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WE ve THE RLAL STELL CONVENTION

[

- by Steve Z..,NYC

LELL

‘ Workers Powerz s analy51s of the steel union. conventlouswas a sadly m»a:de-quafe 6rie’ In
view of the fact that WF is now supposed to be azn’ analytu: paper, it was douhly sad‘ B

. i
% "

v The convenhon was 'nany th:mgs. Some were. adequately covered in’ WP But‘one of the o
most. rn‘por ant aspects, especially for us, as advocates of the R & F, was-the light the'"
convention threw on the meaning and content of the '"reform layer" in the union upon which

-some comrades lay so much stress.and hopes.. :What,did it do and not do, and, how did

T we realt‘e to 1t? About thls, WF said nothmg. EOE G gl '

1.-:\~0ur hopes and perspectives ( and those of some genuine R&F -delegates ‘a8 weu) at. - ¥
the tonvéiition were initially ‘pinned to the orgamzation ©of a single~issue caucus around
workers! right to vote on the cortract, (At present, that right is.reserved to the Bsic
StééliIndustr. Conference-- a meetmg of some 600 local presidents in which each local
has one vote irrespectlve of its size.  The conference is biased against the large steel
locals, and thus even more easily controlled by the top leadership.)

Such a cac is did emerge at the convention-- a group- of perhaps 40-50 delegates ( far, far
less than the number who had "prom1sed" support, etc,). . The prepearation of the caucus-
was dohe With the approval and support of Bill Andrews, Pres, of local 1010 "Indland Steel
and home local of distnct director Balanot’f -

. But what followed was a series of cowardly betrayals and retreats which WP totally
1gnored - T . .

1) The caucus was dealt a severe body blow just days before the convention began by
WWS and Balanoff ( A & B below)., ’Ihey were both members of the convention

" Resolutions committee, As principled supporters of the R&F and the princ:lple of the
right to vote on which the caucus was based, A&B had only to vote NO on the official
resolution, and demand the right to a m1nor1ty report to the convention. (o_r issue one if

- that r .ightl was demed) “Instead, they voted for a "comprom1se" which the hternf.tional v

- had offered, namely, not to allow the’ convention to vote on the issue, but to refor the

. quéstion “of the. rdght to vote to the’ Industry Conference (above), Business Week was de=-
l1ghted and reassured by this "compromise" A&B bought it too (.and much more ﬂesides). .

' In the meantime, A&B allowed the R&F to go on with the campaign, unprepared for what
was'cdming, Instead...... as the convention debate started, Fres McBride announced
that the Resolution Committee report was adopted unammously, and that both A&B would
speak on the matter from the podiurn, Both said essentially the same’ thing (A better than
B). 'Ihey still favored the R&F right to vote but accepted passing thé issue on to the Ind-

- ustry Conference, IF McBride would publically assure all that the Board would actually
meet and take up the matter. (McBnde, sa1d "Yes', in late 1979 or 1980). .

To the 3000 delegates the message was clear, If you'tre for the r1ght to vote, then 1ts O.K.

to vote ‘for the offfical resolut1on, as A & B were domg, ‘and not for the opposition caucus.
| 'Io the credit of the caucus, they did not cap:tulate (at least not at the start), but went on

with a creditable debate: urging a vote NO; against the "comprormse" 'Ihey got 10% of the

. vote, How much more they would have gotten if A&B had fought for the caucus line is
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’ "’"'impoas:.hle“m"sa'y, but. t‘.h&y—ga.ve. ma.ny a_fence-s:.u;er the out they were looking for,

~ 2) That night, at the ca.ucus'mf.e't'mg iLa.cha.m.e ou.t. ‘The delegates (-and the IS) had

. expected a far-grealer degree. of support for the:campaign, There was therefor quite'

. natdffally a lft—down (a_n,d 3 smaller meeting), .This.mood was not helped when it'was re« _
" vealed that sorne of the caucus-(the reform -group-from. local 1010 and. ) had_kngwm: -
 “-of the '*coi promise!!.and condoned A&B. c.andueb w:thont telh.nw =53 § x-stupidag -

A lﬁi w‘pcsi,nt, the 1ea.der of the o;:pgmon in Us Steel toeal, 65 ik del%a.,e, protested the—
behaviour of A&B. First, that tho A&B had paut. ina brief appearstiée at the c’a.uctm meeting'ths.
the night.before, they had failed to tell the caucus.members of their mtentions, 'J:ls,t(vas

" 7 'to.say the least.irresponsible and disorienting: 'Seeond, thit:thédrvots' 'and .spasc
the,,qgnyeguon were in.effsct an invitatjon to.delegates to vote . a.ga.i.hst the cauqns L g‘

i T«hisu:;ﬁ{tq ue was deleivered, in a. properly dispagsionate mannérwe 2 prbtes&, notap M

ted by othen delegates, ‘and constituted in &ffect a left-wing of thé iﬁéeqlng,. :
£+ ,,n the que: stion;of depenée.nca on and submissmn lso rdiorm bnrow.cr
! sijrrdnes .-
7.8 prohng-cd debate. £ollowed, with R&.F deleages from loca.l 1010 eoming ta the defense of -~ - -
their pregident, Andrews:( and to:a lesger-extent, Balanoff)." They argued that the comp=~

- romise wasdn £act:a-nodest win areund which they ¢ould now organize. (They also elearly'
had { b the possibility-of winning suéh d fight in the’ ' ;Y Co.nference-- or,

~.at least had to. a.ppea.r to believe it in order to-justify their' defénie &f Andrews. )y may

- -indeed-be: t#pe that fight can be-launchedaround the conference, but that does _not vitiate: .
f(a) tha._t‘a.ct..tharwe have here a tlaasic case of leud\rs ‘actitiy iﬁdependently of, and oyen:. | e
~.chntrary.to- the ‘palicy of the. R&F to' whom they are supposedly responsible, and (B)-the - B
’ia.ct.;hs,bwhzlefu is proper to wke advantage-of a bad law or an action we opposed, that -
““dnes .not, justify -defending that'action or-law au' corx-ect. (althohgh that seems to be
, of the mlmiom d.e{léga.tes from local 1010 ‘ Was it our géduon l:oo ?)

s

._,-Iif'. '

[

)

0 Lottty el
hmgmu the: debate ({ esewenvially Bt s, rela:tion of the R&F to' thelr 1eadén‘)f f,ff ;Q
- own-camrades; reiramed! frony coming £6 the” aupport‘ of those del.egates who—criﬁci‘ed
Andxews&‘eoudmct. ‘The (;uesnon na.turally drises~~ perhaps' some spec:a.l mcnmsta-ncas '
. -prevented ;omrtopen jinterventiow; ' But the’ éUmra.dss"prenent agreed Jsubaequenﬂy. that t,hat
not theccase, J< Thatin:fact the aetually: &iéagreed with'the’ Ela.tement of the -delegate from. ;
locﬂab&sazidaothetﬁ‘aud disapproved het making it. ' 'So they said. nothing in-her support; a.nd
§aw no reason to entxque either A&B or to geustion the R&Fegs ‘who. defcnded them, -In .4 . r‘
. additionw o insibﬁ.ﬁg%d tha_posiﬁve asPects ‘68 Andrewrs pohcx, they alaa s&rqssed l.'ha fu;t
~ fhat wilike ‘othér radicals, I19ér's are Tespectea by the Feform. R& 23 1bec§sue\gq dnp tact
- like.ditlts) akid kno 'hdw ‘to, relate 't themy, It ‘E‘Hif&cuit to resist tb,e thouahf.—; Pel‘PaP“
t.hey $espect s so mui:h,becasue whils “them,’ le :
them*when*dre difﬁer. By De

comodnos oipewt o uod al sl Sle smorann L aiadn

3) “The  failure 6f WP to e’\refﬁ allale’ts any of the atidve in its report 'adds still hnother
~dimension to the retrea.t The only reference to Balanoff (Andrews is not mentioned; a,t
all), is his statemélt o tfxer new ‘élection &f’ officers, pohcy. Ag fo; s yoladg sub!m;'ﬂng

the key'issuc, the. riéhh to vote, WP malnigﬁh d ‘total gilence.’

iy
In a redeit IS d%i:um&:f e 'a¥e ¥old* that it is oxntless a.nd comterpx;oduchve m harkep)
backH 4° bu:‘)éauc‘ré.f’* ea.tlwr 'beha.v:.our. be ya,ls, but that we should focus op his cuyrent, . .
dsranamié"* “SomiE 6’{“ ds were app’rehensive 4bout that formulation as opening the door to
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- silence_about his current betrayals as:-well, Unreasonable as that may sound, these fears
’1 were strikingly- confirmed when, inthe case of Harry Patrick, we kept silent about his
‘-caurrent betrays (breakmg the wildcats) even w_l_;;l_e Jhe_was being mvxt_gd to address 3
; 'IDU convennon. Now we have.a repeat, Silence about A & B Ccurrent double-crosss of
. their own supporters, not to speak of the principle involved, The relation between the. .

- de facto cover-up of reform leaders bureaucrats and the £alse theory that this layer will
initiate and lea,d the oppostiion must be apparent, . ;

4} The Steel convention and the WP article also revealed the mtensifym& depohuc:.zauon
..of aur union work,

(a) The developments outlined above presented us w1th a concrete and clearly relevant
opportunity for politicization~- an opportunity which we always look for patiently a.nd can
not prematurely invent, In Atlantic City, ti was necessary. and em-umltlyjossible

. fight for our view on the role of the R&F and'its¢relation to leabor-leaders in the process
:of becomlqg bureaucrats' to deepen the rieed for self-reliance (.or the awareness of that
‘need) and, hosuhty to bureaucrats; to show the’ difference between how real R&F leaders.
conduct themselves and how bureaucrats. do, even the reform type; and, to explainWHY"
R&F leaders and militants tend to become bureaucrats unless they adopt certain pohﬁcal
outlooks~~ particularly in the present period! This task was evaded, at best, :

(b) A recent example of a parallel phenomenon in a steellocal- was uncovered by
events in local 65, Sadlowki's home local, Here, an election contest arose between
Sadlowski supporter, John Chicao, and a RF oppostion grouping led by a veteral unionist,
The Chicao slate was F OR protectionism, and for ammending the ENA, not dropping it,
The oppostion was clean on these issues, Yet Sadlowski actively supported Chico, not
his own R&F supporters. Apparently, WF did not think this conduct of Sadlowski worth
reporting,

(c) The continued depoliticiaz hon was further demons trated by the fact that no attempt
was made to sell ( or distribute) either WP or our new Steel pamphlet, In view of our
timidity in ﬁghtmg for even the most elemental concepts of the R&F relation to leaders
at the convent:lon, it is difficult to see this failure as a.cc1dental. It seems rather to be a.n

anticipation of the politics of the la.bor paper.

Lastly, the steel convention also threw l1ght on still another question, We have been told
repeatedly that "it is practice that counts', so one must not be too disturbed at “poor
theoretical formulations", How dangerous this separation of theory and practice can be
is amply demonstrated in "practice' described here, What we see is the fruit of a theory
which insists that it is a layer of the bureaucracy which is responding a.nd will- initiate the
ppposuon movment in the unions, The result, in practice, is, and was.in sl:eel that we
not only withheld our valid criticism of reform officials conduct, but also withheld our
necessary fraternal criticism of R&Fers ( who suffer ‘similar illusions)., Instead, we -
shared their defense and rationalization of the conduct of a section of this "progress:.ve"

layer of the bureaucracy. P o s _
. ‘ " Oct. 4, 1978



"THE REAL STEEL CONVENTION"--OR THE:REAL MIND OF STEVE Z?

““This’is a partlal answér to Steve Z's document "WP vs the Co

Real Steel Convention.” - -0ther aspects of_the answer will be found 'T;] -

elsewhere: in«thms ‘Bull'etin, _Apoiitical. analy51s of wur relationship
to ‘Balaneff . is being- prepared by the’ Gary branch.  That last doucment
will not. .be a 6pec1f1c answer ‘to:'specific’ charges; ‘raxier it will
gtiempt. toielear yp- m;sconceptlons, -and:to: explain a situation whlch,
though still unique in some ways, .is relevent to much of:our work. '
This present answer is NOT a report on the USW convention. That
report appears elsewhere.; When that report was: wrxtten,\I faced la . %
‘Ehotded’ U should I write-a genuine polltlcal overview of what hap-n,,
pened in Atlantic City for the benefit of our members? Should it contaln
iwhat I thought was a“balanctd emphas1s,'stre351ng wha; was 1mportap,&,*
deaving: out the:details, ‘ett?” Or-shouid Y attempt to "cover" myse;

and ‘the fraction:{and indeed: the>dS-ap‘an organization): against the’ g

.charges’, S%eve Was making? (For Steve!sr charges, in draft” form; ‘were. *
a;ready mgl;eg to :some; members. long:before the WP COVerage'appeared
--qulte possibly before .the USW.convemtion had ; even\adnourned.) - I
_déei eﬁ.that the .correct th;ng to.do was.te. write a.genuine, hope-
fully 4deccurate and useful, . conYent;on report.. I chogse notto un- -

baldncs the” répdrt ansWerlng Steve.. For the very fact of attempt- . . _U;LQ

ing to put-things:back 'in prOportlon the very act of denylng that . - . »
something-happened, serves “to ‘skewer a dlscuss1on in the direction ‘
of the. charges, to: preventiserious:discussion of 'the real issués.

. The: eonvention repert, as:written, is politically accufate,'-
and it..is.that report, (combingd with the WP article) .that members’
ought fo read ta. Jnderstand o® view of the. convention: In other . -
words, ‘this present document is NOT abgut, the USW.convention;  At-
is about’Steve's document. E

In large part, I am forced to deal with what did NOT happen. st 3

what ‘was NOT thought, what it did NOT mean. The method of making -
constant charges without anyevidence has often' forced pe0ple engaged
in real work into this: sortvof frustrating response.’ ‘Steéve has em- -
pieyedothis: method .for.a very long time now; and it has’ Only—served
to misinform and distort our discussions At-the risk of ‘massive ‘over=si-
kill, then, perhaps this answer, and the others follow1ng it, will
show the membershlp that when, the;time and trouble is takeny. ]

document of Steve's can be. shown for what it iss dlstortlon,,,nngéndotﬂpfn}

misquotes, and--at best-—blow1ng something way out of propoxtion, . ; .
: Let us actually examlne what Steve said’ happened 1nelu@ing ‘
the assumptions Steve makes, w1thout tell’ g‘anyone that" the&ﬂ” 3
onkly. assumptions..uau Nl T i o edd TR :
avr j2-Steve: refems 02, rank andrflle ?caucue" for-the right to rat= i
ify. I .do not want. tOthlbble .over -words.; *But- "caticus!i:means cer«@x:uxo
tain thlngs to IS members when written in. an: internal:-doucment .
and Steve knows this. It means a.group. -Whieh agrees.to function .
togéthert it takes votesi ‘it may (usually does) have some gtructure
(offlcers._dues, etc ). It may only be on a single issue, or for an
election. o
The rank and file meetings at the convention were not meetings
of a caucus. The notion, throughout Steve's document, that Balanoff
and Andrews failed to be guided by the "caucus'" wishes is a complete
red herring. They also could be charge d with failing to act under
IS d1¥c1p11ne. But they aren't members of the IS. Oh. Well they
weren Ymembers" of this "caucus" either--and no one thought they
were, and no one thought this was a dlsc1p11ned caucus. (By the end
of the Convention some thought that a structure towards creating a
caucus in the future was appropriate. Others, including myself, be-
lieve that this was still premature.

Mhniwenr lnAd smavrras hAamim A AnTT1 FPAasm A MTAniiAana? a otataoamant Af
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Mind of Steve Z./2

principles, etc. The origins of the right-to-ratify meetings which:
took place at Atlantic City are complex, but they throw:a good deal:
of llght on what the steel opposition is llke and how we function
in it. .

Several months before the convention we, and other people in
the rank and file movement, began loocking for a way to focus our for-
ces, to heln build the reform movement. The single most important
convention issue, we thought, was preservation of the réferendum
vote for international officers.’ The administration had floated some
trail balloons to sce if they could move against this. But unless
they came out openly for doing away with the referendum, 't»would'
be impcssible to raise it as the key issue. :

In addition, the issues most on the minds of people in the
mills were, of course, not convention issues at all--forced over-
time, .incentives, etc. were contractual issues which convention res-
olutions-would do nothing about, in reality.

The right to ratlfy was 'seen as a key tactical issue that
overcame both shortcomings. First, it had the effect of a pre-emtive
strike on the referendum vote: if the administration was put on
the defensive on ratification, they would not dare raise the abolition
of the referendum. (Essentially this worked, though McBride  went _
aft:r ghe referendum in another way, through the campaign financing
route. ) ; s,

And secondly, the right to ratify was the convention issue
which most clearly could be used to mibilize people about wages, con-
ditions, etc. "It will be harder to sell us out if we get to vote ;
on our contraet’ look at the Miners," etc. It was not then an abstract

issue of union democracy; it could be linked to all the other aspects ,
of building a fighting union.

The -right- to-ratlfy issue was pushed and made the key issue
with a number of people in District 31, and espe01ally local 1010.

It was one of the main planks in the 1010 Rank and File's delegate
election program.

Informal contaets: were made with people in other locals. es-
pecially with the Iron Range, and the Homestead grcup. Balanoff was
not the orlglnator of the issue; has publicly identified as ‘being
in favor of the issue, but he was not publicly identified with the
right-to-ratify forces, which centered on 1010, his home local.

At the District 31 conference, it:.was possible to hold a press
conference of. local pres1&ents to announce their support of the
rlght to ratify; +this included’pro-administration people.

, A Local 1010 membership meeting authorized the use of local
funds to send a letter to every local in the union on the right to
ratify (which would have. automatically put on the agenda of every
local meeting). Bill Andrews, local pre51dent, went along with this..

he International stepped in, blocked the funds, and opened an inves-
tigation of how local 1010 had obtained an "illegal mailing list".

The real threat of reeelverehlp which 1010's voting the funds raised
did not keep Andrews from: backing the move; the 1nvest1gatlon.
luckily, went nowhere (what mailing list? We were going to ask the
International to mail it at our expense") but the posslblllty of .
actually mailing out the letters also died. (At this point, the rlght-
to-ratify was being lihked with a larger dues break for the smaller
locals. This was an attempt to horse-trade with those locals;"repre-
senting the majority of USW members, who already have the right to
ratify. The loss of the mail-out meant that this angle--including
the attempt to get delegate credentials from smaller locals--was far,
far beyond the organizational capacity of the right-to-ratify forces.

Organizing of the right-to-ratify forces was therefore in fits
and starts, with large holes. Andrews continued to support his members'
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doing this, but he was not the organizer of it: that was done at
the level of grievers.and rank anﬁ fllers, and was one of the 1limi-- ;- -
tations on- its" effectivenesso- ;
: Slmllarly Balanoff gave the 1010 peOple and the others room

to operate-dhd did nothing which mlght squelch their efforts. But: ‘i
he was not pointman on it. Steve mlght be glad, . for:this was a pure-
ly rank and file operatlon. Our . attltude is: 1f we .could have - .{:
gotten more heavywelphts to carry it, it would have been stronper.  Brd,

But--and alas, nothing isg 51mp1e when you . forge people to.; v
g0 into detail--the tac¢tical wisdom. of’ Balanoff becomlng the point
would have been very doulous.,,There is some indication that Balanoff\
attempted unguccessfully t6 pressure Sadlowski intc doing something. :i-
There is no question ‘that he” made .sure that the 1010 people were &
backed up when they approached people from the dlstrlct.- But. Bal-
anoff has a hostile staff, 'a hostile IEB, ‘and some ;mportant hostile.
locals in 'his own district, - A1l you can. ‘ask of a leader in his git-
uation ‘is that he open the doors. ‘that he not undercux your: efforts,
and that he back you on the 'i'ssue itself, whether he is key in or-
ganizing it or not. These thln gs Balanoff.did. .. . .

All of which means we .came into ‘the Ccnventlon w1th some s A
strnegths 31, especially the" 1010, people; Homestead; the Iron Range.
These were the activists, and the neetins were, in effect, meetings..
of these people and whoever else they could get to come (plus
the left). -
It was the meetings of a network, or a network-ln-the—maklng,
with no officers, no votes taken. and open to anyone who wandered
in. (Only delegates were suupposed to speak, but after the first .
night or two, thls was not enforced. By the end, members. of organs- y
ized left-wing groups constituted a large part of. the. attendance,
though almost none of the delepates.) ‘The meetlngsrwere open to
the predd.. It was not a place where secrecy of tactics was poss11e,
nor where the w1ll of “the maJorlty reflected anythlna more than
who showed upt . il : :

~ Steve charpges that Bill Andrews and Jim Balanoff "betrayed""
this caucus. They did not see themselves as respons;ble to. the rank
and file; they" did what they wanted. ‘ SRR S TR |

But Andrews, as Steve knew, w-as. respons1ble to exactly those

to whom he owed resnon51b111ty: the other delegates, from his local,
. (and the same thlng isthis case) the leaders of thé real caucus.of - . ..

which he is a disciplined member: the Rank and Flle Caucus: of TLocal oy
1010, Andrews met with the leaders of the 1010 delegation and dis-
cussed” the speech he would make at the convention; they helped draft
the speech. and he did exactly as he agreed to.do.. Is thls a betray-:
al'> Perhaps of Steve S hopes to find some dirt. :

That is some of the backvround Qf ‘these "caucus" meetlnps.‘ e b
It is very temptln to go- throuph Steve's document line- by—llne -
(as hei'does with everybody else's) and show how (1) He usually is.
very badly informed on matters of fact; (2) He has no hes1tatiénVﬁ
in dls%ortlng thlngs to make his, p01nts. . :

Examplest On the Basie Steel Industry Conference, Steve says
in his second oaragraph: "The. conference is biased against the - l
large steel locals, ‘and thus even more eagily controlled by the top .
leadership.’ (My emphasis.) The first clause is trues the conference . ..
is one local pres1dent/one vote, whlch is extremely dlsadvantageous.'yl,
to the larger locals. The Convention, incidentally, is also strue- ., -
turally biased against larger 1ocals.,The second part of Steve s,
statement 1s somewhat stranges. does he mean 1t 1s even easler to
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.eontrol than the convention? If so, he is clearly wrong (see the USW
convention report for:a brief discussion of this.) I want to make

a methodological point here. Mu opinion on this question is based
on a good deal of contact with the USW, with listening to the views
of our own members in steel and the views of dozens of people who
have been to USW conventions as delegates and even to the BSIC.

.-, Steve's "opinion" is stated as a fact--and based on no evidence, no
knowledge, no theoretical reasons (except, presumably that they're
all local presidents<-as if the Convention represented the rank

and file, and the conference the bureaucracy) no nothing.  I- statte
catagoricallys +the basic steel 1ndustry conference, though it is
not a democratic body, though it is a body ‘which should not, in our
view, have the rlght to ratify, though it is biased against large
locals, is NOT easier to control by the top leadershlp that the con-
vention. It is harder, and this can be demonstrated: the‘last BSIC
initially reJected the contract, then submitted to arm-twisting and
threats to ratify it. The convention never rejected anything, no
matter how minor. Which , if you were McBride, would yocu think
easier to control?

“In the next paragraph Steve says that a group of 40~ 50 dele—
pates ("far far less than the number who had 'promised' support,”
etc.")emerged as a caucus. Promised support to who? And what does
"etc." mean? What the hell is this man talking about? Hundreds of
delegates were for the right to ratify, very few had ever said they
would come to these meetings.. In fact the meetins were a first; our.
overall assessment is that they were a success, an important first
step. ' :

But folk s, it takes two paragraphs of background and explan—
ation to clear up Steve's llttle phrases. Lo T

‘Next paragraph: cowardly_betrayale«and retreats”: no one

else except t¥hevSparts think so; including, according to her, one
delegate whom -Steve quotes. This is Steve's characterization. It
is false on. every count. '

n."' i"‘--" . . 4 g ot . ’

: Nexr Uaragraoh' ‘"The caucus was dealt.a severe blow just . . .

days«:s" Again, no one else thought so, the "caucus" didn't know. .
about thls terrlble damage to, its ability to wage a fight, etc.

One point here: mo one at Atlantic Clty thought the right-
to- ratlfy forces could win the vote on this issue; any possible illu-
sions disappeared when the Convention opened with a test vote to
change the rules. There is no way right to ratify could have been
won, though it is true that this fact was not exactly our major rallying
cry. :

So the compromise of which Steve speaks was not a compromlse .
strlctly sPeaklng. We--the rank.and flle—-pave up nothing. We got
the issue kept alive at the BSIC, where we have a foctus to organize = -
around. That is the essential hole in all of what Steve argues;j g
not only can't he show Balanoff and Andrews getting something for T
their “"betrayal”,. he can't even show what they gave up, what they e

"sold". The' chance to win the rlght to ratify? Nonsense. The chance’
to make an educational floor fight? But that was done anyway. Was
Balanoff's speech part of this educ.tional process? Probably it was
intended to be; it was such a poorly delivered speech (could Balanoff
have had a guilty conscience, did he know Steve was watching and
would find him out, and EXPOSE him), that it had ‘hardly any effect.

Did Andrews' earlier actions on the resolution committee (Bal-
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Vanoff, says Steve, was also on the committee. I have the cOmmlttee-
ligt, ‘Steve: maybe you have a different one; but, this is only a = -
aetall) hurt the fight for the right to ratify in any way? Did 1t
inhibit the growth of the reform movement? Did it demoralize the
rank and file? (Who?, besides your one delegate)? Did anything
actually hapnen to get a document from Steve? In fact, we believe,
Andrews' “compromice" was a small victory. It gave us gomething
without,ﬂin{any way,. hu“tln“ the fight for the whole works.

Steve'tellé us that there was much criticism of Balanoff and
Andrews at the "caucus" meetlnr following the right-to-ratify vrte.‘
The "leader of the Opnoqltlon in Iiocal 65", a delepate, opened it,
and "was supported by other delegates, and constituted in effect a
left wing of the meetinz, at least on the qu951on of dependence on
and subr “ssion to refovm bureaucrats"”.

This description is gimply untrue, but it reveals a lot about
the scenes Steve expects to see, and convinces himself to see, and
then tells others that he saw.

The accusation of a "back-room deal" was made by a Spart, -
who was not a delegate, It was.supported by no delegates. The dele~
gate from Local 65, %o whom Steve refers, specifically and emphatic-
ally disassoclated heLself f om this accusation. No other delegates
supperted even her view, let alone the Spart. Members of MLOC, the

liarxist-Leninist Opganizing Committee did. That was the "left-wing
of the meeting", the one our members. should have supported, according
TO Steve. Apart from the fact that our members should not have

(a tactical question, see Kim's document) and apart from the fact
that the critics were sectarians,; the critics were also wrong.

There 1is an *an~oat1nﬂ s1de lig ht to this question. The
one delegate who did cri iticize Balanoff s ‘conduct "the leader of the
opposition” 1n Local 65 is the one person with whom Steve Z. has ‘
a longstanding persona* political relationship, one which he has ne ver
attempted 1o ‘share wi%th the fractlon, who have had to build an inde-
pendent relationshin with her. It is a falr question, I think, to
ask: to whav degtee are Steve's perceptions shapsd by hers--and to
what degree are her perceptions and actionss shaped by Steve, acting
independently of, and nerhans contrary to, the political line of the
IS fraction involved? DMembers of the IS, I believe, whether theyare
members of ‘the fraction or not, have a plifiical responsibility to
carry the organization's line in dealing. with non-members in a par-
ticular arena. L

Which brings us to Steve's critiqué of Sadlowski's actions
in Local 65, and WD s failure %o report on it. Candy's document,
included here, answers the question from the standpoint of WP coverag
and I refer members to i%t.

But there is:another noint, concerning what acutally happened.
at 65. Two sets of qqdlow ki su“"ortprs ran against each other for.
delegate to the convention. One slate was headed by John Chico,
president of the local. Chico 1s by no-means the left-wing of the
badlowskl forces. "He is mov1np ightwards:on certain issues, as.
3heverpeinte aulree (JLn position on general social issues, for ex-

ample, the Nazies in Ch¢ca¢o, ig quite #ood, though it doesn t cost
nim much to take these o= :itions). -

Against Chico's slate_was a~slate'led by several grievers and
at least one member of the executive board. Several of the slate
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members are identified with lLeft-wing organizations.

Had we been there, from what we know, we would almost certain-
1y have supported the left-wing slate. Sadlowski wupported Chico;
indeed it was almost his first activity of any sort since he ran
for president. "Yet Sadlowski supported Chico, not his own R & F
supporters," says Steve. Wrong. Sadlowski supported the more con-
servative of his supporters apgainst the more left-wing of his sup-
porters. Big surprise to anyone who didn't know anything about Local
65, or the USW, or Ed Sadlowski. It would have been stunning if
Sadlowski had dumped one of his closest allies, John Chico, in favor
of the CP--which is at least as valid a view as Stecve's.

Incidentally, although Steve deoesn't put this on paper, many
members have somehow gotten the impression that Sadlowskl and Balan-
off supported Chico. So far as we know, there is no basis for this.
Balanoff, to the best of our knowledge (which while not complete,
is not completely guesswork either) took a complete hands-off atti-
tude on the Local 65 elections. Is this a betrayal? Should Balanoff,
the district director, have intervened in an important local against
the president of that local (who will remain president, regardless
of the delegate vote), when that president has supported him against
the International? A betrayal, proof of what we can expect from
bureaucrats? At least a mistaken tactic? In our view, not even
this last: rather a correct decision which we would support.

~To sum up: there 1is not a single substantive point in Steve's
attack. It is based on distortion, fabrication, and a preconception
that makes Steve sec what he wants to see. Properly, in a fully
mature organization, it is something that ought to be laughed off
and ignored.

Yet, we are answering it, at very great length. Perhaps this
will discourage the method--write a document full of distortions,
circulate some rumors, and let everyone else have to answer. The
discussion then revolves around your points, your criticisms, however
much they are minor, or even totally irrelevent.

But I cannot stress enough how damaging this is. Our members in
industry went to Atlantic Yity to help build a movement; the IS sent
two staffers for the same purpose. None of us feel that Steve was
there for any cther purpose than to find out some dirt to use against
the steel fraction. It is most demoralizing to people who work very
hard, with great dedication, to have to constantly worry--not about cri-
ticism--but about making sure they don't use the wrong phrase in front
of a comrade, making sure they "cover" themgelves. It is a terrible
thing to worry about being honest to your own comrade for fear he
will take your honesty out of context, or even change your words, in
order to "expose" you. It is absolutely time that this method of

sectarian, uncomradely, and dishonest behavior stop.

~-~George F.



*  OF PRACTICE AND THEORY: Yet another answer to yet another set of
misrepresentatlons and dlstortlons. ) ;

Its one thlng to haVe shapr polltlcal differences and debate. Its ,
another to have to spend so much time cutting through the mountains '
of mlsrepresentatlons and distortions that always seem to come from
the pen of Steve.Z. Once again we are forced to seperate fiction -
from fact, so that we may get to the real ddfferences. In this case,
it involves two aeccusations made by Steve Z. in his document; "WP vs.
The Real Steel Convention." This answer won't deal with the misrpreA
sentations of what happened at the USW convention or with Sieve's
distorted notion of what WP is for. Both od these will be answered
elsewhere. This answer deal only with Steve's attacks on IS practice
and IS theory.

Steve's criticism of IS practice involves the functioning of IS
members at a meeting dwring the USW convention in which reform activ¥isits
and radicals debated the actions of local 1010 President Bill Andrews.,
The merits of Andrews' actions will be tdaken up elsewhere. 0f the ISers
functioning, Steve writes:

"Thoughout the debate(essentially about the relation of the R&F to
their leaders), our own comrades refraned from coming to the
support of those delegates who criticized Andrews' conduct. The question
naturally arisies -~ perhaps some special circumstances prevented our
open intervention. But the comrades present, agreed, subsequently,
that that was not the case. That in fact they actually ‘'disagreed
with the statement of the delegate from local 65(criticizing Andrews -~
KM) and others and disaproved her making it. So they said nothin in
her support, and saw no reason to critique either A&B (Andrews and
"Balanoff - KM) or to question the R&Fers who defended them. In addi-
tion to ineisting on the positive aspects of Andrews' policy, they
also stregsed the fact that unlike- other radlcals, the ISers are
respected by the reform R&F because they don't act like nuts, and
know how to relate to them. It .is difficult to resist the thought -
perhaps they respect us so much because while flghtlng alOngside
them , we do not struggle with them when we differ."

No doubt, this paragraph is meant to expose the fact that the ISers,
like the overwhelmlng ma jotrity of delegates present at this meeting -
thought Andrews' policy justified, although there were some criticisms
of how it had been arrived at. Since all the mebers of the IS who -
were there readily affirm this, one wonders why Steve goes to such
lengths to expose the highly visible. Obviously, to give:rone the,
impression that the ISers have sinned and are ashamed. It is not
enough for Steve to simply argue the political difference = for .or
against Andrews. He feels it neccessary to discredit the comrades by
implying that they Jjust meekly went along with some betrayal by the
reformers, that the ISers did "not struggle with them when we dlffer."
And so, there is all this stuff about there being no "special circur v . o™~
stances"™ preventing our intervention on the side of the mysterlous 4

delegate from local 65,

Wlthout in least denylng that we A4id not "dlffer" with most of
the reformers on Andrews policy, it is worth clearing up Steve s
misrepresentation on this score for what it shows about Steve's
method. There were , in fact, a number of circumstances that limited
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our ability to intervene on either side of the- question. There were

only five ISers presgent at any part of the meeting, other than Steve.
Two of these, like Steve, were not members of the USW, but were present
as membess of: thé press, Under the guidelines of the meetlng the press
was not expeécted to enter the debate. Two other comrades arrived only ..
toward the énd of the debate and were. not: fully aware of what wis going
on, While this probably would not haye detered Steve, it did deter s
these comrades., Not Jumplng into thlngs when you don'*t know ‘the scorefj;
is one wdy tké comrades in steel win deserved respect. This left one
comrade. Yes, comrades, all this flap is over one comrade. This comrade ,
choose to abide by the previous agreement that non~delegates should ;
not speak at these meetings. It is true that other leftists who were not
delegates spoke. It fact, it was not a delegate at all, as Steve ‘says,
who started the debate over Andrews. It was.a noh-delegate who is a
member of thé Spartlclet League who led off.(The only delegate to

attack Andrews was the famous Gelegate. from-local 65, who it turns out
is'a long-time friend and political collaborator of Steve Z.'s and with
whom he spent much time during the convention. As Steve likes to put
these things, it is difficult to resist the thought -~ perhaps Steve

had some influence on this delegate. ) With the exception of this one
delegate, the other opponents of Andrews' policy were mostly sectarian
leftisite - Sparticists and members of the Marx1st-Len1n1st Organz1ng
Commlttee (MLOC) «

So it is that the failure of one IS member to break the ground
rules of the meeting and jump” on the: band wagon intiated by left sect~
araans is blown up into an accusatlon that- the ISers in steel win
respect by sucking up to the reformers. Unfortunately for Steve his famts,
like his 'accusations,. don't hold water.

The dlshonesty of Steve s appr och is even more apparent when it
is realized that Steve's contention that all the cohrades agree with
him that there were no. sp°c1al circumstances preventlng 1nterventloh
is completely-false. At a lunch-time meeeting with the 'Steve, the
fraction discussed this’ quesulon and informed Steve that.there were
special circumstances - the one's described abové, To- be sure we would
not ‘Have Jumped:in.with. the Spartlolsto and MLOGers in'dny ,case, since
we did not agree with their views on the questlon. But-to siander the
comradés’ 1n.steel, Steve .had to go beyond mere - polltlcal dlsagreemtnt
and turn the facts around. , . .

) ! t

Another thlng must be sald of Steve 2 method. The 1nc1dent w1th
which he chooses to slander the. steel comrades was, in' the context of
real events, completelJ trivial. The debate  in that meeting was not ° P
the 1mportant event Steve makes: it out to be, and no one but the~ -
sectarians thought 1t was. But. Steve is out-to prove to the world that
the IS is "drifting to the right" and so écery trivial events becomes =
grist for his mill. ‘Tn this case he was out torshow that we don't struggle
with other trade union activists or reformers when we differ. Since we
didn't differ in this case, Steve has to turn a small episode into
a big deal, Even if S®eve could prove we were polltlcally wrong,
the fact that one ISer did not leap 1nto the debate 1n one meeting

would prove- nothlng.et

Steﬁe“sﬁys we do not “struggle" with othefs when we disagree.
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If by "struggle," a very loaded word in IS circles, ateve means wo do
.not expose, slander and mlsrepresent our collaborators in' the reform
movement; then we are of course guxlty. If he means that. we. Suppress
differences, don't argue with those with whom we work, or .just gener-
ally go aldng w1th whatever they want, then we are defxnltely not
guilty. : : v
bteve, of course; is trying to paint a pﬂcuure of the political.
situation in District 31 in particular, that justifies his later.
accusation that it is our supposed theory which leads to such. alleged
opportunism. The picturé He tries to p.iInt is one in which “"bureau-
crats” like Balanoff and Andrews do things, the lower' .echelons of the
reform .forces like Olzansky and Mezo fall into line and prepare. thelr
apologies and coverups, and the IS goes along smiling all ‘the way.
Like many of the pictures Steve paints these dfys, this one is inaccurate
from start to- flnlsh. :

_ Without try:ng to paint a detailed picture in this short document.
we would point out that in rea’1ty a good deal of the activity of the
reform forces in District 31 is initiated by the  lower- echelons¢\ -y
In most cases this initiative is encowraged by Balgnoff. ‘That is, he
does not have.a bureaucratic attitude toward initiatives from below.

So, that part of the plcture crumbles.

Our day to day work goes on in the milieu of the local union .
acthlsts in various union locals where most of the 1n1t1at1ves occur,
Some of these 1n1t1at1ve° come Prom us. We have been in the le,d, often
along with others, in the women'‘'s work, the fight against protectlonlsm
last year, and the right to ratify this year. In most cases we‘have
had to argue with some people, to convince them and bring ‘them’ along.«
There are also people whe agree with us, or with whom we agree, almost
from the start. The reason for this is simple enough: we share the
same experiences and th2 same understanding of the situations in which
we work because we have, worked together for some time, While Steve
chooses to:believe that nothing ever. .changes and no one ever moves . .
politically until he has exposed.them, it is our experience that
many people JRE moving to the left. If Steve insists on perceiving
this as o "drlft to the right” that is his problem.

Quite properly, our basic attitude toward those rank and filers,
grlevers. committeemen and OﬁcaSLOnally local officers with whom we
work in the refirm movement is one of friendly collaboration. Like
ourselves, these people arée working class £ fighters. Scarcely any-
of them are bureaucrats in the scientific sense. In any case it is
definitely our experlence that po] .tical differences are more important
than sociological ones in this milieu.. The fight, for example, over
the prokgram of the right to ratify campaign was not between sociological
strata, but between political trends within the reform forces. If Steve
were to spread the: word w1th3n thls milieu that the IS systematlcally
refrained from arguing with anyone or fighting for its ideas, those
who are. involved would think¥ him off the wall.

What the Is generally does not do, and what the sectarian left
always does, is to take the differences within the reform movement
to the public at large (meaning in vea111y, the rest of the sectarian
left) for the purposes. of exposure. This does not mean, as Steve will
surely charge, that 'we attempt to Bide the weaknesses and political
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imits of this movement from its participants and supporters. You can
nqad the . 19?8 Labor Perspectives, the book Battle L;ge. ahd the &
pamphlet "The:Crisis’ Within" to "fi nd many of the criticisms of. the
reform movementi<that are real -- though not .those that. are: trivial .
We are;loyal builders of the movement and we deal in & serious and:
posxtlve way with its problems. That is why we have respect within

that movement.
R

Now 1et us. take up Steve Z. 's mlsrepresentatlon of and attack
on. our theory. Stevetlwrites that we now have "a theory whieh: znsists
that it is a-layer. of the bureaucraCy which. is responding and will
1n;txate the opp081tion ‘movements in the uniens.”0f all of Steve's -
inventiins, this is the most spectacular apd. bold. Nowhere. does he
have 'a shred of documentation that such a."theory” exists -- not a -
~~8inglé quote, verbal or written, from any IS documeny or publication.

" There is only the accusation that such a theory exists and is to be

found in all documents emanating from the EC,, 1n the steel pamphlet.

a-and 1n the pages of Battle Line. ‘ .
Accusatlons unfortunately ‘don’ t heed proof, they only require

repetltlon. And this one is getting more than its share. I wasf truly’

amazed-at a recent District meeting in New York,: when one comrade

after another -- some of them people who had only joined a couple

of weeks before after nearly itwo years away from the IS -- got up

and repeated the”’ litany that the IS leadershlp now believed in the:!

bureaucracy,-or some secition of rt. was going to "lefB the class

;-struggle".."lead the rank and file" ,Nd other s1m11ar 1deas.;«

Let's look at what B ¥%le L for example, really says about
the laboribureaucracy and what's e01ng on today. Speaklng of the
possxbllities of breaks atv the top, the authors say:s . .

i+ "But history, or at leastthe history of American labor. would
seem-to show that these changes come slowly and palnfully. And while
some of the 0ld leaders, like John L. Lewis in the 1930's, see the-
handwriting on the wall early encugh to put themselves at the. head -
of new-developmenrs, most will probably cling desperately to the old_r
ways.

Y

e li"The American labor leadership; after all, is not just a sectiom
of the “trade'union movement with one particular outlook. To a greater
degree- than 1h most countries ln the Nest, the American labor movement
composes ‘B genulne bureaucracy. _ (& O

~ “And on’ the next page: "IT e labor movement is to.. be rev;talized.
1t will certalniy tgke a new leadershlp. _ O A ;
S '« And where w111 these new leaders come from° ‘gttle L;ne says:
"Most of these'New lezders are far from being candidates for Inter-
naTional uniori-office. Most are still rank and file leaders or local

officials.”

. And -so’ on, and so “on. None of these quotes would seem | to,point
toward *a” theory whrch 1nsists that it is a layer of the bureaucracy ,7
which is responding and will initiate the opposition movements. in the -
unldns.~'THese'quo es WOU&d seem xo) 1nd1ca*e a very dlfferent theory,

in fag¥.~
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Of course, the real IS theory and analysis of what is going on
does net deny that some bureaucrats may "try to put themselves at the
head of new developments.” That is an ABC of Marxism..Here is another

© quote making the same point, again in terms of the 1930's and the CIO:

“The rank and file rebellion(df the CIO -- KM) was aided by two

’ forces -- thousands of radicals and socialists (Walter Reuther was

then one of them), and by a layer of the old business unlonlsts'
led by John L. Lewis. Lewis aw the need for industrial unionism, but

. at the same time retained the bas1c premises of business unloniém."

This quote is not from BattlelLine, but from "TowardTeacher
Power." by a local union president named Steve Zeluck.

" Neither does the real I8 theory deny that some "radicals .and

" socialists” can win fairly high union office, such as Jalter Reuther

in the 1930's and Jim Balahoff in the 1970's. Such victories b the
radical or reform forces, which put local presidents into higher
offices, no doubt complicate the sowiological purity of the movement.

* But whatever one may think of such victories -- and we think they are
_ good -- one has to admit they don't conform to the descrlptlon of

"a.layer of bureauerats" initiating oppodition movements in the unions.
They are quite obv1ously the result of those oppos1tion movements, not
the'reverse.

_ -But let us even concede that it is possible some long-standing
bureaucrat, or even a few of them, will actually cast their lot with

.. the reform movement down the road. Would such speculation amount .to

‘,‘-v 3

' a "theory" that a "lg¥er of the bureaucracy” was initiating opposition
;movements? No, it wouldn't.

The real theory of the IS 1eadersh1p and industrial cadre simply

. séys that today's reform movement is being bullt by trade union

activists. In fact, this part of the theory is not even a theory
1tself. but simply an observation made by those who are participating

in those movements and generallzed by various elements of the IS ©

leadership. In other words, it's not a theory but a fact, which we
have generallzed 7 into an analytical p®int.

- The category "trade union activist" includes rank and filers,
grievers, stewards, committeemen, andofficers who keep the local unlonSj
of America's labor movement going in the work place and union hall. . :
A few of these are objectively bureaucrats in the sense that they
have full time positions, salaries way beyond anything the workers
make, and operate in social circles above the working class. The
truth is, even most full time local officials in this country do not
meet these criteria. They live in working class areas, socialize with
workers, and are almost always subject to enough turn-over to prevent
them from entrenching themselves to anywhere near the degree that the
genuine bureaucratic artlcle at the Regional and Internatmnal level of
many unions has. :

' It can, of course, be argued that these local officials are
tied to the bureaucracy through its political machinery and through
the way in which they administer the contract. True enough in many,
many cases. But, it will also be noted that this is a question of
politics and policy, not of social positan. And, that is where the
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roform movomont.momesg I The,reform movement is taking shape to

change that’ pollcy--and eventually to change the whole setup. When it
comesto ‘power in a local it. attempts to.change the way the cqnt ‘act is

~as,

7 used, and 'to- change the relationship of the local to the International
" administration. .

'Beforé some buddlng factionalist runs to the typewrlter to pump
out yet anothér fabrication, let us point.out: that we are not saylng
that all union act1v1sts are reformers. .The union actividts: are, of
course, dividdd along polltlcal dines. ' What the real IS theory says

" ig that' the employers offensive and other events are causing some of

those. activists, those most. B;ncerely concerned with the problems of
the workers and the union, t6° ‘thange their ideas and begin to fight for
changes in the unlons.

¢

oy .

To argue that the mere holdlng of union offlce condemns one to
repeat the policies and: pollthal practicés of-all past administrations
is simply to say that change- is 1mp0351ble, the reform movement isg
1mposs1ble. socialism, -above all; is' 1mposs1b1e. This is not Marglsm,
buf Michels'-~bourgeois. soc1ological—l“1ron Law of Oligarchy," :

" theory, gh;ch says socialism is impoSsible because bureaucracy 1s :

e

5w
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1nev1ta le.in. the. trade ‘unions and” the gocialist party.
! That Steve adheres to the "Iron Law of Oligarchy"” is ev1dent
from his reference to "labor leaders in the process of becomlng bureau-
_erats.” That.is, we are to believe that the process occurring in-
Dlstrlct 31, whan the militarits and reformers have taken over several
locals and the District,. is'a process of becoming bureaucratic. If
. this is true then, of coursey it'would be a simple matter to gheck the
hlstory of this district and show how both the political atmosphere
of the district and its locals, andthe politics and practice of the
.individuals were all moving rightward and becomlng rigidified with:
bureaucracy. A brlef survey w‘ll show this notlon to be false in»every
respect. e § o : , b

‘} Untll flve years ago; - Dlsirlet 31 and most of 1ts locals were
controlled by the most bureiaucratic machine in the USW. It was run by
Joe Germano, who had ruled:ithe District since the early 40s. Germano
ruled with goon tactlcs and Distriect 31 looked more like the: Teamsters
than like a CIO union. . The politics of its leaders were thoge of the
.Demoeratic Party machine of Richzd J. Daley. In 1973, FEd Sadlowski
“‘defeated Germano's hand-picked successor, Sam Evett. Sadlowski had
been prqsldent of Local 65 and then a staffer. HlS campaign was reform
mirided, but basically low key and conservative.: At that time, most of
the localg were still controlled by pro- Abel McBrlde forces. There
‘were few rank and file caucuses. ‘ P h .

In tne years since Sadlowskl defeated Evett, rank and file.

' caucuses formed 4n numerous loc¢als andeventually, in.many cases, took

over.- One such case was.1010, where the Rank and File Club, organlzed
by Jim Balanoff, put Balanoff and others in power after the Sadlowski
victory. As the reform forces gained more power in the locals, the
political atmosphere of the District and the pOlltlLS of many indivi-
duals moved to.the left. Under the reform forces, I'istrict 31 held
annual, democratic conferences. Both of theé ones held so  far have..
been highly political affairs. Local unlon dctivists in the Dlstrbct,
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especially those in 1010, have been active, officially backed by the
local and sometimes the District, in the fight agalnst protectionism,
env1ronmental issues, solidarity act1v1tles with the iron ore and then
coal mlners and meatcutters, women's caucuses and, commlttees, anti~-

- -nuke campaigns, etc. For most people, the; reform experlence in District
31 hass beenradicalizing, not conserVat1z1ng. .0f course, there are
some--Sadlowski, a couple ‘of local’ presidents--who haVe remained
conservatmve S o even moved to the right, but this will always occur

in a sitUatloﬁ in pdtitical flux. “The real process occurrlng in
 District 31 is not “labor leaders in the process of becomlng bureau-
.;crats."'but rank and flle militants and reformers becomlng 1abor
leaders. - Al ; N R

..... .
f(.

At this p01nt, we must ask the questlon of why Steve is cooklng
up phony theories to pin on the IS leadership. Why he is misrepre-
sentlng events and elevating trivia to questlons of prlnclple. Why he
and his supporters in their documents, in the discussion-of labor
perspectives in the New York branch, and in th corridors of the
organlzatlon, are not even 1nterested in discussing the pollcy conclu-’
sions of the EC labor document or in presentlng any of their own. i
As Steve hlmself might tut 1t. it is difficult to resist the thought
that Steve is not interested in constructive polltlcal debate about: the
- actual direction of IS‘work. That he has no positive proposals. It is
difficult to resist the thought that Steve's strategy of exposure
toward the reform movement in the unions extends to his attitude
toward the IS, its leadership, its cadres, and its industrial work.

- It is difficult, these days, to resist the thought that Steve has
become llttle more than a professional factionalist.

Kim Moody
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" Every time the Russian government - pubaishes a new edition of the Soviet Encyclopedia,
the western press comments on how the facts have been changed to fit the current party
line. Unfortunately. we have a similar example in our midst.

From some quar&ers, we hear the charge that the I.S. 1s capitulating to union
bureaucrats. Once you ' "know" this: to be: true. it doesn't matter much whether you stretch
or manipulate the facts to prove it.. -

In Stéve Z.'s recent document-on "The Real Steel Convention." we have an example.
Steve has resurrected Harry Patrick, charging that “we kept silent about his current
betrayals (breaking the wildcats) even while he was being invited to address a TDU g
convention,” (emphasis in original) i

The wildcats in question are obviously the strikes which occurred between 1ate June
and September last year, protesting the cuts in health benefits forced by “the coal
operators. Since Steve did not explain how he thought Patxick broke these strikes, a:
phone call clarified matters: "He opposed the uildcats,“ Steve said. 5

How do we know? He said so in a private. meeting with Ken B.’ and Steve Z. during
last 7ear s TIU convention.. Reportedly he told the same thing to miners who saw him in
his Washington office.-

o ‘Why was he ‘opposed to the strikes’ In Steve s words, "He argued very clearly that
he was against the strikes, that he thought they were wrong, they were unproductive. they
couldn't wine™

And’ what, exactly, did he do to break the st;r:ike7 Nothing. « «exdept to give his
opinion t¢ those who asked for it.-

Bﬁ% to Steve, apparently, there is no difference between opposing a strike because
you think it can't win and ‘actually going oyt and breaking the strike:

UMW President Arnold:Miller sent goons to West Virginia who traded gunshots with the
strikers. Now that's strikebreaking. And in fact, Patrick actively opposed'this ‘strike-
breaking. As Secretary-Treasurer, he refused to pay the bills Miller submitted for the
goon squad. For his trouble, Patrick received threats and harassment from some of the
goonss (He later paid the bills under the threat of suspension by the I.E.B. )

The point is not to feel sorry for poor, harassed Harry Patrick, tut to understand
what really went on. Patrick did nothing to break the strike. He took one significant
action against the strikebreakers. And, to anyone who wanted to know, he explained he
was opposed to the strike because it couldn't win and because it wasted the union's
resources just before the expected national contract strike.

In fact, he took the same position as large sections of the rank and file, including
some of the most militant. District 6 (Ohio) largely opposed the wildeats for many of
the same reasons. (This was the district most overwhelmingly opposed to all the tentative
settlements of the contract strike.)

District 6 miners honotred. .. picket lines when they were set up by West Virginians,
tut they didn't set up their own lines or do anything to spread or encourage the strike.

Were they wrong? Was Harry Patrick wrong? Yes, they probably were, although it is
certainly a question on which honest militants could, and did, differ.

Were they strikebreakers? You'd have to twist the hell out of the English language
and common sense as well to say so. Unless you're more interested in setting up a
factional situation inside the I.S. than in looking for the truth.

Jim Woodward



Steve Z. vs. the Real Role of the Revolutionary Socialist Press

In his document, '"Workers' Power vs. the Real Steel Convent1on," Steve Z. raises: . :

a lot of questlons about a lot of things. About the nature of our work, about the na- -
ture of union reform forces, about what actually occurred at the USWA Convention,

about the conduct of our comrades. He raises not only questlons, but a’'series of
fa151f1c§€ibns anﬂ 1ns1nuat1ons as well. They will all be answered 1n other dxscussxon
papers. o

s C
N i £

But one of the main questions he raises concerns the Tolé of the socialist’ press.
He chose the ‘title of his document -- '"Workers!' Power vs. the Real Steel Conventlon" --
based on his conception of what that role is. .

We have a“different concept1on This response has one purpose -- to exp1a1n both
concept1ons éﬂd two show why one is bankrupt.

f) * % %

Lot
i

Right now, we are going through a certain re- exam1nét10n of what our publications .

need to do at this point in time. There is the conventlon discussion about a broad,
non-socialist but left trade:union paper. But we are also ‘discussing the need for
and nature of a political magazine and the limitations 'of Workers' Power. '

Underneath it all, we understand certain things about the basic nature of any
socialist publication. We understand that the revolutionary press has a big responsi-
bility to the trade union militants it seeks to help deveXop and be in dialog with. The
socialist press must be able, above everything else, to grasp the major dynamics in-
volved in any political movement or event. Our job is to pinpoint those dynamics, pro-
vide an analys1s and what 1n51ghts we can, and attempt to move consciousness forward.

That is why we chose, given the space limitations of one page, to cover the USW
Convention in the way we did. There were three points of overriding 1mportance. (1) the
entire thrust of the International bureaucracy to consolidate its machine by attempt1ng
to crush the opposition forces, (2) what actually happened in tersm of the two major

issues at the Convention (right to ratify contracts and elimination of "outside contri- .

butions' to election campaigns), and (3) the strength, role, maturity and organ1zat10n
of the’ opp051t10n forces themselves.

v
o

In fact, this last point on the rank and file opposition forces was the most impor- .

tant in terms of what we had to say to rank and file activists. That is why it was
the major focus of the coverage and took up more than half the article.

That is why the opening of Steve's document can only be termed startllng

"But one of the most 1mportant aspects, especially for us, as advocatesgv
of the R§F, was the light the convention threw on' the meaning and con-
tent of the "reform layer" in the union upon which some comrades lay so
much stress and hopes. What did it do and not do, and, how did we relate
to it? About th1s. Wwp sa1d nothing."

The only possible response to this is to ask that comrades go ‘back and:read the
coverage in question. In fact, WP had everything to say about the "reform layer" in- ...
the union, how it organized itself, what its real strengths and weaknesses were, what
it did, how'it compared to the:previous Conventlon Sadlowsk1 opposition, and what it
means” for the’ future of: the union. :

]
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Why, then, does Steve ctlﬁicmze 'us. for ngt coing precisely what we did do? The
truth is that it is not these questions that ‘Steve i intergsted in. The truth is that
it is not-the major, dynamlcs, the overall level of development‘and influence, a des-
cr1pt1on ‘of: its tasks, ox eVeh an honest 3 luatlon of its 11m1tat1ons, that he con-

.....

Whétfhe'does want, as the rest of h1s docuﬁent makes clear, is an in-depth des-
cription of every tactical dééision on how the floor fights were waged, so long as;,,; )
they can be used for exposure purposes agalnst the movement we are try ng to: buidd, ., o
Steve happens 1to jbe ) utterly wrong about how those tactical decisions were' made Am. this
case, ‘what' they,neqnt, nd whav’they managed to w1n But it does not even matter here.

The point is that, as a WP reporter to the USW Conventlon, my role was ‘not tao be.

the Ror#’ Barrett;of . the Right to Ratlfy forces. * . EF I
) LRGN

Everyone's who's had any experlence in union meetings jand upion politics -- N
or any movement politics, for that matter -- knowé 'that within any campai'gn for a o
particular goal, there are a million tactical decisions and considerations; many. af i+ Frnman
them‘béhahdt-therscenesr ost people know that it would be impossible to explain these o
dynamics ‘@accurately and h detailidn. -a_national newspaper to an audience unfamiliar
with the specifics and’ péfsdnaritles of thelr unlon or situation. But most people know
something much, much mére impértant -- that in geﬁeral we .do not want ‘to make these
day-to-day dlSCUSSlOHS maneuvetrs and plans ‘the focus of .our, news. coveragefv- usually
not in our rank and f11e publlcatlons, certa1n1y not in Workers Powe G L1
’:if)/ - T B ' )", ':,
1 W trled to do that, our role would bb;l down to.:something very simple: we "
would be the: Workers' _Vanguaard- (the Spartac1sts' ‘sectarian 30551p sheet on :every:. lrttle
left group's internal tr1v1a) of:.the union reform forces. That, 15,_as even.iSteve ;.
should know, hardly the Leninist concept1on of the revolutlonary soc1a11st wonkers'
press N AT

AT s Al L i
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The fact, that we reject this role "is doubly sad," Steve says ‘in his document,
"in viewrof the | faet that WP . is now supposed to ‘be an.analytical paper." Supposedly,
if andiwhen:we. begln utting out an I.S. political ‘magazine, Steve would argue even
more trongly for: even greater detail on the reform:forces': process for de¢1d1ng day-to-

day ‘facticss. /.., S o cdw

S-L %

 Sorry. The truth is that the Workers' Power coverage was forced to exclude a i
great deal because of space limitations. Even the impact of the District 31 Women“s 7p(
Caucus:'on/ the‘Convent;on, which was quite small but quite significant, could not be, .
described. But there were’ a' lot of broader political questions as well, questlons S
which were 1mportant and ‘{nteresting, which we could not cover. These include where
the USW fits:!intg.our broader analysis of what is going on.in the trade union bureauc-
racy and the American’ economy. They even include the level of cornisciousness of the
"refbrmhmayer" on broader po-litical questlons ‘Hopefully, a;political magazine will’
allow the dewglppmen; of these sorts, 9f issues in our coverage But that:isiwhat, be-
coming more. analyt;cal meahs“b~ that.is what we are crying for the space and depth
to be ableito.dg -r. nof MO%e detail, and description of ttactical maneuvers and trivia
used for the sole’ purposes of exposure and cr1t1c1sm..

. The. niethodology of trivia, thCh not only elevates m1nor deta1ls to the status
of major- events,,-but plso'so ‘clutters, the mind that one is 51mp1y incapable of
‘grasping the major d&namics of ‘any pollt@cal 51tuat1on, is apparept throughout Steve's
document.’: . ;. i _ L

ST

Thus, from readlng h1s document, here is the 1mpre551on one would get. of D15tr1ct

31 Director Jim Balanoff: "As for his /Balanoff's/'role in subvertlng the: key 1ssue,

the right to vote, WP maintained total “silence." ' dy o~y

LS G
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Forget for a moment the fact that Steve's descr1pt1on of Andrews' and Balanoff'
"subversion" -- that is, the tactical decisions they made -- is s1mp1y off the wall.
Assume, for a moment, whether it is true or not, because it -is honestly unimportant,
that Balanoff may have made this mistake or other on how a given tactical decision
was made. And forget, too,. for: a mbment that WP did not concentrate on Balanoff's
position supporting the ratification campaign because we believed the role and organi-
zation of the:oppostiion forces themselves was more important to address.

Wy
. i

What, from any rational observer, was Balanoff's key role on the key question,
the right to vote? Anyone--that is anyone but Steve--who was at the Convention, -
press, delegate or observer, McBride supporter. or right to ratify sympathizer,

--even Steve's ''pure" rankand file opposition leader delegate from Local 65--anyone
would tell you that Balanoff was the man who réflected and supported.the rank and
file opposition forces at the International Executive Board level. Anyone would tell
sdyou'that Balanoff was the man who faced waves of booing from many hundreds of pro-
Internat1onalvde1egates when he got up to speak, including hysteric cat-calls of"

"Go Back' to Russia.' He was probably the only person at an.International level who not .
only met regularly with the rank and file leadership of his home local's delegatlon,
but felt himself accountable. to them. - )

The Ratification campaign had its reflection in’ many different levels. Its
greatest strength was on . the local level. The important thing about Balanoff was
that, 'to everyone, he represented the focal point of the Right to Ratify forces on
the Internatlonal level

Now, if we had felt that the major task of the WP .coverage-was to concentrate °
on Balanoff, it is this main dynamic that would have come out. Sorry to say it, but we
can't see how this can be thsted to say that Balanoff's key role on the key issue
was "subversion.' :

LY

There are two less 1mportant points concerning WP which need to be answered because
Steve raises them. .

The first is that it is supposedly a s1gn of our retreat and determination to bury
our politics that we did not sell:or distribute WP at the Convention. We do not believe
that it could have helped us_in the least to broadly distribute WP. Whether it would
have hurt us or not, in this.given situation, is open to question. We discussed this '
with Steve, at the Convention, explalned our reasons to him, and he made no objection.

You had to be there to understand that there was the equivalent of a blizzard of
different-colored left leaflets and newspapers outside the Convention hall. Most every
left group was seen, by the best union activists, as sectarians and outsiders -- except
ourselves;, lncludlng our staffers who were there as the I.S. and W.P. (and some sec-:
tions of the CP, whose delegates did not identify with their party propaganda.)/ _
Beyond this, there was a strong atmosphere of red-baiting from the International. Given
that the Convention delegates were massively pro-International and conservatlve,
there was only a handful of people who would have been interested in Workers' Power.

The question, then, is how you reach that handful effectively. We believe we did
it. Workers' Power had established .standing relationships with every section of the
visible opposition (except Canada) in the couple of months leading up to the Convention.
Many copies had been mailed out, letters written and phoné cla made (using the -
explicit identification of Workers' Power). By the time of the Convédntion, Workers'
Power already had a good reputation and standing with most of the opposition leader
delegates. That was used to deepen. and -éxpand our relationships with oppositionists at
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thé‘Céhvent1dh 1t$elf and ds a basis for follow-up not that it is over. This work in
fact laid the basis fbr our meetlng a couple of important leaders in the union whom
we Hed mot been able to meet previously. Hopefully we can use those relationships
thréugh WP to help and feed into our trade union relat1onsh1ps This kind of ‘use was
much mofe effective than‘annonymous selling of one more trash can candidate. It was
‘madé possible by the repdfatlon of our comrades work. We have trouble, again, seeing
how it fits into "subversibn' of 'our politics, and retreat.

"Sfevefexﬁresge%’the'Sahe"cOnce¥h"by the‘wayﬂ over the lack of distribution of

the steel pamphlet‘at the'Convention. "It is difficult to see this failure as

accidental," he writes. 'The steel pamphlet had in fact already been sold or used with

(to ‘an’ excellent response) ‘almost everyone we knew. Only a couple of copies were “brought

to] the Convention. Now, thére is a reason that only a couple of copies were brought --

an tha€~reason is that only a couple of copies existed in the NO and were therefor
;avaflﬁblé'to bring. Both staffers had tried to get copies to br1ng‘befbrehand

only to flﬂd that we had sold out.

P

IS TN

What is so disturbing about this, like the facts behind other accusations
Steve makes, is that Steve knew these facts full well--before he printed up -
his charges that we were unwilling to use the steel pamphlet for public consumpt1on.
The faéf that ‘We were unable to procure coples, to ou' dismay, because they were
sold" out, wa%jexplalned a¥ a lunchtime meeting with him 'and several other comrades.
The "fact did ndt deter Wim from making stupid” charges about '"non-accidental retreaty."
It is a small thing. Other charges are not so small. But the methodology is the samé'.

e A S 5et Yy RS TN I b TR SLt

- *‘ Last of all isa mindr point. Steve plays'’ up a 1ocal electidn for delegates at
Local“65, ‘where one rank-and-file Sadlowski supporter rank against the 1ncdmbent-
president Sadlowski supporter and Sadlowski supporter the worst of the twd,' the latter.
Workers' Power, to its shame according to Steve, and as a testament to our retreat

and unwillingness to criticize Sadlowski, has nothing to say bout the delegate election.

2" W& W11 answet this charge briefly, in keeping with what it deserves:

(1) We are not immune to the need for criticism of Sadlowski, where it is relevant
and 1mpoftaﬁt In the coverage on the Convention which Steve so dislikes, Sadlowski
’fs criticized for his national role -- his refusal to do anything -- and its H1gh1y
detr1mental effect on the'needs of the oppos1tion forces. This is surely more tellihg
and more releVaht than his Tole 1n any given 1nterna1 ‘local pol1t1ck1ng """

(2) We do not cover every local delegate election (in fact, we did not cover any).
In truth there were far more important local delegate elect1ons going on -- including
one at Homestead, District 15, Pittsurgh, were a rankand file reform slate won a land-
inde and may therefor 'sweep the general elections’in the Spr1ng, thereby controll1ng
that lotal (the only oﬁe that would be so controlied in that 1mportant District).
_If Steve wants§ itd’ crit1c1ze s for omission, he should separate the wheat from the chaff

"and p1CR those instances that Tedlly count.
* % %

“““ He ddesn't make the separations because he is concerned, s1mply, with' mak1ng a’f
case. Putting the trivial details into their proper context undermines his case.
S6 he chdéoses to elevate the details, and throw away the context -« the facfual
| conﬂext aﬁd the political context. P

For revolutipnarles, the method is 'fatal. For a réVolutionary newspaper or jo rnal,
it means that ‘horie ‘of thé main political dynamics of a’situatjon can be delineated.:
Wlthout that f1rst step, there can be no soc1a115t analys1s .no umderstand1ng of thé
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" steps needed to influence consciousness. A gossip sheet on the trade union reform move-
ment, unintelligible in its detail, buried in tactical trivia, devoted to exposé,
may be more interesting to some--but not many. It certainly will not take the move-
ment forward.. ' o

--Candy C.
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BATTLE LINE'S POLITICAL LINE IS OUT OF :LINE' " "ty Sam Fr,,New Jersey
g g PERE o . - ,'.'ill";v = ‘J '- i'l..:;.:”-“ Bt

When I heard the IS was producing a book on the coal strike;! I-was'teally happy. Here

at last we weee goingatbdmékeféll'the key political points:we neéver 'seem to have space

wi-bomake 'in WP articles: 'Hére’dt last we were going to see what we -cduld accomplish
»when we¢pagea theoretical ‘journal. And in addition, here at last we could have a
sexdous ‘chance to find out what had been going on in coal from leaders of our organ-

ization who had had a chance to find out.

Instead, I got a better grip'énywhat some of our comrades have been talking about in
claiming there is adrift to the right in the IS and in worrying about the political
flabbiness allof us seem to be showing.

In addition, throughout the book there is a reliance on assertion as a way of making
points, rather than trying to convince the rwader with facts and arguments, This is
both a problem for me in criticizing the book ~- since it may be hard for our members
to believe we are . still relying on bluster and really failed to back up key
points -- and a problem for the IS as we try to develop more political (and thus
convincing) materials with which to appeal to other left groupings who are active
in the working class.

These.are serious claims ~-- and if corrdct they pose serious groblems for us to deal
with. Let me back them up.

First, let us all be clear. Battle Line is not simply an agitdtional leaflet, It is
126 pages long, spends many of those pages on economic facts and figures about the
coal industry, and many pages on the way the miners organized the strike and the
polities of the ruling class and the top officials of labor unions. Thus, it cannot
be claimed that omissions are due to space, or even accidental (unless in cases wlere
the points amitted are indeed minor). Furthermore, when Gay was in New York, she told
a meeting that Battle Line was going to give the full story on the emerging stratum
of new uniin officers and activists on which so many hopes are being pinned, so any
absence of evidence in this wegard is probably not aeclidental either.

Much of the current debate in the IS centers on the question of union officers and
the rank and file. Let us loock at how Battle Line discusses this. First, on page 28
we find the following claims "By the late 1960's the wildcat strike, still largely
local or regional, was a sommon tool for fighting the operators and pressuring the
union. These early strike movements opened up the political 1ife of the UMWA. First
came the unsuccessful campaign of Jock Yablonski for President in 1969." The first
part of this is good -- Kim and Jim recognize that wildcat movements among the rank
and file are the source of larger movements and efforts to reform the union. Unfor-
tunately, they then blew it. The Yablonski campaign was NOT the first of the larger
movements, the Black Iung Associagion and the POLITICAL strike it waged in West
Virginia came first. Indeed, Yablonski himself was responding to the BLA strike
and its successes when he decided to run for the UMWA Presidency. What dees this mean,
then? It MIGHT be a mere error, a sloppiness ofour leaders on historical detail. If
it is, it's the kind of sloppiness that undermines the credibility of our propaganda
pretty thoroughly. But I don't believe it's simple error. It's an error that reflects
a political position, that pcesition being that initiatives from within the bureaucracy
are needed to spark off wide movements. The line we have always taken in the past tn
such matters has been that rank and file initiative, action ans pressure is what lles
behind such splits within the officlaldom. But that's lrrelevynt, as is the true
sequenceof historical events, when one is writingBattle Line.

Second, consider BL's treatment of the politics of the local officers of the UMWA.
It correctly points out that local officers were indeed involved in sprezding the
strike into non-union mines, and in trying to get the varioms contracts voted down.
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:This is important. But it is also important -- and a key part of our propaganda --

" to tell our readers WHY and HOW this happened. In particular, when they did this,
were they being leaders in the full sense of the word -- or were they primarily
responding to ftank and file pressure. And -~ in either case, we should DEMONSTRATE
our elaim to be trith by full discussion. After all, to ocar contacts in atto or
freight who are some of the people we want to raad the pamphlet, it is going to seem
odd that local leaders actually do something useful, particularly when this involves
defying the President of the Unikn. For.years we have deen trying to comvince contacts
that it takes pressure for thisto happen -- we pught to at least offer them some
evidenge when we turn arcund and say it doesn't. However, for Kim and Jim this does
not seem to be a problem. They don't even examine the question of WHY and HOW it
came about that local officials took a leadership stance, at least not in terms of
what part the rank and file may have played in it. g

And'this 1s bery unfortunate‘ After all, if Miners officers have discovered some way
to act as class struggle leaders in the absence of rank ans file pressure and organ-
ization, it would be worth while to let us know their secret. We need to know it, as
do many of our cont,cts. Soon, we hope to have: a number of ocur T members in Jocal ‘
aunion offices. They will want to know the secret, since in the past we have always
argued bhat even our members would need the pressure from the rank and file to help
keep the edge on their combativity AND in order to have the forces organized that ’
let you lead struggles without getting smashed.

In addition, in a propaganda pamphlet, we should really thoroughly discuss the history
of the local officers' politics. Ideally, if they have# suddenly become the leaders

of the working class, we should try to discuss how this happened. To do this, 'we

would want to discuss how local officers had acted to send workers back to work during
strikes in the past. Not just the distant past, either. For instance, their strike-
breaking in the massive wildcat of Summer 1975 was discussed heavily in WP. Indeed,
even last year, WP (July 18, 1977, p.3) reported that a meeting of 80 localPresidents
had threatened violence against pickets during the wildcat against gutting the health
care system. I wouls think that that requires some discussion:-- but there is NO
MENTION of these events in the new IS BOOK.

Tet me venture a prediction. Even though some local presidents came throigh (under
unknown rank and flleﬁ pressure) during an official contract strike, there is no
reason to expect nuch of them durirg a wildcat. During the next massive wildcat

(which BL's blustering confidence lets us assume will happen soon). we can expect
more meetings of local leaders that will call on the ranks to return to work and
declare that staying out camnot win anything. Unless, of course, the rank and file are
s0 tlghtly organized by then that their pressure is strcnger than that of the bureau-
cracye. ’

Thus, BL's line on the officialdom is wrong, and in addiﬁioh is supported only very
feebly by anything more than assertion.

Let's look next at the book's proposals for solutions to the problems Miners face.
Presumably, we have got something reaal to offer on this, given our superb politics
and glven. the experience we have gotten in the prccess of building TDU. At the very
least, we can point to TIU as a madel, showing that rank and filers have to build an
ORGANIZATION to courdinate their actions and through which sertious discussion of what
needs to be done can occur. BUT, COMRADES, BELIEVE IT OR NOT, YOU CAN READ THROUGH
OUR LONG AND DETAILED EOOX ON THE MINERS AND NOT FIND THIS. TIU is discussed -- akong
with ISTC, PROD, Szdlowski (and the steel network) But it is little more than a gloss,
and certainly does NOT do either pf two crucial propaganda tasks: (1)We should -- btut
BL does not -~ argue that the rank and file has to organize groups like TDU. (2)

We should -- but do not -- tell the miners, auto workers, etc. whc read the pamphlet
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_how. 1t ‘¢an -be done, (That is, be the "collective memory" of the working class - unless
we have amnesia). .

What does it mean that we did NOT do this? Certainly, it undermines and casts doubt
on whether Jim and Kim see TDU as being a model for other workers, or even for:
Teamsters, Perhaps for workers in auto, steel, Teamsters and other industries,,.

Jim and Kim ‘believe as they do for miners: o skl SR FER S

"The real material for a new leadership team, the militants at the didtrict and
%lpcal -levelsé, are not prepared to move for top leadership positions right now. But
‘they will bei‘gaining experience and confidence by various. campaigns to pressure the
Executive Board and top officersse.

"Thete is no short-term solution to the UMWA'S 1eadership crisis. Even a special.
election for President or for the top three officers will not- resolve this crisis,: °
For one thing, there are no apparent candidates with a big enough national following
to replace Miller, Church, etc. This could change if some of Miller's supporters on:
the Executive Board break with him. -But today there are no slear signs of this hap-
pening. The.hope for the UMWA lies with the ability of the local and district leadérs
and activists: io initiate and pressiure for organizing drives, and to organize and
prepare for the next series of elections, (pp 94-5) . a3

The meaning of this for the IS is that our leaders are fully capable of writing a A
beautiful lead-in for the argument that miners need to set up a rank and file group kik
like TIU, and then shy off and argue that the solution lies with "local and district
leaders and activists" getting involveé in organizing drives and election campaigns
WITHOUT discussing the fact that in'order to'do this well they need to set up something
like TIU, After all, the miners do have-a superb network, and  enormous experience in .
clags struggle., What they do NOT habe 1s a rank and file ORGANIZATION -- and this is
why they have no alternative union leadership. Wet somehow we no longer seem to think:
this is important. And I might add, the same kind of politics that says the Miners
don't need a rank and file group nay well decide the first time th,t a grouping of
local, officers in thé Teamsters becomes at all oppositional that IT 1s¥ the "hope for
the IBET" and thus that TDU should be urged to subordinate itself to these local
officials and then (perhapd) to dissolve itself into their sipporters.

There are a:few other problems with BL that strike me as worth mentioning briefly.

Kim and Jim keep saylng that the Miners' strike "drew a line" across American poli~
tics, a class line that put clearly workers vs. capitalists. This is a form of bluster
that can only be:seen as re-worked- triumphalism. And wishful thinking. Duringthe strike,-
in a few areasy:some semblance of such\a line was drawn, and came to the conscious
attention of a . moderaté number of people. Great. But this was limited in both numbers
and in time. Few signs remain of it. The line may have been drawn, tut it was drawn .
in coal dust, and the breath of capitalist propagandists has blown it out of sight.
(Seriously, I had hoped we had learned that triumphalism fools only ourselves).

Enough. There are many other "errors in wording” and places where the authors say :
something that implies the Wureaucracy is only inept rather than traitorous to their -
class-of-origin, only to pull back in the next page or two and say the opposite. , %
But at this point I ‘want to stop, and leave you with the suggestion that you read ~— -7i '~
the IS's. first book and see if you don't agree that something is wrong. - :

ey ¢ - =



PREJUDICE AS POLITICAL METHOD
An Answer to Sam Fr.'s Critique of Battle Line

There is a method of readlng books, pamphlets, documents and
other types of literature that is all too common on the left. At the.
basis of this method is not the critical seeking of kwledge, or even f_
the excltement of political debate. Rather the foundation of this
approach is prejudice, the belief that you- already know what this or
that piece of literature has to say or what it is trying to prove.
The readmg of the book, then, becomes little more than a search for
those formulations that would seem to prove that the authors meant .
Just what you thought they would mean. This is the method with which
Sam Fr. read Battle Line.

Take Sam Fr.'s first criticism. A quote is taken from page 28.
It says, "By the late 1960s the wildcat strike, still largely local or
reglonal. was a common tool for fighting the operators and pressuring -
the union. These early strike movements opened up the political llfe'”
of the UMWA. First came the unsuccessful - canPalen of Jock Yablonski
for President in 1969." On the face of it, these itwo sentences say N
nothlng more ‘or less than that wildecat movements opened up the polltl-"
cal lifeof the union, made new kinds of political activity possible,
the Yablonski campaign being the first serious pollulcal challenge
to the Boyle leadership. Pretty straightforward.

But to Sam Fr. these two sentences mean the precise opposite.

For, " he argues that these two sentences really reveal, and I quote,
"a polltical position, that position being that initiatives from
within the ‘bureaucracy are needed to spark off wide movements." How

did the propos1tlon that wildcat strikes made possible things like the
Yablonski campalgn turn into the position that says it takes”lnltlatlves
within the bureaucracy to spark off wide movements"? No tricky
dialectical.flourishes were needed. Interpretation based on prejudice
was sufficient. Sam bases his argument on the fact that it said the
Yablonski campaign was the first example of how wildcats opened the
political 1life of the UMWA. “Sam, like a leopard stalking its prey,
has found the proof he sbpught, so he leapu. The Yablonski campaign
was not first, we are told, the Black Lung Association and the strike

it wged in 1969 was the first. -

" 0f course, if you weren't looking for the proof that this book
was a reflection of the famous, and much feared "move to the right,"
if you just took the words for what they say and were meant to say,
you would know that these two sentences were talking about events
having to do with the political structure of the unicn-~-which the
wildecats helped open up. The "first" in reference to the Yablonski
campaign meant not, and didn't say that. {the Yablonski campaign was
the first or "larger movements, " for nc one belileves it was a larger
movement at all. Rather it meant that it was the first serious chal-
lenge to the Boyle machine within the structure of the union, within
its "political 1ife." The second such ehallenge, of course, was the
MFD. Which brings us to another thing “h:* nseds to be said about
Sam's use of the quote and hig silly misinterpretation. :

e section of the book From which Vhis quote is taken is in~
reality a discussion of how the MFD arose (pp. 28-29) and more broadly



of how a decade of wilfPeats, -political struggles, electaral viotmricw,
and maess movements in general have made the UMWA as a whole stronger,
not weaker. In particular, this section goes on, in the next two
pages, to describe the various movements that led to the formation of
the MFD immediately following the murder of Yablonski at the end of
1969. The movement. that receives the most space, the greatest empha-
sis,: is none other than the Black Lung movement and its 23-day strike.
The Yablonski campaign is not glven credlt for the creation of the BLA. .
The contribution of the Yablonski campaign to MFD andother subsequent
events is described explicitly as having "less v1ta11ty" than the
direct action movements. Sam is not only guilty of m151nterpret1ng :
the quote he.uses, but in dc¢t of using it out of context, in order to
say that it means the opposite of what it really means. T
Armed wih prejudice, there is never the need for accurate 1nfor-<'
mation. So, the search for the rlghtward drift and the embra01ng of °
the: bureaucracy continues into fields in which Sam is quite obv;ously
ignorant, In partlcular "the politics of the local officers of the
UMWA." As in any union there are both god and bad local offlcers. ’
and many in between. And, of course; nowhere in Battle Line is it &
argued, stated, or implied that all UMWA. local officers.are good, are_“
reformers, or are leaders of the mass strike movements. of the past
ten years. There are over 800 local unions in the UMWA many of these
in Districts still controlled by reactionary, Boylite regimes, who'
labor to keep their friends in office. And so on. What the book does_
say, and what is true, is that most of the active leaders of the mass
strike movements of recent years, and of the activities that made the
1977-78 strike what it was are, in fact, lozal officers.

This fact, and it is a fact, goes agalnst the conventional
wisdom of some people, against their prejudice.. That prejudice. says
that union officials, local or any other kind, only do good thlngs o
when pressured from the rank and file--who themselves are, by defini-‘
tion, not office holders. This being the case, always, it. naturally. -
appears strange, even sinister, that Battle Line does not. explaln thls
process. v : o

; The process by which the rank and flle pressures these local :
officers into doing the rlght thing is not described in Battle Line
because by and large that is not the process that has gone on in the
UMWA so far as the strike movements areconeerned. While we ‘wouldn't-
deny that various kinds of pressure in various situation are applied .
to local offlcers. the most 1mportant process in the UMWA is somethlng
else. It is that the local officers, the good ones, are the leaders
of rank and file actlon, pressure, militancy, not its object. Yes, =¥
in the UMWA, there is a tendency for the local officers to be the most
militant, most aggressive, bravest, flghters. Again, this is not" trué
of all and it is true of most 1n varylng degrees—-as it 1s for rank .
and flle workers. v

Sam says that if this is somehow the case, there must be a "set-
ret" and that Battle Line fails to let us all in on it. But the secret
is nothing more. than that these militants are elected by thelr fellow
miners to office in the belief tha they will do a good gob. This
"secret” is not even unique to the UMWA. . Even in bastions of burgau~
cratlc control, llke the UAW and USW and IBT, workers vote for the-most
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militant union activists in union elections,and sometimes they even win.

There is one thing that is different about the UMWA, Unlike many
other unions the officers of almost all UMWA locals are worklng miners.
That is, they continue to work in the mlnes even after they win 'office.
Naturally. this keeps their thinking more in line with that 6f the rest
of the union members, on the one hand, and less of an attraction to
bureaucratic methods, on the other. But this is not generally whi we
mean by pressure from the rankand file. .

This fact is important for another reason. It has allowed the
best elements in the union to base their movement to a large extent
on the local union. Battle Line does describe this in the same chapter
as the two sentences quoted by Sam in his first criticism. In that
discussion it.is revealed that local officers are working miners and
that the militants among them use this fact to build their movement.
Among other thlngs it says:

"The ba31c unlt of organlzatlon (of the strike movements) is the
local union. Most local unions in the UMWA are small, seldom numbering
as many as 1,000 members. Their offlcers, committeemen, and safety
committeemen are working miners.”

So, aS*lt turns out, there areino secrets withheld from the read— )
ers of Battle Line. There is instead a description and analysis of-a -
process that is different from the one th& Sam expected and demanded. .

The difficulty in understanding that the growth, organizatin,
and political expression of rank and file métion or of a reform move-
ment can be quite different in different unions (and evenmore different
from one's preconceptlons) that results from a prejudicial approach
leads Sam to his final cr1t101sm, his final piece of evidence that the
drift to the rlght is serious. Sam finds it astonlshlng that Battle
Line does not "point to TDU as a model" for the miners and, indeed, for
auto and steel workers 4ds well. ; ,

0f course, there:is a chapter in the book, Chapter 16,. which does
mention that, "Rank and file opposition or pressure movements. for
change have.arisen in the Steel Workers, Teamsters, Auto Workerseie..".
And this chapter does have a brief section deseribing the. movements in
some :0f: these wnions, 1nc1ud1ng, of course, TDU. It uses TDU.in ;
particular to.say somethlng of the importance of tralnlng rank and
file 1eadersh1p. And it contains a brief. descrlptlon of how TDU was .
built. But;ultimately it was not a book on TDU, so its treatment of .
TDU is necessarily superficial. Nevertheless, a slightly more obaec-
Eive §eader of the book would no doubt conclude that we thlnk TDU is

errifics ; e _

However, it is true that we dld not “p01nt to TDU as a model" ,
for the miners,: This is not because miners have nothing to.learn from.
TDU. We said what we did say about TDU because we felt there was a
key lesson for miners and other workers. But we did not propose TDU .
as a model for all workers at all times in all unions because to do so
would be politically wrong.

Different unions have distinct traditions, organizational struc-
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tures, and so on. In the Teamsters, for example, the militants and

+ " reformers control only a minute handful of local unions and have almost

no influence above the local level, except possibly in Canada. As a

" result they are unable to use: the organlzatlonal advantages that derive

"ﬂfrom controlling a local The IBT is totally undemocratic, abgva. the

- Qocal levell. The top officials of the IDBT are gangsters. - E%c. Etc.

The situation in the UMWA is entirely different. While there is no
formal national organization of the militants, the rank and flle of the
UMWA has achieved. an effectlve level of orsanization known.ln helol other
union. Their traditions of solidarity are much greater than those of
Teamsters and glve their movement a cohesion far beyond anything yet
achieved by TDU. : Furthermore,the leaders of this movement are more
bounid to and responsible to thelr rank and file than the leaders .of any

" national opposition organization we have ever heard of. These differ-

ences do not spring from the moral; superiority of miners over other
workers, but from the history, tradltlons. and experlences of the
‘miners.  TDU7is not anabstractions it is a spec1f1c organization that
faces spec1flc problems, whose structures, campalgns, and leaders.exist
to answer those problems. TDU, for example, is not organized' in such
s'va way a§-to-be able to agsume the leadership of the IBT. Any national
"“organlzatlon in the UMWA must have that as one of ‘its prlmany tasks.

The reason that Sam feels that we should always "p01nt to EDU as
a model” is that TDU and all these other situations exist as abstrac-
“tions. TDU means only national organization. - Struggling workers are

© struggling workers. Politics is calllng for the same thlng all the

“timé. DBut life, above all polltlcal life, isn't like that.” The IS
has learned that how you say things, what spec1flc content you give
them, and when you propose them are often as important as what you are
saying. It is not true that it is rlght to call for national OppOSl-
‘tion caucuses -at.all times in all situations.. :Sometimes it is ‘prema-
ture to do: 80; sometimes it will produce a false start; sometimes it
Fwill® just beva set-up for a weak movement, and. sometimes the existing
:gtate of organization appears to its participants to have advantages
over what they understand by national opposition. group--thelr inter-
pretation of wh& TDU would mean for them. ‘ o

The' experience of the miners with TDU-like organization is MFD,
which is not associated with the likes of Pete Camarata or Jack =
- Vlahovic or Ken Paffy but with Arnold Miller,.Harry. Patrlck,_and'Mlke
$rbovich., A simple abstract call for a national opposition group, the
abstract TDU model (for the concrete model doesn t match the mingrs'’
needs for other reasons), will mean something quite different than you
“would intend it to mean. This is not %o say that some sort of natlonal
f’oppositlon organlzatlon is wrong; there may be one in the wind r1ght
“'now. ‘But it .is to say that how you discuss the question of organpigza-
tion is crucial. We choose to discuss it concretely,. but without making
any specific organizational proposal. So, Chapter 13 takes up th
_questlon of leadership and organization, where it is and where it can
go'v “But -we ‘were in no position to present some blueprint or to claim
c that now was the hour to- set up the national oppos1t10n group.

Whlle we were 1nterv1ew1ng miners for the book, we dlscovered
they were; in fact; debating among themselves just this questlon.'
People who agree on most things disagreed on.the flmlng of such a move.

Some were even susplclous that sme of the more flaky, '0ld MFDers would

e "~
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take -over ench a4 thing and ruin it, setting everything back. The IS
dooo 1wt have first hand experience in the internal politics of the
UMWA or the reform movement within it. We have recently learned a
great deal, enough to write a book. But we did not see the purpose of
“this book as to take sides in that debate. The purpose was to point
in much broader and more political terms the direction of the UMWA and
its rank and file and, more generally of the rest of the labor move-
ment and the class struggle. To help educate militants in all unions
by providing them with a broad understanding of the economic and
political context in which they strugglc. The idea that we must tell
the miners at what moment to set up their organization in a book of this
type is misguided. The idea that we must always call for TDUs every-
where is subpolitical.

There is one other product of preconception. Battle Line is
accused of "blustering" and, imagine in this day and age of humility, .
of "triumphalism" because it keeps "saying that the miners' strike
'‘drew a line' across American politics, a class line that clearly put
workers vs. capitalists." What the book actually says, in the words of
steel worker Mike Olszanski, is "The industrialists have drawn the
battle lines, " hence the title of thebook. We show that the drawing of
this line has extended to politics as well as to industrial relations.

We believe th#; in fact, the capitalists, acting as a class, did
make such a move this last year. And, we believe the book demonstrates
this factually: 1) by showing that *the forces behind the BCOA repre-
sented some of the cormanding heights of the ruling class; 2) that
there is an employers offensive generally, which reaches into virtually
every industry making it a class vs. class matter; 3) that thereis the
growth of union busting; 4) that the employers stood 100% united in
their opposition to Labor Law Reform. That fight has been recognized
by far more people than are in the IS. We found that auto workers,
steel workers, othz unionists and miners themselves who we worked with
across the country during the strike understood this for the first
time. We now Xnow that Doug Fraser, Lane Kirkland, George Meany, etc.
know this and say it. The fact that these bureaucrats, rank and file
workers, and IS members do not necessarily agree on what to do about
it is one thing. For IS members tc be blinded to the fact of what
happened in 1978 because they see "triumphalism" and "drifis to the
right" lurking behind every sentence is sad.

Pre~-convention debate is a time for lively debate over important
ideas. We know that people will disagree oveyr many things. This can
be, and on balance usually is, a healthy process. Unfortunately, how-
ever, preconceptions and prejudices often blind people to what the
real question, the real existing differences are. Instead of the
critical examination of ideas and information, some comrades prefer to
presume guilt, and usually a specific guilt, and to set out like a
detective to uncover the "smoking pistol" and the clues that will
prove the guilt. It is an unfortunaie method that does not advance
our theory and practice, but tends to retard it.

Kim Moody



