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Introduction
The miners strike ended March 24, 1978. It was"tﬁzflafqest,‘ﬁost bitter U.s.

labor struggle in recent memory. It was also probably the most significant. This

:was not because of its Sutcome--it’ was'basically ‘d’ standoff--but because of what it

revealed about what Ifeg“4head’ ‘The-strike show&d 'in the clearest possible way the

enormous - dangers | facing not: only the minérs, ‘bu’ ail U.S. workers." It also gave

. some clués as; tOrﬂhat will have to be doné to face up_to them.' B
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On one - side un ~t¥ig battle were the coal capltalists of the Bituminous Coal
OPerators-Association (BCOR) ;" ificluding somé of ‘the’ gfeatest u.s. corporatiqns--
.m0kl and steslgiants. 1ike Occidéntdl Petroleum’ 8. Steel, and Bethleham Steel,
as well.as traditional icoal giants ¥ike the Peabody Co.v Despite “their enormous
pEofits ,-theser.companies have not’ escaped ‘the %féhtening ‘grip ‘of the deepening
erisis. ‘of.the Y. ecohomy.  They arée being’ pressed by industrial producers,»as
- wall- asithe: &} S.~ government;” to inc¢rease’ production and’lower energ& priceS’ in
a higbhreost¥.S.c.economy’ under: treméndous pressure frém foreign comp titoc
cut, costs, ; they: must, break: the conttol i 'still exerted at the point of produdtio by
militant.miners; who havei useld the wWildcat strike weapon to maintain conditions,
to. the, great expense of:the operdtors. The" operatérs of the BCOA therefore openly
aimed, . in the recent strike; to deal a crippllng blow to the mineworkers, and the

UMWA. LEARRBET Lot P

. ;On.theother side.were. the miners:of th& UMWA. They were undoubtedly the best-
orqanized and”most mikitantitanki:and file workers-in‘the country. They ‘had’ been
tested.in over.a ;decade-of more or-iless’ continuous - struggle by direct action.,
Again; and,gqatn' ﬁhey had launched maSS, direct act;ons--w;ldcat strxke' n?olging

labOr.movement. Moreover, in the -courseOf their strugqle, théy had succée
breakinq one of: the. tightest;" long“standlng, and’ most’ corriupt of the union ‘ba
eaucracies--the" Lewis-Boyle machine. ' Emerging of “the strugdgle, there had arisen
a new opposition leadership, the Miners For Democracy (MFD). The MFD was a
group. of union reformers who'had orgafiized: theméelves to defeat ‘Boyle at the
.polls, ckean up the union, -institute a 'democratic ‘union constitution, and reps;;
resent the miners':'demands::in ‘dealings with‘companles-—and they succeeded 1nj )
wresting: offige: from Boyle  in-1972:: ' Nevertheless, déspite their unparalleled
level qf.militancy and -despite their succeds in- clearing: up their union, ,he :
miners found themselves giving into the recent strike and in’ danger of seeinq ‘their
union disintegrate before their eyes. Already in:the previous ‘contract of 1974,
they had found they could not count on the recently-elected reformers from the

MFD, now in office, to represent them. In the following years, as they had to
carry out wildcat strike after wildcat strike to defend their safety conditions

and their shop floor organization, they found they had to struggle not only against
the companies but against their own leadership. Going into the strike, therefore,
their aim was purely defensive: to maintian their hard-won health benefits; to
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equalize pension benefits for old-timers and young miners alike; and most of all
to defend their; ;right to strike to defend their safety and their lives in the pits.
It was the gross dlsparlty between the extraordinary fighting capacity displayed
by the miners for mpre than a decade and-their weak position in the face of the
employers'’ attack which ‘best. po;nted Uup the quandary’ln which the miners found
themselves.

II. The Employers' Offesnlve

The enerqy,, crlsls ‘is:a household word. But what:/ glves the’ energy crlsis its
real 51gn1£1cance is the far deeper crisis: which lies behind it: - the. general ‘crisis
of the U.S. economy, ‘and ‘indeed of the world econémy as a whole. For at ‘least a-
decade, the U.S. economy has been unable to break out.of stagnation. . It has ex-
perienced the 1nterlock1nq problems of decllnlng Droduct1v1ty, decllnlng proflts,
and the failure of the corporatlons to invest in new equlpment By the eariy
1970's, the- ratg. of profit on 1nvestment after taxes for U.S.’ corporatlons was
half of what.it had been: .in 1965 droppinq from 10.1% to s. 2% ‘The nate{bf ‘growth
per year of. labﬂr productivity had been cut in half, falllnq from-an. average -of
3.2% per ‘annum between ‘1947 and 1966 to a.raté of l.7% per annum between 1967
and 1973.: :The companles were caught in a double bind. . Because ‘of-low rates of
profit, they were unprepared to 1nvest in new equipment, feeling that the general
economic climate was unfavorable. ' On the other hanqg, - to 1ncrease the,. rate of-
proflt, it was  pecessary to cheapen production, and the way “to-do this was to
invest in new equlpmént ito make production more efficient. There was only ong’
other way out: to ‘tut costs by taking it out of the hides of the workers: to
cut pay and. step up therlnten51ty of labor.  And this has, indeed, been the
general policy- of the corporations singe. the late 1960's.

The deflnxtlve onset of the employers' offensive was signaled by, the intro-.
daction of leoq 's New Economlc Policy :(NEP) in 1971 whlch ‘instituted. a wége
freeze. At the same ‘time the ‘NEP gave-tax breaks to the corporatlons,_whlch Fiy
ultimately. had, to be paid for out of the,workers' pockets. In addition, new:
tariffs werxe: placed ‘on forelgn 1mports~and the dollar was devilued to make
foreign goeds more ‘éxpensive: this pretected U.S. ‘industry and helped proflts,
but it meant that ‘wWorkers would have to.pay more for less-competitlve, more=-
costly U.S. -made gobds, .and thus a fupther attack on their Etandard, of 11V1ng.

Simultaneous with':the introduction of NEP, the.corporations: 1nst1tuted pro-
ductivity drlves ‘a1 across . 1ndustry One ‘of the best known was: in: auto 'in General
Motors, where the fanous ; GMAD (goneﬁmadz speed-up system,was brought 1n..'The
introduction of GMAD, 'set. off blg strikes throughout the auto 1ndustxy in 1972
and 1973. 1In fact, the: same th1nq happened almost: everywhere. Attacks 'én working
conditions in telephone: longshore,JPost Officé and:other 1ndustt1es brought
a series of strikes in the early 1970's,,
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+Still, by the middle 1970's, the employers had partlally succeeded in their
attack, cutting wages and undermining working conditions. ' For example, in 1976, -
the average spendable weekly earnings for avworker with a family of four (real:-
wages minus taxes’ and social security) had fallen, back to the level of . 1965.( At ¢
the same- time, many soc1a1 services were: cut back, further lowerzng ‘the standard
of living. :-

Now it must be empha51zed that.the employers' drive to: 1ncrease their profits -
at the expense- of: the workers—-and indeed the intensification of thisg drive in
recent years—~1s not 'a 51mp1e matter of the greed of the capltallsts. If the
owners do not maximize their profits, they cannot .invest and they cannot grow;
if they cannot grow and cheapen production they cannot compete; if they cannot
compete, they will go out of business. This means that in the long run, so long
as the capitalist system continues--so long, that is, as industry is organized
on the profit prlnc1ple—-the profits will have to be the number one priority.
Workers' needs, to the'extent they come®into conflict with profits, will have to
be sacrificed. Moré important, in the short run, it means that the attack on
the workers' wages and conditions will continue and intensify, for the source
of this attack is in fact the employers' declining profits. and the slowdown in
growth. bound up with the continuing economic crisis.

The fact is that the employers' offensive has failed to solve the employers'
problems. Profits have been brought back up somewhat, thanks to the takeaways
from the working class. But the methods through which this: restoratlon of ..
profits has been accomplished--that is, raising prices, as well as cuttlng wages
and intensifyihg labor--have not improved the business climate. There is a general
decline of buying power and growing unemployment (the "acceptable" unemployment
level is now between 5% and 6%). Meanwhile, inflation continues. 1In these
conditions, the employers have been generally unable to make the economy grow,
or to substantially increase productivity. 1In the 1970's, the average rate .of
growth of the economy as a whole has been under 3%, as compared to 5% petween:
1961 and 1966. 1In the 1970's the average rate of growth in the product1v1ty
of labor has been , as compared to between

Here's where the "energy crisis" comes in. Obviously, all of U.S. industry
depends on the supply of energy, and in the current conditions of slow growth,
profit squeeze, and stagnant investment,” they need a cheap supply of energy.:

They need cheap fuel, especially cheap coal. As a result, in the short rug, .
there is.great pressure on the coal owner's to keep coal prices down. At . the same
time, the coal producers have to be alldwed to make high profits, so they,w111
invest ,in;developing energy resources, so in the long run there will be a great
enough energy supply and prices will not skyrocket.: The capltallsts who use coal
have to have their proflts protected through a policy of relatlvely cheap fuel
coal; at the sanme tlme, relatively low fuel coal prices cannot be allowed to. hurt
the coal eomoanles. Agaln, there -is Basically one .soluticn: ' to” 'make the miners

pay.

-3-
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This is the simple background for the vicious attack on the miners and their
union which reached a climax 1n;the .:recent strike:” the ’ emgloyers _must: attack
the miners" warkﬁng condltionsﬂand thelr organiZatlon, because these stand in-thé
way of profrts. ‘It oig W simp;f'fact,rshowntin study after '“udyh that,to ‘providé
conditions which’are“donauCL. tp .the;-safety of miners cost (',}op.pore money.
than failing to &¢ 80" %he m1«ers_ right, to saféty}” fhgured through the miners'
right to strike)” ‘thus Wad" the natural target of the employers. On average,
miners died in mine accidents in . Yet, saving these llves s incompatible
with the needs of proflts in a.period;of capitalist economlc crisis, for this
reason, soiig-acstrefig UMWA

To weaken .the 'UMWA, the’ coal opexataors: have pursued a two-prgnged ‘strategy?
they have gonearound ‘the miners and gone .directly at’ them. On the. one band: tl'leif-T
have opened upi maselve“new‘hlh ope:atlons.; :Inipart, these are strlp mines:
located in the:West. ./ Th %art,.,'ey are mine-pits-located in the tradltional
coal country ofs>the:South’ East.,,In both cases, tHere-has been every attempt to"
prevent unionization,-dnd- It has been largely succéssful. Between 1973 and: 1977
the proportion of: a1l fetal mlned by the UMWA -fell from 70% to 52%,.tThus, going
into the recentrstrike; thé" mlners were ;observing their powér slfpplng away . ;
simply by virtue ofthé” fact that muph,of the miming labof’ h&s no longer in: %he:
UMWA. On the othe¥ Hati&," the employers aimed: to attaék the’ mlners' organization
at its heart: the point of production. 1In the face of an ever more expligit:.
attempt by the so-called reform leadershlo to.:sell ‘them out, the mlners had retaified
the power to:'wildch Twhen” they foqn@dthexrnaafety in the. pits was 1n danger. oIt
was this strength:whidh ‘thé’ operators .of the BCOA aimed to break 1n the .recent:
strike, and which they: contlnde to see as their top. pr1or1ty.

What resources: dd the miners have to,re31st the employers and go on- the\

history of struggle, thexr forms” of oxganizatlon and- the" nature of’thelr polltical
ideas.

III. The Legacy of Joﬁn”L.“LeWis

The miners have a well-deserved renutation for militant struqqle. When; U, S,
workers have been on the move, the m1ners, almost - always) habe been somewhere near
the center of the!action. On numerous occasions, they have' carrled on alone. L In -
the 20th century, . the manérs movement has usually developed- throuqh the miners'
union, the UMWA. Butifo?: the perxod between the. middle 1920's and the early
1970's, the union was(governed under the.autocratxc Tule of John L. Lewis and his:
successors, andrtheir handplcked unlon machine. There were numerous perxods aof -
struggle: but for iclosé to " a half century the UMWA: bureaucratic apparatus rema;ned‘
firmly in the driwver's: .seat. ' Now, there is no doubt;that ‘John L. Lewis was, at, :
times a remarkahile: union 1eader. Nevertheless, he was. always a bureaucrat, and acted:
like one. His career‘prbV1des enormous ingights into’ the problem posed, for the::
workers' movemenmt:by:thé: emergencefof the lapor. buréaucracy as a distinct 1ayer
between the empleyers‘ahajthé ‘Fank and file. This layer, the hierarchy of full time
union officials, emerges out of the labor movement and depends on it. But it none-
theless separates itself from the labor struggle and places powerful limits upon its
development--even while giving it leadership.

-l
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John' L. LeW1s bureaucratic approach ‘was above all mapifested in: hns“expiicit
acceptance of the profit system; the need for the labor movement to. live:by' its'
governing rule-""Don 't kill the goose that lays the golden egg:! . Translated into
the language of ‘the bureaucrat speaking to the rank and flle.lthis.means.‘ "Unless
you" 'se to it that the employers are*making a profit flrst. you can't protect your
Ot - wages and cond1t1ons.“ Lewis devoted his life to maklng the coal industry a
profitable one. The reverse gide:of this approach to cap;tal;st profits was a -
profound distrust for the independemt organization of its rank and file.. Sure,
strikes might at times be necessary to bring the capitalists into line, to force
them to give the workers their "fair share." That's what unions are for. But/
how and when to fight was,.from the #iewpoint of Lewis and the. other labor officials,
a decision which should. be left up to'the bureaucrats. The rank and file answers
merely to their gut needs, “in- the eyes of the bureaucrat--thelr immediate problems
on the- shop floor (how to.make enough to survive, how to prevent getting maimed on
the job). Their fightlng spirit, from the v1ewn01nt of the bureaucrat, is a blind
militancy’ which' can be dangerous ‘to theémselves. They. have no understanding of the =~
economy, the needs of. "their :qwn": ‘indbistry. Their strlking out against the employers
can therefore lead to the destruction of their "own“ 1ndustry, and thus hurt their
union ‘and themselves. Thus, Lewis sought from the first to gain total control over
the entire union organlzat;on' Indeed, from the later 1920's, he exerted. a mono- "+
lithic rule, running the union from the top down, through a corps of hand-picked
lieutenants. 1Indeed, the legacy of Lewis' bureaucratic digtatorship, passed on to
his successor. Tony Boyle, was oneiof the main obstacles to, the re-emerging rank:’ L
and file movement in the 1960's.

This is not.the ‘placefor a detailed analysis of Lewis!‘career; although it does,
in fact,. give.indispensable insights into the meaning of the bureaucracy for ther,\
working class movement (See Appendlx, for some notes on Lewis' career in relatipn-;
ship to the, bureaucracy and to thé rank and file). It is sufficient to state that
throughout the 1920's, 1930'5, and 1940's, the mlners werei at the center of titanic
struggles against the mine corporations, backed up by the states. At all times,

Lewis devoted his energies to keeping this struggle within bounds. He aimed to

tie the miners' mass movement to the bureaucracy and to the: traditional political
parties, as well as to keep it from threatenlng the operation of thé profit system.

He tried to prevent it from adopting more radical strategies and: poiitfcs, from ,
broadening. their struggle and forming alliances for direct :action w1th other sectionsu
of the labor movement; from fighting for nationalization of ithe cdal mines, and for

a 1aboryparty.

To. achleve his ends, Léwis had to adopt different tactics:at different times. .
In the 1.920's, he’directly crushed an emerging radical movement in thé mines,
which had succeeded in pushing through the UMWA convention policies for organizing
the non-union mines, for strike action in alliance with the railway workers, for
mine nationalization, and for a labor party. By the end of the 1920's, Lewis was
in control, but the union was a shéll, having been destroyed by the offensive of the
coal operators.
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In the 1930's, on the other hadn, Lewis was one of the bureaucrats who saw
most clearly the handwriting on the wall: he saw that the rank and file 'workers
not only in the mines, but all across industry, were on the move. He saw that it
was necessary to break with the old AFL and to support the struggle for industrial
unionism, in order.to prevent it from going too far, from posing a challenge to
the bureaucracy and to the system as a whole. In this period, Lewis helped to
build the CIO, while creating the conditions under which a new CIO bureaucracy
could consolidate itself. In this period, Lewis led organizing drives, but he was
instrumental in de-ralllng some of the qreat rank and, file led actions of. the pariod:
the rank.and filé upsurge ih Steel at the tlme of the 1934 general strikes, the
sitdown strike wave in auto which took off from the famous sit down success. at”
Flint, ;and the moves for a mineisteel ailiance at the time of, the, great defeat in"
the Little 'Steel strike.

Then, in:the 1940's: Lew1s led the»mlneworkers in strike-after -strike. .-During
World War II, practically ‘alone’ among. labo offrclals, he defied the "no»strlke" g
-pledge,- whicly-had been_imposed by the government and the corporations,: with the-
willing support. of most ‘of thé- bnreaucrapy- . s.was orobahly7Lew1s' finest hour.
-It is in the wartime strikes, and those which 1mmed1ately followed the warj; ‘that
what ‘reputation he'enjoys_among ‘the’ mlneworker mllltants was: probaplytestablished.
. In. 1946, the miners struck, and-achleved a landmark victory;; the establishment of
a health. and welfare fund, - into which the’ comnanles .had_ to pay 5:cents .for: every
ton .of. coal-mined.' Between 1946 and 1952 the miners. struck seven-times,on T
occasion: defying Taft-Hartley and government threats. By 1952 the royalty:had
‘reached 40 cents a ton.

Nonethelsss, the legacy of Lewis for the current generatlon is a bitteriione.’
Dburing the: 1950'3, he reverted to his old pollcres of bu51ness unionism, 1ndeed

outright collaboratron with the employers. Between 1952°and 1971, theré were no .
national’ strikes in the mines. . The royalty payment remained at the 1952 ‘level.
Meanwhlle, Lew1s cooperated with the mining companies in the 1ntrhductlon of new
machinery into the mines which threw thousands of miners out of work. Between
1950 and 1960, productivity doubled, while employment fell by 60%, and this
trend continued well into .the '60's

Durlng this whole period,. the percentage-of unionized miners fell stead Y.
In the late '50's and early '60's, many of the eastern Kentucky mines were 1ost to..
the unlons during the progess of mechanization. The' companies would close mlnes
to introduce new mach1nery, then they would. reopen them as rionunion mlnes.. When
the rank and file miners tried to. fight'back ‘with'strike action, the Lewis macnxne .
refused to support them.‘ Indeed, the UMW's bureaucracy's response to the companies'
anti-union dr1ve 1n eastenn Kentucky was to recdll the medical benefit cards and
deny the pensrons to .any of. the miners. involved in ‘strike ectlon.z Later, the, mine
construction workers were also written out of: the ‘union for a perxod because of
their d1551dent activity.
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IV The.Revival of the Mineworkers Movement

However, ‘the sixties witnessed a new beginning for rank and file' activity._
Employment stabilized as a pickup in demand for coal counterbalanced the continuing
productivity. drive. . Instead of having the fearsome John L. Lewis to ‘deal with, .
dissidents faced the relative nobody, Tony Boyle. So the rank and file bagan’ to move
increasingly confident.‘ In 1964 in the eastern Kentucky mines, roving pickets.

attempted to shut down mines that were refusing to pay royalties for the health and
welfare fund ‘but they failed without official union _support. = The miners didn' t
think much of the results of the contract negotiated by Boyle that year and 18,000
struck unofficially for 18 days. 1964 also saw a challenge to Boyle in the election.
The candidate, Steve Kochis, who ran against Boyle, was uningpiring but there was
enough "anybody-but-Boyle" feeling to bring many of the oppositionists into his’
. campaign.

In 1965, six miners were fired in a dispute over safety, and a 20 day wildcat
followed involving as many as 40,000 miners, although it failed to win reinstate-
ment for the fired miners. . The 1966 Boyle. contract. produced a strong reaction by
the rank and file--40,000 struck for 17 days after it was signed. In the same
year Lou Antal ran for District 5 president against the Boyle machine, and many
union dissidents were invovled in his campaign. There was also some opposition to
the '68 contract: as in all of the conracts Boyle negotiated, the only significant
improvement was in wages. By 1969 and 1970, the number of strikes in coal, mqstly
wildeats, had shut up to 451 and 500, from the average of around 120 per year ‘in
1960.

Out of the struggles of the mid-60's, there emerged a network of militants
who could provide leadership and cohesiveness to the struggle. As yet there was
little in the way of formal organization. But from this time onwards, the movement
developed rapidly.

The Black'LUng Association (BLA)

The BLA was organized following the Mannington mine disaster* in late 1968 to
win benefits for miners afflicted with Black Lung. The BLA initially tried to meet
with Boyle, but he refused to see them. Then the BLA took its case before the
W. Virginia legislature. The bill they drafted was given to some liberal Democrats
and they quickly got the bill trapped in committee. In-’ ‘the’ ‘meantime, however, the
BLA was jgetting itself organized throughout the W. Virginia mines on a local-by-local
basis. Boyle and Co. attempted to stop the organization of the BLA, forbidding union
members to contribute money to it.v They further demanded that the BLA withdraw its
black lung bill in favor of an official. UMW bill which was much weaker. Neither
order had any. effect

Meanwhile, legislative hearings on the black lung bill continued to drag on.
Finally, on February 18, 1969, miners at one mine walked off the job to protest the
stalling.. The wildcat spread After a week 30,000 were out. The BLA was the
active organizer of the strike. It held mass rallies and_spread the strike from

*Mannington mine disaster--buildup of methane and coal dust in the Mannington mine
caused an explosion which blew up the mine and killed some 200 wminers.

7=
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mine to mine. The liberal Democrat "friends of labor" roundly eondé¢pmned the strike
as lawless. But it got them mowing,and after tiid weeks “oF the strike a much diluted
version of the BLA bill made the floor of the House.‘ Neverthelessl“hhe miners in
the BLA said they wouldn't go back to work: for’ 80" weak a. bidls. The bi11"Was there-
fore amended: and. strengfhened. .An-another week it was ‘passed by the’Sénate. The
miners xesplved to'stay out "until;the goveérnore® signed the bill.: HePé¥gnkd it
Promptly, and'they went’ back,to work the mext day.

TheBlack: Lung strike, as the largeést political strike, increcent“United States
histoxy.: - 40;000 m1ners, 95% of.;the miners of W.,Vi;ginia had participated in it.
The rank-and file‘had oppp§e the, -union: 1eadership as well as the compan&es and
forced thei'governient it o action. Andithe miners won.' The;Black Lufig'Wildcat
proved that«the miners é, didepend neither on the 1egislatnre nor ofi iegai tactics,
nor their "own' union’ Iéadership—rbut .only ofi- their own organized self-activity

The. BLAicontinued to build, butnit»ldst some of its original militancy The
presidencx:oﬁ ‘the BLA passed to Arnold Miller. Miller left -the mines ‘to set up an
office in Charleston, and ook,p salany from ‘the' government program Designs' for
Rural Action:: »\-onnected”" ‘Vista) . Thié: BEA conti ued to.growthtil 1972 ‘when
it was, effectively disbandeo fo;lowing‘the Miners for;Democreey {MFB)- victory in the
UMW electiomns.

Thée Disabled Mirders and Widows

During -the 'same: period the Disabled Mtriers ‘and Widows ware:also organized in
W. Virginia,: arbund”demanas for pensions #%d medical benefits for disabled mimers
and widows.: Likesthé BEA" this rank and file group also led a big strike, in May
and June of 1970. At the height .of the strike 18, 006 were inyolved,! striking prim-
arily againsit~thetr c-a leadershlp. The -strike did ‘ot have ;he successful conclu-
sion of the BLA strike, but it helped ta build a powerful and gsting network’ of
,militants.which still exist

The actions of the BLA and the Diaabled Miners and Widows were accompanied in
these vears by 1arge-scale safety; wdldcamsl‘cén%fibuting to rank and file prepared-
ness and militancy. When the old contract expired in 1?71 .the miners stopped work
even though no strike had been effiefally called’ by the union In fact, the UMW had
not called a national strike s;npﬁ 1952, -and had" granted continuation on the 1971
contract. But Boyle was £orced,;o‘ganction thé“197i strikegby providing atrike bene-
fitg Still, the contract was, louppy,. as fusua&“ and some 80,000 miners didn't go
back to work for several weeks after it:was signedz

V. The Miners for Democracy’ (MFD)

The rank and file movement whichiemerged dn the late 1960's and early 1970's
was, basically at the level of elementary militancy. It had }ittle formal organiza-
tion and not much in the way of. prpgram: to hold it together. .The BLA and the Disabled
Miners and Widows were networks. Qf militants:which cbuld help to organize the still
hostly spontaneous and unorganlzed agtivity ‘ofifhe" rank and file movement. This
unorganized movement ‘was opposed hy.the corrupt Boylé machine. Out of this ferment
of activity there arose an organization which aimed to throw out the Boyle machine.
it' was made up in part of liberal reformers and out-union bureaucrats, but certainly
had the backing of much of the rank and file movement itself.

The roots of the MFD were in the Jock Yablonski campaign for UMW president in
1969. Yablonski was part of the Boyle machine, an.executive board member of District
5 where he was an old-style bureauctat with a capital.B and had’sométimes played-the

~Br
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role of hatchet man for the Lewis-Boyle leadership. Yablonski tried to strong-arm
Lou Antal out of running for the District 5 presidency in 1966. But he had always
had a yen for the top spot. When the rank and; file movement began to build ,up steam,
he saw his chance.. In the 1969 campaign, Yablonski was praising Boyle up, until a
month before he declared his candidscy. Despite this:background, he ran on a good
.program, and his -campaign drew in some of the best ofthe rank and File movemeutnr

The elction was thoroughily crooked. Lots of votes werefatolen’ ‘fYom: Yablonski
and he was ‘defeated. (In fact, he was ‘probably -outpolled in the election -in actyality
-not just the vote count) A few weeksiafter the elction he' and several of his family
were, killed on Tony Boyle's orders.

Following the:assasination the MFD was set up. The leaders were Yablonski's
lawyer. sons,. the NsderlawyerJoseph ‘Ravh, and Mike Trbovich, Yablonski's campaign
manager, byt the: group drew in many rank and. file militants. The program of the.

MFD remained a program of union reform and legalistic’ methods.J The HFD journal,
Mine:s Voice! :attacked: corruption in the union primarily and the companies only
'occasionallyh .The”~ 1awayers in the leadership tried to keep the rank and: file. within
the’ path of :safe legal reform, lawsuits, and 1egislation -~ They started up a whole
series of lawsuits around the Yablonski election and the 1970 Antal campaign, trying
.to‘get new@elections, and they also put forward lawsuits to get . autonofny . for the:
‘Distric 8.;. What the rank and file was supposed to do, according to the 1eadership
of the1MED, was just trust in the. lawyers the: legal methods, ‘and” the voting process
for union pfficers. If they didn't want to spoil ‘their chances, ‘they -should take
no direct action, like going out on a wildcat.

When the Disabled Miners and Widows wildcat ‘occured, the campanies went to the.
courts and, the :companies wes that the MFD people not only disclaimed all responsi-
bility for, the wildcats,; but in. fact condemed the wildecats. When the miners refused
to go 1 back .to-work following Boyle's 1971 contract, the MFD leader Harry Patrick.
weqt on televisionﬂ His message: everyone! should go back to work.

"The committment to legalistic reform and oppsoition to direct action was spelled
out by Ken ‘Yablonski at a Cikeburg rally. The Cokeburg rally. The Cokeburg rank.
and file had ‘been among the most .active, the most ‘involved in the wildcats and.rank
and file organizations, ‘and Yablonski. ‘totally lost his temper with ‘them at.'the _rally.
They must, "act within the law" and "abide by the union constitution" (which £orbade
all’ wildqet strikes--any wildcat was grounds for putting the district into receiver-
ship).. %sblonski said, "We cannot resort to mob rule...rebel strikes never got you -
a thing.7

Yablonski's preaching, of course, went. against all the miners' experience. Only
two years ‘before the miners had been able to force the black lung bill’ through the .:
legislature only by resorting to massive wildcats. The fac¢ct was, morebver, that: it-
was’ only the unauthorized,  direct action of the miners which made some of the HFD
lawsuits successful Paul Nyden, who has written a detailed history of the miners'
struggle in the recent period (which provided much of the information for this’
pamphelt reviewed the past records of the courts on cases &imilar to those brought .
by the MFD He concluded that under normal circumstances given the precedents, the
courts would have ruled against.the MFD, but that the miners’ ‘action had forced
the cpurts' hand. In 1972, the courts overturned the 1969 UMW election and the 1970
Distr et 5 election.\ Nyden concluded, "it is very.unlikely that these decisi~ns = . .
would haye been handed down were it not for the anger. of the rank and file themselves.'
Theté had been 500 striked in bituminous coal and lignite in 1970; in 1971 there were
606; and in 1972 there were 9631
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. ..,Because the ‘MFD wanted to limit the activity of ‘the rank and file to legal.bounds
they had to keep a'tight rein on the movement, and avoid having touchy issues come up
at the meetings. THé Minérs for Democracy. never really pretended to, be: a membership
organization controlled by the rank and, file.. For example, only 4% of the 1971 mass
peeting of .the MFD was unsolicited comment from the floor. The rest was all tightly
controlled.: The Moundsville meetlng .six months later carefully avoided the election
}of leaders, since ‘the process might be divisive. As a result, Trbovich, who had
‘never been elected to the post, continued.in his position as head of ‘the MFD..

In.May of :1972, the MFD held their connention in Wheeling W.‘V1rginia to select
candidates for the coming ‘election. The Wheeling Convention was the focus of a lot
of rank and file hopes. The HMFD had emerged as a force'with 'a strong chance of
unseating, Tony Boyle.- But' the convention.was tightly ¢controlled by the leadership.
The watchword was: pragmetlsm The purpose of an election campaign was simply.to
win. The:big changes in the contract and the union that the rank and file mowement
‘had been gighting for were tabled off .the agenda. "Moreover, for the top slate the:
;ule was, ."'no hunkies, no blacks," so as not to alienate any southern anglos.: This
was, in fact, a very dangerous’ 'stap for, the future of the mineworkers' struggle.

For many of the most active rank and flle leaders were black. These included the
first presidents of both the Black Lung Association and the Disabled Widows. . Many
of the black:and hispanic miners present at the convention (or hearing about it later)
were deep.y disturbed by this racist approach. But for the MFD it was worth risking
alienating a mindrity--even if they were among the most militant of the miners—-in
order to win the votes of the majority. Clearly, -if the miners were to forge a.
fighting unit- for an effective struggle against their employers, they had to deal
directly with-the problem of racism, especially by championing the special demands
of the oppressed minorities. Only in this way could the Anglo majority win the:’
confidence of the black and brown minority--and, an all-anglo slate is counter-pro..:
ductive to this end, but the MFD evidently: did not :think the miners needed this
sort of active conscious unity. Winning themajority at the ballot box was enoughs

.. There were two possibilities for the MFD presidential candidacy: Mike Trbovich
and Arnold Miller. Trbovich had functioned: as the ad~hoc chairman of the MFD,
although he had never been elected as such. He had run it in a top down way with-
out attempting to turn it into a group really controlled by the rank and file. He
had surrounded himself with Naderites and liberal lawyers. Miller was the_ad~hoc
president of the Black Lung Association, although he had never been elected to
the position either. He had removed the Black Lung office to Charleston and filled
it with liberal lawyers and Vista volunteers. He had steered the BLA to a path of .-
purely legislative and union reforms instead of fights against the companies. Never-
theless, both of these men were long standing union dissidents and Miller.in parti-
cular had:good credentials as a leader of rank and file struggles.’ If you were
looking for some who had his "heart in the right place", who wanted the best for .the
rank and file, Miller fit ‘the bill.

when the vote came, a majority of the Pennsylvannia delegation, who knew Trbovich
better, voted for Miller. A majority of, the W. Virginia delegation, who new Miller
better voted for Trbovich. Miller won. Miller and the MFD went on to victory over
the Boyle machine in the election of December 1972.

-10-
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) The Limitations of the MFD

The MFD leaders, in particular Arnold Miller, undoubtedly "meant well: there
is no reason to doubt that many of them had as their goal improving the miners'
condition. But the road to hell is paved with good intentions. Despite the best
intentions in the world, thq MFD leadership ended up by selling out the rank and
file, muck like any other bu eacrats. This makes it all.the more necessary to.
understand thé limitations ot the MFD, why its sell out was inevitable and predic- .

‘table.’

“To put it. in a nutshell: ‘the MFD did not see as its primary task the develop-
.ment .of - the self-organization and the political understanding of the miners': rank °
and file, 'indeed the working class as a whole; it therefore had no material base to
. stand up to the employers offensive set on by the capitalist crisis.. :Without a
stratégy to combat the employers, ‘the MFD inevitably had to cave in to them. ' Thus,
the basic premise upon which the 'MFD operated was that there was no incompatability
between" strgng trade unionism and the operation of capitalism in this phase of
economic crisis. They thought they could win gains for the rank and file through
the tried and ture methods of ?give amd take' with the employers. Afterall, these
methods Had' "wo:ked" for other unzcn officials over several decades of post-war -

, postefity;‘ But ' the “years ‘of prcqﬁe;ity were over. -The capitalists in this period
will give ‘up nothing to thé workows without a terrific fight; and this fight can
only be waged by a well-organized and politically prepared: rank and file.

The MPBD strategy was pretty straightforward.  They would -win control of ‘the union
and wipe out the corruption of the old Lewis-Boyle.machine by means of electoral
victory and court suits. This was a logical method given the assumptions of the
MFD. The MFD thought that if only they could win officms, they could represent the
rank-and file and win what they needed-~better mine safety, better health care, better
pensions--through the "normal" channels of collective bargaining' over contracts and
the grievance procedure. The old leadership could have done this, in the MFD view,
but. they had been bought.off by the capitalists.and ceparated from the workers. ‘
Therefore, from the HFD si{andpsint, iy made sense. to subordinate everything to getting
elected. It made sense to cool down hot-~headed militants who might be too far out
in front of the rest of the rank and file. For this reason wildcat strikes and pol-
itical strikes were ruled out. It made sense to keep divisive:issues and controver-
sial political positions off the agenda. Therefore, the problem of racism within
the union was shoved under the rug. Votes were of the essence.” The best way to win
the elections was not to turn anybody off but to create a passive unity -of the rank
and file behind a lowest common denominator program. Once in office, the 'MFD would
do what .was necesaary to protect_the rank and file's interests.

Nonetheless, the MFD's strategy was so much wishfull: thinking. For the economic
pie was shrinking. From the employers point of view, busting the shop floor power
of the unity was seen as necessity. to.cut costs and raise profits. It was,for the
miners, lfterally a life and. death struggle. In this situation, any group of rank
and file leaders with a hope in hell .of succeding in defending the miners had tr view
the employers offensive as the basic reality, the key problem. ‘'On the other hand,
no group of rank and file leaders, no matter how well they understood the situation
could hope to lead a fight against the employers unless the rank and file had’ itself
been consciously organized to carry out the struggly. The mobilized rank and
file is the oﬁlz weapon which can possibly combat organized employers. This meant
not only unleashing hot head militants; rather: than restraining ‘them. It also
meant getting them to actually build a rank.:and file organization-:of conscious
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fighter--an organization in the ifiterésts of the rank and file which was controlled
by the rank and file. This was not just an organizational problem, it was a
olitical one. Solving it required getting across to the:rank' and' file the im-
plications; of the capitalist. crisis: - that to defend themselves, ‘the miners
would have to fight not only their own employers, but' the courts, the state,
indeed the capitalist cjass .as a whole. This:meant, finally,-dévising a political
strategy to.fight back.  So even in the shert run, more: than mére militancy was
requireds, the miners had to reach: out to:build alliances with'other sections of
the working class, such as the steel workers and the oil workers, who had the same-
employers as :the miners. This would enable: them to begin.to:eounteract the organi-
zations. at.the disposal of the capitalists:::the Democratic and Republican parties,
the courts,. the entire state apparatus.

Now obviously, none of this could have been accomplished overnight.  Perhaps
it sould have been accomplished in: 1972, when the Miners For Democracy ran its
campaign. But it was obviously on the agenda. For even by this time, ithe miners
had already learned a great deal: for you can learn a lot:in struggle against
the employers. At least in a gut manner, the rank and file miners had:learned
that you cannot trust.the courts, you cannot trust the legislature, you cannot
trust the_grievance procddure, you cannot trust the hierarchy of paid officials.
You can only rely on yourself. For again and again, they had experienced all
this in practice. What was required was to begin to concretize these lessons in
the form of a rank and file organization which would Begin the task of creating a
strategy, to counter the employers offensive. But it never occurred to the Miners
For’ Dechracy even to pose these problems.

Nevertheless, the sad: fact was that in 1973, the rank and file miners had not,i
in fact, created any altcrnative to the MFD. In .this situation, it would have been
self-deﬁeating not to give critical support to the, MFD: to support the victory
of the MFD, while all the while explaining its limitations, and posing the need-
to build and ‘actual rank and file class struggle organization. .-The MFD had to be
supported, because a victory for the Boyle forces, after years of struggle by - -
the rank and file to overthrow them, would have demoralized the movement. - At thée
same time, a victory over Boyle, would break the old machine, which had kept the .
rank and file from exerting any influence overtheir own union, ‘and it would give
the rank and file a great deal. of room to maneuver. :In fact,-in the 1973 Con~ !
vention, after the MFD victory, the miners got the\right to vote on the contract
struggle. They also.won autonomy .for the districts, that is the right for the
districts to elect their own union leaders (rather than have them appointed: from
the top) Before' the MFD victory, it must be remembered, the Boyle machine had..:
complete control over the entire apparatus: the national scale committee consisting:
of handpicked Lewis-Boyle appointees would invariably ratify any contract.mit. before
them, " In contrast, the last two contracts, the elected-bargaining council has :
turned down contracts, and there has been opposition even to the contracts which
were ultimately passed. Thus, the M™N. victory gave miners dot more freedom aof
action, more ways tc exert pressure,..if they.could get themselves organized.

Nevertheless, the bottom line was that the MFD itself had not organized.the
rank and file and did not intend to. It therefore faced the employers on-the
rampage with little mobilized force of its own. In this situation, it is not
surprising that the MFD tended to "be pract1ca;" to search for "compromises."” Did
it make any sense to risk the union in a confrontation with the powerful and-blood
thirsty owners of the BCOA? The MFD had never put much stock in the power of the
rank and file. Now, as officers of the union, they were freed. from the pressures
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to fight the employers which are built in .to the struggle for existence in the pits.
On the other hand, their new jobs for which they had long been preparing themselves--
had ad'its definition, the day-to-day task of negotiating with the employers and
comihg ‘to some compromise. (It did not require organizing direct action--to protect
one's own safety) Given the tremendous power the employers had at their disposal,
‘and the ever-present pressure from the government, is it surprising that more and
more the old MFD leadersnlp came to see that the operators had some points on their
side’ e
From the very first UMW convention after the MFD victory, the slippage toward
"responsible leadership" was evident. The MFD leaders, now in office, pushed through
the convention a resolution which would allow the International Executive Board to
revoke a district's or a local's autonomy for 6 months to-a year, in order to "assure
performance or enforcement of collective bargaining agreements.'" This new provision
was hotly opposed by many rank and filers, but it passed by roll call voté of 822
to 675. Later in the convention, a clause was voted imto the UMW constitution that
‘‘obligated UMW miners not to engage in any strikes except those authorized by the
union officials. This meant of course, that the wildcat wave, which was at that
time accelerating, was to be illegal within the UMW. It set up an inevitable
confrontation between the newly-elected "reformers" and the rank and file militants.
In order to ctop the inevitable slide toward a position of total collaboration
with the operators against the miners, the MFD leaders would have had to find a
practical method to oppose the operators. As liberal reformers they had never seen
the independent organization of the rank and file as the only weapon against: the
“employers. As the realistic and responsible union officials who .wished to defend
the union organization, they had in the. long run, to crush-:theihot headed militamts.
Forhthese'rank and filers didn't realize that in refusing to compromise with the
corporations on such issues as mine safety, they were jeaopardizing their own
organization of defense, the UMWA. Thus, the MFD leadership were inevitably
transformed from "honest militants" to collaborators with the BCOA, and the process
transpired in a shockingly short space of time.

VI The MFD in Office and the Rank and File

The 1974 Strike

The' MFD victory coincided with the intensification of the employers' offensive,
and the MFD leadership faced its first important test with the 1974 contract. There
‘were a number of important gains .the miners were hoping to win. They were no longer
willing to settle for the wage gains which had been all Boyle had gotten ‘them. They
wanted supplementary unemployment benefits (SUB) funds, a good cost-of~-living clause,
and eliminated or reduced differentials between the most highly paid and' the least
highly paid in the mines (differentials had grown drammatically under Boyle to about
$8 a day difference). Finally, they wanted the right to strike over grievences.

The companies paid the grievance procedure little respect, so if they were to have
safety in the mines, they had to have the tight to strike. These and othér demands
were passed at the '73 convention. ‘ o .

‘With these demands, the new militant UMW leadership went into contract negoti-
ations sounding plenty fiery. But in the strike and contract negotiations that
followed, most of this fire turned to hot air. "After calling the strike, Miller and
the new officials did nothing to mobilize strikers, to dinvolveithem in leadership,
to set up rank and file strike committees. Under pressure from the companies, the
MFD leadership showed their true colors as garden variety union leaders by limiting
themselves to the minimum contract they could sell to the miners.
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Since the rank and file miners were stronger than they had been in the Boyle
years, they would not go back without some improvement in fringe benefits--and some
gains in fringes were made, incl:ding improved sick pay, vacations, COL, pensions.
But to make the settlement as cheag to the cqal operatoxs as- possible, theé: uﬁio‘”
keadership sacrificed a group of miners who could. in no.way threaten theT%‘conttol-—
the miners:: retiriﬁg teforé 1975 who couldn t vote on the contradt, - The: hgreed
tora. pension settlement which put the older group of minere retiring :3975 on: ‘the
11950 ‘plan® ‘at' $225 per mdnth The pensions for the miners on the "1974" plan
wouldtaVerags' $450 permonth. Many other demandelon fringes were : dropped“

Instexdof the~right to strike, ‘the Miller. leadership sold,’ as’ ‘the: big' victdry
on.safety) & tlause pro*;> tng for safety committees with joint representation frbn
the union and the company. In.addition the companies agreed:.to have helpérs’ for
the roof;bolters: This chahge wotuld have provided:over 10,000 jobsif itlhad 'been
carriedtout,

Fénal¥y; ‘there was' a falr y s1zeable wage settlement.. This would:-buy' laBor
peade :for:the Eompanies. “The' new officeals, icommanding greater- authority® ‘ovér 'the
niners than Boyie nver‘rould wou d in veturn.for this: settlement, exért zheir
control ove*‘the!raﬁ& ‘and fi le to br1na back :the level.of labor discipline that
existed in ‘the' fifties and early sixties.

“"Norfetheless, gelling the contraqt prov“d to. be a problem. "'The ‘Bargaining Codncil
rejected the first Miller' contract, exposing the weak and -factionalized ‘character "
of the mew!: bureeuteacy. The noxt cont*act was nerrowly -ratified by the membérbhlp,
41% 60 46%. ' Many o£ ‘the’ iL1u=ions that mlnels had in the new -teadership were soon
abandongd.

The Right io’ Strike Wildcat 1975

Follwmlng th° ¢ontract,’ the mine ownepa ineorore;ed their success'in préeventing
the-miners. from winfing thé" r*gho to sirike over safety:as a.éigni .of unién weaknéss.
They: assumed the #1ight to 1htefpxee and wiolate the contract freely. : Ingtedd of
hiring 'voof+bolter helﬂcrs,’they just said that the wventilation peksdti Would- ‘also
be the béitér helper.’ Méeedver, the new. safe*x commlttees vere. totally 1neffécti#e,
hecause the ¢émpanies néver bothered to . prcvide their . representatives for - thé ‘¢om<
ittees, and gricvances piled up. )

The result of this offensive by the companies was a series gf’ wildcats. “Fhe
companies, who cwned the ccur:ts, got injunctions. They also got ‘the courts to
levy fines aginst the strikers. rinal;y, in August 1975, a Logan County West

Irginia local preo'lent vas jailed. ~The strike quickly spread to neighboring
Boone county and within four neeks, 80,000 were. out.. The yxank and: file of the
UM werevouﬁ’3n<obpésitxon fo their cwn, elected leadership. from the. MFD. * 'Arnold
Miller had baek- the ihﬁ“ ‘to’' étrlke in his campaign,-and as-we've noted;, hé droppéd”
it.dnithe 1974 contract. Tiow, k& and his ney. L'reform” official-allies were' ac%hali&
trying to: ‘break the s*rnugle for the' :1ght to °tr1ke by -issuing order afte¥ order’™
. telling the'minets to gd bark to ‘work and, attecking those; who wera ptoviding a Iead
Miller! and iCoy’ he1p=d -the’ press and others to unleash.a heavy red-baiting- attack on”
the-wildcattérs, when" they "discovered" ‘the opsn_ fact that socialists wére in thé -
leadershtip ‘of “the Miner's - Right to‘Strlke Commi*tce, whlch wag a part of ‘thé set¥ike!
ThevBiistrict Y7 EXecut* e Bcard called on the,nii =s not to support the -strike be-’
cause miny of thé militauts were' young miners ”with little,experience as miners," ™"
a deliberate but not very bucceesful attempt Lo split the older workers who had’
come: -in before ‘the “dry'’ perlcd cf the. 1950's fzom the young: worker's who ientered’
the indubtry:with the econom*c upturn of, the 1950's. . Thaen,. about. 250 elected
ofificialst'of. Bigtrict 17 zgreed to’ return, | to work and. called: for a punishient of
holdout: strikers' and’ “instigatoré" of the stxlke. _Finally,:the International
Executive Board passéd a ten poinf an;i—stike p;qgram. . This revoked'the: Llokg'

stamd 1oy Y24 hour “fule” theraby’ 411 fhred; shifts of .3 mine strike if one gocs
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out. It also forbade the use of UMW funds for the defense of mimers who:picketed
mines other than the one where they worked (i.e., spreading widcats to other pits),
or to pay fines and damages assessed against union locals for their participation
4in wildcat strikes.

. Under this barrage from the union officials, the wildcats of 1975, not
surprisingly, did not susceed. A fine of $700,000 was levied against the ‘Interyr
national. As a result of this defeat for six months there were few wilde¢ats in
the mines. ; ' ‘

Safety Wildcats 1976

The second round of safety wildcats began in the summer of 1976. The fines
‘against the locals began to get heavy--sometimes as much as $100 to $200 per month.
Finally, the Cedar Coal local was..found in comtempt of an injunction-against a
wildcat. Its 213 members were fined $50,000 with an additional $25 for each day
‘they refused to go back to work and were threatened with jail if they weren t at
work within a week. This sparked the second national wildcat. The local.
presidents of District 17 (West Virginia)were the spokespeople for the strike and
a national strike committee was formed with representative from each district. Within
shree weeks, 120,000 were out.

. Alarmed by the rapid spreading of the strike, the companies and the government
decided. to do a deal with the miners at Cedar Coal. They reached a settlement with
them which was accompanied by a media drive to convince miners nationally to return
to work. "Miners Return to Work Monday,” the papers announced. At this point, the
network of local presidents, which had up til then provided much of the leadership
of the strike, pulled back and withdrew the pickets they had organized. Most of
the UMW local presidents are working miners, not full-time officials, so hardly
big-time bureaucrats. Even so, as part of the union hierarchy, even at its lowest
level, they are subject to special pressure from the higher officials and the
companies. They: are often forced into the position of middle men, whether  they
like it or not, and may end up playing a broker role for the bureaucracy, trying
to sell a deal to the rank and file. So while it was a good thing tohave the local
presidents initially joining with the strikers and contributing to spreading the
strike, it was a serious error to make them the sole representatives for the rank
and file. As a result the strikers were left leaderless at this key point.,

But what the mass of miners clearly wanted, and what the strikers continued to
demand was a settlement for all of the miners~-not just Cedar Coal-- a settlement
which would drop the fines that had accumulated and gauzantee that there would not
be further use of injunctions in the mines. Fortunately, in this case, the miners
had retained the capacity to act independent of their officials at any level to
further their own demands. When they went to work that MOnday, even though there
were no pickets, they refused to go down in the mines and left without doing any
work. This happened virtually at most of the mines in West Virginia spontaneously.
The strike regained most of its-momentum.

After several more weeks, the $700,000 which had been levied against the Inter-
national earlier had been tied up in court in the appeals process ever since, was
dropped. Miners knew theyhad beat the courts, and returned to work together.
Injunctions continued to be issued, but after this victory they had no sticking power.
The miners believed that they had won the right to enforce the contract at the
worksite, and in the next year there were 4,500 wildcats.

=1 B



-

- 16 - draft pamphlet

The Health and Welfare Wildcats: 1977

Ini 1977 the ‘¢ompanies’ attempted to regain the offensive, The health and welfare

.funds of ‘the UMW 'had" always béen underfunded, because during the'Lewis and Boyle ﬁ

years nany miners were forced to ‘retire as a result of the productivity drive in
the mines, leaving fewer working mipers tq earn. the royalties’ that financéd th(w);
funds, while-the level of royalty* payments was inot increased to'cover 'thé’ incréased
costs of pénsiOné ‘and health benefits.s Nownthe companies iclaimed, the funds were
going broke, ‘and with the votfe of one of the UMW trustees* they cut the héalth ben-
efits so that miners had to pay $300 deductibles before receiving any paid medical
coverage. The companies claimed that, the wildcats 'hdad diminished the royalty income
of the funds, necessitating the cutbacks. This lie was supposed to pressure, miners
to stop wildcat activities so that the companies: could- reassert control :ln the mines.

-Anothér nationa)’ wildeat foilowed,,ao 000. were out for:several’ weeks. This
strike, “however, was 1ntended to be primarily.a short protést’ against thé cutbacks.
It was weatrkend by the fact that it .was' the third national wildcat in thé mines,
in three-yeats, and the contract was only six months away. The miners had to begiq
to save money and" energy for’ the contract fight.

During:the nationsi health and welﬁare wildeoat, :thé role 'of the’ union ex-MFD .
of ficials vas invdriably to do all they could . to break:the wildcats" and get the ot
miners back to work.® Almost all of the ex-MFD people at the district ‘and national
level including Arnmold Miller, Harry Patrigk, Lou. Antaly -et ‘aly played this strgke
breaking rold. ‘A few of the district level officdals did on occasfon side, with the
wildcatsi- ‘But’ usually they were. just attempting to ride the movement and ‘use. it to.
gain positions of national prominence. Véry fewindividuals: from’ obbve the 1Qca1
level of‘the’bureaucracy (Cecil Roberts, for example) "actudlly’ did 1ead the movement
forward ‘in any sense. But tHelr role vas .at best inconsistent, more a product
of rankiand file'pressure "than a’stimulus’ to further- action

Other demands inﬂluded~'increaéed powers for and training of ‘union- safety
committee members; elimination of compulsory overtime; .more personal and sick leave,
and equslization of pénsion £6r all, retirees, thus ending the‘éiscrimination againsn
the earlier retirees.

At this very beginuing of negotations,. true to fornm, the UMW leadérship dropped,
thekey demand for ‘the’ ‘key demand for the local right to strlke. ‘So from the start,.
the miners: Wers' on the def=nsivc Their owr’ leadership would not fight for the
right to stkike ‘The bargaining would begin from the company’s demand that miners
who wildcat be penalized.. I+ appeared the companies had the miners where they
wanted - them.

‘Nevertheless, there was one factor the operators of the BCOA ‘hdd’ failed to
take into account: the determination and fighting spirit Gf the rank and file
miners: themsélves. Soon after the strik° “had begun in December 1977, ﬁhe Wall Street
Journal waSIanno~aced the renewaL of "the Coal War." Miners ‘fanned: out throught

*H, Huge, - who was rewarded for this By the MIller leadership; they made him the’ éhief
negotiator for- the '78 contiiint,
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the mining country tooverturn truckloads of coal and pursue scabs. In so doing,
they took on the state police, the coal guards, the national guard, .In one not un-
typical confrontation, some 1,000 coal miners trapped a group of scabs in north-
western Alabama in direct defiance of on-th-spot state police--this only a couple
_.of weeks after Alabama Governor George Wallace had dispersed 500 miners with tear
gas. Eventually, two hundred state troopers had to be called to rescue the scabs.
As the cops went in, their police cars were hit with small arms fire, while their
helicopters were fired on.
o Throughout the strike, moreover, the miners organized demonstrations 1n‘the
industrial heartland to publicize and explain their cause, and to gain the support
of workers in other industries, through.exposing the union-busting goals of the
BCOA. In early February, for example, hundreds of miners marched through Pittsburgh
stopping to demonstrate outside the headquarters of U.S. ‘8teel, Duquesne Light, -
and Consolidation Coal--all major coal producers. They attacked the press for its
one-sided handling of the strike. '

Meanwhile with their supplies running low, the miners were seeking financial
support from other workers, and the response was beyond all expectations. 1In Pitts-
burgh, in early February, 500 rank and file unionists from steel, teamsters, and::
other industries organized a "Miners Bowl'" football game to raise money. for the:i:
strikers. Plant gate collections brought money pouring in from all over the country.
Indeed, the unexpectedly strong rank and file support for the miners evidenced in’
local fundraising efforts, was probably one of the important factorw which induced
the big bureaucrats in auto, steel and other unions to make their big contributions
after the second contract was rejected and Taft-Hartley was 1invoked,

In the face of the initiative and, stubborn fightinhg spirit of the rank and file,
the Miller leadership was doing everything in its power to sell the miners down
the drain. Early in February, they came up with their first settlemtn: a total :
capitulation to BCOA demands: in particular granting the right to the operators to
fine wildcat strikers. But the opposition of the rank and file miners was sq wocis
ferous, this deal didn't even get through the Bargaining Council which overwhelmingly
rejected it. . Then about a month later, under tremendous pressure from President
Carter,. the leadership brought in a new agreement, which this time won the approval:
of the Bargaining Council. It was not any where near as bad as the first, rejected
settlement--the most insupportable anti-strike clauses had been deleted. But it
was still adangerous contract, including provisions to fire "instigators" and -
"leaders" .(i.e.,. spreaders of wildcats). It was resoundingly defeated by the direct
vote of the rank-and :file. . s Bt

Now the government stepped in with the Taft-Hartley 1njunction. " But the miners
ignored it, -as they had done in the past. "Taft .can mine it, Hartley can haul it,.
and Carter, can shove it" became the miners battle cry, an inspriation to workers.
across the country: ' ' o b iy

Still, the miners could not strike forever. Without any real hope that their ‘=
"leadership'" would-ever get them a good contract, it seemed there was less and. less
reason to hold out. 1In fact, the miners' resistance had been extraordinarily
suscessful at least in defending the status quo. By standing firm for 113-days, '
by cutting down scab coal, by bringing their case to workers all over the. U.S.,
the miners succeeded in getting the companies to drop the most dangerpus parts of i
union busting program. - The demands=~that there be an explicit no strike claupsey t
that there be fines for wildcatters, that union safety committees be prevented :
from closing unsafe mines--were" a11 defeated.  So the miners finally ratified.
Still, they did not avoid serious losses under the new contract. They saw their
health,plan largely dismantled. Pensioners on the 1950 plan at$250/month lost their
chance to get parity with those on the 1974 plan at $500/month. Incentive plans
were included in the new agreement, although supposedly voluntary.

-17-
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The miners had staved off deaf Yet, the fact was, after the most powerful
vstruggle’mbunted by any group of U.S. workers in many a year, the miners had failed
.to win, and’ even suffered take-aways. This’ frustrating outcome does not bode
well for-the minere struggle. They had struggled as well as they could in the
tried and true manner, but had not succeeded in beating the BCOA. It was obvious
.that *the mfders would have to develop a ndw understanding of their overal position,
as the basis for building a new strategy to fight back.

Role of the Officials in the Strike

The people who led the UMWA to this near-disaster were the same ones who only
‘8ix years before were the men on white horses who were going to save the union.
District 5 President, Lou Antal, supposedly among the most militant of the MFD
people, tried to sell everyone of the contracts. He was greeted at the March 19
meeting of the District 5 local presidents with cants of 'resign,resign,regign,"
Harry Patrick, who less than a year before had run against Millers as the self-
styled rank and file opposition candiddte, campaigned for the second contract on
the grounds that it was "in the national interest" that the strike be settled
quickly. ‘Patrick has taken a job as no doubt also in the national
interest. ' The overwhelming majority of the MFD officials defeated entirely, at no
time backing the rank and file fight:

Indeed there were no sections of the full-time officials which emerged to
provide an alternative leaderdhip for the struggle. Given the sell-out at the
top by Miller and Co., the divisions within the leadership &nd the ttremendous::
militancy in the ranks, conditions appeared to have bemn ripe for a break amongi the
bureaucrats. Surely, if there were elements within the bureaucracy who could
be looked to for leadership in the future, this was the time for them to show
their truve colors. That there was no bteak shows once again how mistaken it is-
to. look to any section of the bureaucracy for a lead. This is not to say that it
cannot bappén--it may well be that, at some point, certain bureaucrats will come :
over to the rank and file's fight. The point is that the rank and file cannot
count. on, theh, or base a strategy around them.

Why didn't some district level officials come forward? For them to have -
broken;with theit leadership would have involved great risks. In the first. place
ta ilead ithe strike they would have had to take responsibility in any .number of: in=
stances for technically illegal tactics. Had they fafled to mobilize the rank' :

and file sufficiently.thgy tould: easily have ended:up in jail. But this is.onmly
smgll patrt of the . story.. To align with the rank and file openly against the top
leadership and to’ organize them would have meant risking their careers. For had

they fdiled in this strike effort, they would certainly have been subjéct to offi-
cial -sanction when the strike was over. The top leadership would certainly have dohe
everything in their power tosee that' &issident district officials got yheir come~
uppance. Having no need . themselyés to lead ,a fight and having on the other hand
little: confidence ‘in the ,abtlity of the organized rank .and file to win, they refused
to accept the- riské of retribution from the’ ‘companies, the government, and.the
national 1eadersh1p that bregk from district bureaucrat to rank and file leader would
necessarily have eptailed ..Spme. were willing to carp loudly about che Miller

sell out, but talk is cheap Few individuals above the level of local, president
Ylocal presidentS'hre generally working miners not fulli time' officiais) provided

any alternative.
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The Need for an Organization of the Rank and File

In face, to-the degree that the stiike was actually organized, it was the rank
and file who did it., 1Indeed, the miners waged a truly heroic struggle against
heavy odds, and devised all sorts of tactics to stave off defeat. Nonetheless,
they suffered desperately from the lack of any real organization of their own,
througn which they could have planned ahead and coordinated their actions.

, The miners were from the first, in real danger of being starved out. They

had been through three national wildcats and numerous other work stoppages inthe
last three years since the '74 wontract. The health and welfare strike of the
previous summer in particular had left them short on cash. If they had had any
.organization of their own, they could have worked out in advance means to win
financial support from other unions and groups of workers, or at least moved more
quickly and effectively to do so once the strike was on. As it was, the move to

go beyond the UMWA and seek financial help from other unions and other groups of
workers was just about 100% rank and file initiated. The UMWA officialdom had stood
on its hands; once the moves for support had gotten underway, some district officials
went along. Unfortunately, the move came three months after the strike had started
and had too little organization. In one district a rank and file controlled relief
fund was actually established. But by and large when the money finally.did start

to come in, thanks to the magnificant support of unionists - around the country,

most ‘of it poured into the UMWA relief fund, controlled by the Miller bureaucracy.
Miller kept it all in a UMW bank account and withheld every cent foom the miners
until the ratified contract.

Stopping the movement of non-union coal was crucial to winninp the strike.

UMW mines now mine only slightly more than half of the nation's coal supply, the
rest coming from non-union strip mines in Indiana, Ohio, and the West, and from
‘non-union deep mines in Kentucky. During the first few weeks of the strike,
roving pickets were organized to stop non-union coal and theywere very succesful.
75Z of the nations coal supply was stopped. But with the increasing intervention
of the state and the use of the national guard, the movement of non-union coal:
increased. Those few higher level officials who had organized roving pickets :
now withdrew their support, afraid to really take on the government and, especially
after Taft-Hartley was invoked, picketing stopped altogether and non-union coal
moved freely.

A rank and file organization of miners could have prepared for this. There
dse 175,000 miners in the UMWA. What was needed was to Involve them.by the tens
of thousands in direct action. Had it been-possible to bring niners into action,
it would have been possible to stand up to the police and the national 'guard.
Perhaps even closing down power stations as had been done in England by striking
miners would have been possible.

. A rank and file 'organization, had it existed, could have gone a lot further.
Thousands of workers beyond the mines recognizdd the miners' fight was not only
just a struggle, but in some sense a struggle for them . That's why they supported
-it. so enthusiastically.  :Nevertheless, most people outside themines were not
really familiar with the miners' actual problems, nor did they fully grasp the
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Zuilding o Tanlz ond Tile Orgonization in the iLlines

To Tuilc o ranlt and file orgoanization in the mines is cagier soil then
comR, - The ozperience of the BFD hog lod mony siincrs to Cistrust 211 nation
el centralized leacerochip. They, therefore, tend to loolr torard a -
strategy of local awtonony and decentralization. Such an opproaciy Lhow=
¢very vould obvionlly be o Tigagtsr. The mincrs, Ce=centrelized in their
Cigtricts end locals, could not stand up to the coordinated offencive 7aich
hag 2een launches by the 2004 Tocked un by the governient. [Tor could it b
begin to face up to the protlens facipg 2ll minerg--orgeniscing the unorgan
ized. .

. .The Tirst task, t2drefore ic to convince nimers that the exverience
of tho ITFD need not be repeowsd. Tig means getting across, in the firot
place; the point that the'LF3 was not, ard never intended to e, o rank.
and file orgonization for dircct action against the cmployers. It was

an orgonization t0 win office Ly cleetion. The UFD only intendec to
replace an 0lc, corrupt group of leacders Ly new honecot ones.  That's why
the 177D made no dretense of heing really democraticalily controlled by its
nexbershinp. Tat'c vhy the 173, far frox orgonizing wildeats and direct

Nerdis i

acti ns, Cid_oveyythings they could to prevent thegc~-gince such actions
were in conflict with their elcctoml goalsg. That'sc vhy the LiFD digeolved
itoelf as goon ac the Liiller slate won office. Uhat must e gotten acrogs:
therefore, is the idea of an orgoniction for th cpurpos of mobilizing:

anc coorcinnting struggle against the eoployers. This organization would
sece the fight for union office ag part of, but strilzetly sutorginatc to,
that ends BSince it would undergiand that pover 0 counter the cuployers
coen not conme primarily from office, but Zron the orsanization of the raniz
anc file, it voull. geem the covelopment 07 Loodnlive Dorticipation and
cenocratic control Ty the rant ond file ag top priority. In other words,
what nuot e gotten acrogs in the mines is the mderstanding thet the
ocll-out of Uiller and Co. vag not the result of their vwealmesces, or
nersonal faults, or corruption, but their losing strotegy of electoralisn
ant. legalism, Theorefors, the minsrs »roblene cannot ¢ golved Ty gotting
veteer, tougher, nore honcot, aorc scagsoned leacders in office, /ithout

o gtrong ranr arnd file organization to Taclkr than un and Téep thexm fighting
it coec not motter vho ic in office--all will be under uncencduralle precsu
to give in to the commanico.

Mo gay thio is to soy thoet hat is facing the nminers is not nuct a
cucotion of orgenization Tut, Tuild up with thatn, the question of politics
Yhat neles the ran™ and file orgenizetion incismensikle 1o the noture of
the capitalist crisis and the enployers? offencive to lind:z with it. Lo
the crisisc Ceepeng, the 2C0L will have cmen legsg rooir 0 compronise with
the niners. It ic a siruggle of 1ife and Jeath for the miners and they
coannot go Loclz 1o the old methols of gelfi-Cafengew-bacically local scli-
relionce. Unleogo the ninere Dogin to radically Troacden thoir percpective——
10 1007z t0 the omgemissadien- orgonizing of the unorganized, and beyonc.
that to forging lintzg for dircet aciion alongsicde other sections of the
worizo ing clage, they will not in the modiwm run, comnmand tho resources
reguired. to gtand up to the coployers. et is on the agenda for niners,

ptia i

apg for other scctions of the worizing class, id to nount the cort of fighis
vhich mads it possitle $0 win the lagt period of capitalist cricic, the
1¢80's. If one loozn Taclz to thet era, it is ecasy to undsrotord hwmt io
roquiref to get just the right v & union in & capitalisct ccormony wiaich

ig contracting, vhere profits arc $e~ges—Fu~ chrinzing: gitdown strilies
in which the righito of nrivate property sere trampleg; nesg actiong in
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in the gtrests in vhich the national grard wo confrontod; the ond of pure
}am, ginply trace unlonicm, tho 'orging of alliances Tetwcen the organized.
and gnorganized and the cmployed and uncmployed. All thig vao necegsery
Just to win trads wnions. And the cotabliched union officinldom could
noever bo comnted on to leac. ch stwugglcs.

Th@ 20le Of Socialionto

In Tagt, sincs the nincrg hove jugt Teen through a gtrike of 100

Cays in which they foungt aloddy tattles with national guardo and nolicc,
wore opposes. Ly tho federal: government with axt—“artlgy, and had to ooek
aid throughovt the union movenent just o ourvive, the i“eas vhich lay
Tehind tuo strnglcc of the 1930p roy not be ov stronge to'Juny of thom.
In any cans, to mefze then cxnl1co ag the rationale for Building & ranl and
file organization which con counter the mmployers® offensive is the
indgspenfalle role of gocialisis. It wac no accident thet socialisto
were.at the center of rourlJ all the great oucc:ssful struggleg of the
195C g==the goneral strilzes in Toledov, in San Francisco, in Linncapolis 19
l"jb, the citcoms leading to the-fowration.of the DAY end TSI in'the
anto and rubber industry. tn 1956=<I037 0 hame & Fow. oocialiutu were able
t0 Dluj thaeoe leading roles not bocouce theymoere braver or nore militantk¢
thar the next pergon==although they Cic not have to talis o bock seat to
onyons on this scores., Thot nace tacm succeasful was their understanding
of the nature of the .capiteliat oysicn=-of the needo of capitelistoe for
»rofito at all contos: of i collaborationict role of the purecaucrecy and
thus-neos-for omnim*tﬁn indepoirond ot "t* of . rle of tre ptate in
atencing- ot the “eanitalitto. — 00 Régin Totuild auccsuchlly 8 ran
anﬂ\filc orgenization in coal it will Tx nepcooary $nce again to get
acroso theoe ideas to an ever lorger ninority of ninero. An undergtanding
of the caployers® offensive nust Tocone, an auch ag pocoible, the bogisg™
for pcuch an organization., It-is no accicdsnt thot the 2 dful of rani and -
f£ile orgenicat ionc vhich hove maerged with any: staying power in the Inot
decadc have has socielisio near theoir conter. The uﬁ“4p1m o7 TDU io only
the, .nost: recent cxarmple, Ané tho niners® otruggle —ill e no oxoceopidnn



RANK & FILE AND REFORM MOVEMENTS IN IS LABOB_ ‘WORK

t:- the Los Angeles Branch

I ZM»;Dete_rioration of I, S, Labor Perspectives

Duying.1974-75, the I.S, attempted to intensify its already serious intervention in the
clags, In what was called-!The Turn to Agitation' it was assumed that the economic
crisis wopld cause,a. ‘major upturn in the class struggle and bring significant numbers of
workersijnto the revolutionary party, It was agsumed that the buréaucracy would move
to the r‘ight, leaving & yacuum of leadershlp. In thig situation, the IS coild lead by being -
the hpgt. fighters, The IS.could recruit because the workers would jojn the ofganization
in order 4o fight the class struggle,

‘This approach had 2 devastating weaknesges. In the first place, it drastically over-
estimated. the impact the crisis would have on working class consciousness and-action,
It failed to understand the degres to which, and the reasons why, the U, S, working class
was relatively unprépared ito fight -- despite the '"necessity' to do so, In brief, ‘it failéd
to see that, although the crisis had indeed changed the political landscape and opened up
new opportunities, nevertheless the possibilifigs for the Left to intervene, organize,
recruitout of the working class were relatively restricted. We would have to pick our

spots .

In the gecond place, this approach underestimated the need for politics, for political
intervention by the revolutionary party both in order to recruit and to build the rank & file
movement, 'Ihus, it should have been taken for granted that revolut:.onary politics is -
mdmpensable for ‘wihning and holding workers in the’ pa,rty in this penod But it was not,’
It should have been tinderstood that pelitical strategy is ne&!essary for intervention in the
class,:: But it was not. It should have been realized, finally, that recruitment’ to “thé IS
would be extremely difficult out of the industrial working class and that, to grow, we'
would have to orient, in addition, to publlc workers! struggles, to the 1nd¢pendent women's
and black movements outside the workplace, and to independent leftists and left intellec-
tuals outside the work1ng clags, But it was not, As a resulf;

(a) Under these conditions, it is not surprising that the organization underwent intense
de -politicization and political disorientation, Since politics was considered to be (in
practice) relatively unimportant for recruitment or ’inberventmn in the class, the member-
ship did not see their own political development to be a practical necessity. ' The EC
recognized (but has not yet faced up to) the enormous grévity of the situation when, in

its CC-doecument last summer, it said,

""Our ‘group is held together today more on the basis of common practice
than common pol1t1ca1 understanding and analysis,., There are many
questlons our ranks have never d1scussed or internalized. "

The problem was made a lot worse because -- ostensibly for tactical reasons and due v
to lack of resources -- we were relating only to a restricted section of the working class;
we were hardly involved in the womeén's struggle or the black struggle beyond the facto-
ries in thé ¢ommiuniti€s; and we were not attempting to win over independent left politicos.
It wasg ‘thus to be expected that all of the pious resolutions for political education were’
never pukintc practice, It was almost inevitable, moreover, that our tactical narrows=:

would’Have political consequences; and, over time, this did contribute greatly:to:the-
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degeneration of IS' basic politics,

(b) Failure of the Turn and Political Adaptation to Working Class Conservatism

Given the non-political manner with wh1ch the "Turn to Agitation' wals ca‘r‘r{ed}
out, it is not surprising that the failure of ‘tHe' perspecnves ot the Tirn -- especially that
large scale working class motion did not develop and that,we c¢ould not:recruit and:hold
large numbers.,of vgriters «sded to"ah 180° “ever.,,al When the working class failed-té:
flock to our banner;:the:: ISJleaﬂershxp rb‘e‘gm tq turn around ‘and adapt its politicsto
elestlng Workmg clags comisdiousness,” “The response has been pragmatic,: responsive to
day to day pressursss Qut pouucs have changed, but’ BJJ: by b:.t., and; neviex withg ifuld
a.cknow]‘,ed),geme:g,l: of - how:much ha's” vchéngea

But, in fact;: the:dwiftito! the r:ght has been’ 1ncreasmgl¥ exident in poth: the'ory
and practice -- egpec1azly with regard to the labor bureanicracy and to the need for a
rank & f1le movemcnt 1ra'~pendent of the bureau <y, In particylar, in recentdociments
& ewai N ¢ ' bureaucracy are;'imoving to.the Jbét!
g,lkrp;%gtwal —pr:ampcwesf,’fvl*ﬂ% drcpped the kp‘\f} strc.teg_c approa,qb -ofperitical:
‘ :rt;(, (2) it hasprgued thateppesrure’ fré*n if’le c"ompames {not atrzge(,;;p r,ankz&hb
as‘g ;,,%3’3 jfrqm,}gclpw) willifoncd ldeal desad e Lo ini at’e e”’oppoath:‘z ko thp companiss;

3y i¥ Laq quken,?..nd acted A8 Af there

in pg;'l;;g,u;a.r“ regioual andinasti Bhtlioppo SHtESHS »
is‘ho real ,dlstmc.ﬂombe,bween Ypdnk & file*mnd teand ‘bhxéa,uqratlc refoxm gpposi~

me
nons, 8 '.tho-; M;ne,;u fox-Detnocracy,; Teamsh“s“or'a ﬂpm&cratlc Union, the Sadlowski
Flgh“ Back organization, the mineworkers® wildcat movements, are all lumped together
under the general heading: 'the union reform mceverncnt',

I.~-AzeSedtions 0F the Burenemvey A Moving b 'the Lefre®

¢

The rgcgnf:,;;[? ‘Lpher P osapedtizeistatos, ' For tHY #8't 1 ?miir}‘i&() years impeoprtans
secb;?ng of the Amfna; ¢an }aboyekended ship” af%vﬁ%ﬂr“iﬁg "p ‘}& er,t. _The flurry of glass
strugg‘l J}";qtytq%{;}'zgﬂhﬁm come fromi Frageld) Kiv¥ n’d‘ 1np1smger and others;igmot:
an off t e w 11, gngstafc@pj New:issis judt rhetb®ik 1886 ’c; ot fxc magses, It is a.gennine maore
to the (deugp.zgt B oz Ubhes miev: 16 theviett ‘rc re qén‘es ?. change of J.d.eolggy, ofid

PAREY G I/ "wh
nurmber af top leadazs frent Bcngnr..,tafia}eraligm 15148854 democracy, Al

What is, the, mernina ief thic Jacwazndve ik L‘eh‘t’éﬁﬁ‘? "“1~‘érr~ is’z ‘great deal of ambiguity!.
about 1t§;s:.gpi£1ca.ncg”, e aoav-mmt ig Coreful 8 “93. chegp top . labor leaders arxe
not a‘?ou,t [;o lsad, tha.clags pirugghes: 2Bt thé e r’eméi*xs that it ends ,up opening; the:dbox
t6 an entizelydiffsrent.penspediive: o thé butbaulifdey one which has ramificationsy: as
we shall seg‘,{‘ro;(&;}@spoqts; @f .our xvprdd

For if there is an ideclogiczl move t* the left, this‘miust, at some level, have conse-
quences for actual politics, Otherwisc, it's not any chan ge in ideology, just, 2 change in
rhetoric, which,we.can pretiy wexlig1bi~e ' Fer byt ¥ ’53‘ 6gy we do not Just mean a:cover
of words for what, people dejl but & hvaiEef Lockmof‘at the' Wor d w1th 1mphcalhons, for
action., Is this'action" to take placé in the .Légasla‘tu:ea ot on ﬁhe streets?

.T)m Labpr, Perspertive gives ihe impression (it'is not .t,9° cleiar) that the ! }ggt-movutg"
stratggy will: bz manifested at the. bawkl of naticnal’ ‘poli c'.,; in he 1 electoral arqna.la,nd in.
the hall§ of ang,.,@ww Byeswinablyl thdr& witlie sha,rpe’r pressure on the Dermogratic
Party to; deliver gyf@;gmp.' Wowycevin shppdse dhls” wére to 1}apgen, there ig reason ta
wonder whether it would snati: z;nythmg ﬁa*?m&ﬂ:fr»v new‘ or for thal: mattgr »-Pazpiculagly
left, For,. W kney tant for: yéara thedaber - BdgaaiEFatt” ‘ha.ve ha.d a strategy of pushing
the Dﬁmocx;zp.‘tgg Raxty fonmeformsiih Cotiiré#d" prEdfsely to “avoid” having to wage the
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industrial class struggle. Is this legislative-lobbying substitute for the class struggle
really a move to the Left? And can it produce anything in a period when the politicians
are moving to the Right? Will this 'left bureaugracy" do what the EuroPean Left Bureaue

crats have failed, refused to do?

By giving the impression that Fraser and Co. intend to do more than give lip service
to the fight for reforms -- at any'level -- we can open the way to da.ngerous illugions,

But how about action led by the left bureaucrats on the shop floor? Far. miore danger-
ous is the attitude the Labor Perspectives proposes that we take toward ''left-moving"
bureaucrats at this level, The documient states, quite correctly, that "'It is quite clear
that,. at least for sore time to come {our emphasis), the left moving bureaucrats have no
intention of changing their fundamental approach to labor 'relations at the industrial level,

How (and why) then are we supposed to relate to these bureaucrats?.

Simple. On page 40 the document simply reverses the earlier assessment and tells

us, "In situations where the issues are real and important ones, ‘particularly those re-
lated to the defense of the integrity and power of the union vis'a vis the employer," We "
believe the burden of responsibility lies in the direction of support and helping to elect
the left moving sectlons of the bureaucracy. The reformers can use the campaign to
educate people’on the issues around which the campaign focases. This does not méan
emphasis on:how terrible the opposition candidate's past record is, and how nothing

will change.i; It means trying to build real sentament among the membersh;p favoring
aggress:.ye bargaining or organizing... D1scuss1ng the issues will give the reformers
more gpportunity to educate people on how organizing drives and contract ba.rgalmng
should be done than the ham-fisted attempts so typical of the American left in explaining
why this cancidate won't ever get it right because of his social position, . This ambiguous
statement is not a new position for the EC, It represents a deepening of an earlier
position in which the EC tells us that the crisis and employers' offensive are forcing
sections of the bureaucracy to move to the Left, ., not just in words but in deeds. . ‘This
is stated explicitly in Bringing Our Apalysis Up to Date, the document which first set -
the current IS line that the employers have broken their long- standing deal and are:
forcing the bureaucracy, or.sections: of it, ‘to move to.the left.

"We have seen the growing tension between the Internationil leadership and.
local officials. As the International allows conditions to deteriorate further
and further, the local leaders must take the brunt of rank & file dissatisfaction
-~ usually by losing or nearly losing elections. So, their demands on the
International grow and they take independent actions. There can be little doubt
that over the years this dynamic will grow., On the one hand, this clearly means
that any opposition that forms down the Toad will include a“number of local -
officials right from the start,' In fact, it is most likely that they will initiate
_any opposition. " (Bringing Our Analysis Up to Date, revised edition, page 9)

There can be no doubt that the employers' offensive has put the low level officials in a
bind, But this is nothing new to this period. Conditions on the shop floor have been
deteriorating for years, The top bureaucrats never put up-a fight, It is rare, moreover,
that the low level officials do anything to fight back on their own, For th1s reason the
turnover of officials at the bottom level has always been great. 'But this ‘has not led to
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any significant section of the local bureaucracy breaking toward class struggle in the
past, nor can it be expected now,

In'the first place, fthe bureaucrats understand.thatalthough they might lose, heg¢ause
‘thiy" Hive 'hdt protecléeJ the rank & file, a defeat will not mean the end of their careers.
Indeed, it is not uncommon for bureaucratic "in'" and "out" slates to play revolving doors
with one anoﬁher, in election after, elec‘tmn. .On the other hand, leadipg a struggle does
pode'd h:.g tﬁ éat o the Io,al bureaucrat, espec;ally in the b1g industrial ynioss, with
their powé’rfuf dlscipchned and authoritarian machines (USW UAW, IBT). In almost
every case, ma.lungBa brea.k toward organizing a movement.would mean going:against;the
dpper svels 6; th ureaucracy. ‘I‘hxs could end 2 career,, especm‘uy Af the action is
unsuccessfuf For the top levels of the bureaucracy do not readily tolerate disohedience, -

~‘On ‘the ‘other Band to lead a local struggIe .against the company'is t6 fie ope's futune.
to the' pot‘e‘ﬁtial of Fank'% file power. Most local officials do not believe that the rank &
file can get itself orgamz_ed' in this respect they do not differ from the upper. layexs.
There is, indeed, littld in’¥eécent experience to show that the rank & file will fight effec-
tively, Moreover, the offlc:.arlsthlnk that even if they can organize their ownzanks to
fight loca Y, they’ ",eneralfy need broader support to win against the hig. companies, and
they are proba.biy ri hl:. To the lo'cal bupeaucrat,s th:.s means, look;ng to the,support of

to them ‘a pipe dreé.m. So, eve n' 1f they wa.nt to flght thea compa.q;es in. order o keep the
rank & file on their side, they d6 not. rea.lly see this as a viable possibility.

Fma“lly, it muqt ‘be remembered that the low level bureaucrat is just that -- and.nafiac
rank & file' orgapizer w1£h a long run perspectwe. .Their ideas, have ibeen. shaped by their
a.ctfivftles. .,"'Ifhe1r expenence, the _hole definition of then' JOb ha.s been primarily as
a gnevance representat:.ve and as anegot:.ator. ‘ They have served ag lawyers: for the
workeré,an& gnedmators between the company anq the, workers, Jhaving to . compromise ag
best tanffji can——-—Moreeyer— Ehese«qﬁ':cmis a1d not get ofﬁce by onganizing the; rank & file
to struggie a.gamst thewc;_cgix‘pa{mes but merely“by wmmng arr'e'lecticn. They takp the
electoral road. “As a result when they ’wm ofﬁce, they sti].l have no§ bu;llt g.pl;}w ROVET
necessary to fight the company, “The official has usually won office by promising to do
things for the rank & file, In turn, the membership elects the official thinking he/she will
act for them 8a result once in ofﬁce the o££101a1 ha.s only a passive base,;a fallowing

which does not,. in fact, expect to fight.

Now,, we are not saying that once the rank & file starts to move and puts, pre.semj’euon
the locai ofﬁc:,ais pone of them ‘will cqme over. Proba.hly some w:.ll (hut this is a very
different thmg from predlctmg as the EC does, that under p&eséu;e frem the compa.mes,
and in the absence of ra.nk & f:,le lead.ershJ. > th.e local hureaucrats w;,l.l pke the 1_mt1at1ve.)
Nor is this.to say that. no 'local ofﬁc1a1 will evert on the1r own, . lea.d a Btr*k%‘ Of course,
sometimes they do. The point is, however," that-ve canmot count-on-the local off1c1als to

do this. we.can't look. to this layer for leadership, or expect it.

Recept events in IBT-idemonstrate. this to the hilt, . For when, as in the Bay. Areﬁn
local IBT. off;.c:.als d.;.d u)rqder rank & ﬁle, pressure,w end 9p - lea.dmg a stnhe, itheir ¢
cism about the rank & file, and.their fear of the international, prevemted them.. from
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80 in a way which can win, So the strike was run in the classic bureaucratic fashion,
Just about every attempt by TDU to get the rank & file involved, by building rank & file
strike comm;ttees, mass meetings, mass actions, etc.. was sabotaged, The leaders

feared.the workers wouldget out of hand,

There's a 'similar lesson in the recent Phoenix-LA grocery strike, In this case, as
noted, TDU, with no assistance from the off1c1als actually succeeded in orgamz:mg '
militant cross union solidarity strike lmkmg Phoenix strikers with LA grocery workers.
Despite the relatively high level of orgamzatmn and militancy, despite the totally sell-out
program offered by the top officials, the local officials stood fast with the bureaucra.cy.
Not a smgle official from any of the 5 or 6 locals involved in the strike did anything but
subvert the rank & file effort. They tremendously discredited themselves before the rank
& file in doing so. But this only emphasized the point: the officials would rather risk the
wrath of the rank & file, and take their chances with rank & file action against them: at
the polls, than go up against the bureaucracy and the companies,

Bureaucratic Reform Movements and Rank & File Movements

The tendency to.give up'in practice the tactic of critical support for left talking bureau-
crats and to expectilocal Tével bureaucrats to initiate action culminates in the EC view
that the key poszhve forcel in the working class today is the "reform movement!, What
exactly, this moyement:is is never explained. There is no doubt that the fa.llure of the
bureaucracy to protect the rank & file has opened up opportunities for union opposxtlomsts.
But in the absence,:atleast’'so far, of massive rank & file action, most opposition will”
itself develop  within theé bureaucratic mold, whatever the subjective intent of the oppos;-
tionists. ,Typical.will be the election campaign of "'reformers' or "oppositionists' who
aim to repla.c,:@ the old rotten machine with new people more committed to doing something;.
for the membership. These opposﬂ:mmsts are, of course, nothing new to this period,

But there is no doubt they represent an'important phenomenon because they débecome’
the focus of rank & file interests and concern, For this reason it is important to under-.

stand them and know how to relate to them.,

It should be stated, right off, that at least so far, none of the reform organizations that-
have appeared have been rank & file movements, It is disastrous, therefore, to run them
together with genuine rank & file movements, as recent ISidocuments have done. The IS
has lumped together the wildcat strike movement in the mines, the Miners for Democracy,:
the Teamsters for a Democratic Union, the Sadlowski Fight Back organization -- all
under the head of ''the union reform movement'', Or else what-are clearly bureaucratic
reform organizations have ‘been called rank & file movements.; The Sadlowski campaign,
for exa,_mple,»wa.s termed a rank & file movement, Now, unfortunately it's not a mere
question of words. For, if we do not identify reform movements as something different
from rank & file movements, it obviously makes no sense in'that context to try to explain
the need for, to prepare for, and ultimately attempt to build rank & file movements

independent of the bureaiicracy.

The reformers have certain things in common which sharply distinguish them from
rank & file organizers. Above all, their main strategy is electoral; They are out to
change the union and fight the companies primarily by winning an election, and then
carrying out reforms within the union and fights against the companies, using their,

newly-won office,
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In other words, the reformers''dectoralism" is no mere tactic but indicates an entire
pohtical rconcalphpn,f It is a reformist position and suffers from the disastrous weakneses
of rpform,:.sm in this pera.od ThJ.s means that the tried and trye methods of honestly
negot:laung cop,&;ra.cqe, vlgorpusyly prosecuting grievances, while desireable, will be of
‘little use in the face of the companies simply stonewalling it., Similarly, the;refoxrmers!
electoral approach ignores the fact that in this period the most power (mobilization of the
rank & file and greater politicization) is necessary to make possible a.successful fight
back. For L‘hep repsonsg,.. wb,pn 2. bureaucratic reformer; wins. office, he ig ugsually ham=~
th;\mg.r Havmg £a.;,led to,orgapize a rank & file prganization to support them and keep
t,hem honeat they can usually do. httle for the,rank & file, : . This leads te:cynicism at best,
Moreover, under tremendous pressure from the:employersiand the restiof thelabor
burea,ucrac:.y the. reformier,-however, well meaning, may simply sell-oat;

It is.crucial to be.clear:. both rank & file mavements and electoral reformers may use.
elections, .Buyf;they haye.a very different place in their overall strategy...and thiz is.one.
of the key thmgs which distinguishes the two. . .So,- for.the bureaucrat reformer,; since
getting elected is the key to getting power, everythmg must be subordinated to getting
elected, and this includes subordinating rank & file -self-organization, militancy,. -politics..
Getting elected necessarily means s "lowest common denominator'! approach -- and this
approagh ¢ op.t,radic,ts building yank &: file self-reliance,.rank &: file militancy, rank &: file
politics. Why is.this? . Begause. tlp.e.‘b sic fact, the startmg poins, inmearly every: situats
1on we will be .in, (qp,fsude of the instances. of rani & file upsuyge where rank & file organ~:
1zat1o:ns w;ll have a.lrea;dy come. into gxistence) is l:hat the union membership, in its

or;t will not PF militant. (fo:c examp&e open to. the use of illegal mags tactics), ;will .
not be. poln;lca.l (fg,r example, in favor of policies of cross_ ynion alliances,, for fights
agau}st racism. to’ build unity, etc ),, w;l; not even understand the idea Qi}[qelf -reliance
(the, 1d,ea, thal; only y;he rank & file bag.the powes to change. thmg,s),. . There :is therefore
@) e‘rry reason“ from the pomt of view of the reformer, tomake. the campaign as ma,ld and
w1de1y acceptaple as Bpsg:.ble -- eyen, at the cost of: undcrmu;unp independent rank & file

initiative, . m;};‘tangy and pohths.

- But, let us be concrete., Some examples,

J}e Saé}ﬂwsk;&ampa;g_

Mogt. recenfly,. B SRV, this in the Sadlowski Campaign. Leftists, including the IS,
enterefl the - campaign.: ;In part, it was .the 1ntent).on to get Sadlowski, elect;ed to bre ealk, the
McBride maching,.: ,But it was- also mtended to use the campaign to try to organize. tl;e
rank ;& file; for. ,exa.npg}e,,) ko, orgamze logal demonstrat:.ons on lo;:al issues; to set up,
locqg, newspaper in the pl,ﬁnts, stc. 'Ihe ISISteeL Fraction's document LS,:in the Sadlgw.

ski amgaagn, stateg strg.;ghtfo;.mward],x that the IS thought "Sadlowslu would he forced.to
appeal to;the ranks and run on the jgsues tb,at :.ftect them a.nd o make every\effort to
involve them. in the campaign,! n "We PXcht"d a mass campaign.,, to either generate
local Fight Back.groyps or generate a climate in Whlch they, could eas11y be built, " (p. 4)
In fact, as this do¢ument reported, "FJ.ght Back consmtently mscouraged ra.-x}kb &, f;J.e
initiative or shows of militance.'" Moreover, 'at every level the campaign staff h.ad a
'better safe tham so;xy -aftityde, 'l Furthermors, -"Sadlowski was.fearful that a. highly
organized . a.nd aggressive rank & f1le would, 11m.d: his :options and push him and his. cam- .

paign where he didn't want to go. " r(pp. 6,8)
In fact)'%We shbild hi¥e béen able to predict what Sadlowski wodtd do, "'It'id néta
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question of his subjective intentions, Sadlowski may be a good guy, ‘think of hxmself as '
a socialist, want the best for the rank & file. But he was not a rank & file leader-; nor
was he organizing a’ rank & file movement. He was a bureaucratic reformer, ‘whatever
‘his personal 1deology. ‘This was because hls method of struggling was dominated by
electoralism, As’ the L S, fraction, reported he subordinated everything to winning, ;
most especially,’thé’ 1ndependen,l: Qrgamzat:.on of the rank ‘& file, ~Sadlowski is perfectly
typical in this respett, and his tactics were logical from his own, ‘reformist perspective,

" Nor was it wrong for us to work with people in his campaign, ‘Itis nece t
connecl:xons and gain the respect of the rank & file activists by work:mg
in: support of their projects even if we want. to. go further than they do.  Whit was wrong
with ouy mterventlon was that, in 1ntervenmg, we-began with the expectahbn that
Sadlowski would dd Bometh:lng else. This showed a misunderstanding of thé nature of
the réformer's approa.ch Then, in the campaign, we largelyfailed:to rhaintain an
1ndependent presence, espec1a11y in our own press. We did not-usélthe: campfaxgn as
an opportunity to explain what a rank & file movement was, that'd rankik filew movement
had, of necessity, .to be.able to functmn independent. of the. bureauc‘raey, 'Ihxs does-not -
mean it can't have officials in it; but these officials must be responsible to, and: cdntrolled
by the rank & file, There was no chance to make,the Fight Back campaign ‘suéha move—
ment; we did not have the forces. But it was necessary to begin to educate people to 'the
necessity of-such a movement; and part of that process. was explaining the limitations of

‘Sadlowski and Fight Back, This we did not do,

We did not carry out this position.of critical support, because at that time we were
begintiing to work out the theory that there is no: difference between the rank & file move -
ment-and a reform movement of the Sadlowski type. The CC document which evaluated

the Sadlowski campa.lgn stated, "The Sadlowski campaign was a rank & filé' movement,
Despité-the fact that it was run top-down, despite the passivity of many of its’ félibwers,
and despite its lack of organization,' This statement typifies the current thmk:lng of

the IS leadership, It is compounded of a double .error: on the one hand, a misunderstand-
ing of the reformers, an overestimation of what they can or will do; on the other hand,

a cynicism about the rank & file, which implies that they cannot understand critical
support; that- they ca.nnot at this pomt see.there is anything more possible than saya
Sadlowski type ‘campaign; -that it is impossible to reach the rank & file if we polltxca.lly

distinguish ourselves from the reformers.

The MFD

The disastrous’ consequences. of giving up the: critical support position, and of failing
to distinguish between the reformers and the program of the rank & file movement
independent of the bureaucracy, are clear.if one refers to what happened in the mines,
The Miners for Democracy was ‘the classic reform organization, It came out‘cf far mare
of 2 mass movement than any other reform group we have seen. But its orientation was
clearly legalistic, non-militant, above all electoral, This does not mean that the MFD
did notintend to 1mprove ‘the workers conditions against the bosses. -Certainly they d1d
Certainly Arnold M111er did. Their program. called for all sorts of necéssary improve-
ments, But their strategx precluded their doing so.

Their strategy was the same as Sadlowski's essentially, “Elect us, we'll do things for
you. . to carry out their strategy, they demanded their followers stop wildcatting so'much, °
because it would turn soirie people off. They covered up the racism in the union, because
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it was a divisive issue. They did, in short, what they thought was necessary to win at
the polls. Should we have supported them? Of course. A victory fpr Boyle,would have
been a setback for the movement, Should we. have implied they were a rank .&:file move-
ment, like TDU? Should we have said they we:.se part of the "reform movement' and
refrained from criticizing their approach? Th1$ would have been disdastrous, For -
~although it was impoxrtant for tactical reasons t?}t_iefeat Boyle, it was a.lso clear that
Miller and Co, could not fight the companies, . Not. because they were bad guys, but
because they had a bad political approach wavsj gbsolutély essential, for'anybne tryihg
to advance the mmeworkers struggle’ dt‘thé.‘t pomt to.say thdt Miller and Co. were not a
rank & file o-amzatmn,, that;a-meal r’a?&k”& file organization was in fact needed., .and as

_much as p to be trying to build it, Perbaps. a majority of mmers could not have

" understood tMs. But certainly we céitld’ have begun the process of edication apd.qrganis
.zation and no doubt reached & ainowity” of rﬁﬂ ants.  Hadowe uncnt:.caliy backed Millery
as the answer to miners' ;groblems{l"We wé_t‘fld.havq been, in, the' much" worsa _position @ftey
he took office, of ha.vling te, explain wity We *%rlupally supported such a. sell out, “This
is not a question of ouz;b“mg:;a.b duty" driodf ilgood reputation', It is at quesuon of
whether we believe thatciggptalga.l analyses‘dhd principles have any pracﬁcal relevance to
the struggle. If, 1ndee we think it makes no d1ffe} ence whata conscmuq sninority says
or does -- whether’ or not Mgiactually t£y” to 1ntervene agound ‘the® c5rrecY: é})ia}ylpls makes
no difference -- then wa rn;x;;,gla,t as well’ &;u.’tf t‘hg busmq:qg., JF 6% EAéh’ {ve are.saying. that
workers can't learn tin:g ,g}). theumterveht’fbn of a consgious minority’ and/or they will do

the same thing, no matter. what we say'or'd8,

Ins fai:l:”,l%eéauée m1ne1;s :have:not been-pre: senf:esi with,any:peliti¢dl alte¥native to the
MFD thei# *ééﬁdiuémn from the MFD experiehce is that all central leadershlg is, badhand
cannot be trusted, Many of them see no choice ‘?ut lecal, Attonory for the istricts and:
locals -~ a terrible op ion. . This is bec@.ﬂ*ﬁ ﬁtey ‘have no.gomception’ ‘of'a’ quahta.uvely
different relatxoiﬂs‘hlp etween leaders and 'tank & file, baged ot & Botmm up rather than
top.down orgamzational form and on a realistic’ understamdmg of '‘the poht:cal strategy
needed to stand up to the employers! offencive.

The -mess which the failure to distinguish reform campaigns from rank & file-move-
ments get us 1nto is mamfest in thé IS recent book on cgal, Battle Line, Here we have
absolutely nothmg to say about why the MFD failed, or how sucha failure can be avoidea
in the future., Ohe wonders if we any longer understand since.the Labor Perspecuves
document makes the outlandish statemnient that Miller and the MFD “turned into their
opposite!, (p.26) Miller and the MFD did NOT turn into their opposite, “They were
reformers from the start, As such, they inevitably had to capit-late to the companies,
because they had not put into practice a strategy which would have allowed them to stand
up to the employers! offensive. In the coal pamphlet all we can say is that ''the Qght
to impose union power at the local mine site level is wealmed by bad leadersth, 1 . Our.

conclusion: "A new team is necded.' (g, 90)

What is thi§'but saying. tbza.tqa.ll that's nééded is to get good deaders/ i rather than bad -
leaders ? .‘The document later gogsiion to say that ' The . real materiil for a new leadersh:l.p
team, the milltants at the. d;stnqha.nd local’ leve’fs 1 a,rg[got,pzepa:hed ‘to move for top
leadership: peszuons right now... Butithéy will B ammg ‘expepience and confidence by
various ca)rripa:gns tonressurBﬁh& Exelcutw%*i"oa.rd i (p 94) = tlthzsbs‘eems misleading
advice, toisay the feast For:whatds tb prevent thes;s n‘e;iﬁ'?iﬁ,ﬁnta.n%‘ ‘thpresumably will
get elected now)’ From selhng out just as Miller did? After all, Miller, Patrick,and :
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others started out as simple rank & filers, trying to get the best for the miners. They
didn't sell out because they were bad guys, but because they had a bureaucratic-reform
approach., Here's the concluding message to the miners in Battle Line: '"The hope for
the UMWA lies with the ability of the local and district leaders and activists to initiate
and pressure for organizing drives, and to organize and prepare for the next series of
elections.' (p, 95) Nothing about the need for an organization of the rank & file miners
independent of the bureaucracy in the entire pamphlet! Nothing about the politics needed
by-'such an orgamzauon to face up to the _employers! offensive. Merely, the call to :
prepare for the next elections.

The TEAMSTERS

From the book Battle Line one could easily conclude that the IS had itself adopted the
politics of the reformers. Our actual tactics in the Sadlowski campaign would lead to
the same conclusion, But what about teamsters? Here, it certainly must be said that:
we are operating within a genuine rank & file organization. But one wonders how the:EC
and the IS majority see this, In the first place, in all our writings, the EC has consigi
tently classed TDU with the Sadlowski campaign, the MFD, the Balanoff operation, etc,
Fortunately, so far TDU has not become any of those things, It remains firmly in

control of the rank & file; it does not depend on any of the (few) officials involved within
it;' But one wonders if this'is by design or by accident,

At the' 1977 “TDU Convention we invited Harry Pat:ick of the UMWA to be the keynote -
speaker and made him an honorary member of the TDU, We did = this despite the fact
that by this time the MFD had chown its true colors time and again, The MFD leaders,
in power since 1973; h2d tried again and again to smash wildcat strikes. Patrick himself,
from the early days ‘of MFD had participated prommently in the MFD policy of opposing
wildéats -(this is documented in the work by Paul Nyden referred to in 2attle Line),. ‘
Moreove¥r, in the months before the TDU convention the UMWA leadership was trying to
crush another mass wildcat and Patrick was going along with them, He even appeared
on TV to urge the miners to go back to work, Nonetheless, we put forward Patrick to
the ' TDU convention, Whatever we intended this to mean, and whatever Patrick actually
said, there was a strong message which was inevitably conveyed: "Here's Harry Patrick, '
He is a progressive official, He and the MFD got elected and succeeded in cleaning up
the UMWA, We want TDU to become an organization like the MFD, to act like the MFD
did. " True, many teamsters do not distinguish between the reform approach of the MFD-
and that of the independent rank & file movement. But that's just the point, By bringing
in a slick left-talking official like Patrick, we merely re-confirm the established old
modés of thinking -- which overwhelmmgly lean toward trying to do things through good
leadérs' -- rather than encouraging a break.

Again, there is the question are we trying to make a break, During the local teamste¥:
elections of the fall and winter of 1977, the IS leadership advised the organization to
"go for power" -- i,e, run in elections to get office., There was no explicit recogni nition -
that gefhn&power and getting office are two very different things, It's one thing to get
office on the basis of having built a rank & file organization, which can back you up,
give you ,ﬁower, and keep you honest, It's another to get office as the road to power,
Indeed, in Workers' Power we systematically confused these 2 methods in the orne:
election where there was a real need to distinguish. Here Pete C. was running for
election as repre sentative of TDU, Pete Karagozian was running with the classic:"out"




-10-

reform group, Concerned Memoers. .. WP headlined: *Vote for the Two Petes', Its
a.rticle 4id nathing to dwti*nguish bei:vaeen tha approachof the two groups, or the.manner
‘of 8k Bo;;gl&gqg},@@rpwr\wﬁif 28hId" be expeg:;ed from dac¢h, Nor has this been:done:
30.1553 \ Ffﬂy.,,rfm&mders Hovb*we can e:fpgct to politi¢ally develop TDUersif no
‘di&ﬁncg:iogz . ax§ 7§ Fibade 7 “how A e.fxpe ct ﬁDgerp to learn the- &fference between the rank &
wle mwemgggaqd ithe A reformbst -“aiiaii:roam E;they :do Bot learn the difference, thére
Mﬂi ‘bg : ngy o Way Lo, p,a:gvenﬁ*TD‘H’frbm becom,mg theiinstriiment of a "gengune" reformer

'sH6uid'Mthe man onithe: wHité hovse™ happen.along.

Balanoff, District #31, and the Steel Pz lct

This brmﬂ' us, finally, to our current work in steel in D}st 1c(: #3,1, where weiare
operating in a caucus headed .up by Jim baelanoif -Digtict! Director' The aquestion i
not, once again,>whethed! ot h“ot we shqu,lql .be -in the'esudlhs, "It may welLba that;sfor:the
’mpgx,’enft, ithi is; the: ﬂ@eht'ib’.tac e WOrk .The questiondgain is oné “of methodi of:our

unders)'ta.n.d;mg of thénpolsition wé are in,. o£ the necessity to esta’rbhsh our political
1ndepe1;denca.

Whatever Balanoiffé subjective Intentions,. or his personal ideology, he is very much
restrlictqd,hy (2) the: political: sﬁrategy he has pursuddi (b)‘the objective balance of fordés
e now iaz,c;qs., Balandff, whatever his past | took the-lassic ‘electoral reform road: He
r‘é.xzi for office, parallel to Sadlowsiu's bid for the USW premdency. like Sadiowaki, iHe did
this without ha.vmg built a rank & f1}.!g prganizatioty of the' dppropria.te scope. to backslhim
f Now,.he is in the: po%itm&i éommon to thoge who adépt this strategy. . He fates alt™
fe sfve from the ipowerful'steel” com]xnaples, ‘he ig beidg® v:czob;sly attagked by thwUSW
mac‘fpne whp have: suxreu:ndbd*hlm in h1s ;own.disfrict; -he has relaq.vely little in the way"

%tj a;&dorgan}zed bastiin:Disteict #3f especmllyr once one-géts: Beyond the R&F: Club:uif.
i Steel.

Noxe of ﬁgts means.that we canhot work with Balanoff; get wha.tever help we .can from
Hitn: collaborate where thib i3/ posszbl’e. What. it.does mean is that we cappo,t“qeunrmn
hir} or btﬁld, 3 strategy based on’ hi’“ieade;sh;p, ,.:To succeed, it will be necessaxy:to
bullda. rank}&, file mpovement, wh‘i‘ch does ri ot Jhaye toirelyon Ba.la.noff. It may. well: be

h&t w2 cannot move ot anizatiordlly’ o do sp at this pojnt; 'or thiat" domg BQ is a long way
off.” \onethelessm wre, bave: to:-build’ ol qwln opggrg.t;an. §This feand beg 'x%g to, .political~
ly d8niince those weaL€ wo"king with even gmllonumhers, of" t’he'R lsﬂn,cal necessity. -

- to’b.uhqa, rank & f119j‘mov*ement’ ‘fnde fendent of Balanoffi . i order to defen,d the rank.&

- filel” i aso means. positioning burs }ivesmand, our .gollabbrators’ tt§ int:erveneH r@hquld the
sititdtion in the; clacs shuggleuéhange or, example in. the eveit of wﬂ@_c;até or other

du-ect a.cLons.rr. . where Baldnoff thay ﬁné it difficylt, or from his Point of View undesir-
able® b if:ervene.

As we remembar,. Weusman, 'who"we twerq working, éi’osbly Withid auto in CGC,, failed
to' étpport a strike at his'own plant ‘While iz ,a}hanee withies/” Thete i¥ no rea,son g pay
absolutely that Balanoii wili t_:"ahpport'dlregtwpy hopefully: he: il ¢ —Fu»r pomt must be
that-thé -rﬂ;hk i file cantot -reixgh’hzm jthfp?'fha&rbhey dan’ relyVOnly on themselves,
and it ourngb to. help: thérr?:)—mkd this a.nii", ;é‘nﬂlé”ncs.
on Balanb?f pers:onally. ¥ iaé? i ﬁa a.noff ha.s ithe :goal-of: strengthé' )
workers vs. the. companies: and the’ ‘bu*eaucraqy? -berwillonot G‘bject

This does’ hof:i_requ,n'e an attack.
) e steal
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That is why the IS publications, notably Workers! Power and in particular the steel
pamphlet, The Crisis Within, have not been doing the necessary job,. They have not
spoken to the question of what is necessary in steel, and Crisis Within has given the
impression that there is already the model of what's necessary in District #31, Crisis
Within states clearly that the "reform movement" or the ""rank & file movement' in
District #31 (the two terms are used interchangeably) not only exists, ‘but includes
Balanoff himself, extending from the ground floor right up to the district director,
This conveys an impression of power that does not exist; it conveys an ideal of
organization that is not ours; it gives illusions that the existing organization (which we -
may want to work with and support) can do things which it cannot. Thus, in Crisis
Within, there is no explanation of why an electoral strategy cannot work., There is no
explanation of the sort of pressures which face the district director. There is no
explanation of the need for a rank & file movement independent of the burea.ucra.cy,
such as does exist in teamsters in TDU, Once again, what is at issue is not the need
to expose this potential seel-out or that, It is the need for the political development
of the rank & file., This cannot proceed without some account of the inadequacies of
what is, the necessity for building what does not yet exist,
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