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NEWS ANALYSIS

Condemn Smith’s Terror Raid in Mozambique!

By Ernest Harsch

Rhodesian Prime Minister Ian Smith, for
years the chief representative of white
supremacy in that country, now claims
that he favors a transition to Black
majority rule within two years. But at the
same time that he was meeting in Geneva
with Zimbabwean nationalist leaders,
ostensibly to discuss the details of the
transition, he issued orders for a sharp
escalation of the war against the Zimbab-
wean freedom struggle.

On October 31, just three days after the
formal opening of the Geneva talks,
armored Rhodesian units, backed up by
helicopter gunships and other air support,
crossed the eastern border to strike at
seven Zimbabwean camps located in
Mozambique. The Rhodesian forces, raid-
ing about sixty miles into Mozambique,
penetrated the provinces of Tete in the
north and Gaza in the south.

The Mozambique regime condemned the
military action as an invasion of “an
independent, sovereign state.” In this, they
have the support of all freedom-seeking
organizations and individuals.

The Mozambican press agency reported
that heavy attacks continued through
November 1, and that Mozambican troops
had resisted Rhodesian “tanks, cannon,
mortars, infantry, fighter-bombers and
cavalry.”

After the Rhodesian forces had with-
drawn, Assistant Commissioner Mike
Edden said at a news conference in
Salisbury November 3, “It was simply a
military operation designed to sort out
people on our immediate border.” He
claimed that several guerrilla bases and
fifty tons of war materials had been
destroyed. Other Rhodesian sources said
that hundreds of Zimbabwean guerrillas
were killed. According to the regime in
Mozambique, at least eighteen Mozambi-
can civilians were killed when Rhodesian
troops fired on a passenger train in Mapai.

Edden warned that Rhodesian forces
would “continue to foray across the
border.”

This was the second major raid into
Mozambique within three months. In early
August, a mechanized unit of the Rhode-
sian army attacked a Zimbabwean camp
at Nyazonia. Salisbury claimed that it had
killed 300 Zimbabwean guerrillas, 30
Mozambican troops, and 10 civilians. The
Mozambique regime charged, however,
that the Rhodesians had massacred 618
persons, most of whom were Zimbabwean
refugees, including women and children.
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The war has also stepped up within
Zimbabwe itself. In the two weeks follow-
ing Smith’s September 24 speech promis-
ing majority rule, about 120 persons were
killed in armed clashes, a steep increase in
the rate of fatalities.

In addition to the Zimbabwean freedom
fighters killed by Smith’s forces, many
Black civilians have also been gunned
down, allegedly either for violating the
curfew or aiding the guerrillas. Civilians
have been routinely tortured by Rhodesian
troops to extract information on guerrilla
movements and to terrorize the population
as a whole. About 200,000 Blacks in rural
areas have been forced into prison-like
“protected villages.”

Despite the Smith regime’s brutal repres-
sion, the Zimbabwean freedom struggle is
on the rise.

One indicator of the sentiment among
Blacks was the enthusiastic reception
given to Bishop Abel Muzorewa, one of the
major Zimbabwean leaders, when he
returned from exile to Salisbury October 3.
More than 100,000 Blacks poured into the
streets, chanting “Black power!” A week
later, another Zimbabwean leader, Joshua
Nkomo, organized a reception of a similar
size in Bulawayo. In addition, Rhodesian
officials estimate that there are now 3,000
Zimbabwean guerrillas operating within
the country, twice the number in July.

According to a report by Colin Legum in
the September 27 Washington Post, the
U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency, the
Intelligence and Research Bureau of the
State Department, and the Central Intelli-
gence Agency all made estimates of the
Smith regime’s chances of survival. “The
only difference among them,” Legum
reported, “was in their estimates of the
time before Rhodesia’s security and eco-
nomic position finally collapsed.”

It was the fear of such a collapse—and
the impact it could have throughout the
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rest of southern Africa—that prompted the
American, British, and South African
regimes to pressure Smith into making
some concessions before it was too late.

Although Smith was forced to agree to
Black majority rule within two years, he is
still maneuvering to retain as much white
control as possible.

In his proposals for the transition to
majority rule, Smith called for the estab-
lishment of a “multiracial” interim regime
in which the military and police forces
would continue to be controlled by whites.
Whites, moreover, would have veto power
over all decisions of the council of state,
the supreme body in the interim regime,
and would be able to block any unfavora-
ble clauses in a new constitution.

The four main Zimbabwean leaders—
Robert Mugabe, Joshua Nkomo, Abel
Muzorewa, and Ndabaningi Sithole—were
willing to go to Geneva for secret talks
with Smith and the British government.
Although none of the four leaders de-
manded immediate independence under
Black majority rule, they turned down a
British proposal for independence in
March 1978, stating that it must be sooner.

Under increasing pressure from the
Zimbabwean masses, the four also rejected
Smith’s proposals, demanding that any
interim regime be dominated by Blacks,
and that Blacks must control the military
and police forces in particular. O

The Murrays Must Not Die!

On November 1 the Supreme Court of
Ireland began hearing the appeal of Noel
and Marie Murray, the young couple
sentenced to hang on the charge of killing
an off-duty policeman during a bank
robbery. The fate of the Murrays is of vital

interest to every opponent of the barbaric
death penalty, and to every partisan of
democratic rights.

The Irish government tried the Murrays
before the Special Criminal Court, a
tribunal set up for the express purpose of
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handling political cases after the govern-
ment failed to obtain convictions in a
number of trials. The new tribunal did
away with impediments to a quick guilty
verdict, such as the right to trial by jury.
Rules of evidence were also “streamlined,”
so that the prosecution could introduce
material and arguments that are inadmis-
sible in regular courts.

If the Irish regime is successfull in the
legal lynching of the Murrays, there can be
little doubt that it will go further in using
the death penalty against its political
opponents.

The character of the proceedings was
indicated November 1 when the Supreme
Court refused Noel and Marie Murray the
right to even attend the hearing on their
appeal. “Large numbers of gardai [police]
and armed military personnel were on
duty” at the site of the appeal, the Irish
Times reported November 2. “Gardai were
posted in the corridors and lawyers and
members of the public were stopped and
searched as they entered the courts.”

The attempt to intimidate those who
would express solidarity with the Murrays
was combined with vindictive treatment of
the prisoners themselves. Marie Murray is
being held in a cell measuring 12 feet by
14.5 feet, and two prison officers remain in
the cell with her at all times.

A movement for abolition of capital
punishment has emerged in response to
the plight of the Murrays. A statement
opposing the death penalty was published
in the London Times October 23. It was
signed by a number of prominent personal-
ities, including John Arden, Hugh MacDi-
armuid, Lord Brockway, Lord Soper,
Arnold Wesker, Arthur Koestler, J.B.
Priestly, Lord Gardiner, Brigid Brophy,
Peter Cadogan, David Markham, Hephzib-
ar Menunin, and Peter Reddaway.

On October 26, the Irish Times reported
that Senator Ruairi Quinn had sought
permission from the Labour party parlia-
mentary fraction to introduce a private
members’ bill to abolish capital punish-
ment.

The newly formed Irish Council for Civil
Liberties has also announced the opening
of a campaign against the death penalty.
At the meeting scheduled for November 2
to inaugurate this campaign, the speakers
were Senator Mary Robinson and Michael
O’Kennedy, spokesman for foreign affairs
of the official opposition party in parlia-
ment.

Success in the fight to save the Murrays
would be an important victory for the
working class and its allies throughout the
world, especially at a time when the
American ruling class is preparing new
executions of its own. The message to
Dublin must come through loud and clear:

Stop the hands of the executioners!

The Murrays must not die! O
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Great Expectations, Hard Times

Behind the Vote for Carter

By David Frankel

One thing came through clearly in the
American presidential election: In the end,
the voters had a hard time deciding who
was worse, Ford or Carter. “I don’t think
the people liked either one of the candi-
dates all that much,” admitted a Republi-
can party leader in Cleveland when the
election was over.

At the close of the first of the so-called
great debates between the two capitalist
candidates, Ford summed up by saying: “1
think the real issue in this campaign . . .
is whether you should vote for his [Car-
ter’s] promises or my performance in two
years in the White House.”

A bare majority chose Carter’s promises
over Ford’s record. They voted, above all,
for Carter’s promise to do something about
unemployment and restore prosperity.

The choice, however, was not made
enthusiastically. Polls estimated that 20%
of the voters were still undecided in the
last week of the campaign. The remark of
one Massachusetts voter who told repor-
ters, “I'm not that hot for Carter, but I like
the other guy less,” was typical.

The American ruling class was delighted
that people bothered to vote at all. “Voters
Jam the Polls,” said the main headline of
one New York daily. Various states report-
ed “massive” or “astonishing” turnouts,
and Chemical Bank, one of the country's
largest, took out a full-page advertisement
in the November 5 New York Times that
proclaimed:

“America: 79,000,000

“Apathy: 0

“More than 79 million Americans proved
that the predictions of voter apathy were
largely unfounded. The people had some-
thing to say and they said it. We feel they
also said something else: the system
works.”

Chemical Bank, however, overstated its
case.

About 67 million voters abstained, and it
is clear that millions of those who finally
did vote still felt resentment and dissatis-
faction over the lack of a real choice. The
actual turnout was the lowest since 1948,
when 51% of the eligible voters cast
ballots. This year, the turnout was 53.3%,
continuing the steady decline in voter
participation since 1960, when 63% of the
eligible voters came out. The 1976 turnout
dropped two percentage points from the
55.4% figure for 1972.

A prime goal of the ruling class in the
1976 election was to restore trust in the
government, which was badly shaken by
Johnson and Nixon’s intervention in the
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Vietnamese civil war and by the Water-
gate scandal.

This objective was reflected in the
opinion voiced by Carl Hathaway, senior
vice-president of the Morgan Guaranty
Trust Co., that “there is an enormous
amount of stability and normalcy in the
current situation. This is an orderly
transition, through the democratic process,
of the seat of power, after all, and hardly
any reason to be panicked” (Wall Street
Journal, November 4).

But it remains to be seen whether Carter
can restore the confidence undermined by
his predecessors.

How Carter Ran, and How He Was Elected

The program that Carter ran on was not
substantially different from Ford's. Each
insisted that he would maintain the
stronger military establishment. Both
men opposed the right of women to
abortion. Both supported the death penal-
ty. And neither promised any new initia-
tives regarding Black rights. On help to
victims of the economic crisis, Carter
hedged in his promises.

However, Carter was elected on a pro-
gram different from the one he ran on. In
their attempt to find some difference
between the two candidates, and in their

dissatisfaction with the way things are
going under Ford, the low-income voters
singled out Carter's vague promises for a
change and his insistence that he would
“put America back to work.”

Carter was elected to bring jobs and stop
the cutbacks in social programs.

The statistics on how people voted show
how dominant the economic issue was in
deciding the election. An NBC News poll
found that 87% of those who pulled the
lever for Carter gave jobs as a reason. A
CBS News poll found that only one income
group—voters from families earning more
than $20,000 a year—gave Ford a majority
(62%) of its votes. In contrast, families
earning less than $8,000 a year gave
Carter 62% of their votes.

The vote in the $12,000 to $20,000
bracket divided half and half between
Ford and Carter, while those in the $8,000
to $12,000 category gave Carter a 57%
majority. (That the race was so close
despite these statistics reflects the fact
that the percentage of those who vote rises
with income.)

The American workers sought to ad-
vance their own interests within the
capitalist two-party trap. This becomes
even clearer if the Black vote and the
trade-union vote are singled out.

Labor Bureaucrats Go All-Out for Carter

Carter made a strong appeal to the labor
vote in his speech accepting the Democrat-
ic party nomination. “Our party,” he said,
“was built out of the sweatshops of the old
Lower East Side, the dark mills of New
Hampshire, the blazing hearths of Illinois,
the coal mines of Pennsylvania, the hard-
scrabble farms of the southern coastal
plains, and the unlimited frontiers of
America.”

The trade-union bureaucracy went all-
out for Carter, carrying out what New
York Times reporter Warren Weaver called
“the biggest, most expensive, best organ-
ized and most sophisticated campaign that
organized labor has ever conducted in
support of a presidential candidate.”

Unions distributed more than 80 million
pieces of literature backing Carter’s bid for
the White House. Shop stewards and union
officers were instructed to put the arm on
local members during lunch breaks and on
the job. Union newspapers functioned as
campaign leaflets for the Carter-Mondale
ticket.

“Protect Your Jobs! Vote Carter-
Mondale,” the Michigan AFL-CIO News
urged in its final issue before the election.

“WE NEED CARTER!” said the head-
line of the New York Public Employee
Press. A quote from union leader Victor
Gotbaum was displayed: “The stakes are
enormous for City workers; jobs, pensions,
and the future of our City are on the line.”

The campaign of the union tops in
behalf of Carter met with success because
of the feeling in the ranks that a change
was needed. NBC estimated that 64% of
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trade unionists voted for Carter, while
CBS gave the figure of 62%.

Without the votes from labor, Carter
could not have won. Trade-union support
provided the margin of difference for
Carter in Pennsylvania and New York, for
example. The loss of either one of these
states would have cost him the election.
Ohio, another key industrial state, was
also won by Carter because of his trade-
union support.

It was a convincing demonstration of
the potential political power of the Ameri-
can trade-union movement—and of how
that power remains harnessed to the
service of the Democratic party, instead of
to the independent labor party that is so
badly needed.

‘We Shall Overcome’

Even more impressive than the labor
vote for Carter was the Black vote. NBC
estimated that 92% of Blacks who voted
cast their ballots for Carter, while CBS put
the figure at 83%. The Center for Joint
Political Studies, a Washington-based
group that follows Black voting patterns,
reported that Carter took 93% of the Black
vote.

As with the labor vote, Carter wooed
Blacks and Hispanics from the beginning.
At the close of the Democratic party
national convention, Carter, Mondale, and
the other party hacks joined hands with
Coretta Scott King, the widow of Martin
Luther King, Jr.; Black congressman and
former civil-rights activist Andrew Young;
United Farm Workers President César
Chéavez, and others. They all sang “We
Shall Overcome,” the song made famous
by the civil-rights movement.

With double the unemployment rate of
whites, Blacks were even more responsive
to Carter’s promises about the economy.
Moreover, cutbacks in government spend-
ing in everything from child care and
school lunches to welfare and job training
have hit the oppressed minorities the
hardest. Finally, Ford’s competition with
Ronald Reagan for the racist vote in the
Republican primaries also hurt him among
Blacks.

Seeing no alternative, those of the
oppressed national minorities who went to
the polls backed Carter—and their votes,
like those of the trade unionists, were
essential to Carter's victory.

In Pennsylvania, for example, Carter
won by only 123,000 votes. Blacks in
Philadelphia alone gave him 178,000 votes.

In Ohio, where Carter’s lead was only
7,500 votes, Representative Louis Stokes of
Cleveland noted that “the margin can be
attributed to the large black vote in [my]
Congressional district.”

Massive leads for Carter in the heavily
Chicano areas of South Texas gave him
his overall 2% edge in that state.

Nationwide, only 48% of white voters
gave their support to Carter. In fact, even
in Carter’s home base in the South, the
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majority of white voters backed Ford.
Carter won 54% of the overall vote in the
South, and every Southern state except
Virginia, because he won the Black vote.

This point should be noted. Despite the
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claims by various commentators that
Carter has reconstructed the Democratic
party coalition forged by Franklin D.
Roosevelt during the 1930s, the 1976
election gave convincing proof that the
Roosevelt coalition is dead.

That coalition rested on the votes of
white workers and Blacks in the North,
and on the white-supremacist Dixiecrat
machine in the South. The masses of
Blacks were not allowed to vote in the
South during the 1930s and 1940s.

When the old white-supremacist ma-
chine began to be broken down in the
1960s by the force of the civilrights
movement, the Democratic party in the
South split. The Dixiecrat wing that had
been dominant in the days of the Roosevelt
coalition was represented by George Wal-
lace. In 1968, when Wallace ran on the
American Independent party ticket
against both Nixon and Democratic party
nominee Hubert Humphrey, he won 13.5%
of the total vote.

Wallace’s 10 million votes were concen-
trated in the South, where he carried the
states of Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia,
Louisiana, and Mississippi. In North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee,
he lost to Nixon, but won a bigger vote
there than Humphrey.

In 1972, the remnant of Wallace's
movement, without Wallace, polled slight-
ly more than one million votes. This year it
received only 168,000 votes.

Thus, in the electoral arena, the 1976
campaign sealed the defeat of the diehard
segregationists. The racist, reactionary
vote had no place to go but to Ford or
Carter. Wallace himself was one of those
who sang “We Shall Overcome” on the
stage at the Democratic party convention.

The collapse of the Wallace movement
and its reabsorption into the two-party
system reflect the changing economic
reality—particularly the urbanization and
industrialization of the South, and the
shift among Blacks from being agricultu-
ral laborers and sharecroppers to indus-
trial workers. It is also a result of the gains
won by the Black liberation movement
over the last two decades.

The reactionary objective of pushing
Blacks back to their status prior to the
mass civilrights movement is no longer
realisticc. Such an objective could be
attained only through the victory of a
mass fascist movement.

The need of the American ruling class
for a class-collaborationist relationship
with reformist Black leaders was reflected
in the course of the presidential campaign
by incidents such as Carter’s rapid retreat
on his “ethnic purity” slur and the
resignation of Agriculture Secretary Earl
Butz after a racist joke of his was public-
ized.

Carter himself got his start in the 1976
presidential primaries as the candidate
assigned by the Democratic party machine
to block Wallace. Even Wallace has been
trying to prove that he has had a change
of heart on the race issue. He recently
ordered the flag of the Confederate slavo-
cracy flown underneath, instead of above,
the American flag on the Alabama state-
house. He also gave approval to the
pardon of a Black defendant in the
infamous Scottsboro frame-up.

Of course, the shift in stance on this
issue is only relative. In general, both
Carter and Ford tried to pretend in their
campaigns that Blacks do not exist. They
avoided discussion of the problem of
racism in American society. Carter is now
talking about putting Blacks in his ca-
binet; but aside from such possible ges-
tures he will continue the basic economic
and social policies that breed racism and
give encouragement to ultrarightist forces.

In this context, it is interesting to note
that the 1976 election saw a virtual
standstill in the number of Black elected
officials. This is different from 1974, when
the largest number of Blacks since the
post-Civil War Reconstruction were elected
to state legislatures in the South.

The 1976 campaign was also very
different from the 1968 and 1972 cam-
paigns, when Nixon’s “Southern strategy”
was based on winning the South by
appealing to the racist vote. The ruling
class now has to worry much more about
keeping Blacks inside the two-party sys-
tem because of the economic downturn and
the general crisis of confidence in the
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Democratic and Republican parties. Also,
a “law-and-order” campaign would not
have gone over very well after Watergate.

Silence on Key Issues

Watergate and the whole web of govern-
ment crimes connected with it was another
underlying issue in the election. The
Democrats and Republicans handled it by
putting up two candidates not involved in
Watergate who stressed their own honesty
and avoided discussing the issues. Most
people saw no difference between Ford and
Carter on Watergate.

Eugene McCarthy did run as a reformer
against both capitalist parties, which he
correctly charged with responsibility for
government attacks on democratic rights.
But McCarthy had no solutions for the
economic problems worrying the electo-
rate, and tended to downplay them in his
campaign. Overall, because of his commit-
ment to capitalist politics, McCarthy's
campaign did nothing to help open a way
forward for the masses.

The Republicans hoped that McCarthy
would take votes from Carter, and favored
putting him on the ballot in some states.
McCarthy managed to pull about 650,000
votes, or 1% of the total, and he did prevent
Carter from winning in four states.

The rights of women was another issue
avoided by the candidates of the two-party
system. Neither Ford nor Carter had much
to say about the question, aside from their
repeated statements opposing the right of
women to abortion. Where voters did get a
chance to express their views on the
question of women'’s rights, they came out
massively in favor.

State referendums on the Equal Rights
Amendment to the U.S. constitution were
on the ballot in Colorado and Massachu-
setts, and voters in both states backed the
ERA by a three-to-two margin. Particular-
ly significant was the fact that in Massa-
chusetts the ERA was worded to include a
prohibition against discrimination on
account of race as well as sex. Boston has
been the scene of one of the fiercest battles
in the country over the busing of Black
schoolchildren into white neighborhoods.

As with Blacks, both the Democratic and
Republican parties put forward few women
candidates. The number of women holding
elective office remained basically un-
changed, although in the 1974 election
there was an increase of about 27%.

‘Ford to City: Drop Dead’

Aside from the role of Black voters and
the trade unions in Carter's victory, the
most significant factor was probably the
crisis in the cities. CBS estimated that 60%
of the voters in cities with populations of
more than 500,000 cast their ballots for
Carter.

The problems facing the city poor, of
course, dovetail with racial diserimination
and the overall state of the economy.
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Ford’s attitude was summarized in a
headline in the New York Daily News last
year: “Ford to city: drop dead.”

New York City’s financial crisis has

AFL-CIO CHIEF MEANY

resulted in tens of thousands of layoffs, the
closing of hospitals, libraries, and schools,
and the slashing of social services, includ-
ing garbage collection and fire protection.
But the situation facing New York is not

unique.
As Business Week warned in a July 12
editorial, “. . . New York City’s troubles

are harbingers of a broader problem.
Every major city in the U.S. is going to
have serious financial distress in the next
three to five years.”

The day after Carter’s election, New
York Mayor Abraham Beame, a fellow
Democrat, pulled out a copy of the “Ford to
city’” headline, which had been issued as a
campaign leaflet by the Carter organiza-
tion in New York. Beame ripped the leaflet
apart as television cameras filmed the
scene. “I'll tell you one thing,” he said.
“It's not going to happen under Carter.”

Which brings us to the question of the
prospects under a Carter administration.

An editorial in the November 15 issue of
Business Week came right to the point.
“One of the first things that Carter must
learn as President,” it said, “is that he
cannot deliver on his many domestic
promises so long as international econo-
mies are out of control.”

It would be surprising indeed if Carter
did not make any gestures to the constitu-
ency that elected him. He knows that if he
wants a second term in office he will again
have to win the votes of Blacks, trade
unionists, Chicanos and Puerto Ricans,
and the population of the big cities.

But the extent of the concessions that a
Carter administration is willing to make
will be determined by the overall problems
of the world capitalist economy. The fact is
that the economic recovery in Europe, even
more than in the United States, has
bogged down. The imperialist regimes are
squabbling over which will capture the

largest share of a shrinking world market,
and in this situation new attempts to hold
down wages and living conditions are
inevitable. The only alternative would be
to make the capitalists rather than the
workers pay, and Carter is not about to do
that unless the capitalist class as a whole
decides that such a course is necessary
because of massive resistance from the
working class and its allies.

Wall Street’s expectations were summed
up by Leonard Silk in an article in the
October 28 New York Times. Although
Carter has been talking about stimulating
the economy to produce more jobs, Silk
noted, “In the realm of monetary policy,
Arthur F. Burns will still be chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board, and there are
unlikely to be enough changes in the
membership of the board or of the Federal
Open Market Committee, the key policy-
making body, to make much difference.”

Carter is also talking about reinstituting
the type of wage controls that led to a
sharp drop in real wages under the Nixon
administration. “Mr. Carter and his advis-
ers have made clear that they would, in the
words of Walter W. Heller, ‘maintain and
unchain’ the Council on Wage and Price
Stability, which has been deprecated
during the Ford administration.”

Silk concludes: “Many businessmen and
stock-market investors are apparently
prepared to be upset over the possibility of
a Carter victory. However, as one corpo-
rate executive said, ‘Business prefers
Republican Presidents but growls all the
way to the bank under Democrats.””

‘Drop Dead' in Politer Tone?

What about Mayor Beame’s confidence
that what has been happening to New
York City is “not going to happen under
Carter”?

“The Carter campaign in New York City
sees the two candidates as day and night,”
the editors of the Wall Street Journal
commented October 25. “Yet beyond a
difference in rhetorical tones, and wishful
thinking in City Hall, we can’t see why.
Chances are that when New York returns
to Washington in January with its plea for
more help, it will get about the same
reception, regardless of who is in office.”

Carter may agree to stretch out the time
period over which the cuts in the New York
City budget must be made, but he is in
complete agreement with Ford that the
cuts must be put into effect. There is every
reason to believe that Carter, too, will tell
the millions who depend on city services to
drop dead. However, as the Wall Street
Journal editors noted, he will probably do
it with a different rhetorical tone.

But the masses of people who voted for
Carter did not vote for rhetorical tone.
They voted for a difference in their lives;
they tried to vote their way out of the
depression, out of the economic crisis that
has never ended for the unemployed, for
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those suffering from the cutbacks, and for
those fearing new layoffs.

Nor does Carter have a lot of time before
people begin demanding results. The
general attitude was summed up by New
York Times reporter James M. Naughton
November 4. “Faced with a choice between
an accidental President whose boldest
deed was to pardon former President
Richard M. Nixon and a one-term former
Governor of Georgia whose opponents
accused him of inconstancy and guile, the
voters, in effect, seemed to withhold
judgment, as if to say their trust was still
to be earned, in deeds rather than declara-
tions.”

The extent of confidence in Carter—or
the lack of it—was reflected in the NBC
poll taken on election day. Only 40% of
those queried upon leaving the voting
booths said they would trust him to do the
right thing most of the time, and only 30"
chose the words “honest man” as an
accurate description of Carter. There is no
feeling that Carter is a savior. He is simply
seen as offering a better chance than Ford
to get the country out of the economic
crisis.

How good are Carter's chances of
delivering? In that regard, his situation
should be compared to that of Lyndon
Johnson, who campaigned in 1964 on the
slogan of the “Great Society.” When
Johnson took office expanding industries
were creating jobs, inflation was not a
pressing problem, and real wages were
rising. Today, American corporations are
still laying workers off, real wages remain
lower than they were in 1965, and the
threat of a renewed economic downturn
and sharp inflation is a constant preoccu-
pation.

Moreover, Carter has fewer political
excuses than his predecessors. He has a
Democratic party majority of 62-to-38 in
the Senate and 290-to-145 in the House of
Representatives. Thirty-seven of the fifty
state governors in the United States are
also Democrats.

& * *

The 1976 presidential election showed
two basic facts about American politics.
First, the masses of workers and the
oppressed nationalities remain tied to the
capitalist two-party system. There is no
mass break yet from the Democratic party.
But at the same time the American people
are growing increasingly restive within
the confines of the two-party system. They
are becoming increasingly impatient and
dissatisfied with the choices being offered
them.

From this point of view, it is important
to note that although there appears to
have been no appreciable increase in the
socialist vote this year—partly because
much of the protest vote went to
McCarthy—the idea of an alternative to
the Democratic and Republican parties
has begun to gain a wider hearing than
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ever before. The fact that Michael Harring-
ton, the best-known Social Democratic
leader in the United States, and a Carter
supporter, felt it necessary to debate
Socialist Workers party presidential candi-
date Peter Camejo on this topic on the eve
of the election was an indication of the
growing sentiment for a better alternative
to the perennial two capitalist parties.
Pressure against the two-party system
was also indicated by the discussion of
this question in major dailies like the New
York Times and the Washington Post, and
in periodicals like the New Republic. The
ruling class, of course, is not about to
abandon a system that has worked so well
for them for more than a century, but
among broad layers of the population, the

‘l Found Him Looking Dead’
e

idea of something superior is gaining in
attractiveness.

Finally, it must be stressed once again
that the oppressed minorities and the
American labor movement expect that
because of the way they voted they are
entitled to responsiveness from the incom-
ing administration. Looking ahead to
reelection in 1980, Carter may try to
consolidate his position by granting some
concessions. But his margin for maneuver
is severely restricted. Most importantly, he
cannot solve the basic problems that the
masses expect him to solve.

In light of all these factors, it is safe to
predict that the next four years are not
going to be easy ones for Carter or for the
class he represents. O

Brother of George Fernandes Tortured in India

In a letter to Indian President Fakhrud-
din Ali Ahmed, the mother of imprisoned
trade unionist and Socialist party leader
George Fernandes has charged the police
with torturing another one of her sons,
Lawrence. Excerpts from the letter of Alice
Fernandes appeared in the September
issue of The Vanguard, the monthly
journal of the Ceylon Mercantile Union in
Sri Lanka.

At the time of Lawrence's arrest in
Karnataka state May 1, Gandhi's police
were still hunting for George, who was
active in the underground opposition to the
dictatorship. (A third son, Michael, had
already been detained without trial De-
cember 22, 1975, under the Maintenance of
Internal Security Act [MISA]).

The police interrogated Lawrence about
the whereabouts of George. His mother
wrote: “Besides beating him with clubs
(until five of them were broken to pieces),
they used a banyon tree root to clout him
with and booted him and slapped him.

“They also used vulgar language in
abusing him and our family, and threa-
tened him that if he did not reveal the
whereabouts of George Fernandes he
would be thrown on the railway tracks and
killed under a moving train, leaving no
evidence of their hand in his death.”

Lawrence was kept in solitary confine-
ment in various police stations for twenty
days, during three of which he was given
no food. At times he lost consciousness
and was taken to various hospitals by the
police, who told the doctors he was a police
officer.

On May 9 he was taken 300 kilometers to
Davangere, where he was brought before a
magistrate the next day as if he had just
been arrested in Davangere. He was again
tortured in Davangere, and then taken
back to Bangalore on May 11, where the

police continued to interrogate him. “He
was refused lawyer’s help,” she wrote,
“and not allowed to contact home or
anybody else either by letter or by phone.
He was not allowed newspapers and kept
in solitary confinement.”

On May 20, he was brought before
another magistrate and was then trans-
ferred to Bangalore Central Prison. The
prison authorities did not allow his mother
to see him until the next day.

Describing his condition, she said:

I found him looking dead. He was unable to
move . .. without two persons helping him
about, and then, too, with great pain and
limping. His left side is without use as if
crippled, and both his left leg and hand are still
swollen. He is in a mentally and physically
wrecked condition and is unable to talk freely
without faltering. He is terribly nervous and
mortally afraid of police, of anyone in khaki
uniform, of the approaching sound of anyone
walking with shoes on, or of any other person,
all of whom he fears to be interrogators and
tormentors. He looks completely haggard and he
has lost at least 20 kg during these 20 days.

On May 22, he was served with a
detention order dated May 21 and signed
by the commissioner of police detaining
him under the provisions of MISA.

“Is it moral or right,” Alice Fernandes
asked Ahmed, “that my family should be
so harassed and tormented for the political
views held by my son George Fernandes?”

George Fernandes himself has since
been arrested, and was brought before a
court in New Delhi October 4. He is the
best-known political prisoner in India to be
brought to trial since Gandhi's June 1975
declaration of a state of emergency.
Together with twenty-one other defend-
ants, he has been charged with having
taken part in a “deep-rooted criminal
conspiracy” to overthrow the Gandhi
regime. ad
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The SWP in the American Elections

R i

A Campaign Trotskyists

By Michael Baumann

e e
e

S

Glenn Campbell/Militant

Willie Mae Reid campaigning on street corner in Cleveland, Ohio.

“After seeing your candidate on the
‘Tomorrow’ program, I am convinced that
your ideas are the only sane ones I've ever
heard concerning the area of ‘politics.”. . .
I am nineteen years old and willing to
work but am unable to find a job any-
where. After listening to your candidate,
now [ know why!"—Chicago, lllinois.

“Will you please send me information on
the Socialist Workers party? Both major
parties make me sick to my stomach.”—
Pensacola, Florida.

“I have just watched your candidate for
the presidency, Peter Camejo, on the
‘Tomorrow’ show. I can honestly say that
it was the first time a ‘politician’ (if I
should call him that) discussed the issues
that really matter to the American
people.”—New Brunswick, New Jersey.

* * *

These are excerpts from a few of the
3,705 letters received by the Socialist
Workers party following a single appear-
ance by SWP presidential candidate Peter
Camejo on a national network television
program—at 1:30 a.m. October 14.

Of these, 999 are now subseribers to the
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Militant. They donated a total of $3,589 to
the socialist campaign.

This example indicates the interest
aroused among those who heard Camejo
and Willie Mae Reid, the vice-presidential
candidate of the SWP.

Despite enormous difficulties in finances
and in access to television, the radio, and
the press, supporters of the SWP succeeded
in making its program and candidates
known to millions of Americans.

Through intensive campaigning in more
than twenty-five states, Peter Camejo and
Willie Mae Reid put forward the socialist
answer to the most pressing problems
facing the American working people.

To provide labor with an independent
political voice, they called for a class break
with the twin parties of capitalism and the
construction of a mass workers party
based on the trade unions. To end unem-
ployment and erosion of real wages due to
inflation, they called for a sliding scale of
hours and wages, dividing available work
among all who seek employment, with no
cut in pay.

As an immediate step, they called for the
institution of a massive federal jobs
program, to be funded by ending military
spending.

They demanded equal rights and oppor-
tunities for women, Blacks, Chicanos,

T

Puerto Ricans, Native Americans, and all
the oppressed.

In solidarity with the struggle of women,
the two socialists campaigned vigorously
for the right to abortion and for passage of
the Equal Rights Amendment to the
constitution, which would remove all legal
backing for discrimination based on sex.

To counter the attacks on workers’ living
standards, they demanded an end to
cutbacks in social services and cam-
paigned for the right of all to decent
housing, education, and medical care.

Beginning in December 1974, long before
most of their bourgeois opponents, the
Socialist Workers party announced its
slate and began to prepare a nationwide
effort to cross the first hurdle—winning
access to the ballot.

Although Democratic and Republican
candidates are listed almost automatically,
each of the fifty states has its own
arbitrary requirements that must be met
before opposition parties can be certified as
“serious” enough to warrant official ballot
status. To meet these antidemocratic
strictures requires a major organizational
effort that is often beyond the reach of
dissenting political groups, leaving them
disenfranchised in practice.

In California, to take one example,
supporters of the SWP ticket were com-
pelled to gather over a period of a few
months the signatures of 300,000 regis-
tered voters to place their statewide and
national candidates on the ballot.

The success of the SWP in overcoming
these obstacles is one gauge of the party’s
rising influence. In 1968, the SWP presi-
dential candidates were able to win a place
on the ballots of nineteen states. In 1972,
the figure rose to twenty-four. This year
the SWP was on the ballot in twenty-eight
states, representing 72 percent of the
voting-age population. In all, supporters of
the SWP campaign secured the signatures
of 600,000 Americans who believed the
SWP has a right to be on the ballot and
have its views heard.

The odds against which the SWP worked
are illustrated by the fact that Ford and
Carter spent a total of $70 million to
publicize their campaigns (including more
than $51 million in public funds, which
were denied to the SWP and all other anti-
capitalist parties). The SWP, on the other
hand, ran its entire twenty-two month
campaign on a budget of roughly $140,000.

How was it possible to mount an
effective campaign with relatively small
funds?
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Most important was the new openness to
socialist ideas, as American workers
looked for a way out of their economic
impasse. This was reflected in the recep-
tion given to the SWP platform, the “Bill
of Rights for Working People.” In the
course of the campaign, SWP supporters
distributed more than one million copies,
in English and Spanish, of this program-
matic statement, along with some one
million other items of campaign literature.

That contrasts with the 350,000 copies of
the socialist platform that were distributed
in the 1972 presidential election and
108,000 in the 1968 contest.

A second factor was the front-page
headlines reporting the SWP and Young
Socialist Alliance lawsuit against FBI and
CIA harassment.

To take one example, when the SWP and
YSA demanded the names and files of
nineteen FBI informers in the Trotskyist
movement September 4, they were in the
headlines in virtually every city in the
country. Front-page articles on just this
one development appeared in newspapers
from Portland, Oregon, to Washington,
D.C.

Through its role in helping to expose the
crimes of the American political police, the
SWP has won wide recognition as a
leading participant in the struggle to
preserve democratic rights. This recogni-
tion was reinforced by the publicity given
to the SWP’s lawsuit based on the undemo-
cratic nature of the three presidential
debates. The SWP demanded that Camejo
and other candidates be given equal time
to present their views.

A great part of the activities and
statements of the SWP candidates were
ignored by the capitalist-ruled communica-
tions media. This made distribution of the
weekly newspaper of the campaign, the
Militant, particularly important. Over the
course of the presidential campaign, more
than 1.6 million copies were mailed to
subscribers or sold on the streets.

In this way, supporters or potential
supporters learned of Camejo’'s tour of
Spain, where he addressed audiences of
thousands demanding freedom for political
prisoners; Willie Mae Reid’s tour of Austra-
lia and New Zealand, where she was
greeted by activists in the Black and Maori
freedom struggles; Camejo’s prison visit to
Andrés Figueroa Cordero, a Puerto Rican
nationalist who is one of the longest-held
political prisoners in the Americas; and
Reid’s visit to Gary Tyler, a young Black
man on death row in Louisiana for a crime
he did not commit.

The Militant also publicized the activi-
ties and campaigns of the more than
seventy candidates the SWP fielded in
local and statewide elections across the
country. Along with the national cam-
paign, these were an integral part of the
SWP’s daily work, as the candidates
became the party’s most effective voice in
putting forward its perspectives for strug-
gle.
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David Salner/Militant

SAN DIEGO, November 1975: In news conference at Immigration detention center, SWP
presidential candidate Peter Camejo denounces deportation of “illegal" foreign workers.

Considerable gains were scored, particu-
larly in the area of winning the endorse-
ment of prominent individuals, leaders of
social struggles, and unions.

Among those who issued public state-
ments in support of the Camejo-Reid
campaign were anti-Vietnam War activists
Philip and Daniel Berrigan; civil-rights
fighter Robert F. Williams; Nobel Prize
winner Salvador Luria; film-maker Emile
de Antonio; Ralph Schoenman, former
director of the Bertrand Russell Peace
Foundation; Chicano leaders José Angel
Gutierrez and Mario Compean; and Bever-
ly Stewart, co-president of a Pittsburgh
chapter of the National Organization for
Women (NOW).

Among the groups that called for a vote
for the SWP presidential ticket were the
New Mexico Raza Unida party, which also
organized meetings for Camejo, and
Spark, the American group associated
with the French Trotskyist grouping Lutte
Quvriére,

In some areas, local candidates won
union backing. SWP candidate Steve
Beumer, running for the Detroit school
board, received the unanimous endorse-
ment of Loecal 26 of the Amalgamated
Transit Union. This local represents 1,400
Detroit bus operators, 90 percent of whom
are Black.

In San Francisco, three SWP candidates
for the city Board of Supervisors were
endorsed by a chapter of Social Services
Union Local 535. In the same election,
SWP candidate for mayor Roland Shep-
pard was invited to speak before the San
Francisco Building Trades Council, two
locals of the Carpenters union, a Retail
Clerks local, and his own local of the
Painters union.

In New York, SWP senatorial candidate
Marcia Gallo won an unusual endorsement
in the form of a statement from eleven
women staff members of the liberal weekly

Village Voice. The statement, printed in
the paper’'s letters column November 1,
took issue with a leading columnist's
endorsement of the Republican candidate,
said they could not vote for the Democrat
either, and announced their intention to
vote for Gallo because of her firm support
for women’s rights.

On the American left, the recognition
won by the Trotskyists in past struggles
placed them in a favorable position to turn
these new openings to account. The cumul-
ative impact of the SWP’s participation in
the major social struggles of the 1960s and
1970s enabled the party to win new forces
to its ranks, new allies, and a growing
respect.

This was reflected in the strengthening
of the party, which established sixty-two
new branches in the course of the
campaign. In turn, each of the new
branches became a center of campaign
activity, enabling the party to reach
additional sections of the population.

The party has grown in other ways as
well, as one veteran member pointed out in
an interview with the Militant, conducted
at the party’s convention in August.

Long-time activist Oscar Coover pointed
to the experience SWP members have
gained each year in new situations—
unions, community organizations, and
women'’s groups. “At past conventions,” he
said, “the limit of the experience of many
speakers was the antiwar movement. This
year—as new opportunities are opening—
the experiences are already much more
varied.

“As revolutionists, our members are
rounded in the best sense. They have a
keen understanding of history, and they
have a wealth of experience in struggles.”

In the 1976 elections, it was these
attributes that helped make the SWP
campaign one that the world Trotskyist
movement as a whole can be proud of. O
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Text of Offical Statement

Vereeken Regrets Healyite Taint
in English Edition of His Book

[The following statement appeared in
the August issue of le pouvoir aux travail-
leurs (Power to the Workers), a copy of
which was just received in New York. Le
pouvoir aux travailleurs is the monthly
mimeographed journal of the Belgian
section of the Revolutionary Marxist
Tendency (RMT). The statement bears the
signature of that body and thus can be
taken to represent the views of its leader,
Georges Vereeken, whose book was sub-
jected to gross misuse in its English
translation.

[Internationally, the leading figure of
the RMT is Michel Pablo, who disagrees
with the support offered by Vereeken to the
slanderous campaign currently being
waged by the Healyite “International
Committee” against Trotsky's associates,
Joseph Hansen and George Novack.

[The translation from the French is by
Intercontinental Press.)

* * *

A year after it was originally published
in France by Pensée Universelle (Paris),
our comrade Vereeken's book has just
appeared in an English translation put out
by New Park Publications in London and
illustrated with photocopies of a score of
documents.

It goes without saying that the Belgian
section of the Revolutionary Marxist
Tendency is pleased that the way has thus
been opened up for this book to reach the
immense English-reading public.

We know that New Park Publications
represents an English Trotskyist tendency,
numerically the strongest one, we might
add. It is known under the name of the
“Healy tendency,” and we have differences
with it, as the publishers themselves say
explicitly in the foreword to this English
edition, signed “International Committee
of the Fourth International.” This is
another aspect of the publication of this
book that is pleasing to us. Differences
have not prevented collaboration between
heirs of the “Communist Left Opposition,”
the tendency that always opposed the
Stalinist deviation from international
communism, the tendency that was rather
lightmindedly dubbed “Trotskyist,” as if it
itself were a deviation from communism.
This fact is all the more pleasing to us
since such collaboration points away from
a long and pernicious tradition of splits,
sterile factional struggles, and fragmenta-
tion. -

Nonetheless, we still have to express two
regrets about this edition in English. The
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first is that the preface to the original
book, signed by J. Impens, was eliminated
in the English edition. Why was this done?
The second concerns the caption accom-
panying the picture of Joseph Hansen (of
the Socialist Workers party of the United
States), saying “indicted as an accomplice
of the GPU.”

We know that Hansen has in fact been
so accused, but we do not think it was
appropriate to mention this in the book,
which does not deal at all with this
militant. Like the International Commit-
tee, we are for forming a commission of
inquiry, which should deliver a verdict on
this case. But, precisely for this reason, it
seems out of place to already include
Hansen’s name, his picture, and this
accusation in a book forever alongside the
sinister Zborowsky, whose guilt is well and
firmly established. It is true, on the other
hand, that Hansen has unfortunately
rejected even considering the idea of a
commission of inquiry and that he has
refused in advance to collaborate with
such a commission, although it would give
him a dream of an opportunity to clear

The Hard Way

R

Vereeken Begins Learning

By Joseph Hansen

Georges Vereeken, the author of The
GPU in the Trotskyist Movement, has felt
it necessary to indicate publicly his dis-
comfort over two embellishments in the
English edition of his book:

1. The insertion of a photograph of me,
next to a photograph of GPU agent
Zborowski, bearing a caption that reads in
full as follows:

“Above: Joseph Hansen of the American
Socialist Workers Party, indicted as an
accomplice of the GPU

“Right: Marc Zborowski (‘Etienne’) after
his arrest in the US”

2. The removal of a preface, signed by
Jef Impens, that was included in the
original French edition,

Vereeken's disavowal of responsibility
for these alterations in the English edition
of his book is less than forthright. He does
not even speak as the injured author of a
book that has been made subject to gross

Bulletin

VEREEKEN

himself. Nonetheless, we thought it neces-

sary to call attention to this unfortunate
fly in the ointment.

The Belgian Section of the

Revolutionary Marxist Tendency

i i

About Healyism

misinterpretation, but lets his complaint
be voiced by “The Belgian Section of the
Revolutionary Marxist Tendency.”

Nonetheless, some meaningful conclu-
sions can be drawn from the little that is
said.

For instance, with regard to the elimina-
tion of the preface written by Jef Impens,
the statement asks, “Why was this done?”

The implications are (a) that it was done
without Vereeken’s consent, (b) that Ve-
reeken has been unable to ascertain
through personal inquiry why it was done,
(c) that he has no recourse but to make the
matter public in hope that others, not
involved in his transactions with the
“Healy tendency,” can cast light on the
reason for this unilateral and arbitrary
action.

Similar conclusions follow from the
protest over the inclusion of my photo-
graph and the lying caption accompany-
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ing it. As the statement declares, Vereek-
en's book does not even mention the
charges leveled by the Healyites against
me.
There is a third significant difference
from the French original that is referred to
only in passing. This is the inclusion of a
foreword signed by the “International
Committee of the Fourth International.”
How an introduction cooked up by this
nameless and faceless body of frame-up
artists came to be published in the English
edition of Vereeken's book would seem to
demand explanation.

Perhaps Vereeken can provide the neces-
sary details. Did he agree with New Park
Publications that a foreword of this kind
was to be included? Who were the individu-
als he dealt with? Was he given an
opportunity to read the text before it was
published? Does he acknowledge responsi-
bility for what the foreword says? Or was
it included without his knowledge or
consent? Why is Vereeken silent on this
important point?

The significance of these questions can
be judged in the light of the following
sentences in the foreword written by the
infamous Healyite committee:

“Sneevliet, murdered by the Nazis dur-
ing the war, became the target of an
especially vicious slander campaign after
accusing Zborowski to his face to being a
GPU agent.

“A sinister echo of these same slanders
is renewed today by anti-Trotskyist ele-
ments gathered together under the
Brussels-based umbrella organisation
known as the ‘Unified Secretariat’ of
Ernest Mandel and the Socialist Workers
Party (USA) of Joseph Hansen and George
Novack.

“As soon as the International Commit-
tee of the Fourth International began to
raise questions of elementary revolution-
ary security, it was derided with the same
insults and smears. The purpose is clear: to
maintain the conspiracy of silence against
the revelation of the full circumstances of
Trotsky's murder and other GPU crimes.
Vereeken records how at the Belgian
revisionist conference in 1964 Ernest
Mandel repeatedly tried to stop him
reading out a document on the Zborowski
affair.

“Vereeken’s book confirms the findings
of Security and the Fourth International
compiled by the International Committee
of the Fourth International.”

Security and the Fourth International is
a poisonous brew that seeks to smear me,
George Novack, and other leading figures
in the Trotskyist movement as ‘“accom-
plices of the GPU.” The lies and falsifica-
tions worked up in the Healyite kitchen
have been thoroughly exposed and refut-
ed.* They are part of a frameup put

*See in particular: “On Healy's ‘Investigation'—
What the Facts Show" by Joseph Hansen; in the
November 24, 1975, issue of Intercontinental
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together in the tradition of the perpetrators

of the infamous Moscow Trials.
The final sentence quoted above from

the foreword tu the English edition indi-
cates the real interest of the Healyites in
Vereeken's book. They concluded that the
book could be converted, with a few deft
touches, into “confirmation” of the frame-
up charges directed against well-known
leaders of the world Trotskyist movement.
On that basis it is easy to understand why
these specialists in the technique of the big
lie fixed up Vereeken’s book the way they
did.

1. My photograph was placed in the
book together with a caption composed in
the manner of the late Senator McCarthy
so as to make it appear that Vereeken
“associated” me with GPU agent Zborows-
ki.

2. A new foreword was written to make
it appear that Vereeken, whose manuscript
had been completed in 1972, had “con-
firmed” the newly hatched frame-up *“find-
ings” of the “International Committee.”
That the time sequence violated the most
elementary rules of logic was of little
concern to the Healyite forgers of “evi-
dence.” (Conceivably these forgers could
“confirm” Vereeken’s previous “findings”
directed against Trotsky; but Vereeken's
conclusions about Trotsky could not con-
firm their later “findings” directed against
me, Novack, etc.)

3. The preface by Jef Impens was
eliminated because it contained nothing
whatsoever about me or George Novack,
still less approval of the mud thrown at us
by the “International Committee.”

Instead, Impens described Vereeken's
life from the viewpoint of an ardent
admirer and stated the main purpose of his
book, which was to try to demonstrate that
Trotsky, unduly influenced by GPU agents
in his staff, had made harsh—and
incorrect—judgments of Vereeken's politi-
cal positions on various points.

Here are two key paragraphs from the
preface by Impens, indicating the theme of
Vereeken's book:

“As a leader of the Revolutionary
Socialist party, he was in touch with the
International Secretariat led by the exiled

Press, page 1636. “Healy’s Frame-up Against
Joseph Hansen” by George Novack; in the
December 8, 1975, issue of Intercontinental
Press, page 1710. “A Statement on Healy's
Frame-up of Hansen and Novack™ by Betty
Hamilton and Pierre Lambert; in the March 15,
1976, issue of Intercontinental Press, page 397.
“Healy's Smear Against Trotsky's Last Collabor-
ators” by Sam Gordon; in the May 24, 1976, issue
of Intercontinental Press, page 854, “Healy
Caught in the Logic of the Big Lie” by Joseph
Hansen; in the August 9, 1976, issue of Intercon-
tinental Press, page 1188. “The Verdict: ‘A
Shameless Frame-up’ (A Statement on the
Slanders Circulated by the Healy Group Against
Hansen, Novack, and the Socialist Workers
Party)” in the September 6, 1976, issue of
Intercontinental Press, page 1254,

Trotsky. Nonetheless, like his Dutch coun-
terpart Sneevliet and many others (Nin,
Landau. . . ), he ended up quarreling with
the ‘Old Man’ over a certain number of
points, in which—in all objectivity—
history has shown him to have been right,
if only by the fact that Trotsky himself
later revised his own positions along
similar lines, which came to light much
later.

“A reconciliation never occurred, howev-
er, because another factor entered in: the
infiltration of the secret Stalinist police in
the so-called ‘Trotskyist’ movement. Trot-
sky was not sufficiently distrustful on this
point. The circumstances of his death
prove it. This was decidedly one of his
weakest sides. He had blind confidence in
the imposters who had in mind only one
aim—to break up the Left Communist
Opposition completely by setting everyone
against everyone else, using any means.
Thus it was that they succeeded in making
Trotsky believe that the Sneevliets, the
Vereekens, and tutti quanti were nothing
but sectarians, unstable types, ete.”

These paragraphs, which are completely
faithful to Vereeken’s views, stood in the
way of using the book to bolster the frame-
up charges against me and Novack. That
was why the Healyites decided to suppress
them by eliminating the entire preface. In
its place they inserted a new preface

signed to shore up the frame-up.

Vereeken has joined the Healyites in
calling for a commission of inquiry to
investigate me, Novack, the Socialist
Workers party, and various other victims
of their frame-up. Let Vereeken begin his
investigatory work at home.

Vereeken's first responsibility is to
ascertain why the alterations he deplores
in the English edition of his book were
made, and who ordered them. His second
responsibility is to investigate the way the
Healyites have used his doctored-up book
to advance a Stalinist-type frame-up.

I can assure Vereeken that whatever
steps he takes in this direction will prove
to be educational. It is to be hoped that he
will keep the public informed of his
progress. O
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Hua Kuo-feng Seeks to Fill Mao’s Shoes

What the Purge in China Reveals

By Les Evans

“Red flags are flying over the mountains
and rivers, everywhere in the motherland,
and the faces of our eight hundred million
people glow with joy. Hundreds of millions
of people in all parts of our country have
held mammoth demonstrations in the past
few days. ... They warmly celebrated
Comrade Hua Kuo-feng’s assuming the
posts of chairman of the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of China and
chairman of the C.P.C. Central Committee
Military Commission, hailed the great
victory in smashing the plot of the anti-
party cligue of Wang Hung-wen, Chang
Chun-chiao, Chiang Ching and Yao Wen-
yuan to usurp party and state power, and
denounced with great indignation the vile
crimes of the 'Gang of Four.'"—Peking
People’s Daily editorial, October 24, 1976.

The aura of monolithic stability cultivat-
ed by the Peking regime in recent years
has been badly shaken by the purge of four
of Mao Tsetung's closest associates only
weeks after the chairman’s death. The
world—and the Chinese people, if they
were allowed to say anything about it—is
frankly incredulous of the claims that
some of the country’s leading Maoists had
for years and even decades participated in
a secret conspiracy against Mao.

The still more preposterous allegation
that Chiang Ch’ing, Mao’s wife of almost
forty years, was a “fascist” who sought the
restoration of capitalism serves only to
discredit the new regime and to cast doubt
on all of its public utterances that cannot
be independently verified.

So far, at least, not a shred of evidence
has been offered, none of the accused have
been permitted to speak in their own
behalf, and no one inside China’s borders
has been allowed to ask any embarrassing
questions. The slogan of the moment,
headlined in every Peking newspaper
October 22, is, “Rally most closely round
the party Central Committee headed by
Chairman Hua Kuo-feng and obey its
orders in all actions.”

Even if the government were to be taken
at its word, the picture it paints of itself
bears little resemblance to workers demo-
cracy.

A decade ago, the head of state, the chief
of the army general staff, the party
general secretary, and the mayor of the
capital city were stripped of their posts by
the party chairman and accused of being
spies for foreign capitalist governments.
The chairman appointed a new heir, Lin
Piao, who was hailed by demonstrations of
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cheering millions, only to die in a plane
crash while fleeing to a hostile nation and
to be posthumously accused of plotting the
assassination of the leader.

After this, the disgraced “capitalist”
party secretary, Teng Hsiao-p'ing, was
returned to office, given top positions of
military and state authority, then sudden-
ly condemned again as a “bourgeois
plotter.” Finally, on the death of the
leader, his wife and closest associates are
discovered to have been conspiring all
along to destroy the government they
served.

This tale of venal intrigue, secret con-
spiracies, and treacherous betrayals would
seem extraordinary even in a feudal court.
How can it be explained in a society that
has overthrown capitalism?

In fact, the stereotyped denunciations
the Maoist hierarchy uses to eliminate
defeated groupings from its midst are not
intended to convince or to be believed.
Their purpose is to draw a curtain around
the bureaucracy’s inner circle where deci-
sions are made and to exclude the party
ranks and the mass of workers, peasants,
and students from any role except that of
rubber stamp for the victors.

A Page From Stalin's Book

There is nothing original or new in the
methods used by Hua Kuo-feng to get rid
of Chiang Ch'ing and the rest of the
“Gang of Four.” In general outline the
procedure was perfected by Stalin in the
mass purges of the 1930s. The Soviet
bureaucracy then, as does its Chinese
counterpart today, sought not only to
destroy its political opponents, and poten-
tial rivals of the supreme arbiter within
the bureaucracy. It strove in the process to
demoralize the workers. By choosing
accusations that placed the purge victims
outside the pale of political debate, and by
compelling massive public endorsement of
charges that everyone knew to be lies, the
regime conveyed a simple message: If even
the mightiest could be felled by a word
from the leader, and if no one dared raise a
finger no matter how outrageous the
charges, what chance would an ordinary
worker have who criticized the regime?

Mao effectively used these methods to
maintain his grip on the Chinese party
and state apparatus. He emphasized one
aspect of the process that Stalin utilized in
the 1930s: the calling of rallies and
demonstrations and innumerable local
meetings, all securely under party control,

to validate his policies and give them the
stamp of popular approval.

Many observers of People’s China in the
last decade or so have looked at the size of
the crowds, the frequency of the “discus-
sion” meetings, the apparent unanimity
they produced, and concluded that Mao’s
policies were in some fundamental way
more democratic and revolutionary than
the Kremlin’s. This impression was dee-
pened by the fact that unlike Stalin, Mao
had headed his party during a great
revolution. And there was also the Sino-
Soviet rupture that surfaced in 1960
establishing China’s independence from
the Kremlin, often taken as synonymous
with a break from Stalinism.

This latest purge is instructive in this
regard. To trace its unfolding is to reveal
much more about the structure of China’s
bureaucratic caste than its authors in-
tended.

Role of Censorship

Plainly, there are many pressing issues
the bureaucracy has no intention of
allowing the working masses to debate
openly.

In foreign policy, defenders of the
Chinese revolution can only be deeply
repelled and alarmed at the Peking bureau-
cracy's counterrevolutionary alliance with
international imperialism aimed at both
the Soviet workers state and socialist
revolutions in the capitalist world.

At home, the workers have no right to
participate in setting the priorities in the
economic plan. There are no institutions of
workers democracy, no genuine workers
control of production at the factory level.
There is a censored press, a ban on
political organization independent of the
ruling party, and a prohibition on the
formation of tendencies or debate within
the Communist party itself.

Policy issues were probably involved in
some form in the deep rift in the top party
leadership that led to the ouster of Chiang
Ch'ing. “Restoration of capitalism” is a
pseudoissue manufactured to keep debates,
when they do erupt in the elite inner
councils, from leaking out and involving
broader circles.

On the far narrower level of personali-
ties, there is every reason to believe that
the “four dogs,” as the wall posters
describe them, were disliked by many
people in China. In that sense, the group
backing Hua Kuo-feng had a genuinely
popular issue in removing them from
office.
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It was not only within the bureaucracy
that the Chiang Ch'ing group made
enemies, by removing thousands of old-
time officials during the Cultural Revolu-
tion. They also were the best-known public
champions of a series of “reforms” Mao
promoted in the Cultural Revolution that
were on the whole more retrogressive than
the practices the regime had used before.

These measures included massive cut-
backs in education and culture, a wage
freeze, and the substitution of political
obsequiousness for merit as the prime
criterion for promotion not only in the
party—where that has long been the
case—but in school and on the job.

Chiang Ch'ing and her group, acting as
Mao’s emissaries to the party, were the
organizers of the purges of the last decade.
They framed up and humiliated not only
other bureaucrats but thousands of
workers, students, and intellectuals who
dared to criticize the regime or who failed
to agree fast enough and loudly enough
when a new denunciation campaign was
announced from on high.

The massive size and apparent holiday
spirit that pervaded the demonstrations
celebrating their fall are testimony to the
estimation the Chinese masses had made
of the “Gang of Four.” Moreover, even
with the prestige of their close association
with Mao Tsetung, this group proved
unable to rally even as much support as
did Liu Shao-ch’i in 1966—if any at all.
This suggests a certain attitude toward
Mao himself among wide layers of the
Chinese populace.

But Hua Kuo-feng did not choose to
attack the Chiang Ch’ing group for their
real crimes. That would have struck too
close to home.

The four are said to have been arrested
on October 6 or 7—the regime has yet to
confirm this or to reveal what has become
of them.

A few days later, rumors were set in
circulation, accusing the four variously of
daring to put forward their own candidate
in the secret Politburo election to choose
Mao’s successor as party chairman, of
fabricating documents by Mao, and of
plotting a coup against Hua Kuo-feng. The
press remained silent.

On October 15, a wall poster campaign
began in major cities, along with party-
organized demonstrations in Shanghai,
repeating some of the rumors and calling
for a purge of the four.

Wall posters play a special role in the
propaganda arsenal of the bureaucracy.
They are part of the mystique of mass
participation. They allow workers or stu-
dents to let off steam about petty local
issues in a press limited to one handwrit-
ten copy. They are a vehicle for budding
functionaries to demonstrate to their
superiors their facility in explaining the
current party campaigns. They are an
ideal means for anonymous denunciations
of “troublemakers” in a factory, commune,

November 15, 1976

Time

Poster in Canton rally against the “gang of four." Photo was widely reprinted in capitalist
press in the West, as example of how “Marxists” resolve political differences.

or school. And in a major purge, they
permit the regime to float accusations and
slanders that it is not yet prepared to
officially endorse or explain.

No one can be sure in reading a wall
poster if a particular allegation is definite-
ly the official line or an exaggerated
improvisation by some local party stal-
wart. Best of all, by beginning with a wall
poster campaign the regime can present its
subsequent action as taken by popular
demand. Of course, wall posters that
oppose the current line are quickly torn
down and their authors arrested if they
can be found.

The Verdict—Then the Charges

Chinese Stalinist justice operates in a
completely different way from the norms
of the early Soviet Union in Lenin's time,
or even the procedures specified in the
Chinese constitution. First comes the
punishment, then the verdict, and only
then are the charges revealed. The evi-
dence is usually left out altogether.

In this case, four of the top party leaders
were thrown in jail or placed under house
arrest and stripped of their party and
government posts. Then the masses were
called into the streets to declare them
guilty—before the government, the party,
or the press had accused them of any
specific crime,

Demonstrations of tens of millions of
people throughout the country had been
going on for a week under slogans such as
“Crush the heads of the four dogs’ before

a single official accusation was offered by
the Chinese press. Finally on October 21,
the country’s leading newspaper, the
Peking People’s Daily ran a front-page
article under the headline “An Out-and-
Out Old Capitulationist.” This accused one
of the four, Vice-premier Chang Ch'un-
ch'iao, of being a “maggot” because of a
book review he had written in 1936.
Nothing he had done more recently was
mentioned. And even here, Chang was
referred to only by his pen name of forty
years ago, known only to the initiates.

On October 22, two weeks after their
arrest, the four were first mentioned by
name in the Chinese press. Two slogans
were launched. These read: “Warmly
celebrate Comrade Hua Kuo-feng being
chairman of the Central Committee of the
Chinese Communist Party and chairman
of the C.P.C. Central Committee Military
Commission!” and “Warmly celebrate the
great victory in smashing the scheme of
the ‘Gang of Four’ to usurp party and state
power!” Up until now, this charge remains
the most detailed indictment and the sole
evidence for the “guilty” verdict elicited
from 50 million demonstrators.

Thereafter hundreds of articles in the
press from every corner of China dutifully
reported that so and so many people from
this and that walk of life had “warmly
celebrated” these two events. The texts of
hundreds of speeches and interviews were
published, each affirming without the
slightest elaboration or detail that the
four had sought “to usurp party and state
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power” and stood condemned for their
“towering crimes.”

It is one thing to ask people to come into
the streets to denounce hated officials for
their actual and well-known abuses of
power. It is quite another to ask millions of
people to condemn someone for a crime of
which they know nothing, that by its very
nature could only be committed in secret,
and for which no details whatsoever are
specified, much less proven. Here the
verdict is demanded not only before the
trial but even before the charges are made
known. That’s a frame-up in any book.

Chiang Ch’ing is now at the receiving
end of the system she helped Mao to
construct. When the Chinese working class
and its allies overthrow their bureaucratic
masters and win the fight for socialist
democracy, they will have no reason to tell
lies about their former oppressors or frame
them up for things they did not do. The
bureaucrats will undoubtedly get a fairer
deal than they got from each other.

A Step Beyond the Moscow Trials

In the Moscow trials of the 1930s, Stalin
invented elaborate day-by-day accounts of
the alleged conspiracies of his victims.
These were torn to shreds and ridiculed
before the world by Leon Trotsky, the chief
defendant in absentia. Trotsky amassed
the documentary proof of the falsehood of
the fabrications and dealt the Soviet
bureaucracy a black eye it has never lived
down.

Stalin’s Chinese disciples learned a
lesson from that experience. Unfortunately
it was a Stalinist lesson: if you make the
charge vague enough, it is harder to
disprove it. After the first unsubstantiated
accusation of trying to “usurp power,” the
Chinese press filled in the dossier with
wilder and wilder allegations that led
further and further away from whatever it
was that actually happened in early Octob-
er.

An October 24-25 Hsinhua news agency
dispatch claimed:

Wang, Chang, Chiang and Yao are typical
representatives of the bourgeoisie in the party.
Their coming to power would mean the coming
to power of the hourgeoisie, of revisionists and
fascists and would mean the restoration of
capitalism in China.

“Worker-theoreticians” from the
Shanghai No. 1 Steel Mill—workers select-
ed for special courses in Mao Testung
Thought—offered this analysis to the
Hsinhua reporter:

The anti-party clique of Wang, Chang, Chiang
and Yao waved the banner of Marxism to
wantonly oppose Marxism, and they stopped at
no crime for all their fine words. They show their
true colours before the mirror of invincible
Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought, and
have finally become something filthy and
contemptible like dog's dung.

Workers at the Taching model oil field,
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in an October 25 Hsinhua dispatch,
accused the four of sabotaging the very
campaigns of which they were the leaders
over the past decade:

They wantonly interfered with and sabotaged

HUA KUO-FENG

the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, the
movement to criticize Lin Piao and Confucius,
and the great struggle to criticize Teng Hsiao-
ping and repulse the right deviationist attempt
to reverse correct verdicts which [was] initiated
and led by Chairman Mao. They are the
“maggots’’ worming their way into the revolu-
tionary ranks ... and counterrevolutionaries
who wear red hats to hide their black hearts.

And finally, in case anything had been
overlooked, “This counter-revolutionary
clique perpetrated every conceivable crime
and is unpardonably wicked.”

The Miracle of Shanghai

The Chinese press also presented en-
dorsements of the guilty verdict and of
Hua'’s accession to the party chairmanship
from various contingents participating in
the demonstrations. A group of dancers in
the costumes of minority nationalities in
an October 22 demonstration in Peking
were quoted as saying:

Our happiness comes from the bottom of our
hearts and we will sing at the top of our voices
because the party Central Committee headed by
Chairman Hua Kuo-feng is of one heart with the
people of all nationalities throughout the coun-
try, and has eliminated the “Four Pests.”

A group of primary school children in
the same demonstration are said to have
shouted with raised fists, “Down with the
bad ‘Gang of Four’! We Little Red Guards
would never allow the ‘Gang of Four’ to
make us suffer like our grandparents.”

Readers may be skeptical that declara-
tions like these are actually spoken in
unison by large groups of people. Such
accounts are used to further the impression

that the reigning hierarchy enjoys the
unanimous approval of the masses, The
most fanciful of these renditions appeared
in an October 25 dispatch from Shanghai
which quoted no less than the whole “10
million people of Shanghai,” who are
reported to have “said with emotion’:

We the people of Shanghai have boundless
trustin our esteemed and beloved Chairman Hua
Kuo-feng and the party Central Committee
headed by him and support them resolutely.
With Chairman Hua Kuo-feng as Chairman
Mao’s worthy successor and at the helm of our
revolutionary cause, we are at ease and satisfied!

Course of the New Regime

The world, including the people of
China, is now waiting for the newly
appointed chairman to reveal, if only
indirectly, what the real political issues
were in the split in the Maoist high
command. That the government in Peking
has not done so is a further indication of
its Stalinist character.

The predominant speculation in the
Western press is that Hua and his backers
will move away from the campaigns of the
post-Cultural Revolution period. This
would mean placing more stress on eco-
nomic construction and less on ideological
conformity.

There is some evidence for this view in a
major editorial that appeared in the
October 25 issues of the Peking People’s
Daily, Red Flag, the party’s theoretical
journal, and the Liberation Army Daily. It
called for accomplishing “the comprehen-
sive modernization of agriculture, indus-
try, national defence and science and
technology and [building] China into a
powerful socialist country before the end of
the century. . . .”

This was a slogan first advanced by
Premier Chou En-lai at the Fourth Nation-
al People’s Congress in January 1975. The
“Four Modernizations” came under attack,
presumably by Chiang Ch’ing and her
supporters if not by Mao himself, at the
time of the ouster of Teng Hsiao-p'ing,
following Chou'’s death at the beginning of
this year.

It may well be that the privileged
bureaucratic caste is reevaluating its
economic and political options. The ideo-
logical stick may now be supplemented by
the carrot of material incentives. Wide-
spread worker discontent with the frozen
standard of living, the debasing self-
criticism campaigns, the perpetual witch-
hunts, and the sterility of Chinese cultural
and literary life may compel the new
government to make some concessions, as
was done in the early 1960s.

A return to the pre-Cultural Revolution
policies would at least put an end to the
Maoist “theory” that paying workers
higher wages is tantamount to the restora-
tion of capitalism.

At this point, however, evidence for even
such a limited policy shift as this remains
scanty. Except for reviving the “Four
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Modernizations” slogan, the new regime is
following in the footsteps of the Great
Helmsman. The beginnings of a cult
around Hua Kuo-feng is a sign of that. In
addition to the declaration of the “people
of Shanghai,” it is reported that printers
are working overtime to produce portraits
of Hua, and these have already appeared
in demonstrations side by side with those
of Mao.

In foreign policy, the government shows
every indication of pursuing the class-
collaborationist détente set in motion by
Mao and Chou En-lai. Peking continues to
appeal to European imperialism to arm
itself against the Soviet Union, and is
currying favor with the dictatorships of
Latin America by denouncing Cuba as a
Soviet military base (see “New Tsars’
Offensive Posture Bears Seed of Defeat,”
October 21 Hsinhua commentary).

The Prospects for an
Antibureaucratic Revolution

The bureaucracy enjoys special privi-
leges, higher pay, and monolithic power.
This identifies it as a definite social
grouping in Chinese society with interests
of its own that it must protect against the
claims of the toiling masses. Because it
does not own the nationalized property on
which China’s economy is based, it claims
that the economy is collectively adminis-
tered by the whole people, or at any rate,
by the working class. But to maintain this
fiction it must prevent any actual debate
over alternatives from taking place, either
among the masses or within the party.

The Communist party, in China as in all
of the bureaucratized workers states, is
actually not a party at all in any ordinary
sense of the word. It is an administrative
apparatus of the bureaucracy. Its members
do not decide its line or elect its leadership.
To maintain this state of affairs, debate
must be suppressed, even in the highest
levels of the party apparatus. This is
possible only when the bureaucracy can
unite for its own survival around an all-
powerful arbiter with absolute power to
decide all questions. The obscure Hua Kuo-
feng is now being groomed for such a role.

The principle new feature in China
today and the most encouraging for
revolutionists is the increasing interven-
tion by the masses outside the narrow
channels constructed for them by the
bureaucracy. This can be seen in the strike
wave in Hangchow in the summer of 1975
and the massive spontaneous protest
demonstration in Peking’s Tien An Men
Square in April 1976. It can be seen in a
certain breakdown in social discipline
noted by many recent visitors to China.

Thousands of young workers and stu-
dents from among the millions forcibly
deported to rural areas for “thought
reform” or to carry out the regime's
economic schemes have illegally filtered
back into China’s cities. Hunted by the
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police and not permitted to work, many of
these youths are protected by parents and
friends. Some of them, in Chengchow in
central China, carried out a spectacular

CHIANG CH'ING

bank robbery in July, reportedly becoming
local heroes and putting up wall posters
defending their action and challenging the
police to find them.

There are frequent reports by visitors to
Chinese cities of arguments between citi-
zens and police, and of unauthorized wall
posters touching on forbidden subjects
that are quickly removed.

Many Western correspondents and vis-
itors report that for the first time since the
CCP victory in 1949, ordinary citizens
approach them on the streets in China to
discuss the latest turn of events and to
offer their opinions or volunteer informa-
tion,

These are all signs of a weakening of the
bureaucracy’s hold on the Chinese masses.
The apparent unanimity in the recent
demonstrations against Chiang Ch’ing is
deceptive. The regime was unable to mount
comparable demonstrations in April to
denounce the Tien An Men protesters. The
fall of Mao’s henchmen was an occasion
for celebration, however repellent the
forms provided for this act by the bureau-
cracy. It will not be so easy for the
government to organize similar shows of
force against dissenters from among the
masses.

Openings for Chinese Trotskyists

The cracks in the bureaucratic wall

provide new opportunities for fighters for
socialist democracy, in and outside China,
to communicate, share their experiences,
and to organize for the future. Not least of
these is the Chinese Trotskyist organiza-
tion, compelled by the regime’s repression
to function from Hong Kong. They were
able to form a united front with other
Hong Kong revolutionists and hold a
demonstration in May of 1,000 in support
of the Tien An Men protesters and de-
manding the release of poltical prisoners
in China.

Hundreds of demonstrators were arrest-
ed by the government at Tien An Men.
Their fate is unknown. Many thousands
more over the last decade have been jailed
or sentenced to rural labor for dissenting
from the government. Mao’s heirs continue
to this day to hold in prison without trial
Chinese Trotskyists jailed by Mao more
than two decades ago.

In an editorial in the April 15 issue of
the Hong Kong October Review, the
Chinese Trotskyists hailed the first steps
by the Chinese working class toward a
confrontation with this repressive system.
They wrote:

The Peking regime headed by Mao Tsetung
totally ignored the just demands raised by the
masses. . . . But the masses will not be intimi-
dated. In point of fact, the internal struggle in
the CCP has fundamentally shaken the rule of
the Peking regime. We can expect that in the
future the masses will utilize various forms of
struggle in a creative and bold way to continue
their fight. The CCP can temporarily contain the
masses, but as long as the contradictions within
the country remain and the internal struggle
within the party continues, the masses will be
impelled to attempt to intervene. The interven-
tion of the masses into national affairs is the
only way to solve the current political crisis.

Hua Kuo-feng has called the masses into
the streets to denounce a part of the ruling
elite. He may have difficulty stuffing this
genie back into its bottle. O

Maspero Bookstore
Firebombed in Paris

A hand grenade and a Molotov cocktail
were thrown into the Maspero publishers
bookstore in Paris at around 2:30 a.m. on
October 27. The show window of the store
was destroyed, as well as the stock of
books inside. A similar bombing occurred
in June.

Maspero, one of the most well known
and courageous of the French left-wing
publishers, has been a target for rightists
since the Algerian War. This house has
published a wide range of books of interest
to revolutionists, including many by Trot-
sky and leaders of the Fourth Internation-
al. Tt formerly operated the Joie de Lire
bookstore, one of the largest outlets for
radical books and publications in the
world.
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Interview With Tsietsi Mashinini

B i

T T T

Behind the Growing Upsurge in South Africa

[Tsietsi Mashinini is the president of the
Soweto Students Representative Council
and a central leader of the mass student
protests that began in Soweto in mid-June.
An interview with him was obtained
October 9 in London, from which the
following are major excerpts. The foot-
notes are by Intercontinental Press.]

* * )

Question. Could you tell us what life is
like in Soweto?

Answer. I don’t know in what way [ can
portray the picture. But Soweto is the
biggest Black township in South Africa. It
has about 80,000 houses, which are inhab-
ited by more than one million people.

I come from a family of twelve kids. And
my parents make it fourteen. We stayed in
a fourroom house, and the rooms are
about eight by ten. Very few houses have
electricity. Of those with electricity, most
of them belong to the bourgeoisie in
Soweto. It is ghetto life all the way. Very
few gas stoves around. There are lots of
basic needs people cannot afford, because
of very low wages. In fact, when a survey
was done in 1974 it was found that 60
percent of the people in Soweto had wages
just to keep them alive, and not to have
any other needs a human being has.

You don't own any property except your
furniture. The house is not yours—it
belongs to the Bantu Administration
Board. You are in the urban areas for the
purpose of either schooling or working. If
you are not doing either of the two, you are
sent to the Homelands.

Soweto has very few recreational facili-
ties. It has two cinemas, about six munici-
pal halls, and scattered playgrounds here
and there. It has almost 300 schools, from
grade level Sub A through matriculation.
There is no university in Soweto. If you
want to go to university, you go to one of
the tribal universities.

Q. You mentioned bourgeois layers in
Soweto. Can you explain that further?

A. They are a very small percentage. In
fact, they have a special township, a place
for the rich, called Dube. That is where you
find most of the big houses and mansions.
Most of the people who stay there are
doctors, lawyers, and people who have got
the best jobs in town. The rest of the people
are labourers and drivers. They constitute
85 percent.

Q. Could you describe the conditions in

the schools and the education system for
Blacks in South Africa?
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A, Besides having to buy everything you
need at school, you pay high school fees.
There are a number of bursaries that are
granted on merit, but usually they are
granted to students from rich families.

The'classes have almost eighty pupils in
them. There are two or three on a desk
even at high-school level. At primary-
school level you sit down on benches in
rows with no desks at all. Our schools
don’t have heaters. The school simply has
a classroom, a blackboard, and the Depart-
ment of Bantu Education provides the
chalk and writing material for the black-
board. Everything else in the classroom is
provided by the pupils.

After April, the Bantu Education Consti-
tution laid down that if you have not paid
the fees you should be sent out from the
school. If you don’t wear the proper school
uniform every day, you are liable to
expulsion. Teachers cane you for whatever
offence, and each school has its own
regulations.

The school I came from, you enter at 7
a.m. and school goes out at 5:30 p.m., with
two breaks in between: one at ten o’clock
for twenty minutes and a lunch break
between one and two o'clock. You get
punished for not having shoelaces, belts,
ties, and buttons. And if you are a girl and
you are wearing a tunic, you get punished
if your buttons do not correspond to your
tunic.

In South Africa, the teaching is very
impersonal and indifferent. It's only in
rare cases where you find the teacher with
an interest in his students or pupils. Most
of the time the teacher just comes in, gives
you work, and goes out.

Q. Are all the teachers Black?

A. Yes, all Black. In my school there
was a white teacher. He came this year
and was not well received by the students.
I understand there are almost eighty white
teachers in high schools all over South
Africa. This is supposed to project an
image overseas that Blacks and whites are
living quite happily, that we even have
white teachers in Black schoois. I don’t
know how many times that teacher nearly
got beaten up at school by students
because of the bitterness the Black people
have.

Q. Can you describe how the recent
student protests developed around the
Afrikaans language.!

1. Afrikaans is the Dutch-based language of the
Boer section of the white population.

A. We don't have much political educa-
tion in South Africa and most of the
material you read out here is banned in
South Africa or it is for the whites only.
So you come to realise that you know very
little about the outside world except when
Kissinger is going to Zurich. That they
announce. The local papers concentrate on
local news. Newspaper reading has never
been the interest of students for a very
long period, because the newspapers were
white.

A South African high-school student—
because it was there that the eruption
started, at high-school level around the
South African Students Organisation—
cannot tell you that Transkei is another
aspect of oppression because of this and
this and this. But in some way or another,
the student understands and identifies all
elements of oppression like this Afrikaans
thing—that is, our education, which is
simply to domesticate you to be a better
tool for the white man when you go and
join the working community.

Q. Until now all teaching was done in
English?

A. Yes, all the time.

Q. And now the proposal was to make
all the teaching in Afrikaans, or just some
of it?

A. Every student is doing seven sub-
jects, at least until high-school level: the
two official languages, English and Afri-
kaans, your mother tongue, and four other
subjects. This Afrikaans policy compelled
you to do two of the subjects in Afrikaans
and two in English.

With the type of education we have and
where you do not have much material to do
research on, students find difficulty in
understanding the concepts involved in
physics, biology, and geography. And now
if you