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EDITORIAL

On Our 10th Anniversary

Clmg to the masses, share their struggles. Learnfrom them.
Unite with them. This is thefirst andforemost conditionfor car-
rying out the revolutionaries’ historic mission. Only thus will we
be able to prepare ourselves and the people for a prolonged ef-

Mario Roberto Santucho

For our organization, MINP-EI Comite, these words by the
N assassinated Secretary-General of Argentina’s Revolutionary

Workers Party (PRT) address one of the key elements which
allow for the growth and consolidation of any revolutionary
organization: its relationship to the masses. As we approach the
tenth anniversary of our organization, we recognize the crucial
role that this perspective has played in the process of formation
and consolidation of MINP-EI Comite.

MINP-E1 Comit6 formed initially in the summer of 1970 as a
Latin community group. We participated in the struggles of
working people for decent, low-income housing. Today, ten years
later, our organization has become a Marxist-Leninist formation,
struggling alongside like-minded groups and individuals to make
the necessary and possible contributions required of the revolu-
tionary movement in this period. We are committed to the process
of class struggle which will bring down the bankrupt social and
economic system this society is based on. On its ruins we want to
see_built a genuinely just and democratic society—a socialist
society.

We did not come to view socialism as the alternative to the
plight of working people in thjs country merely as an outgrowth
of our own experiences in community organizing. We were in-
fluenced to move in that direction also as a result of our participa-
tion in the Puerto Rican movement which sprang forth in the ear-
ly 70°s in support of independence and socialism for Puerto Rico.
In addition, our decision was conditioned by the politics and
social practice of some of the minority grassroots movements of

that period, such as the Black Panther Party and the Young
Lords who openly called for a society organized on socialist
principles. Finally, our embrace of socialism was inspired by the
Cuban and Vietnamese people and their heroic and successful
struggles to free themselves from U.S. imperialism.

The examples of Cuba and Vietnam, along with our early sup-
port for Puerto Rico’s independence, led us to understand that we
were part of a worldwide movement composed of the exploited
and oppressed throughout the world. Over the years, armed with
this understanding as a key aspect, we have made international
solidarity tasks an important part of our work—particularly with

the struggles of people in Latin America and the Carribean.

In our early years, during our involvement in the squatters
movement and bilingual education struggles in lower and upper
Manhattan, we came to experience the limitations of the day-to-
day struggle for reforms. These limitations are inherent in a strug-
gle unguided by a vision of a different society. Our social practice
in predominantly Latin communities and our own ethnic
background led us study the history of Puerto Rico and later on
to address the role and tasks of Puerto Ricans in this country. It
was our efforts to address these questions that moved us most
concretely in the direction of Marxism.

Our study of Marxism and our transformation to a Marxist-
Leninist organization was not an easy process. It generated much
internal ideological struggle regarding the necessity of studying
Marxism and also regarding our commitment to Puerto Rico’s in-
dependence and its relationship to the class struggle in this socie-
ty. The people who engaged in this struggle were not academic
Marxists. The individuals that composed ElI Comite in its early
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years, as Well as those who predominately compose it today, came

from Puerto Rican or other Latin working class backgrounds

Most did not have a history of study or intellectual preparation.

In tact, many were high school dropouts and products of the

substandard education that working people receive in this society

Despite these limitations we struggled to grapple with our
study. In the process, we discovered the depth of our own intellec-
tual capacities and the nature of Marxism-Leninism: a science of
and for working class people reflecting their needs, aspirations
and experience. In addition, the experience of our study and
social practice made clear the need totransformour organization
into one whose members, whose cadre would be armed with
Marxism-Leninism and characterized by a high level of commit-
ment to the working class and its short and long-range interests
Besides these important lessons, our studies led us to under-
stand that the overwhelming majority of Puerto Ricans in the
U.S. were integrated into Ihe social-economic reality of this socie-
ty and did not form part of the nation of Puerto Rico. They were
a national minority in the United States. On the one hand, this
clearly established that our primary responsibility as Marxist-
Lemmsts was to advance the class conscious participation of the
Puerto Rican national minority in the revolutionary process in
this country. We would do this in the process of contributing to
flie formation of a revolutionary party of the entire working class.
On the other hand, it confirmed that as Marxist-Leninists, along
with other Marxist-Leninists, we had a responsibility to organize
and consolidate class-conscious support among the North
American people for Puerto Rico’s independence. Our organiza-
tion today is more than ever consolidated on these positions.

As we look forward to commemorating our tenth anniversary,
our interest is to learn from our history so that we can better con-
tribute to the class-conscious organization of the U.S. working
class. If anything summarizes our history, it is the slogan adopted
by our First Assembly, which was to Forge the Cadre Among the
Masses. If we do this effectively and continue to strengthen the
ideological and political capacities of our membership, then our
organization will deepen its role in the revolutionary process.
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Union Leaders Impose Bad Contract
on City Workers

The city of New York has concluded this
year’s contract negotiations with its
employees and once again it has come out
on top. We can begin the summing-up of
this process by examining some general
aspects of the two groupings that
negotiated with the city—the Coalition of
Municipal Unions and the Uniformed
Coalition.

Unlike the 1978 negotiations, these con-
tract talks began with two separate coali-
tions instead of one. This division was in-
itiated in 1978 when the Police Benevolent
Association split from the original, larger
coalition, contending that they deserved to
get more from the city than the “civilian”
workers. This year’s Uniformed Coalition
was made up of the upions representing the
police and firemen, fire officers, correction
officers and sanitation workers. The Coali-
tion of Municipal Unions, representing
almost 215,000 workers, included District
Council 37, headed by Victor Gotbaum, the
largest union in the coalition with almost
130.000 members. The next largest was the
United Federation of Teachers with about
77.000 members and headed by Albert
Shanker. The rest of the coalition was made
up of nearly 60 other smaller unions and
locals, including the Teamsters.

A more significant difference in this
year’s contract talks was that unlike the
negotiations in 1976 and 1978, this year’s
negotiations, in particular those of the
municipal workers, were concluded in a
relatively smooth manner. They are a direct
contrast to the militant rank and file
mobilization and ultimate strike of the
Transit Workers union only weeks before.
The relative ease with which the agreements
were reached and imposed on the municipal
workers can be basically attributed to two
factors—the present state of the trade
union movement in the municipal unions,
and the control and manipulation exerted
by the bureaucratic leadership.

A look at the terms of the agreements
reached will show why the contracts could
only have been railroaded through the
unions.

Since the beginning of the fiscal crisis in
1975, the city’s workers have had to pay
dearly as the banks imposed upon the city
the need to “balance its budget.”
Municipal workers have been forced to ac-
cept massive layoffs, attrition, pension
funds pillaged by the banks, contract gains
taken away, and in 1978, were only given a
4% wage increase.

This has all taken place against the back-
drop of soaring inflation. New York City
has one of the highest rates in the nation.
Last year inflation was over 16% and this

While Mayor Koch and labor leaders Albert Shanker and Victor Gotbaum toast
themselves on their “reasonable” contract agreement, inflation continues toea a y

the worker’s paycheck.

year it is already over 20% and still rising.
The wages of municipal workers are far
behind the point of breaking even with in-
flation. In fact, the municipal coalition’s
original demand of a 13% wage increase
each year for a two-year contract barely
would have given the majority of city
workers a wage able to fight inflation.

All workers experience daily the hard-
ships of paying for rent, food, clothes and
their other needs. They know what in reali-
ty is fair for them. Yet, when the
negotiators for the Municipal Coalition set-
tled for an 8% increase per year, the union
leaders hailed it as a tremendous achieve-
ment! Some weeks later the Uniformed
Coalition settled with the city for increases
of 9% and 8% only slightly more than the
municipal coalition although their position
is that they are much more vital and impor-
tant to the city’s well-being. Undoubtedly
the fact that they threatened to go on strike
during the time of the Democratic National
Convention (to take place at Madison
Square Garden in August) no doubt figured
in their getting a “better” contract than the
civilian workers.

Still, the city has imposed yet another
bad contract on all the municipal workers.
As previously stated the internal state of the
unions has to be pinpointed as the major
factor which allowed this to happen. Tak-
ing the two major unions in the municipal
coalition—D.C. 37 and the U.F.T.-we see
that although they are two different types
of unions with many particularities, there
are some general similarities. Each is very
tightly controlled by its top leadership; any
type of real democracy does not exist. The
leaderships have insured their rule by filling
the majority of the lower level positions in
the unions with sympathetic supporters.

Divisions among the membership are
promoted and reinforced by both policy

and structure. In D.C. 37, the more tl
locals which comprise the Council are
tained isolated from each other. Thi:

pens even when you may have five
working side by side, in the same hospital,
for example. The chance to share ex-
periences and resources and pool efforts is
discouraged.

A major characteristic of the U.F.T. isto
maintain the membership divided along
lines of professionals vs. non-professionals
and seniority. Recently, D.C. 37 has taken
the road of recruiting more professionals.
The mostly minority, lower-paid workers
have practically had to beg for union
representation. Earlier on, Gotbaum had
even stated that the membership should sit
tight since larger increases had to be won
for professionals to gain parity with non-
municipal salaries. In the end he was forced
to fight for minimal increases for lower
wage workers as well.

Although negotiations with coalitions
rather than individual unions was an idea
developed by the municipal unions and seen
as a tactic for improving their bargaining
power, the results so far have shown that
the union membership has gained little
through this process. Only the city has been
able to utilize the tactic to its advantage. In
1978, the concept of coalition bargaining
was vigoriously opposed by Koch. But in
1980 he specifically invited the unions to
bargain in this fashion.

This does not mean that coalition
bargaining is a tactic workers should
not use. Rather it means that to negotiate in
this way does not automatically indicate a
real unity and strengthening among the
unions. It is the development of democratic
unions, based on a militant and informed
rank and file, that will enable city workers
to achieve more of their demands.
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Lessons From an Education Struggle

Puerto Ricans in the United States are
subjected to the same substandard condi-
tions of the public education system as is
any other group or sector of the U.S. work-
ing class that attends our public schools.
They face the same authoritarian ad-
ministrations and racist attitudes of many
teachers and school personnel towards
minorities. They alsoface the disastrous im-
pact of the budget cuts that have been im-
plemented throughout the present period of
fiscal crisis in the city of New York and in
many cities throughout the U.S. Con-
fronted with these circumstances, students
and parents have been forced to fight for
their rights in the schools and against the
cutbacks, discrimination and abuse. To
achieve the minimum they have had to unite
with others thatface these same oppressive
conditions. At times the unity and struggle
has won the immediate goal rapidly. At
other times the gains have not been as quick
to come. Evaluating the lessons in astruggle
is always important in order to learn from
the successes and the errors, to be able to be
more effective in thefuture.

The following article narrates a struggle
taking place in New York City at the pres-
ent time—a struggle which exemplifies
some of the conditions that Puerto Ricans
in the United States face in the area of
education.

Dewey Junior High School is located in
Sunset Park, Brooklyn. Sunset Park is a
working class neighborhood where 65% of
its 140,000 residents are of Hispanic origin,
primarily Puerto Rican. 80% percent of the
school population is Hispanic and less than
40% of the students are reading at or above
grade level. Despite this fact, District
Superin®ndent Melov maintains that
“learning is taking place at Dewey.”

Jose Acosta is a student at Dewey.
Last January he was accused of slashing the
tires of a teacher’s car and was suspended.
His mother Margarita Acosta visited the
school to get the situation clarified. The
principal, Gida Cavicchia demanded that
she pay the cost of the damages to the car.
Mrs. Acosta protested her son’s innocence
and was physically removed from the office
by the dean. During the confrontation Prin-
cipal Cavicchia called the police and ac-
cused Mrs. Acosta of possessing a knife.
Mrs. Acosta was arrested, taken to the local
precint, submitted to a humiliating strip
search and given a summons. To this day
the charges against Mrs. Acosta and her son ,
have not been proven.
After; these experiences Mrs. Acosta
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decided to fight. She took out a summons
against the principal and the dean for
assault, and began collecting signatures of
parents that had suffered abuses at the
school. She took her case to the District
Superintendent as well as the community
agencies.

As far back as 1974, numerous com-
plaints had been raised against Principal
Cavicchia by parents with children at
Dewey. There were cases of arbitrary
transfers and suspension (without the
parents’ notice), and accusations of using
obscene language towards the students
(calling them prostitutes and bums). There
have even been charges of lowering the
grades of students who fell in disfavor. Pro-
test by parents, however, was effectively
blocked by the school administration. They
intimidated the students during the day
with veiled threats of reprisals against the
children of parents who protested too loud-
ly. The parents, many of whom are on
welfare, were threatened by the school ad-
ministration with not giving them the need-
ed written proof for the Department of
Social Services that their children were at-
tending school regularly.

Despite this situation, however, a group
of primarily Hispanic concerned parents,
community residents, and community
organizations such as the Coalition in
Defense of Puerto Rican and Hispanic
Rights, rallied to the defense of Mrs.
Acosta and her son. The group which even-

tually became the Committee for Students’
and Parents’ Rights at Dewey met with the
District 15 Community School Board to pre-
sent ns grievances. The “investigation”
undertaken by the School board consisted
of asking Principal Cavicchia and the presi-
dent of the non-functioning PTA if there
were any problems at the school. They both
maintained that all was fine. None of the
parents involved in the grievances were in-
terviewed, even though cases of abuse had
been documented by the committee.

When the committee realized that the
mechanisms of (he educational system and
the racist school adminsitration were not
going to respond to their needs and
demands, they decided to hold their own
public hearing in the community. Several
parents and students testified about their
experiences at Dewey even though they
knew there could be retaliation by the
school or the District Superintendent
against them. A local community organiza-
tion, the Center for Family Life, cited
abuses that were going on at the school and
spoke of the difficulties in obtaining infor-
mation from the school administration.

In May, soon after the hearing, a militant
picket was held in front of the school de-
nouncing the principal for her racist com-
ments, her arbitrary actions and her tactics
of intimidation. The picket represented the
high point in the committee’s life-span and
in its struggle in support of the Acosta fami-
ly. From there on, the work and member-

ship of the committee dwindled greatly.

Although able to bring together some
parents, residents and groups in the Sunset
Park community, the committee was un-
able to mobilize the parents at the school ef-
fectively. A base of parents was needed to
educate and mobilize the general parent
body in defense of its rights. This lack of a
base was the fundamental reason why the
struggle was not able to develop. The sup-
port of the community is not enough. The
main ones who can change the conditions
of the school are the parents and students
themselves together with the support of the
community.

Well-informed, militant and united pa-
rent bodifcs can play a determinant role in
insuring that their children receive a better
education in Dewey or any other school.
We can all learn from the strengths and
weaknesses in the struggle of the Commit-
tee for Students and Parents’ Rights at
Dewey in this way we can build on past
struggles. In addition, by analyzing our
own experiences, we can help future
fighters build on these struggles. 0
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Who will lead the attacks on the U.S. working class after- November 19807

Carter/

Two Sides Of the
Same Ruling Class

The last phase of the 1980 electoral
charade has begun. By the middle of Aug-
ust, all the fighting over candidates and
policies thats been going on within the
Democratic and Republican Parties will be
over. By that time, each party will have held
its National Convention; each will have
defined its platform for the coming
November election and each will have
chosen its candidatefor president and vice-
president.

Which ever candidates the parties select
will be news to no one. Carter and Reagan
are sure to be their party’s choice. But the
debates over the party platforms will un-
doubtedly stir up more controversy. The
fight between the pro-ERA (Equal Rights
Amendment) supporters and those against
it has already heated up in the Republican
Party. The Platform Committee voted to
approve a general statement in favor of
equal rights for women, but it rejected
specific support for the ERA. In addition,
the committee adopted a plank endorsing a
constitutional ban on abortion.

Among the Democrats, the major issues
of contention have yet to emerge. Kennedy
will try to get his policies voted in even if his
chances for the nomination are very slim. In
fact, Carter forces might make some con-
cessions toward Kennedy for the sake of
unity within the party.

The party platforms are supposed to
show the American people what they would
be getting if they elected this or that can-
didate. But regardless of the specific plat-
forms the two major bourgeois parties
decide on, history shows us that presidents

and their administrations function less ac-
cording to the particular dictates of their
party platforms and more according to the
needs of the bourgeois class—those who
own the banks and corporations and con-
trol the wealth of this country—and its in-
terests at a given time. Carter and his ad-
ministration is a good example of this. *

Carter was elected as a “populist”
president—a man of the people. The plat-
form the Democrats ran on in 1976 called
for full employment, national health in-
surance, a decreased military budget and
expanded social services. The first two
planks were nothing more than rhetorical
statements designed to continue the notion
of the Democratic Party as “the party of
the working people.” The second two
policies—which were more concrete—were
abandoned in the first year of Carter s
presidency. For four years, Carter has con-
sistently increased the military budget and
has cut back more and more in different
areas of social services.

This reality is one of the main reasons
why elections hold little promise for the
American people. Although people vote for
president and vice-president, it is the in-
terests of the ruling class that the govern-
ment responds to and not the interests of
the majority of the people. This is why we
say that generally it matters little who gets
elected.

Because of this reality, the electoral
charade is played out every four years. With
the party conventions out of the way,
Carter and Reagan will turn their guns sole-
ly on each other in the remaining months
before the election. Each will attempt to

show how different their policies are from
each other.

But in fact, there are no fundamental dif-
ferences between the two candidates. The
differences are of degree rather than
substance. The main trend in the ruling
class at this time is its move to the right in
response to the economic problems plagu-
ing the U.S. and its loss of prestige and
power internationally. The entire bourgeois
political spectrum has shifted to the right.
This is reflected in the policies of both par-
ties.

As a consequence of this, Reagan has
been pulled into the mainstream of Repub-
' lican multinational corporate politics. He
no longer represents the far-right tendency
which has been his image for so long. He
now represents the Republican business
establishment —those tied to the world of
multinatonal corporate and banking in-
terests. This can be seen by the advisors
Reagan is presently surrounding himself
with: investment bankers, corporate heads,
policy experts from conservative think-
tanks like the Hoover Institute of War and

Peace, and former cabinet members of the
Nixon and Ford administrations.

Carter vs. Reagan: A Lesser of Two Evils?

In the area of the economy and its two
major problems, unemployment and infla-
tion, Carter and Reagan both see inflation
as the principal enemy to combat. Carter
has attempted to do this by cutting govern-
ment spending, particularly in the areas of
social services. He has also implemented
voluntary wage and price guidelines which
have worked to the benefit of the bosses,
not the workers. His goal is to balance the
budget as the way to deal with inflation.
Reagan also calls for a balanced federal
budget and reduced spending on social pro-
grams. In addition, Reagan has been push-
ing for tax cuts to corporations and the
well-to-do financially. Although Carter in-
itially strongly opposed the idea of tax cuts,
he now sees them as inevitable. The Demo-
crats in the Senate have already announced
an “anti-inflationary tax cut” to be in-
troduced in Congress in September.

Carter and Reagan do differ on the ques-
tion of the minimum wage. Carter passed a
bill raising the minimum wage to $3.35 an
hour as of January, 1981, while Reagan
talks of abolishing it altogether. Yet many
of Reagan’s most right-wing or hawkish
statements have sooner or later been toned
down when asked for specifics. For exam-
ple, in February, Reagan stated the need to
blockade Cuba as an assertive response to
Soviet moves in Afghanistan. Several
months later he emphasized in an interview
that his idea was merely “hypothetical.”

On the question of deregulation of in-
dustries, Carter and Reagan have very
similar positions. Carter’s four years in the
White House have included one move after
another to deregulate some of the major in-
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duslries in the U.S.: gas in 1977, oil begin-
ning in 1979, the trucking industry and
railroads in 1980, and there’s talk of
deregulation in the coal industry. Reagan is
also a strong supporter of deregulation. He
wants limited governmental interference in
industy. He sees their main economic prob-
lems as inadequate private investment.
Deregulation to him means getting rid of
regulations that discourage investments and
affect profits.

Some of Reagan’s sharpest criticisms of

Carter and the Democrats are in the area of
foreign policy. Reagan accuses Carter of
not standing up to the Soviet Union; he
holds strongly to the position that the
Soviet Union is the greatest threat to world
peace today. However the gap between the
two candidates is not so great. Both Carter
and Reagan viewed (he Shah of Iran as
America’s best friend in the Middle East.
Reagan thinks we should go in to Iran and
get the hostages out by force; this is exactly
what Carter tried to do, only the attempt
failed miserably. Both agree that the U.S.
has to increase its military budget and
defense spending, in order to restore the
U.S. image as the major military power in
the world and to take a more aggressive
positions in its spheres of influence, par-
ticularly in the Middle East and in Central
and Latin America. The real possibility of
U.S. military intervention in Central Amer-
ica, particularly in EI Salvador, shows that
it is not only a Reagan administration that
would order this. Whether it’s Carter or
Reagan, U.S. imperialism is threatened by
the growing upsurge of liberation struggles
in Latin America. If its vital interests are
threatened, then it would intervene, no
matter who was the next president.

On the Question of Puerto Rico

Despite all the attention paid to Puerto
Rico earlier in the year when both parties
held primaries there for the first time in the
island’s history, the question of Puerto
Rico’s status has rarely come up in the
campaigns of the two candidates.
But Puerto Rico is important to the U.S.
ruling class, particularly because of its
geopolitical relationship to Latin America.
The U.S. needs Puerto Rico as a base from
which to monitor the developing struggles
and also as a base from which to launch a
military action in defense of its interests. In
addition, the inability of the current status
to deal with the island’s severe economic
problems makes the status issue a concern
of the U.S. ruling class. Thus the next presi-
dent of the U.S. will be confronted with this
question.

Carter and Reagan reflect little difference
on the issue of Puerto Rico’s future. Carter
supports the status referendum slated for
1981 in which the Puerto Rican people will
“choose” either statehood, commonwealth
or independence. He has not yet publicly
stated any preference, but there are indica-
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tions that he leans towards statehood.
Reagan, like former President Ford before
he left office in 1976, supports the option of
statehood. This is not necessarily the posi-
tion of the Republican Party as a whole,
and might cause friction in the party should
Reagan win the Presidency. But, as we have
stated many times in Obreros En Marcha
the question of Puerto Rico’s status will
fundamentally be decided not by who is
president or which party dominates Con-
gress, but by which status is most advan-
tageous to U.S. imperialism.

Thus, whomever the voters elect will
make little difference in our lives. The elec-
tions are a contention between the different
sectors of the ruling class. The interests of
working people are not in the picture. With
each presidential election, more and more
people are showing their disatisfaction by
not voting. Some are beginning to challenge
this charade.

The Democratic Convention
Comes to NYC

In mid-August the Demaocratic Party will
hold its National Convention in New York
City. Its presence will give left and pro-
gressive forces in New York and from
around the country an opportunity to ex-
pose before a national audience the elec-
toral farce that is taking place. The
Democratic Party presents itself as a party
of the working people, a friend of the
minorities. The organization of a Day of
Protest will help to expose this image and in
general expose the lack of choice we have
between the two bourgeois parties.

On August 10th, many groups and
thousands of individuals will protest the
lack of a political program that meets the
real needs of people. Most of these groups
are organized into an umbrella organization
called the Coalition for a People’s Alter-
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native in the 1980s (CPA). The CPA was
formed out of several national conferences
during the past year where many interest
groups, community groups, unions, chur-
ches, etc., came together to talk about their
dissatisfaction with the two bourgeois par-
ties and the kind of political alternatives
that could be developed to better represent
the interests of the American people.

In the coalition there is also a range of
political tendencies from representatives of
the anti-revisionist/anti-dogmatic left to
social democrats to the left-wing of the
Democratic Party.

All of these groups have come together
on a wide-ranging platform of demands
which essentially encompasses the par-
ticular demands of each group. Besides the
rally outside Madison Square Garden on
August 10th, the CPA is also sponsoring a
People’s Convention to take place in the
South Bronx on the site visited by Carter
three years ago where he made empty prom-
ises of millions of dollars to revitalize the
area.

An anti-imperialist contingent—the Lat-
in  American Anti-Imperialist Pro-
Independence Coalition (CAIL) has formed
also to participate in the “ Day of Protest.”
CAIL is a coalition of various political
organizations and solidarity groups whose
purpose it is to denounce U.S. foreign
policy in Latin America and the Caribbean.

We in MINP-E1 Comite will be par-
ticipating in the August 10th Day of Pro-
test. Although we are not a part of the
CPA, we have been working actively
towards building CAIL and the demonstra-
tion on August 10th.

We believe that the Day of Protest will be
an important exposure of the electoral
charade that this country goes through
every four years. We urge all our readers
and friends to join us on that day in the
CAIL contingent. 0
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to Madison Square Garden * with the
Latin American Anti-Imperialist
Pro-Independence Coalition (CAIL)

END U.S. AGGRESSION IN LATIN AMERICA AND THE

CARIBBEAN

INDEPENDENCE FOR PUERTO RICO,

NO TO STATEHOOOD

NO U.S. INTERVENTION IN EL SALVADOR
END U.S. BLOCKADE AGAINST CUBA

U.S. OUT OF GUANTANAMO

U.S. NAVY OUT OF VIEQUES

Departing point of the inarch to be announced. For more information call

M.I.N.P.-(E1 Comitfe) 874-9162.

PIIFPTO RIOfcfNFORMA

First National Conference in Supportof Vieques

Onthe Leftand Unity in Puerto RiIcO

The 1st National Conference in Support
of Vieques (PENA V), which took place on
March 29th at the Lawyers Bar Association in
San Juan, Puerto Rico, was a very significant
event. Its significance lay in what it revealed
about the present state o f the independence
and revolutionary movement on the island:
the level of division in the movement and
the different concepts regarding work in
united fronts.

For these and other reasons to be discuss-
ed below, we feel that the results and im-
plications of the PENAV are still valid.
This is particularly so for the progressive
and solidarity movements in the U.S. that
lack an understanding of the above-men-
tioned aspects of the Puerto Rican reality.

This is why we decided to publish this arti-

cle.

All the sectors of the national liberation
movement in Puerto Rico agree that the
struggle to get the U.S. Navy out of Vieques
is an integral part of the Puerto Rican’s
struggle for self-determination and in-
dependence. But serious differences exist
among the organizations and individuals
who do Vieques work about the character
of that work and how it should be
developed. These differences are also
reflected by the organizations and in-
dividuals in the U.S. that do Vieques
solidarity work. In Puerto RicO, these dif-
ferences are a serious obstacle to the crea-
tion of a broad-based support movement
for Vieques. Such a broad-based movement
is necessary to oust the Navy from Vieques
and thus advance the process of national
and social liberation.

It is essential that revolutionary and pro-
gressive elements in the U.S. that do Puerto
Rico solidarity work critically examine the
state of the islands revolutionary move-
ment. In this way our support can corres-
pond to its needs and level of development.
We in MINP-EI Comite recognize that one
of our responsibilities is to raise the level of
consciousness of the Northamerican
people—and in particular the working
class—about the Puerto Rican struggle for
liberatibn. This is the contextfor our work
in solidarity with Puerto Rico. This is why it
is important to examine the evaluation of
the PENAV conference made by different
sectors of the independence and revolu-
tionary movement and to relate these to
work in support of Vieques.

The articles in the May-June 1980 issue of
Pensamiento Critico (PC), and in the April-
May issue of Ira Popular, official organ of
the Revolutionary Socialist Party (PSR),
entitled “National Conference in Defense
of Vieques: Sectarian Organization vs.

In the United States, grass roots work isfundamental in order to create a mass move-
ment supporting Vieques which wilt be based in the working class in particular within

the Puerto Rican and Hispanic communities.

Broad Front,” are two of the sources that
we cite in the following article. Our other
sources are two members of our Central
Committee that attended the PENAV and
the experiences of many of our cadre in
their Vieques support work in this country.

The PENAV was sponsored by the Cru-
sade to Rescue Vieques, an organization
that works mainly in Vieques; more than
700 people were present. At the conference,
the Crusade presented a proposal to create
a broad-based organization that would
unite all the organizations and individuals
willing to do Vieques support work.

It was clear to the majority of the par-
ticipants of the PENAV that the Crusade’s
proposal was objectively an attempt to
substitute or eliminate the National Com-
mittee in Defense of Vieques (CNPDV).
The National Committee is composed of
different sectors of the independence move-
ment and the Puerto Rican left. It has
developed the work in support of Vieques
in Puerto Rico.

When people at the Conference proposed
the need to discuss and revise the Crusade’s
proposal, the leadership of the Crusade
assumed an inflexible position : the pro-
posal had been formulated by the Crusade
alone and therefore could not be discussed
or changed by the people assembled.

The PC article presented the following
analysis: “The Crusades rigid position
caused an immediate reactionfrom the vast
majority of those present. After an intense
debate, a vote was taken whichfavoredfur-
ther discussion of theproposal... In spite
of the Crusade’ position and the interven-
tion of some high-level Puerto Rican

Socialist Party (PSP) leaders (in favor of
the Crusade’s position, ed.) the proposal
did not gain any supporters. After the time
was upfor the pro and con arguments, Luis,
Angel Torres, secretary-general of the
Popular Socialist Movement (MSP)
presented a compromise motion which
gained the support of the absolute majority
present. This motion calledfor the creation
of a committee made up of 3 Crusade
delegates and 3 National Committee
delegates who would be responsible for
drafting a unifying proposal for the
reorganization of the National Committee
into a broad-based organization. ™
The Ira Popular article presented the
following analysis of the conference: “It
is obvious that the PSP used its influence
with various Crusade leaders to push
through aproposal that would create a new
Vieques support organization in Puerto
Rico, ignoring the National Committee and
developing parallel to it. This was unaccep-
table to the rest of us in Puerto Rico who
have militantly supported the Vieques
struggle and . . . who have participated in
the different activities of the CNPDV in
spite of differences we have raised in that
organization. This was the basis for the
alliance of those forces which opposed the
Crusade’s proposal. In our opinion the
Crusade made a grave error. But we must
also criticize and condemn the hysterical,
anarchisticand abusive behavior ofsome of
those present at the conference. We saw
and heard how insulting epithets were hurl-
ed at the front table where the Viequenses
were seated. The Viequenses left the con-
ference thinking that they had been treated
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as enemies. ”’

The Left and Unity in Puerto Rico

The above passage gives us a view of the
high level of sectarianism which exists
within the Puerto Rican left. The passage
also gives us a view of the balance of forces
in the left. Most of the 700 participants of
the conference were not affiliated to any
organization. This non-affiliated sector has
become increasingly important in the in-
dependence movement as was seen by their
participation in the conference, where their
numbers was decisive in the approval of the
compromise proposal.

We have to raise the question—what
makes sectarianism and divisionism the
dominant characteristics of the Puerto
Rican left at this moment? Why hasn’t the
left been able to build the principled unity
necessary to deal with the tactical-
programmatic issues presented by the coun-
try’s reality—for example, Vieques?

Two elements provide the answers to
these questions. First, the Puerto Rican na-
tional liberation movement does not share a
common vision of the revolutionary process
in Puerto Rico. Thus, the different views
clash on tactical issues. Second, we have to
consider the collaborationist policies of cer-
tain sectors of the independence movement.
Guided by the goal of gaining the support
of the leaders of the colonial parties (PNP
and PPD), these sectors have totally glossed
over or denied the differences that exist
within the revolutionary movement. This is
done in the name of unity but results in the
opposite—raising the level of frustration
and division among the forces which
honestly look for a principled unity. In this
sense we agree with PC when it says:
” ... one can not allow the debate (over

Vieques, ed.) among the advanced sectors
of our people to hide the real differences
which underlie such a discussion. These dif-
ferences point to more fundamental dif-
ferences over what is the actual state of the
struggle and the level of development of the
different organizations which make up the
country’ revolutionary movement. ”’

Broadening the Vieques Support Work

The debate referred to by PC is the one
over the different conceptions within the
Puerto Rican movement on how to massify
the Vieques support work. It is important
to point out that although the Vieques sup-
port work has been developed in great part
by independentistas, they did not announce
their political beliefs at first. It was only
after several years of work, particularly in
Vieques, and after proving themselves to
the Viequenses as individuals committed to
the struggle, did the fact that they were in-
dependentistas come to light.

But let us return to the point of broadening
the movement. The broadness of any front
of struggle is determined by the political ob-
jectives and principles that guide it as well

8 Obreros En Marcha

as by the sectors that want lo mobilize
through the front. All the sectors of the
Puerto Rican left agree that to getthe
U.S. Navy out of Vieques they have to go
beyond the independentista sector, which
up to now has participated in and directed
this work. This work has to be broadened
so that large sectors of the Puerto Rican
people which belong to the colonial parties
but sympathize with the justice of the Vie-
quenses’ struggle would be incorporated ef-
fectively until eventually achieving the
Navy’s ouster.

For those that direct the Vieques support
work this objective implies—when deal-
ing with the politics that will guide the
struggles’ fronts—a careful analysis of the
level of consciousness and organization of
the masses that they want to attract and in-
corporate into the work. Because of this we
disagree with the compaflerOs of PC when
they maintain that “ ... We understand
that in order to attract the hundreds of
thousands of Puerto Ricans that belong to
or sympathize with the colonial par-
ties—but who have real contradictions with
imperialism and whose level of con-
sciousness and/or intuition tends to
recognize the justice of this struggle—it is
not necessary or essential to hide the anti-
colonialist nature of this struggle nor beg
for the support of the colonialparties’ lead-
ership . . . This objective could be reached
as the existing organizations, the Crusade
and the National Committee in particular,
overcome their sectarian subjectivity, coor-
dinate their efforts, and implement a struc-
ture that allows them to channel the par-
ticipation of the people at all levels.

Anti-imperialist work, as we understand
it, is directed towards the most politically
advanced sectors. We believe that the com-
pafieros of PC are confusing two different
levels of work. On the one hand there’s the
Puerto Rican left’s need to develop in-
dependent political activities around Vie-
ques and through these pose the issues of

anti-imperialism and independence. On the
other hand, there is the problem of how to
win over the broad masses of Puerto Ricans
to tlie support of Vieques.

The strong ideological control that im-
perialism maintains over Puerto
Ricans—which in the last few years has
been reinforced by the great sums of money
for food stamps and other programs design-
ed to perpetuate this ideological
dependence—is a factor that should not
escape the independentistas’ analysis of the
reality of the Puerto Rican masses. The
compafieros in PC only propose that the
Puerto Rican reality is that of a colonized
people and so in the Vieques support work,
one has to talk about colonialism and im-
perialism. But they ignore the level of con-
sciousness and organization of the Puerto
Rican masses. That is why we totally agree
with Ira  Popular’s position:
“. .. Everyone recognizes the vast moral
support and sympathy that the Vieques
struggle has in significant sectors of our
people. Our organization believes that the
central task of a broad Vieques support
front is to transform this sympathy and
moral support into concrete and material
support. One thing is how revolutionaries
view the Vieques struggle and a different
thing is how our people, particularly the
Viequenses, view it. It clear to us that to
get the Navy out of Vieques is an integral
part of the struggle to expelfrom ourshores
ad the economic, political and military ap-
paratus of U.S. imperialism and its
backyard puppets. But we cannot confuse
our level of consciousness with that of the
masses since this could easily alienate us
from them, divorcing our actions from
theirs.

Vieques Support Work in
the United States

Those of us in the U.S. involved in
solidarity work around Vieques are faced

with a very complex reality. The discussion
on broadness, on the different conceptions
of developing solidarity work, on the role
of Republicans and Democrats in this
work, and on how to incorporate the
religious and student sectors that are
neither anti-imperialist nor socialist, are all
part of our reality.

The existing conceptions in Puerto Rico
on Vieques support work have their
counterparts here in the US. The ex-
periences of the solidarity movement here
with Puerto Rico and other Latin American
countries have shown this. We will cite
some recent examples of our experiences in
Vieques solidarity work.

There are still sectors in the U.S. propos-
ing that the Vieques support movement
cannot grow or meet its responsibilities
without raising the struggle of Vieques as an
integral part of the struggle for in-
dependence against U.S. imperialism.
Other sectors maintain that support for the
armed struggle is an indispensable part of
education and agitation around Vieques.

These sectors separate their analysis and
their work from a concrete understanding
of the level of consciousness and organiza-
tion of the U.S. people and the Puerto
Rican community in particular. But they
also confuse the responsibility of the most
advanced and left sectors to develop their
own independent work on the Puerto Rican
national liberation struggle. In addition,
they do not recognize in their practice the
need to support and contribute to the
development of a mass movement capable
of giving the people of Vieques the political
and material support that is possible and
necessary.

The differences on the concepts of broad-
ness—of participation and attitude towards
the tactical fronts of struggle—are not as
clearly manifested in the U.S. as in Puerto
Rico. In the Vieques solidarity work here in
the U.S., these debates have taken place in
a roundabout way, i.e., the debate on lob-
bying work whose focus is to get the sup-
port On paper of “celebrities and personal-
ities” among the politicians, the religous
community, unions, etc. This has been
presented as a priority area of work,
counterposed to mass work in the com-
munity and with the rank and file of the in-
stitutions mentioned. Though we do not
deny the importance of working with the
leadership of churches, unions and others,
we in MINP think that rank and file and
community work is fundamental if our goal
is to create a mass movement in support of
Vieques among working people in general
and the Puerto Rican community in par-
ticular.

As in Puerto Rico, the progressive sector
in the U.S. that supports the island’s in-
dependence is the guiding force of the Vie-
ques solidarity work. Such is the case with
the National Network in Support of Vie-
ques and the N.Y. Committee in Support of
Vieques. The difference lies in the fact that

through the practice of local groups, and
their debates and discussions, it is clear that
their priority is rank and file and communi-
ty work. To achieve a movement in support
of Vieques that is really broad and effec-
tive, it is indispensable to have coalitions,
committees and collectives that implement
their work plans with a clear understanding
of the level of consciousness and organiza-
tion among workers and other sectors in the
us.

Although it is true that in Puerto Rico
Vieques support is almost exclusively car-
ried out by the left and the independence
movement (as shown by the PENAV con-
ference) the situation is different in the U.S.
Here the progressive and left circles are an
integral part of the structures that support
Vieques, but only those sectors that
historically have supported and mobilized
for the Puerto Rican solidarity movement
have been the back bone of support for Vie-
ques at a national level. These forces, both
political organizations and non-affiliated
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individuals have been able to' incorporate
sectors to take up the issue of Vieques even
though they have not been active around
other issues related to Puerto Rico. This is
seen through the resolutions and work that
has been accomplished. A good under-
standing of the current reality in the U.S. as
well as an understanding of the nature of
the Vieques struggle and the kind of sup-
port work needed has been at the core bf
the work in the U.S.—particularly the work
of the N.Y. Committee in Support of Vie-
ques and other similar local groupings.
Our organization, MINP-E1 Comite, will
continue its active support of the Vieques
Solidarity Movement in the U.S., in par-
ticular the efforts of the N.Y. Committee:
This work will be guided by the conceptions
and priorities outlined above as well as by
our understanding of the need to develop
independent work around Vieques which
addresses the broader political questions of
independence, national liberation and the
struggle against U.S. imperialism. 0

Nicaraguan children now face afuture free from hunger and ignorance.

Salute to Nicaragua

One year after the triumph of its Revolution, Nicaragua glows with the flame of
social liberation. In a delicately balanced unity with liberal bourgeois forces, the f rente
Sandinista de Liberacion (FSLN) is beginning to lead the nation out of the
underdevelopment left by more than 40 years of a dictatorship, and the devastation

caused by the war.

Today 51% of the arable land and 150 businesses—the most basic sectors—are
publicly owned. Workers in the public sector play a role in decision-making. Popular
participation in the government is insured through the Sandinista Defense Committees
(CDS): Each CDS (block committee) elects a representative to a neighborhood commit-
tee which has direct links to the government ministries. Further mobilization and
political education take place through the mass organizations, specifically the
Nicaraguan Women’s Association and the Sandinista Youth. Since over half of the
population is illiterate, the national literacy campaign has become the first major task
for the revolution. The FSLN has explained the importance of the campaign: “the
literate person learns his intrinsic value as a person, as an historical subject ... as an

individual with rights . . . and obligations. .

..” Internationally, Nicaragua has joined

the Non-Aligned Movement and established relations with the socialist countries.
MINP-E1 Comitfe salutes free Nicaragua on its first anniversary, recognizing it,
together with Cuba, as the vanguard of the Latin American Revolution. i
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El Salvador:

Revolutionary Unity Prepares the W ay

to Victory

A LA NTERVENCION YANKI

. %

EN EL SALVADOR

A revolutionary insurrection for the
seizure of state power is only a question of
time in El Salvador. In October of lastyear,
a coup overthrew the bloody military dic-
tatorship of Carlos Humberto Romero.
The coup was backed by the 14 families
which own most of EI Salvadors wealth,
their representatives in the military, and the
U.S. State Department. But it also had the
support of the progressive forces in El
Salvador—the Christian Democrats, the
Social Democrats and the Communist Par-
ty. However, in less than two months, the
contradictions within the junta formed by
these two camps—the military and the pro-
gressives—explodea. The refusal of the
military to let up on its repression of the
mass movements and grant some conces-
sions led the honest forces in the govern-
ment to resign. A new civilian-military jun-
ta wasformed with the participation of the
same military men and the right-wing of the
Christian Democrat Party. Similar to what
happened during the Nicaraguan revolu-
tion, the middleforces in El Salvador began
tojoin the revolutionary camp.

The First Junta Stumbles

As the crisis deepened within the civilian-
military junta that replaced the Romero
dictatorship, several of the progressive
civilian members met with Archbishop Os-
car Arnulfo Romero. They pleaded with
.him, as leader of the country’s Catholic
Church and spokesman for the millions of
oppressed Salvadoreans, to call for and
chair a meeting between the progressives in
the junta and the hardline military men.
For the civilians, the meeting represented
an eleventh-hour effort to convince the
military of the urgent need for reforms.

The meeting was called for January 2nd
at a seminiary near San Salvador, the
capital. In an interview shortly before his
assassination in March by right-wing ter-
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rorists, Archbishop Romero described the
meeting: “These colonels demonstrated
their great contempt for the civilian of-
ficials who formed part of the first
junta . .. They said ‘the enemy is every-
where . . . It’s in the so-called popular
organizations . . . What do you people
think, anyway? Remember that you’re in
the government because we put you in
there . . . We don’t need you for what has
to be done in this country . . .””

Shortly after this meeting, the civilian
members resigned. The first junta col-
lapsed. Salvador Samayoa, a young
philosophy professor who had served as
Minister of Education, joined the guerilla
organization, Popular Liberation Forces-
Farabundo Marti (FPL). In a clandestine
press conference, he explains his motives:
“...the key factor was coming to the
realization that the regular army of El
Salvador is utterly pledged to defend the in-
terests of the oligarchy through force ... |
don’t see how you can stand up to a military
power unless it is with another military
power . ..”

The Christian Democratic Party, which
just ten years ago had been the largest mass
party in the country, split over continued
participation in the junta. When the second
junta was formed in February, the right-
wing sectors of the party joined the military
as the junta’s only civilian participants.

The Second Junta Drowns in Blood

The first public moves of the second jun-
ta were to announce the nationalization of
the banks, revision of the labor code and
implementation of an agrarian reform. But
it soon revealed its true face: repression.

Using the promised reforms and the par-
ticipation of the right-wing sector of the
Christian Democrats as a cover, the military
has escalated repression of the Salvadorean
people to new levels of savagery. It has
murdered 3,000 people in the six months of

its rule, outdoing the best efforts of the
former military dictatorship. The
Salvadorean Human Rights Commission
has labeled the current repression the worst
since the 1932 massacre of 30,000 peasants.
The military chiefs have created a secret
Supreme Center of Direction which coor-
dinates the different repressive activities
between the legal armed forces and the
right-wing terrorist bands. Just as
Nicaragua’s ousted dictator Anastasio
Somoza did in his final days, the military
has made violence its reason for existence
and has identified all Salvadoreans as the
enemy.

Nothing illustrates best the current situa-
tion in El Salvador than the events sur-
rounding the assassination of the Arch-
Bishop Romero. Early one morning in
March, the Archbishop was saying mass in
the National Cathedral when four masked
men stormed in and riddled his body with
bullets. A few days later, several hundred
thousand people turned out for the funeral.
When the papal representative began to
deliver his message to the crowd, soldiers,
hidden in government buildings surround-
ing the plaza, began to shoot. Foreign
dignitaries and journalists rushed into the
cathedral for cover. Members of the revolu-
tionary organizations helped people retreat
from the plaza by shooting back at the
soldiers and burning parked cars. After two
hours of shooting at the crowd with
machine guns and fragmentation grenades
the soldiers stopped. They had killed one
hundred people and wounded over three
hundred. In an official communique, the
junta blamed the deaths on the revolu-
tionary organizations. Twenty three
bishops from Latin America present at the
funeral-turned-massacre testified to the
contrary.

Parallel to the government’s crumbling
of power and its desperate acceleration of
violence has been the growth of the unity
and support of the revolutionary forces.

In Unity There is Strength

Just as the second junta was being
formed, the Popular Liberation Forces-
Farabundo Marti (FPL) and the National
Liberation Armed Forces (FARN) and the
Communist Party formed a Coordinating
Council; they began the process of uniting
their efforts. A week later the revolutionary
mass organizations—Revolutionary Popu-
lar Block (BPR), the Popular Leagues-28th
of February (LP-28), the United Popular
Action Front (FAPU) and the National
Democratic Union (UDN) announced the
creation of a Revolutionary Mass Coor-
dinating Council (CPM). These an-
nouncements were met with jubilation by

the Salvadorean masses: In San Salvador, a
city with a population of less than a million,
300,000 people turned out to celebrate the
unity of the revolutionary organizations.

In early May, several professional
associations, labor federations, and the
progressive forces which had formed part
of the first junta joined with the 4 mass
organizations to form a Revolutionary
Democratic Front. Led by the revolu-
tionary forces, the Front is seen by its
leadership as a “political instrument
created by the Salvadorean people to ad-
vance its struggle for liberation and for the
construction of a new society—just,
human, democratic and independent.” By
mid-July, representatives of the Front were
visiting the governments of Latin America
and Europe to seek recognition as a
government-in-exile and support for the
struggle against the junta.

In recent weeks the unity of the revolu-
tionary forces has consolidated. The peo-
ple’s Revolutionary Army (ERP), the sec-
ond largest guerilla group in the country,
joined the Coordinating Council. The
member organizations then announced that

from simple coordination they were moving
to a unified strategy and command. Up un-
til then the separate guerrilla groups were
able to attack military posts and convoys,
take over government buildings, villages
and sections of cities. Their combined
numbers will now give them the strength for
more open confrontations.

El Salvador: Dilemma for U.S. Strategists

As the revolutionary movement con-
tinues to gain strength, the U.S. nervously
shuffles its options. Officially it has
adopted a policy of supporting the “mid-
dle” forces, ie. the Christian Democrats.
The U.S. was one of the forces that
pressured the second junta to promise
reforms, specifically, the agrarian reform.
It has twice stopped the extreme right-wing
elements in the army from toppling the jun-
ta. Nevertheless it has not ignored its
military options. Carter’s current am-
bassador to EIl Salvador is Robert White,
long-time confidant of Paraguayan dictator
Stroessner and an expert in counterin-
surgency tactics. The U.S. sent the junta

South Africa:

W orkers and Students

Strike Apartheid

Black workers and students are planting the seeds of unity.

INTERNATIONAL

$5.7 million in military hardware; it has
looked the other way while illegal arms mer-
chants in Miami have a field day arming the
right-wing groups; the U.S. made sure that
the junta mined large sections of the border
between El Salvador and Honduras; and it
has encouraged invasion sentiments among
the Guatemalan army (“better to kill the
revolution next door, than wait until it gets
home” has been their philosophy).

Events are making it clear for U.S.
strategists: the only way to stop the revolu-
tionary forces is through armed interven-
tion. Salvador Cayetano Carpio, Secretary-
General of the FPL, spoke of this possibli-
ty: “The United States has expressed its in-
clination towards intervention ... It
can do so with the armies of Guatemala and
Honduras or ultimately with its own
troops . . . If imperialism intervenes direct-
ly, El Salvador will become a second Viet-
nam and a grave for the marines.”

We in the United States must continue to
show our support for the struggle of the
Salvadorean people and demand: “NO
U.S. INTERVENTION IN  EL
SALVADOR!” I

After the liberation of Zimbabwe earlier
this year, South Africa remains as the last
stronghold of racial oppression in all of
Africa. For several months in the spring,
black, ““colored, ”and Indian students went
on strike against the school system that
maintains the brutal inequalities of South
African apartheid. This boycott has its
roots in protests begun by African students
four years ago.

On June 16, 1976, thousands of students
sparked an uprising against the shackles of
apartheid. The South African regime
smashed the rebellion by indiscriminately
killing protesters. In two months it
murdered 700 children andjailed thousands
more. Soweto, the township where the re-
bellion began, became ingrained in our
minds as a symbol of heroism. Since then
the 91% of the South African population
which is victimized by apartheid gathers
each June 16th to commemorate the So-
weto uprising.

On June 1st of thisyear, the African Na-
tional Congress, an organization struggling
for the national liberation of South Africa,
blew up three oil refineries. This act was
significant because it defied the extreme
security measures of the racist regime and
gave impetus to the swelling popular resis-
tance. On June 16th the regime banned all
demonstrations, yet hundreds of thousands
turned out to commemorate the day. Dem-
onstrations were accompanied by strikes,
boycotts and skirmishes with the police.

Below we reprint major excerptsfrom an
article in the June issue of Southern Africa
Magazine which details the background to
the events of June 16th and the intensifica-
tion of the struggle against apartheid in
South Africa.
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sfudenfs gnd ulbgn faofofk moll<els mbo
mele ingfebing snd pidseling leplesenfed
pledsdy [bose seefols of [be bigel populg-
fion enyisioned s a buffe¢ agansf febebion
In Bolbg's “fofq] slrgfesx]) (so-eg]led Te-
folins—gd)

Ooinpounding [be difeining fof folbg,
be plofesls splesd [o seyelg] of [be folq]
bigek “boine]lgnds,>) mbele [be gpgrlbdd
fesine bgs dgnsfed [be plonise of “in-
dependenee,, as an gnlidofe o dissglisigo-
fion m|fb mbife supfeingosf [ue

Bolbg fobex xadnafing

Bolbg elegllx leeosnizes a difewing mben
be sees one [fe proved if bx eqdnafing.
ffoin one dgx [o [be nexl, Bolbg, Boliee
fvlinisfel bouis Je Oranse gnd Axinusfel of
coJoled 6Bdglions \fafais Bfexn bouneed
baels gnd [ollb belmeen eoneeding [be ex-
isfanee ol *jusfifigble snewgneesy gnd
blgining [be plolesfs on ‘“‘oulside
CSI[C][O[S ............

““blo bubels mele used lo qud| [be [glsefx
pegeeflu] plofesis, [housb fegl sas gnd
bglons mefe,** Boulb Alneg's [ending
business Ingsgzine dee]lgred bgppifx In ifs
felox 16 Issue- less fbun [mo meeles Iglel,
pobee opened [ife milb guloinglre megpons
on q efomd of [gpe xomn feen-gsers, |-
‘ns [mo und senouslfx mounding [blee

1z oblpnosgrr A/ore/u

olbels- 1«
[essons Iforn fomelo

W blle [be soyelninen( feeenyed prgise fof
bawins legrned eellgin [essons [foin [be
Bomelo [ebeBion, [be sllBuns blgel
sfudenfs und molbels mefe dewonslfgfing
fogl foex bsd feglned nofe- Efosi of I,
fbex sbomed [beil undelsgnding ol [be
deesive finporfanee of unffxs

ffoin [be sMlf, sfudenl boxeollels In
cgpe xomn esfgbbsbed a eoffeeliye gnd
elgndes(ine fegdelshbip, finomn as [be goTN-
nilfee of gr, mbreb sugrgnfeed bolb eool-
dinglion of gelivifies gnd a desfee of plo-
feelion agamsl mbolesgle grlesl of fegdelse
And ffoin [be sfalf, s[gleinenls gnd pgin-
pbfefs 1ssued bx Wg eorxtInilfee fevegled o
efeqr-siebfed anaksis of bom, as one pgin-
pblel explgined, “shorr lenn deingnds gfe
(nfeed up mifb fbe polilregl gnd eeonoinie
sxsfein o [bis eounllx-)

xbe sfudenfs “‘sboll-fenn deingndsy
[Flfsefed “‘fbe senergl fom sIgndgld gnd
pool eondiflions sulfounding eololed
edueglion,” xbex egffed fol an end [o
disecininglofx funding [bgl afjofs N\bl[e
seboofs [bfee funes g5 inueb feenue pel
sfuden[ as if does ‘‘eololed,, sebools gnd
fen Nines mbgl if does fol Alnegn seboolse
xbex Insisfed [bgl pax fof lesebefs in “eof-
ofedbeboo]s be pgised fo equg| gl in mbife
sebools, [bgl “co|oled)|sludenlslesenye [lee
fexl boolis as mbife sfudenfs do, [bgl [be
mal dainags ,rT9x6 be fepwiled

[n [bese afgas Bolbg snd Blexn mele
plepgfed [fo oonoede “iesiliingle
sneygnses/: xbex mele eyen plepgled lo
oousb up soine exlcg funds fo wplowe a
sobool sxslein desonbed bx an olfgig| oow-
iniffee yusl six nonfbs eglbel as “q
INESS « « o beuded fof eollgpse-])

Bul fbe sfudenfs mefe nol fo be bousbl
off mifb plomnises ol exipg funds snd sfudx
ooininissions- Belelnng budi [o [be Homelo
febdifon, fbex wowed “nol fo be Bulled q
seoond (1INe )| 1e e

“ounne Igxg [be sludenls feyOlfed
asamnsfan nfenol edueglion s xsleinlbdl
feplesenlglnyes ebglsed i g slglewenl,
“gnd sunilgr ploinises—as gfe nom bdng
ingde b F] - slexn—nmele [ben gJso ingde
bgl [be sifuglion mould be feefilred onoe
ofdel bgd been [esfofed af [begeboQle

“KIlel foulxaals nofbing bas been done
gnd [be s![ug[!on bas defenorgled insfe3d-*

Al Tbe suine [ine, [be sludenls ingde Il
degr rbg[ lbex SO fbd[ sﬂuss]e gs Inex-
megblx bound up N\l[b fbe blogdel sﬂuggle
agamnsl “gpgrlbdd and [be eeqnonie
sxsfemn 1f 1s nqnfainin g/) Beyeeling an of-
fel of nesoligfions ffon Bfexn, [be ooin-
niffee ol 67 explgined, “\\'e eannofl
nesoligfe oul pnndplesamvay, oul Infeles(s
gfe opposed [o [be Infefesls of [bose mboin
fefl, sfexn leplesen(s-*

[n J<eeping mifb [be blgck oonsdousness
pbbosopbx [bsl bdped inspife somelo, [be
“cololed]) sfuden(s expbddy leyeeled [bdl
spedg] sIglus, idendlxins [beinselyes as

bigeks, molyels, gnd as nnpigegble foes of
gapgribdd- oininous[x fof [be sowelninenl,
nosl of [bdl fegebefs bawve walked off [be
Job ‘n suppoll of [be boxeoll- [n gddidon,
[be Bndsb xmngndar xines poinfed oul,
“gofored pgfenls gppegr o be MNMnf
bebind [bdl obbdfen- [gienl suppolled
sonwuﬂees bave been es[gbbsbed i 1nos(
ngior eenlees- [n gddidon, [be pfofes[ bgs
speegd [o mosl [ndign seeondBlx seboo|s
snd g bgndfu] ol bfgde sobools, suggesdnga
%_romgng idendlx of infeleslgeaoss elbulo
nes'

fyufbun grribes

xbe ewbgn 3fkg, <nomn gs a eenlel of
INtlicant biger( unioN genvick SNEeanmave or
sInlfes besunnjere in 1973, 1S bying up lo s
eepulglion onee agamn  xbe [[ginefex fex(be
nibs, seene of one ol [be egrbes| t19z3
sllifees, feeenllX rired 6,000 bigeles mbo bad
sone oul on sinfe.

ofbel sinfres baye bil & ,gpe xomn
do[bmg raecorx gpd 1neac pgdeins plancss
And [be s[nlfels bgwe mon NNhn suppoll
flon [be sunounding ooininunides snd
boxooldns sfudenls- 1n fomnships oulside
egpe xomn, eyen bulobel sbops bgye
joined o eonsuinel boxeoll asamnsl [ed
inenl- Boxeoldns “‘co[oled)| sludenls baye
rgised funds fof [be snfiels gnd bgwe afso
INvgded mbife subulbgn supennglbels,
ovellulning  wenl ooofefs gnd jginining
ebeelsoul oounfeis milb dozens ol [osded
shopping oqffs.

vlegnmbde, « « « [eeRN[ SInlfes bgye
deinons(lgled agfoming unif among bigek
mollrels gploss rgdg| bnes

[Adueb [be sgine analxsis bgs been olfered
bx [be boyeoldns sfudenls, bolb in [beirge-
dons gnd in g senes of pginpblels einpbgsiz-
ing [be fres belmeen [bd[ sllussfes gnd
[bose ol “‘ow pglenls lbe modeeisd:

“\'e Inusf see bom [be [ail/pgss 1gfe n
sebools gle [infred up milb [be Jgbos supplx
fol [be egpifahsl sxsfemn, bom Jom qugblix
sebool bufidings afa bn,ed [o [be unequgl
glfoegdon of funds [o eduegdon fof
ebddlen of [be opplessed gnd ebbdlfen of
[be opplessol, bom nndequgle Mblgrx
[gdbdes afe bnlfed m]b [be need [o eonfine
gnd binil [be [bousbhls of [be oppeessed,
bom disflolfled bisfofk lex[ boo)<s gfe bnlred
mifb fbe need fo obsewe snd piopusundize
agamsf [be proud bislof of eesisignee of
fbe indisenous people againsl eeonoinre
glaeskk, bom, n fapf, [be mbofe eduegliongd]
sxsfein mbreb me gfe febdbng sfeins ffoin
[be Igel bal me we denred bgse polifteg]
pomef-|)

Beyexg]ned<s snd 1nofe dian 1voo glfesls
|gfel, 1be sludenis mefe sdd Iin [be s[leels,
deingnding bodi bellel qugbfx sebool
buddinss gnd bgsre poblreg] nsbls, And In
spife ol [be desl smeep ol defenlions [be
soyelninen bgs glleinpled sinee 1fs
elgdedomn on Biseb gonsdousness fyowve-
inen[ ofsanizafions uy oelobel- 19711, [be
maeq of plofesls sdn sppogled [o be sglbel-
ing, rglbel [bnn Josing, inoinenfuin- 0
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