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Growing Confrontation in USSR

by George Saunders

major confrontation is shaping up in the Soviet Union.

The central government headed by President Gorbachev

and backed by the army, police, and party/government

bureaucracy, including economic managers, is trying to use the

vote in the March 17 referendum to reaffirm and in some ways
increase its powers.

Opposing the central party/government bureaucracy are a
wide array of forces calling for greater democratic rights,
greater rights for the working class, greater rights for non-Rus-
sian nationalities, and greater rights for the governments of the
fifteen republics making up the USSR.

On both sides, for now, advocates of “transition to a market
economy” are in the leadership.

Despite the violent attacks and occupations of key installa-
tions by central government troops in Lithuania and Latvia in
mid-January, killing more than twenty persons and injuring
many more, the Baltic independence movements held firm. In
three separate referenda in Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, huge
popular majorities affirmed the right of independence (includ-
ing a large percentage of the Russian-speaking populations in
those republics). The vote in Lithuania was held on February
9, producing a 91 percent majority for independence. But in
Latvia and Estonia, which held referenda on March 3, smaller
majorities were expected because the native populations con-
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stituted a smaller percentage than in Lithuania. In Latvia only
54 percent of the 2.7 million people are ethnic Latvians, and in
Estonia 65 percent out of the 1.5 million are ethnic Estonians.
In Latvia, 77 percent of those voting favored independence,
according to nearly complete results reported on March 4; the
results reported the same day from Estonia showed 90 percent
of rural voters and 77.8 percent of urban voters favoring
independence. Even in ethnicaily Russian or Polish areas of the
Baltic republics a majority still favored independence.

In the drive of the centralist bureaucracy against the mass
movements in the non-Russian republics, one element has
stuck like a bone in the bureaucrats’ throat. That is, the forces
that have been fighting for greater democracy within the Rus-
sian republic itself. Gorbachev had to abandon his economic
blockade of Lithuania in 1990, after five months, in part be-
cause of the mass demonstrations demanding an end to the
constitutionally enshrined monopoly on power by the Soviet
Communist Party. (The party bureaucracy had monopolized
political activity, and governmental power, since the 1920s.)

Another obstacle to a successful economic blockade was the
support for Lithuania inside the USSR. A conference of inde-
pendent workers’ organizations in May 1990 called for workers
to establish independent ties, enterprise to enterprise, with their
Lithuanian counterparts. The pro-independence government of

Bush’s Hypocrisy on Parade

As we go to press stories are appear-
ing daily about the plight of Kurdish
refugees—fleeing oppression by Sad-
dam Hussein’s forces in Iraq, denied
entry into Turkey, suffering on the bor-
der without food, shelter, medicines, and
other vital necessities. This throws into
sharp relief the total hypocrisy of the
Persian Gulf war just waged by George
Bush and the U.S. ruling class.

That war was launched, supposedly, in
the name of defending national self-
determination. Of course, Kuwait was a
“nation” created by the imperialists
themselves. Defending its “sovereignty”
was a way to protect the interests of the
U.S. and other imperialist powers in the
oil wealth of the Mideast. That is
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reasonable grounds for a war, they would
say.

But the Kurds? No imperialist power
has ever recognized them. Kurdistan is
only a nation by rights of language, cul-
ture, a common historical territory, and
decades of active struggle for inde-
pendence—first from the Ottoman Em-
pire, and later against the rulers of Iraq,
Iran, Turkey, and (since glasnost) even
the USSR. These are the factors which
define real nationhood-—far more than
any charter granted by those who divide
up the world for profit. But that is of no
concern to the U.S. ruling class.

So Bush, after initially urging the Iraqi
people to rebellion when that served his
propaganda interests, calmly turned his

back on the Kurds when their revolt was
crushed by troops loyal to Saddam Hus-
sein. The “man who is worse than Hitler”
gota green light from Washington for his
savagery. That fact says more about the
real aims and objectives of the allies in
the gulf war than all the pious proclama-
tions made by Bush, the Pentagon, and
members of Congress added together.

To add insult (to our intelligence) to
injury, Bush claims that his UN mandate
only called for driving Iraq out of
Kuwait. He was powerless to aid those
fighting against Hussein, he says, be-
cause he is prohibited from intervening
in the internal affairs of Iraq.

(Continued on page 4)



Moldova (formerly Moldavia) also voted to send aid to
Lithuania, in defiance of the economic blockade. But perhaps
most significant was the action of the Russian republic under
Boris Yeltsin to establish separate republic-to-republic ties
with Lithuania.

Similarly in mid-January this year, when it looked like a
central government putsch aimed at ousting the pro-inde-
pendence governments in Lithuania and Latvia had begun,
Yeltsin stood in solidarity with the Baltic governments and
urged troops from the Russian republic not to fire on civilians.
The fury of the bureaucratic centralists against this obstruction
to their plans took the form of a concerted drive to remove
Yeltsin from office. A legal case was instituted against one of
his free-enterprise supporters. The centrally dominated
television system and press was used to repeatedly lambast
Yeltsin. Former Soviet premier Ryzhkov was trotted out with
an article in Pravda telling what a heavy-handed bureaucrat
Yeltsin had been when he had headed the Communist Party
apparatus in Sverdlovsk and Ryzhkov had headed the major
machine construction complex in that region.

Yeltsin counterattacked by calling for Gorbachev’s resigna-
tion and then, at a conference on March 9, urged that a new
political party, Democratic Russia, serve as the vehicle for
taking power from the CPSU. Mass demonstrations were held

_ ,Smn'iar' aﬁ‘orts to rmse tmoney are
tops on Mandel’s :hnerary

in numerous cities on March 10 demanding Gorbachev’sresig-
nation and a No vote in the March 17 referendum. The
demonstration in Moscow was particularly large—with es-
timates as high as 500,000—and although Yeltsin did not
appear, his March 9 speech was played to the crowds over the
public address system. (During the campaign for the March 17
referendum Yeltsin criticized its wording but did not himself
call for a no vote. Within the framework of the USSR, he
argued, power should be transferred from the office of presi-
dent of the USSR to the Council of the Federation, that is, the
heads of the fifteen constituent republics. This kind of “collec-
tive presidency” does exist in Yugoslavia.)

In the midst of this mounting confrontation, beginning
March 1, Soviet miners in most of the coal-producing regions
of the country went on strike again. Their main grievance was
that after nearly two years the Gorbachev government had
failed to carry out half the commitments it made in the agree-
ments that ended the miners’ strike in summer 1989. The strike
areas, after a month’s shutdown, included the Kuznetsk Basin
(Kuzbass), the Donetsk Basin (Donbass), Vorkuta in the north
of European Russia, and the western Ukraine near the border
with Poland. More than one-third of Soviet coal mines were
affected. [On April 4, Kuzbass strike leaders said that a total
of 84 mines were on strike, including 46 of the 76 mines in the
Kuzbass region.] The miners’ strikes of summer 1989 had
marked the first major revival of independent working class
action in the Soviet Union since the 1920s. Now with their own
union, independent of control by the bureaucracy, they are
raising their demands once again. This time the demands are
political as well as economic. Among their demands are the
dissolving of the bureaucratically rigged Congress of People’s
Deputies and the resignation of Gorbachev.

Results of the March 17 Referendum

The central government claimed a victory in the 76 percent
yes vote for “preserving the USSR as a renewed federation.”
Gorbacheyv interpreted this as a mandate for his union treaty.
Matters are not so simple, however.

In the Ukraine voters gave majority support to a second
question on the referendum, stating that the Ukraine should
remain part of the union only on the basis of the Ukrainian
Supreme Soviet’s declaration of sovereignty, adopted in the
summer of 1990. This would give the republic powers far
beyond those envisioned in the “union treaty.” The yes vote in
Kazakhstan was similarly colored by a change in wording that
emphasized the sovereignty of the republic.

According to preliminary reports, the two largest Soviet
cities (Moscow, the present capital, and Leningrad, the former
one) gave a no vote of nearly 50 percent. In the third largest
city, Kiev, the Ukrainian capital, only 44 percent voted for
preserving the union. (In the western Ukraine a majority voted
for the position that Ukraine should be totally independent.)

In the Russian repubhc along with a majority yes vote for
preserving the union, an approximately equal majority favored
popular election of a president of the RSFSR, an indication of
support for Yeltsin rather than Gorbachev. (In Sverdlovsk,
Yeltsin’s former political base, it was reported that only 34
percent favored preserving the union, while 90 percent were
for a popularly elected president.)
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And of course six republics out of fifteen boycotted the
referendum—-the three Baltic republics, and Georgia, Armenia,
and Moldova. Georgia held its own referendum on March 31,
reporting a 90 percent vote for independence. Armenia is
planning a referendum on independence September 21, and
Moldova will have one too, but the exact form and timing has
not yet been decided.

To sum up, of the nine republics where voting was held,
results in the three largest are ambiguous to say the least (as
much, if not more, support for sovereignty, independence, and
a popularly elected president as for “preserving the union”). In
Byelorussia and the four Central Asian republics (Uzbekistan,
Kirgizia, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan) it is said that the local
bureaucratic machines have kept a tight hold and were there-
fore able to deliver a large yes vote. But beneath that surface
the national demands of the Soviet Muslim peoples and those
of the Byelorussians are sure to assert themselves as time goes
on.

Since March 17

In the aftermath of the March 17 referendum the conflict
between the forces behind Gorbachev and those behind Yeltsin
intensified. A special session of the Congress of People’s
Deputies of the Russian republic was convened on March 28
to consider the question of removing Yeltsin as president of
that body on the grounds that his actions were destabilizing the
USSR. The Democratic Russia forces called for a mass
demonstration in Moscow on March 28 to show support for
Yeltsin and oppose any move by the centralist bureaucratic
forces to remove him from office. Gorbachev countered by
banning all public demonstrations for a period of twenty days
(up to April 15).

The central government justified its ban on demonstrations
by citing the threat of “mob rule” and complaints by some
legislators that they felt pressured by demonstrators. When the
Moscow City Soviet (controlled by the democratic opposition)
refused to enforce the ban the police of Moscow were placed
under the orders of the Interior Ministry (MVD) headed by
Gorbachev’s recent hard-line appointee Boris Pugo. The
central government also called in the KGB and armed forces
to enforce the ban on demonstrations. At the same time the
government decreed that the mine strikes had to end for a
60-day period. Nevertheless, the strikes continued. (The
bureaucracy seemed to be taking a page from the book of the
U.S. capitalist rulers, with the 60-day “cooling off” periods of
their rail labor act.)

On March 28 50,000 police, KGB, Interior Ministry, and
army troops sealed off central Moscow around the Kremlin,
where the special session of the RSFSR Congress of Deputies
was held. Despite this intimidating presence, an estimated
100,000 defied the ban, marched and rallied. Gorbachev’s
inclination to resort to force again backfired, as it had in
Lithuania and Latvia in January. The Russian Congress voted
by a large majority to condemn the ban on demonstrations and
the show of force. The troops were removed the next day. Far
from being able to win a majority to remove Yeltsin as presi-
dent, the centralist elements of the Communist Party suffered
a split themselves. A new group calling themselves Com-

May 1991

munists for Democracy was formed, clearly reflecting popular
disapproval of the central government’s heavy-handedness.

By the time the Congress was over Yeltsin had won new and
enlarged powers as Russian president, aping the special powers
Gorbachev obtained in 1990. Like Gorbacheyv, Yeltsin voiced
the intention of using these powers to push for a more rapid
move toward privatization and a market economy. He was also
empowered to “avert, limit, and halt strikes.” A popular elec-
tion for the Russian presidency was scheduled for June 12.
Significantly, Yeltsin ended the Russian Congress by making
conciliatory overtures to Gorbachev. The Communists for
Democracy group and others in the so-called “radical
democratic” camp also urged cooperation between the two
presidents—both of whom advocate market reforms but by
different methods and at a different pace. But the striking
miners continued to demand Gorbachev’s resignation.

The central bureaucracy is clearly having second thoughts
about “democratization,” which until recently was one of the
watchwords of perestroika. Glasnost has also fallen victim to
resurgent authoritarianism. The Gorbachev government com-
plains that the right to assemble is being “abused,” that in the
first three months of 1991 more people had demonstrated in
Moscow than in all of 1990. Therefore out with the right to
assemble! Why the centralist bureaucrats themselves are un-
able to mobilize popular forces is a question they prefer not to
address.

Not only the drive against Yeltsin is behind the attempt to
end “democratization.” The ban on demonstrations and the
introduction of joint army-police patrols was also a preventive
measure—to forestall protests over the price rises that went into
effect on April 2. Numerous essential goods rose 250 percent.
Some increases went as high as 1,000 percent. The central
government argues that subsidies on basic goods must be ended
in order to move to a market economy. In Lithuania in early
January similar price rises led to massive protests. The price
increases there were quickly dropped, and the prime minister,
Prunskiene, who had implemented them was removed.

The striking miners have established a Moscow office for
information and coordination. A spokesperson for that office
was asked how the miners would respond to the price increases.
(The government had announced well in advance that the
increases were coming.) The miners’ representative said that
the approach of the price increases was one reason they had
begun their strikes. (In the Donbass, striking miners were
demanding a 250 percent wage hike for those working down
in the mines, and 200 percent for surface workers.) An inter-
esting question was presented to the Moscow miners’ repre-
sentative, after he affirmed that the miners supported Yeltsin.
Would they stop the strike if Yeltsin asked them to? He replied:
“It would not be to Yeltsin’s political advantage to ask that.”

This is an indication that the workers are keeping an eye out
for their own interests at the same time that they take sides in
the Gorbachev-Yeltsin conflict. That rivalry is essentially a
struggle between sections of the bureaucratic ruling caste, and
it involves all the more privileged strata of Soviet society, the
intelligentsia among them, in particular those in scientific and
technical fields. Neither the promarket forces behind Gor-
bachev nor the promarket forces behind Yeltsin (with Gor-
bachev leaning more toward authoritarian methods and



Yeltsin, for now, more toward democratic ones) represent a
solution for the working class or for society as a whole.

Rather than privatization or denationalization, even under
workers’ control —a demand Soviet miners have raised—the
workers need to take control of the publicly owned mines,
factories, mills, and economic entities of every sort, and begin
to manage them themselves, on the principle of production for
use, to meet the needs of society, rather than production for
“the market,” which in the long run means to be enslaved to
the capitalist-dominated world market. Economic decisions
need to be made, not by the bureaucrats of the central ministries
or the bureaucratized ruling party, and not by the market, but
on a democratic basis by committees of producers and con-
sumers. As these lines are being written, there are reports that
the Soviet miners rejected an offer made on April 3 by Gor-
bachev at a conference of several hundred representatives of
the coal industry (mostly bureaucrats) to double miners’ pay
over the course of the coming year. The striking miners, as they
continued to demand Gorbachev’s resignation, appealed to the
rest of the Soviet working class to join them (some metallurgy
plants in the Urals region had already declared support for the
miners’ strike).

On April 4 the miners gained new allies in the form of a
spontaneous mass walkout—protesting the April 2 price rises.
Tens of thousands of auto and tractor factory workers in Minsk,
capital of the until now quiescent republic of Byelorussia,
occupied the city’s central square, demanding pay increases to
offset the price rises. They also demanded Gorbachev’s resig-
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nation, the resignation of the Byelorussian leadership, and new
general elections. They formed a strike committee and suc-
ceeded in winning television time to broadcast their demands.
Unless their demands were met by April 10, the strike commit-
tee said, they would call a general strike. One commentator
likened the situation in the USSR to the one in Poland in 1981
on the eve of martial law.

[Late News at Press Time:]

As of April 14, a two-day general strike was held in Minsk,
with mass demonstrations attended by a delegation of striking
miners from the Donbass. The strike was suspended for
negotiations with Byelorussian government leaders, with a
clear commitment to call a political general strike for April 23
if the negotiations failed. Meanwhile, a rail strike began in
Georgia, demanding withdrawal of central government troops
from the Ossetian part of the republic. And metallurgy workers
in Chelyabinsk gave a deadline of April 20, declaring they
would join the miners’ strike if their demands had not been met
by then. In response to a call by Gorbachev on April 8 for a
one-year moratorium on all strikes and demonstrations, a
leader of the coal strike, Vyacheslav Golikov, declared: “Gor-
bachev is not going to intimidate anyone.” If the government
were to use troops, Golikov said, “Our brothers in the oil
industry will simply turn off the taps and leave the [army’s]
tanks without fuel.” The international workers’ day, May 1,
promises to be a hot one in the USSR this year. ]

Poor Bush: his hands are tied. Yet they
were not tied when the U.S. government
bribed and threatened enough govern-
ments to achieve a vote of support for its
war against Iraq. His hands were not tied
when he ordered the invasion of Panama
and established a puppet government in
December 1989. Washington did not
hesitate to intervene in the internal af-
fairs of Nicaragua by organizing and
supplying the Contra mercenary army
for a decade, devastating that country’s
economy and murdering tens of
thousands of its people. In that particular
instance, even the decision of the World
Court—which ruled that the U.S.
government should stop its aggressions
and pay for the vast damage caused by
its contra war—did not stop U.S. inter-
vention. Nor did the U.S. government
have any qualms about spending billions
to aid the right-wing rebels in Afghanis-
tan and terrorist mercenary armies in
Angola and Mozambique or funding
death squad governments in El Salvador,
Guatemala, and the Philippines orinvad-

ing Grenada (to name just a few obvious
instances).

Whence the U.S. government’s sud-
den concern that it “not intervene in the
internal affairs” of another country and
its strict observance of international law?

The truth is, of course, that as faras the
rulers of this country are concerned, Sad-
dam Hussein’s continued reign over Iraq
is a far lesser evil than an independent
government in Iraqi Kurdistan—which
would threaten the “stability” of the en-
tire region—or another government for
Iraqitself created in the process of a mass
rebellion against Hussein. Bush does not
want Hussein to be replaced from that
quarter. His hope is for a more tractable
and compliant figure to emerge from
within the present Iraqi ruling clique,
someone Washington can rely on as it
once relied on Hussein himself—before
he got “too big for his britches”—to do
its bidding and not threaten U.S. interests
in the region.

Reestablishing that relationship be-
tween Washington and Baghdad was a

real motivation for the Persian Gulf war.
And Bush is well aware that even if
Hussein remains in power it will be very
difficult for him, ever again, to pretend
that he can become an independent
force. The Kurds and the Iragi masses are
small change in this equation (as were
the lives of U.S. soldiers in the gulf), and
Bush has no qualms in simply leaving
them to their fate.

Those who, unlike George Bush, are
truly fighting for freedom, democracy,
and peace throughout the world must:

« Support the Kurdish people’s
struggle for independence!

We must demand that:
« Iraq end its persecution of the
Kurds now!

 Turkey open its border with Iraq!

e All the world’s governments—
especially the U.S. and other “al-
lied powers” in the war—send
massive donations of food and
supplies for the Kurdish refugees!
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This article is reprinted from International Viewpoint No. 200 (part one of two)

The Soviet economy:
the fight for control

“IT IS NOW OUR TURN to reject that which has not withstood
the test of history.! They often try to frighten us that the market
is exploitation, the restoration of capitalism, the rule of the
shadow economy. In reality, we are talking about the
transition to a civilized, cultured market, open to all honest
and Industrious people.” (from the appeal of the Russian
pariiament to the population to support the “500-day Plan for

the Transition to the Market)."

“l recently read In your paper:.....Employees of the state
sector are prepared to become hired workers only on
condition that thelr wages rise significantly.’ ....| don’t know of
any workers In the state sector who would be prepared to
become hired slaves. And what can a ‘significant’ increase,
say a doubling, of wages give them If prices rise 5-10 times
and If mass unemployment sets in? Criminals, who have
amassed capltal, are becoming a class of owners and rulers of
the destiny of the state.” (from the letter of a worker of

Kharkov region).’

Published below Is the first part of a long article dealing with
the current economic situation and the workers response. The
second part will appear In the next issue of /V.

DAVID SEPPO

N EARLY DECEMBER 1990, a

journalist at the liberal daily Komso-

mol’skaya pravda purchased a pig

from a farmer and brought it to the
kolkhoz (private market) to sell. The mar-
ket price of meat had doubled over the
last half year to 30-35 rubles a kilo* (with
2 33-66% rise over the past few months
alone), and he wanted to understand why.
He made the rounds of 16 of Moscow's
33 markets but everywhere was refused
access to the counters where he would
have been able to offer his meat for sale to
the public.

Finally, at the Riga market, Moscow’s
largest, after paying a “crazy” bribe to the
butcher and inspector, he was given a
counter among the egg dealers. He posted
a sign “Cheapest Meat at the Market” and
started to sell at five times below the
going price. The reaction was swift. A
man purchased a very large piece of meat
only to nin back a few minutes later
shouting that the meat was infected.
When this false accusation failed to deter
the other clients, our journalist was
denied access to the scales, under the pre-
text that his meat was dirty. He then
began to sell the meat unweighed, upon
which four large men attempted to drag
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him away. “The markets of the capital”,
he concluded, “where, in principle free
economic laws hold sway, are today
completely monopolized...The mafia
structure of a single market takes in sev-
eral tens of thousands of rubles a day.
The whole path is thickly paved with
h‘lbm ”§

No power to the Soviets

Some 75% of the respondents in a sur-
vey conducted in the Soviet Union in the
summer of 1990 stated that their ability
to influence political life had not
increased over the past two years.’ In
another survey in Moscow in the fall,
60% claimed that “‘power in the localities
belongs not to the soviets but to the
chiefs of the mafia.””

In the sixth year of perestroika, people
are waking up to the realization that
despite the increased freedom of speech,
the competitive elections and the remov-
al of the party apparatus from the levers
of political power, they themselves
remain almost as powerless as ever. Peo-
ple who only a year ago were fervent sup-
porters of the schemes of the radical
marketeers, now typically express fear

that the elimination of state control over
the economy means that “it will fall into
the hands of the mafia.” The term “mafia”
reflects the popular perception of a grow-
ing fusion of the bureaucracy, especially
the economic administrators, with the
“affairistes” of the private sector.® These
are the people who hold power in the
economy and so also in society.

Any Soviet citizen can readily offer a
list of examples drawn from personal
experience to support this view. The
“mafia” has lately also become a major
theme of the press, liberal as well as con-
servative (there is no mass socialist
press). As a social phenomenon its con-
tours are illusive and fluctuating — its
shadowy character is in the nature of the
beast

But the term most often refers to the
principal kinds of related activity: the
creation and maintenance of shortages by
monopoly structures® and the illicit trans-
fer of state resources and funds into pri-
vate hands. Both involve the collusion of
administrators in the state sector with the
“shadow™ ([tenevaya] economy, itself
often indistinguishable from the legiti-
mate private sector.

The mafia was not of course born under
Gorbachev, as the trials at the start of per-
estroika surrounding Rashidov’s reign in
Kazakhstan amply showed. But with the
further weakening of central control and
the legalization of the private sector, the
“Rashidovschina” has become much
more generalized. The following are a
few examples of “mafia” activity that
could easily be multiplied.

Watermelons — the missing
millions

In September 1990 a deputy of the Mos-
cow Soviet travelled Astrakhan to find out
why tomatoes and watermelons were
arriving from the southern region in such
small quantities. The local authoritics
showed him a pile of telegrams from
administrators of Moscow’s wholesale-
retail produce network instructing them to

1. The suthor would kike to thank Allen Fenichel,
Andrea Levy, Dave Melnychuk and Leoo Panitch for
thair helpful comments on an carlier draft of this anti-
cle.

2. Sovetskaya Rossiya, Octobar 10, 1990.

3. Rabochaya tribura, September 4,1990.

4. The average industrial wage is about 260 rubles 2
month.

5. Komsomol skaya pravda, December 12, 1990.
G.Tnd.hlyll 1990
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stop shipment because of an
over-supply in Moscow,
which, of course, did not
exist. “Prices are now most-
ly ‘by agreement’”,
explained the deputy. “The
less goods, the higher the .
prices can soar. Who profits
from the reduced supply of
vegetables? Those who sell
them. I consider that mafia
links along the lines ware-
house-shop-speculator  are
real!”!% As for dry goods, the
director of a Moscow depart-
ment store chain estimates
that only 18% of the goods in
high demand that are pro-
duced and imported actually
reach the ordinary consu-
mer.!! Enormous lines stretch
around state shops, while at
the private markets — and
sometimes only a few yards
from the door of the state
shop itself — one can pur-
chase the same goods without
any wait for several times the
state price.

The Soviet Union has
imported hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars worth of med-
icine over the past two years.
Yet even simply aspirin has
become a rare find in the
pharmacies. According to the
director of a Moscow phar-
maceutical trading firm, most
of the imported drugs are not
those that are in most demand
and no one consulted her
about this.12

But someone surely made a
bundle in payoffs from the exporters.
Anyone with enough money can obtain
needed drugs by bribing the pharmacy or
warehouse manager on the black market
or at Moscow’s little-known but now
quite legal foreign currency drug store.
According to one report, the volume of
illegal trade in medicine is already
appr?:chmg that of the state pharma-
cies.
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Shortages act as political
tranquilliser

Besides economic gain, shortages also
play a useful political role for those inter-
ested in maintaining popular quiescence.
People are so preoccupied with the mate-
rial struggle for survival that they have lit-
tle time or energy for sustained political
activity (this is not, of course, to claim
that the shortages are the result of a politi-
cal conspiracy, though in some cases,
even this hypothesis should not be dis-
missed. In any case, one can argue with
confidence that, were it not for the politi-
cal role played by the shortages, efforts to
deal with them would be more intense angd
successful.)

And whem
political tea-
sions riss
dangerously,
“defitsit” (a
collective
term for
scarce
goods) is
suddmly “thrown™ onto the
market. According to a resi-
dent of the industrial town of
Sverdlovsk, soon after a
mass political demonstration,
the authorities “began to
‘throw out’ Austrian boots,
Romanian blouses and deod-
erant from somewhere or
other.” Naturally lines spring
up, then lists, guardians of
the lists and guardians of the
night lines. The committee
elected at the demonstration
soon found itself isolated
from the rest of the popula-
tion.1¢

As shortages grow more
serious, the practice of sell-
ing “defitsit” directly in the
enterprises has expanded.
This is a commonly used and
quite widespread tool in the
hands of the administration
for reinforcing the workers’
dependence. A worker who
speaks up against manage-
ment might miss out.

At the same time, there are
never enough goods to go
round, and the squabbling
over who is to receive what
can seriously undermine soli-

ity within the collective.
This practice also has a deeply corrupting
influence on workers, since the goods that
are sold are often not scarce basic consu-
mer goods but items such as cars, elec-
tronic equipment, video cassettes and
French perfumes, which the workers then
resell at a large profit. Management is, of
course, perfectly aware of this.

Shortages also serve as a political foot-
ball for conservatives and liberals who
want to discredit each other. With the
potato crop rotting in the fields, party offi-
cials accused the “democrats” elected to
the soviets in the spring of 1990 of doing
nothing to mobilize their constituents for
the harvest (this used to be the role of the
party apparatus until it was stripped of its
administrative functions in the economy).
The liberal press, in its turn, blamed the

conssrvatives for sowing penic in ordar to
discredit the “democrats”. These latter
pointed their finger at the central economic
apparatus for failing to take measures in
time, when the problem was foreseeable
even a year ago. Indeed, the first reaction
of Gavril Popov, Moscow's liberal mayor,
was to refuse to mobilize his constituents,
suggesting instead that the incompetent
ministerial apparatus be sent to the fields.
Leonid Sukhov, a taxi driver from Khar-
kov and member of the USSR parliament
expressed a widespread view when he sug-
gested that “someone” is consciously creat-
mgadapenu:sxmmmwuhmcamof
preparing the workers psychologically to
accept any reform, including the market.!S
The “democrats” argue that they lack real
power to change the situation. And while
there is much truth to this claim, they have
done little to mobilize the population in
order to change the correlation of forces.

Mafla — vanguard of capitalist
clvilization

There is a general reluctance on the part
of the liberals, stemming from their ideo-
logical orientation, as well from more con-
crete political considerations, to apply
“administrative methods™ — the only ones
that could be effective against monopoly
— to rein in the mafia. For, as the Russian-
borm American economist Vasily Leontieff
has argued, today’s mafia is tomorrow’s
class of “civilized” capitalists.

Direct robbery of the consumer is only
one source of “mafia” profits. Parallel to
this, and sometimes overlapping, is theft
from the state. Workers tell of the “pocket”
cooperatives'® and joint ventures set up by
enterprise management for the illicit sale
abroad or to the private sector of raw mate-
rials and semi-manufactured goods. In a
typical case, the director of the state
research and manufacturing association
Gidrolizprom authorized the creation of
the cooperative Khimtekhnika and trans-
ferred to it — free of charge — the associa-
tion’s large store of defective titanium
hydrolysis apparatuses.

Khimtekhnika traded these for from six
to nine million rubles worth of computers
and video players, of which Gidrolizprom
had none. After several narrow escapes
from the economic police and tax inspec-
tors, Khimtekhnika's directors transferred
these assets to a joint Soviet-Swiss venture,
Intercomplex, created specially for that
purpose (joint ventures enjoy a two-year
tax holiday) .
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Since then, the Gidrolizprom associa-
tion has been disbanded. Its former insti-
tutes and factory, now i t, face
large debts and bleak futures. Not so the
former director of Gidrolizprom, who
now stands at the helm of Intercomplex.!”

Sub-contracting work to cooperatives is
a common way of turning non-cash cred-
its into cash. In the Soviet economy mone-
tary exchanges between state enlerprises
take the form of bookkeeping transactions
between the State Bank accounts of the
different enterprises. In such exchanges,
no cash changes hands.

Big profits in computer
imports

On the other hand, in transactions
between state enterprises and coopera-
tives, which are non-state enaterprises,
cash is paid out of these accounts, allow-
ing state managers to receive kickbacks or
salaries as members or employees of the
cooperative. There are also fortunes to be
made in foreign dealings. Most of Mos-
cow's joint venture construction compa-
nies are too busy importing and selling
computers to put up any buildings. And
why should they, when their profits can
reach 4000%?'®

As a minister in the Latvian government
put it, “cooperatives and joint enterprises
are often oriented not towards the produc-
tion of consumer goods but towards their
redistribution. From the state’s pockets
into their own. If we are to call things by
their name, they are involved in specula-
tion on a very large scale.”?® Under Brezh-
nev, a “gift” of jeans or whisky helped to
seal foreign export deals to the Soviet
Union. Under perestroika, when foreign
currency dealings have been decentral-
ized, large cash sums of foreign currency
have become the norm.®

Mention must alsc be made of the party
apparatus, many of whose former and cur-
rent members are using their connections
and illegally accumulated wealth to go
into business. In Leningrad, for example,
the once mighty regional party apparatus
has been reduced to 37 people. But they
keep busy renting out offices to coopera-
tives, private banks and foreign compa-
nies in the Smolny Institute, a historic
landmark and prime piece of real estate
that rightfully belongs to the people. They
have also turned one of the committee’s
hotels into a joint venture.2!

But it is not only members and former
members of the bureaucratic clans who
are involved in these activities. A scandal
broke out in the Moscow Soviet when a
deputies’ club by the name of Stolitsa
(capital) tried to oust the local temperance
society from its premises on Chekhov St.
It was discovered that this club’s goals are
“production and commercial activities.”
Further inquiry revealed that its founders
work in the Soviets’ Commission on Eco-
nomic Policy and Entrepreneurship. Kom-
somol'skaya pravda remarked: “The
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example of Stolitsa, unfortunately, is not
unique, but is even typical of the existing
structure of society: different commis-
sions of local soviets often create various
commercial organizations and pay part of
their profits, not to the local budget, but
directly to their founders. And the found-
ers, of course, repay the kindness."?

In December 1990, 35 members of the
Oktyabr'skii District Soviet in Moscow
publicly accused its chairman, Ilya Zas-
lavskii, a liberal luminary, of “organizing
monopoly structures, as similar to classic
“ghadow™ formations as two peas in a
pod.... Judge for yourselves: the chairman
of the District Soviet, the chairman of its
executive commitiee, and almost all his
deputies, having become heads of the dis-
trict’s political structures, are at the same
time directors of cooperatives, commer-
cial banks and firms. [There follows a
long list of these firms] Exceptionally
favourable conditions are created for the
activity of all these firms, and tens of
thousands of rubles are being pumped at
an intensive rate into their financial
accounts from the basic budgetary funds
of the district executive committee, that
is, they are openly robbing you and me of
funds intended for the socio-economic
development of the district. ”

Vegetable harvest sabotaged

The deputies went on to accuse the
executive, busy with realizing Zaslavs-
kii’s conception of the “market economy
and financial independence of the dis-
trict” of sabotaging the district’s vegeta-
ble harvests campaign. The housing
programme, they argued, was also failing:
while the executive was selling state
apariments primarily to occupants who
openly stated their intention of leaving
the country and reselling the apartments
for foreign currency or renting them out
to foreign companies, 60,000 people in
the district still lived in communal apart-
ments.?

These developments — the “transition
to the market” as the uncontrolled sway
of monopoly formations and the illicit
transfer of public wealth into private
hands, popularly termed the “mafia-
ization” of the economy, donotcomeasa
surprise to Soviet Marxists, who are the
only ones even to attempt a serious analy-
sis of the underlying causes of the “com-

mand” system's failure. 2 They have
always insisted that the basic issue in eco-
nomic reform is power, that is a social
issue, and that the market-versus-plan
debate is about mechanisms of regulation
that in and of themselves do not determine
the nature of a social system.

No more “one big factory”

The failure of the “command” system
camnot be explained by simply citing the
allegedly “utopian nature of a planned
economy,” though the Marxists them-
selves call for a revision of the old model
of “one big factory™, including a signifi-
cant expension of the role of market rela-
tions in the Soviet economy. But this task,
however important, cannot be resolved
successfully in the interests of the great
majority without directly confronting the
issue of power.

For the Marxists, the underlying social
cause of the crisis of the old system is the
absence of control over the economy’s
sdministrators, who after the revolution
usurped the power of the economy’s offi-
cial owner, the people, without becoming
full owners themselves.

Under Stalin, at the origins of the “com-
mand” economy, some control from
above did exist. A manager who failed to
carry out assigned tasks knew that he or
ghe would be sanctioned, often in a drastic
manner. Khrushchev eliminated the terror
but did not replace it with democratic con-
trol from below. He merely played with
democracy.

But even his timid reforms provoked
the opposition of the bureaucracy that was
able to find allies in the majority of the
political leadership. Brezhnev thus came
to power as the candidate of the bureau-
cracy. What Soviets today call “the period
of stagnation” was probably the purest
expression of the rule of the bureaucracy
increasingly free of outside political con-
trol. During this period administrators,
especially at the top and middle levels, did
not need particularly to fear punishment
for failing to carry out official duties. Real
sanctions were reserved for those who
violated the informal rules, the esprit de
corps, of the bureaucratic caste mired in
corruption.

From this point of view, Gorbachev,
though himself a reformer, has favoured
the process that he inherited from Brezh-
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nev: today the centre has
become almost as power-
less as the people them-
selves against the
economic bureaucracy,
which is free to exploit its
monopoly positions in
perfectly predictable
ways; restricting the vol-
ume of goods put on the
market, cutting quality
and raising prices. This is
the inevitable conse-
quence of an attempted
“revolution from above™
which has entrusted the
economic reform to the

ed the firm ‘Nevskaya pes~

spektiva’, through which
they will buy up...the consu-
mer goods and food industry
of the city along with the
wrade network — all this,
naturally, to help the citizens
and Leningrad Soviet. At the
conclusion of these opéra-
tions, the city will still be
run by the same old adminis-
trative structure, only its ele-
ments will enjoy new
| opportunities, which hither-
to were considered crimi-
nal."2

While this in itself is wor-

bureaucracy itself. Its aim
is to preserve the power
and privilege of at least a part of the
bureaucracy by transforming the mode of
domination and exploitation. This
requires bringing new clements into the
ruling class and sacrificing some of the
old.

The developments in the Soviet econo-
my described above are forcing the liber-
als to come to terms with the unpleasant
reality. Their standard argument that the
deepening economic crisis and the
“debauch of the mafia” are due to the
absence of “real” reform has lost much of
its force, since ordinary citizens have
already experienced enough of the market
to form a quite clear picture of what a
“real” transition :o the market holds in
store for them.

In the words of the USSR Minister of
Finance: “One can argue whether we are
prepared or not for the transition to the
market, if competition has been estab-
lished among producers or if that stll
remains a very distant goal, but the reality
is such that the market is already imperi-
ously intruding into our lives. Over 60%
of prices are not under control of the state.
That means that they are rising, and very
significantly...Monopolism in industry,
agriculture and transport has very strong
positions.”? This is quite an admission in
view of the fact that there has been no
official price reform. In the spring of
1990, Gorbachev solemnly promised that
there would be no price reform without
first consulting the population, itself over-
whelmingly opposed to price rises.

Lumpen-bourgeols ethic

Liberal sociologist Leonid Razikhovskii
argues that the Soviet economy is domi-
nated by a “lumpen-bourgeois” ethic: the
desire to increase one’s own property at
the expense of state property, which is “no
one’s property.” This has yielded “a
unique, historically unprecedented mon-
ster — a completely mafia-ized econo-
my.” All this, he attributes, of course, to
the socialist revolution itself. But he is not
far from the Marxists’ analysis when he
describes perestroika as “‘the privatization
of the bureaucratic-mafia structure: the

ministry becomes a monopolist concemn
and the city wrade administration — an
association of private shops.” Neverthe-
less, he warns that it would be silly o
believe that anything is possible, since
the “mafia-nomenklatura™ is where the
power is.

Ethics by the millimeter

And so, however distasteful, one must
hold the course since “only in conditions
of open private property will it be possi-
ble to begin, drop by drop, to crush mon-
opoly and the mafia,...millimeter by
millimiter to restore the common human
ethic2® and to get rid of the lumpen bour-
geoisie.”” In essence, Radzhikovskii is
proposing to hold one’s nose and support
the revolution from above. He does not
even mention the possibility of a popular
revolution as an alternative. For the
wresting of power from the “mafia-
nomenklatura™ by the people itself might
jeopardize his goal of a capitalist restora-
tion.

Leningrad’s social democrats, advo-
cates of a “mixed” (but predominantly
capitalist) economy, have also recently
come to the realization that “privatization
will mean the transfer of property into
the hands of the directors; and the intro-
duction of a market economy — their
freedom from any limitation whatsoev-
er.” The following are only the most
striking of the developments along these
lines in their city:

“The 26 largest enterprises, having
formed the ‘Association of Industrial
Enterprises’ have now founded the bank
‘Rossiya’, in which they are investing
millions of rubles. They have also creat-

rying to the social demo-
crats, who want a “normal”
Western-style economy for the Soviet
Union, they clearly fear even more that
“political instability” and “social unrest”
will result. “People in the factories will
not wait for long when they discover that
society is being ruled by the same actors,
leading the same kind of life, along with
all their relatives and friends and with a
part of the most amenable democrats, the
only difference being that they will have
exchanged their black Volgas for black
Mercedes.”

The Leningrad social democrats are fer-
vent partisans of what they call the “par-
liamentary path”. “There are two
alternatives: try to use the extreme insta-
bility of the situation to destroy the
remaining structures and on the wave of
mass actions hope to become political
leaders “expressing the interests of the
people™; or try to prevent the social explo-
sion by any methods available, preserving
the parliamentary path of development of
events. The Bolsheviks of 1917 were the
most consistent partisans of the first
option..... We know the consequences of
trying to make a social revolution.”

Inevitabie move to Mercedes

Consequenty the social democrats see
the bureaucrats’ move from Volgas to
Mercedes as virtually inevitable. All they
can think to propose is to invite Western
capitalists in the hope that they will intro-
duce a “civilizing” element into Soviet
business. Another proposal is for the
Leningrad Soviet itself to go into busi-
ness, as a counterweight to the mafia. But,
they sadly note, in that case there would
be no guarantee against the Soviet itself
becoming  “mafia-ized”.® *

P in I* (capitalist)
socisties to the “class values™ which allegedly inspired
Staliniem,

This hes prampted one Leningrad socialist to quip that
the “common human values” of the liberals must sure-
1y be dollars.
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Report from East Germany

Mounting Problems for the Bourgeoisie

by Bjérn Kriger

Bjorn Kriiger is a political activist in East Germany and a member of the Fourth International. This article was requested by us,
written specifically for readers of the Bulletin In Defense of Marxism.

I I elmut Kohl played a leading role in pushing forward the fast

xation of the German Democratic Republic (GDR) for
solely party-politics reasons. He did this against the will of more
farsighted bourgeois leaders like Alfred Herrhausen, then presi-
dent of the Deutsche Bank, or Karl Otto P6hl, chief of the central
bank, both of whom spoke out for a slower tempo. Because of his
promise to bring quick social prosperity by means of “unification,”
Kohl, hardly the most intelligent choice available to the German
bourgeoisie, was enthusiastically welcomed by East Germans,
especially by blue-collar workers. During the whole of 1990 he
made numerous triumphant trips to the GDR, addressing hundreds
of thousands of citizens. Immediately after the annexation he
ceased traveling to the newly conquered territories. Now, three
months and one million unemployed later, the “chancellor who
managed German unity” is again vehemently asked by workers to
repeat his trips. But this time the mood of the audience would be
slightly different.

By accepting the implementation of the “currency union™ on
July 1, 1990, the GDR government not only ceased to exercise any
influence on the amount, price, and velocity of its domestic cur-
rency but also paved the way for the most brutal “liberalization”
program ever applied to an East European country.

The effects on productivity and employment have been
dramatic. While unemployment was something unknown in the
former “workers’ state,” now of the former 9 million workers 3.7
million are already affected by layoffs. Every third child is grow-
ing up in a family with at least one parent unemployed. And there
is more to come. Labor Minister Norbert Bliim estimates that
during the course of this year there will be some additional 550,000
layoffs in the electronics and metal induslry, about 600,000 in the
administrative apparatus, 160,000 in the chemical and paper in-
dustry, 22)01000 in mining, 160 000 in textiles, and 400,000 in
agriculture.” This would mean an unemployment rate of nearly 50
percent, higher than at the time of the Weimar Republic, during
the grave world economic crisis which in Germany led to the rise
of Adolph Hitler.?

Communities Bankrupt

‘When the then East German Social Democratic finance minister
Walter Romberg predicted in the summer of 1990 that in the
following year the GDR would have a deficit of 20 billion DM, he
was immediately fired by de Maiziére for expressing such a
gloomy outlook in public.

Today, even conservative politicians would be happy if
Romberg’s forecast were to be confirmed. For this year, the deficit
of the “five new states” is planned to increase to 50 billion DM.
But the Brandenburg minister of economics has already estimated
that for his region alone 50 billion are necessary.

The West German bourgeoisie has done everything to help East
Germans become dissatisfied with it. Firstly, in their greed for
extra revenues the Western Linder (states) managed to get their
Eastern counterparts to agree to take only 55 percent of their proper
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share of VAT [Value Added Tax] revenues. Thus, while the
Eastern Lander are rather poor, “the Linder (West) even made
money out of German unity,” as an internal working paper of the
finance ministry concluded.

Secondly, Bonn refused to pay the subsidies for housing,
eleclnclty, and public transport, paid for by the GDR government
in the past, thereby leaving this burden on the shoulders of the
East German Linder.

Soon the latter discovered that they did not have enough money
to maintain existing standards. Cities like Erfurt, Gera, Halle,
Magdeburg, and Leipzig were declared by their mayors to be on
the verge of bankruptcy. Some even had to cease paying wages to
local civil servants. Sensational measures, with hardly any parallel
in history, were organized, for instance demonstrations by some
hundreds of mayors.

Thus, by its very politics, the West German bourgeoisie forced
its Eastern hangers-on to protest, formally at least, against this kind
of mistreatment. After all, the Christian Democratic Union (CDU)
won the elections in East Germany because citizens thought it
would be the party best suited to facilitate contacts with and
investments by big capital. Quick disappointment was to follow
automatically. It might not be impossible that in the near future a
“pro-Eastern wing” will emerge in the now overall-CDU, pretend-
ing to defend the special interests of East German citizens. How-
ever, given the total lack of an East German bourgeoisie and the
resulting subordination of East Germans inside the CDU, it would
not have much room to maneuver, as long as it was not indirectly
supported by strong outside social pressure.

Very quickly after the annexation, the Bonn government found
itself on the defensive. Confronted with mounting criticism it was
only able to react a posteriori, behaving like the Socialist Unity
Party (SED) in its last days before losing power. After some harsh
disputes behind the scenes, fueled by public criticism of its East
German Linder prime ministers, 7 the CDU finally decided to go
on the offensive. At the beginning of March, it passed the so-called
Common Project Upturn East (Gemeinschaftswerk Aufschwung
Ost), delivering 24 billion DM to the newly acquired territories
during the next two years to expand public demand and boost
private enterprise. Given the seriousness of the crisis however, that
will hardly do.® Moreover, a significant part of the money will not
find its way into the pockets of East German enterprises but
without doubt into the pockets of their Western competitors.

Via the Fiduciary Company the vast majority of the means of
production is in the hands of the state and is managed in a capitalist
mannper. East Germany is a state capitalist enclave inside a
capitalist society.

Of course, the bourgeoisie intends to change this as quickly as
possible. As soon as an enterprise is profitable it is sold, ie.,
privatized. Nonprofitable assets on the other hand remain in the
hands of the state, which has to maintain them with publlc funds.
Thus profits are privatized while losses are socialized.”



State Machinery Not Yet Consolidated Totally

Juridically, East Germany is part of a capitalist country but
socially it desperately lacks significant elements of a stable
capitalist society: the bourgeoisie and its consolidated political and
state power machinery.

Of course, unlike all the other former “socialist” countries, the
tasks of a home-grown bourgeoisie can be simply fulfilled by the
West German one. Nevertheless, difficulties remain. In East Ger-
many there is no mechanism of political parties deeply rooted in
the different layers of the bourgeoisie, pursuing different priorities.
Instead, the political regime is based to a high degree on pure
ideological loyalty, not on direct material interests. Great swings
in public opinion were inevitable; in fact they are already happen-
ing on a massive scale.

The Eastern administrative apparatus is not yet a structure the
bourgeoisie can rely on completely. In the past it was the most
privileged and ideologically safeguarded bastion of the Stalinist
regime. It is true that most of the former Stalinists have no actual
problems in being loyal to the new masters, their old “class
enemies,” except for a defiant minority which is persecuted in a
massive witch-hunt. But their financial positions as well as their
uncertain career (700,000 civil servants are planned to be dis-
missed this year) make them a not very reliable tool for the
bourgeoisie. Since the latter has not enough personnel and money
to renew the whole old apparatus with its own people, it has to be
content with replacing only the top positions.

But at the bottom uncertainties remain. When, at the beginning
of March, 700 Potsdam police went on a several-day warning
strike, demanding higher wages and better working conditions,
they were watched with sympathy by their colleagues throughout
the ex-GDR.

Also the buildup of a new secret police is difficult. Only one and
a half years after the collapse of the former secret police, the State
Security (Staatssicherheit), which was on the verge of triggering
off a bloodbath in Leipzig on October 7, 1989, memories are still
fresh. So far, the buildup meets a massive (though also passive)
wave of public mistrust, because, as people correctly fear, it could
be maintained only by former State Security members. While exact
figures are of course not available, it is clear however that until
now only minor structures have been consolidated.

Political Passivity

To manage its newly conquered territories &he bourgeoisie has
delivered only second-rate personnel at best.! Preparing for East
German elections last year, lots of Western politicians came to the
country’s villages and cities, campaigning for political and state
management jobs. Happy to obtain people educated in market
economy and supposedly possessed with good connections to
much-needed capital, people often voted for the new imports. The
mayors of important cities like Dresden, Erfurt, and Leipzig all
come from West Germany. But in the meantime it turned out that
a high percentage of the imported stuff were politicians who had
failed in their Western regions because of political and economic
scandals. Such kind of precedents will hardly sponsor trust in
bourgeois-style politics.

Already, there has been a massive drop in membership figures
in the CDU and Free Democratic Party (FDP). Up to now the
political parties have been unable to attract members. While CDU
and FDP simply relied on the already existing, former “socialist”
GDR sister parties, their functionaries, structures, and member-
ships, the Social Democrats had to build up from scratch (their
party being forcibly integrated into the German Communist Party
(KPD) in 1945). Today they claim 60,000 members in East Ger-
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many but even that is probably exaggerated. Thus, like all the other
East European countries, in East Germany political parties and
organized political activity ‘are reduced to small core groups or
networks of full-timers.

This is not only true for the bourgeois parties but also for
citizens’ movements and socialist forces. Coming at a time of
brutal austerity attacks, this expresses a deep mistrust against
explicitly ideological-based organisms fout court [brusquely]
and, after the collapse of “socialism” and the fresh capitalist
disaster, a profound demoralization.

Looking at the political map of East Germany, one finds a
bourgeoisie—to some degree still “foreign”—in charge of the
country, a bourgeoisie which conquered, by means of the annex-
ation of the GDR, a not-so-small additional geographic and
economic potential. At the same time it has got as “bonus” lots of
serious problems, like a population in the process of pauperization
and therefore also not very predictable in its behavior.

On the other hand there is a working class which, after a 40-year
absence of self-organizing and self-consciousness, does not feel
itself as really being one. It is only now, under the immense threat
of austerity attacks, that it is making a few steps forward in this
direction. However, given the bad experience of the “socialist”
heritage, it remains to be seen how many such steps forward it wiéll
go.

Notes

1. That is, the East German currency, the mark, was abolished in favor of
the West German Deutschmark.

2. Women are more and more becoming the group most under attack. While
in January 1990 about 11 percent of all unemployed were women, only eight
months later it was 55 percent plus a high unknown figure. Paradoxically this
increase of female unemployment in East Germany is in contrast to a decrease
in the western part of the country where the service sector is about to expand.

3. However, one has to add that today the social security network is more
highly developed.

4. Kurt Biedenkopf, conservative prime minister of Saxony, estimates that
between 80 and 100 billion DM a year are necessary. Intemational Monetary
Fund experts put it at double that amount.

5. Of the 37 billion DM subsidies it pays only 2 billion.

6. At the same time the lack of an experienced and self-conscious working
class explains why there is no place for an authoritarian and right-wing
personality using working class rhetoric like Walesa in Poland.

7. As a public demonstration of their concern, the conservative and Social
Democratic prime ministers of the “new states” came together on February
12/13 in an “emergency meeting” to discuss how to overcome “the grave
financial crisis of the communities.”

8. Of the total 24 billion DM, 5 billion are supposed to be invested in
municipal projects like public buildings, schools, hospitals, etc., 5.5 billion for
“job-creating measures,” 5.6 billion for transport, 2.2 billion for housing, and
so on. Enterprises investing in the Eastern part of Germany will get up to 49
percent of their investment repaid by the state. Given the lack of even basic
means of transport and communication it is howeverhardly believable that this
will work.

9. In an open letter to Chancellor Kohl the mayors of nine big East German
cities wrote that the Fiduciary Company wants to give to the communities only
deficit enterprises like housing agencies and public transport facilities but not
profitable assets: “whatever makes money goes to the private sector.”

10. Of course, there are a handful of exceptions. The most prominent one,
Kurt Biedenkopf, was some years agothe general secretary of the West German
CDU and enjoyed a reputation as a skilled and intelligent conservative
politician. Because he played a too independent role within the party and even
criticized Chancellor Kohl, though never going beyond the limits of bourgeois
conservatism, he was fired as general secretary and given secondary party jobs.
Now, as prime minister of Saxony, he is trying to reconquer former party posts
by giving himself a profile as staunch defender of East Germans, using them
for his inner-party struggle. The Social Democrats as well have some similar
examples to offer.
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The following interview appeared in the February 22 issue of La Breche, newspaper of the Parti Socialiste Ouvrier, Swiss
section of the Fourth International. Translation for the Bulletin In Defense of Marxism is by Keith Mann.

For Direct Democracy

In December 1990, Petr Uhl, a 49-year-old mechanical engineer and deputy in the Czechoslovak Parliament elected on the ticket
of Civic Forum, was interviewed by Eric Toussaint. Petr Uhl spent four years in prison between 1969-1973 for his resistance to
the Soviet invasion in 1968. Cofounder in 1976 of Charter 77, he was imprisoned again for five years from 1979-1984. Within
Civic Forum he represents the Left Alternative group, one of a number of groupings in that organization. He has been a member

of the Fourth International since 1984.

With a distance of a year how would you assess what
happened in Czechoslovakia?

Petr Uhl: My opinion has not changed; what happened was
the beginning of an antibureaucratic political revolution. Of
course each political revolution has its own cultural and social
characteristics. From this point of view as well as in its anti-
bureaucratic content, we are not yet sure of its real results. But
one thing is sure: Stalinism, even in its “social democratic”
Gorbachevite form, is disappearing.

Can you tell us who the actors are in this revolution?

Uhl: The great tragedy of our revolution is that it has no
“vanguard.” More precisely, Civic Forum was founded two
days after the large demonstrations on November 17, 1989. It
was made up of two large currents: militants from independent
groups, especially from Charter 77, and from intellectuals who,
out of solidarity with political prisoners like Vaclav Havel,
built independent groups within the official structures where
they worked. Civic Forum was above all the work of intellec-
tuals. Workers played a marginal role. But Civic Forum spoke
to the entire population, especially to workers. It won the
support of workers—notably the strike committees which were
founded as committees to organize new unions, because public
opinion unanimously wanted to get rid of the Communist Party
and the old political system. But it was clear that the influence
of workers and their interests were minimal in Civic Forum. It
has since shrunk even further. For the time being it can be said
that the workers are absent from Civic Forum.

Two years ago you debated a group around Havel who
advocated the self-limitation of democratic demands and a
diversity of property forms. Is this debate an obsolete one
that has been overtaken by events?

Uhl: The debate on the first point is obsolete. For the rest,
my criticisms remain valid, and the debate continues on another
level, within Parliament. Civic Forum came out for the plurality
of property forms of the means of production without saying
anything more precise than that. But, in reality, over the last
few months the majority of the leadership orients more and
more towards a sole form of property—private property. Sup-
port for the possibility of undertaking measures to aid the towns
and cities has been forgotten; support to workers becoming
“stockholders” in their factories has been forgotten; support for
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the otherwise vague slogan of the necessary participation of the
workers in management has been forgotten. Yet all of this had
been well expressed in the June 1990 electoral campaign,
though the idea of economic self-management, as a clear
counterweight to the privatization program, had been aban-
doned at the beginning of the year. Differences within society
on this have appeared and a certain number of people—I
wouldn’t say a majority—are for the restoration of capitalism
without stating it openly. The person who represents this line
the clearest is Vaclav Klaus, the minister of finance, who was
elected as the head of Civic Forum three months ago.

What are the roots of the popularity of the unilateral
privatization proposals?

Uhl: There are many reasons why ordinary people are par-
tisans of capitalist methods: impatience with the fact that the
structures of the old regime have not been all destroyed; the
attempts of the old bureaucrats to reappear in new companies
or cooperatives; the fact that political democracy has not really
been developed; the fact that the laws on “small-scale privatiza-
tion” and on communal and town property, which guaranty a
certain economic liberty for the people, are not always en-
forced. So, some say: we must go faster, a system must be
created like the one that seems so efficient in the West. At the
same time there are social fears as to the future: fear of un-
employment and especially of inflation. There are criticisms of
the shortage of goods in the stores. These were well-stocked
under the old regime. This is no longer true, because those who
work there want to buy the stores at auctions which are held in
the context of the “small-scale privatization.” The reserves are
therefore reduced and they no longer accept purchases because
they want to artificially lower the prices of “their” shops.

Are there legal means to prevent foreign capital from
acquiring this sector and profiting from restoration?

Uhl: The small-scale privatization plan involves the auction-
ing off of everything that is not transportation, industry,
agriculture, public health, etc. Eighty percent of the businesses
involved are restaurants or small businesses. The small-scale
privatization involves only state property, not those confiscated
from communes or private persons. In these cases the property
is returned. If ownership has changed, the former owner does
not receive the property, but money at 1964 prices. Only

11



Czechoslovakians can bid in the auctions in the first round. If
the property is not sold, foreigners can take part in the second
round of bidding. I don’t see any danger in this. The problems
would arise with large-scale privatization. It can’t be said if
this will happen because the proposed law has not yet been
presented to the Federal Assembly. There would be limitations
on the penetration of foreign capital, but I don’t know which.
The law is called the “law on the transfer of state property to
the hands of physical and juridical persons.” Privatization is
only one of the possible methods of this transfer. There are
others. For example, if a company is created with shares held
by its workers. These are not my own opinions on this, but
current possibilities. Vaclav Klaus is a big supporter of his
coupon scheme. Coupons representing 80 percent of the
property of the large factories would be distributed amongst
the population. Everyone would pay 1,500 crowns—the
median salary for two weeks. With the coupons one could buy
stocks, which is already happening on the free market. The
factory would decide what percentage of the property would
be distributed in this way. And stocks could be sold to foreign-
ers.

What type of political work are you involved with at this
time?

Uhl: As a parliamentary deputy representing Civic Forum
and at the same time a member of the Left Alternative I do all
I can to defend the principles of Civic Forum on the basis upon

which I was elected by more than a million voters. I stress the
left principles that are included in its program. On the political
plane, I defend the possibility of organizing political life not
on the basis of Western political parties as they function in
bourgeois democratic systems, but on the basis of a pluralistic
civic movement that allows groupings to be built around a
problem, then to dissolve, and offering regular citizens the
chance to participate in political debate. Such a system does
not exclude political parties. It permits the enrichment of
indirect representative democracy with elements of direct
democracy. I have in mind the Swiss example, why not? Or,
to refer to other actual experiences in human history: 1917,
1918, and 1919 in Russia; Czechoslovakia after the Second
World War; Poland in the ’80s, etc.We in the Left Alternative
were against the system of indirect democracy but that was the
system that was adopted. On the economic plane, it was a
question of finding a suitable solution to the triangular problem
of state-market-workers’ rights, the possibilities for the
workers to decide the conditions of labor, the products of their
labor, their role on the economic plane as producers and
citizen-consumers. The liberty of the market can be the
freedom of the artisan or the cooperator to sell what they
produce, but also the freedom of an owner to exploit a labor
force. I obviously don’t agree with the second, but nothing of
the sort has yet been put into practice. All the big debates on
this point are ahead of us. a
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These articles are reprinted from International Viewpoint No. 203

FSLN debates future
of revolution

THE first congress of the Sandinista National Liberation
Front (FSLN) will take place July 18-21, 1991. The congress
was Initially scheduled for February 1990, but the FSLN
leadership decided to postpone it, on the grounds that the
social situation in the country demanded all the energies of
Sandinista militants. Meanwhile, a frequently violent public
debate is continuing in the press, with members of the
national leadership and well known cadres of the FSLN
putting forward a wide variety of positions, whilst the former
middie cadres (now often unemployed and left to fend for
themselves) and the rank and file grumble

CECILIA GARMENDIA

INCE the electoral defeat of

the FSLN in February 1990,

the discussion has centered on

the causes (economic and mil-
itary choices, alliances, the policy of the
FSLN in relation to the mass movement
and the population in general)!; on the
“social parmership” with certain sectors
of the bourgeoisie and the attitude to take
towards the measures undertaken by the
government (confrontation or negotia-
tions); on the current role of the Sandinis-
ta People’s Army (EPS); and on the kind
of party to build (internal functioning,
elected or nominated leadership, and so
on).

Social mobilization
attenuated

The signing of the social partnership
accords in October 1990 has attenuated
the social mobilization which reached its
high point during the general strike of
July 1990; but these agreements have not
checked, far from it, the persistent degra-
dation of the standard of living of Nicara-
guans and the deterioration of the
economic situation. Dismissals continue,
(24,000 public employees will be sacked
between now and April — 33% of current
employees in administration, health and
education — as well as 10,000 workers in
the nationalized sector); a new privatiza-
tion plan, worked out with the Interna-
tional Development Association (IDA,
controlled by the United States) will be
implemented and will affect 350 enter-
prises.

New privatization laws will soon be
proposed to Parliament; these attacks are
currently creating a renewal of social ten-
sion (a strike of health personnel para-
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lyzed the hospitals in February 1991), but
the mass movement seems disoriented by
the zig-zags of the Sandinista leadership.
Nicaragua’s debt will be settled in the
“Latin American” manner; half will be
paid over 40 years and the rest converted
into shares in the productive nationalized
sector, the target of different measures
taken by the government of the National
Union of the Opposition (UNO) since
February 1990.

Under the social partnership accords,
the government succeeded in imposing an
eventual privatization of banks; the state
monopoly of foreign trade also seems
threatened (it was one of the first meas-
ures taken by the revolutionary govern-
ment in July 1979). Agrarian reform is
frozen (despite the supplementary pres-
sure exercised by the demobilized former
Contras of peasant origin); the raising of
interest rates has tightened the noose
around peasants who had received land
during the revolution. Whereas the

against it; productivity has fallen by 5%
Public service workers, for example, have
lost 50% of their purchasing power. This
has obviously led to a spectacular lower-
ing of the living conditions of the masses,
aggravated by the reduction of social ser-
vices (growth of infant mortality, reap-
pearance of a series of diseases banished
since 1979 — fatal epidemics of measles,
chickenpox and so on).

The EPS has fallen in size from 90,000
at the beginning of 1990 to 28,000 (thc
smallest army in Central America); it has
also been shaken by a series of debatcs
and incidents which have been terminated
in a more than authoritarian fashion. Colo-
nel Picardo, chief of the air force, was dis-
missed with his closest collaborators in
August 1990, accused of indiscipline for
having defied, indeed criticized, the
authority of the commander of the EPS
(general Humberto Ortega)®; these events
concealed a more profound debate on the
current role of this institution, the “rebels”
being suspected of interfering in politics,
whereas some now want the EPS to be no
more than the guarantor of the Constitu-
tion.

At the end of 1990, four Sandinista (as
well as Salvadoran) officers were impris-
oned, accused of having sent missiles to
the Farabundo Marti National Liberation
Front (FMLN) in El Salvador. Comman-
dante Luis Carrion, a member of the
national leadership of the FSLN, spoke,
with regard to the FMLN, of a “disloyal
attitude which does not correspond to the
quality of the political relations and the
solidarity of the FSLN™.

FMLN forced to return
missiles

The leadership of the FMLN, under the
threat of the expulsion of the Salvadoran
refugees based in Nicaragua, was forced
to send back 8 Sam-7 missiles and 14
Sam-14 missiles to the EPS. The Sandi-
nista Youth, qualifying the act of the
accused officers as “heroic”, indeed as a
sign of a ‘“revolutionary morality”,
rebelled; “the FSLN is not the party in
power and it cannot then feel itself offend-

accords envisaged the freezing of
redundancies, the growing autono-
my of local governments and
administrations (a sign also of the
divergences inside the UNO which
reached their apogee in the so-
called “revolt of the mayors™?) has
meant that this measure has not
been observed in many areas.

Incessant decline in
purchasing power

Purchasing power declines inces-
santly; inflation has reached
10,000% for 1990; the cordoba-oro
— the new currency which should
be in parity with the US dollar—
already exchanges at arateof 710 1
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ed, or betrayed”. The National Workers'
Front (FNT, which brings together the
whole of the Sandinista trade unions) has
also criticized the attitude of the EPS lead-
ership.

The 4 officers launched a hunger strike,
supported by the association of dismissed
former soldiers, after their condemnation
to three and a half years imprisonment on
February 14 — they finally stopped on the
announcement of an eventual pardon. The
response of certain top Sandinista leaders
to this act has been shocking (see the inter-
view with Dora Maria Tellez, p. 12). If
prudence is understandable in such an
affair, the FSLN, as a party which is no
longer in government, and no longer offi-
cially leading the EPS (a minister of state
is responsible for it) had plenty of room to
take an independent position.

To qualify the efforts of the FMLN to
protect a civilian population faced with the
bombardment of the Salvadoran army as a
“disloyal” act reveals a double morality
and a certain historic amnesia (the attitude
of the Sandinista government in Decem-
ber 1989, in the San Isidro accords, con-
demning “the armed actions and terrorist
acts” hardly a month after the offensive
launched by the FMLN, had already shak-
en the Sandinista ranks and shown the
impasse into which the FSLN was drawn
through its instinct for self-preservation).

Unjustified excess of zeal

Thus the attempts of the government to
“depoliticize and professionalize™ the EPS
are fully underway, with the active aid of
an important part of the Sandinista leader-
ship.

It is true that the transition accords,
signed during the handover of govemn-
ment®, limited the Sandinista leadership's
margin of manoeuvre, if it wished to keep
control of the army — but this does not
Justify such excesses of zeal.

The measures taken since April 1990 by
the UNO government have been made
against the principal gains of the revolu-
tion (nationalized sector, Sandinista army
and police, social gains — free health and
education, right to work, agrarian reform,
and so on).

If it hopes to regain the majority and
continue to represent the interests of the
masses, the FSLN must effectively
advance in its definition as a party. This is
what is at stake in its congress.

1. See /V 187.

2. UNO mayors close to vice-presidemt Virgilio Godoy
stired up some confrontations at the end of 1990
between supposedly demobilized Contras and the San-
dinista army and police. They demanded in parucular
the resignaton of Humberto Ontega.

3. Rumours accuse him of having had conuacts with
the right and its joumal, La Prensa, of wishing to
make the air force an “autonomous” institution, and of
wanting 1o repress the July strikers. Officially, he has
been accused only of having a “particular concepuon™
of the army.

4. El Nuevo Diario, January 30, 1991,

5. See IV 176 and 178.

6. Sec IV 184.

Going to the root of
things

IN THE context of the preparation of the FSLN congress, a
debate has opened in the columns of the Nicaraguan press. As
“part of this discussion, a farmer In region IV (the departments

of Masaya and Carazo, to the south of Managua) sent an open
letter, in the name of a group of peasants, to the daily
Barricada, which we reproduce virtually in its entirety.

GUADALUPE LOPEZ

HE peasants of region IV have

had a good deal of discussion on

what the revolution has bought

them, and what they have gained
during all these years of sacrifice.

In that which concems us, if we think
about it, we see that the rain still falls on
us (our cabins fall down); the more fortu-
nate have learned 1o read and write, even
if they hardly remember it; we have nei-
ther horse, nor beef meat; at best, we pos-
sess three manzanas® in a cooperative.

But all this is not very important for we
are agreed that the revolution has given
us something better; consciousness. This,
we will never sell on any market.

A comrade said to us “there is some-
thing which is better than being a Sandi-
nista, that is to be a revolutionary”. We
begin to understand what he meant.

We have travelled, and travel broadens
the mind. We have seen many peasants in
Nicaragua and also very much land.
Good land for agriculture and for live-
stock, but the cake is unfairly divided; on
the one hand, there is an enormous share
for some and on the other, there are the
crumbs for the poor.

Some say that there has already been an
agrarian reform and that land can no
longer be distributed. Others claim even
that there have been very many injustices
and it is necessary 1o go backwards; but
so long as there remain so many empty
bellies and such a big share of the cake
for some, the agrarian reform must con-
tinue.

There are peasants without land who
live close to a big estate; for our part, we
would already have occupied it. In time,
if this was done, the expert from the Min-
istry of Agrarian Reform (MIDINRA)
would come along with his great speech-
es: “You should not be extremist, the big
landowner has said that he has no more
land, wait, I will find you some else-
where”. And the people stay there on the
road. Obviously, you will often see the
expert coming out of the estate, with his

jeep full of milk and cheese.

It is true that it was necessary to take
account of the war and be patient. It was
necessary in the first place to put an end 1o
this savage aggression, the sovereignty of
Nicaragua was at stake. But now we are
going to concentrate our atliention on the
second priority; the agrarian question.

We are going 1o give thosc who have
more than 100 manzanas of cultivable or
cultivated land what they deserve; it is
necessary 1o expropriate it, confiscate the
land and give it back to the peasants, to the
agricultural workers, to those without land
and 1o the unemployed who are rcady to
work. And to pay no attention to his live-
stock or his beautiful speeches.

Big landowners waste money

1. There exist numerous farms, of 4 to 5
thousand manzanas, with 300 beasts, and
7 or 8 families which work there for the
proprietor or for the state. The proprictor
fills his pockets; he sends his money to the
United States or wastes it, buying import-
ed products which are no good to him. To
increase production, it is necessary o
redistribute this property to 500 pcasant
families.

2. These families will no longer live in a
situation of “hidden” unemployment and
will no longer sell grain or milk or cheese
or meat. The price of alimentary products
will fall, which will suit the workers in the
towns who, immediately, will modify
their demand for wage increases.

3. The peasant needs a Sunday suit,
schoolbooks for his kids, nails and tools,
zinc to repair his roof, rum or refresh-
ments; he will have his pennies.You will
see; the industrial middle class and the
traders will be happy; they will do good
business with the peasants — for the mid-
dle class, good business is the best poli-

1. A manzana 1s an agncultural vt of measure
employed in Nicarsguza One manzana 1s equivalent 1o
0.7 heclare
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tics.

4. The land owner has only to change
his trade and become bourgeois, to devote
himself to industry or to commerce. The
land is for those who work it.

5. The technicians, the functionaries
and the secretaries will also come out
winners, it will be necessary that they
work hard and live as the middle class of
the underdeveloped countries must; but
they will eat more, and for less cost.

6. The state must change its policy in
relation to the peasantry. The loans for
sowing and the MIDINRA experts who
come to see what we have sown and that
there is no disease, are not enough. What
are we going to do with our tractors, given
the price of fuel and spare parts? The
intellectuals and the technicians must
rather find us better techniques, midway
between the wooden plough and the Bel-
arus 80 tractor; the government could
install some schools so that the young
peasants can learn a little of accounting
and administration.

7. The intelligent and wealthy govern-
ments which, some say, exist in Europe,
can help us.

8. It is evident that a true agrarian
reform is the best way to improve the
economy and that the modemn bourgeois
will obtain thus a good part of the cake;
now we are going to deal with the politi-
cal questions. As long as there are peas-
ants who dream of their little piece of
land, what you call social and political
stability will not exist in this country.

Land reform brings peace

This way of settling the problems of the
countryside, with machetes, and those of
the nation, with rifles, is the fruit of the
backwardness of these big landowners
and of those governments who transform
the workers into soldiers. The agricultural
worker and the poor peasant will become
soldiers if their boss orders them to; but if
they possess their ten manzanas, there
will no longer be wars, for lack of sol-
diers, and the people will learn to no long-
er put their lives in danger for nothing.
See then how agrarian reform can lead to
peace and social stability.

9. You have perhaps noticed that we are
a little Sandinista and a little revolution-
ary. Sometimes, pressed to resolve our
problems, we function by ourselves, and
before receiving an order from above, we
occupy a farm.

As the laws change every day, we no
longer ask questions, we steer towards
that which is just and we fight. In order
for the revolutionary forces to triumph, it
is necessary to win the big battle of the
countryside.

10. It is obviously not a matter of taking
up Kalishnikovs and attacking the big
estates. This struggle takes place in the
plain and it is an affair of cunning (this is
what they call “politics™). What is neces-
sary is; a peasant organization which is
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disposed to mobilize itself and to fight;
the constitution and a handful of laws; a
lawyer who knows his paperwork and
does not sell himself for a piece of bread;
the radio, and everything that can serve
propaganda; and a lot of imagination.

Consciousness is needed; you will see
how much the struggle will grow and how
much it will reinforce itself. If someone
tells you that it is illegal or unjust, it is
necessary to tell him that nobody knows
how the big landowners have succeeded
in dispossessing us of our lands and
throwing us on the roadside.

11. If property belongs to the state,
don’t pay attention to that. Respect only
the farms which are conducting advanced
research (new seeds, inseminations, and
so on). The rest, privatize it. What is nec-
essary is that the workers be conscious
and disposed to steer the plough; to milk a
cow or sow coffee, it is not necessary to
have studied in Michigan. Moreover, who
has milked the cows for all these years?

Advance by other roads

It is necessary to say that sometimes we
have received orders seeking to stop us
from occupying this or that farm. If some-
body says to us that it is so that coopera-
tives can be installed there, we follow the
orders; but if it is for the state, we turn a
deaf ear and look elsewhere. We have
never seen the advantages of that [the
nationalized sector]. It is undoubtedly an
improvement, but, in the countryside, we
want to advance by other roads.

12. The big landowners come to us with
their stories. They tell us that we are loaf-
ers, that we don’t know how to work, that
we are backward and that we have no
“civilization”. But who looks after their
lands while they party and run after wom-
en?

There was never enough space to build
schools or cemeteries on their land, they
said; there could be 500 literacy cam-
paigns, that will be no use as long as we
don’t have enough to eat. From where can
we gel the money to buy a newspaper or a
book? If they wish to modemize this
country, and introduce what they call
“civilization”, they can begin by having
their feet on the land.

13. We don’t like to mince words; if
they [the readers] are intelligent, they will
see thal we are speaking about the very
root of popular power in the countryside.
If it is necessary to discuss [in the FSLN]
how 1o hasten the end of the regime cur-
rently in government [the UNO] or how
to be a party, it is necessary to go to the
root of things. Afierwards, according 1o
the task, we will see at what time we work
and with whalt.

First, we must know where we are, what
we want and what we can do.

Then, we can speak of strategy and tac-
tics, of forms of organization and of who
can help us. But this will be for another
time, if we have the chance. %

“The Front
is going
through a
crisis”

DORA MARIA TELLEZ
joined the Sandinista
National Liberation Front
(FSLN) in 1974; she led, with
Eden Pastora, the
commando unit which
occupied the national
palace, where the Somozaist
deputies met, on August 22,
1978, obtaining the
liberation of numerous
political prisoners, among
them Tomas Borge. After
having participated in the
liberation of the second
biggest town in'the country,
Leon, Dora Maria Tellez was
named “‘commandante
guerillera”; she is a member.
of the Sandinista assembly
and adeputy in parlilament.
During the Sandinista
government, she was
minister of health. In an
interview in the new
Independent Nicaraguan
weekly El Semanario, from
whichiwe reproduce large
extracts, Dora Maria Tellez
spoke in particular of the
coming FSLN congress.

OW do you analyze the con-
tradiction which persists
between those Sandinistas
who advocate a substantial
modification of the political proposi-
tions or tactics of the FSLN and oth-
ers who criticize this attitude?

All this is natural. The Front is going
through a crisis. A party which loses an
election and does not enter into crisis is a
dead party, it is obvious.

This crisis stems from first the fact of
the electoral defeat, and then the exhaus-
tion of the political programme of Sandin-
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ism (I am referring to Sendinism since the
epoch of Sandino).

This, for example, spoke of agrarian
reform; but in Nicaragua there is a historic
lag such that it is only 60 years later that
we have succeeded in doing it.

Today, we experience a crisis of pro-
gramme because reality has changed and
the country has changed.

The question of knowing what the polit-
ical programme of the FSLN is is still not
resolved.

And you do not overcome it through
desires — it is necessary to reconcile what
we want with what is possible, the rest is
just demagogy.

To do this, a minimal consensus is need-
ed between all Sandinistas, and today we
are faced with a diversity of positions and
propositions....

For me, consensus is built starting from
an analysis of reality.

It is necessary that the FSLN discuss the
road which the Nicaraguan revolution
must take, starting from today.

It is necessary to look to the year 2000
and not to return to 1979, 1984 or 1989.

There are different interpretations of
national reality amongst FSLN militants.
Some think that the current government is
a dictatorship which must be overthrown
by force; they start from the fact that the
people owe us something and that it is
necessary that they repay us, and so on.

I am trying to understand current Nica-
raguan reality, which is nuanced.

The government of the National Union
of the Opposition (UNO) does not seem to
me to be a dictatorship.

Then, I do not consider that the revolu-
tionary process is finished; I conceive it as
a staircase, it has continuity, reverses,
throwbacks, a process of new accumula-
tion of forces, but this happens in a contin-
uous fashion.

Facing us, we have a government of the
bourgeoisie; it makes no attempt to con-
ceal this.

But we must determine where Nicara-
gua is going; what is possible and desira-
ble to do, and what is to be the role of the
FSLN — which moreover must build its
identity, learn to be a political opposition,
establish a framework of alliances like
any organization (it has moreover always
done this), obviously, as a function of
popular interests.

It is necessary, beyond this, to work in
the direction of national stability which
depends on social and political stability.

I think that the Front must change,
adapt itself and modify some of its ideas.

B For this re-adaptation, do you
think that the current internal demo-
cratic mechanisms are sufficlent?
No. Democracy does not consist solely
in elections, it must stimulate a political
debate without phoney procedures, or
polarizations, without disqualifying this
or that position and with everybody
accepting the nature of the Front.

Democracy in the FSLN is closely
linked to the relations we have with the
people. If, even inside the Front, we are
not capable of learning to listen, to con-
ceive that different appreciations exist,
while continuously seeking a political
consensus, we will never succeed in
drawing closer again to the people.

If we are not capable of tolerating a dif-
ferent position, when it comes from a San-
dinista militant, how are we going to
approach the population which is not San-
dinista?

‘We are not obliged to all have the same
opinion on this or that question; that is
intemnal democracy.

It is not an end in itself, nor an enjoya-
ble game, nor in the style of perestroika,
it is a political necessity that the FSLN
rebuilds its links with the population.

If Sandinista militants are capable of
learning to listen, to discuss, to persuade,
to search for consensus inside the FSLN,
they will be capable of doing it as much
outside our ranks, with the people.

B The positions expressed publicly
by some leaders of the FSLN seem
sometimes to contradict the actions
of the organization, for exampie, In
relation to alliances inside Parlia-
ment.

There, it seems that there have been
numerous convergences between
the Sandinista deputies and those
finked to Alfredo Cesar!, whereas
the speeches of some FSLN leaders
seem to indicate the contrary....

We had approved this strategy in the
document of El Crucero?, it is very clearly
indicated there that, in this way, the FSLN
seeks to neutralize the most reactionary
positions.

If the Front developed simply a policy
of negotiations, it would be liquidated, for
this is only a part of a political project.
The schema of alliances is part of this pro-
ject, of which the essential goal is to win
back the lost majority.

One way of doing this is the policy of
alliances, because the country needs
peace and economic improvements. Then
comes our work, with the peasants, the
workers, the producers, the inhabitants of
the popular neighbourhoods, women,
youth, and so on, so as to win back the
social base of Sandinism.

If the Front limits itself to negotiating at
the summit, that would be the end of it as
a party, in any case in its current form.

If it limited itself to reestablishing its
social base, without building alliances
with other political forces, which are
close to it, and this with very precise
goals, it would make another error.

The revolution passes by different roads
and necessitates diverse means.

E In relation to the missiles affalr?,
two sectors close to Sandinism (the
National Workers’ Front — the FNT
— and the Sandinista Youth) have
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come out in favour of the accused
EPS (Sandinista People’s Army) sol-
diers.

Have there been debates Inside the
Front on the decision taken by the
EPS to punish these soidiers?

In this affair there arc two problems.
First, that of the the state of law, of legisla-
tion and of judicial order. If somebody
steals 2 missile or a packet of cigarettes it
is an offence, full stop.

Intentions are amother affair, whether
good or bad, one cannot introduce them
into a trial.

The law does does not ask what was the
intention of the authors of an offence, it
condemns, thatis all.

But the evaluation of the acts of the EPS
or its head is the affair of the government.
It seems to me that the army has an impor-
tant role to play in national stability and
that, from a professional point of view, it
adapts itself to the necessities of the coun-

Butithas obviously had to pay a certain
political price because of the reduction of
its numbers. %

1. Alfredo Cesar, who had participated in the Contra
leadexship, is close to president Violeta Ch . He
was party 1o the so-called appeal of “the Los Palmas
group”. During the | of the presidency of the
national assembly, the FSLN deputies voted for his
did , en the grounds of barring the road 1o “the
reactionary extreme right”.
2. After the electoral defeat, the FSLN held an assem-
bly of cadres at El Crucero, from which emerged a bal-
ance sheet document, which also drew the cutlines of
wark in the current phase.
3.Sec introduction, p.10, for details of this affair.
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Police Beating in Los Angeles
Has National Impact

by Evelyn Sell

he March 3 police beating of an African-American was not

an unusual event in the Los Angeles area. The report filed
by the cops was typical: 25-year-old Rodney King was stopped
for speeding; the use of force was justified by claims that King
“attacked officers” and “continued some resistance”; King’s
injuries were described as “contusions and abrasions.” But
something unexpected happened that night. A local resident
tested out his new camcorder by video filming the scene. This
two-minute film, broadcast repeatedly over all national
television news programs as well as overseas, showed several
officers from the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD)
beating King with batons and kicking him as he kneeled and
lay on the ground. The film also shows about a dozen officers,
several from the California Highway Patrol, and others from
the LAPD, standing in a circle watching this vicious attack—
and doing nothing to stop it.

As aresult of his being shot twice with a laser gun and being
struck 56 times, Rodney King suffered a shattered eye socket,
nine skull fractures, brain damage, a broken cheek bone, partial
facial paralysis, a broken leg, burns, and other injuries. Nurses
at the hospital where King was taken told a grand jury that the
LAPD officers made fun of what they had done. When King
said that he had worked in the local baseball stadium, the cops
joked that “we hit quite a few home runs” on his body. Other
grand jury documents revealed that moments before these
officers assaulted King they made racist remarks in a call-in
report about a domestic problem involving a Black family.
Three LAPD officers and the sergeant in charge have been
indicted on charges of excessive force. The other 17 cops who
were on the scene are being investigated for possible legal
action.

On March 26 King’s attorneys filed an $83-million claim
with the city. The attorneys plan to file a civil suit seeking $56
million—a million for each blow King received from the
police. In 1990 the city of Los Angeles paid $11.3 million to
resolve law suits involving charges of police misconduct. This
was more than any other major city except Detroit.

Worldwide, National, and Local Reactions

The King beating has received wide attention. Protests have
come from Australia, Japan, and Hong Kong. FBI agents
questioned LAPD officers to determine if there was a pattern
of civil rights abuses, and the U.S. Justice Department is
examining about one hundred civil suits charging mistreatment
of suspects in LAPD custody. Under pressure from Black
congressional leaders, Attorney General Thornburgh an-
nounced a review of almost 15,000 complaints of police
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brutality across the U.S. filed with the federal government
during the last six years.

The attack on King and the attempted police cover-up
provoked a power struggle between Los Angeles political
leaders and city government bodies. The focal point of this fight
is Los Angeles police chief Daryl Gates. He initially dismissed
the assault as “an aberration.” Public outrage forced him to
have the LAPD Internal Affairs Division examine the conduct
of the officers involved in the King case, and to set up a
five-member civilian panel to examine incidents of excessive
force and to recommend reforms of LAPD policies.

On April 1, Mayor Tom Bradley formed a civilian commis-
sion to carry out a broad investigation into LAPD practices and
procedures. On April 4 the city’s Police Commission placed
Chief Gates on paid leave for 60 days while this investigation
was being conducted. The next day the City Council voted to
overturn the Police Commission and reinstated Chief Gates.
The city charter prevents a mayor from taking direct action
against a police chief so Bradley has not been legally able to
fire Gates but, reacting to mounting protest demonstrations and
political pressures, Mayor Bradley publicly called on Chief
Gates to resign. Pro-Gates forces then threatened to organize a
recall election to throw Mayor Bradley out of office.

The spotlight thrown on police racism aroused intense reac-
tions throughout the Los Angeles area. The Los Angeles Coun-
ty Federation of Labor adopted a resolution demanding that
Chief Gates resign. The United Neighborhood Organizations
(UNO) called for the resignation of Gates with the explanation,
“we want to show our African-American brothers and sisters
that we stand with them.” The American Civil Liberties Union
quickly gathered 20,000 signatures on petitions demanding
Gates’s resignation. The Urban League has pressed for the
removal of the police chief.

The Black Community Forum announced that Gates would
no longer be invited to attend its meetings. The group (which
currently includes 25 representatives of African-American or-
ganizations, businesses, and churches) was originally estab-
lished at the initiative of Gates to help improve relations
between police and the Black community. Mark Ridley-
Thomas, executive director of the local chapter of the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, explained, “for two years
we have been telling him [Gates] about case after case of police
harassment. We have criticized him for the outrageous state-
ments he makes, making it clear that they were not appropriate
for someone in a position of leadership. . . . We hadn’t gotten
through to the guy in the two years we had been talking to him
about the gravity of the problems facing the African-American
community.”
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Street Demonstrations Demand Changes

An April 6 march through downtown Los Angeles followed
by a rally in front of the main police headquarters marked a
high point in the series of protests sparked by the beating of
Rodney King. Banners, signs, and chants focused on Police
Chief Daryl Gates. The marchers massed behind a 30-foot
yellow and black banner demanding, “Gates Must Go. Stop
Police Brutality.” One of the most spirited chants along the
march route was: “Hey, hey! Ho, ho! Daryl Gates has got to
go! ”»

The composition of the demonstrators reflected the diversity
of police targets. Almost half of the 5,000 demonstrators were
African-Americans. Other marchers included large numbers of
Latinos, Asians, and Anglos. Banners and signs identified
organizations from various racial and ethnic communities,
trade unions, social protest movements, religious organiza-
tions, and civil libertarian groups.

The issue of police brutality has forged the most significant
combination of forces to appear in Los Angeles in many, many
years. It is very unusual to see such a large proportion of
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The Bush Administration’s anti-crime bill

African-Americans in a common action with other groups. In
light of the growing multiracial and multicultural character of
Los Angeles, this coming together around a common concern
holds great promise for future united mobilizations.

The National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP), Brotherhood Crusade, Coalition of Black
Trade Unionists, and Malcolm X Grassroots Movement were
endorsers of and participants in the march and rally. Con-
gresswoman Maxine Waters, who has waged a ten-year fight
against police abuse, played a key role in initiating the April 6
action. She was joined on the rally platform by other leading
African-American political figures, including California
assemblywoman Teresa Hughes. Reverend Jesse Jackson was
a featured speaker at the rally.

The Chicano Moratorium, Mexican American Political As-
sociation, and the Central American Refugee Center repre-
sented some of the participating Latino organizations. The
Coalition for Immigrants Rights carried a banner inscribed:
“To Serve, Protect and Break a Brother’s Neck.” Hand-lettered
signs demanded, “Alto al Terror Policia!”
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The growing activism of the Asian and South Pacific popula-
tions in Los Angeles was evident throughout the organization
and holding of the April 6 action. Koreans, in particular, were
involved. A group marched behind the banner of the Alliance
for Philippine Concerns.

Signs reading “Asian Pacific Islanders Against Police
Brutality” were carried by a contingent of Samoans. About a
week after the March 3 beating of King, a police officer in
nearby Compton shot two Samoan brothers in the back, killing
them as they lay on the ground. The coroner reported that the
unarmed men were struck by 20 bullets. On March 12,
hundreds of Samoans marched and rallied in Compton’s civic
center to demand a criminal investigation of the officer.

“Justice for Janitors—SEIU Local 399” was on the banner
identifying a contingent of about 30 unionists with red T-shirts
imprinted with their logo and name. The large companies
offering janitorial services have tried to stifle labor organizing
and to cut wages by hiring increasing numbers of Central
Americans. Over the past four years, these refugees of violence
in Central America have carried out militant struggles which
have won them union recognition, better wages, and improved
working conditions. During their 1990 union organizing cam-
paign, 400 janitors and their supporters were attacked by police
when they marched into the Century City complex. About 90
marchers were injured by police batons, and 19 of them were
seriously hurt. Two pregnant women were beaten (leading one
to miscarry), two people required stitches in their heads, one
person’s face was fractured, and another person’s skull and jaw
were split.

Activists in the antiwar movement played a vital role in
helping to organize and publicize the April 6 march and rally.
The Los Angeles Coalition Against U.S. Intervention in the
Middle East was featured prominently in the leaflet, shared
responsibility with the NAACP for security, and provided the
rally platform and other logistical support. Many
demonstrators carried bright yeliow Coalition signs stating:
“Money for Human Needs Not for the Military” and
“Bush+Gates=Racist Violence at Home & Abroad.” Antiwar
groups participating in the event included Veterans for Peace
and Military Family Support Group.

Lesbians and gays, harassed and abused by police for many
years, carried signs and banrers identifying Act Up and Queer
Nation. Other contingents were from: Ward AME Church (one
of the largest African-American congregations in Los An-
geles), Southern California American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU), and Los Angeles Student Coalition.

Thousands of downtown shoppers stood along the curb
watching the march. Many raised their fists in solidarity, and
some joined the demonstration. Most bus drivers and many
motorists honked their horns and waved to show their support.

Leaflets were distributed for the next major march and rally.
Endorsed by the same organizations and individuals as the
April 6 event, another downtown march and rally at Parker
Center ( the main police headquarters) will take place on May
11. The leaflet calls for “Community Control of the Police.”
Vigils will take place at Parker Center every Saturday from 9
a.m. until noon. a
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Black Workers for Justice Northeast Tour

t is a sore point with American workers that industry is

migrating to the South in pursuit of low wages, the open
shop, and the protection of openly anti-union state and
municipal governments. Hundreds of thousands of union jobs
have been lost in this way. That this competition between
northern and southern workers has given the capitalists the
upper hand against the unions need hardly be said. It is a
supremacy based on the lack of unionization in the South

The bold campaign of Black ..o ; s
Workers for Justice (BWEJ]) to - o
convince the AFL-CIO to or- ..
ganize the South challenges the . F T.
complacency and conservatism

of the labor movement, Many Riabmiemnien

union members have grownac-: .
customed to the labor = = .
bureaucracy’s failure to or-
ganize the South and respond | =
effectively to the dramatic i i :

decline in union membership in the U S asa whole Tms fallure
has not until now been effectively challenged and has begun to
be accepted by many workers as an unalterable fact of life, even
reason for disillusionment with unions altogether.

However, it should not escape notice that the proposal to
organize the South, while still bold, is not a new idea but the
revival of an old one. That’s what is so striking about it. It’s
obvious and basic. It’s so basic that we have to ask why it hasn’t
dawned on our labor leaders already, why hasn’t organizing the
South been a priority of the American trade union movement?
Why the AFL-CIO leadership’s continued resistance to such a
program? Why does something so obvious seem so bold?

In fact the unions have in the past recognized the problem.
Back in 1920 the AFL announced and promptly abandoned a
campaign to organize the South; in 1941 the CIO initiated a
drive which they abandoned during the war, and in 1946 the
CIO launched Operation Dixie which they abandoned two
years later.

Although a start has been made the organization of the South
remains unachieved. It is not only the chief haven for runaway
plants from the North but the most formidable citadel of anti-
Black and anti-union elements in the country.

The problem of unionizing the South is one of the most
important organizational problems confronting the labor

Malcolm X:
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movement. But the implications go far beyond any ordinary
organizational campaign. In the South the issues of civil rights
and labor rights are fused. Racist oppression and violence are
central to the absence of unions in the South, reflecting not just
the racism of the labor movement but also the political alliance
of the labor bureaucrats with the white supremacists and advo-
cates of the employers’ causes in the Democratic Party.

When faced with a choice of successfully organizing the

South or breaking with that al-
- liance the labor bureaucrats

chose to retreat. There is much

unfinished business here, some
I long-standing betrayals of the
~working class in general and

- Black workers in particular.

In politics chickens always

- come home to roost. The cam-

" paignto organize the South will

spotlight many of the problems

that have long paralyzed labor, including civil nghts and the

divisions created within the working class by racism, the char-

acter of trade unions, the labor bureaucracies’ ties to the

Democratic Party, the competition between union and non-
union workers, and labor solidarity.

Black Workers for Justice, based in North Carolina, are
taking the lead now, tapping the combined energy of Black
nationalism and class consciousness. They are initiating a
movement of the greatest promise and if they are successful
they will help transform the whole character of the trade union
movement, not just in the South but nationally.

Ina successful tour of the Midwest last year several members
of Black Workers for Justice spoke to hundreds of northern
workers about organizing the South and about the links to
union-building in the North. They are attempting to build a
national coalition to support their work in the South. As aresult
local solidarity committees have been established in some
cities, such as Cleveland and Detroit. Now they are expanding
their outreach to the northeast.

During the first week of July a panel of workers who support
BWF] will be touring cities including Washington, D.C.,
Philadelphia, New York City, Providence, and Boston.
Solidarity committees are forming in those cities and anyone
interested should contact Organize the South Committee, 2710
Broadway, New York, NY 10025, (212) 662-2302.

Among the speakers will be Ina Mae Best, a member of
BWEJ who was fired last year for her outspoken role in a union
organizing drive in a North Carolina plant (see Bulletin In
Defense of Marxism,No. 81). Ina Best has been called the Rosa
Parks of the Organize the South campaign. Participation in this
campaign to get her rehired will not only save her job but is a
critical part of winning the right of union members and sup-
porters to exercise their basic democratic rights in the South
without fear of reprisal.

To help organize a speaking engagement or fundraiser, or
circulate a petition to the governor of North Carolina demand-
ing Ina Mae Best be rehired, contact BWFJ, P.O. Box 1863,
Rocky Mount, NC 27801, (919) 977-8162. a
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of the Black Workers for Justice.
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The following two articles have been reprinted from the March 1991 issue of Justice Speaks, the monthly newspaper

Rocky Mount, NC: As Justice Speaks
goes to press, U.S. political and military
tulers are lavishing themselves in praise
for their “success™ in the gulf war. But for
all of the oppressed people of the world,
those who believe in and fight for peace,
justice, and freedom, and certainly for the
oppressed Arab peoples themselves, there
is no glory in this so-called military vic-
tory. If this is a victory, it is a shameful
and hollow victory fought to establish the
U.S. as the world’s ultimately powerful
bully as it continues its course of humilia-
tion and intimidation toward Iraq.

‘When we look for the greatest casualties
of this war, we must look at them from the
standpoint of its long-term effect on the
U.S. economy. So now that the U.S. has
supposedly liberated Kuwait, we must see
what the U.S. has done about our libera-
tion.

Despite the racist lynchings and ter-
rorism, the economic discrimination and
system of legal segregation, and the brutal
attacks against union organizing in the
South, which denied African-Americans
and workers basic civil and human rights,
it took nearly 90 years, from the end of
Reconstruction in 1877 until the early
1960s, before the U.S. government sent
federal troops into the South. During this
period, African-American U.S. troops sta-
tioned in the South were not protected
from the racist discrimination or violence.

Yet, at the bat of an eye, the Bush
administration sent U.S. troops into the
Persian Gulf, in the name of defending the
liberation and human rights of Kuwait.
And to show the U.S. government’s real
contempt for African-American civil
rights, Bush vetoed the 1991 Civil Rights
bill, which included among other things
affirmative action educational provisions
for African-Americans and other op-
pressed people of color. To make this
contempt crystal clear, Bush declared war
with Iraq on Dr. King’s birthday, which
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was reluctantly passed by his administra-
tion as an official U.S. holiday.

African-Americans have been told time
and again that by fighting in U.S. wars
they are helping to make conditions better
for themselves within the U.S. African-
Americans have fought and died in all of
the U.S. wars: the War of Independence in
1776, the War of 1812, the Civil War,
World War I, World War II, the Korean
War, the Vietnam war, and in all of the
mini invasions against small countries in
Central America and the Middle East.
Now, it is estimated that 30 percent of all
U.S. troops in the gulf are African-
American.

Up through the post-Korean War
period, African-American soldiers killed
in U.S. wars could not be buried in
“white” cemeteries; and African-
Americans were systematically denied the
right to vote following these wars (with
the exception of a brief period following
the Civil War). If there is anyone in this
couniry who should not be guilt tripped
into supporting the unjust U.S. war in the
gulf, it is African-Americans.

Because of the low wages in the largely
nonunion South, workers, especially
African-Americans, often join the
military reserves as a way of supplement-
ing their meager incomes. Now, many of
these workers are fighting and dying in the
Persian Gulf. Despite what the law sup-
posedly says about the right of troops to
return to their jobs if they make it back
from the war, the South’s history of violat-
ing federal laws, particularly civil rights
and labor law, strongly suggests that many
workers returning home may not have
jobs, because their workplaces lack
unions and contracts guarantying their
basic rights.

The negative economic effects of this
war are already being felt in the South.
Families who depended on at least two
low-wage incomes to barely make ends
meet are now trying to survive on one and

African-Americans: No Guilt in Opposing War

a half because an income earner is serving
in the war. This is made worse by the huge
military bureaucracy’s payroll delays.
Utility cutoffs, late fees, repossessions,
and evictions are becoming the order of
the day for many of the working class
families in the South. With the massive
cutbacks in social programs which sup-
posedly serve as a “safety-net,” many
military families of working class reserv-
ists could find themselves homeless.

Having the largest number of military
bases than any region, the South has be-
come the site of massive prowar mobiliza-
tions. The military families living on and
in the area of the bases are the main targets
of Bush’s call for blind patriotism. Many
of the demonstrations are being led by
racist elements who promote slogans such
as, “Arabs go home” and “kill Saddam
Hussein.” These are the same elements
who promote the anti-unionism and anti-
affirmative action at the workplace. The
hostile nature of the prowar activities in
the South is creating major tensions within
the working class, which are being ex-
ploited by the employers.

Without unions, workers dare even to
express their antiwar sentiments at the
workplace. Wearing buttons or being
heard making antiwar statements may
lead to the loss of employment. The
powerlessness which exists among many
workers in the South because they lack
unions or effective workplace organiza-
tions essentially denies their democratic
right to participate in the public debate
around this war.

This is a dangerous and politically un-
healthy climate for African-Americans
and workers in general. It is only a matter
of time before the employers will use the
war as a way of increasing their profits.
Workers will be asked to take conces-
stons, forgo raises and benefits, and to
vote against unions who only “want to tie
the hands of the employers,” in the name
of patriotism.

W,
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How much are working people expected
to sacrifice and die for the rich? American
taxpayers are expected to bail out the rich
heads of the savings and loan companies
to the tune of $450 billion. On top of which
there is another $1 billion a day for the war.

African-American workers have every
reason to oppose this war. In the South, in
particular, African-American workers must
show how their underdeveloped com-
munities, very low wages, and low percent-
age of unionization are examples of the

failure of the U.S. government to make war
on poverty and to solve its own problems.
There must be a strong movement built in
the South, led by African-Americans, which
breaks the climate of fear and challenges the
employers’ efforts to further divide and
weaken the workers. a

Progress for Black Women Will Advance the
Whole African-American People

Rocky Mount, NC: The social, politi-
cal, and economic status of Black women
is one of the fundamental problems of the
African-American people in the Blackbelt
South. The identity of the true nature of
the oppression of Black women and the
historically correct solution to that oppres-
sion may be as complex and as volatile as
the struggle of the entire African-
American people for liberation, justice,
and social progress.

Triple Oppression No Myth

There is an old saying, advanced in the
early 70s, that Black women suffer a
“triple oppression,” that is, oppression as
Black people, as workers, and as women.
This saying reflects an important truth. Its
verification can be found in the daily lives
of Black women, both historically and in
present times, throughout the Blackbelt
South.

In the South, while some 70 percent of
all Black workers in service-type jobs are
still Black women, a steadily growing per-
centage of Black women have reentered
the production and labor workforce as in-
dustrial or manufacturing workers in the
last 20 years. About 30 percent of the
Black production and general labor
workers in the South are Black women as
compared to about 40 percent of these
workers being Black women in states like
North Carolina.

Black women in the industrial and
manufacturing workforce are con-
centrated in the low-wage industries like
apparel and clothing manufacturing. In the
food processing industry, analysts believe,
Black women comprise a majority of the

workforce, in poultry for example, and
sometimes comprise more than 90 percent
of the workforce in certain poultry plants.
Still, median income for Black women
in the South is less than $6,700 per year,
while only $3,997 in North Carolina. The
combination of race, class, and sex in the
South portrays the utter devastation, ex-
ploitation, and poverty that is the true life
picture of being a Black woman. The pic-
ture becomes even more chronic when the
fact that 68.4 percent of all female-headed
households are shown to fall into the
below poverty standards for the South.

A Part of the Historical Context

Does the oppression of African-
American women actually exist within the
Black community—the Black nation? Or
is women’s oppression only a factor of our
oppression as African-American people
generally within U.S. society?

When the first Black “freeholds” or ter-
ritories were established in the Blackbelt
immediately following the Civil War, the
Black community made a number of cru-
cial decisions about the character of Black
life. We established a sexual division of
labor within the Black family and within

the Black community. There was to be _

definite women’s work (washing, cook-
ing, cleaning, and caring for the home and
the young), and definite men’s work
(farming and negotiating sales of farm-
produced goods and other work with
former plantation masters) and to care for
the entire family. Women out of necessity
could (and in fact had to) do both
“women’s” and “men’s” work—but men
could not and in fact did not do both.

It was also true that women were to take
no direct, formal, or responsible roles in
the political life of the community. Men
were to be the final decision makers both
within the family (except in care for the
children) and within the community as a
whole. This virtually locked Black women
out of any organized political centers of
Black life as leaders. This included the
church and any other forms of political
decision making (such as the Negro Con-
vention Movement meetings organized
throughout the South during Reconstruc-
tion). It must also be said that domestic
violence or abuse against Black women
within the home was a prevalent charac-
teristic of the time. These patterns of or-
ganization of family and community life
continued into the 20th century and found
renewed expression during the civil
rights/Black power movements of the
1960s and *70s.

These historical facts raise clear ques-
tions within the Black community about
the role of women and men in family life
and the role of women as leaders within
the various community and political or-
ganizations of the Black freedom struggle.

The oppression of women, issues of
male supremacy, and the economic ex-
ploitation of Black women as workers and
as women are factors shaping the life of
Black women both in the larger U.S.
society and within the Black community
itself.

The struggle against the oppression of
women will surely mean progress for all
African-Americans. We must, together as
one people, take up the fight. Black
women take the lead. Q

N
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AFocus on Native Americans

Thefollowing two articles have been reprintedfromthe March/April issue of the Spirit of Crazy Horse, newsletter of the Leonard

Peltier Defense Committee.

On December 18, 1991, the Public Broadcasting Service aired
a one-hour documentary entitled The Spirit of Crazy Horse.
Assembled primarily by independent filmmaker Michel DuBois
and incorporating considerable material filmed by DuBois’s
former partner, Kevin Barry McKiernan, the short feature was in
some ways a milestone in terms of clarifying the nature of the
government’s secret war against the American Indian Movement
[AIM] during the mid-1970s. On other levels, it was grossly
misleading and reflective of a near-total
absence of journalistic integrity and even
elementary conscience on the part of the
film’s main mover.

The “up side” of things centers upon the
inclusion of extensive excerpts from an
interview with Duane Brewer, a ranking
leader of the Guardians of the Oglala Na-
tion (GOONSs), a paramilitary entity
operating under the auspices of tribal
president Dick Wilson on the Pine Ridge
Lakota Reservation during the period in
question. Close observers have long con-
tended that the GOONs were used by the
FBI as a surrogate force to terrorize tradi-
tional Oglala Lakotas resisting the Wilson
regime’s plan to illegally transfer about
one-eighth of their reservation to the U.S.
National Forest Service, and to engage in the outright liquidation
of AIM members who came to the reservation to support the
traditionals’ struggle. The bureau and its apologists have always
denied this, countering that there is no “hard proof™ of such claims.

Brewer cuts through the “controversy” on this matter once and
for all, stating unequivocally that the FBI provided the GOONs
with automatic weapons, armor-piercing ammunition, dynamite
and plastic explosives, communications gear, field intelligence,
and what amounted to immunity from prosecution. The GOON
leader is also quite candid withregard to the fact that his men were
responsible for certain murders—such as that of activist Jeanette
Bissonette in 1975—the FBI attempted to attribute to “AIM

A Goon’s Tale

by Ward Churchill

Brewer makes it clear that the GOONs functioned as an outright
death squad in service to federal “law enforcement.” This is the
first time a major perpetrator has openly admitted how things
worked during what the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
described as the “reign of terror” on Pine Ridge.

On the down side, DuBois elects to accompany his undeniably
useful exposition with the sort of “objective” observations which
defy both the facts he presents and simple logic. For instance, in
his conclusion he arbitrarily suggests
that peace has been restored to Pine
Ridge, not only because the GOONs
were finally disbanded, but because AIM
itself was destroyed along the way. This
sly insinuation that both sides were
somehow “equally responsible” for the
lethal violence on Pine Ridge is utterly
untenable, a matter to which a minimum
of 69 dead AIM people—versus one
dead GOON, and two dead FBI agents—
might eloquently testify. Such servile
genuflection to the needs and sen-
sibilities of the status quo mars The Spirit
of Crazy Horse almost beyond redemp-
tion, placing it squarely within the tradi-
tion of “responsible reporting” which has
rendered the expression “American jour-
nalism” oxymoronic.

Worse, DuBois has been in possession of the Brewer material
for nearly a decade. Despite the obvious and dire need for such
crucial information to come out long ago—not in the least in
connection with the case of Leonard Peltier—DuBois opted to sit
on it, keeping it his own little secret until such time as he might
personally benefit from its belated release. Much of the material
deployed in his film was initially obtained by Michel DuBois
posturing as “a friend of the Indian.” The conduct and character
he has subsequently displayed, however, leavesno doubt that he’s
the friend of nothing and no one . . . except perhaps some
overinflated estimation of his own “artistic rights” and sense of

violence,” and that the bureau was aware of this all along. In effect,

self-importance.

Q

Leonard Peltier Attends Hearing in Topeka

or the first time in five years Leonard
was able to see the world outside the
prison walls on a drive of 70 miles, from
Leavenworth prison to the Topeka Federal
Courthouse where over 100 supporters
filled the courtroom awaiting his arrival.
On the 4th of February, 1991, a bright
sunny day, Leonard was transported to
Topeka, where Kansas Judge Rogers con-
ducted a hearing to determine where the
merits of the Writ of Habeas Corpus would
be heard. Leonard was allowed to present
his impressions and recollections of the

22

bias that Judge Benson exhibited during
his trial in 1977.

Leonard’s attorneys then presented oral
argument and documentation that, in my
opinion, clearly showed that the FBI and
prosecutors manufactured a climate of
fear and terror around Judge Benson and
the jury. This prevented them from objec-
tively reviewing the evidence pertaining
to the FBI’s paramilitary campaign on the
Pine Ridge reservation which led to the
agents’ deaths and the killing of Joe
Stuntz. The FBI and prosecutors ac-
complished this by falsely convincing the

jury that their lives were in danger from
Leonard’s family and friends.

Despite the evidence, Judge Rogers
granted the government’s motion to trans-
fer Leonard’s Writ back to Judge Benson
in Fargo, North Dakota. Judge Rogers as-
serted in his seven-page decision that there
was “no indication of any personal bias on
the part of the trial judge.” Basically, he
adopted the government’s position. We
feel that Judge Rogers could have kept the
case in Kansas simply on the basis that we
intend to call Judge Benson as a witness to
the merits of Leonard’s Writ of Habeas
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Corpus. Yet he, like so many other judges
before him, only played the game of ap-
pearing fair and impartial.

Although this case is back before Judge
Benson we are confident that he will have
no choice but to remove himself as judge
in this matter. It is difficult to anticipate a
date for a hearing on the new issues that
Leonard raises in the Writ, but we will be
filing a refusal motion (February 20, 1991)
which, by law, must be filed before a judge
can take up the merits of the Writ.

We are not discouraged by Judge
Rogers’ adverse ruling. The fifteen years
of history that Leonard’s struggle repre-
sents has taughtus patience and forbearing.
The new revelations that have come our

way recently regarding FBI and GOON
complicity in the terror that swept Pine
Ridge in the 1970s is encouraging and
demonstrative to the work still being car-
ried out to search for the truth.

he case of Leonard Peltier cries out for

justice, yet, it becomes apparent that
the US government has taken a relatively
fair and impartial judicial system and trans-
formed it into a tool of political repression
against those who raise fundamental
criticism against the domestic and/or
foreign policies of the United States. These
decisions continue to give license to agen-
cies such as the FBI to carry on repressive
activities such as what occurred at Pine
Ridge in the 1970s.

Review and Commentary:

The American Indian Struggle . . . Then and Now

by Jack Bresee

Jack Bresee is one-quarter Pottowatomi/Ojibwa of Southern CanadalNorth-Central USA. He is affiliated with the Southwest
Missouri Indian Center in Springfield and is a supporter of the Leonard Peltier Defense Committee in Lawrence, Kansas.

he success of Kevin Costner’s film, Dances with Wolves,

raises once again in popular consciousness the question of
what happened to the American Indian, and why. That is not
unimportant. But something else is also important: for people to
begin thinking about the continued oppression of the American
Indian and what can be done about it. Yet this problem will not
even begin to enter into the consciousness of the overwhelming
majority of those who see and are moved by Costner’s film. That
is not a knock on the movie, but a commentary on our racist
society. Even when old stereotypes start to break down, the
modem-day institutions which are based on those stereotypes
remain firmly in place.

Some critics have written that Dances is one-sided. Surely
historical fact speaks for itself. Native cultures, entire tribes, the
vast herds of bison, much of the original natural environment of
this continent didn’t simply disappear spontaneously; someone
killed them off.

Costner does not present natives as pure and innocent creatures.
They showed savagery toward each other, and a warrior spirit.
But their warmaking had nothing in common with the mercenary
slanghter of the buffalo for their fur, or that mindless and oft-
repeated aphorism of General Sheridan (hero of the Union caval-
1y in the Civil War): “the only good Indian is a dead Indian.” The
natives were simply human beings, uncorrupted by the dog-eat-
dog mentality which permeated everything in the lives of their
European conquerors.

The existence of the native peoples was not always idyllic.
Often it was hard. But they enjoyed a strong cooperative spirit,
and lived in harmony with their natural environment—as this
movie illustrates. This remains the image that most non-Indians
have about Native Americans, and up to a point it is true. “But
that was then, this is now,” as Indians today will say so often to
each other.
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Native culture, native spirituality, native autonomy, as repre-
sented so well in Dances, isno more. Some remnants remain here
and there, of course—as many attempt to hold onto as much of
the old tradition as they can, or just try to make a few dollars from
the tourist trade. But the culture itself can never be revived. It has
been eradicated forever, gone the way of the passenger pigeon,
gone for no reason other than the need to take the land on which
these peoples lived and turn it into more money in the pockets of
Europeans. If people could really comprehend the scope of that
obscenity, viewing Dances would be unbearable. It is America’s
holocaust, and in a certain sense an even more profound holocaust
than Hitler’s slaughter of the Jews precisely because the culture
of the native peoples was destroyed forever.

Yet Native Americans remain. And they are not living happily
ever after. They are the “people next door,” whose “church of
their choice” happens to have feathers and a sweatlodge. But they
are terribly poor and disenfranchised and devastated by health
problems. Nevertheless, a new native culture can become a
reality, based on the remnants of the old cultures, which can help
restore the spirit of environmental concern, mutual respect for
differences in life, and spiritual values based on the natural
instead of the supernatural.

The first thing to understand about this is that the struggle never
paused, even after the physical slaughter was brought to an end.
Indians have been in court every year since the final disarming
of their warriors at Wounded Knee. And they have even had a
few small victories in forcing the U.S. government to carry out
its treaty obligations. The reservation sysiem of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs has kept a nationalist spirit alive, even while it
destroys much of the self-respect and individual liberty of those
who live on the reservations.

The human cost has been and continues to be high. The oppres-
sion of Native Americans creates the same kinds of conditions—
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efforts at escape or to find individual solutions (really not solu-
tions at all, of course)—as we see among other oppressed peoples
inthe U.S. Substance abuse, forexample, isa serious crisisamong
Native Americans. And then there are the tribal officials who
steal government money intended for their own people—*“Ap-
ples” they are called (red on the outside, white on the inside; like
the “oreo cookie” made famous in the Black community).

But the struggle continues. The high point of 1990 for Indians
was the publication of a front page newspaper photo of a Mohawk
warrior, standing on top of a wrecked

Thisidea may seem obvious at first, but it will have its practical
difficulties. Indians remember, for example, that Blacks of the
U.S. 10th Cavalry—for whatever reason—Xilled Indians with as
much fervor as their white counterparts. They have good reason
to look at all people in the Western Hemisphere except for the
natives (Indians, Polynesians, Eskimos, and the original residents
of U.S. Samoa) as invaders. This is their historical and political
reality, not a prejudice.

No one can change that past. But American Indians can come

police car with an AK-47 thrust into the
air—the traditional defiant Indian ges-
ture. No matter the legitimate questions
one might raise about the leadership of
the Mohawk rebellion: its involvement
in gambling, smuggling, and extortion.
This event signaled a new militancy.
The Mohawks got support from Native
Americans all across Canada and the
U.S. And their rebellion also brings to
an end the period when non-Indians
could imagine that Native Americans
had become pacifists. The warrior
spirit never died, it was simply on
reserve—like the Indians themselves.
The Indians of today and tomorrow
must not go back to the status of an
“invisible minority” which they have
had for so long. When George Bush’s

to understand that other people who
are themselves oppressed by the
greed of this country’s rulers can be
their allies today, can identify with
their suffering and oppose their con-
tinued oppression. And these other
groups, fighting for their own libera-
tion—or even for the liberation of the
entire planet in the case of conscious
socialists—can help the process by
putting a concern about the struggles
of native peoples prominently on
their own agendas.

The goals of the Indian movement
are not hard to state: self- determina-
tion—that is, a measure of control
over their lives and futures and
sovereignty over their own lands—
and reparations for past crimes. The

world must acknowledge that the

assistant secretary of education in the

civil rights department, Michael Wil-
liams, announced that special scholar-
ships earmarked for students of
minority groups were henceforward il-

“The warrior spirit never died, it
was simply on reserve-like the
Indians themselves.”

wealth of those who presently rule
over North America, South
America, and the Pacific Islands was
gained at the expense of the native
peoples, and that it is only right that

legal, a reporter asked him if that ap-
plied to Indians on reservations.
Williams explained that he hadn’t even considered Indians, only
Blacks and Hispanics. Indians need to make American society
conscious of their existence once again, to reach the point where
they can recall such a story and say, “That was then, this isnow.”

Such a change in consciousness on the part of the American
public won’t be brought about by simply selling Indian arts and
crafts. It will not happen through magic, nor shamanism, nor the
medicine men and women who are currently popular on college
campus lecture tours. It won’t even happen through an increased
environmental consciousness—though the experience of Indian
cultures has much that is relevant to today’s environmental
problems. It will come as a result of political organization and a
conscious struggle for power.

Indians are a small minority. This means that they cannot
accomplish their goals by themselves. They must find allies
among other oppressed nations, among feminists, and among
working people in general. They must form links with revolution-
ary-minded currents in the U.S. and internationally. The Indian
struggle is not the same as the fights being waged by any of these
groups. It must maintain its independence. But without forging
links there are severe limits as to what can be accomplished.
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a substantial portion of that stolen
wealth be retumed to the survivors
of those original natives. This demand is not negotiable.

Dances with Wolves must become more than just another “feel
good” experience which gets tucked away in our memories. It
must become a starting point forraising awareness of the present-
day Indian struggle. The facts of Native American life are too
real, and too bitter, for any other course.

I dor’t know if it was my subconscious at work, but I went to
seea matinee of DancesonDecember 29, 1990—Wounded Knee
massacre plus 100 years. I had been thinking about that anniver-
sary for a long time, but it almost passed by, or so it seemed.
Walking from the theater, however, it hit me. In 1890 my full-
blood grandmother was 12 years old, only one state removed
from the slaughter. When she heard about it, it must have been
terrifyingly real to her. Then, on the streets of Santa Fe, I saw
some Pueblo Indians—drunk and strangers in their own land. Is
there any doubt that Wounded Knee remains real for them too?

My thoughts passed to 1992, the 500th anniversary of the
coming of Columbus and the other thieves. Maybe the Indian
movement can start to make the real meaning of that event at least
alittle bit clearer for the many descendants of those invaders who
are still around. Q
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Appeal for Aid

Rail Union Local Writes Solidarnosc

We reprint the following from Straight Track, publication of Intercraft Association of Minnesota (ICAM), 3948 Central Ave.
NE, Minneapolis, MN 55421. ICAM seeks to unite the ten craft unions in the rail industry that are endangered by federal
anti-strike controls and rail management’s reorganization of the industry (see April Bulletin In Defense of Marxism #84, “Rail
Workers Under Fire” ). This appeal from a local of the Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees (BMWE) is an example
of working class resourcefulness and solidarity, sadly absent in the bureaucratic officialdom of these unions.

To: Solidarnosc
From: BMWE Lodge 144, Minneapolis

Brothers and Sisters of Solidarnosc: We appeal to you as
fellow trade unionists for your aid in securing decent wages and
working conditions for ourselves and our families.

In 1980 when the Polish Communist government tried to
impose wage cuts and intolerable working conditions on Polish
working people, the people cried “Enough!” In the shipyards
of Gdansk and throughout Poland, working people rose up as
Solidarnosc, seeking a voice in controlling their own working
lives.

American working people strongly supported Solidarnosc in
spirit, in the press, and in political action. Our hearts and minds
were with you at Gdansk and through the decade of repression
which followed. Our own U.S. government praised Solidar-
nosc from its birth, recognized its goals as just, and strongly
condemned the Polish Communist government’s efforts to
crush Solidamosc as the democratic voice of the Polish work-
ing people in the 1980s.

In 1989, President Bush and the U.S. Congress cheered with
us as Solidarnosc with the Polish people achieved their
democratic goals and Polish working people gained a voice in
managing their working lives.

Today, this same U.S. government, that in the 1980s strongly
supported Solidarnosc’s efforts to improve working people’s
lives, is threatening to force wage cuts and intolerable working
conditions on 250,000 American railroad workers.

The same U.S. Congress which cheered your victory may
impose 30 percent cuts in our real wages and significant reduc-
tions in our health care. This same U.S. Congress may force us
to abandon our homes and families to wander an area the size
of Europe—Moscow to Madrid, Oslo to Istanbul—simply to
work at our trade.

This same U.S. Congress which praised your progress now
contemplates returning us to the archaic and unsafe working
conditions of the past, destroying in a single act the results of
struggle by American railroad workers. Worst of all, the same
U.S. Congress which praised Solidarnosc’s efforts to deal with
the Polish Communist government now considers eliminating
the right of American railroad workers to negotiate concerning
their working lives.

The very tool by which Solidamosc was born at Gdansk may
be denied us by the very U.S. Congress which supported you.
Like the Polish Communist government in 1980, the U.S.
Congress in 1991 is contemplating using force—legislation
and subsequent threat of dismissal, arrest and imprisonment—
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to deny American railroad workers the use of the most basic,
the most powerful working person’s tool—the strike.

Without the right to strike—our right to peacefully deny our
employers our vital skills—neither we nor any working person
can hope to obtain an adequate wage or safe, humane working
conditions.

Brothers and sisters of Solidarnosc, we plead with you to
intercede on our behalf with the U.S. Congress. Please, use your
influence to remind them of their support for you and for free
trade unions in the past. Tell them of the frustration, hopeless-
ness, and despair that come from being crushed by an unfeeling,
unseeing, overwhelming power. Enlighten them that the Polish
Communist government’s repression of Solidarnosc in 1980
differs little from the U.S. Congress’s contemplated repression
of American railroad workers in 1991. Help us gain our
freedom. Help us gain the most basic tool of working people—
the right to strike.

Brothers and sisters of Solidarnosc: our lives, our families,
our futures may depend on your aid. We appeal to you now for
your help in our hour of need' Q
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Women and the Persian Guif War

by Sarah M. Springer

Over the past months, antiwar activists across the U.S.
organized actions to show their opposition to U.S. inter-
vention in the Persian Gulf. These included teach-ins, designed
to educate people on a broad range of issues relating to the war.
Recurring themes included the media’s cheerleading response
to Bush administration aggression, the history of U.S. interven-
tion around the world, the history of the Persian Gulf, the
reason why the U.S. government has such a great stake in the
region, who is fighting the war and in whose interest it is being
fought, and the unsound energy policy of the Bush administra-
tion. These were all very important.

But women’s perspective on the war was not as prominently
heard at teach-ins as it should have been. Before the gulf war
began, polls showed significant differences in how women and
men in the U.S. viewed the use of force against Iraq. A Los
Angeles Times poll found women rejected war by a 2:1 ratio;
73 percent of women (as compared to 48 percent of men) said
they opposed a war with Iraq, according to a Harris poll,
November 1990. Immediately after the war began, polls
showed increased support for the administration’s actions.
However, women remained substantially less supportive than
men. A January 16, 1991, USA Today poll showed that 83
percent of men and 67 percent of women supported the attack
on Iraq.

After the war began, the board of directors of the National
Organization for Women wentonrecordas “opposing this U.S.
military involvement in the Middle East.” The first national
Young Feminist Conference passed a resolution calling for
“the immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops from Saudi
Arabia.” Numerous other women’s organizations issued
similar statements condemning the war.

Women in the U.S. clearly showed more opposition to the
war than men in the polls, and yet this segment of the popula-
tion was not heard in the mass media in proportion to their
numbers, either in analyzing or reporting events. In a recent
issue of Extra! (March/April 1991), entitled Missing Voices:
Women and the Media,SusanJ. Douglas points out that women
“‘experts’ are interviewed for the nightly news when the topic
is abortion, childcare, or affirmative action; but when the topic
is war, foreign policy, or national purpose, female voices are
ignored.”

Sexism has, by the very nature of women’s oppression,
relegated the concerns of women to the back burner. This needs
to be combated, in part through education. Women’s perspec-
tives on most issues are blatantly lacking in the U.S. mass
media. Unfortunately, they have also been missing to a large
degree from the antiwar movement, except in those organiza-
tions specifically concerned with women’s issues and opposed
to the war. Feminists have an obligation to educate others in
the antiwar movement on the cost of the U.S. government’s
interventionist foreign policy to women here and abroad. Im-
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portant ties can be made between the government’s war on
women’s rights in the U.S. (in terms of restrictions on govemn-
ment funding of practically every social program that affects
mainly women and children) and the government’s eagemess
to spend obscene amounts of money on weapons to destroy an
entire country halfway around the world.

Women In the U.S. Military

‘Women make up nearly 11 percent of the U.S. military and
6 percent of the total U.S. forces deployed in the gulf. Martha
Grevatt explains the reasons behind the “poverty draft” in
Riveting News, the newsletter of Cleveland Hard Hatted
Women (Jan./Feb. 1991). “Economics is the reason. Women
work in low-wage jobs without health insurance, if they can
find work at all. Every day the newspapers announce more
layoffs, and it is common knowledge that women are the last
hired, first fired. Clearly the ‘feminization of poverty’ has
driven women into the deathtrap of military servitude. This is
especially true for African-American, Latino, Asian, and Na-
tive women. In 1990, for example, 45 percent of all army rank
and file women were African-American.”

Women do not enjoy equality in the military in terms of
training, job assignments, or benefits. In a 1990 NOW Ileaflet
entitled “Women in the Military,” Emily Becker and Nancy
Buermeyer clearly show that being a woman in the military is
a nightmare in terms of personal choice. “Enlisted members
who become pregnant during basic training are discharged.”
“The military funds only those abortions necessary to save the
mother’s life. No elective abortions are performed at military
hospitals, even in the cases of rape or incest.” “Single parents
are not allowed to enlist, and cannot be commissioned as
officers unless they surrender custody of their children.” “Less
than 1/2 of all U.S. bases have childcare facilities, and those
that do only meet 60% of the demand.” “Although female
service members are only allowed 6 weeks of maternity leave,
1/3 of childcare centers do not admit babies under 6 months.”
“Department of Defense policy states that ‘Homosexuality is
incompatible with military service.” Between 1000-2000
women and men are discharged annually from the military as
aresult of charges of homosexuality; from 1974-1983, 14,311
individuals were discharged.”

Women currently serving in Saudi Arabia are restricted by
U.S. government policy designed to acquiesce to the Saudi
government’s oppressive and reactionary “cultural customs”
regarding women. U.S. military women must follow separate
rules imposed on women soldiers only. For example, male
soldiers can work in their T-shirts; women soldiers must wear
heavy fatigue jackets, buttoned up, with T-shirts underneath,
despite the heat. Women soldiers are not allowed to drive when
off duty, unless accompanied by a man. Time (Jan. 21, 1991)
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reported that a U.S. Navy lieutenant was accosted and prodded
with a stick by mutawa, vigilantes that enforce women’s dress
codes, because although she had put on an abaya (the “head-
to-toe, long-sleeved robe that Saudi women usually wear in
public”), she had forgotten to veil her face.

It seems ironic that women in the U.S. military are being told
to protect and defend governments that subjugate women. And,
while “defending” these governments, U.S, military women
are being forced by their own government to suspend their
rights, which represent the gains of many years of struggle for
equality.

How Women Will Pay for This War

This was (and still remains) an expensive war. Women, as a
whole, will be asked to pay the economic and emotional cost
of U.S. intervention. The cost of maintaining the U.S. military
presence in Saudi Arabia through January 16, 1991, was es-
timated at $11.4 billion. That rose to a projected $500 million
per day, once the air war began. The price of the ground war
was estimated at $2 billion per day. The cost is probably back
down to the prewar spending of under $500 million a day, since
U.S. troops are still occupying their positions in Saudi Arabia
and, now, Iraq.

‘Weapons alone represent a giant chunk of the cost. AnF-15
plane is worth $40 million, and one cruise missile costs $1
million. Every minute of shelling from a single artillery unit
costs $36,000. The cost is almost too astonishing to
believe. Even more astonishing is the fact that U.S. govern-
ment-sponsored maternal and child health programs were
funded with $587 million for 1991, or one day’s spending on
the air war. Head Start costs $1.9 billion a year, or 3.8 days of
the air war. The U.S. government is willing to spend $200
million a year on emergency food and shelter for homeless
people. It sounds like a lot of money, until one realizes that the
same amount was spent in 9.6 hours of the air war.

Yet, poor women and children (four out of five—80 per-
cent—of the poor), the homeless, and women without health
insurance (14 million women of childbearing age) are constant-
ly told by the Bush administration that social problems cannot
be solved by throwing money at them. Obviously, this is not
true, since the government has just thrown more money to solve
its “problem” in Iraq than the cost of all these social programs
combined, and has claimed a great victory. Women’s interests
do not lie in dumping huge piles of money into the military to
buy weapons to fight a war. This recent war was more costly
than years of federally funded social programs—programs the
Bush administration claims are just too expensive to maintain.
How can a program like Head Start, whose yearly allotment of
government funds only amounts to 3.8 days’ spending on the
air war in the Persian Gulf, be too expensive?

The U.S. economy isn’t looking too good right now. Banks
are failing at the fastest rate in the country’s history. The deficit
is growing. Unemployment is escalating. Workers are being
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laid off from what were traditionally thought of as “secure”
industrial jobs. Most of this government mismanagement,
along with the cost of military involvement in Iraq, is being
paid for by taxpayers.

Throughout the buildup of U.S. troops in the gulf, the ensuing
war, and the lingering aftermath of occupation, women are
forced to maintain their families without the incomes of their
husbands, boyfriends, companions, brothers, sisters, mothers,
and fathers. This financial burden is complicated by the fact
that the government is cutting back on vital social programs,
like funded medical care, housing, nutrition, and education,
claiming they are too costly to be fully funded in times of
financial crisis. Women have to cope not only with the low pay
of their relatives in the military, but also with the loss of
adequately funded social programs. '

The majority of U.S. soldiers in the gulf are men, and women
will be claiming the bodies of those who died (and the dying
isn’t over yet) and bearing the emotional loss of loved ones. At
the same time, they will be expected to single-handedly provide
for their broken families, unassisted by the government or any
of the social agencies that no longer exist to any meaningful
degree.

What could this astronomically high-priced war buy at
home? A lot. All the money being spent in the gulf to fight this
war could better be spent on improving human needs right here
in the U.S. These needs acutely affect women because of the
economic disparity that exists between men and women, and
the social role that women are still relegated to in this society.

‘Women are, instead, being asked to turn their backs on reality
and support the government’s destructive policies. Women are
supposed to ignore their needs and the needs of their families.
Women are being asked to do all this for a government which
is systematically eroding women’s right to control their bodies
and lives, and in whose constitution they are not mentioned.(
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Antiwar Activists Speak Out:

A View of the Persian Gulf War
and a Proposal for the Antiwar Movement

by Jerry Gordon

The following is an edited version of the talk given by Jerry Gordon on March 16, 1991, to an antiwar meeting attended by 100
people in Cleveland, Ohio, cosponsored by the Cleveland Campaign for Peace in the Middle East, the Coalition to Stop U.S.
Intervention in the Middle East, and the Committee Against U.S. War in the Persian Gulf.

On the one hand there is the slaughter of
100,000 or perhaps 200,000 Arabs, no one
knows how many. The utter devastation of
Iraq. The destruction of that country’s
infrastructure, including its water purifica-
tion plants, raising the specter of a cholera
epidemic and the spread of other life-
threatening diseases.

On the other hand there is George Bush,
the man who gave the orders for all this,
being lionized as some kind of national
hero for what he has achieved.

It is a sordid and disgusting spectacle.
But we are not here tonight to lament what
has happened. Rather, we are here to try to
understand it and determine its results,
which are still unfolding.

Toward that end, I’ll be spending my
time examining the reasons Bush gave in
an attempt to justify the U.S. war in the
Persian Gulf. Then I’d like to offer some
suggestions for what we in the antiwar
movement do next.

The Iraqi Invasion

Bush advanced three reasons to support
his decision to go to war:

1. Iraq invaded Kuwait and wouldn’t get
out.

2. The UN authorized military force.

3. Congress authorized military force.

Regarding Iraq’s going into Kuwait, the
evidence is not only clear, it is irrefutable
that the invasion was designed, provoked,
and engineered by the U.S. government as
part of a grand strategy for it to establish
unchallenged control of the oil riches of the
Persian Gulf, domination of the region, and
an opportunity to demonstrate its military
power so that it can act as the world’s
policeman. The U.S.’s intervention was
planned a long time ago.

Look at the facts and the background. In
1973, at the time of the oil shock, when
prices were artificially raised and people
had to wait in line for gas, Henry Kissinger
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called for direct seizure of the oil fields in
the Persian Gulf.

Following up on this theme, articles ap-
peared in August 1975, in Harper’s and
Commentary, titled “Seizing Arab Oil” and
“Oil: The Issue of American Intervention.”
These articles argued that the U.S. must in
its own interests intervene directly to grab
control of Persian Gulf oil. One author
detailed a military strategy for doing this
down to the naming of the units to be sent
to Saudi Arabia. He specifically urged that
the preliminary airlift wave include the
combat echelons of the 82nd Airborne
Division, which is just the way it worked
out for Desert Storm. The other author
explained how a rationale could be
developed to overcome resistance at home
to U.S. intervention in the Middle East; i.e.,
how the “Vietnam syndrome” could be
effectively neutralized. Both writers were
influential in U.S. government circles.

In 1977, then President Carter issued a
presidential directive ordering military
units be assembled capable of “rapid inter-
vention in the Middle East, especially in
the oil producing areas of the Gulf.”

So the plans were laid. But they weren’t
carried out in the 1970s or the 1980s for
fear of a Sovietresponse. By 1990, with the
Bush-Gorbachev relationship flowering
and the changes in Soviet foreign policy,
this ceased to be a problem.

To move forward, Washington needed a
specific target and a provocation. The tar-
get chosen was Iraq and Saddam Hussein.
At the February 1990 Ammon summit,
Hussein warned of the U.S.’s growing
drive for power to decide how much oil the
Persian Gulf countries would produce and
how much they would be paid for it. Within
days of these remarks, the Western press
began demonizing Hussein, citing the al-
leged threat of his missiles, chemical
weapons, nuclear potential, and human
rights abuses. (These abuses were, of
course, well known — Hussein is a brutal
dictator. But this was of no consequence to
U.S. policy makers when they armed,

funded, and otherwise supported Iraq in its
war against Iran.)

Some people think the process of
demonizing Hussein did not begin until
after Iraq’s August 2, 1990, invasion of
Kuwait. But it actually started six months
earlier. And it continued nonstop. For ex-
ample, the June 4, 1990, issue of U.S. News
& World Report has a picture of Hussein
on the cover and describes him as “The
Most Dangerous Man in the World.”

Twomonths before the Kuwaiti invasion
and Hussein was already ‘the most
dangerous man in the world?

So Washington had its target. Now they
needed the provocation. Here’s where the
Kuwaiti government came in. Webster, the
head of the CIA, met with the Kuwaitis and
it was agreed that Kuwait would launch an
economic war against Iraq. There were
several elements to this war, but the central
one was for Kuwait, together with the
United Arab Emirates, to produce an ex-
cessive amount of oil, which would drive
down the price of oil, and thereby destabil-
ize and destroy Iraq’s economy.

It worked. Oil went down from $24 to
$14 a barrel. Irag’s economy was in crisis.
Things could not continue as they were.
Hussein attempted to negotiate relief with
Kuwait, but the royal family refused to give
an inch. They were absolutely intransigent.

So Irag turned to the U.S. and com-
plained bitterly about Kuwait’s anti-Iragi
economic war. The U.S.’s position was
basically, “Do what you have to do.” I'm
not just talking here about what Ambas-
sador April Glaspie told Hussein: The U.S.
“had no opinion on inter-Arab disputes,
such as your border disagreement with
Kuwait.” Or the fact that she invoked both
Baker and Bush as the authorities for the
position she was taking. I'm also talking
about other statements to the same effect
by John Kelly, assistant secretary of state,
and Margaret Tutweiler, Baker’s
spokesperson at the State Department.
Both Kelly and Tutweiler joined in em-
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phasizing that the Irag-Kuwait dispute was
not a concern of the U.S.

So the trap was set. Hussein was practi-
cally invited to go into Kuwait. And when
he did so, the trap was sprung. And there
was no way out, short of total, complete,
and abject humiliation.

By the way, from the beginning the Pen-
tagon regarded the possibility of Hussein’s
swallowing his pride and taking the
humiliation by pulling out under Bush’s
conditions as the “nightmare scenario.” It
would have made it harder to clobber Iraq
militarily. That ought to tell us something
about the U.S. government’s real inten-
tions from the beginning.

‘When Hussein realized what was hap-
pening, he made efforts to extricate Iraq
from Kuwait. In early August and continu-
ing for the succeeding months, Hussein
made one offer after the other—his rhetoric
to the contrary notwithstanding—to
withdraw. But each offer was con-
temptuously brushed aside. Bush
demanded unconditional withdrawal—
“no face savers.” After Iraq’s military
situation had severely deteriorated, Hus-
sein offered unconditional withdrawal.
Bush scornfully rejected it. Finally, in
desperation, all else having failed, Iraq
simply ordered a withdrawal of all of its
military forces from Kuwait.

For months this was what Bush had been
demanding. But when it was actually hap-
pening, when Iraq’s disorganized and
demoralized army was fleeing Kuwait,
U.S. military forces massacred them. It was
like shooting people in the back, by the tens
of thousands. The New York Times
described it this way: “Burned out, bombed
out vehicles littered the highway with
charred Iraqi bodies everywhere.”

This was the bloody climax of a brutal
U.S. military and intelligence operation
carefully programmed to allow destruction
of Iraq’s military capability while
hypocritically selling it to the American
people and people throughout the world as
anoble cause to curb aggression. The truth,
of course, is that from the beginning the
U.S. government’s propaganda machine
sought to conceal the real nature of the
Persian Gulf war: an unjust war of plunder
and aggrandizement for Big Oil and a
demonstration of U.S. military might
designed to intimidate any government or
social movement that dares to defy it.

The United Nations Vote

So much for Bush’s attempt to justify the
war as a crusade against aggression. But he
sought to fortify this by invoking the UN’s
resolutions and especially its November 29
vote authorizing the use of force. Bush
repeatedly trumpeted this vote as proving
that “the whole world” was against Iraqg.
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People throughout the world registered
their sentiments about the war out in the
streets, not in the august chambers of the
United Nations. They demonstrated by the
millions, not against Iraq’s going into
Kuwait, but against the U.S.’s imperialist
war against Irag. And the numbers who
demonstrated would have surely increased
if the war had continued. Indeed, the
demonstrations were spreading even to
countries like Egypt, considered a bedrock
partner in the U.S.’s coalition, where stu-
dents mounted demonstrations which grew
larger and larger.

As for the UN vote, this is not the first
time that body has voted for war (the first
was against Korea in the 1950s, resulting
in three million Koreans and 38,000 U.S.
troops killed). Supposedly conceived as a
peace-keeping organization, the UN has
become a war-making organization in-
stead.

Of course, the Soviet Union was seen by
many as the country that would block U.S.
war moves in the UN. But the Soviets were
boycotting the Security Council when the
Korean War was approved. In the case of
the Persian Gulf, they were not only present
and voting, they cosponsored the resolu-
tion authorizing force against Iraq. Thus,
Gorbachev gave Bush the green light for
the genocidal bombing and the mass mur-
der that followed. And when, at the end,
Gorbachev tried to rein in Bush a bit, it was
too little and too late. Bush just pushed him
aside.

The UN cannot be reformed, not with the
imperialist and colonial governments part
of it, with all the power they’ve been given.
We do need an international antiwar center,
but it is certainly not the United Nations.

And such a center should be built now,
without delay. Washington has had a list of
target countries, which included Grenada,
Nicaragua, Panama, Iraq, and Cuba.
They’ve got check marks by the first four
and now they’ll focus more and more on
Cuba. Imperialism is already subjecting
Cuba to an embargo, espionage, sabotage,
ideological warfare, and political and
economic pressures. So an antiwar coali-
tion is needed on a world scale made up of
workers’ organizations and the op-

pressed, students, and all the other antiwar-

forces, to demand: “U.S.: HANDS OFF
CUBA!”

Congress’s Vote

Bush also tries to legitimize the war by
pointing to Congress’s vote in January, in
effect declaring war on Iraq. But all this
proves is that Congress is Bush’s willing
partner in carrying out a foreign policy in
the interests of big business.

Contrary to the myth about how “our
democratic system” works, Congress does

not represent the American people. Take
the Senate. Out of 100 members, 96 are
white males, the majority of whom are
multimillionaires. Naturally, they could be
counted on to commit U.S. military forces
to serve the banks and the oil companies.

Congress was united in its backing of the
war. They proved this after the war began,
when the Senate voted unanimously to sup-
port the conflict. Out of 465 members in the
House of Representatives, only six voted
C‘No.”

To be sure, there was a congressional
debate before the shooting began. But it
was not a debate between war and peace.
Rather, the issue was which kind of war to
wage: military or economic. Bush and
nearly all of the Republicans wanted to get
on with the killing. A majority of the
Democrats favored continuing the
economic war, i.e., sanctions, with the
military option to be used later if needed.
But both parties had the same objective:
crush Iraq and enable the U.S. to exercise
undeterred hegemony in the Middle East.

This experience with Congress proves
two things. First, it was correct for the
antiwar movement to organize inde-
pendently of the two major parties and not
to rely on them in any way; and, second,
we need a new party in the U.S. based on
the working class and its allies: oppressed
nationalities, the women’s movement, stu-
dents, working farmers, environmentalists,
all the have-nots, a party that will genuine-
ly stand for peace and social justice.

As for the war in the Persian Gulf, there
is no way Bush can justify it. It was (and
is) an unjust war, the latest in a series of
unjust wars waged by U.S. imperialism.
The Iraqi masses lost the war. So did
workers in the U.S. The winners—at least
in the short run—are the super-rich owners
of the banks and corporations.

Where Do We Go From Here?

The antiwar movement has unfinished
business. U.S. military forces are still very
much in the Middle East and Bush gives
every evidence of keeping them there in-
definitely. This comes as no surprise. After
all, World War IT ended more than 45 years
ago and U.S. troops are still in Germany.
The Korean War ended nearly 40 years ago
and U.S. troops are still in Korea.

So we are dealing with an occupying
army. And Bush is still dictating develop-
ments in the Middle East, trying to tell
people what kind of system they shall live
under and who their government shall be.
Our demand to bring all the troops home
must still be fought for. And while we may
not be able to mobilize large numbers of
people as we did last January, we can still
be heard——certainly in meetings like we’re
holding tonight, teach-ins, forums, etc.
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We also have a responsibility to build a
solidarity movement here in support of the
Palestinians, who are under relentless at-
tack in Kuwait as well as in Israel. It is
critical now more than ever to speak up
loudly and demand that Israel withdraw
from the West Bank, Gaza, and southern
Lebanon.

The fight against U.S. interventionism
may also erupt on other fronts. I mentioned
Cuba earlier. There’s also Central
America. And who knows where else.

One thing it seems to me that we ab-
solutely must do is plan a public meeting
in Cleveland to protest the trampling on our
democratic rights and civil liberties. I'm
referring especially to the censorship we
saw during the war and the harassment of
Arab-Americans. I hope we can all join in
organizing such a meeting.

One of the demands of the antiwar move-
ment has been, “Money for Human Needs,
Not for War!” This demand has to be em-
phasized far more than it has been. Just
consider what’s been going on: a federal
budget running at a deficit of more than
$300 billion a year, which is about the
amount appropriated annually for the Pen-

tagon; new taxes of $134 billion, mostly of
a regressive nature to feed the military
complex; $119 billion cuts in social
programs; 30 states facing bankruptcy; aid
to cities cut by 75 percent over the past 10
years; 700,000 jobs lost since Desert Storm
began; sharp cuts in welfare payments in
several states, making an impossible situa-
tion for poverty stricken people even
worse; meanwhile, another $78 billion
being approved in Congress for the savings
and loan bailout, even as the commercial
banking system is threatened with col-
lapse; and so on.

All of this describes a system deep in
crisis and with screwed-up priorities. To
top it all off, the politicians were telling us
justlast year that the country was broke and
that funding for social programs had to be
cut. Yet, when it came time to pay for U.S.
imperialism’s war in the Persian Gulf, they
had all the billions of dollars they needed
to pay for it. No problem!

So what we say now is there is plenty of
money available for human needs. Our job
now is to help build a powerful movement
to see to it that it gets spent for that purpose.

And that means counterposing spending
for domestic needs to spending for war.

Finally, we have to do more to link wars
abroad with the war against racism at
home. African-Americans, a majority of
whom opposed the Persian Gulf war, are
the victims of stepped-up assaults at home.
Look at what the cops did to Rodney King
in Los Angeles. That was no “aberration,”
as police chief Gates said. That was part of
a longstanding practice of police brutality
against Blacks that is getting worse. An-
tiwar activists must be part of the develop-
ing movement to demand a halt to it and to
put an end to the entire system of racist
oppression.

We’ll be discussing some of these things
plus any ideas anyone else has at the meet-
ing this Friday night of the Committee
Against U.S. War in the Persian Gulf. I
want to extend to each of you a warm
invitation to attend and participate. We
need your input.

After all, there is work to be done. A
setback has been suffered in the Persian
Gulf, to be sure. But that was yesterday.
Today is a new day. The struggle con-
tinues. a

Contradictions of the Imperialist Victory

in the Gulf

by Keith Mann

The following is a slightly edited version of a talk given at a forum of the Fourth Internationalist Tendency in New York City

on March 22.

I want to begin on a very sober and
realistic note by saying that the outcome
of the gulf war is nothing short of a major
victory for imperialism, a defeat not only
for the Arab masses, but for those around
the world oppressed by imperialism.

But this imperialist victory is not
without contradictions both in the Middle
East and here athome. The brutal character
of this war has unleashed powerful forces
that threaten to undermine imperialism’s
victory.

The best way to understand these con-
tradictions is by being clear on the real war
aims of the United States.

Once we understand the war aims of the
U.S. and what Bush means when he crows
about a new world order, we understand
easily why civilian casualties were not
merely “collateral” damage—the unfor-
tunate byproduct of war—but a deliberate
policy of terror against unarmed people—
their cities, schools, roads, bridges, and
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water supplies. Even now, hospitals are
only at 5-10 percent of their capacity. The
UN report in the New York Times charac-
terizes the destruction of Iraq as reducing
it “to a pre-industrial age but with all the
disabilities of post- industrial dependency
on an intensive use of energy and technol-
o gy.$§

A clear understanding of the U.S. war
aims also allows us to understand why the
largest tank battle since World War I was
fought against an army that had begun to
retreat. These poorly equipped, starving
soldiers were murdered in cold blood.
They were prevented from retreating. The
allies had literally blocked the road out of
Kuwait. Thereis a tendency to consider the
deaths of uniformed soldiers as somehow
less tragic—more legitimate—than
civilian deaths. We need to move beyond
this. There is a seven-mile road north of
Basra in southern Iraq that is littered with
the limbs of Iraqi soldiers. You won’t see

much of that on the news—but it’s there
nonetheless. The war crimes of Bush,
Baker, Cheney, Powell, and Schwarzkopf
include the murders of these workers and
peasants in uniform as well as the civilians
murdered in the bunkers during the bomb-
ing raids on Baghdad.

1t’s pretty clear now that the gulf war
was no more waged to defend the sanctity
of international borders, the territorial in-
tegrity of Kuwait, than World War I was
fought because of the assassination of the
archduke Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo in
July 1914.

The war had nothing to do with a
crusade to uphold international law. The
biggest fear of the imperialists was that
Iraq would in fact comply with the UN
diktat and deprive them of an opportunity
to destroy Irag—both as an example to the
test of the world and because they wanted
to rid themselves of a former ally and
client they feared they could no longer
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control. In Bush administration circles the
eventuality of an Iraqi withdrawal was con-
sidered as the “nightmare scenario.”

Before I discuss the war aims of the U.S.
in any detail I’d like to make a few comments
about the overall character of the war which
we have characterized as an imperialist war.

Generally speaking, this century has
known at least two types of imperialist wars:
The first were interimperialist wars fought
between rival bourgeois governments over
control, access, and ownership of markets,
cheap sources of labor, and raw materials.
Wars of this type dominated the world until
1945. WW I and II were wars of this type.
But with the rise of postcapitalist societies
outside of the direct orbit of capitalist
markets in one-third of the world following
WW II, interimperialist wars became a
dangerous prospect for the imperialists
themselves. Who could tell what class would
pick up the pieces after such a war. Didn’t
the Russian Revolution issue directly out of
the First World War?

Since 1945 we have seen a number of .

imperialist wars of a second type. These are
wars aimed at maintaining or extending the
tule of the imperialists over smaller, weaker
countries, which were in many cases former
colonies. The Viemamese, Algerian, and
Central American wars are classic examples
of this.

The recent war in the gulf was decidedly
of the second type. But asis so often the case,
reality rarely fits neatly into categories. Un-
like the Vietnamese, Algerian, or Central
American cases, the war against Iraq wasnot
a war by imperialism against an insurgent
revolutionary liberation movement or
against a revolutionary government.

But what was classic about it was that it
represented a classic case of old-fashioned
war-making for regional domination and
naked profits.

Marxists have specific attitudes to both
types of war. In both cases we explain that
workers and the oppressed have no stake in
supporting their governments in these wars.
Quite the contrary. In the first case, as Lenin
explained, the interests of the working class
are best served by working for the defeat of
all the belligerent governments, towards the
end of turning an imperialist war into a
revolutionary war. Lenin called this revolu-
tionary defeatism.

In the case of wars of the second type, we
stand on the side of the oppressed country
against the oppressor country. That is why
we in the Fourth International were for the
defeat of the U.S. and the victory of Iraq,
without offering the slightest support to Sad-
dam Hussein’s bourgeois government.
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Imperialist War Aims

As we all know the war was fought to
defend the profits of Western oil companies.
Not that the supply of oil was ever in danger
of being cut off. At no point did the actions
of Iraq threaten the availability of gas at the
pump for American workers. Oil is worth-
less if it can’t be sold and the U.S. wasn’t
getting free oil before August 2 anyhow.

Rather, what was at stake was the control
imperialism enjoys in this oil-rich region by
its support to certain proxies threatened by
Irag—a former ally and client of imperialism
that had begun to act in an independent
fashion.

More generally, the war was waged to take
advantage of changes in the Soviet Union
and to flex U.S. military muscle as a display
to the rest of the world.

It was waged to dissuade dominated
peoples around the world from resistance at
a time when they cannot even hope for
limited support from the Soviet Union. Over
the last several years the limited aid that the
Soviet bureaucracy provided to liberation
movements and governments in conflict
with imperialism has been replaced by an
evenmore open collusion of the bureaucracy
with imperialism. The Middle East was one
of the last regions were they maintained any
authority. Their support to the imperialists’
war plans has certainly cost them most if not
all of that authority. Their last minute peace
proposal was 1) an effort to recoup some of
that lost authority in the eyes of the Arab
masses, and 2) a reflection of the balance of
forces within the Soviet bureaucracy—espe-
cially the anti-Gorbachev wing of the
military which for its own reasons opposes
such blatant capitulation to imperialism—at
least where military force is involved. In any
event, the ease with which the U.S. brushed
off this threat to its war plans further revealed
the bankruptcy of the Soviet bureaucracy.

Gorbachev’s collusion with the U.S. in the
war is analogous to the period between 1939-
1945. Then, as now, the Soviet Union faced
a severe crisis. Then, as now, the
bureaucracy was willing to sacrifice any
struggle and any principle in exchange for
short-term aid from imperialism.

The war was also a message to other im-
perialist powers that U.S imperialism is still
the top dog. The imperialist front mustn’t
lead us to overlook the significant inter-
imperialist rivalry thatexists today. Ata time
when Japanese and German imperialism
pose sharp economic threats to the U.S.
capitalists, the massive show of U.S. military
might was intended to reaffirm U.S.
hegemony in the only area where it is still
ahead of its rivals.

The European Economic Community’s
projected unified act for 1992 is a direct

expression of the sharp competition between
West European and U.S. capital. The overall
agreement amongst imperialist forces to fol-
low the lead of the U.S. has now given way
to a number of open squabbles between
them. These other countries are apparently
dragging their feet in coming up with their
agreed-upon share of the cost of the war.
Some congressmen and conservative politi-
cal analysts are outraged by this. They are
calling for measures to be taken against these
countries.

Furthermore, U.S. corporations are gob-
bling up most of the contracts being handed
out to rebuild Kuwait. The Bechtel Corpora-
tion of former secretary of state George
Schultz is a big winner in this respect. This
is widely resented by other imperialist
powers who would like a piece of the action.
The French prime minister Michel Rocard
publicly complained about this the other day.
He was especially miffed over the fact that
French corporations have received very few
contracts while they and only they, he
claims, are digging out the land mines left by
the Iraqis.

So in spite of an overwhelming military
victory, U.S. imperialism is now faced with
a number of unwelcome developments.
What are these contradictions?

Middle East

The swift imperialist victory—in fact the
very presence of half a million mostly
Western soldiers in Saudi Arabia—was just-
ly considered a major humiliation by the
overwhelming majority of the region’s 200
million Arabs. Past wars between Arab
regimes and the West in 1948, 1956, 1967,
and 1973 led to sharp upsurges.

This experience will certainly lead to a
discussion about how the Arab working mas-
ses can remove the imperialist boot from
their throats. Saddam Hussein’s narrow
bourgeois nationalism has been discredited.
The failure of the Iragis to put up a better
fight was not only the result of the tech-
nological superiority of the allies and the
unprecedented bombing—as important as
this was. It was also a reflection of Hussein’s
regime. Unlike the Vietnamese people or the
Nicaraguan workers and peasants faced
against the contras, Hussein’s soldiers did
not at all believe that the struggle was worth
waging. Hussein knew this quite well. He
had total contempt for his soldiers. Elaborate
measures were taken to prevent his frontline
troops from retreating or surrendering. The
brutality of the Iragi soldiers in Kuwait were
not the actions of a liberating army, but those
of a conquering one.

Stalinist campist theories, which hold that
the Soviet Union and its allies are reliable
defenders of the oppressed against im-
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perialism, have once again been exposed as
totally worthless.

While Islamic fundamentalism will ap-
pear as an attractive option to many, this
situation should allow Marxists an opening
to advance revolutionary perspectives. This
discussion will certainly take place within
the Palestinianmovement as well. The plight
of the oppressed Kurdish nationality has
now been spotlighted, but faced with the
opposition of not only Hussein’s govern-
ment but that of Iran and Turkey, and the
lack of any visible support from the Iraqi
toilers not to mention the cynicism of the
imperialist allies, their short-term prospects
for self-determination are rather bleak.
Things won’t be the same in a number of
countries.

The incompetency and contempt for their
own people of the ruling Al-Sabah family in
Kuwait has been revealed for all the world
to see. It took the emir 17 days after the
ouster of the Iragi army to return to his
country. Top members of the government—
most of whom are part of the royal family—
are practically the only people with
electricity in their homes these days. I don’t
want to get into the arcane debate over
whether the emir is a feudal or a capitalist
ruler except to say that while their involve-
ment in high finance belongs very much to
late capitalist society, their absolute inability
to run public affairs belongs far more to the
prebourgeois society of fixed orders than to
bourgeois society where—at least in
theory—careers are open to talent. The emir
and other sheiks are talentless, reactionary
parasites, and their days are numbered.

Women in many of these countries have
begun to challenge the sexist practices so
deeply woven into the fabric of Arabsociety.
The country where women’sresistance is the
most publicized is Saudi Arabia but similar
developments are occurring in a number of
countries.

The presence of a large U.S. armed force
in the Middle East has been sought by the
U.S. for a long time. But it’s not without
problems. In addition to the anti-imperialist
resentment it will continue to inspire, it is
extremely expensive. This is why the Bush
administration resists any attempts at limit-
ing arms sales to Saudi Arabia, Israel, or
Egypt. They want to keep open the option of
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intervening in the region either directly or
through a proxy.

U.S. Society

The contradictions of the gulf war are as
profound here in the U.S. as they are in the
Middle East.

Bush’s approval rating reached 91 percent
in the wake of the military victory. American
flags, yellow ribbons, and jingoist and anti-
Arab T-shirts have sprung up like poisonous
mushrooms after a storm. Even the Empire
State Building is bathed in yellow these
days. While the right wing and reactionary
forces have been strengthened much of this
support is quite thin. Even the yellow rib-
bons are no doubt in most cases an expres-
sion of relief that few U.S. soldiers lost their
lives.

Is the Vietnam syndrome dead? If the
Vietnam syndrome refers to 1) the tendency
of the American people to oppose what it
considers unjust wars waged by their own
government and 2) their willingness to do
something aboutit, that syndrome is far from
dead. A very substantial movement
developed against this war in a very short
time. Tens of thousands marched before a
shot was fired or a bomb dropped, and on
January 19 and 26 one million people took
to the streets in Washington and San Fran-
cisco.

Overcoming the Vietnam syndrome was
one of the war aims of the U.S. rulers. They
did not succeed.

The war took place in the context of a
severe economic crisis. Wars, by stimulating
the economy and providing jobs in war in-
dustries, have traditionally led to the end of
recessions. Many credit World War II with
finally bringing about the end of the Great
Depression. But for the first time in 200
years war and recession are occurring at the
same time. In fact, the war has exacerbated
the crisis by among other things fuelling the
budget deficit. Consumer confidence has
been supposedly restored, but interest rates
remain high. This means that certain in-
dustries like the building trades cannot look
forward to recovery any time soon. In-
dustrial production is down. Unemployment
has recently reached an official 6.8 per-
cent—the highest rate in years. At the same
time that tens of billions of dollars were

spent to wage war against a third world
country, an unprecedented austerity drive
against social spending here continues to
take place.

Brutal U.S. aggression against foreign
populations are not new. Neither are
austerity drives. But what makes this situa-
tion somewhat novel is the occurrence of
these things af the same time. That’s one of
the biggest problems for the capitalist rulers
today. You don’t have to be a sophisticated
Marxist analyst to make the connections be-
tween the two. And many people, especially
young people and African-Americans, have
made those connections. That’s badnews for
the ruling class.

That is why in spite of the jingoist attitude
prevailing today and the highest unemploy-
ment rate in years—hardly the type of en-
vironment conducive to fightbacks—a
militant attitude is brewing in communities
of the oppressed. We saw this when up to
50,000 workers and students marched on the
New York State capital protesting state
budget cuts and tuition hikes. Idon’t believe
that without the war as many people would
have mobilized to march on Albany. There
is a very contradictory climate at the present
time.

For many people—especially young
people—this war has been an eye-opener.
Their own experiences—the open hypocrisy
of the government—the senselessness of the
war, has gone a long way towards exposing
this lousy, antihuman capitalist system for
what it is.

The ideas of revolutionary Marxism will
be welcomed and understood to a much
greater degree than has been the case for a
long time.

Many working people will realize that the
most consistent antiwar fighters are those
who oppose the war at home, and the system
responsible for war.

Many will sympathize with our vision of
a different world order where war and the
system responsible for it are replaced by a
system where there are no borders, where
society is organized by the immense
majority for the immense majority—a
socialist society.

That’s the type of world order we in the
Fourth Internationalist Tendency are ﬁght-
ing for. We hope you’ll join us.
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Review

The following review was written for the February 7, 1991, issue of The Cleveland Edition.

Cleveland Labor and the Vietnam War

Cleveland Labor and the Vietnam War,
by Jerry Gordon, 1990. The Greater
Cleveland Labor History Society, 1800
guclid Ave., Cleveland, OH 44115. 12pp.,

1.50.

Reviewed by Jeff Hagan

Auda Romine admits to having been “a
bit of a rebel” when she first came out
against the war in Vietnam. “I’ve always
been against war,” she now says, “it wasn’t
just this war.” But Romine says she saw the
Vietnam war “as totally ridiculous.” But
the rebel didn’t just keep her opposition to
herself. “I think if you believe in some-
thing, you take it to the people you’re
closest with,” she said recently. At the time
of the war, the people with whom Romine
was closest were her fellow members of
Local 500 of the Butcher Workmen, the
union for which the former packinghouse
worker served as secretary treasurer. “It
would be like talking to people in my
church.”

In 1965, George Meany, the president of
the AFL-CIO, laid out his position on the
war in a speech to the union’s Building and
Construction Trades Department.

He said, “It is up to all of us, on affairs
outside the boundaries of this nation, to
have one policy. We can disagree in here,
but we cannot disagree outside the boun-
daries of the nation, and have an effective
foreign policy.

“So Iurge you in your own communities
to follow the AFL-CIO position, to back up
the commander-in-chief. There is no other
way for freedom to survive.”

Under Meany’s leadership, the AFL-
CIO continued to pass prowar resolutions
throughout the 1960s and early 1970s.

But in Cleveland in the mid-’60s, many
local leaders and rank-and-file members
went on record in opposition to the war.

Auda Romine was one of them.

In 1967, Romine and Local 500’s presi-
dent, Floyd Smith, cosponsored a “Resolu-
tion to end the Vietnam war.” The
resolution began “WHEREAS, The
present course of American intervention in
Vietnam is resulting in the senseless
slaughter of American GIs as well as of the
Vietnamese people . . . ” and it ended with
the resolution “that Butcher Workmen,
Local Union 500, urge that American
troops be withdrawn from Vietnam and
that our boys be brought home now,” and
a further resolution in support of a “Spring
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Mobilization to End the War in Vietnam,”
taking place in April of 1967 in New York.

Local 500 adopted the resolution.

Romine took her antiwar position to
another meat cutters local, as well as the
Ohio State Council of the Amalgamated
Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of
North America, where she met with strong
and vocal opposition. Despite this early
resistance, the meat cutters eventually
played a leading role in advancing an an-
tiwar position within the state AFL-CIO.

Romine’s story is just one of many
Cleveland labor leaders who had opposed
the war in Vietnam, and it’s one of a hand-
ful that found their way into a new booklet,
published by the Greater Cleveland Labor
History Society, called Cleveland Labor
and the Vietnam War. Although it was
written a couple of years ago and presented
at the Vietnam Antiwar Movement Con-
ference at the University of Toledo on May
4, 1990, its publication and release at the
end of last month is both timely and poten-
tially prophetic. Despite apparently
widespread support for the Vietnam war
and the ability by those in favor of the war
to paint those opposed to it as disloyal
Americans, these Cleveland labor leaders
pioneered labor’s opposition to the war and
helped to turn the tide and end the U.S.
involvement.

Cleveland Labor and the Vietnam War
was written by Jerry Gordon, an interna-
tional representative of the United Food
and Commercial Workers Union. During
the Vietnam war, Gordon was active in
both the Cleveland Area Peace Action
Coalition and the National Peace Action
Coalition, as chair and national coor-
dinator, respectively. His paper tells the
story of several local leaders like Romine,
as well as a chronological presentation of
key points in the formation of a labor-based
antiwar position.

Gordon sees 1969, when Cleveland
hosted a national conference of the
country’s antiwar groups that had the
secretary of the UAW District Auto Coun-
cil, Leo Fenster, as the keynote speaker, as
a turning point in labor antiwar sentiment.
During that keynote address, according to
Gordon, Fenster brought the audience to its
feet when he told the delegates that the
antiwar position was the majority view-
point, and the movement ought to act that
way. Fenster told the peace activists that, if

the “right approach” to labor was taken,
union members could be persuaded to op-
pose the war. Auda Romine also spoke to
this conference.

Another turning point, according to Gor-
don, was the shooting of protesters at Kent
State and Jackson State. The surge in stu-
dent activism that saw students take over
Case Western Reserve University and turn
itinto an antiwar organizing center after the
killings resulted in the formation of a
“CWRU Labor Action Committee,” which
attempted to solicit labor support for a
public antiwar statement. Forty-two
Cleveland union leaders signed a statement
reprinted in the June 3, 1970, Plain Dealer
under the heading “Walter Reuther—In
Memoriam,” which endorsed a letter writ-
ten by the late labor leader to President
Richard Nixon, opposing the invasion of
Cambodia, the crackdown on college cam-
puses, and the entire U.S. involvement in
Southeast Asia. According to Gordon, this
statement “was a major breakthrough for
the local antiwar movement.”

The national antiwar movement also got
a boost in Cleveland, when the city hosted
the founding conference that June of the
National Peace Action Coalition, a con-
ference that included 200 unionists among
the 1,500 people registered to attend. The
NPAC adopted a resolution designed to
create as broad a peace movement as pos-
sible. The resolution asked that “whatever
tactic is used, the movement must function
in a peaceful, organized, and disciplined
fashion.” “Confrontational adventures,” it
continued, “hurt the movement by alienat-
ing otherwise sympathetic sections of the
population, particularly labor and Black
and Brown peoples.”

Several Cleveland area unionists were
elected to NPAC’s national steering com-
mittee, including Auda Romine.

Gordon’s paper goes on to chart the con-
tinued growth of antiwar sentiments within
the labor movement, including a resolution
by the Cleveland AFL-CIO Federation of
Labor “objecting to the continuous waste
of American lives and billions of dollars of
tax money in senseless and idiotic warfare
in Southeast Asia.”

Gordon’s well written and fascinating
article would be of interest at any time, but
its poignancy right now, as the U.S. enters
another muddled conflict overseas, makes
it an even more worthwhile read. a
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Notebooks for the Grandchildren

by Mikhail Baitalsky

45. Even Those in Exile Voted

I am devoting this section to a boy who was the only one to
survive of ninety Crimean Tatars thrown into the penal labor
Special Camp Point of Mine Administration No. 1.

When telling about my arrest in April 1950, I left out the
elections to the Supreme Soviet that took place that winter. I had
managed before my arrest to drop into the election box my two
ballots, each of which bore the name of one candidate: one had
Stalin’s name on it and the other the name of the writer Pavlenko.
I did not know of him then—I read his book Happiness later.

In 1950, the camps were crammed full. Everyone Stalin had
wanted to kill had been killed and those in exile had grown
accustomed to the new cemeteries for their innumerable corpses.
All the Crimean Tatars who had been sent to Vorkuta had died
except for one boy. Having never in their lives experienced a
snowstorm, they turned blue from the cold. They had no strength
left to work and, therefore, they were given only punishment
rations causing them to grow still weaker, more emaciated and
bluer. The penal rations were used to punish those who failed to
fulfill the work norm; but they meant a death sentence. Shivering
in their rags, they rummaged in the garbage behind the camp
kitchen. These walking corpses were no longer even capable of
standing up on their own, but for the camp to have made an effort
to save them would have meant to show overindulgence toward
those who refuse to work; and this was ruled out by the camp’s
entire program of functioning. A rule of the camp, unwritten but
nonetheless unquestioned and developed as a direct consequence
of all its written rules, says: those who are near death must die!

As aresult, all the Crimean Tatars perished from pellagra in one
winter—89 of the 90 who had been brought to this section of Mine
Administration No. 1 at Vorkuta. In the spring, their corpses
floated in the thawed muddy clay of the camp cemetery. How
many citizens of our country were, like the Crimean Tatars or the
Balkars from Belaya Rechka, at one time rudely awakened at
dawn [to be deported]?

Judging by the data from the recent census (1959), it was around
three million. However, the Crimean Tatars are not included in
that figure, nor were those who died such a premature death. That
means more than three million people were forcibly exiled. Eight
minority nationalities were torn from their native soil overnight
because they were supposedly dissatisfied with Stalin. On that
night, this supposition became a reality.

Of course, everyone knew that their expulsion was on Stalin’s
orders. What hypocrisy was required to assert that for the millions
of people living in exile the reelection of Stalin to the Supreme
Soviet in 1950 as before was an “All-People’s Holiday”! This is
the formula for summing up the election results that had been
adopted since 1937, when it was first advanced after the first
elections under the new constitution. “This was not simply an
election but a great national holiday,” said the “Short Course” and
all the newspapers. That time, the candidates on the ballot received
98.6 percent of the vote.

If all those people who consciously applauded Stalin’s reprisals
against the people (or were they clapping their hands without
thinking?) found that the Kalmyks and Chechins were secret
enemies, then it is natural to ask: Were they enemies for five or
six years before the war or did they become hostile suddenly on
the day of the [German] occupation? And what made them become
hostile? Many infidel betrayers of the war years were people who
were ill-disposed toward Soviet power in 1937 and perhaps even
in 1930. The hatred of those who became Hitler’s police, punitive
squads, and village heads did not develop overnight. Voronov,
Gnatyuk, and Shudro did not fall from the sky. However, one
cannot possibly claim that they were all kulaks. During the liqui-
dation of the peasantry, many thousands of middle-layer peasant
families were expelled from their land. An enormous number of
the enemies were not innately opposed to Soviet power but were
made enemies by Stalin, who harmed them unjustly and per-
secuted them when they didn’t deserve it. Then, all those who had
been offended, including those who were embittered, malicious,
and implacable—they all, upon receiving the right to vote under
the new constitution, amicably filed to the polls, immediately
forgetting their grievances and anger in order to give Stalin 98.6
percent of their votes. What made them do that?

Stalin transformed a normal, routine election of competent state
workers into a universal test of each citizen’s loyalty; and no one
wants to appear disloyal even if one is clutching a stone in one’s
pocket. However, the resuits of such a test succeed in verifying
nothing.

When, during secret balloting, a most careful register is being
kept of the names of those who did not appear at the polls, and
someone goes with the ballot box to the homes of those who did
not appear, thereby forcing them to explain why they did not
appear—in such a case, a simple-—and it would appear purely




formal—symbol of democracy becomes a command performance
and definitely gives the feeling that someone is checking up. The
electors are afraid, no matter how much might be said about an
all-people’s holiday. Democracy and fear are incompatible.

For thirty years now the main preelection slogan has been not
“Elect to the Soviet the most competent and progressive can-
didate!” but “All out for the elections!” The essence of democracy
is the delegation of popular power for a specific term to a deputy
to whom the people entrust their power. However, 100 percent
appearance at the polls indicates the performance of a formality,
carried out on command.

The commentary in the “Short Course” on the 1937 elections,
which was repeated in thousands of articles, announced: “Thus,
90 million people affirmed by their unanimous vote the victory of
socialism in the USSR.” What victory are they talking about? If it
is the victory of socialism in the sense of a socialistrevolution, this
occurred back in 1917. If it means the victory of socialism as an
economic system such a victory cannot be confirmed by a vote.
The victory of socialism as a social system, based on an economy
that is on a higher level than capitalism, is confirmed not by the
numbers who turn out for an election but by other figures, like
labor productivity. This is a fundamental problem of declaring a
victory when doing things for show will not work.

But if you verify the attitude of people by placing a check
opposite the name of each one who has not shown up to convey
their holiday spirit, can’t you predict how each one will respond?
And isn’t it obvious that some who answer “yes” are lying? Isn’t
it well known that Stalin himself did not at all believe the 90
million who had confirmed this victory?

Stalinism does not need genuine and effective two-way links
between the people and the state. This represents a mortal danger
to Stalinism, which erects showpieces instead. Stalinism does not
want to understand that the absence of such links is ultimately even
more dangerous than the links themselves. To have a 100 percent
turnout is the least effective of all the possible means for links to
the people.

46. Joseph

“Victor was one of those people who always sided with the
oppressed and never with the oppressor, with the persecuted and
never with the persecutors.” These words were uttered over the
grave of Victor Zurabov, a fellow who since his years as a Young
Communist had been shifted from one Stalinist prison, place of
exile or camp to another, a man of high moral standards and
genuine communist honesty. He died in Moscow in 1964. I could
only hope to deserve the same to be said of me when I die. I donot
know if that will happen. I can only say: I am deeply biased in
favor of people with such qualities. The judges who sent him to
prison and camp considered him an enemy of the people, and they
considered themselves the people’s friends.

They transferred a medical assistant to our camp who had been
at Mine No. 8, and we became friends. He did not live in the
barracks but in a closet-sized room attached to the infirmary at the
hospital and there I often passed an hour or two in the evenings.
Of course, the usual searches were conducted there, but the place
was not bugged or under surveillance. The walls there did not have
ears; happiness is living inside walls without ears.

The hospital was never without patients; it had about 20 cots.
The doctor paid a visit but the rest of the time—twenty-four hours
a day—Joseph worked there alone. He slept on a trestlebed with a
thin mattress (so he wouldn’t oversleep, he joked) and he woke up
at the slightest moan from the ward.

April 1990

In the interest of a 100 percent turnout, even those in exile were
forced to pretend they were voting enthusiastically for Stalin’s
election. Stalin could brazenly announce that the Chechins who
showed up at the polls by unanimous vote confirmed the correct-
ness of his order for their expulsion; and that the Crimean Tatars
just as unanimously aspired to lie in a common grave in the
Vorkuta camp cemetery with wooden name tags tied to their feet.

Very likely, in addition to the 89 Crimean Tatars who perished
at Mine Administration No. 1, many thousands more were buried
in common graves elsewhere. According to the calculations of the
Crimean Tatars themselves, during the first years of exile more
than half of their people perished. Now, they say, they number
around 300,000, although no precise statistics exist and we do not
really need them. They all live in Uzbekistan. Five minority
nationalities expelled by Stalin—the Chechins, the Kalmyks, the
Balkars, the Ingush, and the Karachayev—have been given the
right and opportunity to return to their native land. But not the
Crimean Tatars. They are not allowed to go to Crimea. Further-
more, there is, of course, no need to issue an official decree in this
regard. Why? Because the passport system is a convenient tool:
the officials simply refuse to stamp their passports. Unless your
passport is stamped no one will hire you.

The Crimean Tatars to this day remain refugees for whom it is
impossible to return home. However, we do not raise their problem
at the United Nations. No one is spending millions to feed them.
They take exceptional care of themselves on their collective farms
in Uzbekistan—which are model farms. They are exceptional
among most refugees also because none of them left their
homeland on their own accord; they were all forcibly expelled.
They have been very well received in Uzbekistan. They were not
locked up in camps as has been done with other refugees in other
countries. However, the main point is really not this, but the right
to return to their homeland. How can we express indignation with
others if we have not to this day returned this right to the Crimean
Tatars?

‘Rakhmetov’

But the main feature about Joseph was not his devotion to the
sick but his love for his people. I saw in him features of Campanel-
1a, Jan Hus, Ovid.! People who knew him earlier and longer than
1did called him Rakhmetov. He was different from Rakhmetov in
his appearance: hollow cheeks, pursed lips with a thin, ascetic,
angular figure. Perhaps his appearance and his total indifference
to material goods somehow magnified the power of his words—he
spoke very simply and in a measured way but listening to his
speech, one felt the heat coming from coals, covered with ashes.

His clear speech was a result of his clear thinking. It was a
pleasure to listen to Joseph. Joseph was born in Poland and knew
of our country only the deportation prisons and camps where he
had spent time. He had spent time in many of them because he was
moved from one to another so as to keep him from staying too long
in one. A godfather’s pencil was always checking off his name.

He had learned Russian and read many books. He had a refined
appreciation of poetry and loved Lermontov. At the beginning of
1955, they took him away from us and dragged him for a long time
around to various camps. Then he was sent back to Poland where
he was rehabilitated.

Many things about Joseph reminded me of the Young Com-
munists of my generation, although he did not belong to that
generation and was a fervent Zionist. Perhaps it was the Calvinist
bent to his thinking, his unbending rigor, and his single-minded-
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ness that reminded me of my friends from youth. Like Marya
Yelko, he held property in contempt. The prisoners in the camps
had no property but they could become consumed with personal
possessions. Joseph shared everything with his friends and would
have easily given you the shirt off his back. However, he rarely
shared his feelings.

There was a loudspeaker hanging in his cubbyhole room near
the infirmary, but Joseph didn’t turn it on for very long at a time.
Our educators could not falsely charge him with agitation for not
listening to their eulogies. After all, this was a hospital and needed
to be quiet.

Have you forgotten about the duty of the official in charge to
maintain the regime’s order? His job was to watch to make sure
that the ZK’s and KTR’s were observing the prohxbmons How-
ever, because officials even higher-up also looked after this—
otherwise they were threatened with death from boredom—the
official in charge of maintaining order had nothing left to do but
make sure that camp officials were properly addressed by inmates:
Have we forgotten to remove our hat? Every guardian of our souls
wanted us to call him by his title. Even the lowest-ranking official,
every investigator, insisted on being properly greeted even though
they couldn’t add two numbers together—28 prisoners in one
section of the barracks plus 87 in another—without making a
mistake. (Because of their errors in addition, we often had to get
up two or three times an evening to be counted.) Being forced to
render the proper greetings was supposed to develop in the
prisoners qualities that would be extremely necessary uponrelease
from confinement. Even if it were the tenth time that he saw you
that day, our regime official, a zealous young lieutenant, upon
meeting you shouted: “Prisoner, where’s your proper greeting?”

“Good day, Citizen Lieutenant!”

“That’s better!” he answered. To say “Good day” to a ZK was
not considered necessary. Rather they would answer with some
sort of question.

“Prisoner, why is your hair so long?”

“Prisoner, why aren’t you looking at me?”

Pay attention, ZK, and address officials with the proper title.
Ore time Joseph and I were reading the newspaper he had taken
from the woman who was head of the infirmary. He pointed
silently to a line where it said “Comrade Stalin,” with the word
comrade written in full while on another line we saw “Com.
Sidorov,” with the word abbreviated. Thus, even this marvelous
word of the revolution was turned by the lackies into a title.

* %X %

Humanity’s wisdom was vulgarized by decades of bombastic
eulogizing, which is how it emerged among the expressions of my
investigator—from shimmering heights to “beloved mother.”
Human virtue seemed almost to vanish for a time.

It first began to show itself again, I believe, in a deep sympathy
for the pain of others. A warm, big-hearted person, who has not
forgotten the past, still loves the people. Joseph loved the per-
secuted and oppressed. He could not by nature be an oppressor.

With cunning alien to it, wisdom seeks no rewards
nor lies, nor vanity, nor poisonous servility.
These pierce the soul like the plough of the honest toiler
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overturns the layers of soil and churning weeds.

Happiness that comes through wisdom, without pomp or
celebration, is quiet, concentrated within oneself. Ecclesiastes,
written by an unknown Jewish author 2,000 years ago, passed on
to us this sad joy when saying: “He who increases wisdom
increases sorrow.”

I cannot finish my story about Joseph without mentioning the
virtue in a person under whom he once worked and who did all he
could to defend Joseph from the godfather. A young woman from
Leningrad, she had arrived with her husband, who was a military
doctor assigned to Vorkuta. They could find no other vacancy for
her except as the doctor in our OLP (special camp point). She then
found out what the camps were like.

Joseph told me that he saw tears in her eyes when she had to
carry out someone’s idiotic and malicious order. There were limits
for doctors as tohow many prisoners were allowed sick leave from
work each day. Influenza was not recognized as an epidemic
disease and could not be the basis for raising the limit since there
were no epidemics in our country. And a disease like pellagra had
been eliminated altogether under socialism. Those near death did
not perish from it but simply died. Write what you want on the
death certificate but not pellagra. Suicide also appeared in these
reports as some fictional disease. Pursuing their task of doing
things for show, the officials forced the doctors to lie.

In addition to the pressure from the camp officials, the doctors
were also subject to pressure from the prisoners who wanted by
hook or by crook, by wits or by pull, to get the letter “s” (sick)
next to their name on the day’s work slate. The camp aphorism,
“The second joy is pull,” was well known.

Some prisoners did not request but threatened. Somebody tried
to rape the sister who was on duty at the mine’s medical station
and the medical station had to assign a guard to protect her there.

Joseph helped our doctor in this struggle against brute force.
But there was no one to protect her from officialdom. The
Banderaites knew that if they used the word “Yid” in front of
Joseph, they would get slugged in the face. (Both the insulter and
the insulted paid the same price for this—around three days in the
special punishment cell.) But the doctor could not behave the same
way when the violators were the regime’s officials.

When I went to the medical center to see Joseph, Inow and then
saw her. On her long face, her enormous grief-filled eyes stood
out. She could not bear these falsified death certificates for those
who did not need to die, the limits on the numbers who could
receive sick leave, the loutishness and cruelty, the hypocrisy at
every turn, the billboards saying “Life has become happier”—:
this in such a concentrated form was simply unbearable to her.
Outside the camps the contrasts were not so striking.

Soon after Joseph was taken away, she went home to Leningrad.

[Next month: “A Period of Camp Liberalization” ]

Notes

1. Publius Ovidius Naso (43 BC-AD 18), John Hus (1369-1415), and Tommasco
Campanella (1568-1639) all suffered at the hands of the authorities of their day for their
visionary ideas and writings.

2. ZK and KTR are abbreviations for types of political prisoners, ordinary ones and

" those called “Trotskyist counterrevolutionaries.”
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