashed those
hopes.

This pessimism runs throughout the

and thus don’t have to “believe things”
in order not to “go berserk.”

Note Mr. Kaku’s timing? Reforms
should have been made 25 years ago,
that is, in 1966. The whole Stalin period
is glossed over.

In the main, The Guardian reflects the
views of people trained in the Stalinist
school, including the Maoist variety, and
as such haven’t a clue as to what’s hap-
pening in the USSR or China for that
matter. For them, everything boils down
to good or bad policies by the leaders. B

AGAINST THE

Reflects the views of members of the
organization called Solidarity.

A statement by Solidarity to be print-
ed in the October issue of Against the
Current was furnished to Socialist
Action.

“BEveryone, it seems, is celebrating the
August events in the Soviet Union,” the
statement begins. And there’s plenty to
celebrate: the collapse of the coup; the
people of Moscow and Leningrad mobi-

lizing for democracy; the rapid disman-
tling of the tyranny of the KGB and the
Communist party bureaucracy; the ful-
fillment of the Baltic peoples’ legitimate
and democratic desire for national inde-
pendence.”

Concerning Yeltsin, Solidarity says he

is a “former Communist Party boss who
left the party to embrace ‘radical market
reform.’ ...Yeltsin deserves credit for
resisting the coup, certainly—and the
hundreds of thousands who responded to
his appeal for resistance were correct to
do so, whether or not they were support-
ers of Yeltsin himself. But is Yeltsin the
‘democratic’ leader our media advertised
as the coup collapsed? Yeltsin began
issuing orders, for example, banning the
Communist party ‘in the territory of the
Russian republic’ and numerous newspa-
pers.
“Such decrees are highly dangerous—
not because the CP’s politics should be
defended, but because it appears that
Yeltsin is the kind of leader who likes to
run things without any parties or oppo-
sition organizations at all.”

Solidarity sees “not one, but two pro-
cesses underway in the USSR, both
dramatically accelerated by the attempted
Stalinist coup and its failure.

One is the process of democracy, initi-
ated ‘from above’ by Gorbachev and now
open to the masses to expand from
below.

The other is the attempt to ‘marketize’
the economy from above and from out-
side. This would inevitably create a
capitalism with enormous inequities,
prosperity alongside incredible misery
and huge indebtedness to western banks.
In other words, it would be the kind of
capitalism that exists in Brazil, not
western Europe.

“We see these two processes as being
on a collision course—not immediately,
but perhaps in the not too distant
future...

“What lies ahead are years of complex
struggles. As socialists our loyalties are
clear: with the people and the democratic
movement in the streets against the
bureaucracy, and also with the workers
as they begin to organize their defense
against the costs that a new capitalist
order will impose [emphasis in origi-
nall...”

We can agree with this stand, in the
abstract. But there are some serious
weaknesses in Solidarity‘s position.

One concermns the role of Gorbachev
and the sector of the bureaucracy he rep-
resents. It should not be forgotten that
the bureaucracy as a whole placed him at
the apex of its apparatus in 1985. And
following the failed coup, he still plays
a central role along with Yeltsin, and,
increasingly, with Nazarbayev, president
of Kazahkistan and an advocate of the
“market economy,” who cautions against
too much democracy in the new govern-
ment seeking to re-consolidate the rule
of the bureaucracy.

The Solidarity statement mentions
Gorbachev only once, giving him credit
for initiating the “process of democracy,”
even if from above. The statement men-
tions only Yeltsin’s penchant for rule by
decree, but the same thing is true of the
whole new government, including Gor-
bachev.

It also doesn’t refer to Gorbachev’s

RENT

role in driving towards capitalist restora-
tion, a curious omission given his
well-known positions. It could seem
from the Solidarity statement that Gor-
bachev is part of the “democratic -
movement” which will come into con-
flict with the drive toward capitalist
restoration.

The crisis of bureaucratic mismanage-
ment of the economy forced the

(continued on next page)

SOCIALIST ACTION OCTOBER 1991 17



Romanian miners illustrate a point

Fierce resistance by striking Roma-
nian coal miners to “market reforms”
illustrates the difficulties facing the
bureaucratic caste all over Eastern
Europe and the USSR in restoring
capitalism.

On Sept. 26, thousands of miners
from the Jiu Valley arrived in trains
they had commandeered to join 4000
compatriots in Bucharest who had
stormed government buildings the day
before. Battles with government
forces lasted three days, as the miners
were joined by Bucharest residents in
protesting the regime’s economic
policies.

The miners in Bucharest were
demanding higher pay, lower prices,
and the resignation of the govern-
ment.

The protests forced Prime Minister
Petre Roman to resign. After Presi-
dent Ion Illescu promised to form a
commission to study the miner’s
grievances, the miners went home.
But the state radio reported that a gen-
eral strike continued by the Mining
Trade Union Confederation, which
does not represent the Jiu Valley min-
ers, demanding government subsidies

and a halt to the closure of so-called
unprofitable mines.

Prime Minister Roman’s “market
reform” policies not only include
shutting down mines and throwing
miners out of work, but have “sliced
standards of living, widened the gap
between rich and poor and sent infla-
tion soaring to 170 percent,”
according to the Associated Press.

Roman, himself a former member
of the Stalinist Communist Party,

attacked the miners’ action as a
“Communist coup.” He charged the
miners with secking “the dissolution
of all the democratic institutions in
this country,” in an interview on
French TV. “Romania has broken
with Communism for too short a
time for the old structures and men-
talities to be able to disappear,” he
said.

Roman thus tried to smear the min-
ers as supporters of the hated
Stalinist dictator Ceaucescu, who was
overthrown in an armed insurrection
in 1989. But these miners were in the
forefront of the 1989 insurrection.

What Roman really fears and hates,
are the “mentalities” of the workers
who resist moves towards capitalist
restoration. It is through their own
struggles that the workers will come
to understand the difference between
Stalinism and real communism,
which, after all, is just the generaliza-
tion of the movement of the working
class towards its emancipation.
Roman, by calling them communists,
will help their education.

After Ceaucescu was overthrown
and executed, the bureaucratic caste
reorganized as the National Salvation
Front and established a new govern-
ment. Like the other regimes in
Eastern Europe and the USSR, it
seeks a way out of the crisis it faces
through the restoration of capitalism.

But the miners have shown that
won’t be so easy, especially in Roma-
nia, where the workers overthrew one
regime arms in hand, and have given
notice they can do so again.—B.S.

... Soviet coup and U.S. left

(continued from page

bureaucracy under Gorbachev to allow
more “glasnost” or openness as the rul-
ing caste tried to chart a course that
would keep their privileges intact. This
opening has been increasingly seized by
the masses to further their interests, but
we shouldn’t be giving praise to Gor-
bachev for this any more than we should
give praise to the U.S. Congress for
“granting” Blacks the right to vote in the
1960s or to the Supreme Court for
“granting” women the right to choose in
1973.

At best, Gorbachev’s “democracy” is
parliamentary democracy a la the capital-
ist West, and is counterposed to the
regeneration of workers democracy
through democratic soviets, trade unions
and factory committees.

The reality is that the bureaucracy,
under whatever “democratic” fig leaf, has
to move towards a “strong state” in order
to defeat the workers’ resistance to the
restoration of capitalism. Gorbachev’s
proven willingness to seek emergency
powers is more important than his lip-
service to democracy.

Any softness towards any wing of the
bureaucracy in this situation will lead to
disorientation. We must oppose not only
the coup plotters, but also vigorously
oppose the new government.

The choice looming before the work-
ing people of the USSR and Eastern
Europe is stark. Either the bureaucracy
will overthrow the still-existing work-
ing-class property forms and reintroduce
capitalism or the workers will overthrow
the bureaucracy and reestablish workers
democracy. There will be no halfway
houses.

Keeping this in mind, we now turn to
the way forward offered by Solidarity.
Their statement says: “The logic of such
movements [trade unions, social move-
ments, and political parties], particularly
in the working class, would not point to
creating capitalism.

“Working people, instead of turning
the factories that they built over to for-
eign investors or bureaucrats-
turned-owners, will want to ‘own’ and
control their workplaces themselves and

to negotiate contracts with other enter-
prises. This would be a first step toward
workers’ self-management, which can
only succeed if worker-controlled demo-
cratic planning replaces the old
bureaucratic ‘command’ system.”

The idea of the workers owning and
controlling their own factories and nego-
tiating contracts with other enterprises is
not a step toward workers’ self-manage-
ment. That would be a step away from
state property and the goal of socialized
property. It would amount to the facto-
ries becoming cooperatives, a form of
private property.

The only way each factory would be
able to “negotiate” with the others would
be on the basis of the market and compe-
tition.

There could be no overall planning.
The blind forces of the market would
begin to dominate economic decisions,
even if they were made democratically by
the workers in each enterprise. This
would lead to growing inequality and the
reemergence of exploitation of the poorer
enterprises by the wealthier enterprises,
and be a stepping stone back towards
capitalism.

In fact, this very idea is being floated
in Eastern Europe today as a way to fool
the workers into accepting private own-
ership of the means of production.

Real workers self-management can
only rest on nationalized property, with
an overall economic plan decided demo-
cratically by the working class
collectively. This is the only way the
workers can exert real power over the
economy. On this basis workers self-
management in each individual enterprise
can develop as part of that plan.

Solidarity resulted from a fusion of
different groups. One of these held that
the Marxist analysis of the USSR devel-
oped by Trotsky was wrong. They held
that the bureaucracy was really a new
ruling class based on nationalized proper-
ty. They called their theory “bureaucratic
collectivism.”

The originators of this theory split
from the Socialist Workers Party (SWP)
in 1940 because they could not accept
the SWP position that the workers state
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in the USSR should be defended against
imperialist attack in the second world
war in spite of its bureaucratic deforma-
tions. Politically, they were bending to
imperialist pressure, as was seen also in
their refusal to defend colonial China
against imperialist Japan during the war.

This anti-Marxist theory has been
definitively refuted by the recent.events
in the USSR. It is now clear that the
bureaucratic caste does not represent a
new historical system unforeseen by
Marxism, but a temporary excrescence
on the workers state—a parasite, not a
new organism.’

The bureaucratic caste itself has come
to realize that the only hope for its
members as a privileged minority lies
not in the continuation of its old meth-
ods of enrichment through sucking the
blood of the nationalized economy, but
in a restoration of capitalism. There is
no “third way”—either forward toward
socialism on the basis of workers’ power
or back to capitalism.

We note that Solidarity is opposed to
a return to capitalism and recognizes this
would mean great hardship for the Soviet
workers and peasants. This position con-
tradicts the theory of “bureaucratic
collectivism,” but it is always better to
be right than consistent. n

towards the restoration of capitalism
without similar measures.

“Contrary to what is implied by the
Western bourgeois media, neither
‘democracy’ nor the partisans of a ‘free
market economy’ have consolidated their
hold on a post-coup USSR. The situa-
tion in the Soviet Union is extremely
fluid. Powerful elements will attempt to
plunder state property, unleash foreign
investment, slash social benefits, and
provide a bourgeois legitimization of
already-existing economic inequalities
within Soviet society. Already compet-
ing nationalisms, some assuming
extremely reactionary manifestations,
have begun to make significant headway
among different sectors of the peoples of
the USSR.

“There is a potential for immense
class struggles waged by the Soviet
working people, in some cases coexist-
ing or combined with national liberation
struggles. There is also potential for
destructive inter-ethic conflicts and the
emergence of right-wing, fascist-like
movements. In more ways than one,
there is the possibility of civil war.

“The outcome of this struggle is yet
to be determined. While the fighting
capacity of the Soviet masses cannot be
doubted, they so far lack mass organiza-

Bulletin in Defense of

Reflects the views of the Fourth Inter-
nationalist Tendency (FIT).

A statement by the FIT leadership
scheduled for the October issue was fur-
nished to Socialist Action.

“The defeat of the coup was a genuine
victory for the Soviet peoples,” the
statement says. “The active intervention
of the masses in this situation creates
important opportunities for the forces of
democracy and socialism.

“At the same time, the mainstream of
the top bureaucratic leadership will
attempt to utilize the shock-value of the
coup to justify far-reaching measures
they have been unable to implement in
the past. The self-discrediting of a major
sector of the more conservative wing of
the bureaucracy, combined with the par-
tial collapse/partial repression of the
Communist Party, creates a new balance
among the contending elements within
the bureaucracy.

“Those who favor an all-out restora-
tion of capitalism will obviously be
strengthened and emboldened. To the
extent that ‘economic reforms’ are
advanced at the expense of the masses,
however, elements among the working
class can be expected to utilize any and

Marxism

tions, such as socialist workers’ parties
and effective unions, needed to organize
successful defense against the counter-
revolution.

“Glasnost has created important incipi-
ent groupings — socialist vanguard
formations, attempts at organizing inde-
pendent unions, nationalist, women’s
and environmental movements. These
vanguard formations are now challenged
to quickly find a way to win genuine
mass influence.”

The FIT statement is lengthy, with
the whole first part reviewing the histo-
ry of the USSR from a generally
Trotskyist (Marxist) viewpoint, and we
can agree with its general orientation
towards a political revolution by the
working people, and of course its oppo-
sition to the attempted coup.

But concerning key problems of what
to do now, the FIT statement has serious
weaknesses and confusion.

Some of these it shares with Solidari-
ty. It is ambiguous on Gorbachev,
hailing his policy of “glasnost” without
differentiating between his anti-working
class proposals for “glasnost” and the
openings Gorbachev was forced to con-
cede to the masses in their fight for
workers democracy. “Glasnost” did not

““Glasnost’ did not create
the independent groups and movements
the FIT statement refers to. The people
did this, utilizing the greater political
freedom wrested from the bureaucracy.”

all democratic freedoms to struggle for
defense of their economic interests and
the rights won in 1917,

“Mass action against the anti-demo-
cratic coup may pave the way for mass
actions in the direction of genuine
socialism. Such a collision between
glasnost and perestroika may well cause
some of yesterday’s partisans of ‘democ-
racy’ to once again take up the banner of
authoritarian ‘law and order.’

“In many ‘newly industrializing coun-
tries,” the cause of ‘capitalist ‘modem-
ization’ is advanced by dictatorships
intolerant of trade unions, opposition
parties, and free speech. It is hard to see
how the ex-USSR could move decisively

“create” the independent groups and
movements the FIT statement refers to.
The people did this, utilizing the greater
political freedom wrested from the
bureaucracy.

The fundamental contradiction is not
between “glasnost” and “perestroika,”
two completely interconnected sides of
the same policy of capitalist restoration.
The coming battles will be between the
bureaucracy as a whole, and the working
masses and the oppressed nationalities.
Fuzzy thinking on this question can lead
to illusions in the Gorbachevites. The
task of the working people is the over-

(continued on next page)



(continued from previous page)
throw of the new post-coup government,
including Yeltsin and Gorbachev.

A major difficulty with the FIT posi-
tion is its refusal to see that the
bureaucracy as a caste has opted for capi-
talist restoration.

While acknowledging that restora-
tionist policies have been “strengthened
and emboldened,” the statement says that
“the partisans of a ‘free market econo-
my’” have not “consolidated their hold in
the post-coup USSR.” But they had
already “consolidated their hold” on the
pre-coup USSR, and now in the post-
coup period are loudly proclaiming their
intentions from the rooftops.

This view is backed up by theoretical
assertions in the statement: “Sections of
the top echelons of the bureaucracy could
undoubtedly enrich themselves by
becoming native agents for the penetra-
tion of foreign capital [under capitalist
restoration], but much of the bureaucra-
cy—which numbers in the
millions—will lose their privileges and
be driven back into the working class.”

And, “if capitalism is restored it is
guaranteed that the bureaucracy as a
whole will not be able to establish itself
as a new capitalist class.”

The implication is that the bureaucra-
cy in its great bulk, at least those not in
the “top echelons,” are opposed to
restoration as against their own inter-
ests.

It is true that if capitalism is restored,
not all or even a large majority of the
many-millioned bureaucracy will become
capitalists. But this doesn’t mean they
will “lose their privileges and be driven
back into the working class.” Undoubt-
edly, some will. But the great bulk will
continue to do what they are doing now,
except they will be doing it for the new
capitalist masters. .

Trotsky pointed out in “The Revolu-
tion Betrayed ” that in the event of a
capitalist restoration, the bulk of the
functionaries in the state apparatus are
perfectly suited by their mentality and
habits to operate the capitalist state and
would be retained. A workers’ political
revolution, on the other hand, would
require the sweeping out of the bureau-
cratic crud on a massive scale.

Present factory and farm managers and
technocrats won’t lose their positions in
the main under a capitalist restoration.
They envy their counterparts in the
West, and fervently hope they can
become just like them, without the con-
straints of the planned economy. If the
FIT doesn’t believe this, take a look at
what has happened with these layers in
the former East Germany, where even
the bulk of the secret police has been
retained. [ |

and China were “state capitalist” as
against Trotsky’s analysis.

This view led them to be neutral dur-
ing the Korean war (1950-53), which
was a bloody conflict between U.S.
imperialism and the North Korean and
Chinese workers’ states.

The ISO proudly states, “The founding
slogan of the International Socialist
Organization and our sister organizations
internationally was: Workers Power East
and West—Neither Moscow nor Wash-
ington, But International Socialism.”

This sounds very revolutionary, but it
led in practice to a helpless neutrality
when faced with imperialism’s attempts
to crush the bureaucratically deformed
workers’ states.

Not only was this current neutral dur-
ing the Korean war—under the false
notion that the workers had nothing to
defend in the nationalized and planned
economies of North Korea and China—
they were neutral throughout the “Cold
War,” placing equal blame on both the
imperialist countries and the workers’
states for the threat of a nuclear war.

In the United States, this meant fight-
ing against those who wanted to
concentrate their fire on Washington’s
war mongering and nuclear weapons
buildup. Their “equal blame” line conve-
niently allowed them to duck the ruling
class’s anti-communist campaign.

Politically, they were in the same boat
as those who held the “bureaucratic col-

Indeed, what is the fuss all about? Noth-
ing much new is happening. On these
grounds they fail to join the issues of
the real class struggle unfolding in the
USSR, around which a new revolution-
ary socialist party will be built. |

THE M ,L

Reflects the views of the Socialist
Workers Party (SWP).

Front-page headlines in the Sept. 6,
13 and 20 issues give a flavor of the
SWP’s position: “Soviet workers win
giant victory by defeating coup”; “Gor-
bachev, Yeltsin drive to stem Soviet
disintegration—Seek to defend ruling
stratum, take aim at workers’ rights”;
“New federation in USSR keeps bureau-
cratic rule.”

An editorial in the Sept. 6 issue says:
“Working people and fighters for demo-
cratic rights should have no hesitation in
identifying with the battle waged by
hundreds of thousands of people against
the coup in the Soviet Union. Through
their actions on the barricades and in the

“The political line of The Militant
concerning the coup is closest to that of
Socialist Action. This is because both
organizations base their analysis of these
events on Trotsky’s class explanation of
the bureaucratic counterrevolution and
the road forward for the Soviet
working people.”

lectivist” theory. Both currents failed to
defend the Cuban revolution, and both
initially were neutral in the Vietnam
war, opposing the slogan of immediate
withdrawal of U.S. troops as being too
unilateral. Not until the antiwar move-
ment burgeoned did they jump on the
bandwagon.

In Socialist Worker, they come out for
workers’ revolution and workers democ-
racy in the USSR, but one searches the
issue in vain to find any concrete pro-
gram for the Soviet toilers to advance

Socialist

- Worker

Newspaper of the International Social-
ist Organization (ISO)

The September issue hails the defeat
of the coup attempt, and in a front page
headline says that the “regime’s fall
opens up new period of struggle.”

“What we are seeing,” the lead article
states, “is the final failure of Stalin-
ism—the repressive bureaucratically
controlled, capitalist system that rose on
the ruins of a workers’ revolution.”

The ISO thinks that the system in the
USSR is and has been capitalist, what
they call “state capitalist.”

This current looks to the Socialist
Workers Party in Britain for guidance.
The British SWP is led by Tony CIiff,
who developed the view at the end of the
1940s that the USSR, Eastern Europe,

today. But this is not really surprising,
since they reject the concrete struggles
of the Soviet masses as illusory. For
example, the opposition to the privatiza-
tion of the means of production—which
is deep in the Soviet working class—is'
dismissed as meaningless since capital-
ism already exists. At a recent forum in
San Francisco an ISO spokesperson stat-
ed this position.

They refuse to recognize and defend the
remaining conquests of the 1917 revolu-
tion—that is, the planned economy,
nationalized property, and the monopoly
of foreign trade—which the bureaucracy
and world imperialism have not yet suc-
ceeded in overthrowing on the grounds
that these conquests simply don’t exist!

How can there be capitalist restoration
if capitalism has already been restored? -

streets working people have widened the
space open to them and gained greater
confidence for the struggles to come.

“Opposing the coup and identifying
with those in the streets in no way
means extending one iota of political
support to Boris Yeltsin, or Mikhail
Gorbachev who simply represent various
wings of the bureaucracy.

“Yeltsin plans to drive ahead with
market-oriented reforms which will fur-
ther deepen the economic crisis suffered
by workers and farmers; he seeks the
same sacrifices and ‘labor discipline’ that
the coup leaders wished to impose by
force; and his regime is set to impose
new forms of Great Russian domination
on the multitude of oppressed nationali-
ties in the Soviet Union.

“The crumbling of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) fol-
lowing the coup’s defeat is also an event
worth celebrating. Since the counterrevo-
lution led by Joseph Stalin in the 1920s
the CPSU has been an integral part of
the bureaucratic machinery designed to
guarantee the perks and privileges of the
parasitic ruling caste. As such the CP
was a tool of anti-working-class terror—
at home and abroad. It has misled
millions of revolutionary-minded work-
ers around the world.

“The murder machine of Stalin and his
successors drove workers out of politics
for more than six decades. By repulsing
this coup, working people in the Soviet
Union have taken a giant step toward
once again finding their way, through
struggle, to their own organizations and
revolutionary leadership.

“In the course of the fights to come
they will debate ideas, link up with fel-
low fighters around the world, and
absorb the revolutionary experiences of
the world working-class movement.
They need to deepen their struggle and
reconquer political power.

“The sight of hundreds of thousands of
ordinary people routing this coup will

inspire fighters everywhere to link up
with their brothers and sisters in the
Soviet Union in a common struggle
against oppression and exploitation.”

Longer articles develop and expand
this line.

TANT

A difference may exist with Socialist
Action. We think the bureaucracy
intends not only to seek accommodation
with imperialism, but to drive toward
the restoration of capitalism, as it sees
no other road out of the crisis that would
preserve its privileges.

This is not clearly spelled out in The
Militant, although the political line on
what to do against any moves by the
bureaucracy in this direction is similar
to that of Socialist Action.

An SWP resolution adopted before the
coup attempt but reprinted in the Sept. 6
issue and clearly meant to apply to the
USSR today as well as Eastern Europe,
states:

“The brutally repressive regimes [in
Eastern Europe] that had blocked the
workers and farmers of these countries
from entering politics and acting in their
own class interests are crumbling. The
regimes that have replaced them are in
irresolvable crisis. And the imperialists
have no prospect of restoring a stable
capitalism, or even reasonable social
equilibrium, without a fight against the
toilers—a fight whose consequences they
cannot foresee. [We would only add that
this fight is inevitable—B.S.]

“The crisis will deepen in all these
countries. It will get worse. The assaults
on living standards, on what workers and
farmers in these countries have come to
recognize as social rights, will intensify.

“But working people will resist these
attacks....”

The political line of The Militant con-
cerning the coup is closest to that of
Socialist Action. This is because both
organizations base their analysis of these
events on Trotsky’s class explanation of
the bureaucratic counterrevolution and
the road forward for the Soviet working
people.

This is true even if the SWP leaders
have not quite fully absotbed that Trot-
sky’s political prognosis for the
USSR—either a political revolution by
the workers or an overturn of the proper-
ty relations by the bureaucracy—is not a
far-off alternative, but has become the
stark choice facing Soviet working peo-
ple.

This convergence may seem Surpris-
ing, given that the SWP leadership
rejected its former Trotskyist program in
1981, and soon expelled those who later
founded Socialist Action for defending
that program. In 1990, the SWP official-
ly stated it was not Trotskyist, and it
left the Fourth International, the world
party founded by Leon Trotsky with con-
siderable help from the “old” SWP in
1938.

The explanation lies in the fact that in
place of its historic program, the current
SWP leadership has substituted an eclec-
tic melange, borrowing here from
Trotskyism, there from ideas of Stalinist
origin—although it does not recognize
the fact.

Luckily, this time it went back to its
Trotskyist past. The Militant is even
advertising basic works by Trotsky on
Stalinism, such as “The Revolution
Betrayed,” “The Third International After
Lenin,” and “In Defense of Marxism.”

It is to be hoped that the SWP mem-
bership will read or reread these works.
Perhaps that will inspire them to do the
same with Trotsky’s other writings,
which just might convince them that
Trotsky was more correct and a better
Marxist than some of their leaders who
saw fit to “correct” and “demote” the
great Bolshevik. |
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By GERRY FOLEY

No one should have been surprised
that the Stalinist regime in the USSR
shattered on the the reefs of the national
question. Despite a rollback of the
rights of the nations and nationalities
under Stalin and the reimposition of
national oppression, the bloody dictator
and his heirs were unable to totally lig-
" uidate the heritage of revolutionary years
with respect to national rights.

In 1978, when the Stalinist rulers
tried to push through new constitutional
provisions reducing the status of the
languages of the non-Russian republics,
they faced mass demonstrations in the
- Georgian and Armenian capitols, and
were forced to back off. Before the pre-
sent breakdown of bureaucratic control,
however, it would be hard to find anoth-
er example of the mass mobilizations
dealing a direct defeat to the totalitarian
state machine.

The very existence of the republics
with their formal right to sovereignty
(and even to secede from the USSR) rep-
resented a historic defeat for Stalin. At
the Twelfth Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union in 1922, he
tried to have all the republics reduced to
the status of the autonomous units of
the Russian federation. A dying Lenin’s
last efforts defeated this project.

In fact, Lenin’s last letters attacking

Nationalities or ”"Autonomization,” in
December 1922, Lenin opposed Stalin’s
rationalization for his policies:

“In my writings on the national ques-
tion I have already said that an abstract
presentation of the question of national-
ism in general is of no use at all. A
distinction must necessarily be made
between the nationalism of an oppressor
nation and that of an oppressed nation,
the nationalism of a big nation and that
of a small nation. '

“In respect of the second kind of
nationalism, we—nationals of a big
nation—have nearly always been guilty
in historic practice of an infinite number
of cases of violence; furthermore, we
commit violence and insult an infinite
number of times without noticing it.

“That is why internationalism on the
part of oppressors or ‘great’ nations, as
they are called (though they are great
only in their violence, only great as bul-
lies) must consist not only in the
observance of the formal equality of
nations but even in an inequality of the
oppressor nation, the great nation, that
must make up for the inequality which
obtains in actual practice.

“Anybody who does not understand
this has not grasped the real proletarian
attitude to the national question; he is
still essentially petty bourgeois in his
point of view and is, therefore, sure to
descend to the bourgeois point of view.”

Lenin’s policy vs. Stalin’s:

How the Bolsheviks defended
rights of national minorities

Stalin’s “autonomization” proposal and
other violations of national rights—
such as the breaking of the Georgian
Communist Party—were not published
in the Soviet Union until after Stalin’s
death.

Stalin had used the argument that the
Communist Party needed to combat all
forms of “nationalism” equally—the
national feeling of small nations as well
as the large. He adopted this stance par-
ticularly in attacking communists
among the oppressed nationalities who
defended the national rights of their peo-
ples against the growing Great Russian
chauvinism of the increasingly bureau-
cratized Soviet Communist Party.

Stalin’s repression in Georgia

The case of Georgia was symptomat-
ic. After the occupation of Georgia by
the Red Army in 1922, Stalin proceeded
to crush the Georgian Communist Party
under the guise of suppressing what h
called “bourgeois nationalism.” '

In his article “The Question of

Russian deputy is confronted by demand for more freedom for national republics.

(Quoted in “Internationalism or Russifi-
cation,” by Ivan Dzyuba. English
translation from Ukrainian original,
published by Monad Press, New York,
1968, p. 60.)

Stalin’s repression in Georgia led
Lenin to break with him and propose an
alliance with Trotsky.

Self-determination in the East

Two national questions were posed
with particular acuteness during the peri-
od of the civil war (1918-1922)—that of
the Ukraine and that of the peoples of
Muslim tradition, then mainly grouped
in the province of Turkestan.

The base of the Soviet government in
Turkestan was mainly among the Rus-
sian-speaking population of the cities,
in particular in Tashkent. The danger
arose that the Russians would attempt
to maintain colonial domination in the
name of the revolution.

This threat was denounced in the Bol-
shevik congresses. At the Tenth
Congress, a delegate spoke in the fol-
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lowing terms:

“The colonization of the borderlands is
not simply the work of a few months,
but of whole decades. For whole
decades, Russian imperialism colonized
these borderlands. If we admit that eco-
nomic development is reflected and
manifested in various spheres of social
and economic life, we must admit that
the colonization of the borderlands by
Russian imperialism created a colonial-
ist ideology and a definite colonialist
attitude of mind among Russian ele-
ments living in these borderlands. ...
And until we rid ourselves of this ideol-
ogy ... we will not achieve anything.
We must launch a struggle against colo-
nialism as such.” (Quoted in
“Internationalism or Russification,” p.
62.)

Espousing the cause of the oppressed
nationalities in Central Asia won over
to the Bolsheviks the most radical fight-
ers for national liberation—such as
Sultan Galiev, who rebelled later against
the revival of Great Russian chauvinism
under Stalin.

Bolsheviks’ policy gained allies

Objective pro-bourgeois nationalists,
such as the Tatar Tamurbek Davletshin,
admit that once the Bolsheviks won the
confidence of the oppressed peoples with
their recognition of their national rights,
the latter followed them on social ques-

Peter Turnley for Newsweek

tions, leaving the mere nationalists high
and dry. (“Sovetskii Tatarstan, Teoriiya
i Praktika Leninskoi Natsionalnoi Poli-
tiki,” Our Word, London, 1974.)

Davletshin also points out that. the
Bolshevik decision to grant full rights
of self-determination, up to and includ-
ing secession, to the nation-
alities—while the Provisional Govern-
ment headed by Alexander Kerensky
refused to do this—was decisive turning
turning the struggle in favor of the Bol-
sheviks.

This was also a crucial factor in the
civil war, in which the Whites alienated
the non-Russian peoples with their pro-
ject of restoring the unity of the
Russian empire.

Furthermore, the bourgeois and pro-
bourgeois nationalists tended not to be
very nationalistic. The Bolsheviks actu-
ally went beyond the nationalists with
their support for the right of the
oppressed peoples to the fulfillment of
their national aspirations and their right
to adhere or not to the Soviet Union.

V.1. Lenin in 1921

The Ukrainian nationalists, for example,
called only for autonomy and adopted a
program of independence only when the
Provisional Government in St. Peters-
burg, headed by Alexander Kerensky,
refused to give it to them.

Lenin on the Ukraine

Despite the spiteful language he
employs about the Bolsheviks in his
classical nationalist history of Ukraine,
Mikhailo Hrushevsky, a member of the
Ukrainian bourgeois nationalist govern-
ment ousted by the Bolsheviks, reveals
that “Bolshevik agitation” had largely
“demoralized” the Ukrainian nationalist
forces. (“Istoriia Ukraini z Dodatkom
Novoho Periodu Istorii Ukrainy za roky
vid 1914 do 1919, Shkol’na Rada, New
York, undated.)

The Bolsheviks came not only to
defend Ukrainian sovereignty as a princi-
ple. They undertook a program of
imposing Ukrainian as the language of
culture and public life in the republic,
which lasted from 1925 to 1932. For the
first and last time, the Ukrainian lan-
guage was raised from its minority,
marginal position on its own territory.
The reversal of this policy by Stalin in
the early 1930s was marked by the sui-
cides of the Ukrainian Communist Party
leader Mikola Skrypnyk and the leading
Ukrainian Communist intellectual, the
writer Mikola Khvylovy. .

Stalin developed such hatred for the
Ukrainians that Khrushchev was led to
say in his “secret speech” of 1956 that
Stalin would have liquidated the
Ukrainians entirely if there had not been
SO many.

The Bolshevik nationalities policy
was to a large extent hardened up and
consolidated by the experience of the
civil war in the Ukraine. At the time of
the November revolution, the major
front between the German and Austrian
armies and those of the Russian empire
ran through the Ukraine. This area
included major industrial regions and
sources of food and raw materials. In the
course of the civil war, control of the
Ukraine changed hands eight times.

The Bolshevik forces were mainly
centered in the Russian-speaking prole-
tariat, who had little sympathy with’
Ukrainian national feeling. Moreover,
the Bolshevik political and military
commanders were led by the pressures of
the civil war, in which the Germans
intervened, to disregard Ukrainian
national aspirations and feelings. These
tendencies threatened to lead to the defeat
of the Bolsheviks in the Ukraine. The
central leadership had to intervene direct-
ly to force their local followers to
change their approach.

In late 1919, following the Red
Army victory over the White general
Denikin, Lenin wrote in an open letter
to the Ukrainian workers and peasants:

“We Russian Communists must
repress with extreme rigorness the least
manifestation of Russian nationalism
that arises among us, because such man-
ifestations are a betrayal of
communism. They do us enormous
harm, separating us from our Ukrainian
comrades, and this plays into the hands

(continued on next page)
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of Denikin and his policy.” (Retranslat-
ed from the Spanish; quoted in “Lenin y
las naciones,” Javier Villanueva, Edito-
rial Revoluci6én, Madrid, 1987, p. 384.)

The Ukraine also became the principal
victim of the Stalinist bureaucracy’s
regression on the national question,
This led Trotsky in 1939 to write that it
was necessary, most fundamentally, for
the republic to recover real independence
in order for the Ukrainian people to be
able to reassert their right to self-deter-
mination and a national future. (See in
particular, “Ukrainian Independence and
Sectarian Muddleheads,” “Writings of
Leon Trotsky, 1939-40,” New York,
Pathfinder, 1973).

Ukrainians’ fight bureaucracy

Armed struggle for Ukrainian indepen-
dence spread eastward in the Ukraine
after the post-World War II annexation
of the western part of the country,
which had been under Polish rule and
where the nationalist movement had not
been so effectively suppressed. These
fighters were led to make a distinction
between the Stalinist bureaucracy and
nationalized ownership and to adopt the
goal of building a classless society.

The largest single category of politi-
cal prisoners in Stalin’s gulag were
Ukrainian fighters for national rights.
They were a major force in the concen-
tration camp revolts that followed

pass on their traditions to the leaders of
the Ukrainian literary renaissance of the
1960s, who were jailed in the 1970s.
Some of the latter have now re-emerged
as leaders of the Ukrainian national
democratic movement, called Rukh.
Thus, among Ukrainians the tradition of

ship, when the party top echelon and its
Siamese twin—organized crime—wants
to convert it into their own private
property. The real facts and the laws that
the party, Komsomol, and economic
magnates adopt in the Supreme Soviets
in Moscow and Kiev confirm that this

“They will find, as their grandparents
and parents did, that revolutionary
working-class movements are the only
reliable allies of movements for
national freedom”.

radical opposition to the Stalinist
bureaucracy remains unbroken.

This tradition may have helped shape
the radically antibureaucratic formula-
tions in the speech of Ivan Drach, the
chair of Rukh, to the organization’s sec-
ond congress in November 1990.

“In the so-called ‘regulated socialist
market’ programs,” Drach said, “the
government has camouflaged a still cru-
eler exploitation of the working people.
There is only one innovation. Today
everyone is gong to be forced by ‘eco-
nomic conditions’ to grab their
miserable ration away from their neigh-
bors.”

Drach described exactly the beauties of
capitalism for the bureaucracy. He went
on to say, “We are making every effort

legislative process of converting the
party-state-feudal socialists into the first
social-capitalists, industrialists and
bankers has already started.”

Drach saw the Ukrainian national-
democratic movement as closely linked
to the movement of the working people:
“The perestroika government is seeking
only to maintain itself in the saddle and
put a bridle back on the working people.

“After all that, in 1989, a real pere-
stroika started, which came as a surprise
to the authorities, although not to the
democratic forces—the emergence on the
political arena of such a mighty force as
the working class. The miners’ strikes,
which were highly organized and deter-
mined, really shook the party-state
power.”

Russia in the revolutionary period
showed more understanding and offered
greater perspectives for achieving the
aspirations of oppressed peoples than
any other major force in history.

The collapse of Stalinism has opened
the way for the oppressed peoples of the
Soviet Union to resume their advance
toward achieving their aspirations.
They will find, as their grandparents and
parents did, that revolutionary working-
class movements are the only reliable
allies of movements for national free-

dom.

Already the rise of the mass national
movements in the Soviet Union has put
the question of ending national oppres-
sion and achieving democratic
collaboration of nations to the fore
again, as it was in the period of the
Russian Revolution and the wave of rev-
olutions that followed it.

This is hardly something that the cap-
italist rulers wanted. They have too
many problems of their own with
oppressed nationalities in their own
countries or under their domination else-
where.

For example, Bush had no hesitation,
during his visit to the Soviet Union last
summer in fundamentally adopting Gor-
bachev’s line against the national
movements—forcing Drach to denounce
him.

It is a safe bet that the Soviet peo-
ples’ pursuit of their national
aspirations will cause more and more
problems for Washington’s dreamed of
“new order,” as well as for Stalin’s

Stalin’s death, and were later able to

to prevent the reform of national owner-

The victorious workers’ movement in

heirs. [ ]

... Irotsky
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in the chain of capitalism. The present Soviet Union
does not stand above the world level of economy, but
is only trying to catch up to the capitalist countries.
If Marx called that society which was to be formed
upon the basis of a socialization of the productive
forces of the most advanced capitalism of its epoch
the lowest stage of communism, then this designa-
tion obviously does not apply to the Soviet Union,
which is still today considerably poorer in technique,
culture and the good things of life than the capitalist
countries. It would be truer, therefore, to name the
present Soviet regime in all its contradictoriness, not
a socialist regime, but a preparatory regime transi-
tional from capitalism to socialism. ... The strength
and stability of regimes are determined in the long
run by the relative productivity of their labor.” (Page
47.)

What a strong indictment of the Soviet system
today! Soviet goods are inferior to those made in the
capitalist countries. Few “good things in life” exist
for the Soviet working people, who wait in long
lines for bread and live in one-room apartments. No
wonder most Soviet working people reject the
“socialism” of Stalin and have illusions in the capi-

" talist West. ;

“Socialism,” Trotsky explained (page 61), “is a
structure of planned production to the end of the best
satisfaction of human needs; otherwise it does not de-
serve the name of socialism.”

Political revolution and soviet democracy

The bureaucracy, Trotsky explained, has no inde-
pendent program or perspective. It is a
petty-bourgeois layer that sits atop the toiling mass-
es who made the October Revolution. It is a
transmission belt for the bourgeois ideology inside
the workers state. It defends itself by force and vio-
lence; it fears the working class. It is like the
trade-union officialdom in the capitalist countries that
fears the rank and file more than the boss, but derives
its privileges because of the dues paid by the work-
ers.

Because this caste derives its privileges from its
control of the state property, monopoly of foreign
trade, and control of all distribution, the counterrevo-
lution until the recent period was limited to the
political field.

The active promotion of capitalist restoration is a
direct result of the bureaucratic caste’s failure to
reverse a longterm decline of the economy. The rul-
ing elite sees its privileges threatened by economic
stagnation. Life is getting worse for the average
working person. To get workers to work harder (that
is, to raise labor productivity) the workers must see
improvement in their lives. Terror alone can not
work anymore,

rotsky

Thus, for those material reasons, Gorbachev and
the other bureaucrats have turned to the “market econ-
omy.”

Change is a life-or-death question. The question is:
what type of change? Capitalism or socialism? For
the privileged caste, the answer is simple: institute a
market economy in which they become the new own-
ers, managers or functionaries of what was formerly
state property. But that would be a social, economic,
and political disaster for the working class. The alter-
native perspective for the toiling masses is building
genuine socialism.

“It is not a question of substituting one ruling
clique for another,” wrote Trotsky (pages 289-90),
“but of changing the very methods of administering
the economy and guiding the culture of the country.
Bureaucratic autocracy must give place to Soviet
democracy. A restoration of the right of criticism,
and a genuine freedom of elections, are necessary con-
ditions for the further development of the country.
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This assumes a revival of freedom of Soviet parties,
beginning with the party of Bolsheviks, and a resur-
rection of the trade unions.

“The bringing of democracy into industry means a
radical revision of plans in the interests of the toilers.
Free discussion of economic problems will decrease
the overhead expense of bureaucratic mistakes and
zigzags. Expensive playthings—palaces of the Sovi-
ets, new theaters, show-off subways—will be
crowded out in favor of workers’ dwellings. ‘Bour-
geois norms of distribution’ will be confined within
the limits of strict necessity, and, in step with the
growth of social wealth, will give way to socialist
equality.

“Ranks [in the army] will be immediately abol-
ished. The tinsel of decorations will go into the
melting pot. The youth will receive the opportunity
to breathe freely, criticize, make mistakes, and grow
up. Science and art will be freed of their chains. And,
finally, foreign policy will return to the traditions of
revolutionary internationalism.”

What worker in the Soviet Union would not hail
such a program? The antibureaucratic democratic rev-
olution unfolding in the Soviet Union today opens
the door to working people engaging in real politics
for the first time in decades. It’s a crucial necessity
for the Soviet working people to destroy the caste and
successfully complete a political revolution where
state property is defended and the new regime joins
the battle for world socialism.

The workers of the Soviet Union don’t yet have
their new Bolshevik Party. They will create it as they
fight back against attempts to rollback their social
gains and restore capitalism.

Trotsky’s book, “The Revolution Betrayed,” and
his other works are invaluable tools for Marxists
today. n

SOCIALIST ACTION OCTOBER 1991 21



TAXES! ANOTHER WAY TO RIP US OFF

In our capitalist society, vir-
tually all goods are produced for
exchange in the market and not
for immediate use by the pro-
ducer. In fact, most goods are
produced by workers working
together co-operatively in enter-
prises owned by capitalists. The
percentage of goods produced by
independent producers, like arti-
sans and working farmers, is
small compared to those pro-
duced capitalistically.

In last month’s issue, we dis-
cussed how the value of goods
produced for the market, called
exchange value, is equal to the
average amount of human labor
time spent in their production.
The exchange value of goods
produced capitalistically, there-
fore, is created by the workers.
Since taxes, whether actually
paid for by the workers or the
capitalists, come out of this
pool of value created by the
workers, the workers really
“pay” all the taxes.

How do the capitalists get
their hands on the lion’s share
of the value the workers pro-
duce?

First, we should note that the
workers—either individually or
collectively—never sell to the
capitalist owners of industry the
products of their labor. If they
did, the workers would get back
in money the full value of what

- they produced, and the capital-
ists would get nothing. The
workers do not sell the products
they make because they never
own them—they never are
theirs’ to sell. The capitalists
own those products.

So it is the capitalists who
sell the products “their” workers
have made, and who therefore
pocket the full value of those
products even though the work-
ers have created all of that
value.

But the workers do sell the

capitalists something, in
exchange for which the capital-
ists pay the workers’ wages.
This “something” the workers
sell to the capitalists is their
ability to work. The value of
this “ability to work” is the
value of all the commodities
necessary to keep this ability
intact and reproduce itself—the
food, shelter, clothing, etc. nec-
essary for maintaining the
average worker and her or his
family. This “ability to work”
is called “labor power.”

In other words, the capitalist
class doesn’t pay you for the
work you do—if they did they
would have to pay you for the
full value of the products you
made. They pay for you your-
self.

The capitalist class doesn’t
buy all of you—if they did, you
would be a slave. But they do
buy your labor power for a defi-
nite time, say eight hours a
day, and during that time your
ability to work is theirs
because they paid for it. They
put you to work to create prod-
ucts which are also theirs, and
which they sell to realize the
full value of what you have
produced. You are not a slave,
but a wage slave.

So two different exchanges in
the market are involved. In one,
the capitalist buys your ability
to work, or labor power. In the
second, the capitalist sells the
product of your work—equal in
value to the labor you put into
it.

The difference between the
value of the product of your
work, which the capitalist gets,
and the value of your ability to
work, which you get, is the
“surplus value” the capitalist
gets to keep. In terms of.
money, surplus value is called
profit.

Now back to taxes. Taxes are

monies collected to run the
government. By government,
we mean more than a particular
regime, but the whole apparatus
of the army, police, judicial
system, prisons, bureaucracy,
etc., which we call the state. At
bottom, the state is a system of
organized force and violence.

Funds for the state

Under capitalism, the state is
a capitalist state, organized to
preserve the capitalist system
under the laws designed to do
that. It is controlled by the cap-
italists through their political
parties—Ilike the Democrats and
Republicans—in capitalist
democracies, or in other ways,
such as military dictatorships or
fascism,

The capitalist state also
defends the interests of the capi-
talists in each capitalist country
against the capitalists of other
countries and against colonial
and socialist revolutions. This
is the source of modern war.

Running the capitalist state is
a necessity for the capitalists.
Therefore taxes are a necessary
expense for the capitalists as a
class, and are paid from their
mass of surplus value.

So now we see that the capi-
talists pay all the taxes out of
the surplus value they pocket!
But didn’t we first conclude that
the workers really pay all the
taxes? The conundrum is
answered when we recall that
surplus value was created by the
workers. The capitalists pay the
taxes to run their government
out of the pool of surplus value
they own, which is part of the
total exchange value the work-
ers created.

But what about the taxes we
workers pay out of our own
pockets?

The situation was clearer 50
years or so ago, when workers
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in fact paid little or no tax.

Today we are forced to pay
taxes. But these taxes are part
of the total tax that goes to run-
ning the capitalist state. So
even the taxes that come out of
our own pockets are part of the
capitalist class’s expenses for
running their state, and as such
are part of surplus value and are
not part of our real wages.

Most workers instinctively
know this. When we get our
paychecks, we don’t look first
at what is called our “gross”
wage over there on the pay stub
side you can’t cash, but at our
“take-home” wage with the
taxes deducted on the business
side of the check.

Taxes that we pay later, like
sales and property taxes, should
also be deducted to arrive at our
“real” wages, but their form
makes it harder for us to see
that. '

Who pays the taxes?
The reason the capitalists

. “pay” us a little more and then

turn around to have us pay
taxes, instead of directly paying
these taxes themselves, is polir-
ical. It is designed to make us
identify with their state and to
feel we are co-responsible for
maintaining it.

If they can convince us, for
example, that “we” need to
spend billions on arms, we
workers might agree to what
amounts to a pay cut and a
lower standard of living through

increased taxes.

What about monies spent by
governments on needed social
services like education, fire-
fighting, social security,
unemployment payments, etc.?
These things are “ours” (some
go to the capitalists, too, of
course) and are part of the
“social wage” paid to us by the
capitalist class as a whole out
of surplus value.

Let’s take the example of
social security taxes. When
they are deducted from your
paycheck, that is a lowering of
your wage. When you retire and
receive your social security
check, that is part of the social
wage paid out to the workers as
a whole. But the amount taken
out of your paychecks for a life-
time may very well not be the
amount you get back, especially
when inflation is taken into

_ account.

You can’t count what is
called the “social security” tax
as yours because it isn’t—it’s
theirs. Count as yours only the
checks you receive.

Readers who wish to go more
deeply into the process of capi-
talist exploitation and the
creation of surplus value can
refer to the pamphlets “Wage
Labor and Capital” and “Value,
Price and Profit” by Karl Marx,
as well as the first chapters of
Marx’s “Capital.” n

(To be continued)

How you can help get our
newspaper to new readers

By BARRY SHEPPARD

Our campaign for 650 new
and renewal subscriptions has
gotten off to an uneven start, as
the scoreboard shows. Support-
ers in Baltimore have taken the
lead in getting a good head start
on making their goal.

San Francisco sub sellers are
just on time, and have concen-
trated on new subs. This should
now be complimented by more
sustained work on renewals.

Renewals help us build up
our base of long-term subscrip-
tions of péople who read the
paper over time and become
closer to the politics we stand

for. New York supporters have
done the reverse, doing well on
renewals but with more work
needed on reaching new readers.

Other areas have not yet real-
ly begun the drive. While we
have until Dec. 15, time’s a-
wastin’ and all should begin
now planning how to reach our
goal by then.

All our readers are encouraged
to participate in the subscrip-
tion campaign.

Let us know if you’d like
your area to be listed on the
scoreboard.

The current scoreboard regis-
ters the subs we received in the
Business Office as of Sept. 29.
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Capitalist greed kills 25 workers in N. Carolina

What’s the life of a poultry
worker worth? Less than a fried
chicken nugget, according to
the owners of the Imperial Food
Products company in Hamlet,
N.C.

Some 200 workers were
inside Imperial on Sept. 3 when
a fire started at the 26-foot-long
deep-fat fryer located in the cen-
ter of the plant. Twenty-five

federal health and safety inspec-
tors for protection. Yet all three
government agencies deny
responsibility for their failure
to inspect Imperial. Bach
blames the other for lack of
financial resources or enough
inspectors.

North Carolina has 12 to 16
safety inspectors and only six

given to states in 1970. Gener-
ally, the state programs are less
strict in enforcement than the
federal government’s Occupa-
tional Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA). “Many
states have these programs,”
says Joseph Kinney, executive
director of the National Safe
Workplace Institute, “because
the business community wants

Which side

Are You On?
By
Malik Miah

health inspectors. Federal guide-

workers died of smoke inhala-
tion and 49 others were
hospitalized.

The chicken plant had no
sprinkler or fire-alarm system.
The company had never been
written up for safety violations
in the 11 years the plant had
been in operation. Fire drills?
Not in anyone’s memory. Safe-
ty exits?

“The doors were padlocked,”
Aquanetta Fairley told Robert
Dees of The Militant, “The
company claimed people were
stealing boxes of chicken. If
you had to take a bag of trash
out, you had to get a supervisor

Wik Lekosich

1 DONT BLANE ME FOR
THOSE FIRE DEKTHS AT THAT
POULTRY PLANT.. IVE NEVER
EVEN BEEN THERE!

try plant out of necessity, not

choice. It is low-paying, but
sometimes the only job avail-
able. Single mothers (18 of the
25 killed) in many cases have
no choice but to work there.

Poultry is now the biggest
farm enterprise in North Caroli-
na. Some 24,000 workers are
employed in the industry from
growing, slaughtering, and pro-
cessing chickens. The market
value for the bosses is $1.5 bil-
lion per year.

Not surprisingly, nothing is
being done against Imperial and
other big food processors as
they put the lives of their work-
ers at risk. They run the state.

their “fault!”

Workers are expendable. So
25 died. There are others with-
out jobs to replace them. That’s
the cynical and true views of
capitalists toward all workers.
We are wage-slaves. We are ani-
mals. Chickens to be processed
and used by the employers as
we create society’s wealth.

The bosses don’t give a damn
about our lives. Working peo-
ple must organize and fight
back. Unions. Safety inspec-
tion. Shutdown all factories
that are unsafe. That’s the pro-
gram the AFL-CIO should take
to workers in Hamlet and

with a key to open the door.
Sometimes when I went up
there, every door except the
main door was locked, and
sometimes it was too.”

“The supervisors would be
across the street,” Fairley said,
“which is where they were that
morning.” Fairley’s fiance was
one of those who died in the
fire.

So, what do these “highly-
paid” mostly Black women
workers earn? Starting pay is
$4.85 an hour. Top pay is
$5.50 after about one year.
“They used to pay our insurance
until last January,” one worker
said. “Then we had to pay our
own. They took $12.45 out of
my check every week. Just for
me! To cover my son would
have cost $58 a week.”

" The Imperial plant is non-
union. The workers are
dependent on the city, state, and

lines would normally require
that the state have a minimum
of 64 safety inspectors and 50
health inspectors.

There are 180,000 workplaces
in North Carolina. Federal min-
imum standards call for state
inspectors to randomly check 2
percent of workplaces. Less
than 1 percent of North Caroli-
na factories were inspected in
1990. The state legislature has
cut the safety budget by 40 per-
cent in the past decade.

Government food inspectors
who check Imperial daily also
did not report any safety viola-
tions.

North Carolina is one of 23
states that operate their own
federally approved programs for
workplace safety and health
inspection under an option

to keep the feds out.”

Fines of companies for safety
violations by the state are sig-
nificantly less than by OSHA.
North Carolina fined Perdue
Farms $39,000 for exposing
workers to repetitive-motion
injuries in two plants in 1989.
OSHA fined Cargill $1 million
for similar violations.

The AFL-CIO is demanding
that OSHA take-back responsi-
bility for enforcing occu-
pational safety laws in North
Carolina. But OSHA is under-
staffed as well. In 1980, OSHA
bhad 1380 inspectors; today it
has 1200.

What explains this deadly sit-
uation? Capitalist greed.
Hamlet, N.C., is not atypical.
It is a working-class town of
6100. People work at the poul-

Criminal charges? It wasn’t nationwide. |
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Baltimore

By SAMIA A. HALABY

This is a response to the Opinion article

Abstract art is our heritage;

no future because nationalism has no
future. What is called American art only
existed as a regionalist variation on capital-

by Franklin Balch titled “Do the visual
arts have a future?” (August 1991 Socialist
Action. Yes, they do if the working class
does. The real visual arts are in no more or
less trouble than communist leadership.
Interest in the visual arts is subject to
class analysis. Bourgeois interest in the
arts palled because of their own increasing
fears and worsening economy. Working-
class interest in art, like most
working-class creative activity, is impris-

oned by bourgeois power. Ever since
Impressionism, they have grown ever more
skillful at stealing what is properly to the
credit of the working class.

Mondrian and Brancusi were not the pio-
neers of abstraction. They were only tame
echoes of the great leap to abstraction creat-
ed by the Soviet constructivists and
suprematists. These were intellectuals
moved by the great revolution. Let’s not
deny our own and believe bourgeois propa-
ganda.

Abstraction is not bourgeois decadence.
Abstraction is illusionistic of reality. The
ability to describe the general motion of
bodies rather than particular views of par-
ticular objects is valuable. Abstraction is
ours. Let’s not so hastily disclaim it.

The writer of the article in question won-
ders whether much of what is called “art”
today is even art at all. First, ask who does
the calling. Just because there is a bour-
geois art market with magazines and a
gallery scene does not mean that what they
show us is in fact valuable. Dealers are

let’s not hastily disclaim it

small business people who are blind to art,
due to their economic interests. We cannot
leave what is properly a social decision to
them.

Who might show us what is at present
happening in the visual arts worldwide? To
my knowledge, Cuba does the best job.
The curatorial staff responsible for organiz-
ing the Havana Biennial has done the best
job of putting together encyclopedic exhi-
bitions of contemporary art, much of
which is art of social conscience.

Art does not have the potential to create
revolutionary change. This is the biggest

mistake of Balch’s article. In our time,
only the working class has the potential to
cause revolutionary change.

Furthermore, artists do not scare the
bourgeoisie; at most they can be a bit
embarrassing, Artists cannot unionize.
They do not sell their labor by the hour nor
work in factories arranged for productivity
by division of labor. Artists cannot inter-
fere with production.

The present malaise in what is claimed
to be the art world will last as long as the
bourgeoisie does. Contrary to what is
hoped for in the article, American art has

ist art. Real American art is the art of the
Indians in all the Americas.

Capitalist art was born with capitalism
in Italy—the Renaissance. It had a national
flavor because then capitalism was nation-
al. Now capitalism is well into
imperialism; that is, it is ripe past rotten.
Now its art is as international as imperial-
ism and just as exploitative.

In agreement with the article, let all
those of conscience look deep into the
plight of the homeless, the unemployed,
the underpaid and underemployed, the hun-
gry, and the bombed-out victims of
capitalist greed. But instead of making art,
let them prepare the best leadership parties
for the working class. n
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U.S. ‘New World Order’ means
changes in relationship with Israel

By NAT WEINSTEIN

American imperialism’s vital interests
in the Middle East spurred President
Bush to put the screws on the Israeli
Zionist regime. He demanded Congress
postpone any action for 120 days on a
$10 billion loan guarantee requested
from the United States by its Israeli
client state.

Bush knows that the $10 billion will
be used to expand Jewish settlements in
the occupied territories of the West
Bank, Gaza Strip, and Golan Heights to
house the bulk of the million new Sovi-
et immigrants in addition to the 300,000
already arrived during the last few years.

The underlying conflict is deep.
Although of recent origin, it is implicit
in the relationship between imperialist
master and subordinate junior partner.
The conflict has recently emerged
because of the inability of the United
States to maintain its domination over
the Middle East without reducing Israel’s
role as its main strategic instrument for
control in the region.

When Secretary of State James A.
Baker III was sent to line up the world
for its war on Iraq’s Saddam Hussein—
whose actions it correctly judged to be a
distorted expression of the Arab revolu-
tion—the Bush administration knew that
it could no longer maintain imperialist
domination there on the old basis. It was
necessary to guarantee to the Arab states
a bigger role at the expense of the Israeli
settler state’s expansionist dreams of a
“Greater Israel.”

Most important, this option was now
possible given the decisive capitulation
of the Soviet bureaucracy. The United
States no longer needs a strong Israeli
ally against Arab states that were backed
up by Soviet Stalinism.

Bush knows that the Middle East
“peace” talks planned for this month
have no possibility for success unless
Israel is forced to retreat from its intran-
sigent insistence on holding on to all
territories stolen from the Palestinian
and other Arab peoples.

Although Bush doesn’t care a whit
about the plight of Zionism’s victims,
he knows that the Arab rulers will not
be able to help establish his “New
Order” in the region if Israel remains
hardnosed and uncompromising. The
Arab rulers must have something to
show their peoples to justify their past
treason and gain a measure of acceptance
for the hateful neo-colonial status quo.

But neither is Bush prepared to close
any doors on the Israeli puppet. His
recent demand, made at that the United
Nations withdraw its previously adopted
position that Zionism is racism is pri-
marily intended to allow the Israelis to
acquiesce to his demands gracefully. It is
also intended to reassure Zionists in this
country of imperialism’s continued com-
mitment to the Israeli settler state.

Response by Israel’s rulers

On his part, Yitzhak Shamir fears that
even a token Israeli retreat will encour-
age Palestinians to press for full
redemption of their national rights. He
further fears that the United States will,
under this pressure, drift inexorably
toward ever-greater reliance on its Arab
allies. Consequently, the current frantic
campaign to root settlers in the occupied
territories is designed to strengthen
Israel’s bargaining position against this
dynamic.

The withholding of the loan guarantee
is intended to convince Shamir that he
must give back some of his territorial
loot and retreat from attempts to dictate

“The conflict has recently emerged because
of the inability of the United States to
maintain its domination over the
Middle East without reducing Israel’s role as
its main strategic instrument for control in
the region.”

who shall represent Palestinians in the
talks designed to work out a more stable
relationship of forces in the region for
American imperialism. A

Baker’s message provoked a sharp out-
cry from the Israeli ruling class. Israeli
capitalists know that they will be com-
pelled, in the end, to subordinate their
interests to those of their paymaster,
who subsidizes Israel to the tune of $3
billion a year—not to mention supply-
ing them with the latest in military
equipment. _

They fear, most of all, that when the
Arab revolution resumes its forward
march, imperialism will have no qualms
about sacrificing Israel when it deems
that to be necessary for the preservation
of imperialism’s own interests.

Nevertheless, no ruling class gives up
without a fight, and Shamir’s game is to
strengthen the Zionist hand by calling
on American Jews to intercede on behalf
of the “Jewish homeland.” Zionist des-
peration was highlighted when one of
Shamir’s cabinet ministers foolishly
called President Bush an anti-Semite and
a liar, ‘

Shamir also revealed panic when he
slandered American Jews, many of whom
were embarrassed by Zionist demands
that they vigorously support the massive
construction of Jewish settlements in the
occupied territories. Besides, American
capitalists who are Jewish still have a
basic loyalty to American capitalism and
its vital interests.

A distortion of history

Shamir’s aim, in any case, was to prod
all U.S. Jews to raise a clamor in sup-
port of his policy by shaming them with
the false charge of having done “noth-
ing” to save European Jews from mass
murder during World War II!

This canard is an outrageous distortion
of history. It was not the millions of
American Jews who refused to help save
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Europe’s Jews. It was Zionist mislead-
ers—and the “democratic” imperial-
ists—who blocked Jews and others who
sought to help Hitler’s victims. It was
such people as Rabbi Stephen Wise, the
principal American Zionist representa-
tive, who in 1938 opposed any change
in U.S. immigration laws which would
have allowed more Jewish victims of
Nazi terror to find refuge in this country.

Nor was this some bizarre quirk of
American Zionism. It was a Zionist pol-
icy applied everywhere. Chaim
Weizmann, for instance, who later
became the first president of Israel,
opposed changes in immigration laws in
Great Britain and other potential havens.
These laws, while far from a solution,
would have opened the door for many
more Jews to escape the Nazi holocaust.

Zionist policy was to block such
changes because the immigration of
Jews to Europe and America did not
serve their goal of colonization of Pales-
tine.1

Anything short of this, they falsely
reasoned, prolonged the agony of the
Jewish people.

Yitzhak Shamir’s call to American
Jews to mobilize in support of Israeli
policy will surely contribute to the
absurdity dear to the hearts of all anti-
Semites, fascists, and incipient
fascists—that “a conspiracy of rich and
powerful Jews dominates the world.”
This is just the other side of the Zionist
counter-myth that all gentiles, in their
heart of hearts, are anti-Semites.

Even Israeli Zionist “leftists” are con-
cerned at Shamir’s recklessness. The
Sept.16 New York Times, for example,
reported that Yossi Sarid, a member of
the Israeli parliament, characterized
Shamir’s action as a “‘vulgar mistake’
that could increase anti-Israel and anti-
Jewish feelings in the United States.”

And that’s exactly why the news medi-

harp on the myth of “the formidable
Israeli lobby”—as if American imperial-
ism’s role in the Middle East was
dictated by anyone other than the Ameri-
can capitalist class, which is non-Jewish
in its great majority.

It is a mistake, too, to call Bush an
anti-Semite—even though he, along
with the great bulk of ruling capitalists
in America, is certainly capable of
embracing this reactionary ideology
when it serves their class interests.

This was the case in Nazi Germany,
whose capitalists were no more anti-
Semitic than other ruling classes.
Nevertheless, when they needed fascism
to save German capitalism from a work-
ers’ revolution, the great majority of
German capitalists embraced Hitler.

Zionism’s shameful record

From the beginning, before there was
a Zionist settler state ruling over the
land of the Palestinians and before its
indigenous people were made foreigners
without rights in the land of their ances-
tors, Zionism allied itself with the
enemies of the Jewish people. On June
21, 1933, for example, the Zionist Fed-
eration of Germany sent a memorandum
of support to the Nazi Party which read
in part:

“...a rebirth of national life such as is
occurring in German life ... must also
take place in the Jewish national group.

“On the foundation of the new [Nazi]
state which has established the principle
of race, we wish so to fit our communi-
ty into the total structure so that for us,
too, in the sphere assigned to us, fruitful
activity for the Fatherland is possible.”2
Again, this is not a quirk of German
Zionists, it is inherent in the reactionary
philosophy of Zionism!

American imperialism still supports
Zionism. But tomorrow, when imperial-
ism has no further use for it, it will drop
any pretense at being “friends” of anyone
or anything Jewish.

The working class and socialist revo-
lution remain the only solution to the
abomination of anti-Semitism and all
other expressions of capitalist racial,
sexual, and religious prejudice and social
injustice. u

1 See “Zionism in the Age of the Dicta-
tors,” by Lenni Brenner, Lawrence Hill,

Westport, Conn.
2 Ibid.



