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9-11. USA PATRIOT Act. Invasion

'and qccupatlon of Afghanistan, Massive tax give-
’aways to the rich. Invasion and occupation of raq.
Austent.y ‘for workmg Amerlca.

“Working peaple are facing an energized and

militant corporate-military agenda, and it must be

- defeated,

Now, with congressional-and presidential elections
- looming, many antiwar:and global justice move-

ment activists wonder: How should activists for
social change relate to.these elections? What is a
viable strategy here in the United States for

“defeating U.S. military and corporate dominance of

the world?

- Solidarity is a revdldifbr}airy antiracist, feminist,
" - socialist organization, active in the growing
-opposition to U.S. intervention abroad and

repression at home. 'We do not believe that the

- antiwar and globai justice movements “uniting”

behind a Democrati¢ presidential candidate will

_defeat “the Bush Agenda™ - most importantly
because the fundamental elements of this agenda

are bipartisan.
Central to this agenda, we believe, is ensuring the
global domination of US. corporations. In this

. pamphilet, we will also explore the long history of

the Democratic Party, from the 1930s to Clinton,
in refation to struggles from labor unions to
Queer organizing to the civil rights movement. We

" detail the failures of the “lesser-evil” strategy, and

argue for renewed activism at the grassroots

" coupled with partncupation in electoral campaigns

independent of corporate dominance.

“This pamphlet will not meet with agreement from

everyone in the antiwar and global justice move-

‘ments. But to activists who question the wisdom
- of supporting Democrats, to radicals dissatisfied

with shallow analysis or fearmongering, to organiz-

- ers willing to engage with history and experience
. = we appeal to you to enter into a dialogue
. around these issues.

We have no illusions that ours will be the domi-
nant opinion within activist circles. Rather, we

“offer this as one contribution to a larger discussion

of how we can fight corporate globalization,

domestic repression and imperialist war.

" Another world is possible!
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Since September 11, 2001, global justice and anti- -
war activists have confronted an emergency situation.

Armed at Eeast'inicially with the claim of “self-defense” in its

“war on terrorlsm, ' the Bush administration’s coalition —.
of neoconservatives, the rellglous right and much of the o
corporate capitalist class — moved to implement its agencla
of empire building, domestic repression and attacks on
workers, people of color, women and Iesbnan»gay—bnsexual»
transgender (LGBT, or Queer) people. : :

The first round of this right—wing offensive met with little:
resistance. The Afghanistan war was short and successful’
for Washington in the short run — both militarily, in the
defeat and collapse of the Taliban reglme, and poEztlcaHy, in -

winning wide ’ mu!tllateral” partlmpatlon and populaﬂty at .

“home.

With the Iraq war, the Bush administration’s Iegiti_macy L
gained after the crimes of 9-11 began to wear thin. The. :
administration’s militant unilateralism, its arrogant clait of
the right to change any regime not to its liking, its * preemp—
tive war” doctrine and the'tissue of lies and deceptaons
about “weapons of mass destructlon and mythical lraqu t|es
to the terrorist al- Qaecla network opened the road to a
massive antiwar movement in Fall 2002 and Spring 2003." -

Yet despite the greatest worldwide antiwar mobilization in
history, the U.S. ruling class proceeded apace with a war
once again brief and militarily sitccessful in the short run,

- with the rapid conquest of Iraq and the collapse of the Iraql

army. Quickly, however, the image of ¢ Ilberatlon has glven, .

way to the realities of deadly imperialist occupatlon and
determined resistance in lraq.

At home, the Bush administration has continued its attacks
on clvil liberties, workers, people of color and immigrants.
Both the wat, and the gove'i'ﬁment's extreme policies of

o

created federal and state. budget deficits that stagger the
imagination. ‘

Most of us feel the nee.d: fc},‘ ‘.ecp quickly and decisively to
defeat an administration ihaf. is intent upon imposing its will
on the world, regardless of-consequences. We are all wilfing
to take “exceptional” actions to deal with what seems to be
an “exceptional” situation.

How, then, to relate to the. 2004 presidential election?
Some activists put their hopes in the campaigns of exphc:ltly

antiwar Democrats like Dennis Kucinich'and Al Sharpton: *.
Many who will work on these campaigns believe that even-if -
Kucinich or Sharpton are not nominated, such effd rj:s‘ Wil
* Othérs in the antiwar and
global justice movement may support,centrist candidates
like Howard Dean, who have a better chance of winning the,
nomination.

“pull the Democrats to the left.

Other antiwar and global justice activists are-committing ...
themselves to support whomever the Democratic Party .
nominates in 2004 — at the time this'pamplilet is-weitten-:.-
the front runner is Kerry. The 2004 elections;they believe; -
present a “unique opportunity:” If the- l&ft, especially the ™
antiwar and global justice movements, registers new voters :
and mobilizes key sectors (union members, the poor, pecple
of color, women, Queers) it can provide the Democrats, o
with a “margin of victory” in the 2004 elections.
ERE

“Defeating the Bush Agenda,” accordlng to advocates of th!S
view, would not only place a Democrat in, the Whll:e House
in the short run, but change the long—te.rn'{ face of U S
politics. If the antiwar and global justice-movements ;can_\h- ;_;

effectively support the Democrats in 2004, they maintain, ...

the victorious Democrats will find themselves “beholden” -
to our constituencies. As a result, US. polltlcs wn[l move to
the laft, B T e B
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We in Solidarity 'share'the sense of urgecy of many in the
antiwar and global justice moveriients. We too Warit to Loty
stop the right-wing fanatics in the Bush Whitd House, and

we share the goal of building an ef’fectwe movement for’

peace, equality, social and economic ;usuce Our differen
is with the view that the Democratic Party can be a vehlcie "
for social |ust;;ce politics.

The dlf’ferences between the- Democrats and Repubhcans
are real, and in.some ways have widened since the decime
of the social movements of the [960s and .1970s and- the—-, ' f
growth of an extreme religious right. The Demiocrats tend "
to give more support to the formal legal rights of minori- i
ties, women and LGBT people, and tend td‘favor'militei*y
and political cooperation with the thear European and

Japanese economic rwais

At the same time, both the Democrats and Repubhcans
remain committed to a policy of corporate power and o
U.S. military-political supremacy. The agendas of both pa

ties will deepen global inequality, with growung poles ¢ of :
prosperity and misery at home and abroad In response to ‘_i




" moved far to the right, The

SHOULD WE
IGNORE THE
ELECTORAL
ARENA?P WE
THINK NOT.

the needs of corporate
capital, both partiés have

eds of labor, wothen,

‘Qlieers and people of color o
in the Democratic Party have been thoroughiy subordlnated

to the corporate agenda

The history of the'past century demonstrates repeatedly
that attempts to “usé” the Democrats have debilitated
radical social movémerits. This lesson runs from the CIO
leaders’ alfiance with Presidents Franklin D. Roosevelt and
Marry Truman through the mainstream Black leadership’s

entry (along with thé moderate leaderships of the antiwar

and women’s movements) into Democratic politics in the

1960s and 70s, ¢ he'}ackson campaigns and the “Rainbow .

Insurgency” of the ‘8@5 :

The rlghtward drlft caf U S. politics since the late I97{)s is
rooted in a new polltu:ai and economic agenda of US.
capitalism and the decline of these vibrant social movements
— rather than in 'ﬁ‘Regjuincan aScendancy” Capitalist
dominance over both ‘the Republican and Democratic
parties ensures ‘that theseé parties follow the capitalist
political agenda.-- e

F

Supporting “the lesser evil” has not halted this shift to the
right. Instead, support for Democratic candidates among -
leftists, labor officials and leaders of the social protest
movements has facilitated the drift. The absence of an
alternative politics allows the Democratic leaders to take
us for granted, and'fi"ées them to adapt to the rightward

shifting “center.

--------

In early 2004, we can see the aggressive military unilateralism
and reactionary domestic policies known as “the Bush
agenda” beginning to unravel before our eyes. Qutside the
fantasy land of right-wing ideology, world capitalism cannot -
be run on the basis of unifateral U.S. military and political
dictates. The reality — in a world where US. corporations
are locked in sharp competition with western European and
japanese corporations and even an emerging China — is
that the U.S. superpower can t“pay the cost to be the boss”
of the world alone. T

With the rapid emergence of resistance in Iraq to the US.
occupation, Washington is aiready turning to the United
Nations and other capitalist powers (not very effectively,

so far) to help police lraq in their common imperialist inter-
ests. The timetable for installing “Iragi self-rule” — meaning
a government expected to be loyal to U.S. desires — has
been accelerated. -

Immediate plans for new conquests (Iran, Syria) have been
shelved for lack of sufficient troops and fears of federal
budget shortfalls, to say nothmg of a political backlash. The
LS. economic recovery cannot be susuuned on the basis of
an enormous deficit induced by m;htary spending combined
with tax cuts for the rich.

The queStion remains — what qui;ical aiternatives will be
available? Will the only aitern:_\at.i_vel_pn the table be the pro-
corporate agenda of the Democyats ~— multilateral empire
building, slightly moderated attacks on civil liberties, social
programs, and working and oppressed people? Or will -
there be an authentic alternative, based in the movements
against war and corporate globalization, demanding peace
and justice at home and abroad?”’ '

We need to build a movement that whoever is elected
{and it won't be either Kucinich-or Sharpton) will be
unable to ignore. We need to continue to build struggles
that unite the antiwar and global justice movements —
drawing in and educating new forces and preparing for
new upsurges of militant struggle’on the streets, in the
communities and in the workplaces.

Campus and community speak—out.s educationals within
unions and churches, neighborhood house parties, public
forums and debates, mass mobilization, ereative protest —
all these and more build movements, bring in new people
and develop activists’ commitments and analysis. Contrast
the vibrancy and political breadth of antiwar rallies, where



Queers and Palestinians and trade unionists and many
others demonstrate their opposition to war and occupation
without losing their own identities, with fundraising and
sound-bite ‘'organizing for a Edwards or Kerry candidacy
around a narrow, increasingly centrist call to “defeat Bush.”

With the Democratic nomination, no less the presidential
election looming, hostility will emerge to issues that detract
from the candidate’s electability — notably, discussion of
the candidate’s actual positions on key issues. Everything
depends on fundraising: Kucinich and Sharpton are not
regarded as “serious” candidates because they didn’t put
together the “war chest” needed to win. And that’s 2
ma;or reason why Jesse Jackson Jr. endorsed Dean.

Formerly radical activists will find themselves defending -
Dean's support of the death penalty, Kerry's votes in favor
of the war and PATRIOT Act, or the Democratic Party’s
oppaosition to proportional represeritation and open
Jpres.iden.tiai d_ebates.

Activists with the best inténtions find themselves embractng b

a completely unacceptable polltlcal framework so long as
it can be packaged as “less rlght-wmg” than the Bush
administration,

Should we ignore the electéral arena? We think not. Qur

movements can use the electoral arena to spread our
political ideas. But we need our-own political vehicle for
the 2004 elections — oné neither dominated nor financed
by corporations, one that speaks for our social movements.

Solidarity is working with other advocates of independent .

justice presidential campaign. We believe that the Green
Party is most likely to provide a vehicle for independent . -

politics in 2004, running a presidential campaign that takes

a clear and uncompromising stance against U.S, empire,
corporate globalization and: the war on working and
oppressed people at home-and abroad. Such a campaign
will help us build the political alternative we need.

We've just seen a remarkable demonstration of a small
third party’s ability to “shake up” the system in the San
Francisco mayoral election, where Green candidate Matt
Gonzalez took an astonishing 47% of the vote even though
the Democratic Party brought in all their national big guns
to back their millionaire pro-business, anti-homeless,
“liberal” candidate, '

THE DEMOCRATIC

“LESSER

EVIL” IN EDD‘I’

Who are the contenders for the Democratlc
Presidential nomination in 2004 Where do they actually
stand on the key issues antiwar and global justice activists
are concerned with — the war and occupation of Iraq,

" corporate globalization, the rights of workers, women,

people of color and Queers?

[EE R R

The Demaocratic candidates range from opponents of the
frag war and occupation to open supporters of Bush’s war;
from harsh critics of NAFTA and the FTAA to enthusiastic
promoters of corporate “free trade.” We ‘can distinguish
three broad trends among the Democratic nominees —
the antiwar candidacies of Kucinich and Sharpton; the
centrists Dean and Edwards; and the rtght-wmg *New
Democrat” Kerry. S v, o

“Kucmlch and Sharpton:

. Many believe that a strong primary campaign by New York

African-American activist Al Sharpton or Ohio

.Congressman Dennis Kucinich could force the Democrats
‘to move to the left and adopt an antiwar and pro-global
_ justice platform in 2004. Sharpton and Kucinich are well to
. the left of the rest of the Democratic presidential hopefuls.

While Kucinich supported the US-UN sahgtién; against
Irag during the Clinton administration and Bush's war

” . ) " against Afghanistan, he voted against Congressional authori-
political action to promote an jndependent peace and global | '

zation for the fraq war and opposed the administration’s
request for $87 billion to finance the occupation of lraq.

Sharpton opposed the war early on, and stated rtl.w”at he
would “unequivocally vote no” on the $87 blllton for the S
war. (wwwissues2000.0rgl2004/A1_Sharpton_War_=_Peace. htm)

Like all the Democratic opponents of Bushs war, Sharpton ‘
and Kucinich advocate replacing the US. occapatlon of frag %

with a UN administration. (David Corn, “The Candidates on

'~ Iraq,” The Nation, December |, 2003.)'

Both Sharpton and Kucinich are opposed to corporate

_ globalization, and cali for the defeat of FTAA, while Kucinich

has publicly called for U.S. withdrawal from NAFTA and -
the WTO. Both advocate a universal, single-payer health

insurance plan; a substantial raise in the minimum wage; and

new legal protection for the right of workers to organize. -




Dennis Kucdnich

Both are staunch opponents of privatiz-
ing Soclal Security or raising the retire-
ment age. '

Despite Kucinich’s wavering on reproduc-
tive rights, both defend the rights of women, LGBT people,
and people of color. Socialists and radicals can be critical
of some of Sharpton and Kucinich'’s positions. However,
our main problem with these campaigns is not their posi-
tions, but their loyalty — which is open and explac:it —to
the Democrat:c Party.

Kucinich is admirably direct:“l have no interest in a third
party candidacy. None.” Instead, his goal is to bring radicals
and progressives who were alienated from the Democrats
in the 1990s “back to the big tent” — a tent that is con-
trolled by the necliberal Democratic Leadership Council -
(DLC). (Quotes.from R. Conniff, “The Peace Candidate,” The
Progressive, April 2003) Like Eugene McCarthy in 1968,
Dennis Kucinich hopes to draw antiwar activists off the

_ streets and into the Democratic Party.

Al Sharpton shares the goal of making the Democrats
more attractive to working and oppressed people.
Sharpton condemns the DLC “New Democrats” as
“elephants in donkey’s. clothes... [who] pretend to be
Democrats but they're really Republicans” The
Democrats’ attempt to imitate the Republicans is futile in
his opinion: '

This centrist stuff doesn’t work. Centnst stuff doesn’t work
because people would rather have an authentic person, even
if they're wrong, than to have a cheap imitator. And those
that are being abandoned have less reason to come out
while you seek to go get somebody that will never come
your way: So we've been told, Blacks, Latinos, gays and les-
bians, “Y'all just be invisible, disappear, come and vote for us
but we can’t be seen with y'all while we go get the white’
moderate vote.” And for |2 years they been going to get the
_ white moderate vote and the white moderate vote has gone
' against them every time. (Jeffrey McNary, “Al Sharpton is
Saying Something,” abdn journal, August 20, 2003 at
www.al2004.0rg/news/news20.htm)

Sharpton, like Jackson in |984 and 1988, hopes to convince
the Democratic Party leadership that moving to the left

will pay off in an electoral victory in 2004. Yet the “New

Demédcratic” mainstream of the party has rejected that

.approach for more than twenty years, embracing instead

appeals to “moderate” and “conservative” white middle-
income voters in the suburbs.

Sharpton’s quest to bring the Democrats
“back to their roots” among working
people, oppressed racial minorities,
women and LGBT people is doomed to
failure. The strategy of mounting a
strong left-populist challenge in the Democratic presidential
primaries has been tried before, by Jesse Jackson in 1984
and 1988, The tragedy of the Rainbow Coalition — the
marginalization of the Jackson insurgency will be analyzed
in detail below — can only be repeated in 2004.

Sharpton is also quite explicit that he hopes to follow
jesse Jackson's footsteps in increasing the number of
African-American elected officials. Whatever success this '
project may achieve, the neoliberal DLC's organizational
and ideclogical hegemony over the Democratic Pari:y
guarantees that neither Kucinich nor Sharpton will receive
the nomination — and more, that antiwar Democrats will
have little impact on the party’s platform, candidates, or
campaign in 2004.

What then? As both Sharpton and Kucinich refuse to
countenance the possibility of an independent campaign,
where do antiwar and global justice activists who campaign
for them go when they do not receive the nomination?
Like supporters of Jackson in 1984 and 1988, they will be
left without any ongoing independent organization after the
Democratic National Convention,

Sharpton and Kucinich will deliver their most of their
supporters to the campaign of whichever centrist or right-
wing “New Democrat” is nominated in 2004. While
Jackson got some token representation on the Democratic
National Committee and a place in a meager voter regis- '
tration drive in 1988, neither Kucinich nor Sharpton will
receive even that much after what will probably be much
more anemic primary campaighs. '

“Centrist” Demaocrats:
Dean & Edwards

Most advocates of “the lesser evil” recognize that
neither Sharpton nor Kucinich will be the Democrats’
nominee in 2004. They are preparing to support whomever
the Democrats nom;nate as a means of “defeating the Bush
Agenda” :

* Many believe that former Vermont Governor Howard Dean

or Senator Clark represent viable candidates opposed to
the Bush war drive.




-

Are either of the Democratic “centrists” a real alternative
to Bush or are they merely Clinton-Gore clones, without
Clinton’s scandals?

Dean opposed the Bush administration’s unilateral war
against Iraq fairly early on, rejecting Bush’s lies that the
Saddam Hussein regime possessed weapons of mass
destruction: “While Saddam Hussein's regime was clearly
evil...it did not present an immediate threat to U.S. security
that would justify going to war” (www.deanforamerica.com)

Dean’s major problem with Bush's Iraq war was that the
United States waged this war alone. Like most of the
Democratic critics of the second Gulf War, he supported
continued UN-U.S. sanctions ~— which had chimed the lives
of nearly one million lraqi children in twelve years. Dean
would have also supported a war waged under the auspices
of the UN or NATO.

Dean and most of the Democratic critics of Bush’s Iraq
policy would have preferred a multilateral, rather than uni-
fateral, imperial strategy. They believed this was a better
way to make the Middle East and the Gulf safe for global
corporate investment. Once the invasion began, Dean
“rallied around the flag” and toned down his criticisms of
the Bush administration’s aggression against lraq. In the
March 2003 issue of National Review, Dean said “It’s hard to
criticize the president when you've got troops in the fleld.
We all have got to support the troops.” '

Subsequently Dean has made clear his opposition to the
withdrawal of U.S. forces from lrag on numerous occasions.
Dean’s “7-Point Plan for Multilateral Reconstruction in Iraq”

'(April 9, 2003) called for NATO troops to take over occu-

pation duties, and the UN Security Council to establish an

~“international body” to establish civilian authority. He envi-

sions a “democratic transition will take between 18 to 24
months, although troops should expect to be in lraq for a
longer period” (www.deanforamerica.com)

Dean’s opposition to Iraqis ruling themselves was evident
during the second debate among the Democratic presiden-
tial candidates:

We cannot lose the peace in Iraq...This was a mistake, this
war...But if we leave fraq to chaos, Al Qaeda may move in; if
we leave fraq to o fundamentdlist Shifte regime with Iranian
influence, we will be in both circumstances worse off than
-we were when Saddam Hussein was President. (“Full
Transcript: Democratic Presidential Candidates Debate,”
FDCH E-Media, September 9, 2003, http://www.washing-
tonpost.com/wp-servipolitics/transcripts/090903
debatetext.html)

Dean supported Bush’s request for $87 billion to finance
the continted occupation of Irag. At the third Democratic
presidential debate, Dean combined support for the “war
on terrorism” with a call for “fiscal discipline” and higher
taxes:

Q: [Bush has asked for} $87 billion for the ongoing war on
terrorism. Your vote, yes ar no, and if yes, how do you pay
for $87 billion?

DEAN:We have no choice, but it has to be financed by get-
ting rid of alf the president’s tax cuis. Even though-I did not
support the war in the beginning, | think we have to support
our troops. The $87 billion ought to come from the exces-
sive and extraordinary tax cuts that this president foisted
-upon us, that mainly went to people like Ken Lay who ran
Enron. (Debate at Pace University in Lower Manhattan
September 25, 2003; www.issuesZOOQ.qrgl2094/
Howard_Dean_War_+_Peace.htm) '

JEAN'S MAJOR PROBLEM WITH
BUSHS IRf
US. WAGE!

D THIS WAR ALONE.

Dean is no antimilitarist. He supports increased U.S, mili-
tary aid to the Israeli regime and the continued growth of
.S, military might. ‘Dean believes that “The United States
has to..take a much harder line on lran and Saudi Arabia
because they are funding terrorism.” {Quoted in Ef. Kessler,
“In Prexy Bid,Yt Gov Taps AIPAC Vet Married to few, Courting
Others,” Forward, November 22, 2002, hitp:/lwww.forward.
comissues/2002/02. 1 1.22/news3.htmi).

The Septembar 9, 2003 debate was especially instructive,
not only about Howard Dean but the entire Democratic
Party in regard to the Middle East. Dean responded to
Lieberman’s charge that he was insufficiently “pro-Israel”
with a militant defense of the U.S.-Israel “special refation-
ship.” That kind of loyalty oath is demanded of every
Democrat hoping to be nominated. (“At the Debate,
Democrats Clash Over Mideast,” New York Times, September
10, 2003) , : '

Before running for president, Dean never raised a single
objection to neoliberal economic policies from NAFTA to
welfare reform. in an effort to win support from the labor
leadership, Dean has recently called for FTAA to include .
“solid, enforceable fabor standards.”
(www.deanforamerica.com)

\( WAR WAS THAT THE
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Bill Clinton made 2 similar pledge on
“NAFTA during his 1992 presidential

Howard Dean

campaign. Once in office, he pushed the
agreement thfough Congress and later
negotiated side agreements on labor and
environmental standards. These “solid, enforceable labor
standards” — adopted primarily to placate the unions and
global justice advocates — have done nothing to stem the
NAFTA-fueled “race to the bottom” in wages, working

conditions and ‘environmental degradation in North '
Amenca durmg the Iast decade.

T

On social welfare: Dean is a mainstream, Clinton-era “New
Democrat” He consistently won praise from Vermont’s
business leaders for balancing the state budget, usually at
the expense of work’ing and poor people. Dean,in 1993,
stated that welfare récipients “don’t have any se!f-esteem if
they did, they'd be'working”

in 1994, Dean unsuccessfully attempted to cut state benefits
for the aged, blind*and disabled. He was, however, able to *
impose draconian “workfare” requirements for the receipt
of cash assistance. Dean was and is an enthusiastic sup-
porter of Clinton’s 1996 “welfare reform.” (D. Blister, M.
Estrin and R. Jacobs, “Howard Dean:The Progressive Anti-War
Candidate? Some Vermonters Give Their Views,” www.counter- '
punch.orgljacobs08292002.html)

Dean promises to nationalize the “universal” health care
program he established in Vermont. Truth is,Vermont does
not have universal health care. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau’s September 2003 report,“Health Insurance.
Coverage in the United States, 2002, 9.6% of Vermont
residents had no health insurance, compared with 4.7% -
nationally. (http:/fwww.census.goviprod/2003pubs/p60-

223pd)

Nor will Dean’s plan for national health insurance, if enacted,
cover everyone:: -

Acco_rding to ‘anx'énalysis by The Lewin Group, a nationafly

respected heaith care consulting firm, at full implementation,

the Dean plan, while available to all, would likely be taken

up by 31 million. of the 41 million Americans now umnsured .

at an annual cost of $88.3 billion.
{www.deanforamerica.com}

Despite the recent endorsements of two of the largest
unions, SEIU and AFSCME, Moward Dean is as much a
“friend of labor” as Bill Clinton or Al Gore — who gave
us NAFTA, the “end of welfare as we know it” and the
debacle of “managed health care” Dean does have a

reputation of being a progressive on “social issues,” havmg :

John Edwaids

signed the first state legislation recog-
nizing same-sex civil unions while -
Vermont governor. However, Dean
repeatedly made clear his opposition to

gay marriage and supported civil unions
as a “lesser-avil” : :

The evolution of Dean’s position on the death penalty in
the course of his presidential campaign foreshadows the
evolution of his stance on other social issues. Alexander
Cockburn presented a cogent analyms of Dean’s tra;ectory
in a recent essay :

The death penalty? Yes, Dean evolved into a pro-death
penalty position just when he was debating @ White House
run. For heinous crimes like killing kids or cops. Now, with
his eye on the primary in South Caroling, he’s added “terror-
ists” to those into whose arms he would stick the needle.
Isn't that the posture of Ashcroft or of W. Bush, who.signed. -
more death warrants than any other governor in U.S. histo- .
ry? It is, but be reassured by the Dean campaign. Ina.

Dean administration, those consigned to Death Row will
know, even as the needle starts. pumping poison into their
veins, that President Dean went that last half mile to ensure
fairness. (“Anybody but Bush? Watch out, Dems!” June
25,2003, www.workingforchange. comlprintltem cfm?
itemid=1521 I)

Dean’s comments about making the Democrats attractive .
to southern whites who fly the Confederate flag were spun
with a dose of economic popullsm

There’s no reason why white guys w_ho have a Confederate
flag in the back of their pickup truck shouldn’t be walking. -
side-by-side with blacks, because fhey don’t have health
insurance, either.. (“Dean, Sharpton Stump in South
Carolina” Associated Press, November 8, 2003
www.thestate. comlmld/thestatelS 179098 htm)

Socialists and other radicais took férwarcl to the day
when white workers — north and south — stand with
working people of color ina. cammon struggle for eco-
nomic and social justice. As whtte workers join with
Black and Latino workers, however they will cast aside
their Confederate flags.

Senator john Edwards of North Carolina is running the most
populist campaign of all the "éehffist" Democrats in 2004.

He not only constant!y remmds voters of his working-class
background: (his rather was a texttla mill worker), but he has’

consistently raised issues of economlc justice from jobs to

child poverty. At the Democratlc debate on January 22, 2004,
Edwards lambasted the rest of the Democratic candidates:’



_ There has been no discussion about 35 million Americans
who live in poverty. Millions of Americans who work fulltime
for minimum wage and live in poverty. In a country of our
wealth and prosperity, we have children going to bed hungry.
We have children who don't have the clothes to keep them
warm. The Democratic presidential candidates have a moral
responsibility to talk about it and do something about it,
because it is wrong. ("Democratic 2004 Primary Debate at
st. Anselm College, January 22, 2004." www.issues20000rg.
[2004/john-Edwards_Welfare+Poverty.htm)

- Edwards has also stood outside the "New Democratic”
i fnainstream on corporate “free trade.” He voted against
" NAFTA and other bilateral and regional “free trade" agree-
" ments arguing that "trade deals without strong labor and
“environmental standards are bad for American workers and
" bad for workers overseas. These weak deals encourage a
: corporate 'race to the bottom' in which companies go to
the countries that treat workers and the environment the
*'worst." Edwards' support for the Free Trade Area of the
- Americas (FTAA) is conditional upon the incorporation of
* what he describes as "strong labor and environmental stan-
““dards" and some "strong mechanism for enforcement of
~international labor standards.”" ("Fair Trade For America and
* the World, December 1, 2003." www.johnedwards2004.com/
page.asp?id+398)

Edwards campaign has gained momentum after the North
Carolina primary on February 3, 2004 — he is being dis-

: ‘cussed at the moment as a possible vice-presidential candi-
date. Not surprisingly, he has toned down his discussion of
-orporate "free trade.” Edwards (unlike Kucinich) does not
call for the repeal of NAFTA and barely mentions the
FTAA on the campaign trail. His program for prombting
ob growth centers around tax incentives to corporations
hat continue to invest in the United States and calls for
g_'hding “currency manipulation” by China. ("Fair Trade For
America and the World, December 1, 2003." www.johnedwards
2004.com/page.asp?id=398) '

Despite his populist rhetoric, Edwards does not propose

A massive expansion of social spending. His main proposal
for urban poverty is his "Cities Rising" plan, whose cen-
piece is more tax breaks to businesses that invest and
C_l’_éate jobs In inner-city neighborhoods. The preservation
of the Earned-Income Tax Credit for the lowest wage
€arners, small increases in the minimum wage (all below
the rate of inflation), and reducing taxes of the working
Poor through increased child deductions and eliminating
the ‘marriage penalty round out his anti-poverty program.
ohn Edwards Plan To Honor American Values And Expand
The Middle Class By Lifting 10 Million Americans Out Of

- program proposals. As

~ impossible to deliver

Poverty, fanuary 10, 2004." www.johnedwardsZOM.conﬂ L

page.asp? id=524) T

- Edwards is not an advocate of a universal, s_i_ngla'-payetf;'j o

health care. His proposal focuses on providing coverage

for the millions of uninsured through $25 billion in tax

credits. The tax credits would allow working parents to
deduct some of the cost of health insurance for themselves .
and their children from private insurers and employers. ‘
With the carrot of tax credits, however, comes the stick of -
"personal responsibility:" Under the Edwards Plan, parents

will get affordable credits and easy access to insurance. But
parents will have a responsibility to cover their children.” - "

- Parents who do not provide coverage will receive a warn-

ing, and parents who still do not cover their children will

face a reduction in tax benefits equal to the cost. ("A _
Responsible Plan to Cover Every Child, Cut Costs for Al and - .
Strengthen the Safety Net." www.johnedwards2004.com/health- .
care-fact-sheet.asp?id=1&) ' : ' .
Edwards! commitment, like most of the Democratic candi-
dates, to "fiscal responsibility” — a baianced budget —_ may
well undermine most
of his milk-toast social

Clinton discovered in.
his first term in the
White House, it is

even the most minor

expansion of social services and a balanced federat budget;

in a neoliberal world. Edwards, like other "New Democrats

is clear that "fiscal discipline is key to establishing an eco-
nomic climate in which business can flourish.,” Wa can have e
little doubt that "fiscal discipline” will take precedence over
even the most modest tax credits and social programs for
working and poor péople in an Edwards' administration.

Edwards is an unapologetic supporter of Bush's war and
occupation of Irag, and of the USA PATRIOT Act. Edwards
voted "yes" on authorizing the use of military force against
Iraq in October 2002 — as he had on the authorization of
military force against Kosovo in March and May 1999.
Edwards praised the U.S. military victory in lraq "as a testa-
ment to the bipartisan commitment to ensuring that our
military remains the best in the world; we removed a brutal
regime and helped liberate a people.” (Senator fohn
Edwards, "Senate Statement on Postwar Iraq, May 20, 200
www.johnedwards2004.com/page.asplid=1 04)

Like other "centrist" Democrats, he was unwil!ing to give " L
the Bush administration an $87 billion blank check for the . o




democratic country,

‘true, there is

occupation of Irag. However, Edwards does not support

- the right of the Iraqis to determine their future without
outside interference from the U.S. or other imperial pow-
ers. His criticizes the Bush administration for failing to
meet its "enormous responsibilicy; to the lraqi people [to]
rebuild their lives in peace and prosperity.” {Senator John
Edwards, "Senate Statement on Postwar Iraq, May 20, 2003."
www.johnedwards2004.com/page.asp?id=104) Like Dean, he
advocates a multilateral imperial occupation of Iraq. .
Edwards calls on the UN and NATO to help establish "a

free Iragi government,” and for.the creation of a "NATO-
led multinational peacekeeping force." ("Senator Edwards
Charts Path From Chaos to Secure and Independent Irag, May
20, 20603." wwwijohnedwards2004.com/page.asplid=104)

Edwards also voted for the USA PATRIOT Act in the
immediate aftermath of September {1th. In an interview
with the liberal {and ostensibly anti-PATRIOT Act)-
"Moveon.org,” Edwards explained that he “supported the
PATRIOT Act because it contained provisions needed to




_'strengthen our security, but | also beheve this administra-
tion has abused its powers in’ implementing the law."
.'{"Candjdate Interview with john Edwards, fune 17, 2003."
www.moveon. orgfpaclcandsledwards html). Specift cally,
‘Edwards is critical of the Bush administration's use of the
- law, to label U.S. citizéns enemy combatants” and hold
them without charges, access to lawyers and other due
“process rights. He is silent on the round ups of immigrants
“from Arab and Muslim ;ountries, while favoring stréngthen-
'ing cooperation betweer the CIA and FBI in "uncovering
“terrorist threats before they cause harm." ("John Edwards’
 Plan to Strengthen Domestic Defense W, _fohnedward52004

: _comlsecunty Lasp?=1)

'Edwards tepid populism, which combines mild social welfare
_"'é'rid economic regulation with support for ULS. imperial ~

- rhilitary might, faintly echoes the "guns and butter” po[iiiii:s :
- of the Democratic party in the 1960s. But the global eco-

fhomic turbulence of the past thirty years makes a return to

‘the welfare policies of the Kennedy and johnson admmss—

: tr‘atlons a pipe dream. US transnationals, which every L

serious” and "electable™ Democrat must placate; demand-:
free trade," fiscal austerity and social deregulation to
ompet;e with European and }apanese transnatlona!s

The “New D l@mm’@m
ight: Kerry

: ohn Kerry appears to be the preferred .
andldate of the Democratic Leadership Council that -
ssurned leadership in the Democratic Party in the late
980s and early ‘90s. (Dean and Edwards are also well
wnhm the “New Democratic mainstream of the party,
ut are not formally assomated with. DLC )

e Kerry, a former leader of Vietnam Veterans against the

- War, has recently denounced the Bush administration for
‘misleading Congress” with its bald-faced lies about Iragi

- Weapons of mass destruction in the lead-up to the war.

- But Kerry's antiwar past did not prevent him for voting for

: oth the USA PATRIOT Act and the congressional resolu-

';tlon authorizing the invasion of Iraq.

'I(err'y trumpeted near!y aII of the Bush administration’s fies

. about Irag to whip up suppoit for war. Saddam Hussein ..

- Was “attempting to develop nuciear weapons.” “All U. S.

- intelligence experts agree that iraq is seeking nuclear R

‘Weapons.” “Iraq has chemical and biclogical weapons” lraq's

_ﬁgapons programs “are larger and more advanced than

 they were before the Gulf War?” Invasion was required
ecause “these weapons represent an unacceptable threat?”

ohn Kerry

“Iraq is developing unmanned aerial

and biological warfare agerits, which
could threaten Iraq’s neighibors as welt
: as American forces in the Persian Gulf”
[Quotes from $. Zunes, “Kerry’s Decéptions on lraq Threaten
His Presidential Hopes,” August 26, 2003, hitp: //wwwcommon
dreams.orglviews03/0826-03. htm] :

Speaking to a liberal antiwar audience at the “Take Back
America” conference in Washington, DC organized by the
Campaign for America’s Future (a coalitioh of the AFL—CIO
NOW and other mainstream liberal groups in the
Democratic Party) on June 5, 2003, Kerry made clear that
he was a resolute defender of U.S. empire:

I say to you unabashedly that | come to you ds a Democrat
who is unprepared to allow those who reﬂexwefy oppose any
U.S. military intervention anywhere or who sée U.S. power as
mostly a malignant force in the world, ot who place a higher
valué on achieving multilatéral consensus than necessarily

* protecting vital interests of our nation, Amiericans deservé
better than the false choice given by this ddiinistration
between force without diplomacy and diplomacy without
force, 1 believe they deserve a principled diplomacy backed
by our undoubted military might, based on enlightened self-
interest, not the zero-sum logic of power pohtrcs
(wwwourfuture org/docUploadslkerrypdf) '

" Kerry's refusal to make even the most modest concessions

to the antiwar sensibilities of his audience again illustrates

" the limits of the “lessér evil” Kerry understands that pro--

Democratic Party progressives have nowhere to go,and
their demands can be easily ignored.

v 'Kerry made his pro-imperial pollt:cs clear dUr:ng the
" second Democratic presidential candidates debate. He
“indicated his initial intention to vote for the additional

$87 billion Bush requested to fund the occupation of Iraq,
arguing that “| will do what we need to do to protect the
troops.” He also defended his support for the
Congressional resolution giving Bush a blank check for the
invasion of iraq:“l voted to authorize. It was the right -
vote... We had to give life to the threat. if there wasn'ta
legitimate threat, Saddam Hussein was not going to allow
inspectors in." (“Full Transcript: Democratic Presidential
Candidates Debate,” FDCH E-Media, September 9, 2003,
http:/fwww.washingtonpost.com/ wp-servlpolmcsltranscrrptsi
090903 debatetext.htmi)

While Kerry did vote against the $87 billion in Congress,

~ he did 5o to “hold the President accountable and force

“vehicles capable of delivering chemical® -+
i




KQQQY IS FIRMLY COMMITTED
OUIBERAL, CORPORATE
- him to dévéibp a real plan that secures the safety of .o.ur

troops and stabilizes Iraq” For Kerry, only a multilateral
occupation force under a UN civil authority can guarantee

.. - the stabilization of lraq in the interests of world and U.S.

" capitalism:

The best way to support the troops, is get the international
cormunity in to help us, so we can have other troops on
the ground share the burden and share the risks.../'m
prepared to spend money; 'm prepared to spend whatever
it takes to be successful in Jraq. But | want to spend the
money smart....You've got to go with the UN completely...
@ real transfer of authority to the UN for the civil develop-
ment, for the governances, and for the humanitarian
programs. Then it’s possible to have a broader, multination
force corne onto the ground, relieve the pressure from the
American fbrce, reduce the sense of American occupation
and take the target off of American soldiers. Once you do
.+ both of those thmgs, you can train the lragi military and
© police faster and you can set a date for the transfer of
full authority for Iraq back to the lragis. If- all of that were
done simulftaneously, you've have a much faster transfer
of authority in Iraq and you'd make the ground much
safer for American forces, and you begin to reduce the
“number of Ametican forces who are overcommitted and
overextended....’_’ (www.johnkerry.comliraqmvote.htmi)

| Kerry's plan —— hke Dean’s — supports neither the right of

;the Iraqi people to determine their own future nor the
growing demands of U.S. military families and veterans’

4 organizations to bring the troops home immediately.

Kerry’s economic and social program is nearly identical to
Dean’s and the other “New Democratic” advocates of
corporate globalization. At the September 4, 2003
Democratic candidates’ debate, Kerry joined the other
Democratic candidates in expressing reservations about
- the FTAA's lack of environmental and labor standards.
Like most Democratic candidates, he is willing to make this
. ‘meaningless concession to secure the support of the labor
- officialdom for his candidacy.

'Kerry, however, is firmly committed to a neoliberal, corpo-
rate agenda in “trade policy” At the September 4 debate,
Kerry attacked Kucinich for calling for the United States to
withdraw from the anti-worker NAFTA and WTO:

i am as strongly committed as Kucinich is to worker rights,
but it would be disastrous to just cancel NAFTA and with-
draw from the WTO. You have to fix it. You have to have a

president who understands how to use the power that we
have as the world’s biggest marketplace to properly leverage
the kind of behavior that we want. You also have to have a
president who is prepared to have an enforcement structure
through the powers of the various sections of the trade
agreement. (Democratic Primary Debate, Albuquerque,
New Mexico September 4, 2003. www.issues2000.org/

© 2004/John_Kerry_Free_Trade.htm)

The logic of “the lesser evil” requires supporting whomever
the Democrats nominate — even if that nominee supports
major elements of Bush's program. The lesser-evil impera-
tive compels radicals and progressives to ignore the glaring
similarities between Bush and candidates like Dean,
Edwards or Kerry, and elevate secondary differences into
major distinctions.

Representative Jan Schakowsky (D-IL), 2 leading House
liberal, embraced this political logic in her speech to the
“Take Back America” conference in june 2003, that drew
more than 2,000 activists from mainstream labor, women’s,

~ LGBT, peace and civil rights organizations. After laying out

Bush's agenda and calling on progressive forces to keep up
the struggle, she told those attending:

Like it or not, either George W. Bush or the Democratic
nominee, whoever he may be, will be our next president. We
should, by all means, be working to promote a progressive
agenda with each and every candidate and to make the
nominee as progressive as possible. But in the end, we are
going to have to dedicate ourselves to electing the
Democrat. To do otherwise is a luxury we cannot afford. |
fook forward to our campaign for a universal health care
plan or a real education bill or labor law reform. We cannot
even have that conversation now. We dre trying to hang on
by our fingernails to what we have now. And we are losing.
(htep:ficms.ourfuture.orgimedia/Schakowsky.ram)

Not “supporting the Democrat,” according to Schakowsky,
“is simply a luxury we cannot afford.” We believe, on the
contrary, that supporting Democrats is the “luxury we

- cannot afford.” Activists in the antiwar, global justice, labor

and other social movements need to spurn the siren song
of “the lesser evil” in 2004,

Time and again in the 20th century, promising social move-
ments — like the antiwar upsurge of the past year — lost
momentum as they sought to elect less reactionary
Democrats to office in the hope of stopping more reac-
tionary Republicans. The social movements declined and
the opportunity for developing a radical alternative politics
slipped away. Time and again, supporting “the lesser evil”
only facilitated a rightward lurch in U.S. politics.



"The debate about “lesser evilism” is often caught
between two opposing positions. On the one hand, some
c!alm ‘that whatever the common agenda of the U.S. corpo-
rate ellte. which both the Democrats and Republicans rep-
resent, there are nevertheless important differences
between the two polltecat parties. These differences
B "requlre leftists to work for the election of one over

" the other.

On tﬁe“other_hand, there are those who argue that

~"which both the Democrats and Republicans represent,
~there is no significant difference between the two'parties.
_The essential similarity between the two parties requires
Ieftlsts‘to work for neather the Democratlc nor Repubiican

_-.Both of these posmons are one-sided. If there were reaiiy
”no differance, or no sngnlf cant difference, between the
Democrats and Repubhcans then that would quickly

: become obvious, and it would be very difficult to convince
_:anyone to vote for one candldate over another.

To. be sure, the fact that roughiy half of the ehglbie voters
sit out presidential electlons, and neariy two-thirds absent
hemse[ves from Congressmnal state and local elections

c_mg large numbers of peopie that there are sngmf‘ fcant
: dafferences‘

The e'are differences, nonetheiess, over questions about
pomtlng federal judges; abortion rights; how much to

- partner ‘with other caplmhst powers in assuring corporate
- domination ‘of the world miifitarily and politically; what sort
of pro-corporate tax and spending policies should be pur-
‘sued; how hard; how fast, and how far to push in disman-
t!;_ng social programs, afﬁrmatwe act:on etc. Al these do
_represent real differences between the major parties, and

: even among mdlwdual candldates wnthln those partles.

.-At the same time all of these real differences -— with the
posmbie exception of abortion rights, where the pressure
_:of a massive pro-choice movement has sharply limited the
Democrats option to cap:tulate to the hard right ~ fall
into the category of secondary questians, especially small
when compared to those programmat:c e[ements on wh|ch
the' tWo parties agree.

" because of the common agenda of the U.S. corporate elite,

suggests the two partles are havmg increasing difficulty con-

That bipartisan agreement includes: that tax policies should
promote profitability; that weifare, aff] rmative action and
economic regulation need to be scaled’ back or dlsmantled
that U.S. military dominance must be mamtalned When we
vote for either a Democrat or a Republlcan for preszdent
we are voting for a continuation of the poiltlcal priorities of
the capltaiist class. .

Within the two-party system continqej,dél ry by political,
economic and military elites remains. un Stioned . only
the policies designed to maintain that rul Vye need to ask
ourselves:What do we achieve if the “Iesser evil” candidate
wins? What do we lose? How do we balance these gams
and losses against each other?

_ Perhaps most important, what woufd be requ red for the

emergence of a genuine political aiternatlve that watt actual»
ly promote a tax policy that favors working ¢
the rlch expands social programs and.afﬁrm

heipfui |nS|ghts

Where Do the R
Differences Come ;'From?

_The differences that do really exist between Démocratic

and Republlcan pollttc:ans come from two sources. First,
there are genuine disagreements among corporate rilers '
abolt what is in their best interests. The two most press-‘
ing questions that divide some Democrats and Repubil
in 2004 revolve around tax and forelgn policy.

Will tax cuts for corporations and the weaithy stlmulate
investment and the* ‘trickling down” of |obs and mcome?

Or will thesé tax cuts merely fuel Earger federal def c:|ts and '
spark inflation?

Should the United States move ahead untiaterally to :mpose
its worldwide military dominance regardless &f the desifes
of the European and Japanese capitalists and their govern--
ments? Or is multilateral military intervention, with the™
approval of the UN or NATO, less dangerous than U S
unilateralism?

In different times and situations, either party will advocat'e:
one approach or another -~ there are no principles tg." "
sacrlﬁce

Working people and oppressed communities have 4 real
stake in what answers are given to such questions by




. Congress and the White Mouse. On the
surface this would appear to add credibility
to the “lesser evil” argument that we should
vote for candidates' who advocate a more
moderate fiscal and foreign policy.

“This conclusion is wrong. It incorrectly
assumes that elections really determine what kinds of
policies are carried out. It also ignores a second, and far
more important, source of disagreement among
Democratic and Republican poiiticians: different sensibilities
regarding what corporate America can actually get away
with before it faces a fightback from working people.

Here there is no disagreement about what would be desir-
able: Bvery cutback in social programs, every successful attack
on the ability of unions to organize, every time inequality
between men and women or between whites and people of
color is sustained of expanded, Corporate America is the
winner. The direct result is an increased ability to generate
profits and to keep them in corporate pockets.

The answer to the question “what can corporate America
get away with?” depends primarily on how much of an
active fightback and resistance is likely to take place. ltis
on questions such as this that the left most immediately
and acutely sacrifices its ability to make progress, or sustain
historical gains, when we give our votes to a “fesser evil”
candidate.

Inevitably, when activists get involved in delivering progres-
sive voters to the lesser-evil Democrat, the work of build-
ing independent movements of struggle is derailed. And yet
it is the real movements of resistance, not what happens at
the ballot box, that hamper the ability of all corporate
politicians to implement their agenda.

How We Gof T
je Are Todau

We will probably all agree that at the dawn of the 2lst cen-
tury political discourse in most respects is more reac-
tionary than at any time in the past two generations. (The
_exceptions are a tribute to mass struggles, the civil rights
movement that smashed the legitimacy of open racism, the
women’s movement that demanded the right of women to
make the basic decisions about their bodies and lives and
the LGBT movement that demolished legally entrenched
homophobia.) ‘

here

If we look back to the late 1960s and early 1970s the

{4 contrast is stark indeed. Richard Nixon’s social policies

WE ACHEIVE
F THE
‘LESS ER gva |7 effectively labeled as a “liberal”

were miles to the left of those carried out
by Clinton, whom the right and the media

In the first half of the 1970s we got troops
out of Vietnam, more democratic access to
government files with the Freedom of
Information Act, and the formal dismantling
of COINTELPRO (the FBI's program of surveillance and
disruption of antiwar and African-American organizations
that began under the Democratic Johnson administration).
Now we get the “war on terror;’ unregulated detentions of
immigrants, military courts, and the USA PATRIOT Act.

in the 1970s there was an expansion of affirmative action
programs for women and minorities. Today affirmative
action is rolled back everywhere. In the 1970s the federal
government created social programs that, to a limited
extent, redistributed income, and increased regufation of
workplace safety and of environmental pollution. Today we
get the dismantling of the vestiges of the meager Us.
welfare state and the rule of the “free market” over more
and more aspects of our lives.

- The difference, of course, is that during the [960s and early

1970s there was a dramatic upsurge of social struggles.
Beginning with the civil rights rebeilion in the South,
continuing wmh the anti-Vietnam war movement, and then
with the new wave of feminist struggles, the rise of the gay,
liberation movement, and a wave of official and unofficial
strikes that shook U.S. manufacturing, mass struggles shifted
the center of political life to the left.

One thing that followed during the late 1970s and 1980s in
particular was the siphoning off of the energy of these
movements into more “mainstream” forms of electoral pol-
itics. Instead of mass movements that disrupted “business
as usual” helping to-set the political ‘agenda, the concerns of
Democratic and Republican politicians and their corporate
supporters increasingly shaped political discourse.

At first there were politicians who occupied some of the
political space that had been opened up by mass struggles.
Many came to believe that these politicians had actually
created the political space they occupied. The reality was
quite different: Mass struggles created the political space
and the politicians had moved into it.

As the mass movements faded — often at the behest of
these same politicians, who urged activists to get involved
in “politics™ rather than merely in “protest” — the spaces
got smaller and smafler. The politicians who had occupied
the space created by the social movements shrank in num-



ber and moved to the right. Névertheless, the leaders of
the unions and social movements, in thousands of non-
presidential elections, have enthusiastically backed
Democrats without fail.

secure in her or his support from progressives, labor and
oppressed minorities. The Democrats have no reason at
all to give progressives or labor or minority communities
anything — either in campaign promises or much less in

policies once elected.

Instead, all the concessions have been made to the right, in
order to win the support of corporate funders and more
conservative, mainly white middie-income voters. With
each election the center shifted, as the Democrats know
that no matter what, progressives, labor and racial minori-

" ties have “no place to go.” Little by little, we have arrived at
the point where “liberal” is now a dirty word and the need
for social welfare is dismissed as something of concern only
“to “special interests.”

In some situations, the fruits are even more rotten,
Democrats, including liberals, often elected with the

The result? In each election, the Democratic “lesser evil” is

No question, each Republican president has been worse
than the one before. But the same thing can be said of the .
“lesser evil” Democratic candidates and elected officials.
This pattern is not accidental, and we need to learn some-
thing from the experience. None of this will change until
we try a different approach. .

False Assumplions

The lesser-evil strategy assumes that government policies
are the result of elections. This assumption is: simply
incorrect. Yet it is often a matter of indifference (or only of
marginal importance) to most within the corporate elite
which. party wins the election. They have many other
means at their disposal to make sure the government
carries out policies that are in their interests, '

The programmatic differences between the two major
parties, for the most part, are riot significant enough to
matter greatly to them. [t is even common for big corpo-
rations, or rich individuals, to give money to both the
Democratic and Republican candidates in order to have a
finger in the pie no matter who is elected.

- support of labor, civil rights and other progressive

© constituencies, have implemented austerity and adminis-

~ tered growing unemployment and declining living

- standards at the local, state and federal level. The

~ frustration many working and oppressed people

© legitimately feel toward the Democrats is easily cap-
tured by the right. ‘

This dynamic has been played out in California as we
2 'write, The failure of “New Democratic” Governor
Gray Davis provided a fertile environment for the
growth of the Republican right, which successfully

- pushed for a recail election. While some of the left
backed an independent, Green candidate for governor;
the support of the unions and minority organizations
for Davis and the Democrats left those alienated by
the Davis administration’s bankruptcy open to appeals
from Schwarzenegger and other Republicans. In
California, the “Terminator” in the governor’s mansion
is the fruit of lesser-evilism,

"_Fhis political dynamic is obscene, of course. But the
deeper tragedy is the way in which many on the left have
‘allowed themselves to become trapped within it, When
Richard Nixon was in office many leftists argued that he
-was the worst thing to ever happen in this country and had
to be defeated at all costs. Then, when Ronald Reagan was
in office they said the same thing. We heard the same

: r‘g'umen_ts wfith Bush Sr, and now again with Bush |r

AMAZING!
TWO CREATLIRES
JOINED AT THE HIP.

AND

SHARING THE
SAME BRAINI IT's

MINE!H

Commitments to the rest of us are another matter. When

was the last time any president, or congressperson, or

governor fulfilled their promises to working people once

in office?’ There is always a fiscal crisis, a terrorist attack,

or simply “practical politics” that dictates the limits of what

can be done “within the system.” The reality is that even

the best-intentioned politicians, if they do not break from 15




“politics as usual,” will be trapped in a web of obligations
from which they cannot escape.

At times, to be sure, the bosses are in sharp disagreement
with one candidate. For example, during the 1964 election
when Barry Goldwater was deemed too dangerous and
provocative a right-winger, Lyndon Johnson received over-
whelming corporate support. Similarly, when George
McGovern won the Democratic nomination in 1972 and
was deemed too liberal, the majority of corporate support
went to Richard Nixon,

Today, George W. Bush’s policies are substantially to the
right of Goldwater’s. Yet the corporate ruling class is per-
fectly comfortable with Bush in the White House. The dif-
ference is the political moment. The corporate ruling class
does. hot fear that a right-wing agenda will stimulate an
unacceptable resmtance from working people and the
oppressed.

i our desn‘e is to get Bush and everythmg he represents —
the religious rlght zealots, the neocons, the militarists, the
environmental rapists ~ it of the White House, then we
need to make it too risky and costly for the U.S. ruling
class to keep, h;m there Our main task is to turn up the
heat through social protest and resistance.

USS. elites have httle to fear from popular anger at Bush’s
pollcres so long a§ the main expression of dissent is
electing 2 more moderate party of pro-corporate
politicians. They will have little or no reason to stop
supporting Bush with their campaign dollars and favorable
coverage in the media, which they control,

Campaigning, fundfaising, defending and voting for
Democrats will not raise the social costs of keeping Bush
in the White House. As many activists are drawn into
Democratic electoral work, energy, time and money wutl
drain away from the real source of our power.

Vhat is more im;:ortant to organize:a campus teach-in on
iraq, or a tea party for Dean? A die-in at Caterpillar to
protest Israeli home demolitions, or a fancy dinner for
Kerry? A house party for the Green candidate, where radi~
cal anti-corporate politics can be raised and debated, or an
e-mailed fundraiser for Edwards? A showing to co-workers
of “Shots on the Docks” — a video on the Oakland police
attacks on longshore workers and antiwar protesters in
April 2003 ~ or passing out slick photographs of Kerry?
Developing a local speakers’ bureau on the war, or develop-
ing rhetorical tricks to explain away the Democrats’
support for occupying Irag?

THE DEMOCRATS &

SOCIAL
MOVEMENTS

From the industrial workers’ movements of the
1930s through the civil rights and Black Power struggles of
the 1950s and 1960s, to the a'nti_-VE_e.tnam War movement
and the movements against “Reaganism” in the |1980s, the
historical record in the United Stétes demonstrates a con-
sistent pattern. Social movements decline, even disappear,
once key leaders decide to “be 'practica[,” subordinate mass
militant struggles and get involved in traditional,
Democratic electoral politics.

The Demncral's and rhe
Decline of the CIO

The CIO (Congress of industriai Orgamzatlons) the mdus-
trial union federation, was borr:_l_‘m struggle. Since the

-beginning of the Great Depression in 1929, unemployment, '

wage cuts and speedup had beaten workers down. By the

‘ea‘rly 1930s, radicals, socialists and communists had lid a

foundation that led to the organization of the unemployed.

The unemployed workers’ movements engaged in mass
demonstrations, sit-ins at relief offices and direct actions to
resist evictions. Despite facing severe repression from local
police and municipal governments (often with Democratic.
mayors), the unemployed movement won impertant gains
and provided many workers. with the experience that they
could fight and win. e
Many veterans of the unemployed movement as they
returned to work, together wn;h radacals socialists and
communists who were in the big industrial w0rkplaces
began to organize industrial unions. In 1934 a series of
radical-led mass strikes - among Teamsters in Minneapolis,
auto workers in Toledo, and dock workers in San Francisco
— showed working people that they could win.

In- each of these strikes the keys to victory were united
struggle, the organization of democratic rank-and-file run
unions, reliance on their own‘pgwer in the streets rather
than politicians or government mediators, and building
alliances with the unemployed and farmers.

The success of the 1934 strik'e-s' sparked a debate in the old
American Federation of l.abor (AFL), whose unions were
dwtded along craft lines. Rank-and file organizers in the




auto, rubber, steel, machine making, and other mass produc-

tion industries, along with ieaders of the miners’ and cloth-

ing workers’ unions, argued for industrial unionism that
_united everyone workmg ina partacuiar mdustry regardtess
- of their job or posmon :

While this strategy was rejected by the AFL, the CIO
launched a series of organizing drives. Industrial unionism’s
- ultimate test was the sit-down strike against General
Motors in Flint, Michigan in 1936-37. The victory of the
United Automobile Workers in Flint encouraged a wave
of sit-downs in other industries and was decisive in the
establishment of the CIO unions.

The emergence and victory of the CIO owed little to who

was in the White House. Franklin Roosevelt, the first -

Democrat to win the presidency in twenty years, had been

elected on a rather conservative program of bélandz\g the
" federal ‘budget to restore business confidence.

While unrest among the unemployed led Roosevelt to
launch some public works programs in 1933 and 1934, the"
“first New Deal” did little to redistribute income or pro-
mote worker organization. The primary goal of the National
Industrial Recovery Act, which was ruled unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court, was to limit what Roosevelt deemed
“destructive competition™among manufacturers by setting
prices and production quotas,

The famous Section 7A, which recognizea_ the right of -
workers to form unions of their own choosing, had no
mechanisms for enforcement against recalcitrant employers.
Rather than being granted the “right to organize” through
legislation, the ClO unions seized this “right” through mass,
direct action. The Roosevelt administration’s policies
moved in a more reform-oriented direction only in I935
— after the strikes in Toleds; aneapohs and San
Francusco — and in the m:dst of a continued smke wave,

The “second New Deal” m'éxrked a sharp shift to the left on
the part of Roosevelt and’'thé Democrats. The passage of -
the Social Security Act (which established unemployment
insurance, pensions and cash relief for widows with chil-
dren), the Fair Labor Standards Act (which established the
forty-hour week and the mlmmum wage) and the National
Labor Refations Act (wh:ch established legal mechanisms
for union recognition) were all responses to the wave of
strikes that shook U.S. indUetr‘y between 1934 and 1937.

Roosevelt and the Democrats responded to industrial
unrest with reforms. But in order to maintain the support
of two key constituencies —— the northern Democratic
machines that represented urban real estate developers,

and the segregationist southern Democrats {“Dixiecrats™)
who represented large planters — the New Deal reforms
contained important limitations.
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State governments would administer unemployment
insurance and cash aid to single mothers (Aid for
Dependent Children — AFDC) to insure jocal employers’
need for cheap labor. Even more importantly, agricultural
and domestic workers. — who were overwhelmingly
African Americans and other people of color ~were
excluded from the unemployment instrance, old age
pensions, and the legal right to unionize.
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The power and radicalism of the activism from rank-and-
file warkers that fueled the CIO upsurge not only fright-
ened the corporate bosses and the Roosevelt administra-
tion, but a segment of the AFL officialdoim as well. Led by
John L. Lewis of the United Mine Workés, dissident indus-
trial union bureaucrats attempted to divert the CIO
upsurge from militant direct action to more routme forms
of bargaining and rellance on federal mediat jon. '

In the wake of the GM sitdown, the new CiO’ b’ureaticra'cy
was able to stop the spread of sitdown' ‘tr_ll'ces to Chrysler
and other auto manufacturers and established ‘top-down
control over the ultimately unsuccessful organizing at the
“Little Steel” companies in 1937. A central element of the
new CIO officialdom’s program for tammg 'tndustriai work-
er militancy was an alliance with the Democrats and the
Roosevelt administration.

The role of most Democratic Party po!mc;ans — includirig
many governors and mayors ~ in assisting the bosses and °
attempting to thwart the unions in their organizing cam-
paigns gave rise to a fierce discussion within the CiO about
whether a Labor Party should be formed. Many resoiutlons
calling for an independent party based in the new industrial
unions were passed by lotals of ClIO un:ons, and even at
international conventions of the United Auto Workers.

The allegiance of the CIO feaders to Rooseveit and the .
Democrats, however, quashed any serious dlscu55|on of an
independent party that could present the _wews of working
people in the electoral arena. Labor's support for
Roosevelt in the closely contested 1936 election was cru-
cial to his reefection,

“The Democrats repaid the CIO leadership in 1937 when

the Democratic mayor of Chicago dispatched the police
to shoot unarmed “Little Steel” strikers at 2 Memorial
Day picnic. Roosevelt’s response was to ¢all down a
“plague on both your houses” — both the steel corpora-
tions and the unions. : g |76
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THE AFL:
WOMEN'S & ANTIWAR MOVE-
IMPDRTANT Pl‘TENTlAL ALLIES.

-kabor’s alliance with the Democrats, combined with a

desire not to appear “unpatriotic,” led both the AFL and -
€lQ: leaders ta give up.the right to strike during the -
Second World' War. With the help of the Roosevelt admin-
istration, the labor. officials stamped out the tradition of.
“quickie” strikes over shop-floor issues and imposed the.
bureaucratic grievance procedure to adjudicate workplace
conflicts. ‘ *

CIO’S ANTAGDNISM
TOWARD THE CIVIL RIGHTS,

MENTS ISOLATED IT FROM

BRI N

By the end of the:wanthe ClO unions had been housebroken ‘

The officials tightly: controlied the post-war strike wave, -

_ and inflation quickly wiped out the wage gains won during

the strikes.
The corpeorations:were so confident after the war that they
successfully pushed-through the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947,
which piaced:legal obstacles in the way of union organizing
(especially in the south).and gave the federal government..

the nght 1o stop natlonwsde strikes.

Desp:te the. crucsa! roie the unions paned once agaln in
electing Roosevelt’s successor, Harry Truman, and a
Demaocratic majority in Congress in 1948, the Democrats
have never repealed the Tafe-Hartley Act. Ce

Ir_a‘pur,s:u;t ,of‘gts .gzlllance with the Democratic Party, the .
AFL-CIO leadership adapted its politics to the corporate :
interests that dominated the Democrats throughout the ..

1950s and 1960s: The unions accepted the cofporate . - |

argument that overseas investment and trade were essen-.
tial to economic expans:on and, continued prosperity for
LS. workers S

As a r.esuit, most_:ef_the AFL-CIO leadership supported the

“cold war” interventionist foreign policy of the. Democrats,
and assisted CIA efforts to undermine militant labor
movements as well as left leaning governments in the Third
World. The AFL-CIO also abandoned its demands for
national health insurance and public housing; and adapted

‘to- conservative pressures from the Democrats.. -

When the civil rights movement began to challenge ihe‘ 4.
American version of apartheid in the South, the AFL-CIO

g refused to challenge the racist Dixiecrats. The AFL-CIO. did

not support the 1963 March on Washington organized by
Martin Luther King, Jr. and removed A Philip: Randolph from
its Executive Board for criticizing its inaction. -

" The AFL-CIO bureaucracy’s policy was u.ltimatel).r.sellf-, .

defeating. .Through the 1950s and 1960s, the size of the
unions and their alliance with the Democratic Party” .

‘masked the fundamental weakness of the fabor movement,

So long as profits were high and employers granted wage
increases — in exchange for unions giving up any attempt
to control the pace and nature of work — the-unions.
seemed to be doing all right. But when the U.S. and global
capitalist economy entered a prolonged crisis in the late
[960s and the corporate employers began to attack the
unlons, labor’s weaknesses became. apparent

The AFL~ClOs antagonlsm toward the clwt rights, women's
and antiwar movements isolated it from important poten-
tial allies, while its continued reliance on the Democrats .
served as a substitute for militant action against the
employers and their government. The bureaucratic-unions

“allied to the Democrats wére.unable to respond to the
*.-turn of politicians in both parties to fiscal restraint and.

deregulation, and by major corporations to new methods

‘of *lean production” during the mid-|970s.

The “barren marriage” of labor and the Democrats has, .
produced a union mavement that has declined from nearly
35% of the workforce in the 1960s, to less than 5% today.
The rightward moving Democdrats know that they have lit-
tle or no reason to make any significant concessions to the
{abor movement. The AFL-CIO has no place to go elec- -
torally besides the Democrats and ‘has neglected workplace

-:and social militancy as a means of building power for .

worktng people for decades.

The Nncen-Amencan
Sh’uggle

<At the beglnnmg of the 20th c:entury nearly three-quarters

of African Americans lived in the rural South, working as
sharecroppers, tenant farmers, or domestics. White
supremacy, based on the Southern plantation system, was
cadified in the legal and social practices of segregation and
disenfranchisement. The reorganization of Southern agricul-

" ture and the growth of Northern industry in the early 20th

century opened the road both to massive Black migration
and to a challenge to the brutal Jim Crow system, -~ " -

Between 1915 and 1920 a million African Americans
migrated to the urban North; tens of thousands more
moved to cities in the South or West. Another miiiipn




rural Black people migrated to cities during the 1920s.
Despite the discrimination African Americans faced in the
MNorthern urban centers, they were able to create a com-

. munity, build ‘their own organizations, and begin to confront
discrimination and segregation, o

The Depression of the early 1930s cut migration to a trickle,
as Black workers were faid off in disproportionate numbers.

During the 1930s, however, Black workers joined interracial -

unemployed organizations and, with the founding of the CIQ,
joined unions. that actively sought to include them,

The Great Migration resumed during World War Il as the
‘expansion of war industry created millions of new jobs,
practically eliminating unemployment in the Northern
manufacturing centers. Most industries initially refused to
hire Blacks. By 1944, despite widespread discrimination
on the job, African Americans made up more:than eight
. percent of the workers in war production,

At the beginning of the war A. Philip Randolph of the
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters initiated a “Double ¥
. campaign: victory against fascism abroad and victory against
racism at home. Faced with pressure from civil rights
organizations and the ClO unions, Roosevelt banned racial
discrimination in the defense industry and federal govern-
ment employmant,

African Americans continued to face racist resistance.
During the summer of [943 alone there were 250 anti-
Black race riots in forty-seven cities. There were also a
wave of “hate strikes” — when white workers walked off
jobs to oppose the hlrlng or promotion of African
Americans in traditionally “white” jobs in the war economy.

Three million African-American men and women served

in the armed forces (segregated into all-Black units, com-

- manded by often racist white officers and military police),
with half serving overseas. Black officers and enlisted
personnel fought against the Jim Crow in the military. In ‘
response, the federal government began to take sma{l steps
toward desegregation.

Once a legal order was issued, African-American soldiers
fought to make it a reality. Lt. Jackie Robinson — who
would break the color line in major league baseball after
the war — refused to sit in the back of a bus in Texas after
the War Department issued a directive in 1944 against dis-
crimination in transportation and recreational facilities on
all military bases. Arrested and court martialed, Robinson
was vindicated. His is but one of many cases.

In 1946, in the aftermath of the massive postwar strike

Throughout the war, the African-American community fought
segregation and disenfranchisement through both dirett -
actions and legal means. NAACP chapters carried ouit Ioca!
mass action opposing restrictive covenants (Chicago), dis=
crimination at lunch counters (Newton, Kansas) and segre-
gated theaters (Council Bluffs, lowa). They carried out voter
registration (Roosevelt, Alabama) and staged the countrys
first lunch counter sit-ins {Topeka, Kansas),

The chapters were aided by NAACP-Field Director Ella -

Baker, who, after she became Directér of Branches in i943 K

set up ten leadership training conferences for activists in -
the Black community.

wave, the CIO launched “Operation Dixie” — an ambmousﬂ _ ;

campaign to organize unions in the South “Operatson
Dixie.” to be successful, would have had to confront Jim
Crow segregation and disenfranchisement:as the precondi-

_ tion for uniting Black and white workers in: mdustnal

unions in the South,

Such a labor-led civil rights movement would have put the
ClO on a collision course with the Democratic Party, -~

- which relied on the support of Southern:landowners and -

the disenfranchisement of African Americans for. the party's
regional and national political supremacy. The ClO officials,
however, feared the prospect of confrontation with the . -
Democratic “friends of labor)” with whom they also sought
to join in the anti-communist Cold War crusade. As a:
result. they abandoned “Operation Dlx:e ' :

- The failure of “Operation Dixie” did not spei! the end of

the African-American community’s struggle against the Jim
Crow system. The declining importance of the Southern
landowning classes — the main social base of support fér‘
legal segregation.and disenfranchisement ~ opened the
possibility of successful struggle agalnst white supremacy in
the Scuth

The social transformation of the Southern African- -+~
American communities — with a growing urban working

and middle class in the South, and the experiences of many

Blacks returning from the war or from working in the-
Northern cities — set the stage for the emergence of the
mass civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s.. -~

This movement rooted itself in local struggles that forced -
the entrenched Southern power structure to abandon legal
segregation and disenfranchisement. It was a movement
that had the power to force the federal govemment —
whether Republicans or Demacrats were in office ~—to*
act against Jim Crow, despite the vacillation of both parties. :

16




By the spring
of 195,
students ata
Black high
school in
Farmville,
Virginia |
protested their
inadequate
conditions and, led by Barbara Johns, went out on strike. The
spirited {6-year-old sent off an appeal to NAACP Iawyers;
who agreed to come to Farmville for a meeting - not reahz—
ing it was “the children” who had initiated the contact.

The lawyers explained that they had no mandate to sue
for better Black schobls, only for integrated ones, Ata. . .
mass meeting the community — overwhelmed by students’
au‘dacity — voted to proceed with a federal suit challenging
“separate but equal” schools. Their case, plus four others
{from Delaware, Kansas, South Carolina and the. District of
Columbia), became part of the Supreme Court's Brown v.

- Board' of Education of Topéke decision: On - May 1751954+~

the Court ruied rama[ segregat;on of public schools
uriconstitutional.

in December 1955, following the arrest of Montgoméry,
Alabama. NAACP activist Rosa Parks for failing to give up

* her seat to a white passenger, a one-day bus boycott was

called for the day of Parks’ trial. The Women's Political
Council, fed by JoAnn Ro_b;nson, initiated the boycott and
distributed more than 52,000 leaflets throughout
Montgomery’s Black community. :

The buses rolled through the city empty, and several
thousand came together that evening for a rally that
formed the Montgomery Improvement Association.

What was planned as a one-day boycott lasted 381 days
and involved 42,000 protesters, who walked or car pooled
until the U.S. Federal District Court rufed in favor of the
NAACP's legal challenge to overturn segregated seatmg in
pubhc transportation.

Aithough Montgomery wasn't the first successful bus boy-
cott, for Ella Baker of the NAACP the sustained outpouring
of community support meant there was the 'pos"si_bilit:y of %
building a mass civil rights movement.” Back in New York
City, Baker worked with Bayard Rustin and Stanley Levison

10 organize a meeting that launched the Southern Christian ..
Leadership Conference (SCLC). Moving back to Atlanta t6-

head up the SCLC's voter registration drive, Baker saw the
SCLC as a vehicle for the creation of a mass movement
based on [ocai Ieadershtp and orgamzmg ' '

Marchimg in Momrgomerg

Four students faunched a sit-in to desegregate a
Woolworth’s lunch counter in Greensbaro, NC on
February 1, 1960. By April, anti-segregation sit-ins had
taken place in 125 cities. Baker helped organized a meeting
of leading Southern student activists that spring. The SCLC
provided the funding, but Baker counseled the students to
maintain their independence rather than become a youth
affiliate of SCLC,

The creation of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating

Committee (SNCC) provided new energy for the civil
rights movement. Based in local activism, SNCC organized

_direct action and voter registration in both urban and rural

areas of the South. Able to adapt quickly to changing con-
ditions, SNCC became the movement's cutting edge.

The activists who initiated the civil rights struggle, like
those whao led the CIO upsurge in its early days, were not
focused on winning favor with politicians. Instead, their

. goal was to build a political force that could effectwely

demand change

Among these organizers.were long-time labor activists
such as E.D. Nixon, a leader of the Montgomery NAACP
and member of the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters;

" ministers like James Lawson, Martin Luther King, and Fred

Shuttlesworth; students such as Ruby Doris Robinson,
Charles Sherrod, John Lewis, Diana Bevel Nash, James

Bevel, Gloria Richardson and Bernice Reagon; grassroots

organizers like Fanny Lou Hamer; and seasoned organizérs
including Medgar Evers and Amzie Moore. They found sup-
port in community educators such as Septima Clark,

The militancy and determination of the civil rights move-
ment forced both Republican and Democratic administra-
tions in Washington to take action against racist violence
and in support of desegregation and the right of African
Americans to vote.

The Republican Eisenhower administration dispatched
troops to Little Rock, Arkansas to enforce feder_ai school
desegregation rulings. Eisenhower insisted that the law be
obeyed, but sought a compromise with Arkansas Governor

, @rval Faubus, and repeatedly argued he could think of few
- things worse than using federal force. '

The Kennedy administration, while trying to limit civil rights

activism to voter registration drives, was also compeiled to

stem violent white resistance to the African-American free-
dom struggle in the South. (The iiberal Kennedy also.
authorized the FBIl wiretap of Martin Luther King, jr. and
other civil rights leaders.)



The heart of the Kennedy administration’s civil rights policy
was to maneuver and compromise, hoping to get Southern
- Democrats to make the minimal concessions necessary and
maintain Democratic control of the “solid Suth?” Dr. King
wrote that the negotiations between Mississippi Governor
Ross Barnett and Kennedy over James Meredith’s court-
ordered admission to the University of Mississippi“ made
Negroes feel like pawns in a white man’s political game””
(Taylor Branch, Parting the Waters, America in the ng Years,
1954-63, 672)

Ultimately it was Lyndon Johnson, a white Texan, who -
presided over the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and the Yoting Rights Act of 1965, which effectively
abolished legal segregation and re-enfranchised Black
voters in the South.

In February 1964 SNCC workers decided to launch a

broad campaign to register Southern Black voters. SNCC
activists combined “freedom registration” of voters in the
Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party (MFDP) with regis-
tering African-American voters in the official Democratic

Party.

tn the weeks following the founding of the MFDP its
members attempted to attend precinct and county meet-
ings of the regular party, but were excluded. They organ-
ized independent MFDP precinct and county meetings to
establish their party’s legitimacy, preparing to challenge
the regular delegation at the national Democratic
Convention in Atlantic City that August. '

Victoria Gray, a civil rights worker from Hattiesburg, was

- chosen to oppose Senator john Stennis, and SNCC worker
Fanny Lou Hamer was to be a congressional candidate. -
Eight hundred delegates attended the MFDP state conven-
tion and elected sixty-eight delegates to go to Atlantic City.

President Johnson was determined to avoid any action
that might weaken his support among Southern whites
and asked the FBI to surveil MFDP forces. The delegation
realized they might not achieve their goal of unseating the
regular delegation, but expected a compromise that would
-seat both delegations.

Instead Johnson, after heavily pressuring the Credentials
Committee, offered Aaron Henry and Edwin King at-large
seats at the convention, while the others would be “guests”
Additionally, it was promised that the 1968 convention
would bar any state delegation that discriminated against
Blacks. Despite the intense lobbying from liberal |

.. Democratic stalwarts like Walter Reuther of the UAW. the
. 'MFDP delegates overwhelmingly rejected the compromise.

Some MFDPF leaders, and particularly SNCC activists, saw
the 1964 Democratic National Convention as a test of
their strategy of appealing to the federal government. They
concluded that mainstream liberal allies — especially the
civil rights and fabor establishment — had deserted the
MFDP bacause their ties to the natuonal Democratlc Party
were paramount.

These activists drifted away from MFDP, seeking more radi-
cal political alternatives. Many were attracted to the ideas
of Malcolm X, who in the last year of his life was embracing
a strategy for African-American struggle that rejected
reliance on either the Democrats or Republicans.

The success of the civil rights struggle in the South demon-
strated both the power of collective, direct action and the
limits of tegal equality. While the end of Jim Crow and
disenfranchisement was a tremendous. step forward for .
African Americans and other people of color, nelther the
Civil Rights Act nor the Voting Rights Act attacked the
systematic and institutionalized racism.that was quite
visible in the northern cities. .., '

Disproportionate levels of unemployment and poverty, job
discrimination, residential segregation and unequal education
all persisted despite the establishment of legal equality. The
“ghetto insurrections” of 1965-1968 led a generation of
Northern African-American activists to seek more radical
solutions to the problems of racism, poverty and exploitation. .

Organizations like the Black Panther Party and the League
of Revolutionary Black Workers took up t the demand for
“Black Power” first raised by SNCC leaders like Stokely
Carmichael and H. Rap Brown. “Biack Power”" was 2 call
for African-American self-organization and for a mass_
movement that would confront the connections between
institutional racism and the capitalist system. “Black
power” resonated with many young African-American
activists who had organized in the South and who had gone
through the MFDP experience.

Toward the end of his fife, Martin Luther King sought to
make these tinks through his Poor People’s Campaign,
which sought to force the federal government to radically

‘expand jobs creation programs for the working poor,and
~ establish national health insurance. King understood that

as long as “profit motives and property rights are consid-

ered more important than people, the triple evils of racism,
militarism and economic exploitation are incapable of being
conquéred.” (Manning Marable, Biack American Politics, 105).

The new wave of militancy among African Americans and
other people of color forced both the Democratic: Johnson




and Republican Nixon administrations to enlarge govern-
ment social services to an unprecedented extent.
Johnson's” War on Poverty” programs focused on educa-
tion and job training, but did little to redistribute income
through job. creation, a higher minimum wage, or new soc1a|
entttlements

Perhaps the most important long-term effect of Johnson's
effort was the creation of “Community Action Programs™ .
that sought to integrate poor people and their advocates
into the administration of the new education and job train-
ing programs. From the ranks of the administrators of
federal anti- -poverty agencies, a new layer of African-
American Democratic activists were recruited, many of
whom would become elected local and state officials in’
the late 1960s and early 1970s.

it is a testament to the power of the Black struggle that it
was, able to, compeE Richard Nixon, the most right-wing
premdeﬁt in.a generatlon to implement social welfare
policies that were much more radical than the Democrat
Johnson. Under leon, not only was federal affirmative
action in empioyment and educatlon established, but the
mlnlmum wage raised, new entitlements and jobs programs
created, new workplace health and safety regulations enact-
ed, and there was a national discussion of the possibility of
lestabilshlng a federaily guarantaed minimum annual income.

Africanj_Ameﬁ'c'ans and people of color alone were unable
to mount a successful challenge to the systemic capitalist
raots of institutional racism. The logical ally in sucha
struggle, the Iabor movement, had been tamed by the post-
war prospertty The AFL-CIO's bureaucracy was steeped in
busmess unsonasm, conservatism, and reliance on electmg
Democrat;c “friends of Iabor

Separated from the organized working class, African-
Ameérican and other radicals of color were effectively
marginalized and alf too easily repressed. The FBl and
other federal and local law-enforcement agencies were
systemattcally infiltrating and undermmmg the civil rights
and Black Powar movemem:s

By the end of the 1960s, federal operations like the FBI's
COINTELPRO — set up in 1967 during the Democratic
johnson administration — were literally wiping out radical
Black leaders and brutally disrupting organizations like the

Black Panther Party. By the end of the 1970s twenty-eight |

Panthers had been killed and many others were in jail or
forcéd to leave the country to avoid arrest.

As the radical Black left declined, a new la;yer of politicians
2 began to take political leadership in the African-American

community. Many of these new Black Democrats were
recruited from the ranks of the “Great Society” anti-pover-
ty programs. These forces were already removed from the
arena of militant social protest and reliant on the national
and local Derhocratic machine for their positions in the

" new social service and educational apparatus.

For these moderate Black leaders the election of more
people like themsélves to office as Democrats was the
natural strategy for the advancement of African-American
interests. By the early 1970s, the debate between
"protest” and “politics” in the African-American community
was decided in favor of a newly emergmg Black Democrat:c
urban machlne

In its own ‘terms, the new Black Democratic machine was |

“very successful. Before 1965 there were fewer than 500

African-American elected officials in the United States.
Today there are more than 5,000 in the South alone.
Between 1901 and 1955, only four African Americans
served in the House of Representatives. Today, the
Congressional Black Caucus boasts thirty-eight members.

The number of African Americans in both the federal and
state legislatures grew from fewer than 200 in 1970 to over

600 today. While most of the African-American elected

officials are found in small towns 2nd cities and on school
boards, Black mayors have run a number of major urban
centers such as Los Angeles, Chicago, Detro:t,Atianta
Phliadelphaa, Boston and NewYork

African Amencans st:ll hold proportlonate!y fewer elected
offices than their percentage of the U.S. population. Black
electoral successes; however, have brought some gains to
African-American communities. African-American elected
officials have been able to extend government contracts to
minority businesses as well as hiring minority administra-
tors and professionals. There has also been some improve-
ment in the delivery of vital sérvices — garbage collection,
repairs to public housing, schools and commumty centers
— to the Black commumty

Most big'city police departiments are no longer run by
notorious racists — although police brutality hasn’t disap-
peared by any stretch of the imagination. ‘

More significantly, though, African-American elected
officials — especiaily those running towns-and cities —
have been forced to administer austerity. Like their white
counterparts, mayors and other elected officials of color
have had to cut social services, on which working class
and minority communitiés most rely. They have opposed
the demands of teachiers and other public employees



(the ma;orlty of whom, in many municipalities are peop!e
of. color) :

At the sarihe time local offi ci‘als, Black and white, have _
sought to stlmulate investment in their areas through tax
breaks and other subsidies to the corporations. The urban
redevelopment programs” of Black mayors in the big cities
have gutted working-class and poor neighborhoods, while
“revitalizing” the center cities with new office towers and
middle-class shopping.malls. -

- QOverall, While a new African-American middle class of small
business people, professionals and managers have benefi tted
from the emergence of minority-run Democratic city gov-
ernments, the vast majority of working and poor people of -
color: have borne the brunt of declining numbers of union-
ized public and private sector jobs, the growth of low-wage
employment in urban services, and social service austerity.

At the federai Ieve} desptte the loyalty of Afr|can Amer;cans
and other voters of color to. the .Democratic Party and the
growth of Black and Latino tepresentation.in Congress
social services such as AFDC continue to be dismantled
and affirmative action rolled back, even under the. .
Democratic Clinton. adminiscration,

In place of anti- capitalist radioalism, the new. Black
Democratrc establlshment — along with the rest of the
Democratic Party — is promotlng “free market” solutlons
to poverty and despair | in Black America. Charies Rangel
the African-American New York Democratic Congressman
— ranking Democrat en the-House Ways and Means
Committee, Chairman of the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee.and founding member of the Black
Congressional Caucus — is leading the way. (http:/frangel.
house, gov/!ez._visr’on.shtmf);_‘-: e,

Rangel is one of the ieadmg advocates of enterpr;se ,
‘:zones in depressed urban communities. In these “enter-
prise zones” — often descrlbed as “North American
maqudadoras - ¢orporations wnlimg to invest are gwen
huge subsidies and tax breaks and the public education
system is revamped to-serve the fabor needs of the new
local employers. The “enterprise zone” in Rangel’s Harlem
home district has transformed 125th Street into a shopping
mali for Hariem’s middie class, but has brought mostly low-
wage,; part-time and seasonal employment to Harlem’s -
working-class and poor residents,

Onge again, as “politics” — support for the Democrats —
replaced “protest,’i the movement declined and the gains

- of the past came under attack. Today, antiracist activists
are engaged in a bitter defensive battle to preserve what

remains of affirmative action, while African-American -
Democrats are almost giving up the fight for real improve-
ments in social welfare and expanded public sector
employment.

The Anti-Vietnam Wé"’r’
Movement and rhe
Democrats

Beginning in 1965, thousands of students, CIV|| nghts B
activists and radicals began o build 2 movement agamsc the
barbarous U.S. war against the Vietnamese peopte Over ‘
the next eight years, millions of people took to the streets
to demand that Washington cease its brutal bombmg of
Vietnam and withdraw its nearly 500,000 ground troops
from Southeast Asia,

.

- Although the antiwar movement was orgamzed around

opposition to the war, contingents and feeder marches
allowed extensive self-organization. African Americans car—
ried banners with slogans such as “No Vietnamese Ever
Calted Me Nigger” Asian Americans and femamst contln«-
gents connected their issues to the war. Nat:ve Amencans,
who were organizing fi sh-ins and reoccupatlons of thelr -
historic land, made the point that U.S. foreign poi:cy was
similar to the government’s policy of extermination, formble
removal and paternalism toward them. Beginning in 5968
veterans — including Vietnam vets — and antiwar Gls

_often led the marches.

The antiwar movement utilized a diversity of tact:c:s m‘ ‘. '
from teach-ins and sit-ins at colleges and unIVersn::es ecross

- the country to mass demonstrations of up to. one m:lilon

people in Washington, DC and San Franc:sco, from draft
resistance to organizing active-duty Gls and Vietnam veter-
ans against the U.S. war. The antiwar movements ablhty to
disrupt “business as usual” for almost eight years. was the
source of its power and radicalism.

St

The antiwar movement created a generat[on of actwlsts _
who understood that the Vietnam war was not a “mistake
— as moderates and liberals claimed ~ but part and. par-,
cel of U.S, imperialism’s strategy to domlnate the world.
Repulsed by the naked face of U.S. aggression, and |nsp|red
by the determined resistance of the Vietnamese, the Black.
revolt and growing worker unrest at home, and thelr own,
power, thousands of young people embraced radical, anti-
capitalist politics in the 1960s and early 1970s. As Max -, .
Elbaum points out in his recent book of the same name,
“revolution was in the air” after 1968,

"




The antiwar movement had a powerful impact. Together
with the determined military resistance of the Vietnamese,
the movement forced the U.S. state to first de-escalate its

¢ war and to eventually withdraw in defeat from Indochina,
After bemg elected with the largest majority in U.S. history
'in 1964, Lyndon Johnson was forced by antiwar protests to
‘w;thdraw from the 1968 presndenuai race.

NIXON WROTE THAT “ALL THE
PROTESTS” HAD PREVENTED
'THE U.S. FROM USING
NUCLEAR WEAPONS AGAINST
- THE VIETNAMESE.

Even more importantly, johnson temporarily stopped the -
bombing of northern Vietnam and initiated negotiations
with the Vietnamese resistance movement. The antiwar
movement continued to grow under the right-wing
Republican admmlstratlon of Richard Nixon. Nixon, no
“dove,” was forced to be,gm to withdraw U.S. troops from
Vletnam in 1969 He later wrote that “all the protests” had
prevented the US. from using nuclear weapons against the
V;etnamese

In late 1969, one of Nixon’s aides sent a top secret mem-
orandum to Henry Klssmger warning that “[t]he nation
could be thrown into internal physical turmoil,” requrrlng'
the “brutal” suppress:on of “dissension,” if the U.S. used
nuclear Weapons They were afraid not of Congressmna!
Democrats or electoral opposition but mass, militant.
mob:llzatlons '

In 1973, after unsuccessfully trying to bomb the Vietnamese
into submission, Nixon was forced to engineer the final
withdrawal of U.S. troops from Indochina. Despite Nixon’s
claims to the contrary ~— and continting U.S. aid to the
puppet regime in southern Yietnam — the U.S. withdrawal
in 1973 was tantamount to a surrender. In 1975, the
Vie‘tnarﬁesenationali resistance took power.

From the beginning of the antiwar movement, moderate
and Iibei‘al forces tried to convince activists to channel
their energies into the election campaigns of ostensibly’
antiwar Democrats, In 1968, many young people opposed
to the war flowed into the campaigns of Eugene McCarthy
and Robert Kennedy. Kennedy’s assassination cleared the
way for the nomination of Hubert Humphrey. Humphrey,
who became Johnson’s vice-president as a reward for his
role i in convincing the MFDP delegation not to “disrupt”

the 1964 conventson, was one of the engmeers of the
@scalation of the V;etnam War ‘

The pro-war Democratic establishment did hot merely © -

“marginalize the McCarthy forces ~= who received no - .
- platform concessions or positions in' the Democratic -

leadership — in the institutions 'of the party. At the -
Chicago Convention in*1968, Democratic-Mayor Richard
Daley unleashed his notoriously racist and brutal police -
force on antiwar demonstrators, many of whom were
McCarthy supporters :

The 'McCarthy campaign was 2 diversion for the antiwar
movement. There was, however, a significant wing of the
movement that rejeéted reliance oh the Democrats, *Part-
of this left wing also built the antiwar 1968 presidential -
campaign of Black Panther Party leader Eldridge Cleaver on
the Peace & Freedom Party ticket, which provided a small
but significant alternative to the morass of Democratic
Party politics — despite many ant:war actuvrsts support for
Kennedy or McCarthyﬁ B

After 1968; there was a significant ‘core of organizers that
insisted -on continuing to build street demonstrations and
other active forms of protest. ‘As thie war continued and
tens of thousands of Gls — disproportionately working
class and people of color — died, the activist core was able

' to maintain an antiwar movement whose power the

Detocratic-controlted Congress 55 ‘well as Nsxon, the
rﬁghtwwsng Repubhcan, had to recogmze

In 1972, the liberal and moderate wing of the antiwar
movement did what it could not in 1972 — it captured
the Democratic Convention and nominated George
McGovern for president. However ‘the real centers of
power in the Democratic Party ~ the capitalists and labor
officials who funded the Democra =~ simply refused to
campaign for McGovern. Further, millions of dollars that
would have usually funded a Derdcrat flowed into the
campaigni of Richard Nixon. The' resuEt was Nixon's “land-
slide” reelection in 1972.

Hoping never again to alienate the corporate backers of
the Democrats and disgusted with the AFL-CIO’s role as a
“special interest” in the party, many former McGovern -
forces became central leaders of the Democrats’ drift to
the right in the 1980s and 1990s. Roth Bilt Clinton and ~ -
John Kerry were moderate opponents of the war in

* Vietnam, enthusiastic supporters of George McGovern in

1972, and key arch:tects of the Democratrc Partys embrace



The Women’s and Gag
& Lesbian Movements

The “second wave” of feminism in the late [960s and early
1970s marked the coming together of two groups of .
womien: The first. were young activist women in the civil -
rights and antiwar movements who discovered an mws:ble
barrier” that limited their full participation in social move-
ments. The subtle, and-not so subtle, sexism of many male
leaders of the civil rights and antiwar movements convinced
many women of the need to organize in.dependen_tly. .

The second were worklng women, who found sexist laws
and practices that limited them to the “pink collar ghetto”
of low-paying clerical and service jobs. Given the social fer-
ment of the 1960s, these women began to discuss and -
define their problems and formulate challenges to a status
quo that rigidly deﬁned “womanhood” ‘

The energy of the early womens movement came out of
local consciousness-raising groups, caucuses within umons
and professional organizations, and independent women's
organizations. It was based on campus, in the workplace.
and in the community. It raised a public’ discussion of
issues: previously defined as ' “personal,” and. thus’ beyond
public awareness: the way gender forces individuals to -
assume rigid social roles, inequality within the family, vio- .
lence against women, and sexuality.

Thls meant that it had to confront homophobra and
welcome lesbians as lesbians into the women's movement
It examined every institution within society, and demanded
the right of women to control their own bodies and thezr
own lives.

When Betty Frledan, author of The Femmfst Mystrque called
for women to celebrate the 50th anniversary of women's.

' suffrage by “getting out of the kitchen and into the streets,”
enough women's orgamzatlons had been created to organize
local demonstrations. in.hundreds of cities on August 26, -
1970. Hundreds of thousands of women poured into the '
streets around three key thernes “Equal Wages for Equal
Work;” “24 Hour, Commumty-Controlled Childcare,” and. .
“Free Abortion on Demand.” o

The feminist challenge lntroduced the demand for womens

equality into every element of US. society — including
religion, politics, work, sports and the media. The women’s
movement changed many aspects of society and trans-
formed women’s expectations of themselves.

The vision women dreamt has not become the reality. The
Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) was defeated; women are
still concentrated in low-paying clerical and service jobs;
violence against women is an everyday oceurrence. While

the overwhelming majority of women — including women
with young children — work outside the home, childcare
remains the responsibility of individual women. -

The movement also developed “speak outs” in whlch
women talked about “illegal” abortions they or their fr;ends
and relatives had. The dramatic testimony. :Ilustrated the
need to abolish repressive anti-abortion laws. After a
series of class action suits and demonstranons at state iy
capitols across the country, and growing judicial opamon
that laws banning abortion violated the US. Constltutlons
protection of privacy, in 1970 the NewYork State legisla-
ture legalized abortion. : ;

In 1973 the U.S. Supreme’ Court declared unconstitutional-
all state faws restrlctmg abortion in. ‘the first trimester of
pregnancy, allowing some restrictions in the second
trimester and further restrictions in the third., Desplte this
legal victory, abortion remains unava:iable tn most countles
across the United States.

RS

Over the last thirty years ev"en"as= ma:nstream _
women’s movement has become incre; ngly mtegrated
into the Democratic party — federal and‘srate laws have
circumscribed women’s ﬂght to choose Restrlct:ons on '
public funding for abortions have severely I:mlted poor '
women’s access to reproductive health care.

sterilization of poor women and women of color resulted
in stricter federal guidelines for sterrl:zatlon procedures,
womens reproducttve needs remain unmet Today, the poll-

~— from quality sex education to the resources needed to

raise healthy children -— are absent from the agenda of

both the Republicans and Democrats. Ina society that val-
ues “responsibility” and “hard work” women ~— partlcularly
women of color — are demonized as “lazy“ “1rrespon5|ble

and ¢ sexuafiy proemiscuous.”

3

The “culture wars” launched by the radical r|ght targeted
to a large extent, the women’s movement. The conserva-
tive assault glorified women’s secondary status in the name
f “traditional values.” It gave the status quo forces in
Congress and'in-the state legislatures the |ust|ﬁcat|on to
wait out the time fimit on the ERA, to deny women on .
welfare the right to abortion and, later, to Ezmlt thelr rlght

‘to public assistance.

The feisty women’s movement of the late 1960s and early

1970s no longer exists. But it established a dtffuse fem|n|st
consciousness and left behind a number of margmally con-—
frontational women’s organizations. Some local ; groups
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continue to organize, such as the antiwar Women in Black

- groups, women fighting for environmental justice, and

women of color organizatlons struggE:ng against both
racism and sexism,

National organizations, such as the Nat:onai Organization

for Women (NOW), have paid staff that enable them to
issue statements or organize conferences and actions.
Gender studies courses at the university are educating the
next generation of women, but these classes have never
had a secure funding base and today they are threatened by
the economic crisis in higher educatiori.

The weakness of the' contemporary women's movement is
clearly rooted in the declme of other social movements,
the loss of several |mportant feminist battles, economic
insecurity, widening mequahtnes and a sustained right-wing
offensive. However, th
to deve!op an :ndepe_ dent political voice that can pose an
alternative pole of attraction to right-wing ideas has also
contributed to the movement’s decline.

In the early [9905, Elhe Smeai former president of NOW
and head of the Fem;mst Majority, organized a conference
for women and their aEhes in the labor and civil rights
movements to discuss mdependent political action, The
energetic conférence produced a platform and called for
the formation of a new party, a Party for the 2[st Century.
But it was stillborn, disappearing without even an explana-
tion for its demise.

THE FEISTY WOMEN'S | uess
MOVEMENT OF THE LATE | "
1IS605 & EARLY 19705 || v
NO LONGER EXISTS. [ we

stream \'No_menfs movement decided to be “practical” and
mobilize its members to support one or another Democrat
(and an QC(;asibna( Republican). The “there are two political
parties” orientation of the Women'’s Political Caucus has
reinforced such a decision. Like the trade union movement,
NOW did not mobilize against the anti-women legislation
passed under the Clinton administration — from NAFTA to
the abolition of “welfare as we have known it

For the 2004 presidential election NOW voted to support
Carole Moseley Braun as the Democratic candidate, as “a
prime example of what feminists strive for” (See “NOW
Targets George W. Bush for Defeat in 2004,” National NOW
Times, Fall 2003). Since Moseley Braun has withdrawn from

B the race and thrown her support to Dean, will NOW an_cI

the mainstream feminist organizations will line up behind
whomever the Democrats nominate — no matter how
vacillating on issues of reproductive rights, social '
welfare and other issues of concern to working women!

The contemporary gay and lesbian movement, while tracing
its origins to the “homophile” movement of the 1950s,
“came out of the closet” with militant street actions against
police harassment such as the Stonewall “riots” of 1969,

As it has other social movements of the past half century,
the relauonshap of direct action and electoral politics has
divided the LGBT movement.

During the past two decades, organizations like ACT-UP

have kept traditions of Queer direct action alive. However,
most of the national LGBT organizations, like the women's
and labor movements, are committed to “practical” politics
— lobbying elected officials and influencing the outcome of
elections. ‘ :

Although a sniall number of gay and lesbian activists have
been active in the Republican Party, especially through its

 “Log Cabin” caucus, the majority have supported

Democrats. The high-watermark of gay and fesbian activism
in the Democratic Party was at the end of the Reagan era.

Queers’ energetic support of Bill Clinton’s election in 1992
was rewarded with his “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” directive to
the military. Criticized by the movement at the time, this
directive has led to even more harassment of gays in the
military. - ' ‘

in 2004, the mainstream gay and lesbian organizations are
again lining up behind some Democratic “lesser evil” While
12% of gay and lesbian voters polled' by the Natidna! Gay
and Lesbian Task Force (NGLFT) indicated that they would
vote for a third party candidate — a high percentage, to
be sure, in relation to the overall population — 76% were
willing to vote for whomever the Democrats nominate to
defeat Bush.

Dean’s support of Vermont’s civil union law won him the
greatest support among gay and lesbian voters — he was
preferred by 33%, compared to only [0% for John Kerry,
and less than 10% for the rest of the Democratic nominees.
(www.ngltf.orginews/printed.cfm?releaselD=568) -

Uitimately, the loyalty of the vast majority of the Queer
electorate to the Democrats guarantees that the
Democrats are under no compu[s:on to make any serious
commitment to extending their rights. As with the support

" of labor, racial minorities and women, the Democrats can

take the support of the majority of Queers for granted.




The Rainbow and
the Demacrals

In the early 1980s, after nearly a decade of declining activism,
promising new struggles began to emerge. Confronted
with the Republican Reagan administration’s attacks on
unions (air traffic controllers) and social services, in the
midst of a deep recession, and with the administration’s
arming of right-wing death squads in Central America,
radicals and working people began to organize.

A movement against U.S. intervention in Central America,
which had roots in the organizing against the introduction
of draft registration under the Democratic Carter adminis-
tration, was ablé to mobilize tens of thousands in national
demonstrations.

The AFL-CIO mobilized hundreds of thousands against
union busting and in defense of social security at “Solidarity
Day” in 1981, and a handful of significant strikes against
concessions popped up in heartland towns such as Austin,
Minnesota in the mid-1980s. In the Midwest “rust belt,”
unemployed workers organized and demanded increased
social services for those displaced in factory closings. Civil
rights organizations organized a thirtieth anniversary
“March on Washington” in 1983. '

Radicals and other activists in these struggles against
“Reaganism” sought ways to build solidarity among their
different movements. For many, Jesse Jackson's campaign
for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1984
appeared to offer that opportunity.

Maty activists in 1984 believed that Jackson’s campaign rep-
resented an electoral revolt by the African-American com-
munity and opened the possibility of building a “Rainbow
Coalition” of working and poor people against Reaganism.
Many also believed that the registration and mobilization of
millions of Black voters would force the Democrats to

' move to the left.

jackson's 1984 campaign did little to eithes build the incipi-
ent movements against Reaganism or move the Democrats
to the left. Despite Jackson’s “rainbow” rhetoric in 1984,
his platform was very vague and never took up any of the
specific demands of the social movements. The Rainbow
Coalition remained a letterhead organization of prestigious
movement individuals, not an organization with an active
membership to set its direction.

Nor did any of the main forces of official reform in the
Democratic Party flock to the first Jackson campaign. A sig-
nificant portion of African-American elected officials refused
to support Jackson’s challenge, and the AFL-CIO gave Walter
Mondale an unprecedented early endorsement in 1984. ‘

In 1988, the situation appeared much
more favorable to the advocates of the
“Rainbow” strategy in the Democratic
Party. Jackson’s campaign openly criti-
cized US. policy in Central America and
Southern Africa, supported strikes and union.
demands for greater legal protection, and put forward .
a left-populist program calling for greater regulation of -
corporations and social welfare policies that would
redistribute income. '

The Rainbow Coalition, at its October 1987 convention in™
Raleigh, NC made some small strides toward becoming a_
membership organization, chartering twenty-five state
organizations. Within the Democratic Party, the relation-
ship of forces seemed to be shifting. With Reagan out of &
the running and no Democratic front-runner in the primar:
ies, most Democrats of color and a sugnn“ cant namber of
labor leaders endorsed Jackson's campa!gn

Jackson’s success in the primaries — polling 6.8 million
votes (29%) in 1988 compared with 3.2 million (18%) in
1984 ~— seemed to give the Rainbow Coalition an
unstoppable dynamic. Yet the outcome of the 1988
Jackson campaign was, in some ways, even worse for the
radicals and social movement activists than the I‘384L '
campaign.

Because the Jackson campaign promised to be more
successful than 1984, it was run in a much more traditional
manner. In 1984, the African-American churches and the -
radical and activist-led Rainbow Coalition orgamzat:ons ran
the campaign. In 1988, Gerald Austin, a white centrlst :
Democrat from Ohio, managed the Jackson campaign, and
Willie Brown, a Black millionaire, mainstream Democrat and.
former speaker of the California Assembly was its chair.’

Movement activists and leftists were pushed out of aimost
all positions of responsibility in the campaign, and the
Rainbow Coalition was stripped of the financial and staff '
resources that would have been required to maintain it as ~
an independent rank-and-file movement that could twe -
beyond the primaries. o

Not surprisingly, Jackson moderated his campaign rhetoric
as he appeared to become a “force” in the Democratic =~
presidential race. Not only did Jackson downplay the strug-.
gle against racism in favor of “finding a new economic co'rﬁé

mon ground,” but he provided little programmatic cg;néerﬁ_:.

to his denunciations of “corporate greed” ' L
Ultimately, the Achilles heel of the Jackson campaign and
the efforts of the Rainbow Coalition were their commit-




INDEPENDENT POLITICAL ACTEON isa
difficult proposition in the United States,
with its deeply entrenched two-capitalist-

/ party system. Despite the obstacles, howev- .

er, it is not impossible. In fact there are.a
number of examples that have produced sig-
nificant lessons for today and for the future,

The best-known historical example are
Eugene Victor Debs’ presidentiat campaigns -
under the Socialist Party banner early in the
" 20th century. In 1912 he received one mil-
lion votes, which represented 6% of the

campaign was in 1920, when he campaigned
from a prison cell after his conviction for
antiwar agitation — and polEed more than
900,000 votes. :

to oppose the Truman administration’s Cold
War policies.and its domestic consequences.
its grassroots organizers were members of .

from the ClO and. other mass movements,

president under Roosevelt) for president.
Although party activists projected winning at
least four rmiliion votes, early poils showed
Wallace receiving eight million {about 17%).

Truman responded. by adopting a left New
Deal election strategy, de-emphasizing the
Cold War, calling for national health insur-
ance, repeal of the Taft-MHartley Act and a
. strong civil rights plank in the Democratic
Party platform. Combining a progressive

ment to the Democratic Party. While some in the left wing
of the Rainbow hoped that the campaign could be used to
build an ;ndependent politicat expression of the move-
ments, this was never the goal of Jackson or the key force
in his campaign. Instead, African-American elected officials
and feft-wing union officials hoped that “our” party could
be realfigned on a “new economic ground as key to a2 new
coalst:on and a new Democratlc Party”

The notion of an independent political and organizatibnal
vehicle was foreign to Jackson and his top advisors, who ‘
— unwilling to even consider an independent Rainbow
campaign — remained prisoners of a rightward-moving
Democratic Party. At the Atlanta Democratic Convention

popular vote. Debs’ fifth dnd last presidential.

In 1948 the Progressive-Party. was founded .

the Communist Party and those it attracted .

The party ran Henry Wallace (former vice

social agendz with heavy-handed redbaiting,
Trurman stole the thunder from the Wallace
eampaign, which ended up with-2.4% of the
votes cast. The Progressive Party was unable
to survive the Cold War, conducting their
fast presidential campaign in 1952'onan
anti-Korean War platform. ’

. There have been other relatively recent rad-

ical third party movements that sought to
give an insurgent political-voice to.communi-
ties of oppressed people. During the civil -

rights struggle activists in Lowndes County,

Alabama built a focal party called the Black
Panthers, In Michigan, a Black Power political
initiative called the Freedom Now Party
achieved ballot status, '

' “The National Black Political- Assernbly in -

Gary, Indiana in 1972 gave rise to 2 forma—'
tion called the National Black Independent
Pofitical Party; NBIPP declined; however, ..

- when it was unable to forge:a coherent

national organizing pro;ect

Durmg the 1970s La Raza Untda Party, grow~
ing out of a radical Chicano movement in -
the U.S. Southwest, built significant beses of
power in Texas, Colorado, and California. The
movement’s base was made up of descen-
dants of the cultural and ethnic mix formed
by the area’s original inhabitants and the
Spanish invaders, :

A post-World War ‘fﬁreeerb"-(;‘hand”)‘ :

program administered by the, federal govern-
ment brought Mexicans to work in agriculs

wn

ture, keeping wages down,and preventing

unionization in the fields. But by 1960 the ..
mechanizatien of agricu[turémea__nt that ...
Mexican immigrants, both documented and
undocumented; had: joined their Chicaio
brothers and sisters in barrios in all the: ..

- major cities of the-Southwest and Midwest.

. The repeal.of the bracero program created

the opening for unionization amang farm- .
workers, and by 1965 the United Farm
Workers Organizing Committee began the
now famous grape strike and bqycog:e -
Throughout the Southwest agrieultural and
cannery workers demanded the rlght to
belong to a uhion.- o

These strikes and,_,l;pycgtts, in turn, spuried

a radicalization particularly among Chicano

youth, who, were denied their right to speak
Spanish on schogl grounds. By 1968, starting
in Los Angeles, thousands of Chicano youth
were staging school walkouts. These: .+ -

“blowouts™ spread-.t_hfonghout the  roen s
Southwest. Participants demanded the-firing
of racist principals:and teachers, the right to

* use Spanish in the:schools,and challenged

the version of American history being: . "
taught.
Annual National Chicano Youth Conferences
were organized under:the auspices of the
Denver-based Crusade for justice. The 1970
conference called for:a Natiohal Chicano:
Moratorium against the Vietnam War, which
mobilized 30,000 Chicanos in Los Angeles
around the demand “Bring Our Carnales

‘in 1988, Jackson’s forces recewed at best token concessions
“ minimal funds for voter regsstratlon, minor pos;tions in
the Dukakis-Bentsen campaign, and an opportunlty for
- }ackson o address the convention.; -

“--4{

The Jackson forces’ platform proposals for' a U S. renunc:~
ation of a nuclear first strike and for increased taxes ofi

“the wealthy went down to a 2 I defeat, while their call for
a Palestinian homeland was never brought to a vote. _The

nemination of conservative Texas Democrat Lloyd .

Bentsen for vnce~pre3|dent met w1th hardly a protest from

}ackson and his closest aides.. Whtle jackson was shocked
that Michael Dukakis did not even consult him before.
riofninating Bentsen, Jackson endorsed the ticket teillng




Home.” The demonstration was brytally
attacked by the police and Ruben Salazar, a
popular reporter, was murdered.

in 1967 Chicanos in Texas began holding
Raza Unida conferences in respense to
President johnson's Cabinet Hearings on
Mexican Affairs. These and other con_férences
ied to establishing a La Raza Unida Party. But
it was the struggle for community control of
the schools in Crystal City, Texas where the
 reality of anindependent Chicano political
party gained a feothold by 1970.

Activists then projected expanding into a
twenty-six county area in south Texas that -
was predominantly Chicano, But the embry-
onic La Raza Unida parties of California and
Colorado were not able to set down similar
roots and eventually the Texas party was iso-

- lated —although it still exists.

All these efforts, of course, came under -

enormous pressure — particularly as .

African-American and Latino activists were

recruited into the Democratic Party (and,

accasionally, Republican Party) apparatus as
- staffers or elected officials. -

in the absence of sustained, powerful nation-
al movements, these pressures-ultimately
overwhelmed small fledgling parties. These
examples show, however, there.is a long and
determined challenge to the two-party stran-
giehold on politics.

his supporters that the Democrats ‘need two
wings to ﬂy '

The futility of “moving the Democrats to the
left” though Democratic primary campaigns is
a crucial lesson of the jJackson campaign of
1988 — one which is especially relevant for

. today. The Democratic Party is very secure in
_its support from African Americans, labor and
progressives. So long as these forces remain
tied to the Democrats, the Democratic main-
st,ream has no reason to make any concessions
to them '

For its part the Rainbow Coalition has been subsumed into Operation: '+

PUSH (Peopie United to Serve Humanity), the Chicago-based ‘organiza-
tion that Jackson formed upon his split from the SCLC. PUSH seeks to
“empower” African Americans through negotiating franchises and man-
agement positions with major corporations. Whatever the merits of
this, it has nothing to do with political nr)obiiization.

While Rainbow/PUSH has done some voter registration since 1988, it

s primarily Jackson’s personal vehicle. to “advocate for a variety of pub-

fic policy issues, including universal health care, equal administration of
justice in all communities, sufficient funding for enforcement of civil
rights laws, and for increased attention to business investment in under-
served domestic communities (a theme that the Clinton admmtstrat:on o
picked up as the ‘New Markets Initiative").”
(www.rainbowpush.org/founder). '

jackson campaigned for Bill Clinton in both 1992 and 1996 — even
after Clinton had signed NAFTA and helped abolish Aid for Dependent
Children (AFDC). During the subsequent scandals, not oniy did
Jackson ask the country to recognize that Clinton,“like all men, [had]
sinned and fallen from the glory of God,” but claimed “that Mr. Clinton -
has been good for America..his policies have helped workers, have - ‘
helped seniors, have increased pay equity for women, more youth in' -
schools. We are a stronger nation six years fater” (“Direct Access: fesse
Jackson” Washington Post, December 16, 1998. hitp:/iwww.washington -

post.comiwp-srvipoliticsitalkizformum/jackso ni21698 htm)

Today, Jackson is an unofficial advisor to the centrist Demaocrat, - _
Howard Dean. The impact of the “Rainbow” experience on the radical .
left and the social movements of the [980s was not beneficial. Far
from a left revival, many political groups and movement organizations
coliapsed in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In the end, the Jackson
campaigns didn’t move the Demaocrats leftward either — rather; they”
rehabilitated the image of Democratic party politics and reincorporat- -

ed the social movements and the left into today's phain and simple

“lesser evil” orientation.

Our historical account could be extended and many more'exampfe's
could be given. But the point should be clear enough." If we want to -
shift U.S. politics to the left, the key lies in creating a militant mass
movement, independent of any politicians, in the streets, on the cam-
puses, in the workplaces and communities of the oppressed. Therein
fies the power to force liberal and conservative, Republican and
Democratic reglmes to make concessions to working and oppressed- _
people.

Movements that disrupt “business as usual” also fuel political rad;cahsm
and push the political center of gravity in their direction. Only elec-

toral campaigns that are independent of the corporate dominated par-
ties, like the Nader campaign in 2000, can give a voice to and bul]d the
social movements.




For many on the left, the rightward drift in U.S. poli-
tics began with the Republican Ronald Reagan's ascension to
the White House in 1980, According to this analysis, the .
Republicah's return to power initiated the rollback of the
hard fought gains working and oppressed people made in the
19305 anci in the 1960s.

In fact, the shift in U.S. politice actually began much earlier
— in the mid-1970s; under the Democratic Carter admin-
istration, We have already discussed one of the roots of

. the decline of fiberal reformism in the United States — and

in the rest of the capitalist world — in the 1970s: the
decline of the insurgent movements.

A second major factor was the long crisis of capitalist

profitabiity of the mid-1960s through the mid-1980s. If the

decline of:mass social-protest—facilitated by the “lesser
evil” politics of the leadership of the labor and social
movements — made possible the corporate capitalist

attacks on the reforms of the 1930s and [960s, the capitalist

economic crisis made these attacks necessary.

e& itglist Crisis, Lean
P ] Neoliberal
nsensus

in the _middi-e . I960$, LS. capitalism and the rest of the
industrialized capjtalist world entered a prolonged period

=
L
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of economic crisis. Rates of return on corporate invest-

ment in the 1970s and «early 1980s were some 30-40%
below that of the .i950s and early 1960s. Through the mid-
19805, every recession was more severe than the last, as
rates of growth continued to decline, investment stagnated
and unemptoyment (and underemployment) grew steadily.

As the capltahst worid economy stagnated competition’
among capitalist, firms grew sharper and the owners and
managers.of corporations around the world sought ways to

- restore their profits and their competitive edge.

30

Through the 1970s and [980s, U.S. corporate executives
experimented with different ways to improve profitabifity
and competitiveness. After nearly twenty years of trial and
error, they found a formula for restoring profitability and

reestablishing the dominance of U.S. corporations in the
world economy — “lean production.”

FEREE]

The spread of lean productlon across the productlon of
goods and services has two key elements. The first is
the reorganization of work through a radical shift in the
relationship of forces between employers and workers in
factories, offices and stores. This reorganization of work
has taken many forms: speedup, fragmeritetion-of tasks,
two-tier wage structures, outsourcing work previously
done by unionized workers, use of temporary and part-
time workérs, increased management flexibility in setting
hours and tasks, and cracking down on absenteeism while
eliminating replacements for workers who are absent or
retire.

The second aspect of lean productzon is the reorgamzatton
of the capitalist corporation. Since the early 1980s, we
have seen U.S. corporations engage in waves of downsnzmg,
mergers and acquisitions, bankruptues and “spinning-off” of
unprofitable (or simply less profitable) operations. The
result has been widespread destruction or “devalor;zatlon
of less efficient and less profitable: capitalist firms.

. R L R

Lean production’s reorganization of work has simultaneously
increased the ratio of profits to wages (fewer workers .
producing more goods and services at lower wages), and
decreased total capital invested in plant and equipment
(fewer firms). The result was a rise in profits that spurred
the economic growth of the 1980s and 1990s.

Corporate executives acting alone could not have
successfully spread lean production. into all aspects of U.S.
economic life. Government policies, from the late 1970s
onward, quite openly aided and abetted the carporations’
drive to increase profits at the expense of their workers
and their competitors. :

| Capatal:sts abandoned their relatlve toler‘ance of regulatlon
and reform that had marked the Eong era of growth of the
1950s and 1960s. As the political agenda of the capitalist
class shifted, so did the programs of the capitalist parties.
Whether Democrats or Republicans: have been in the
White House, the US. government has pursued “neoliberal
economic policies for over twenty years. ;

il

- There are three main elements of neoliberal government
© policies. The first is global “free trade” As most of us

know, the goal of the WTO, NAFTA, GATT, and FTAA is.

not simply to remove tariff barriers to the free movement
of finished goods across national boundaries. More impor-
tantly, “free trade” means removing any and all legal and. .. .




political obstacles to the free movement of transnational
- corporate investment.

Gutting eﬁvironmentai and labor protection, forcing

. governments to privatize publicly owned industries and
services, and similar measures have helped create a world
where U.S., European and fapanese transnational corpora-
tions can seek out the most profitable investments and
create global production chains that link part suppliers in

~ the “global south” to assembly plants in the “global north”

The second component of neoliberalism is the deregulation
of the labor market. Across the capitalist world govern-
ments have moved to cut back or abolish social welfare,
and to eliminate laws that restrict the ability of employers
to hire and fire workers at will. The aims of these policies
are simple — increase the number of workers in the fabor
market, increase competition for employment and maxi-
mize employer “flexibility” in hiring and firing. The result
has beena downward Splr‘a| of wages, benefits and worklng
‘ condltlons -

The third component is permanent fiscal austerity.- :
Capitalist governments in Europe, the United States and
Japan struggled successfully in the 1990s to close or elimi-
nate state budget def‘ cits, in order to limit or eilmlnate
inflation. '

Inflation is & problem because it allows some capitalist firms
to-survive the competitive battle in the market place by~
taking advantage of short-term fluctuations in the costs.of -
inputs and the price of outputs. Limiting inflation disci-
plines capital, by making the reorganization of work along
the lines of lean production the only way for corporations
to compete successfully in the domestic and global market

We can see the social costs of lean production and neollb~
eralism all around us in falling living standards and growing
inequality — within the industrialized capitafist countries

" and between the |mperlaiist centers" and the less industri-
ahzed ‘periphery.” noE o

Workers in all parts of the world have experienced falling
wages and are working longer and harder just to kéep up.
The meager social safety nets that existed in most capitalist
countries are being dismantled, leaving individual families
solely responsible for their survnval in an increasingly com-
petitive, dog-eat-dog world.”

The “war of all against ali” that lean production intensifies

creates tremendous insecurity, which is a fertile ground for
the growth of all sorts of social problems. Intensified com-
petition for jobs, wages, housing and health care also pro--

motes various forms of racism, immigrant bashing, sexisim

-and-homophobia, as each group of working people

attempts to maintain their slipping social and economic
position at the expense of others. '

As people become hardened to widespread suffering here
at home, many are more easily manipulated into supporting
foreign policy adventures.— bombings, economic sanctions -
— that spread the suﬁering around the world.

The “common sense” of capltalsst pohtumans across the B
world is that “free markets,” “ending entitlements” and“f’ s
cal discipline” are essential to economic growth and politi-
cal scablln:y Despite their serious differences over “social
issues” (legal equality for women and LGBT people, limited-

affirmative action), both the Democrats and Republicans -
share a commitment to neoliberal economic and social .
policies at home and abroad.

Rhetoric aside, the Democratic Party has never-been the .
party of working people.” Only during periods-of massive ..
social unrest outside the electoral prdeess have the capital-
ist-dominated Democrats made important concesszons .10,
working and oppressed people. g

As previously discussed, the mass strikes of the ~mid;'l,930s_' fres

and the formation of the industrial unions forced Roosevelt
to launch the second “New Deal” of 1935-37 in the hopes of
restoring social order. The civil rights movernent in the South
and the ghetto insurrections in the North competled Johnson
to create the “Great Society” programs of [965-1968. The
massive movement against the Vietnam War forced Johnson”
to end the bombing of North Vietnam, and forced the reac-
tionary Republican Nixon to withdraw U.S.forces.” -
Conversely, ebbing social unrest and the end 'of the long -
era of capitalist growth, provided a fertile environment’ for
the Democrats’ drift to the right. ‘
Capitalist influence over the Democrats and Republicans,
both in and out of office, is exercised in numerous ways, °
First, corporate policy research institutes (“think tanks™)
like the Committee for Economic Developrient, Brookings
Institution, American Enterprise Institute, Councii on - »
Foreign Relations and the Conference Board formulate '
economic and political policies for the capltallst ciass.

The “think tanks” have provided domestlc and forelgn
policy programs and proposals to-Democrats and '




Republicans for decades. Business lobbying organizations
“like the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, National Association
of Manufacturers, and more recently the Business
Roundtable alt exert constant pressure on candidates and
officeholders to protect corporate interests.

Second, the finanaai resources of corporations and wealthy
individuals are essential to the ability of both the
Democrats and Republicans to wage expensive, media- -
driven campaigns. To win an election and stay in office in
the United States requires the steady and reliable stream
of funds that only capital can provide, -

Finally, corporate interests use their economic p‘owétl to
pressure federal and local governments to adopt pro-

* business policies. Without a high return on investment,

businesses do not have the incentive to expand produc-

tion, increase. employment and stimulate economic growth. .

~ In the interest of encouraging private investment, the
Democrats are as willing as the Republicans to provide tax
breaks to. corporations, spread “free trade” across the
globe and take any: other measures — at the expense of
social services — that will incréase profits.

The Democrats’ drift to the right began before they lost
the White House to Ronald Reagan in 1980, Between 1978
and 1980, the Carter administration and the Democratic
controlled House and Senate cut social services {cuts in
federal grant-in-aid to the state to finance social services),
lowered corporate taxes (the maximum capital gains tax
was lowered from: 48% to 2B%), and deregulated the airline
and trucking industries in the hopes of raising profits and
improving the competitiveness of U.S. corporations.

The Carter administration also attacked women’s repro-
ductive rights. Carter’s Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare, Joseph Califano, stated that he and Carter “believe
strongly that federal funds should not be used for abortion.”
Califano appointed Dr. Mildred jefferson, former president
of the National Right to Life Committee, to head up the
Carter administration’s family planning services.

Internationally Carter ramped up military support to
murderous regimes in Indonesia, Morocco, Turkey, El
Salvador, South Korea, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and the
Philippines. Under Carter the U.S. vetoed UN resolutions
to impose sanctions on the apartheid government of
South Africa.

Despite the AFL-CIO leadership’s support for bqtﬁ his
1976 and 1980 campaigns, Carter invoked the Tafe-Hartley
act in a failed attempt to force 160,000 striking coal miners

32 back to work in 1978. in [980, the administration

approved the Federal Aviation Management Strike

Contingency Force — the plan Ronald Reagan would use in
1981 to break the air traffic controllers’ strike and destroy
their union, PATCO. : R

Carter also reintroduced Selective Service registration, -
began funding Istamist fundamentalists fighting the Soviets in
Afghanistan, attempted to prop up the Shah in Iran and -
Somoza in Nicaragua, and later, after Somoza’s overthrow,
began the covert U.S, war against the victorious Sandinistas
in Nicaragua.

During the 1980s, the Democratic majority in both the
House and Senate eagerly cooperated with the Reagan and
first Bush administration’s “supply-side” revolution. Taxes
on corporations and the wealthy were cut to their lowest

levels in over half a century

Social services for the workmg poor were e all but el;mmat—
ed. Regulation of industry and the financial sector were.
gutted. PATCO was smashed. The most rapid growth of
military spending in two decades was put in place — all
with the support of a solid Congressmnai mapnty includ-

ing large numbers of Democrats.
0 E ﬁ“ﬁ e

The %m@@@mé@
Democralic Leadershi g@
Council, 1984-82

Over the course of the 1980s, the Democrats drift to
the right accelerated and was crystallized in a new party

_leadership. The Democratic !eadershlp twice re;ected Jessé

Jackson’s proposals for a populist program to mobilize the

“locked out” of all colors, more than eighty | million workmg

class and poor voters who had [argely abandoned the elec-
toral process.

Instead, a coalition of post-Watergate Democratic office-
holders, organized in the Democrétit: Leadership Council
(DLC), consolidated their !eadersh:p over the party. DLC
spokespersons in Congress and numerous state houses
rejected attempts to win back dlssatlsf“ ed voters among
the working class, the poor, women, gays and lesbians and
pecple of color. For these “New Democrats,” the party
neaded to break its reliance on these “special interest .
groups” and move to the “center”.in order to remain,
competitive with the Republicans.. . '

The DLC argued that the Democrats needed to openly
embrace the neoliberal agenda of fiscal austerity, free
markets and trade, and dismant}ir_ag of social sel'rv,icel :




“entitlements” in order to win the financial support of
corporations and the votes of mainly white, middle-class,
suburban voters who made up “the swmg vote" of the
active eléctorate.

In 1988, after Jackson’s' Rainbow Coalition insurgency -
floundered, Jackson mobilized the vast majority of his -
supporters, including many on'the left, to support the

_party’s standard bearer; Massachusetts Governor Michael." -
Dukakis. Dukakis was a-model neoliberal and founding = -
member of the DLC, one of many Democratic governors .

{like Mario Cuomo in New York and Bil Clinton in
Arkansas) who-had successfully adapted to the Reagan era
cuts in federal aid to the state governments, through SOC}&|
service cuts and fi scal austerity '

Dukakls had p:oneered state programs that promoted
corporate investment in high-tech and miiitary |ndustries,
introduced one of thefirst “workfare” programs in the - -
country, and promoted: Collaboration between businiess and
Massachusetts extenswe prsvate and pubifc higher' educa— :
tion sysl:em A LT

c e s e,

Toget;her with hts conservative. running mate, Lioyd Bentsen:

of Texas, Dukakis ran a thoroughly neoliberal campaign.
.Criticizing the Reagan administration for excessive spending
on “wasteful” nuclear weapons (while defending a “strong”
high-tech, conventional military), Dukakis and Bentsen
advocated a new fiscal discipline and the rapid elimination
of the record-breaking federal budget deficits of the 1980s.

Dukakis’ defeat in 1988 showad what a loser this pohtlcal .

strategy was — yet it ohfy accelerated the Demoerats

lurch to the right. The DLC increased its efforts to free

the Democrats from the “sPemal interests™ (labor, racial
minorities, women gays and Iesblans) and move the par‘ty
to the “cénter”” &

The opening salvo in the DLC’s offensive was the publica-
tion’ m E989 of “The Polltzcs_of Evas;on Democrats and the

Presidential campaign, and Efaine Kamarck, an adwsor in”
DLC member Bruee Babb:ts i988 campaign.

“The Politics of Evas:on " explicitly rejected any electoral -
strategy that sought to mobilize working class and racial
minority voters in support of traditional liberal reformist -
politics. Instead, they advocated the strategy of appealing -
. to white voters in both the North and South and eschew-
ing politics that made the Democrats seem “inattentive to
their [white voters’] economic interests, indifferent if not
hostile to their moral sentiments, and ineffective in defense

of their national
security” (“The Politics
of Evasion,”

ABOUT RACISM,
MILITARISM &

e ol REPRUDUCTNE
T;:t;t?} September FR E E D D M

In short: Shut up about racism, miiimrism and reproductive
freedom. Many “old style” liberal Democrats, including

Jesse Jackson, denounced the “Politics of Evasion,” yet -
Jackson’s and other liberals’ commitment to the

Democratic Party undermined their opposition to the

DLC. jackson argued that the Democratic Party “has a
progressive wing. It has a conservative wing. But it takes -
two wings to fly” (New York Times, jurie 23, 1989); meanwhile -
the DLC established a new think tank, the Progressive

Policy Institute (PP1) to help consolidats its pol;trcal and
ldeologlcal dommance over the party S -

Over the next three years, the PP| codlf ed a neollbera!
“New Democratic” political program that became . .-
Democratic common sense in-the 1990s.: The PPl program -
emphasized market-driven economic growth through the
removal of regulations on corporate actlwties at home and -~
abroad (“free trade”). ' :

The “New Democrats” differed with the Republicans on -
one key aspect of economic policy — the nieed to -

control the federal deficit. The Republicans in the 1980s
— and again under the second Bush — were willing to

run farge deficits in order to cut taxes on corporations: :
and the wealthy. “New Democrats” understood the .. . =
need to impose “fiscal discipline” to limit inflation, the
better to ensure that ¢orporations remained' competitive
through reorganization of work along the Ilnes of “iean

o product;on

The commitment of the PPl and the “New Democrats” to .
balanced budgets coincided with their new:attitude toward ..
social welfare programs. Government spending shotild be
limited to programs that promoted “equal opportunity” —
like educational programs designed to prepare young people *
for wark, and limited forms of affi rmatwe action’— rather
than * equahty of outcomes.”

- .Programs that even hinted at redistribution of income -« -

and wealth (progressive taxation), guaranteed equal-
representation of women and minorities in jobs and
education (affirmative action programs based on actual -
results, i.e. “quotas”), much less provided any alternative
to the low wage work (AFDC) were rejected. Instead, a
“new compact” between the poor and the government, <

IN SHORT: SHUT UP




in which the poor had to provide “service” for their
benefits (workfare), would become the norm.

The PPl and “New Democrats” also embraced “traditional
cultural values.” While the “New Democrats” embraced
“diversity” and the elimination of legal discrimination on
the. basis of race, gender and sexual orientation, they
argued that the Democrats must take up a defense of
“moral traditions.”

Whose traditions? For the “New Democrats” same-sex

marriage and gays and lesbians in the military were reject-
ed, the death penalty embraced, and the music of youth of
color was vilified. Long before Clinton attacked Sister
Souljah and other rappers, Tipper Gore, the wife of DLC
stalwart Al Gore, spearheaded attempts to censor “anti-
sochal™ lyrics in popular music, an effort in which jesse
Jackson also participated. g

Finally, the “New Democrats” advocated a “strong national
defense.” The DLC’s 1991 convention adopted a “New
American Choice Resolution” that praised the first Bush
administration’s victory in the first Guif War and “endorsed
a ‘robust program’ of military research as well as a retool-
ing of the military so that it would remain strong in the
face of post-Cold War reductions.” (Kenneth, Baer,

Reinventing the Democrats, /80)

' In ;;séricga, the PPl and DLC recog.nized that the collapse

of the Soviet Union and the Eastern European regimes
created a new “unipolar” world, As the sole military super-
power, the United States could afford to slow the rate of
growth{o.f. defense Spending. A “leaner” and more effective
military would help reduce the government’s budget
deficits, and permit it to defend and export “democratic

capitalism” around the world.

2-2000: Viclory
the “New Democrals”

The nomination and election of Bill Clinton in 1992 marked
the triumph of the DLC and the “New Democrats” within
the Democratic Party. Pespite Clinton’s neopopulist rhet-
oric (“It’s the economy, stupid!”), his two terms in office

were a consolidation — and in some areas a deepening — -

of the pro-corporate agenda of the Reagan and first Bush
administrations.

The election of the “Contract on America” Republican

majqrii)( ih' both houses of Congress in 1994,and the short-
lived “Republican Revolution” of 1994-1996, facilitated the

4 Democratic administration’s rightward drift. According to
£

Kenneth Baer,a pro-DLC political scientist and speech
writer for the Gore-Lieberman campaign in 2000:

(T)he election of a radicalized bloc of conservatives to
Congress freed Clinton from the obligation to work with a
largely liberal Democratic congressional party. If Clinton
wanted Congress to pass any of his legislative agenda, he
had to propose policies that were palatable to at least some
of the Republican majority. And to congressional liberals,
these New Democratic policies, although not ideal in their
eyes, were more dcceptable than Republican proposals.
Moreover, as the Republicans pushed the bounds of political
debate further right, they created a political incentive for
Clinton to embrace the New Democratic public philosophy,
since that would give him the chance to woo the support of
key groups in the electorate that the GOP had abandoned.
{Reinventing the Democrats, 236-237)

A quick review of the policies of the Clinton administration
— passed with the support of the majority of Congressional
Democrats — should remind all of us of the rotten fruit of
“lesser evilism.” -

Under Clinton’s presidency, social welfare was completely

redefined — in a thoroughly reactionary manner. Early in
the adiinistration, labor and other progressive groups
abandoned the fight for a single-payer health insurance in
favor of Bilt and Hillary Clinton’s health care scheme, which
would have provided federal subsidies for the growth of
Health Maintenance Organizations. Clinton quickly deserted
his own proposals in the face of opposition from the heaith
insurance industry, leaving the United States as one of
the few advanced capitalist countries without a natlonai
guarantee of health care.

One of the few campaign promises Clinton fulfilled was to
“end welfare as we know it” The administration, with the
support of the Republican Congressional majority and a
substantial number of Congressional Democrats, success-
fully abolished AFDC and thereby ended the sixty-year
entitlement of poor women with children to (admittedly
meager) cash benefits,

“This Is a bad bill, but a good strategy,” said Rep. Gary
Ackerman (D-NY), explaining why he voted for Clinton’s
proposal despite his support for AFDC. “In order to con-
tinize economic and social progress, we must keep '
President Clinton in office.... Sometimes in order to make
progress and move ahead, you have to stand up and do the
wrong thing”

One of Clinton’s last contributions was to convene the
Federal Advisory Council on Social Security, The -



Commission’s report advocated “reforms” ranging from
investing up to 40% of the Social Security trust fund in the
stock market (the proposal supported by orgamzed labor
and senior citizen groups), to the establishment of private
“personal security accounts” that would be invested in
private securities (a proposal supported by the financial
industry and corporate policy groups like the American
Enterprise Institute and the National Association of
Manufacturers).” '

Again, the fruits of a “lesser evil” in office were a sharp

- shift to the right in the public discussion of social sécurity.
Practically no one demanded that the federal government
raise taxes on employers to guarantee all people over 65

an adequate, guaranteed public pension.

Securing “fast ‘track” negotiating authority for NAFTA in
1993 was only the most prominent plece of free market
legislation passed during the Clinton-Gore years. The
Telecommunications Act of 1996, actively promoted in -
Congress by Vice President Al Gore, eliminated most of
the regulations on corporate investment in media and
telecommunications.

The result was the frenzy of media and telecom mergers in
the fate 1990s, which has led to an enormous concentra-
tion of ownership. When Bush’s Federal Communications
Commission voted in 2003 to further deregulate corporate
investment, they were only trying to complete what -
Clinton and Gore had begun,

The Clinton-Gore administration’s policies brought even
greater benefits to the corporate elite than the Reagan and
Bush (the elder) regimes. According to the economist. -
Robert Poltin:

It was under Clinton that the distribution of wealth became
more skewed than it had at any time in the previous forty
years. Inside the U.S. under Clinton the ratio of wages for -
the average worker to the pay of the average CEO rose
from {13 to { in {991 to 449 to | when he quit. In the
world, exclusive of China, between 980 and 1988 and con-
sidering the difference between the richest and poorest 10
percent of humanity, inequality grew by 19 percent; by 77
percent, if you take the richest and poorest | per cent.

Under the full eight years of Clinton’s presidency, even with
the bubble ratcheting up both business investment and con-
sumption by the rich, average real wages remained at a level
[0 percent below that of the Nixon-Ford peak period, even
though productivity in the economy was 50 percent higher

under Clinton than undér Nixon and Ford. The poverty rate

through Clinton’s term was only slightly better than the

Reagan-Bush years. (The Contours of Descent: U.S.
Economic Fractures and the Landscape of Global
Austerity, as cited in A. Cockburn, “Clintontime: Was It
Really a Golden Age?” Counterpunch, November 14/23,
2003; www.counterpunch.org/cockburn | 1 142003.htm) -

Clinton’s first Labor Secretary, Robert Reich; summeéd up- .
both the pro-corporate record of the Clinton-Gore yeéars ~
and the pernicious logic of “lesser evilism™ in 2000 {"“Why
Business Should Love Gore,” American Prospect On Line,

http:/ fwww.prospect.orglprint/VI 111 7 fréich-rhtmi): .

Ne administration in modern history has been as good for
American business as has the Clinton-Gore team; none has -
been as solicitous of the concerns of business leaders, geher—
ated as much profit for business, presided over as buoyant a
stock market or as huge a run-up in“éxecutive: pay.... The
Clinton-Gore administration delivered onpolicies that =~
* Republicans fuiled to achieve — fiscal austerity, free trade,
and a smaller government — and Al Gore was in the Iead
This confirms a pattern to American po!mcs Once in office,
recent Democratic presidents in ani era’of business domi-
nance have had an easier time moving tight rather than left
from where they campaigned since therr Democrat:c base ’
has no one else to turn to. o S

OF “LESSER EVILISM,” THE
FORCES OF REFORM

REMAIN PRISONERS OF
THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY.

' Corporate capital rewarded the Democrats’ willing embrace

of neoliberalism during the 2000 election. Before the
1960s, the Democrats were financed by and represented
an alliance of Southern landowners and bankers, non- -
WASP (particularly Jewish and Catholic) capitalists, and
urban realtors and developers. The Repubiacans received
support from the vast majority of large corporate cap:tal-
ists. In the [960s, Southern capitalists abandoned the
Democrats for the GOP.

Beginning in the {980s, however, the U.S. capitalist class as a
whole financed and supported both the Democrats and the'
Republicans. In 2000, the Republican still received the
majority of capitalist funding (through corporate Political
Action Committees and from wealthy individuals), but the™
Democrits received an unprecedented 40% of all capltalist
campaign contributions.

COMMITTED TD THE STRATEGY




These contributions came mostly from the legal, computer
equipment and services, business services and media

i corporations; while oil and gas, general manufacturing,
pharmaceutical corporations, electric utilities and generaE
contractors still gave nearly two-thirds of their funds to -
Republicans. Nonetheless, traditionally Republican corpo-
rations in sectrities, health care and telecommunications
gave over ‘ forty percent of their contributions to

Democrats; and capitalists in insurance, air transport, retall '

sales and commercial banking gave over one-third of their
contributions to Democrats. (Center for Responsive | Politics,
WWW. opensecrets org!ZOOelect/storysofar)

IRAQ WAS SUBJECTED TO
- ALMOST CONTINUOUS
BOMBING DURING THE
CLINTDN-_-‘GDRE YEARS.

Desplte the Democrats enthusiastic embrace of capital’s
- political program and their marginalization of “special |
© interests,” the offi cral Jeadership of the fabor movement
. .the established cwul r:ghts and women’s organizations,
and other fiberal organlzatlons continued to give tens of
_miillions of dollars to Democratic campaigns through the
1990s.. Committed to the strategy of “lesser evilism,” the
forces of reform remain prisoners of the Democrauc Party

tn. the realm of civil liberties and the rights of |mmlgrants,
the “New Derocratic” Clinton administration again
opened the door wide to Bush's current offensive against -

democratic rights. Many of us are rightly concerned about '
the USA PATRIOT Act’s threat to our personal and political

freedom. We should be aware, however, that the vast
majority of the thousands of detentions without trial,
hearings of access to lawyers that have occurred since .
September’ 11,2001 were done under the statutory
authorlty of two Clinton admmtstratlon—sponsored laws
passed in 1996: the Immigration Reform and Control Act
and the Anti-"i'error;sm and Effectwe Death Penalty Act.

Many today‘argue that despite the bipartisan consensus on

neoliberal econamic policy, the Democrats and Republicans
pursue very different foreign policies. Many believe that a
Democrat in the White House would reject the Bush
doctrine of preemptive war and aggressive unilateral
military intervention.

in brief, the argument goes, although both parties support
USS. corporate imperialism, the Democratic “globalists”

generally embrace multilateral military action in collabora-
tion with other imperialist powers (Japan and Western
Europe) while Republican “hegemonists” are attempting to
impose U.S. dominance through unllatera! mllitary act;ons )
like the’ conquest of Iraq

.

The reallty again is much more complex While never risk--
ing budget deficits to finance a sharp rise in military spend-
ing, the Clinton regime slowly but surely increased the mili-
tary budget over its eight years in office. By 2000, the U.S.
military budget was apprommately 85% of its size at the
height of the Cold War. 7

The Clinton administration was not shy about using this -
military might. Even before the 1999 war against Serbia,
Clinton sent U.S. troops into combat more than twice as '
many times as Reagan and Bush 1 combined. Bush II's
“obsession” with Iraq had roots in the previous

'Democratic administration. Indeed, George W, Bush’s '

monstrous criminal war would have ‘béen inconceivable if
Cllnt:oanore hadnt prepared 'qhe yvay. ‘

- iraq was subjected to almost. contmuous bombing during”
-~ the Clirton-Gore years. Democratic ‘candidates in 2004
. may‘attack Bush on lraq, but their alternatives were and

are unacceptable. Before the war, most of the Democrats
supported continued sanctions, which were responsible for
huncireds of thousands of iraqr deaths over the last decade,

" of Iraq, rather than a“umiateral" us. ‘action.

‘\i
:

Today, except for Sharpton and Kucinich, the Democratic

- candidates are not advocating an end-to the US. oceupa-.’

tion — “now that we're there, we have to succeed.” At
most they favor the UN's administfation of the military.
occupation. L
The Clinton-Gore admmistrations own brand of miliary
adventurism was often opposed ~not by Congressional

- Democrats, but by then Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
" Colin Powell. The “Powell Doctrme “attempted to limit

direct U.S. foreign military mterventsons to situations
where “vital U.S. interests” were at stake and where the
military victory and domestic’ support were guarant_eed .

According to Powell’s memoirs, Madellne Albrlght, C!mton s
Secretary of State and later UN Ambassador asked Powell
“What's the point of having this superb m:htary that you've
always been talking about if we can't use it?” Powell claims
that he almost had an aneurysm he was so upset. (C;ted in
“Newsmakers: Madeleine Korbe! Albright,” ABC News.Com,
hitp:/iwwiw.abcnews.go.com/referencelbios/albright html)




Clinton’s foreign policy also prefigured Bush's unilateralism.
While the Clinton-Gore regime preferred to garner multi-

- lateral imperialist support (through either NATO or the

UN) for US. military interventions abroad, it did not
renounce unilateral action, During a UN Security. Councﬂ
discussion of [raq in 1994, Albright announced “We will act
multilaterally when we can, unilaterally when we must”

Thé Clinton administration bypassed the UN Security
Council and |mposed its version of “regime change”

through milicary mtervenuon in-Iragi Kurdistan, Kosova and
Serbia. Clinton's sanctions on Iraq, which killed thousands _

of children, and Clinton’s missile destroyed a Sudanese
aspirin factory — claimed, falsely, to be producing weapons
of mass destruction. : -

Wmtmg from Europe durmg Clintons 1999 bomblng of
Serbia, the late Daniel, Slnger recogmzed in Clinton’s

“humanitarian lnterventson .many of the develoPments the

anti-war movement I"IOW faces

Whatever the ongms of the conﬂact, for weeks now the mam'
issue has been the shape of the new World Order, the posi- .

ton of the Umted States as, the undisputed mtemaaonaf

gendarme, entitled. to gct as prosecutor, judge and executwn- '

er. What was and is at stake is the mstttuﬂcnahzatzon of
‘ American hegemony in the new era following that of the .
Cold War...for Europe o beg,m ‘with, and then for the world .

at large. The full consequences of this American. victory have
still to be measured, but-some lessons can dlready be drawn

from bitter experience. [“Agatnst the Holy Alliance,”

Against the Current #81 {july/August 1999) http llsoiadanty.« :

ige. orgfatcfS | NatoSmger heml]

To |tlustrat_e the point, c.qn_sgc!{e'r_the author of this:

What we need isn't the death of internationalism or the

denial of our stark national interest. What [ want to talk
about today is a more en!fghtened nationalism that under—

" stands the value of mtematrona! institutions but supports
the use of mmtary force —_ wrthout apo!ogy or hesitation — .
when we must. An enhghtened nationalism that does not

_allow us to be so bfmded by our overwhelming military
power that we fail to seg ‘t{re benef it indeed the need, of
working with others. To begin moving this nation in the right
direction | believe we need to embrace a foreign policy of
enlightened nationalism. k Ftrst, we need to correct the imbal-
ance between projecting power and staying power. '
America’s military is secorid to none.- It must and will
remain second to none.. -

i

Richard Perle? Paul Woifowu:z’ Donald Rumsfeld? Nope:
DLC mainstay Senator joe Biden, September 7,2003,

No matter how far to the right Clinton and the Democrats. -

. move, the advocates of “the lesser evil” — the labor offi-

cialdom, the leadership of the established civil rights,
women's, Queers and environmental orgamzatlcns — have :
refused to break with the Democrats.

Campaigns independent of Democratic and Repubhcan -
corporate politics appear as unreahstlc to these forces ---_‘ )
even if these campaigns articulate the demands of the vast -
ma|or1ty of working peop(e

The probiem is that the strategy of “the lesser evil” hasnt 3
worked, and less than ever will it work today. The !oyalty _
of labor; racial minorities, women, LGBT people and other. -
progressives — expressed in massive campaign coﬂtribu—*’ :'
tions and large numbers of votes — comes at 3 very low. -
cost for the “New Democrats,” who know perfectiy well

that no matter how far to the right they move, thekadv_qw i

" cates of “the lesser evil” remain their captives. Accordingly

the Democratic leadership continues to move right —

* opening the way for an ever more right-wing Republicans.

During this long era of political stagnation - — éséentialiy o
since the defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment and the

- mid-"70s effort for fabor law reform — the lnstltutlonal o
. leaderships of the AFL-CIO and oppressed groups have

sparked few if any important political initiatives. The

- demand for reparations for African-American slavery is a
- partial exception, but it has been embraced only by the.

most progressive fringes of the leadership,

For the most part, efforts to defend past gains have
foundered on multimillion dollar lobbying efforts, while ,‘
“hold your nose and vote” campaigns have not brought in |

- large numbers of new activists to reform struggles.

The most important force opening space for radical politics -
in the past decade, until the recent development of mass




" antiwar mobilizations, has been the global justice move-
ment. The ability of this movement to mobtltze hundreds
of thousands in the struggle for * ‘anather world is possible”
is rooted, to a large extent, in its political independence
from both corporate capitalist parties. '

Building mass, direct streét actions against the WTO,World
Bank, and other organs of the transnationals in Seattle,

Washington and Montreal, the global justice movement cre-
' ated vital space for the 2000 MNader campaign.

For the ﬁrst time in more than half a century, a candldate
independent of the capitalist parties won significant support
for a left populist platform, denouncing corporate domi-
nance of domestic and international politics, and defending
the organizations and struggles of working and oppressed
people. Winning thee percent of the popular vote, despite
vicious attacks from the AFL-CIO leadership and other

Democratic Party liberals, the Nader campaign proved that -

there was a potential audience for radicat progressive
politics in the United States. ‘

Today, the antiwar movement that was able to mobilize
hundreds of thousands in ULS. cities against Bush’s invasion
of Iraq has the potential of pushing palitics significantly to
the left; However, much of that potential could well be
dissipated as the movement is again pulled into the
Democratic Party “lesser evil” in the 2004 election.

LGBT activists, for a generation, have used grassroots
organizing to change the character of the country. Through
teach-ins, creative direct ac\tion, and miltions of conversa-

Qalpﬁ Nader, the Creen Pafiy
Presidential candxdate in 2000

tions at work, school, family, and church, this movement has
altered the political landscape.  In ost sectors of the -
country, outright bigotry and dlscramlnatlon is much less
tolerated and acceptance of Queer folks has never been
more mainstream.

While repressxon and discrimination remain serious, the

recent Supreme Court decision strlkmg down sodoriy

faws illustrates our point: Movements can remodel the
country and lay the groundwork for’ continued struggle —
no matter who holds positions ‘of'dfﬁciat' power. '

If lesger-evil electoralism narrows the breadth and depth
of organizing, what is the practical dlternative in 2004 We
believe that continuing to mobilize against the U.S. '
occupation of Iraq, forming alhances with the global
justice movement, workers’ strugglmg against the ‘corpo-
rate offensive — and an |ndependent g!obat peace ‘and jus-
tice presidential campalgn —are the key efements of the '
aiternative. : B
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HOW TO

WASTE YOUR

During the 2000 presudentlal race ‘there were often heéated
exchanges between supporters of Nader’s Green Party =
ticket and those who said that to vote for Nader was to
“waste your vote.” A ‘

The outcome of the 2000 elections is instructive. Gore
won the election handily, in the oid-fashioned sense of get-
ting the most votes, He beat Bush by better than 600,000
votes — votes that were counted — and thereby hangs a
tale (and a chad). o




Due to the reactionary nature of the U.S. elec-
toral system, it was necessary for Gore to win
not the popular vote, which he had, but rather .
the Electoral College vote. Which he also would
have, had the election not been ﬂagrantiy stolen in
Florida.

Most of us are all too aware of the drama of the refusal to

count thousands of paper ballots, effectively disenfranchis-

ing tens of thousands of voters in Florida counties with
heavy African-American populatrons This is not counting
the huge numbers of Black voters who disappeared from
the rolls, or were stopped at police roadblocks ordered on
Election Day by Governor jeb Bush.-

Finally, despite all ev:dence that Gore had won a clear _
majority of the votes in Fiorida — as he had across the

country — the U.S, Su;:reme Court appointed George W, . '

Bush as the President of the United States, ending three
months of suspense and political mstablizty

Al Gore personally presided over that session of Congress
as president of the Senate. Gore personally ruled out of
order repeated attempts, mostly by Black members of the
House of Representatwes, to challenge the Florida efectoral
vote. Not a single memberfof the Senate — not one — °
was wullmg to join the members ‘of the Black caucus in reg-
istering at least a symbohc protest against this fraud.

It wasn't the small minority that Voted for: Nader that

“wasted” their vote. There is no bigger waste of your vote
than to give it to someone who won’t defend your right to
have your vote counted.”

As the Florida election fraud ynfolded Al Gore had a clear'
choice: he couid either-explain-what was happening and call
on working people, and especially the Black community, to
demand an honest count, or he couEd go through the
motions of limited recounts in Dade and a couple of other
counties,

Gore chose to be loyal to the corporate ruling elite in the -

hope that they would reward him by saying all votes
should be counted, and thus allowing him to occupy the
office he had won. The alternative was to encourage
mobilizations against the fraud. There is no evidence Gore
ever considered this option.

onTerrorism.” But as soon as signifi-

Impact of Mass}:
Mobilizalions

in the climate of fear and intimidation
the rulers whipped up in the wake of -
September |1, we were told the B
entire country was solidly united -
behind the Bush adminiﬁtr'ation’s."‘WarL

cant mobilizations against the project-
ed Iraq war started, millions of people
lost their fear because they realized -
the media was lying, they were not
alone, and so protests took place all

THE GREEN PARTY'IS
GROWING BECAUSE IT
FIGHTS AGAINST CORPORATE
"~ RULE, IN SUPPORT OF
LABOR, ANTIWAR,

& GLOBAL JUSTICE,

over the country. In some places, demo‘nstrations were
bigger than any held during the movement agamst the war .
in Vietnam, :
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People could see with their own eyes, and from the . .
reactions of their friends, neighbors and coworkers, that
the media claims of overwhelming support for Bush’s
projected war were lies.

Undercover attempts by Texas-based Republican radio
monopoly Clear Channel Communications to manipulate
people into supporting an invasion of Iraq by staging.
“Support our Troops” rallies in the name of individual DIs
fell flat on their face, despite extensive publicity from their |
own radio stations, Fox News, CNN and other corporate
outlets. ‘

What's more, the effort fueled a backlash. These corporate
interests received a kick in the face when they tried to ram




through the FCC rule changes to allow them o further extend
their controlof radio and television broadeasting.

There was a tremendous
outpouring of opposition,
provolted to a large
degree by anger over the
corporate media acting as
the mouthpiece of the
Bush Administration.
Opposition was so great
that both Republican-
controlled houses of
Congress and the
Republican-controlled
judiciary moved to placate
the opposition by cancel-
ing the rules changes,

As these examples show,
our real power lies our
own independent mobiliza-
tion and organization.. .
Activists in the labor and
social movements looking
to use the electoral arena
to promote our politics
must never lose sight of this
reality. The election campaigns we need are ones that seek to
promote our real strength, which is outside the two-party-
monopoly electoral arena.

Ralph Nader’s Green campaign in 2000 shows that there is -
today in the United States a mass audience willing to consider
breaking with the two parties of the rich to support a party
that will challenge corporate rule. The 2003 California guber-
natorial campaign, where Green Latino candidate Peter Miguel

Camejo got more than 5% of the vote, is further confirmation.

As a result of that showing, California news media were
compelled to treat Camejo as a major candidate in the special
2003 recall elections, routinely including him in polls and
debates and covering his campaign events, thus helping him
reach millions more.

The California Experience

Camejo’s campaigns addressed the big issues in that state as
well as national and international questions. He called for
reversing the trend towards a regressive tax structure by pro-
posing raising taxes on the richest Californians to close the
budget deficit. He championed the cause of Latinos, Blacks and
other “minorities” who make up the majority of the state, and
especially of undocumented immigrants:

Camejo denounced the marijuana prohibition that is used to

persecute young Blacks and Latinos under the rubric of a “war

on drugs.” He has demand-
ed the United States get
out of Iraq'now, and used
his campaign to promote
antiwar protests.

Socialists and radicals of
various stripes have
debated specific positions
Camejo did or didn't take.
What matters is that his
campaigns — like Nader’s
in 2000 — point to real
alternative politics for
Latinos, African-Americans
and all working people.
These campaijgns break
with the corporate two-
party system and offef an
electoral alternative. .

The Green Party is grow--
ing precisely because it is
2 party that fights against
the corporate rule and in
support of the labor, anti-
_ war, global justice and other
social movements. ks potential mass impact was shown by
Mate Gonzalez’s San Francisco mayoral campaign ~- which
forced the Democrat into a hard-fought December {0 runoff,
and took 47% of the vote despite being outspent ten to one.

The Greens have not asked activists to give up organizing mass,
militant actions against the corporate rulers — as have every -
“progressive” Democrat since Eugene McCarthy in_‘l968. in

12000, Nader and the Greens campaigned as the candidate and .

party of the global justice movement — showing videos of the
Seattle demonstrations against the WTO at all the “Super Railies!

In 2004 we need an independent peace and justice ﬁresidehtial
campaign that presents itself as the eléctoral voice of the anti-

‘war, global justice and social movements. We in Solidarity will

work together with other socialists, Greens, radicals and

activists to help organize such a campaign,




