





4,000 Protest
Apartheid at Davis
Gup Matches

Over 4,000 protesters besieged the
International Davis Cup tennis compe-
tition between the U.S. and South

African teams at Vanderbilt Uni-
versity in Nashville, Tennessee with
the object of driving South Africa out of
Davis Cup play and, more generally, to
protest the apartheid system of white
supremacy. On March 17, the opening
day of the competition, hundreds of
armed police wearing flak jackets and
riot helmets escorted participants and
spectators through the crowd of angry
demonstrators.

The following day an even larger
police mobilization confronted the
protesters, while inside the university
gymnasium bomb squads searched the
grandstands and cops patrolled the
courts during play. Despite this massive
mobilization of the armed thugs of the
state, however, the demonstrations have
been quite successful. Less than 20
percent of the seats for what is one of the
premier events of international tennis
were occupied.

The Vanderbilt demonstrations are
the 'culmination of a months-long
campaign spearheaded by the left-
liberal American Coordinating Com-
mittee for Equality in Sportand Society
(ACCESS) and supported by the
National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People (NAACP). The
demonstrators come largely from near-
by black colleges.

The organizing for this anti-South
Africa protest, which has been pursued
mainly in the South, has provoked
violent racist reaction. Last February
Richard Lapchick, a professor at
Virginia Wesleyan and leader of
ACCESS, was beaten senseless in his
office by a gang of racist hoodlums who
carved “niger” [sic] on his chest. The
state authorities did nothing to appre-
hend them. In fact, the official medical
examiner declared the wound “self-
inflicted™

South Africa’s Davis Cup team is all
white, except for a last-minute, token
coloured (mixed race) Vanderbilt stu-
dent named Peter Lamb..The composi-
tion of this team 1s a flagrant display of
South Africa’s policy of barring blacks
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from international athletic competition,
and it is a legitimate target of militant
protest against the murderous apart-
heid regime. Moreover, this tennis
tournament—which is an occasion for
national glorification, much like the
Olympics—particularly in the context
of South Africa’s attempt to achieve
international respectability via the
merest step of token desegregation in
sports, is an appropriate focus for
protests of revuilsion against the apart-
heid regime.

Many of the participants, however,
see’ the protest as part of a broader
campaign to boycott all things South
African, from sardines to Krugerrands.
As revolutionary socialists and interna-
tionalists, we do not support the
demand for a total economic and
cultural boycott of South Africa. In
general such boycotts are nothing but
ineffectual utopian moralizing.

Moreover, the liberal-moralist desire
to destroy the South African economy
would, if realized, actually increase the
oppression of the black masses and
strengthen the apartheid system. Unem-

" ployed blacks would be sent back to the

desperately impoverished Bantustans
where they have far less economic and
social power than they have as urban
workers. It is through their potential
power as organized labor that South

Africa’s black masses can attack and.

eventually overthrow the apartheid
system.

The real political danger of the liberal
anti-South Africa boycott activity lies
not in the impact on its intended
target—which is nil—but in the illusions
it fosters in the righteousness of Ameri-
can imperialism. By criticizing viola-
tions of “human rights” in South Africa,
the Cartér administration is deliberately
seeking to restore the moral authority of
U.S. foreign policy, which was seriously
weakened through the decade-long
massacre of millions of Indochinese
workers and peasants. We do not call
upon the bloodstained American ruling
class to end the oppression of the black
masses perpetrated by its South African
ally.

We call on organized labor to boycott
all arms shipments to the murderers of
Soweto and to mobilize militant inter-
national labor protests to force multina-
tionals with South African holdings to
recognize black unions and eliminate all
apartheid practices in their operations.
It is not the moralistic “boycott South
Africa” campaign but _ international
labor solidarity which will strike a blow
for the oppressed black masses against
apartheid terror. ®

Marianna Volkov

Pyotr Grigorenko, left, with Mstislav Rostropovich in New York.

Protest Kremlin
Banishment of

On March 10 the Soviet government
made public a decree signed last month
by Leonid Brezhnev depriving 70-year-
old political dissident and former Red
Army major general Pyotr Grigorenko
of his citizenship and barring his return
to the USSR. Grigorenko is currently in
the United States for medical treatment
and demands to be allowed to return
home.

Grigorenko, who is accused of having
“inflicted damage to Soviet prestige,”
was a war hero, decorated with the
Order of Lenin during World War 11.
He was later head of the department of
cybernetics at Frunze Military Acade-
my. After Grigorenko began his career
as a dissident in the early 1960,
however, he was reduced to the rank of
private, expelled from the Communist
Party and incarcerated for more than
five years in prisons and psychiatric
hospitals. -

*Ve vehemently protest this bureau-
cratic outrage, a procedure which has
also been used against several other
Soviet dissidents in recent years. Valery
Chalidze, Zhores Medvedev, Vladimir
Maksimov and Mstislav Rostropovich
were all stripped of their citizenship
while abroad. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn
was deprived of his Soviet citizenship
when he was expelled from the USSR in
1974. As Trotskyists we struggle to oust
the Kremlin bureaucracy and re-
establish workers democracy in the
USSR, including the right of free
political expression extending even to
such thorough anti-Communists as the

. demoralized Grigorenko has become—

provided they do not actively work for
the overthrow of the Soviet degenerated
workers state.

Grigorenko was long a representative
of the left wing of the amorphous
dissident movement. In 1963 he founded
the “Union of Struggle for the Revival
of Leninism,” which studied Srate and
Revolution and distributed leaflets
critical of the Khrushchev regime. He
also carried on a long struggle for the
rights of the Crimean Tatars. In the late
1960’s he, together with Old Bolshevik
Alexis Kosterin and a loose grouping of
younger dissidents, joined in hailing the
“Prague Spring” of 1968. Grigorenko
wrote that Dubcek’s path in Czechoslo-

Grigorenko!

vakia was “the one we should be
following—in other words, democrati-
zation and socialism, for there can be no
socialism without democracy.”

While some Soviet dissidents such as
Solzhenitsyn now profess to have been
motivated by religious convictions all
along, the tone of the post-1968 dissi-
dent movement was set by those like
Grigorenko and Kosterin who advocat-
ed Dubcek-style self-reform of the
bureaucracy. In recent years almost all
of them have moved sharply to the right,
and like Sakharov embrace the cold
warriors of imperialism in the name of
“human rights.” Nowhere has this shift
been more pronounced than in the case
of Grigorenko.

At a recent speech at Harvard
University the depth of his disillusion-
ment and political degeneration was
clearly revealed. “l oppose all ideology,”
he stated. “Hopefully we learn from our
mistakes. When 1 began communist
activities | believed that communism
was the future light of man. | want to
know nothing more about commun-
ism.” He also stated that he supports
Solzhenitsyn’s attacks on Western
liberals for being too “soft” on the
USSR.

The theme of Grigorenko’s talk was
“peace,” and like all such “universal”
and “apolitical” themes this comes
down to support of the capitalist class.
Grigorenko not only praised Jimmy
Carter for raising “moral” considera-
tions in foreign policy, but went on to
laud such “peacemakers™ as lan Smith
of Rhodesia and King Juan Carlos of
Spain: :

“Some wars are inevitable and some,
such as the American Revolution, are
both just and necessary. Wars of
national liberation are just if liberation
cannot be achieved otherwise, but today
I think other avenues are available, lan
Smith has provided this answer unless
his advisers mess 1t up. His solution is
through peaceful means. Juan Carlos
also is trying through peaceful meansto

solve the Catalonian and Basque
problems.”

A Finally, the Red Army war hero-turned-

pacifist, whose will has been broken by a
decade and a half of Stalinist persecu-
tion, left no doubt that his diatribe
against war was really directed against

continued on page 10
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Frenzied ILWU
Tops...

(continued from page 3)

acknowledgement that the officers had
in fact been authorized to hold a one-
day work stoppage appeared ina March
24 Dispatcher, adding cautiously, ‘if
and when they see fit.” They never did
‘see fit.” and that same day the miners
reluctantly voted fora contract that was
worse than the 1974 agreement they
had wildcatted against for three
years.... However, the East Bay Divi-
sion Local 6 membership at their March
meeting. by voting to concur in the lEB
call, repudiated the disgusting position
of Local 6 president Eickman who was
the only member of the 1EB 1o vote
against the 24-hour strike.”

The subsequent presentation by In-
ternational president Jimmy Herman,
who spent no less than half an hourina
frenzied denunciation of the Militant
Caucus, made it clear how much the
International had been stung by this
issue. After paying lip service to union
democracy, Herman blustered that
those who tell us to “engage in revolu-
tion” should make a revolution by going
“into hiding.” Frantically defensive
about the charge that the International
officers sabotaged the mine solidarity
strike call, Herman listed five motions
passed by the IEB on March 9-10, the
final one being: “Authorize officers to
call a stoppage of work if in our
judgement it would be helpful.” The
actual IEB motion left only the dare of a
dock walkout up to the International.
and the 24 March Dispatcher describes
the motion as authorizing the officers
“to ask the longshore division to hold a
one-day work stoppage in a demonstra-
tion of support for the Mineworkers.”
Period.

Herman complained about newspa-
per headlines announcing the ILWU
strike call, all because somebody called
the press to “announce for us™! Still
trying to pass the buck for his own
inaction, Herman baldly asserted, “That
phone call sabotaged the union’s ability
to get our membership in gear.” This
flimsy excuse was never explained, and
in any case the International’s earlier
lying attempts to deny that a motion
mandating a dock walkout was ever
passed shows how much it wanted to
“get the membership in gear.” After
Herman finished his slanderous diatribe
an MC member rose to ask time to
answer. Eickman snapped back that
there would be no discussion on Her-
man’s “report’™!

Perhaps the only business discussed
in any detail by the convention delegates
was the issue of Spanish transiation of
union materials and readings—an im-
portant question since approximately
one third of the warehouse membership
is Spanish-speaking. The Militant Cau-
cus led the way at the last three Local 6
conventions in raising this issue when
the union leaders opposed any transla-
tions. This year the officers came in with
a token proposal to translate the union
constitution, but not the master con-
rract! Translation of the contract, they
argued. should be made a bargaining
demand in 1979! In effect, the officers
were joined with the employers in
keeping t..e Spanish-speaking members
ignorant of the contract provisions for
at least another year.

Against this there were three other
proposals, including a Militant Caucus
proposal to translate “all important
official union literature™ such as the
contract and constitution, as well as the
union bulletins and “major discussion at
union meetings and conventions.” In the
discussion, MC member Pete Farruggio
sarcastically suggested that one of the
many items needing transiation into
Spanish is Eickman’s assertion that “we
do not have substandard housing in
Local 6.” This would enrage many
Spanish-speaking members who are
concentrated in substandard houses. He
also noted that Spanish translations are
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vital for any serious organizing drive.

Eickman bureaucratically ruled that a
vote to approve the officers’ proposal
would automatically end the voting on
the other resolutions. However, he had
to surmount a challenge to the chair,
and this required rhree votes before he
received his backing by 150 to 70 (with
the help of CP supporters like
Figueiredo).

As the convention drew to a close in
the late afternoon the itchy bureaucracy
again mobilized its goon squad against
the Militant Caucus to emphasize the
ILWU tops’ determination to prevent
any militant action.” Retired Interna-
tional secretary-treasurer Lou Gold-
blatt gave a major filibustering speechin
which he warned the delegates against
“self-appointed saviours™ (his long-time
title for the Militant Caucus) and
assured the membership that while
tough times lay ahead, the present
“excellent” leadership team would see
the union through them. His speech was
carefully timed to precede an MC
resolution calling for solidarity with the
longshore division in the upcoming
longshore contract battle—including
hot-cargoing struck cargo, reinforcing
picket lines. and sympathy-strike ac-
tion. The motion brought an immediate
denunciation from McClain and was
duly voted down. But when Mandel rose
a little later to expose a perfunctory CP-
sponsored resolution supporting the
ILWU/Teamster warehouse alliance, a
goon squad began to collect around him
as he criticized the treacherous behavior
of the ILWU/Teamster bureaucrats in
the last warehouse strike in 1976.
Abandoning all democratic pretense,
Eickman ordered the floor mike shut off
and refused to allow Mandel to
continue.

This disgusting spectacle of the union
leadership disrupting and sabotaging
the Local 6 convention should make it
clear that the “progressive” ILWU
leadership is not fundamentally differ-
ent from the strikebreakers like Arnold
Miller and George Meany in its fierce
opposition to any militant union action.
If the ILWU is to move forward, these
traitors must be dumped by a new lead-
ership committed to class struggle—and
the Militant Caucus has demonstrated
its determination to lead that fight. B

Grigorenko...

(continued from page 9)

class war, i.e., against revolution. In
discussing World War I, he said:

“There 1s another reason for war—the

left. The Serbian terrorists also helped
start World War I. The Bolsheviks also
wanted war. Lenin spoke on this. The
program for turning an imperialist war
into a civil war 1s a program for war.”

While the Kremlin bureaucrats pre-
vent many Soviet citizens from traveling
abroad and/or emigrating, they have
proved quite willing to exile the most
right-wing of the dissidents. They know
that the ravings of a Solzhenitsyn—an
extreme reactionary even by Western
standards. who wishes to return to
tsarist times with the knout and the
Black Hundreds - will not attract So-
viet youth. Compared to the Trotskyists
of the Left Opposition—who had to be
physically exterminated down to the last
man and woman before Stalin could
sleep easily in the Kremlin—the pro-
imperialist dissidents pose far less of a
threat to the bureaucrats.

The voices which the Stalinists most
wish to silence are those which expose
how the bureaucracy has berraved the
causc of the October Revolution, who
call for a return to the path of Lenin.
Only a Trotskyist party, struggling to
oust the parasitic bureaucratic caste
through political revolution, while
defending and extending the conquests
of October. can achieve real democracy
for the working people of the Soviet
Union. &

French Popular
Front...

(continued from page 12)

it is too soon to predict their exact
composition.

Union of the Left on its Death
Bed

In the aftermath of the electoral
fiasco, the Union of the Left will no
doubt finally be put to rest. The PS will

pursue its options independent of the

PCF and in negotiations with the
Giscard government. The PS has
already announced its intentions to
publish its “own™ version of the Com-
mon Program, and one of its national
leaders, Claude Estier, has ventured
that:

“By the force of things the Union of the

Left is becoming much more a de facto

unity in action...than the organic

union based on a contract which has

enabled the left to make gains for the

past five years.”

—quoted in Rouge, 25-26 March

While the departure of the MRG marks
the end of the Union of the Left of old,
the future remains an open question.
What remains is the projected forma-
tion of new popular-front alliances in
the form of “national unity” (Giscard’s
pet project) or the “union of the people
of France™ (to use the PCF’s favored
term from the past).

Over the past six months the ostensi-
ble pre-election break-up of the popular
front has been the subject of media
sensationalism featuring an unholy
alliance of the “far left” and the
bourgeois press. While in the U.S. the
New York Times was orchestrating an
anti-Communist barrage demanding
“proof” of the PCF’s independence
from the Kremlin, the French “far left”
piped in to bemoan the lack of “unity”
within the popular front. For the French
would-be Trotskyist groups the claim
that the Union of the Left no longer
existed served as a convenient pretext to
preserve a veneer of “orthodoxy”; with
the popular front “finished” they
claimed to be voting for the now
“independent” PCF and PS.

In contrast, the Ligue Trotskyste de
France (LTF, the French sympathizing
section of the international Spartacist
tendency) maintained throughout the
protracted parliamentary maneuvers
that breaking from the bourgeoisie and
the class independence of the proletariat
were the decisive questions facing the
French proletariat.

In fact every indication was that the
“rift” was simply a grand maneuver to
determine who would get what in the
event of the anticipated Union of the
Left victory. To take but one example,
at the “height” of the “discords™ a single
issue of Le Monde (23 February) quoted
parallel statements from the PCF and
PS. According to Marchais:

“We communists, our intentions are
clear. We want unity; we want to defeat
the right; we want a new left majority
which will enable us to form a Union of
the Left government with communist
ministers. ...
And according to Mitterrand:

“The strength of the Socialist Party
cannot be dissociated from the Union of
the Left.... The new Socialist Party was
built and developed around the Union
of the Left strategy.... The goal of the
Union of the Leftis to attain a common
government.”

Despite all the internal quarrels the
Union of the Left existed throughout
the past period since all parties agreed
that they would form a common
government were they to win a parlia-
mentary majority. Today this is no

ger the case and the Union of the Left
fers are all dutifully parading to the
sée. But new popular front lash-ups

2 still on the agenda and the “far left”

ts already begun its new “unity” push.
while the various components of the
popular front might well clamor: “The
Union of the Left is dead-—Long Live
the Union of the Lefi.” perhaps the fake-
Trotskyists will chime in “For the

reconstruction of the Union of the
Left™

What Next?

Prior to the elections, the reformist
parties has actively attempted to reduce
the level of strikes and other working-
class struggles in order to reassure the
bourgeoisie prior to an electoral victory
of the Union of the Left. By the same
token, the government had attempted to
piece off the working class with minor
crumbs here and there in order to gain
the marginal votes needed for victory.
Now, however, the PCF in particular,
and to a lesser extent the PS, will be
forced at least verbally to take stronger
anti-government positions, while the
government can be expected to signifi-
cantly reinforce its austerity plan (as
indicated by the reappointment of
economist Raymond Barre, author of
the present austerity plan, as prime
minister).

The focus of French political life will
probably be transferred from the patent
maneuvering of the political parties to
the trade unions. Prior to the elections,
the obscure polemics within the Union
of the Left had a real social importance:
the question of which gang of reformists
would have the whip hand in a Union of
the Left government (while preparing to
administer some variant of the govern-
mental austerity plan, perhaps even
worse, after the elections). But now the
polemics have been reduced to verbal
gymnastics preparatory to some kind of
realignment and a new, probably
enlarged, “national unity” formation.

The government will certainly try to
take advantage of the left’s defeat by
turning the screws of Prime Minister
Barre’s austerity plan. Typical in this
respect was a report in Le Monde the
week following the election, that previ-
ous predictions of some 16,000 layoffs in
the French steel industry over the next
year and a half had been deliberately
miscalculated by the government and
steel industry, and that the real number
of layoffs projected would be closer to
30,000 or even 40,000. However, despite
initial demoralization over the defeat of
“their” organizations, faced with re-
newed attacks on their standard of
living the volatile French workers will
be forced to react to demand a halt to
the erosion of their real wages.

While both PCF leader Georges
Marchais and Mitterand have obedient-
ly shown up at the presidential palace to
confer with President Giscard d’Es-
taing, the real news after the election has
been the series of meetings at the
request of the unions, for the first time in
many years. Giscard's meetings with the
political parties have the stated aim of
moving toward some form of “national
unity” center-left coalition. This “histor- -
ic compromise” a la frangaise is proble-
matic in the extreme and the actual aim
is most likely to split off the right wing of
the PS to serve in a center coalition with
Giscard's heterogeneous UDF. In con-
trast, the meetings with the CFDT and
the CGT (as well as all other unions and
the employers’ association) have a more
immediate purpose—-namely working
out parameters within which the unions
can appear to uphold the workers’
interests while not making any demands
which cost the government more than it
wants to pay.

Role of the “Far Left”

The electoral campaign of the “far
feft” was a major debacle. Although the
percentage of the total vote received (3.3
percent) was about the same as in 1973,
this total percentage (which includes the
left-reformist social-democratic PSU)
was maintained only by the fact that
both the Ligue Communiste Révolu-
tionnaire (LCR) and Lutte Ouvriére
(LO) ran in vastly more areas this year
than in 1973, Whereas the LCR had
received an average of 1.8 percent of the
votes in areas where it ran candidates in
1973, this year it received only 0.9
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percent on the average. And Lutte
Ouvriére, which virtually dissolved its
organization into a vast electoral ma-
chine in order to run candidates in every
district (with 470 candidates, LO ran
more candidates than even the PCF!),
received an average of only 1.7 percent
of the votes, as opposed to 2.33 percent
in 1973.

By its own account, LO, the smallest
of the three main ostensibly Trotskyist
organizations in France, spent over half
a million dollars to run a grotesque
imitation of the Union of the Left
campaign. L.O’s slogans made blatant
populist appeals to the “little man,”
assuring all and sundry that LO “will
never hesitate in supporting small
emplovers against big ones.” But the
two central appeals of the I.O campaign
were: “Vote for a woman, vote Arlette”
(Laguiller, LO's “star” and its candidate
in the 1974 presidential elections) and
that LO deputies in parliament would be
“real” left deputies. Thus one of 1.O’s
electoral statements says that an LO
deputy would be a “left deputy on the
side of the workers. in the event [!] that
the left government reneges on its
commitments” (our emphasis).

Can there be any question that the
election promises, the “commitments”
of a Marchaisor Mitterrand aren’t worth
the paper they are written on? In fact,
the thrust of the LO campaign. in
addition to its rampant populism, was
that it was simply a “more left” version
of the policies of the popular front. LO
deputies were to be “left deputies that
would not toe the line” for the PCF and
the PS. A token LO deputy would
supposedly keep the Union of the Left
honest. Given its total electoral cretin-
ism, it is not surprising that one LO
candidate publicly stated that LO would
even enter a popular front government
the better to denounce its secret deals!

OCi: Errand Boys for Mitterrand

The disarray exhibited by the rest of
the “far left” in the wake of its electoral
setback reflects the popular-front illu-
sions shared in and spread by its
campaigns. In differing fashions all of
the major groups sought to place the
Union of the Left in power so that they
could expand their influence in its
periphery. Thus the statement by. the
OCI's Stéphane Just to its Central
Committee meeting after the elections
that “Today the working class no longer
has any short-term perspectives. That
fact is fundamental.” (Informations
Ouvriéres, 30 March). In reality what
Just was expressing is the OCI's own
lack of any short-term perspective
following the defeat of the popular
front, on whose victory it had centered
its program for the last four years at
least. ) .

Of all the French groups, the OCI
most openly played the role of support-
ers of the popular front and-—as the
PCF was quick to point out--as errand
bovs for Frangois Mitterrand. Thus the
issue of the OCI's paper. Informations
QOuvriéres, which came out between the
election rounds was headlined: “12
March: PS-PCF Majority. 19 March:
Victory!”—the “victory™ of the popular
front. that is.

[

As the elections approached. the OCI
centered all its efforts on the slogan:

“Enough Splits! Unity for a PCF-PS

Majority!™ (The mythical PCF-PS
majority was simply a fig leaf for
support to the popular front. since the
MRG hardly counted for anything in
terms of votes.) To the PCF’s slogan
“Life must be changed™ (“1i faut changer
la vie™) the OCI replied. via its youth
press. “Life must be changed totally”
(**Pour un changement total de la vie™).
OCI leader Charles Berg took up this
theme in a major public OCI meeting by
stating that “Change 1s a PCF-PS
majority in the National Assembly”
(quoted in Rouge, 30 January). Totop it
all off, the OCI proudly proclaimed the
fact that it organized a joint election
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rally with the PS in Nice (Informations

Ouvrieres, 22 February)!

To justify its capitulation, the OCI
was forced to cook up the theory that its
parhamentarist approach was justified
by the bonapartist regime installed by
de Gaulle in 1958. Devoting an entire
book to the question of the popular
front, the OCI authors spend 350 pages
demonstrating that the popular frontsin
France and Spainin the 1930’s and more
recently in Chile.disarmed the proletari-
at politically and militarily and opened
the way for the defeats which followed.
But in the last chapter there is an about-
face. France today is not the same at all,
vou see. On the contrary, rather than
opening the door to defeat, the victory
of the popular front would, say the OCl
fortune tellers, necessarily touch off a
revolutionary crisis that would be a
mortal danger to thé bourgeoisie:

“The framework of the Fifth Republic
will not allow for a left parliamentary
majority.... The Fifth Republicis nota
bourgeois parliamentary regime. Sim-
plv changing the relations within the
tributary parties of the Fifth Republic.
which direct and occupy the state, will
open up a deadly crisis.”
- Fronts populaires d'hier et
d'aujourd’hui

For all its disclaimers that revolution
cannot he made by parliamentary

means, the OCI has stated and restated

French premier Raymond Barre

for at least 4 years an unambiguous
stagist position: bringing the popular
front to power represents the first step
on the path to socialist revolution. This

" position goes hand in hand with the

OCT'soverturestothe United Secretariat
during the same period: the OClI now has
no substantial differences with the
Pabloist methodology of pressuring the
reformist apparatuses “to the left.” For
the OCL,- “if only” the treacherous
reformist leaderships would unite, a
revolutionary process would be auto-
matically set off.

Proving that it has hardened into its
popular-frontist line and can now learn
nothing even from a total collapse of its
political perspective, the OCI’s reaction
to the post-election demise of the Union
of the Left was the revealing front-page
headline in the 5-12 April Informations
Ouvrieres: “Encore et toujours, front
unique ouvrier” (roughly, “Now and
forever. workers united front.) The
“workers united front,” in OCljargonis
the famous PS-PCF government—
which in turn is a code for the Union of
the Left. But, unfortunately for the OCI,
the Union of the Left is no longer “now
and forever.” and so the OCI has “no
short-term perspectives.”

The LCR Bloc

As the election progressed, the
slogans of the Ligue Communiste
Révolutionnaire increasingly came to
resemble those of the OCl—although
the LCR’s rhetoric is more that of a
“fighting popular front™ so dear to
Marceau Pivert in the 1930's, while the
OCI simply wants to put the popular
front in power “without preconditions.”
Thus the LCR stressed slogans such as
“workers’ unity™ (i.e., the unity of the
reformist PCF-PS  bureaucracies),
“down with the divisions between the
PCF and PS.” “defeat the right,” “for a

PCF-PS government, for reciprocal
withdrawal of PCF and PS candidates
on the second round,” for “action
committees” a la OCI, and so on. The
central difference between the two is
that while the OCI capitulates primarily
toward the social democrats, the LCR
directs its affections toward the Stalin-
ists. Alain Krivine, lider maximo of the
LCR, stressed at a number of public
meetings that the LCR agreed with
many of the PCF’s demands and did not
seek to “differentiate itself on every
point” from the Stalinists.

Whereas the OCI held joint electoral
meetings with the PS, the LCR partici-
pated in joint meetings with the Left
Radicals and dissident Gaullists courted
by the PCF. A leaflet announcing an
election meeting for the PCF candidate
in one Paris district, presided over by a
Protestant minister, called “For Victory
to the Candidates of the Union of the
Whole Left” (our emphasis). with
speakers from both the Left Radicals
and the LCR (as well as other groups).
Rouge, the LCR paper, reported on a
meeting for a Union of the Left
candidate running against publisher
Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber (leader
of the pro-Giscard Radicals) in the
following terms:

“Thursday’s meeting was a success. ...
For the first time in Nancy, representa-

Informations Quvrieres

tives of the PC, the PS, the MRG, the
LCR, the FA [Front Autogestion-
naire—a formation dominated by the
PSU] and the left Gaullists were
together on the same stage.”
— Rouge, 18 March
And in Nanterre, J-F Godchau, one
of the national leaders of the LCR,
signed a call (whose signatories included
the Gaullists for Progress) entitled: “For
the victory of the union of the left next
Sunday.”

‘Both the LCR and the OCI face a
basic problem today: having hitched
their cart to the Union of the Left, they
now have nowhere to go. It can be
expected that the crises which wracked
the centrist organizations even before
the elections will only deepen now. The
LCR is already in deep disarray. And
while the OC1 claims to have recruited
large numbers of people on the basis of
the slogan “automatic withdrawal by
the workers parties on the second round
of the elections,” they will no doubt lose
most of these people at the first signs of
difficulty or the first turn by the OCI
leadership.

While the OCI puts the blame on the
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working class, by claiming that the
workers have “no short-term political
perspectives,” the LCR claims as its own
the popular frontist illusions of the
working class. In an assessment of the
second round, LCR honcho Krivine
exclaims:

“At one blow, all the hopes built upover

. so many years have collapsed like a

house bf cards. Defeat is hard to bear,
but it is even more unbearable because
victory was within grasp....
“The division of the workers movement
broke any unitary dynamic and ex-
plains the defeat....”

Krivine concludes by saying:
“But the hour is not for lamentations,
now we must lay the basis for a real
workers’ unity. one which will be built
on demands, one which will be devel-
oped in the battles which must be led
against austerity and the state which
applies 1t.”

For the LCR, as for the OCI, “unity”
is sacrosanct. The unity of the bureau-
cratic tops, the unity of the workers’
illusions—but not the only “real work-
ers’ unity” that can culminate in the
seizure of state power by the working
class led by the vanguard party—unity
around the Marxist program. In effect,
the “unity” preached by the LCR and
the OCI is the unity of the popular
front—or at best a “fighting popular
front.” Nowhere do the LCR or the OCI
talk about fighting to build a revolution-
ary party on the ruins of the popular
front.

While the centrists dabble anew in the
“unity™ of class betrayal, the Ligue
Trotskyste de France firmly defended
the Trotskyist program of revolutionary
proletarian opposition to the popular
front. The LTF stated, “The minimum
condition that workers must set in order
to give electoral support to the PCF and
PS is that they break with their
bourgeois electoral partners and with
the Common Program which provides
the framework for this class-
collaborationist alliance.” .

In a special pre-election leaflet, the
LTF declared:

“Caught up in their worship of the
accomplished fact, the ‘far left’ centrists
cannot even imagine that revolutionary
program can possibly split the reformist
parties. The pseudo-Trotskyists of the
LCR and OCI, hard on the heels of the
popular front since 1972, have attempt-
ed to sanctify their sweeping right turn
by putting on a spectacular and hysteri-
cal campaign for ‘unity’ before the
elections.. ..
“Today 1t is the Ligue Trotskyste de
France which has taken up Trotsky’s
revolutionary imperatives; its program
stands in contrast to all variants of
centrist accommodation to the popular
front, and will provide the means by
which the working class can break with
its traitorous leaderships. The LTF is
butlding the revolutionary party which
will be the French section of a reforged
Fourth International!”
—*“No to New Popular Front in
France!” reprinted in WV No.
196, 10 March 1978

As the class struggle picks up in the
factories, the pseudo-Trotskyists will
adapt their perenmal program of tailing
the reformist bureaucracies to the new
conditions, offering themselves up in
effect as the handmaidens of a “new”
Union of the Left. The LTF. in contrast,
will continue its intransigent opposition
to popular frontism in every guise. B
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WORKERS VANGUARD

After Electoral Flop

Breaks Up

The recent French parliamentary
clections dealt a mortal blow to the
popular-front Union of the lLeft and
inflicted a severe defeat on its “far-left”
supporters.  Although the right-wing
parliamentary majority of the two major
bourgeots  parties -President  Valéry
Giscard d'Estaing's UDF (Union for
French Democracy) and Jacques Chi-
rac’s neo-Gaullist RPR (Assembly for
the Republic)--won only a bare majori-
tv of the popular votes on the second
round (and received over a million votes
less than the Union of the Left and “far
left” candidates on the first round). the
majority came out with a comfortable
margin in parliament, winning 291 seats
(a loss of 10)against 200 seats for the left
(a gain of 17). The closeness of the
election was illustrated by the fact that
57 deputies were elected by margins of
less than one percent of the votes on the
second round.

Since polls taken prior to the first
round of voting had widely predicted
that the left would winupto S3 percent of
the popular vote and possibly even a
parliamentary majority (a prediction
shared by the conservative British
Economist), the results of the first and
second rounds sent massive shock waves
through the French left. The evening of
the elections, Robert Fabre, president of
the Movement of Left Radicals (MRG),
the small bourgeois component of the
Union of the Left, announced that he
considered himself “released from -the
commitments made in 1972" when the
MRG joined the Union of the Left.

In the week following the elections, it
became increasingly clear that the Union
of the Left,asitwasformedin 1972 based
on the Common Program drawn up
between the Socialists and the Commu-
nists (and later signed by the MRG) was
in its death throes. The MRG polled
slightly fewer votes than the “far left”
candidates (who totaled about 950,000
votes), and as in the 1936 popular-front
elections, the only reason the MRG got
as many votes as it did was that it was
actively supported by the Communist
Party (PCF) and the Socialist Party
(PS), its popular-front bedfellows. The
MRG is deeply divided between those
who want to continue some kind of
popular-front alliance, or possibly even
enter the PS, and those (led by Fabre)
who are hostile to such an alliance and
seek rather to return to the bourgeois
majority.

But the biggest loser of the elections
was clearly Frangois Mitterrand’s So-
cialist Party. While gaining more votes
than the PCF on the first round (23
percent as against the PCF's 21.25
percent), the PS fell far short of poll
predictions. More important, it gained
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- but nonetheless

fewer additional seats in parliament (9)
than did the PCF (12). Whereas the PS
had expected to come out of theelections
astheclearlvdominant party of theleft, it
1s now essentially in a stand-off with the
PCF. Mitterrand’s presidential ambi-
tions. as well as the unity of the Socialist
Party, which was based on support of
those ambitions, have beendealtasevere
blow. and deep fissures have already
appeared on the PS facade.

Mitterrand: Bourgeois Politician
Turned “Socialist”

For months prior to the elections
rumors abounded concerning the fate of
the Union of the Left coalition. Was it
dead? Would the PCF stepdownfor the
PS on the second round? These were the
questions which dominated French
pohitical life. The bourgeoispressand the
“far left” joined forces to pinpoint PCF
“intransigence” as the source of the
Union of the Left's potential electoral
demise. But when the buzzing subsided,
the PCF faithfully delivered its elector-
ate to the popular front. while masses
of Socialist voters opted for the govern-
ment coalition on the second round
rather than vote for the Communist
Party.

The immediate sources of the loss of
Union of the Left votes between the two
rounds is readily apparent: in the pre-
election period the PS had swelled to
nearly 30 percent of theexpected votesin
the public opinion polls. Thisnew-found
support came from middle-class voters
dissatisfied with the Giscard government
staunchly anti-
Communist. To lead this electoral
apparatus no one was more suited than
Frangois Mitterrand, eminently minis-
trable (eligible to be a minister) having
served in the cabinet eleven times in the
pre-1958 Fourth Republic. And while he
combined all the requisite talents of
parliamentary cunning and treachery
appropriate for this calling, he also had
another:; at the time Mitterrand led a
bourgeois party.

Mitterrand's political career was
marked by fervid anti-communism and
pro-colonialism from its origins in the
post-war period. In 1946, the first time
Mitterrand ran for election to parlia-
ment. his electoral platform stated that
he intended:

*. . towage astruggleagainst Commun-
1sm on all fronts, to unceasingly unmask
its lies. to. use existing laws against it.
adding to them if necessary. and in
particular to institute the incompatibili-
tyv between belonging to the Communist
Party and exercising authoritative ad-
ministrative functions or those concern-
ing security.”

~quoted in Lutre Ouvriére. 10

March 1978 o

Mitterand recently caused a stir in the
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German social democracy by protesting
the West Germananti-radical Berufsver-
bor. which prevents radicals from hold-
ing government jobs (such as teachers).
But the content of this statement (which
predates the beginning of the cold war),
issued at a time when the PCF was still
part of the French government, is but a
call for a French wversion of the
Berufsverbot.

Later, in 1954 Mitterrand was Minis-
ter of the Interior when the Algerian war
began. It was Mitterrand who authored
the now infamous phrases “the only
negotiation [with the Algerians]is war,”
and “a single France, from Flanders to
the Congo.” As garde des sceaux
(attorney general) he signed death
warrants for members of the Algerian
Communist Party during the war.

Mitterrand's political career “on the
left™ began when he refused to support
de Gaullein 1958. In 1965, as the head of
a small bourgeois party in alliance with
the SFIO (the French section of the
Second International), Mitterrand be-
came the “candidate of the left” for the
presidential elections that year. In 1971,
a fusion between the old SFIO and
several smaller groupings, including
Mitterrand’s, transformed it into the
Socialist Party, with Mitterrand at its
head. based on a clear mandate to seek a
popular-front alliance with the PCF. In

Union of the Left leaders make amends before second round voting.

French Popular Front
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1972 the Union of the Left, based on the
Common Program, was formed.

Behind Mitterrand stand groupingsin
the PS with widely divergent interests
and appetites. The main “official”
minority, the CERES, is Stalinophilic
and has consistently attacked the PS
leadership for not making more conces-
sions to the PCF. Other elements of the
PS want to break openly with the
popular front, even if the alternative is
the unappetizing prospect of returningto -
the parliamentary combinationismchar-
acteristic of the Fourth Republic.

The Socialist Party is currently in a
bind. It was rebuilt from the isolated
remnants of the SFIO after 1968 (in the
1969 presidential elections, the SFIO
received a mere S percent of the votes) to
a powerful electoral apparatus. The PS
has gained considerable influence in the
CFDT and rebuilt a working-class base
to the point of challenging the PCF in
some areas. However, the PS as it exists
today owes its existence to the Union of
the Left: its dilemma is that Mitterrand
can neither continue the alliance with
the PCF on the same terms as previous-
ly, nor break clearly with the PCF and
enter into a government coalition
without losing much of the credit the PS
has built up. Therefore, while it is likely
that there will be some reshuffling in the
PS and MRG, possibly including splits,

continued on page 10

14 APRIL 1978





