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BY Kevin Bradley

. Danton and Finkel make much cut of the fact that I dgleted the following
sentbnces from the "State of the Unions" documetn:z"Capitalising on the relative
quiescence of NEP, tbe labor leaders have gone further than at any time in the
past to hold down militancy, the iht context of a general move to the right by
the bureaucracy.(Emphasis added by MD/DF). Their outrage is entirely misplaced,

-since I objected to "further than at any time in the past" since I believe the
labor bureaucracy went much further to their right during World War II with the
No Strike Pledge, War Labor Board,etc. But DF and MD go further to say "No wing
of the labor leadership will take on the attack on living standards and working
conditions by the corporations" and further, "that we can organize groups on the
basis of willingness to lead struggles which the bureaucracy won't."

I believe that some labor bureaucrats will meet the governemtn's attack
on living standards and will lead struggles at times, of course in a totally inade-
quate conservatizing and énefffectual way, but will lead some struggles. It sounds
glib to say that no wing of the bureaucracy will take on the attack and it won't
lead; struggles;, but the reality is something different. MD and DF are forced to
deny reality, as in the case of the construction strikes, to prove their point,
They,cla&m the big wage increases recently won in construction simply swapped
higher wages for increases in productivity. All of them? In the San Francisco
Bay area plumbers won 15.7% the first year, other comstruction workers in San
Francisco 19.3%, in San Mateo 22.2% and the p}umbers in Salem Oregon 40%. MNere
there really first year productivity gains that big each‘year-pf course not.

DF and MD allege that I believe in an "inconsistent class struggle leadership

Nowhere in my amendments did I use that term. I said "The International unions
- represent a continuum of pol;cy between outright class collaboration and strugfle
although there is no union under a consistent class struggle leadership._ iEmpEasis
added.) Do DF and MD deny that International leaderships ever use struggle as

an instrument of policy. DF and MP claim that I "simply ignore" that the UFW and
UMWA leaderships are "tied to various wimgs of Americ an libeéralism" where they "see
. their own success and future. It is through these ties that they believe gainns

" will be made." No one would deny that Miller and Chavez have liberal allies, bub

is that how they really expect to have victories, do they solely rely on them, or
is that the key determinant of our anaiysis of them. Of course Ron Tabor- tried to
argue that Arnodd Miller was simply the creature of Joseph Rauh. That simplistic
argument was pui to rest when Miller blatently refused Rauh’s advice not to can the
Bpylites frow the Executive Bosrd. Does Miller think he is going to get a bigset-
slement from the coal companies by relying on the liberals or by leading a struggle, Tbe
The Use of five days. of the Memorial period show that Miller is quite capable of ;
, leading struggles.

MD and DF are. astonished that I said Miller and Chavez are "in many ways more
politically advanced that most of their members". What I had in mind is that when
Chavez approaches a new field to organize it many of the workers are not sure they
want a union, want to go on stiike or are ready to stand up to ‘the boss. Chavez
comes with an understanding that it might be necessary to have a sit in, to violate
injunctions, to prespass, to mibilize mass public support to distant cities to in-
validate the unjunction, to call on labor unions in Canada fn towcott productions, etc.
MD and DF go on to the ridiculous extreme of saying "Anyone in the UFW who openly

. opposed Chavez on any question eg, came out against the ’lllegals' policy, would

be instantly denounced as a traiter, politically destroyed and driven from the union
vithout a moment's hesitation.” This is patently false. Dicsenting staff, it is true
would be removed, but it is not atlall true fhr working farm workers in the fields.
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What this rhetorical favurish ignores is that his is not the way Chavez controls
the union. Finkel and Lenton suy ¢a p o 3 thet the Ul andUilW leaders "don't allow
rank and file democracy. . .in their own unions'| Again this is completely faise.
The UFW Convention was quite democratci, with everyone being allowed to speak, they
simply couldn't stank& up to Chavez. He could simply out argue them, had more know-
ledge at his fingertips and had thought through every situation. This is what I
meant by "more politically advnaced". The trouble is that Chavez does not educate
the ranks and that real, functioning democracy is impossible without politicaled-
ucation,.  What I conclude from this is not that we should orient to Chavez as being
more politically advanced, become his speach witters and assistathits, etc., but that
we have to educate the rank and file farmworkers to be just as sophisticated polifi-
celly, we have to help train a new class struggle, revolutionary leadership in the
farmworkers that can take Chavez on and challenge him.

The growing division in the unions then, is not where the 8tate of the Unions
document tried to draw it between the Meany crew and the &ld and new social union-
ists. I would contend that the UFW and the UMW represent a potentially different
direction Bat the US unions. The¥ are not part of the general rightward drift of
the US unions, but pepresemt potential left wing development. The UMW is the first
union the rank and file have reclaimed and turned around. Of course it has a new
18ftish bureaucracy,but onc that it is more prone to lead struggles than any es-
tablished union in this country. Unlike MD and DF I believe the MFD has restaed
democracy to the union, changing arounc one of the most bureamcratic unions in the
country, rather than as they say basically crushing it. The UFW represents. the most
militant organizztion of the unorganized and the especially oppressed ngtional min-
orities.

MD and DF say, "It is not our view that nay wing of today's union leadership
efither on the International or secondary level, can be the basis for a class stru-
gele wing of the labor movement." Although this is basically tnue, I do believe
many committeemen and working local officers may well become a big part of a class
struggle mevement. Mine worker local presidents who work in the pits, and Black
and Latin militants who become committeemen in auto or chief stewards in telephone
may wellbecome part of this movement. Because I said International officers ¥ill
lead struggles does not mean they are a class struggle leadership/ Let us say they
have experienced a period of stable contractual relationships with the corporation
and suddenly because of changed market comditions the corporation suddenly makes
an attack which threatens the life of the union. DF and MD would have you believe
that because théy accept their place in capitalism they will be unwilling to fight,
or perhaps they simply resond to rank and file pressures from below. I believe,
however, that often, not always, they will be willing to call a strike, or initiate
a struggle to protect the institution which they head. DF and MD's analysis lapses
intoan idealistic interpretation at times, because thef bureaucrats accpt capitalsim
they won't fight. Like Hoffa they may think struggle in inevitable, but this doesnt
mean they work for the end of the wage system or try to advance the workers as a
class to (illegible--typist note).

Yet when discussing CLUW and the CBTU the State of the Unions document presents
a crude mechanical explanation : the officials use the movement from below toadvance
théir own careers. DF and MD say that Black officials have an ideology, and come
under pressure from below, but "That is far from saying that the CBTU leaders are
movtivate by a commitment to black liberation.”! Black bureaucrats happen to be vic-
tims of racist discrimination in this society, and furthermore, many are committed
to doing something to bettering the conditlons of black people. This does not mean
they want to overthrow capitalism, and of course we know that 1s necessary to achieve
black liberation. = - ' -

Finally on the Labor party question, may amendment #2. There is some talk in the
'IS about the dissatisfaction with the Democratic Party. The NAC rejected by short
amendment with no reason given. I do not believe that the Democratic Patty 1is seen as
" an enemy, as an anti-working class, strike breaking party, rather then merely corrupt
and a subjJect of disdain., TIllusions in the DP are still r8ife and a major obstacle
bo our work. If the NAC rejects this amendment I believe ‘it. should argue thatthe
Labor Party question is now an actionable one and take the appropriate actions.
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Collecting on the promise of CLUW will lesgaly be determined by the memberhip
question.. . The bureaucracy's CLUW is. primarily a women's caucus within the AFL-CIO
and other international unions. To be sure this isn't a bad thing by itself. But compared
to the potential of CLUW to be a class-wide working women's movement, the lost opportunity
would be sad indeed.

. one ¢
. For our pur-pose, most important group of women in the work force are those.. -
who are beginning to e and struggle. These women are often either outside the .

traditional unions or in some limited relationship to them. For example, CUE (Union of
Clerical Employees of Contra Costa County California) o‘lfganlzed their jurisdiction.into -
their own ('Non-official") unfon and led a militant and important strike over wages and
working conditions. Another example are the women in IBT Local #315 who organized .
themselves over:s period- of months and then went to the union which had eearlier denied -
them membership. They are currently on strike. A third example are the workers now

in AFSCME 1695 who were an organizing committee for almost two years before they were
admitted to a union. : Fach of these examples show how quite often the most important .
activity goes on either outside unions.altogether as in the CUE strike or in various stages
of organization and officialness as #315 or #1695, (CUE is now in . AFSCME-~but that .

developed -some time after their strike.). . s / /6'\' i 7@

If your goal is to organize a broad social movement these women must be the heart
of it. If your goal is, however, to organize a caucus, then only those people"who are
bona fide members are legitimate, .

Hence our fight within CLUW for it to be a.democratic, rank and file women's movement
depends on whether those women who are at the moment fighting to become part of the
labor movement are included. This wi'l ~nntimie to be the-most-eignifieant fight within
CLUW in the coming period. + _ N 'MJM ,



WORKINC VOMEN, CLUW ANL IS WORK
Amendment by addition except for areas of overlap (Page 1)

The alition of Labor Union Women (CLUW) presents two important opportunities
for revolutionaries today. The first is its potential for building a class-wide working
women's movement and implicit in that isithe’ impetus for organizing unorganized women
workers, about 8(7) million in the U.S. )

CLUW is a significant national cross-union organization. Such a formation is indis~
pensable for winning class-wide demands.  Socialized child-care, for example, raised
within the confines of a single union has little, other than rhetorical resonance because
an individual union is not an adequate vehicle for pursuing such an issue. It is only when
unions togsther as a social movement fight for these demands thati they: can be won, CLUW's
cross-union character, in that sense, is a unifying force within organizpd labor and potenttally
within the entire working class. .

It is the job of revolutionaries to try to collect on the promise of CLUW.

The formation of CLUW itself rests upon important changes and movement within the
American working class. The most important of these is the entrance of millions of
women into the labor force and the smaller though significant increase of the numbers of
women in trade unions., Between 1962 and 1970 over one million women joined unions -
This was a huge increase of women in the labor movement. The proportion of women in
CWA, ACWA, ILGWU and IBEW has grown, but the most dramatic growth has been in
government and service unions such as AFSCME, AFT, AFGE, SEIU. To a lesser
extent gh%pmmﬁlon of women in other unions such as UAW, 1AM and railway clerks
" has increased.

Parallel with this development is the continual decline of the family. Nearly half of
all working women are either self-supporting or heads of households. - Even for married
women, though, their income is a significant proportion of the family total and thelr
family s standard of llving depends on their earning power.

No longer can women in the-work force be considered "temporary.'" The characterisitic
history of women has changed. in the past women, as part of the reserve army of the
unemployed, have been hirediduring periods of expansion (particularly in new industries)
and replaced by men during recession. Even in the post-World War II period this pattern
seemed to hold, But by the post-Korea recession the proportion of women in the work
force maintained at about 33%. Since then the rate of growth has slowed and the percen=-
tage of women in the work force is now about 40%.

In the current recession women are again losing some ground though it is too early
to tell how significant that will be. It seems likely th ¢ if unemployment does not reach
depression levels women will maintain about a 35% level.

However, even if women are forced out of the work force in larger numbers, in the
context of the degeneration of the family and the influence of the women's liberation
movement, it his highly unlikely that women will return to their traditional '"place."

The aspiration s of women to break through their traditional subservience to men and to
a higher standard of living generally may actually increase th eir militance in the coming
period despite the possibly conservatizing effects of threatened lay-offs.



Amendments to Section V of "Bureaucratic Collectivism" (Contradictions

of the Bureaucratic Collectivist Economy).
D, Crees

MOTIVATION

MP correctly notes that in Bureaucratic Collectivist societies
the economy and the polity interpenetrate and that crises in one area
will cause conflict in the other area. However, in MY's formulation
of both the class interests of phe BC class and in the discussion’'of
the contradictions of of the BC economy, he ignores the implications
of this interpretation, fhexfamxxsximpizxxefXrEMmERX

The four examples of common class interest are o descriptive
listing of policies and priorities whcich may or may not be "shared"
at o given point in time, Luxury consumption (#3) and improvements
for the working cluss (#4) might, at uny given point in time, be c
conflicting priorities. _ A

"Defense" (#1) is a task which faces any ruling class,, Nor is
it any longer directed solely against the advanced capitalist system,
Further, defense is a legitimate concern of a young worker's state
such as Russia during the civil war., Defense is o shared interest
of the BC class, but this.is a highly abstract statement which discusses
"defense" before clarifying what is being defended and what the
fundamental commom political/economic interests of the BC class are,

The problem.is even more strilking in the "contradictions" section.
To say that BC class interests lie in the "production of the means of
production” rather than the "production for the suke of social con-
sumption" ignores the fusion of the polity and the economy, Such a
formulation cannot explain (in its 'central' contradiction) the decline
of working conditions or productivity drives, Nor does it contain in
its central contradiction a critique of "luxury" production (which
IxxExfaxnxmfxpxEgNE L uRx PR X thExIakEXERX XBEXXIXRERINRREXER
is certainly not production of the meuns of production). In addition
the "contradiction" section glosses over the fuct that "production of
the means of production” may itself be in the interests of the working
class during o given historical period. o

The weaknesses of this section stem from an attempt to develop an
economic analysis of BC which parallels Marx's analysislof capitalism,
If, however, we toke seriously the fact that ownership of the means of
production is established through the political control of the state,
the resulting depiction is one in which the ruling class monopolizes
political/economic: power and directly appropriates the surplus social
product without the mediation of the market and the illusions of 'fair
exchange' which capitulism creuates, This political/economic system,
inx its totality, becomes a fetter upon production--that is its central
economic contradiction!



AMENDMENTS

Omit paragraph 2 (V, p. 1) and replace with:

"In Bureaucratic Collectivist systems, property is owned by the
state, Classes are there¢fore defined according to who controls the
state, who holds political power. The ruling class under bureaucratic
collectivism is the bureaucrucy which controls the state and thercby
owns and controls the meuns of production., Economic and political rule
are fused. ‘ - =

.. ..Decisions regerding production arc made to protect the class ;
interests of the burecaucracy, its politicul und economic supremacy, " -
Depending on specific circumstances production may be used to a) expand
the power and apparatus of the ‘military, b)develop heavy industry, '
¢) subsidize the growing sizc¢ of the government ‘and party, or even
d) improbve the conditions of the working cluss, as the nceds of industry
or growing working class discontent may require.,? Each of the above'
represents a common intcerest of the bureaucratic class as a whole but-
each of them is subsidiary to the primary class interest of maintaining
political (gnd thereby cconomic) supremacy. ' o '
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material benefits or "luxury" consumption, TFor cxemple, the production
of limousines and the development of "high fashion" industry. Such.
benefits, however, cmerge only after the basis of its.class rule are
secure, ' L "
The commun intcrests of the Bureaucratic. Class in no wuy implies

"that differcences within +the class’are totally absent," ,

(At this point return to paragraph 3 (V, p. 1)and continuc the

. paragraphd : v

Omit the entire scction "the Interests of the Entire Class" except
for the last three pap poragraphs  which should be carried as footnote g
above e o

Sectioh,V, pp. 8=9: Omit point 1) which is on the bottom of p. 8 ’
apd, the top of p., 9 und replace with the following:

.. "The central zmmkt economic- contradiction of Burcaucratic Collectivism
arises from the conflicting class intcerests of the Bureaucratic
tollectivist class (which secks to maintain its hold on power und
privilege) and the working class., The goals of the former lead to
countless politiccl and economic policies which attack the intercsts

of the working class. The subjection of the working cluss makes it
impossible for it to identify with the goals of production. The creutive
energies of x the woking class become channcled into self-defense ,
resistence and escape, The % the coercive systcm as a whole becomes

a fetter on production. : . ,

Some of the policies which are employed in the attack on working
class interests include: 1) overemphasis on heuvy industry at the
expense of production for social consumption, 2)production of luxury
goods which the masses arc unable to afford, 3) productivity drives
4) imposition of labor discipline including the abolition of the right
to strike, 5) repressive taxution, 6) limitation of consumption through
rationing, pricing policies and other means, 7) heavy military invest-
ment coupled with impcerialist foreign policies, 8) limitation of civil
liberties including frcedom of spcech and association, and 9) the
manipulation of family structure, marital and birth policies.
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The historicul justificution of scme of these policies (for =
example, military investment, productivity crives) arise from the
cxigencies fmxeridxhyxthr faced by the isclated and impovrished state
which was created by a worker's revolution in Russia. ilowever, with
the rise of the Burcaucratic Collectivist class all such policics
cone to serve the interests of that class in the scme way that the
gefr "Defense Department" in the U.S. uGecfends, first and foremost,
the interests of the U.S. ruling class,

kiExmfxkhEXIBEXEX PUXXEXREXLEXMXAXRX XL

As we have scen, the two major causcs of an 1n1t1ally high growth
rate within Burcaucratic Collectivist cconomies are 1) combined and
uneven development, and 2) the totalitarian controls which are used
to discipline the working class. The cffect of the first is naturally
reduced as a certain level of incdustrialization is achieved, liowever,
totalitarian controls also becone uecrea51ng1y effective as o motivating
force. Mass creative encrgies remain untapped and in their place
covert and (occasionally) overt resistence grows. Furthermore, attempts
to justify totalitarian controls are less ce¢ffcctive with the pussuge
of each year and with the growth of cver mure visible privilcge,
Consequently both of the original causes of a high growth rate become
less and less effective. The growth rute continues to decline as the
system as o whole becomes an ever greater obstacle to production,

It becomes increasingly clcar that separately and collectively the
Bureaucratic Collecctivist states represent a highly volitile powder
keg.
8 In addition, difficulties arc added by contradictions in the
planning process itseclf., In the first place, the ruling class can
lan and direct but it cannot plan well"
continue with paragraph 2, p. 9)

Onmit "3)" and replace with ¥xmxx "In the sccond place,"
Omit "4)"

Omit final paragraph on p., 10



