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stop U.S. War Drive Against Iran!
By David Frankel

The United States is closer to war today
than at any time since the end of its
military intervention in Vietnam.
Using as a pretext the U.S.-provoked

seizure of the U.S. embassy and sixty-two
American hostages in Tehran, President
Carter has carried out a steadily escalat
ing series of measures that have already
reached the level of economic warfare. And

there is no indication that the escalation is

over.

Carter's steps so far have included:
• A ban on demonstrations by Iranian

students. The blanket refusal to issue

federal permits for such demonstrations in
Washington, B.C., goes far beyond any of
the repressive measures attempted even at
the height of the war in Vietnam.
• An order, issued November 10, requir

ing all Iranian students in the United
States to report to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service for possible depor
tation. Hundreds of Iranians have already
been ordered to leave the country.
Even U.S. government lawyers ques

tioned the constitutionality of this racist
roundup, which singles out Iranians solely
on the basis of their nationality. Such a
step, reminiscent of the internment of

Japanese-Americans during World War II,
has never before been carried out in peace
time.

• On November 12, Carter ordered a
halt to all oil imports from Iran, indicating
at the same time that he would welcome

similar moves by U.S. allies.
Also on November 12, troops from the

Pentagon's Rapid Deployment Force car
ried out "readiness maneuvers" at Fort

Hood, Texas.

• A more direct threat was announced

November 13 when a fleet of nineteen U.S.

and British warships, led by the U.S.
aircraft carrier Midway, began maneuvers
in the Arabian Sea, just south of Iran.
• And on November 14, Carter an

nounced the biggest step yet in his drive
toward war with the freezing of all Iranian
government assets in U.S.-owned banks—
both within the United States and interna

tionally. Iranian officials put the amount
of assets affected at about $12 billion. U.S.

estimates were about half that, but kept
being revised upwards.

Despite denials by Washington, the ef
fect of the freeze was to give it a strangle
hold on Iran's foreign trade.

Television news programs announcing
the freeze on Iranian assets showed film

clips of the Japanese attack on Pearl

Harbor to illustrate the precedents for
Carter's action. The message to the Ameri
can people was to he prepared for war.

Accompanying Carter's moves toward
war has been a flood of articles and

commentary in the capitalist media in
tended to sucker the American people into
going along. Anti-Iranian demonstrations
have been given extensive space in the
papers and on television, while protests
called by American emtiwar and antiracist
activists have been largely ignored.

The impression conveyed by the mass
media, however, does not represent the real
mood of the American workers.

Prowar demonstrations have been orga
nized mainly by right-wing groups such as
the Jewish Defense League and Young
Americans for Freedom. They have gener
ally been tiny.
At Louisiana State University, an anti-

Iranian rally drew twenty-four partici
pants. At the University of Utah, in Salt
Lake City, twenty-five to thirty demonstra
tors carried placards and burned an effigy
of Khomeini, while about 500 students
watched. That protest was sponsored by
the school's political science department.

Fifty right-wingers turned out at Brook
lyn College in New York November 14, to
be met by other students chanting "Down
With the Shah."

Two other anti-Iranian demonstrations

in downtown New York drew turnouts of

six and thirty. United Press International
reported a demonstration of 200 in Dallas
November 16, noting that "organizers had
hoped for as many as 10,000 marchers."
With the exception of one action at

Southeastern Oklahoma State University,
where UPI claimed 2,000 sang patriotic
songs, there has not been a single right-
wing demonstration anywhere in the Uni
ted States larger than the October 14
action welcoming Fidel Castro to the Uni
ted Nations.

Although some trade-union bureaucrats
have lined up behind Carter, those who
have gone out of their way to express
support have been the exception. An indi
cation of the mood was the fact that

George Meany, the outgoing head of the
13.6-million-member AFL-CIO and an out

spoken supporter of the war in Vietnam up
until the very end, barely mentioned Iran
in his speech at the labor federation's
convention November 15.
American workers are opposed to a new

Vietnam-style war. In the midst of the
crisis, polls show a clear majority opposed

to armed intervention. As the days go by
there is growing sentiment for returning
the shah in order to secure the release of

the hostages and avoid a war.
Both demonstrators in Tehran and the

Iranian government have appealed to the
American people, and their appeals are
having an effect.
In the most dramatic example yet of this

consciousness of the need to reach out to

the American people, Khomeini declared
that women and Blacks among the hos
tages would he released. He pointed in
particular to the "pressure and tyranny"
suffered by Blacks in the United States.

Earlier, in an appeal for the return of the
shah, Iran's chief of foreign policy, Abu al-
Hassan Bani-Sadr, charged that "in a
country . . . which claims to be a demo
cracy, censorship is preventing the people
of the United States from knowing the
truth."

Bani-Sadr asked, "does the United
States Government not feel guilty for
having appealed to the support of an entire
people to protect an international crimi
nal by resorting to false propaganda? . . .
Do not the honor of the United States and

the self-respect of its people lie in defend
ing the rights of oppressed humanity?"
Replying to claims that there is no legal

basis for returning the shah to Iran to
stand trial, Bani-Sadr said: "Without
speaking of the Nuremberg Tribunal, are
there not tens of cases of extradition of

persons who have committed crimes, par
ticularly those whose return is called for
by entire peoples?"
Bani-Sadr also suggested the possibility

of a public tribunal to investigate the
shah's crimes.

Despite the false impression of unanim
ity among the American people that the
capitalist media is attempting to convey, it
felt compelled to respond.
As the editors of the Wall Street Journal

noted November 14, "within the U.S. voi
ces are already being raised suggesting
that the shah is after all some kind of

tyrant and thief, not worth the safety of 60
Americans."

With typical hypocrisy, the Journal in
sisted that "this nation lives by the rule of
law," even as Carter was illegally banning
demonstrations, deporting students, and
fireezing Iranian assets.
As Dr. Sadegh Ghotbzadeh, a member of

the Iranian government, pointed out. Car
ter's actions showed "that laws are made

only for the interests of the United States
and it breaks them when it feels that it will

be hurt."

Turning to the idea of a tribunal, the
Journal expressed its real worries:

"And make no mistake, if we negotiate
some kind of compromise invoking some
international tribunal, we would be giving
our assent to a propaganda forum against
the United States. It would he tantamount

to putting U.S. governments of the last 26

years in the dock with the shah. . . ."
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Moreover, the sages of Wall Street con
tinued, "think a bit how the example must
look to the Saudi royal family and how the
shah's further humiliation would affect its

opinion of the U.S. and its willingness to
find some accord with anti-American for

ces."

From the point of view of the Wall Street
Journal and the Carter administration, the
lives of sixty hostages are small change
when measured against such considera
tions.

Although Carter originally tried to give
the impression of being willing to nego
tiate with the Iranians, as soon as Bani-
Sadr made some specific proposals, he
refused to discuss them. As one White

House official said, "We are determined
not to let them divert attention from the

central issue, which is the release of the
hostages."
If that were really Carter's central con

cern, it could be achieved immediately by
the extradition of the shah.

But Washington is determined to keep
the pot boiling. The U.S. ruling class fears
that the revolution in Iran may go beyond
the hmits of the capitalist system and
spread to other countries in the Mideast. It
needs a pretext for military intervention.

Millions of workers, soldiers, students,
and urban poor have been demonstrating
in Tehran and other Iranian cities against
U.S. imperialism and demanding the re
turn of the shah. They are the living exam
ple of what the capitalist rulers fear will
happen in other Mideastern countries.
Part of the hysterical tone in the mass

media is due not just to the deepening of
the revolution in Iran, but also to the
broader advances registered by the world
revolution.

From the downfall of the Pol Pot regime
in Kampuchea, to the overthrow of the
Somoza dictatorship in Nicaragua, the
advances of the Black liberation struggle
in southern Africa, and the successful
uprising against the Gairy regime in
Grenada—the imperialists are beset by the
nightmare of a world in rebellion.
American workers are opposed to any

more wars like the one in Vietnam. But if

Carter and his superiors on Wall Street
were to have their way, workers would
soon be fighting and dying once again for
the protection of U.S. corporate profits.
Whether Carter succeeds will be deter

mined largely by the political struggle
within the United States. Socialists there

are already countering the war drive
through public meetings, picket lines, elec
tion campaigns, and discussions with co-
workers in the mines, mills, and plants. At
the same time, the greater the mobilization
of the masses in Iran, the harder will it be
for Washington to move ageunst them.

It is in the interests of the workers and

peasants of the entire world to uncondi
tionally support the Iranian people in their
struggle with U.S. imperialism. That is the
task of the day. □
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Revolution Deepens In Face of U.S. Threats

Million March in Tehran, Other Cities, for Return of Shah

By Will Reissner

A powerful new wave of mass mobiliza
tions has swept Iran in the wake of the
U.S. refusal to return the shah to stand

trial for his crimes. These mobilizations

have grown and deepened in reaction to
U.S. government moves to cut off oil
purchases and freeze Iranian assets in
U.S. banks.

On November 16, hundreds of thou
sands, perhaps as many as a million
persons took part in a gigantic solidarity
demonstration in front of the U.S. em

bassy in Tehran, which has been occupied
by students demanding the extradition of
the shah since November 4. The students

are holding Americans and other foreign
ers who were in the embassy when it was
seized.

The embassy occupation came in re
sponse to Washington's provocation of
allowing the shah onto U.S. soil. It has
become a symbol of the Iranian people's
determination to free themselves from

imperialist domination.
While the U.S. media deliberately down

played the size of the November 16 demon
stration, with ABC News giving the high
est figure of 100,000, eyewitness observers
in Tehran reported by telephone that the
demonstration was actually on the order of
a million participants.
Mass demonstrations dememding the

return of the shah have also taken place in
Tabriz, Shiraz, and Rasht.
Delegations of workers from Tehran and

other cities have been appearing daily at
the embassy to show their support for the
occupation. On November 16, for example,
Tehran taxi drivers, all with their head-
Ughts lit, came to the embassy in a large
motorcade. The following day delegations
of oil workers from the south, appeared
wearing their hard hats, chanting "Give
us the shah! Down with U.S. imperialism!"
In addition, contingents of teachers, air

force cadets, university and high school
students, soldiers, and women have also
participated in the demonstrations in front
of the embassy.

Particularly significant were the demon
strations held in Kurdistan. In recent

months the Kurds, a non-Persian people
who live in Northwestern Iran as well as
in Iraq, Syria, Turkey, and the Soviet
Union, had been subjected to a fierce
military campaign aimed at denying them
their fundamental right to control the
affairs of Kurdistan. The Kurds were able,
however, to beat back the Islamic Revolu
tionary Guards (Pasdaran) and have
forced government representatives to nego
tiate with them.

On November 14 a large demonstration
took place in the Kurdish city of Saqqez in
support of the embassy occupation and the
massive mobilization against U.S. impe
rialism that is sweeping Iran. Demonstra
tors in Saqqez burned U.S. and Israeli
flags and called for an end to all treaties
with the United States. In addition they
raised their own specific demands, includ
ing the withdrawal of all Pasdaran fi-om
Kurdistan, and for an end to censorship on
radio and television, which were giving a
distorted picture of their struggle. Similar
demonstrations have occurred in Mahabad

and other Kurdish cities.

The Kurdish demonstrations are likely
to deepen the growing opposition within
Iran's Persian population to suppression of
Kurdish rights. Reactionaries had slan
dered the Kurdish struggle as inspired by
the CIA and the Zionist opponents of the
Iranian revolution.

On November 17 Ayatollah Khomeini
went on Iranian television and acknowl
edged that the Kurdish people had been
wronged, as had other people in Iran, and
promised that major economic construc
tion would be carried out in impoverished
Kurdistan. He also reported that negotia
tions now going on with Kurdish leaders
are proceeding well.
The conciliatory tone of Khomeini's

statements is in marked contrast to pre
vious attacks against the Kurdish struggle.
Right after the television broadcast con
cluded, people in Mahabad streamed into
the streets in celebration.
The mobilization against imperialism

has opened a new situation in Iran as a
whole. The masses are sweeping over the
attempts to contain the revolutionary pro
cess that began with the struggle to over
throw the shah. Prime Minister Mehdi

Bazargan and his cabinet were forced to
resign on November 6 in the face of the
uproar following disclosure that Bazargan
and Foreign Minister Ibrahim Yazdi had
met with White House National Security
adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski in Algiers on
November 2.

In this new situation of a deepening of
the Iranian revolution there has been a
growth in independent workers mobiliza
tions, not only around support for the
demand that the shah be returned to Iran

to stand trial, but also around immediate
demands of workers in the factories. Sho-

ras (workers councils) have been set up in
a number of plants and have begun to
organize these struggles.
Many factories have been laying off

workers because the imperialist blockade

has resulted in a scarcity of raw materials.
In some cases, however, workers have been
able to fight these layoffs through the
shoras.

In a Tehran clothing factory, for exam
ple, management announced layoffs due to
a lack of cloth. The shora, however, called
for the workers to share the available

work, each working half a day, with no cut
in pay.
In Isfahan, a factory owner announced

that since the workers were engaging in
the national fast in solidarity with the
embassy occupation, they should work
straight through their normal lunch break.
The shora at the factory objected, and
proposed that the lunch break instead be
devoted to political discussion. Members of
the Iranian Socialist Workers Party (HKS)
in the factory raised the demand that the
money the factory is saving by having its
cafeteria closed should be given to the
shora.

There have also been demonstrations of

the unemployed in Tehran and Rahst.
In recent weeks many of the leftist

newspapers and magazines that had pre
viously been banned have again been
given permission to publish. Left-wing
political organizations are again able to
function above ground.
Among the journals that have been

given permission to reappear is Kargar
(Worker), the newspaper of the HKS. The
first issue of Kargar after the ban was
lifted appeared on November 17.
There is also growing sentiment for the

Iran Dally Features
SWP Support
Statement

The front page of the November 17
Tehran daily Baamdad published the
compiete text of a telegram in solidarity
with the Iranian struggie issued by An
drew Puiiey, the Socialist Workers Party
candidate for president of the United
States.

in the teiegram Puiiey saluted the
struggle of the Iranian people to extra
dite the shah from the U.S., and vowed to

fight any attempt by the U.S. to intervene
in Iran.

The compiete text of the telegram can
be found in the November 19 Interconti

nental Press/Inprecor.
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release of all the anti-imperialist antishah
activists who were arrested in the previous
period. Among them are fourteen HKS
members who have been held in jail since
June.

In fact, the HKS prisoners sent a tele
gram to IQiomeini and to Abu al-Hassan
Bani-Sadr, the new foreign minister, ex
pressing their solidarity with the anti-
imperialist struggle and pledging to defend
the Iranian revolution against U.S. impe
rialist attacks. They requested that they
and all the other antishah fighters still in
jail be freed so they can join in the strug
gle.
On November 17 the HKS sent a letter to

the Islamic Revolutionary Council pledg
ing their support in the struggle against
U.S. imperialism. The letter called atten
tion to the grave danger to the Iranian
revolution posed by the imperialist mil
itary, economic, and political pressure
against Iran.
The HKS pointed to the role the Ameri

can people had played in opposing U.S.

imperialist intervention in Vietnam and
called on the Council to publish all the
secret documents showing U.S. complicity
with the shah's regime in order to counter
imperialist propaganda against the Iran
ian revolution.

The HKS also cited Khomeini's No

vember 10 message to Pope John Paul H,
in which Khomeini asserted the willing
ness of the Iranian people to struggle
against U.S. imperialism.

As a concrete measure to prepare for this
struggle, the HKS proposed that the Is
lamic Revolutionary Council organize the
defense of the Iranian revolution by imme
diately arming the entire population and
providing it with military training. This
arming and training of the masses, the
HKS continued, could be immediately im
plemented through workers councils, pea
sants councils, soldiers councils, and stu
dents councils.

In an earlier statement, issued after the
embassy occupation, the HKS called for

breaking every link in the chain of impe
rialist bondage as the only way to safe
guard the revolution.

"Ending imperialist domination," the
HKS argued, "means nationalizing all big
industries and banks owned by the impe
rialists and putting them under workers
control. And the same policy should be
applied against the indigenous capitalists,
who have cooperated with the imperialists.
"Ending imperialist domination necessi

tates abolishing all military pacts, revok
ing all military purchase orders, institut
ing a planned economy that gives priority
to agriculture, health, education, housing,
and urban development, a planned econ
omy over which the imperialists have no
control."

The struggle for extradition of the shah,
which is now focused around the occupa
tion of the U.S. embassy, the HKS stated,
"reemphasizes our people's historic de
mand for real political smd economic inde
pendence fi:om world imperialism." □

Carter's War Threats Touch Off Intense Debate Across U.S.
By Suzanne Haig

For two weeks American workers have
been hit by a daily barrage of frenzied
anti-Iranian propaganda in the news me
dia. Government actions seem to be escal
ating toward the brink of war. Small
demonstrations organized by off-duty cops,
the Jewish Defense League, and other
right-wing forces are portrayed as mass,
spontaneous shows of outrage ageunst
Tran.

Deportations, denials of civil liberties,
and physical attacks on Iranians in this
country have been used to whip up an
atmosphere of hysteria to intimidate and
silence anyone with questions.

Has the attempt by the ruling class to
whip up majority sentiment for a war
against the Iranian revolution succeeded?
No. What has been whipped up is a huge
debate resulting in growing questioning of
U.S. foreign policy.

Biggest Topic of Discussion

Iran is the major topic of discussion in
plants, mills, mines, and other workplaces
around the country. What is clear is that
the antiwar sentiment, the distrust in the
government since Watergate, the anger at
the oil crisis, and the attacks on the
standard of living are too deep to be turned
around by the media campaign. The over
whelming majority of American workers
oppose a war with Iran and growing
numbers are coming to the conclusion that
there is justice in the Iranian people's
anger over the presence of the shah on
U.S. soil.

Socialist workers report that at first
many of their co-workers were confused by

the anti-Iran frenzy. But whenever some
one stood up and responded to reactionary
comments by pointing out the facts—
particularly on the shah's murderous re
cord and the U.S. war threat—many peo
ple were willing to listen and some
changed their minds on the spot. This was
especially true during the second week
after the embassy takeover, when the
threat of a U.S. military intervention and
war became clearer.

Right-wingers Take the Offensive

Initially, right-wingers were often the
ones doing the loudest talking. Others
were confused, and many of those who
disagree with Washington's war drive
were intimidated into silence.

Norton Sandier, who works at the huge
Sparrows Point steel mill in Baltimore,
Maryland, reports that some of those talk
ing against Iran are the same ones who
attack the Equal Rights Amendment and
the right of union members to ratify their
contract.

In the Jeep plant in Toledo, Ohio, in
censed foremen are the ones screaming
racist epithets.

In a Detroit steel plant one outspoken
older white worker began by saying, "We
ought to do something about those hos
tages. This isn't right."

A socialist co-worker pointed out that the
problem could be solved by sending the
shah back.

"But he's sick," said another worker.
The socialist responded that the shah

was a criminal, a mass murderer responsi
ble for the deaths of thousands of Iran-

A middle-aged worker backed off:
"That's true, the people must really hate
him." Others began to express agreement.

'I Don't Believe He's Sick'

On the Southern Pacific Railroad in Los
Angeles, this exchange took place among
several Black crew members. One said,
"Send him back. He's a mass murderer."

Another replied, "Well, you're right
about the shah, but he has cancer. I hate
to do it to him when he's sick."

"Everything that happens to the U.S.
they bring on themselves," the first
workers said. "The chickens are coming
home to roost.

"They take your money, your taxes, and
give it to the dictators.

"And now he's in New York laying
around. I don't believe the guy is sick. I
could lay around in bed all day too.
Couldn't you?"

Someone added, "Wouldn't you want
Hitler to stand trial for his crimes if he fled
the country."

The second worker was convinced.

Iron Range: One Volunteer for War

At the Eveleth Taconite mine on the
Minnesota Iron Range, one miner said,
"We should send the marines in and bomb
the hell out of Iran."

Someone asked, "Would you go?" Said
the miner—quickly, "Hell no, it would be
another Vietnam."

After the graveyard shift at a bar fre
quented by steelworkers in Phoenix, Ariz
ona, one worker asked out loud, "All those
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who think that we should go free those
hostages in Iran, raise your hands."

All did except Larry Thomas, a corres
pondent for the American Trotskyist news
paper the Militant.
Then Thomas asked, "All those who

want to volunteer to go over there and
fight, raise your hands." Only one worker
raised his hand.

Discussion in Cieveiand Steei Piant

Joanna Misnik reported on a typical
discussion at a steel fabricating plsmt in
Cleveland:

Some workers asked, "Why are we let
ting a little country like that pick on us, we
ought to go in there and blow them to
hell."

But once Vietnam was mentioned, me
mories were evoked and people backed off.
A discussion often began. Usually the
Vietnam veterans were the most conscious
because they know firsthand what it
means to go to war against a population
that does not want you there.
"Vietnam was wrong," began one such

exchange, "but we have to get our hos
tages back."
Misnik replied, "You'll end up in a war

like Vietnam."

"Well, no," was the reply, trying to deny
the implications. "We'll just end up getting
our hostages back."
"How are you going to go in there and

not have a war? The whole population will
be against you just like in Vietnam,"
Misnik explained.
A Black veteran clinched the argument:

"If we go over there the twelve- and
thirteen-year-old kids are going to have
guns and they're going to kill us. That's
how much they'll hate us."
Nobody said anything after that.

'You Want to Get Your Head

Blown Off for the Shah?'

At Southern Martinka Ohio Coal's

number one mine in Fairmont, West Virgi
nia, Tom Moriarty, who thinks the shah
should be sent back, had a discussion with
the section boss, a thirty-five-year old
Vietnam veteran, who came up to him and
asked his opinion on Iran. They argued
back and forth and the section boss and

Moriarty began to agree.
That day the press reported on Virginia

Senator Robert Byrd's comments after
several Iranian students had been beaten

up at a West Virginia college. He said he
understood the anger and would like to do
the same thing himself.
The next day a twenty-three-year old

roof-bolter came into the mine and said,
"Boy, did you see how those people got
beat up down there at Fairmont State the
other day? Wasn't that great."
The section boss let him have it. "You

dumb fuck, that's exactly what they want
you to think. Don't you know you're old
enough to get drafted? You idiot. You want
to get your head blown off for that guy?

That's exactly what they want you to
think. You have to think things out for
yourself."
The young man literally took a step

backward. "Well, I don't know," he said. "I
still thought it was good."
The section boss was relentless. "Why

did you think it was good?"
And the discussion continued.

Fear of Another Vietnam

The experiences, memories, and lessons
seared in workers' minds by Vietnam have
been brought alive by Iran. Workers are
quite aware that if war is waged, they will
be the ones to go. This is a major reason
for the seriousness and intensity of the
discussions across the country.
In the first week of the Iran crisis the

following talk could be heard at the Ford
assembly plant in Minneapolis: "Those
people have no right to demonstrate. Iran
ians should be rounded up and shot. The
shah is our friend.

"Dictator Khomeini and the Iranian

mob of religious fanatics can't tell us how
to run our affairs." And so on.

But as the week went by and the possi
bility of war loomed larger, some people
began to speak out against sending troops.
In the men's locker room, a half dozen

people discussed Iran and the possibility of
war.

"They didn't get me during Vietnam and
they're not going to get me this time," said
one.

"They didn't take people from the cam
puses but jerked people out of here right
and left and took them to die," said an
older worker.

Tm Not Going'

Someone told a young worker that he
and his nineteen-year-old girl friend would
be drafted. "Hell no, we won't go," was his
reply.
A relief man said, "I'll be the first target.

I'm nineteen. I'm young. I work. I won't
get a deferment [from the draft]."
Some people began to think that the

shah should be sent back, including a
thirty-four-year-old white worker at the
Ford plant who told Libby Moser:
"You know what they really want to do?

The government wants to start a war. In
the spring of '67, after I finished a year in
Vietnam, they sent me back to Detroit
during the ghetto riots, then the Six Day
War came along in the Mideast and I
thought that was the next place I was
going to go.
"What they really want to do is send

troops in there. I'll be damned if I let
anyone go over there and meddle in other
people's business."
Steve Warshell, from International Asso

ciation of Machinists Local 755, reported a
similar example in an all-white depart
ment at Rohr Industries in San Diego.
At first everyone talked about sending

the marines to Iran. During the middle of

the second week, however, a change oc
curred. Articles had begun to appear in the
papers about the shah's billions—which
didn't sit well with the workers. Also the

state of California began to discuss gas
rationing—that didn't sit well either.
Things turned around. Now there were

such comments as: "What's the real story
here."
One right-winger particularly angered

other workers when he started to defend

the shah. He became the butt of the retort,
"Down with the shah," from workers in
the department.

Vietnam Vets Remember the Real War

All twenty workers in the department
are Vietnam veterans. In the past the war
was talked of as "the good old days and
what we did at the bars in Vietnam." But
now a completely different memory of that
war has been awakened.

At lunch one man who had previously
defended the war told people for the first
time that he had been part of a squad
defending movie actors. His battalion had
protected the actors in the prowar film
Green Berets. He said many soldiers were
wounded and toward the end some wanted

these actors to "get bullets through their
heads."

"It was the most worthless goddamn
thing I have ever done in my life," he told
his co-workers.

Some workers from the beginning have
spoken up against the government lies.
Many are suspicious of the government's
motives and of the oil companies.
A General Electric worker in Lynn,

Massachusetts, said, "Some prince getting
shot in Europe didn't start World War 1.
What's going on over there is a lot deeper
than meets the eye. I think Carter wants a
war."

A Lebanese worker in the Toledo Jeep
plant couldn't understand the war hyste
ria. "They're all CIA," he said of the
embassy hostages. "I thought everyone
knew that."

A Jamaican woman at the General

Motors Tarrytown plant was particularly
outspoken. "The shah should be strung up
because of the crimes he has committed.

Not sending him back gives the U.S. an
excuse to go into Iran."
At the River Rouge plant, a young Black

worker who reads the Militant told Mac

Warren: "I've been wondering why it is
that Carter won't just send that king back.
We send people from one state to another
in this country when they commit a crime.
Let him stand trial. If he isn't guilty, then
he doesn't have anything to worry about."

Then he added: "The thing that bothers
me is that Carter would have us go to war
over this dictator. Why should we have to
die over Carter's friend?"

Role of OH Companies Debated

The embargo on Iranian oil, the threat of
rationing, gasoline lines, and higher prices
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for gasoline and heating oil touched a raw
nerve for many workers.
At an International Longshoreman As

sociation hiring hall in New Orleans,
workers discussed the oil question. An
older Black argued that America deserves
oil and "we should just go into Iran and
get it."
Some others were more suspicious. "The

oil companies are ripping us off," was their
opinion.
Some were confused: "OPEC and the oil

companies are both rich and they're both
ripping us off."
At the Cleveland Steel fabricating plant

a white worker—particularly outspoken
against the Iranians in the early part of
the crisis—was very angry when talk of oil
shortages began to appear in the local
newspaper. He remembered that when the
shah was toppled, in February, the papers
said that there would be a critical shortage
of oil.

"How come they first tell us there would
be a shortage," he said, "and now these oil
companies are saying it won't matter if
Iran cuts the oil off? What's the deal?"

Later, another article appeared in the
local paper, talking about possible lines at
the gasoline stations.
"Wait a minute, wait a minute," he said.

"They said it wasn't going to matter."
A worker at Rohr Industries in San

Diego said, "I'm sick and tired of this [oil]
being used as an excuse to do something
else. They're using oil again to do some
thing that's against me. Jesus, I'm sick
and tired of this—I'm going to start to
walk."

A woman shop steward at Sparrows
Point in Baltimore said, "I'm not sending
my only son to war for the oil companies."

Impact of News About
Iranian Workers Struggles

Because Iranians are continually por
trayed as religious fanatics by the Ameri
can media, there is confusion about what
is actually occurring in Iran. But workers
in the United States react positively when
they leam the truth about the revolution
that is unfolding.
At the General Motors plant in Tarry-

town, Wells Todd showed a co-worker an
article in Intercontinental Press/Inprecor
on the GM workers in Iran who had pasted
up in their plant records on the managers'
salaries and the plant's profits, demanding
that profits be used for low-cost housing
for the workers.

He had not heard about this before. He

read it and showed it to another worker on

the assembly line. Later in the night he
came back and borrowed it again to show
to someone else. This article obviously
brought the events in Iran much closer to
home.

At the Norshipco shipyards in Norfolk,
Virginia, a Black former marine told
Sharon Grant how the U.S. role around the

world had become clear to him while in

Fourth International: U.S. Hands Off Iran!

[The World Congress of the Fourth
International, meeting in Belgium,
issued the following statement.]

The U.S. government is using its
economic power and threatening to use
its vast military arsenal to impose
imperialist interests in Iran.
In an arrogant response to the de

mands of the Iranian working masses
for the return of the shah and the

wealth he plundered, the U.S. rulers
have escalated their aggressive moves.

A fleet of US, British, Australian, and
New Zealand warships has been acti
vated in the Arabian Sea. American
troops have been placed on the alert in
the United States. Carter has ordered a

boycott of Iranian oil and has frozen
more than $6 billion in assets held by
the Iranian government in the United
States.

A chauvinist war hysteria is being
whipped up by the imperialist govern
ments and capitalist media around the
world to justify these moves. This cam
paign portrays the Iranian masses as
bloodthirsty, reactionary religious fa
natics. It blames the Iranian people,
especially the heroic oil workers, for the
energy crisis contrived by the imperial
ist oil monopolies.
Right-wing hooligan attacks on Iran

ian citizens in the United States are

being used to create the impression that
American workers want to go to war

Vietnam.

He was extremely interested when Grant
told him about what workers were doing in
the factories of Iran, particularly the oil
workers. He said that having seen Iran
ians depicted as an "ignorant mass" he
was unaware that the country had indus
trial workers who were organizing to fight
for their rights. He drew parallels between
Iran and the U.S.

"Here I am working forced overtime,
twelve-to-fifteen hours a day, and it makes
me angry. I feel like doing something
about it but I don't see how the union can

do it now.

"I guess if you know you are working
hard and making all this money for the oil
companies and not getting anything, then
I can see how you would want to make a
revolution."

Informal Poll at Auto Plant

In an informal poll on an assembly line
at the GM plant in Tarrytown, Betsey
Farley noted that of twenty people only
four thought the shah should remain in

against their Iranian brothers and sis
ters.

But neither the American working
class nor the workers and oppressed
masses around the world want an impe
rialist military intervention in Iran.
They know the Iranian people struck a
blow for freedom around the world

when they threw out the butcher shah
and his imperialist advisers.
Carter calls the Iranian people "ter

rorists." But the real terrorists in Iran

have been the imperialist powers who
armed the shah to the hilt, and the CIA
and Israeli agents and the SAVAK
agents they trained, who were responsi
ble for tens of thousands of deaths and

untold numbers of torture victims.

Today the Iranian masses are fight
ing to extend the revolution that ousted
the despotic regime of the shah, to win
full social and economic equality, and
to end imperialist interference. They
deserve the fullest solidarity from the
world working class.

The World Congress of the Fourth
International calls on all workers or

ganizations around the world to mobil
ize the broadest possible campaign of
action against Washington's military
threats in Iran.

Return the murderer shah to be tried
for his crimes!

Give back the wealth stolen from the
toiling masses of Iran!
US hands off Iran! Withdraw the

imperialist fleet from the Arabian Sea!

the United States. Even those who be
lieved the shah should stay qualified it.
One said, "I don't think the shah should
go back and get killed but this is a country
of millionaires and they're trying to get us
into a war because it's good for the millio
naires."

An indication of what can be expected as
workers discuss the release of Black and
women hostages occurred November 3
when the plant racist at Tarrytown en
tered a nearby breakfast place.
He was teased by a Black worker for

being "down in the dumps." The reason for
his depression: the New York Post head
lines on the decision to release the women

and Blacks held at the embassy.

The Black worker said, "The reason that
Khomeini freed them is because the Iran

ians know that the U.S. is such a racist

society that women and Blacks probably
have nothing to do with U.S. government
policy."
"This will help win women and Blacks

to the Iranian people," he concluded. □
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statement by Socialist Workers Party

Stop War Threat Against Iran—Send Shah Back!
[The following statement was issued

November 14 by Andrew Pulley and Ma-
tilde Zimmermann, Socialist Workers
Party candidates for president and vice-
president.]

The lives of sixty-two Americans in Iran
are being held hostage—by the Carter
administration, not by Iran.
The world is being pushed to the brink of

war—by the Carter administration, not by
Iran.

Carter knows there is a simple way to
end the crisis and save the hostages. Just
return the shah to Iran to stand trial. A

majority of the Americans being held at
the Tehran embassy, along with many of
their relatives, have requested precisely
this.

But Carter refuses. He proclaims as a
matter of "principle" the safeguarding of
this blood-soaked tyrant. The shah is a
mass murderer, a torturer, a despot who
stole billions of dollars by exploiting and
oppressing the Iranian people—a war
criminal to rival Hitler.

The American people have no stake in
protecting the shah, much less going to
war on his behalf. We should join with
millions of Iranians in demanding his
immediate extradition.

The consequences of any U.S. military
move against Iran could be catastrophic. It
would be met with mass resistance by the
Iranian people and could embroil this
country in another Vietnam-style war
right on the border of the Soviet Union.
The fact that Carter's real aims have

nothing to do with concern for the hos
tages is shown by his rejection of Iran's
November 13 offer to negotiate. The simple
proposal from the Iranian government is
for an international investigation into the
guilt of the shah and for the return to Iran
of the property he stole.

Instead of welcoming this initiative to
ward a possible settlement. Carter dis
patched Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to
the United Nations to head off a Security
Council discussion of the crisis!

Ignoring the opportunity to save lives,
Washington has stepped up its provoca
tions and preparations for war:
• On November 13, American and Brit

ish warships led by the aircraft carrier
Midway steamed into the Arabian Sea
south of Iran to begin maneuvers. The
ominous "exercises" include simulated air-

to-air combat, air-to-sea attacks, surveil
lance by patrol aircraft, and carrier land
ings.
• The day before, the Pentagon sud-

clenly mobilized 2,700 soldiers from its

Rapid Deployment Forces for "readiness
maneuvers" at Fort Hood, Texas.
• On November 14, Carter declared a

state of emergency and decreed a freeze on
all Iranian government assets in this coun
try in effect seizing some $12 billion of
Iranian property. To make sure we got the
point, TV stations showed film clips of
Pearl Harbor to illustrate the precedents
for Carter's action.

• Earlier, on November 10, Carter or
dered all Iranian students here to report to
the nearest Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service office for possible deportation.
• And on November 12, the White House

ordered a halt to all oil imports from Iran
and called on the American people to
"redouble efforts to curtail the use of

petroleum products."
This series of aggressive actions proves

beyond a doubt that saving the lives of the
hostages in Tehran is the last thing on
Carter's mind. They are mere pawns in
Washington's calculated drive to whip up
the American people for war.
The stakes in this campaign go far

beyond Iran. Ever since Vietnam, the U.S.
rulers have found their hands tied by the
antiwar sentiments of masses of Ameri

cans. We still have vivid memories of the

flag-draped coffins returning from Viet

nam, of the slaughter of hundreds of
thousands of Vietnamese, of the U.S. gov
ernment's lies to justify its aggression.
American working people want no more

Vietnams.

But the big-business government in
Washington knows that to turn back the
revolutionary upheavals that threaten
U.S. corporate interests—from Nicaragua
to Iran, from Africa to Indochina—it must
free its hands for direct U.S. military
intervention. The current crisis is its big
gest effort since Vietnam to legitimize the
use of U.S. military might and to arouse
public support for war.
Intimidation, racism, restriction of civil

liberties, and manipulation of the news
media are all weapons in Washington's
arsenal.

Racist hatred against Iranians—and by
implication against other dark-skinned
people as well—is whipped up by the news
media and Democratic and Republican
politicians. They virtually invite violent
attacks on Iranian students—and on

anyone else who opposes Washington's
war moves.

Anti-Iranian demonstrations are de

picted as spontaneous outpourings by ordi
nary Americans. In reality these are well-
orchestrated actions staged by small

Marine's Mother: 'Why Did They
Let the Shah in the Country Anyway?'
While U.S. government officials and

the capitalist press try to use the occupa
tion of the U.S. embassy in Tehran to
whip up a war fever, the reaction of
Laura Mae Reeder, whose son William

Quaries is a marine at the embassy, is
different.

In discussing the occupation with a
Washington Post reporter on November
8, Reeder asked "Why did they let the
shah in the country anyway? That's what

I want to know. In Mexico they have ail
kinds of cancer treatments. Why didn't
he stay there?"
Her son, like many Black youth, joined

the armed forces after finding that other
roads to a steady job were closed to him.
His mother noted that "this is a politi
cians' game. But they're playing a game
with other people's lives. The shah is one
man. Let them have him. There are 65

other lives at stake here. . . ."

"They say we need the oil," said
Reeder, who works in the print shop of
the Department of Energy in Washing

ton, "but we have plenty right here."
They just don't want to spend the money
to drill for it. . . ."

"This is a messed-up, mixed-up world,
and my son's right in the middle of it,"
Reeder continued. "He don't care about

no shah, and neither do I."

Mrs. Reeder repeated this sentiment on
November 15 when she spoke to a New
York Times reporter at a prayer service at

the National Cathedral attended by Pres
ident Carter and families of those at the

Tehran embassy.

At the service Reeder stated that "it

seems to me that if those people want
that Shah back so bad, well then let him

90."
The Times reporter, Frances X. Clines,

found that it was impossible to determine

the attitude of other families because a

State Department official threatened to

have a Secret Service agent restrain
reporters trying to talk to family
members as they left the cathedral. □
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groups of right-wingers—the same groups
that oppose unions and equal rights for
Blacks and women. The aim is to sow

confusion and intimidate into silence those

who don't want to go to war to save the
shah—that is, the majority of people in
this country.
By restricting the right of Iranian stu

dents to demonstrate, Washington is set
ting a precedent for cracking down on
anyone who disagrees with a government
policy. If Carter succeeds in denying Iran
ian students their rights, the next target
could be unionists protesting the energy
ripoff, American students opposing the
draft. Blacks rallying against police bru
tality, or women marching for equal
rights.
Unfortunately, some union leaders in

this country have joined in the war hyste
ria, such as the longshore officials who
ordered a boycott of Iranian ships. Their
course is a deadly trap for the unions—set
ting their members up as cannon fodder
for a new Vietnam. For labor to enlist in

the bosses' war drive would mean death

for untold thousands of workers, isolation
and shame for the unions.

The way the energy crisis is being used
in the attacks on Iran should trigger an
alarm in our minds. Last spring Big Oil
and the government tried to turn Ameri

cans against the Iranian people by blam
ing their revolution for gas lines and price
hikes.

Few working people were fooled. They
held the oil companies responsible, and the
facts have proven them right. The record-
breaking profits of the oil monopolies show
exactly who cashed in at our expense.
Now we are again told to blame the

Iranians and to drive less and pay more in
the name of patriotism.
Carter was lying then—why should we

believe him now? This much is certain: If

U.S. troops are sent into Iran, it will be to
protect the interests of Exxon, Mobil, and
Texaco, not the American people.
Working people in the United States

have nothing to gain in a war against the
Iranian people. Our interests lie with the
working people and peasants of Iran. The
giant U.S. corporations that dominated the
Iranian economy under the shah are the
same ones that exploit us here.
The aspirations of the Iranian people

deserve our support. In Iran, workers com
mittees are winning control of production
in the factories and oilfields. The Kurds,
Arabs, and other oppressed nationalities
are striving for self-determination. And
millions of Iranians are joining in the
mobilizations to protect their country's
independence against Washington's war

threats.

Young Iranians in the U.S. Embassy in
Tehran put up a banner: "Our enemy is the
American government not the American
people."- They appealed to Americans to
back their just demand for the return of
the shah, just as we had "demonstrated
against the war in Vietnam."

While Democrats and Republicans alike
join in the pro-war chorus, the Socialist
Workers Party candidates are standing up
and telling the truth. We will campaign
from one end of this country to the other
against Carter's attempt to drag the Amer
ican people into a war.

The first priority of the SWP today is to
expose Carter's lies and get out the truth—
through stepped up sales of the Militant,
through discussions on the job and in the
unions, through forums and teach-ins on
campuses, and through picket lines and
demonstrations with all those who will

speak out against the war drive.

As more and more working people leam
the facts, they will increasingly agree that
our interests lie in demanding:
Stop the war threats—extradite the

shah!

No deportations—halt the attacks on
Iranian students!

U.S. hands off Iran!

Iranian Foreign Minister Offers Soiution to Crisis

[In a November 13 letter to the United
Nations secretary-general. Dr. Abu al-
Hassan Bani-Sadr explained why Iran is
demanding return of the shah and offered
proposals for resolving the current crisis.
Bani-Sadr is in charge of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in Iran. The following are
excerpts from his letter.]

Today, at a time which is crucial for our
country, the United States is again striv
ing, and in connection with a crisis which
it has itself caused, to create a war psycho
sis in the United States and the Western

countries. What is in fact at issue here?

What is the reason why the United States
is trying to keep its public opinion unin
formed?

In the United States Iranians are being
attacked and arrested, and there is talk of
expelling them. Our Consulates have be
come targets for aggression. The United
States Government, while taking care not
to put an end to such actions, is preparing
to take military or economic measures
against us.
One may ask why United States leaders

turned a deaf ear to our warning when we
asked them not to receive the Shah in their
territory? And when we ask them to extra
dite the Shah, why do they try to distort

this legitimate request and make public
opinion in their country believe that we are
trying to humble the people of the United
States? Without speaking of the Nurem
berg Tribunal, are there not tens of cases
of extradition of persons who have com
mitted crimes, particularly those whose
return is called for by entire peoples?
In a country. Sir, which claims to be a

democracy, censorship is preventing the
people of the United States from knowing
the truth. I ask you to say this plainly, so
that all the world may hear: if the Presi
dent of the United States had plundered
the wealth of his country and deposited it
in Iranian banks, if that same President
had given the order, contrary to the laws
in force in the United States, to open fire
on people and to have more than 15,000
persons killed in a single day, as on 15
Khordad [June 5, 1963] in Iran, and if in
reply to the question "Are you the one who
had given the order to kill so many peo
ple?" he had replied, "Yes, I am, and I am
proud of it," if that President had, further
more, turned the prisons into places of
torture and summary executions, and if at
the end of his mandate, he had had massa
cres perpetrated in all the cities of the
United States, if he had placed the United
States under the domination of Iran by
handing over to Iran his country's armed

forces, security services, economy and
legislative institutions, and if after com
mitting all these crimes he had taken
refuge in Iran, would the people of the
United States have found it admissible
that the Iranian Government should refuse
to deliver such a criminal to the United
States on the pretext that his extradition
would be an insult to Iranians' self-

respect?
Sir, does the United States Government

not feel guilty for having appealed for the
support of an entire people to protect an
international criminal by resorting to false
propaganda?

Our proposal is quite simple and feasi
ble:

(1) That the United States Government
should at least recognize an examination
of the guilt of the former Shah and the
consequences it may produce;
(2) That the Iranian Government should

have returned to it the property and funds
belonging to the Shah, members of his
family and leading members of the former
regime which are at present in the United
States.

Are these two proposals not just, are
they not conducive to the interests and the
promotion of United States civilization
and world civilization? □
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Beginning of 26-Year Reign of Terror

By Ernest Harsch

When the American government brought
the deposed shah of Iran to the United
States in late October, the Iranian masses
reacted to this provocation with indigna
tion and anger. They correctly saw Wash
ington's move to protect the hated
butcher—the sjnnbol of counterrev
olution—as a direct threat against their
revolution.

The U.S. government had already put
the shEih hack in power once—in the 1953
coup organized by the CIA—and propped
up his reign of terror for twenty-six years.
His return to U.S. soil is a clear statement

that American imperialism has not given
an inch in its determination that it—and

not the Iranian peoples—will decide Iran's
future.

In the early 1950s, when the U.S. first
intervened to crush the aspirations of the
Iranian masses for freedom, huge strug
gles had emerged against imperialist domi
nation. These focused around the demand

for the nationalization of the oil industry,
the country's major economic asset, which
at that time was owned and controlled by
the British imperialists. As this movement
developed, the shah's proimperialist mon
archy became increasingly threatened.
Under popular pressure, the Iranian

parliament elected Mohsimmed Mossa
degh, one of the most prominent advocates
of oil nationalization, prime minister on
April 30, 1951. The next day the oil indus
try was taken over by the state.
The British imperialists quickly moved

to threaten military retahation for this
blow to their economic domination of Iran.

British troops and naval forces were
shifted closer to Iran's borders and sea-

coast.

In an action similar to President Car

ter's recent freezing of Iranian assets in
the United States, the British government
in 1951 ordered all Iranian deposits in
British banks to be firozen, crippling Iran's
foreign trade.
In another similar step, an embargo on

all oil purchases from Iran was imposed by
the major British and American oil com
panies. This imperialist-enforced ban on
Iran's oil was maintained for two and a

half years. During that whole time Iran
was able to export only 103,000 tons of
oil—less than it had exported in one day
before the embargo was imposed.
The Truman administration in Washing

ton announced that it would not grant any
more economic aid until the Iranian gov
ernment made concessions to Britain.

At the same time, Washington and Lon
don encouraged the shah to strike back. In
July 1952, he defied parliament by refus

ing to give up supreme command of the
army. Mossadegh resigned in protest.
The masses of Iran immediately went

out into the streets in big demonstrations
to demand Mossadegh's reinstatement.
Hundreds of unarmed demonstrators were

killed when the army opened fire on them.
But as military discipline began to crack
and soldiers started joining the demonstra
tors, the shah quickly retreated. Mossa
degh was back as prime minister less than

gime, to replace it with one more to their
hking. A plot to overthrow Mossadegh was
organized by the American and British
intelligence agencies, as Kermit Roosevelt,
the CIA official who supervised the opera
tion, later admitted in his memoirs.
In early August, Gen. Norman Schwarz

kopf, an American officer who had pre
viously been involved in building up the
shah's police forces, returned to Tehran.
He soon established contact with Gen.

Demonstrators in a March 1953 rally for Premier Mohammed Mossadegh.

a week after he had resigned.
The popular mobilizations in support of

Mossadegh compelled him to initiate more
measures that threatened imperialist con
trol of the country. The shah's powers were
restricted to those defined in the constitu

tion, and he was forced to give up land
illegally acquired by his father. A land
reform was planned, much to the alarm of
the big landowners.
Loy Henderson, the American ambassa

dor to Iran, openly sided with the shah
against Mossadegh and the mass move
ment.

By August 1953, London and Washing
ton had decided that it was time to move

more actively against the Mossadegh re-

Fazlollah Zahedi, a close associate of the
shah's who had already tried to overthrow
Mossadegh several months before.
Around the same time. Ambassador

Henderson travelled to Switzerland, where
he met with CIA Director Allen Dulles and

Princess Ashraf, the shah's twin sister.
With the backing of the CIA, the shah

moved on August 15. He ordered the com
mander of his bodyguard to dismiss Mos
sadegh. This proved abortive, however,
and the shah was forced to flee Iran,
taking refuge in Italy.
Henderson rushed back to Iran for a

second try. On August 19, General Zahedi
attacked Mossadegh's house, destroying it
with tank fire. Although Mossadegh mem-
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aged to escape, he was arrested two days
later.

On the night of the coup, a victory party
was held at the CIA station house in

Tehran. Howard Stone, one of the CIA
operatives involved in organizing the coup,
later recounted that Zahedi, who was at
the party, approached him and said,
"We're in. . . . We're in. . . . What do we

do now?"

On August 22, the shah returned to Iran
with U.S. backing, as absolute dictator. So
began the reign of one of the bloodiest and
most repressive regimes in history, which
was to survive for a quarter of a century
thanks to American arms and political
support.

American imperialism's campaign
against the workers and peasants of Iran
today hears many similarities to the opera
tion of the 1950s. But the political context
is now very different.
In the past twenty-six years, the rise of

the colonial revolution, the defeats suffered
by imperialism in numerous parts of the
world and deepgoing antiwar sentiment
among American working people have
greatly undermined Washington's capac
ity to embark on foreign military adven
tures.

The end to direct colonial rule over most

of Africa and Asia, the socialist revolu
tions in Cuba and Vietnam, and most
recently the defeats suffered by imperial
ism in Ethiopia, Angola, Afghanistan,
Kampuchea, Nicaragua, Grenada, and
Iran itself have all strengthened the abil
ity of the peoples of the world to resist
imperialist aggression.
Within the United States, the massive

antiwar sentiment that helped force Wash

ington out of Vietnam still runs very deep,
Despite Carter's attempts to whip up a
jingoist, anti-Iranian hysteria over the
occupation of the American embassy in
Tehran, there are no signs that he has
been successful in undercutting this an
tiwar sentiment in any fundamental way.
Despite these obstacles to American

intervention abroad. Carter's repeated

As U.S. War Threats Mount

provocations show that Washington is still
trying to free its hands for an attack
against the Iranian revolution.
However, the depth of the Iranian revo

lution and the unvillingness of Americans
to become embroiled in another Vietnam

put the working people of Iran in a much
stronger position to defend themselves
today than they were in 1953. □

Moscow Knifes Struggle of Iranian Masses
In face of Washington's war drive

against the Iranian revolution, the Krem
lin has knifed the Iranian masses in the
hack.

Moscow's representatives at the United
Nations voted for the U.S.-sponsored reso
lution demanding release of the hostages,
thereby sanctioning continued U.S. protec
tion of the shah.

They also refused to support the demand
of the Iranian government for a special
meeting of the UN Security Council to
discuss the American imperialists' threat
of war against Iran, insisting that the
hostages he released before any meeting
would be held.

These actions by the Soviet government
have helped Washington to achieve its
central political objective—to divert Ameri
can and international public opinion away
from the crimes of the shah and U.S.
imperialism's responsibility for them, and
away from the U.S. imperialists' war drive
against the Iranian revolution.

Big Business Journals Uneasy About $$ Freeze
The decision to strike a blow at the

Iranian revolution by freezing billions
of dollars in Iranian bank accounts in
the United States was warmly ap
plauded by most of the U.S. capitalist
press. But the Wall Street Journal and
Business Week, both written for the
capitalist class itself, were somewhat
nervous about overall effects of the
move.

The Wall Street Journal's coverage
began with the observation that the
freeze had "sent shivers through inter
national monetary markets." It noted
that those markets "were concerned
about possible future attempts by other
oil-producing nations to withdraw dep
osits from the U.S. out of fear their
deposits might he similarly frozen."

"Washington analysts," the Journal
told its readers, are concerned that "the
U.S. was acting in a way that could
produce 'fear' in the minds of other
large oil exporters with billions in
vested in dollars."

In a similar vein. Business Week

expressed the fear that the freezing of
Iranian bank accounts could "produce
unexpected—and harmful—economic
and financial consequences for the
U.S." It worried "whether a signal has
been sent to the Organization of Petro
leum Exporting Countries that the $100
billion in assets that they have depos
ited in the U.S. are vulnerable."

Business Week thinks that the freeze
was "largely a political rather than a
financial move," and fears that a shift
from dollars "to a more volatile multi-
reserve currency system seems that
much more inevitable with the Carter
Administration's action."

Both big business journals agreed
that the freeze was, in the Wall Street
Journal's words, a "risky maneuver."
Business Week wrote that the fact "that
a flight of petro-dollars from the U.S.
could be damaging to the dollar is
obvious. Less obvious, though, is the
impact that the freeze will have on
obtaining the release of hostages. . . ."

They have also deprived the Iranian
masses of a powerful weapon in their
struggle against the U.S. war drive—the
opportunity to put the U.S. government in
the dock before world public opinion, ex
posing its record of three decades of sup
port to the Iranian Hitler.

Moscow's support to Washington
against the insurgent Iranian masses was
hailed in the U.S. capitalist press. "Ayatul
lah Khomeini's isolation is all but com
plete," the editors of the Washington Post
crowed November 13.

Readers of the Soviet press could get no
idea of the acuteness of the American
threat to the Iranian revolution or the real
danger of war in the Middle East.

In Pravda and Izvestia, the two main
Soviet dailies, the confrontation between
U.S. imperialism and the Iranian revolu
tion has been reported in a flat tone,
simply citing the facts, with almost no
comment. The headlines are always the
same: "The Situation in Iran," or "On the
Events in Iran."

The tone and content of the reports in
the Soviet press are obviously being very
carefully measured by the Kremlin to
avoid giving offense to the U.S. imperial
ists. ITiese articles give the basic facts
about the anti-imperialist protests in Iran
and about Washington's threats against
the Iranian people. They take note of the
statements and moves by the U.S. govern
ment and military that point toward
armed intervention in Iran. They give a
sympathetic picture of the outcry against
imperialism in Iran. And that is all.

The Soviet press and authorities have
not even expressed support for the demand
of the Iranian people that the shah be
returned. Nor have they given the slightest
indication of what attitude the Soviet
government would take in the event of a
U.S. military intervention.

This wait-and-see position contrasts
with the stance of the Soviet authorities
the last time that military intervention
was being openly discussed by U.S. ruling
circles, in the period when the shah's
government was visibly collapsing. At
that time, they warned that they would
regard American intervention as a danger
to the Soviet Union. □
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Blast Israeli Thought-Control

Palestinians Protest Move to Deport West Bank Mayor
By David Frankel

Twenty-nine Arab mayors in the Israeli-
occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip re
signed en masse November 13-14 to protest
the Israeli cabinet's decision to go ahead
with the deportation of Nablus Mayor
Bassam al-Shaka.

Amid demonstrations and strikes in

Nablus, Hebron, Ramallah, Jenin, Bir Zeit,
and other towns, the mayors issued a
statement saying: "We shall never kneel,
we shall never bow, we shall never bargain
and we shall never give up a grain of our
national soil."

They also announced that they would
join Shaka in a hunger strike to protest his
treatment.

Shaka was arrested November 11, pre
sented with the expulsion order, and im
prisoned pending deportation, because of
remarks he made in a private conversation
with Gen. Danny Matt, the military gover
nor of the West Bank.

Shaka was accused of supporting terror
ist actions because he told Matt that

"operations like these, if they occur, are
only a reaction to other acts." He added:
"As long as there is occupation and kil
ling, you can expect many operations of
this type."
The attempt to impose thought-control

on the 1.25 million Palestinians in the

West Bank and Gaza Strip was com
pounded November 8 when the director of
Israeli television refused to put an inter
view with Shaka on the air, thus prevent
ing the Israeli people as a whole from
hearing what he had to say.
Even some of the staunchest defenders

of the Zionist state complained about
Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin's
handling of the affair. The conflict over
Shake's deportation completely overshad
owed the return to Egyptian sovereignty
of another piece of the Sinai Peninsula
November 15, after twelve years of Israeli
occupation.
Particularly upsetting to many pro-

Zionist forces was the degree to which
Begin's heavy-handed behavior exposed
the emptiness of the provisions for Palesti
nian autonomy in the Camp David ac
cords.

"Truly," the Jerusalem Post asked No
vember 12, "if an Arab city mayor . . .
cannot freely speak his mind even in
private without being considered fit for
punishment, then what is this thing called
autonomy except a farce and a fraud?"
Similarly, the New York Times editorial

ized November 16, "Israel is turning the
offer of 'autonomy' to Palestinian Arabs
into a sham. Under the cover of a develop

ing peace with Egypt, Prime Minister
Begin and his Cabinet seem to be doing
their utmost to frustrate the other half of

the Camp David accords."
But, as the Times well knows, Israeli

policy even before Begin came to power
was to absorb the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip. While assuring the Israeli rulers of
the economic and military aid they need to
continue this course, Washington is seek
ing to avoid taking the political responsi
bility for it.
President Carter thought he had

achieved such a result with the Camp
David agreement. However, it is becoming
increasingly clear to the whole world that
the real effect of that deal was merely to
ratify Israeli domination of the occupied
territories outside of the Sinai.

Henry Kissinger explained in an inter
view in the November 19 U.S. News &

World Report "We have to define what the
difficulty is. Generally, it is defined as the
stalemate in Israeli-Egyptian or Israeli-
Arab negotiations, but I think the real
cause of the difficulties is the collapse of
the Shah of Iran.

"That has led to a change in the regional
balance of power both in reality and per
ception. Moderate countries like Saudi
Arabia and Jordan now question the abil
ity of the United States to protect its
friends."

In other words, the Arab regimes that
Washington expected to support and give
cover to Sadat's sell-out of the Palestinian

people had second thoughts due to the
Iranian revolution.

Meanwhile, Washington's room for ma
neuver is being narrowed by the changing
attitudes of the American people in regard
to the Arab-Israeli conflict. A New York

Times/CBS News poll released November
8 found that 42 percent of those Americans
who had heard of the Palestine Liberation

Organization favored its inclusion in Mid
east negotiations.
In this situation. Begin is continuing to

bull ahead as if nothing had changed over
the past ten years. On November 11, the
same day as Shaka's arrest, Begin's cab
inet announced new plans for the exten
sion of Zionist settlements on the West

Bank and Syria's Golan Heights.
But Begin's reckless course is meeting

more and more opposition within Israel
itself. On October 20, the Peace Now
movement held a demonstration in Tel

Aviv against the settlement policy that
drew 40,000 people, according to a dispatch
by William Claibome in the October 23
Washington Post.

On October 21 Foreign Minister Moshe
Dayan resigned his cabinet position des
pite his basic agreement with Begin's
policies. Dayan clearly felt it was time to
leave a sinking ship.
The fragility of Begin's parliamentary

majority was underscored November 12
when a government bill to tighten restric
tions on the right of women to abortion
was defeated by a 54 to 54 vote.
Agudat Israel, one of the orthodox reli

gious parties, agreed to support Begin
following the 1977 election—thus giving
him a parliamentary majority—in return
for his promise to repeal the section of the
law permitting abortions for economic or
social reasons. Even under this supposedly
liberal law, women who want abortions
must receive approval from a committee
composed of a doctor, a social worker, a
psychiatrist, and a nurse.
Zionist politicians, who stress the impor

tance of Jewish immigration to the survi
val of Israel, frequently refer to the Jewish
birth rate as the "internal immigration."
Begin has vowed another attempt to repeal
the liberalized law, but this represents one
more issue that endangers his coalition.
Finally, the inflation rate in Israel has

hit 100 percent and is still gathering
steam. Begin's new minister of finance,
Yigal Hurwitz, is promising new austerity
measures directed against the working
class.

In short, the basic problems facing Is
raeli society are being posed with increas
ing sharpness. Under these circumstances,
any prolonged period of political stability
within Israel appears unlikely. □

Vatican Makes it Official:
Earth Revolves Around Sun

Pope John Paul II has asked Catholic
scholars, historians, and theologians to
rehabilitate Galileo, the mathematician
and astronomer condemned by the Vati
can in 1616 for holding that the sun did
not revolve around the earth, but rather
the earth revolved around the sun.

Galileo was forbidden by the church to
"hold, teach, or defend" his astronomical
observations. When he continued to do so
he was summoned to Rome by the Inquisi
tion and forced to recant under threat of
torture. Galileo died in 1642 under house
arrest.

Intercontinental Press



Solidarity in U.S. Steel Plants
[The following article by Nancy Cole

appeared in the November 16 issue of the
U.S. socialist weekly, the Militant.]

At Bethlehem Steel's Sparrows Point
plant in Baltimore, supporters of the Nica-
raguan revolution have begun circulating
a petition calling upon President Carter
and Congress to send immediate material
aid to Nicaragua.
Martin Koppel, a member of United

Steelworkers Local 2609 at the Point, has
already collected about thirty signatures,
nearly half of the workers on his unit shift.
He hasn't had time to talk to the others.

Only about two people he's asked have
turned him down.

"Some I've talked to thought Carter was
already sending a lot of aid," Koppel says.
"People who have been reading the Mili

tant know what's going on in Nicaragua.
But for others who rely on the daily papers
here, which haven't said anjrthing lately
about Nicaragua, I have to explain the
situation.

"I've been showing people the Nicara-
guan Bill of Rights to explain what the
government is, what it stands for. It really
helps when people see that the Nicaraguan
people have rights we don't even have."
Koppel's shop steward signed the peti

tion because of the Nicaraguan govern
ment's pro-union stance. Other co-workers
have also been impressed by the union and
strike guarantees in the Nicaraguan Bill of
Rights.

"It's been pretty easy to get people to
sign. Some sign for humanitarian reasons,
some because of Nicaragua's pro-union
stand, some because of the rights guaran
teed to women."

At another huge steel mill. Inland Steel
in East Chicago, Indiana, there has also
been a lot of interest in Nicaragua, accord
ing to Dick McBride. The 18,000-member
USWA Local 1010 at Inland is up to one-
third Latino.

But the news blackout there on Nicara

gua is glaring. "A lot of people think that
Somoza was a butcher and it was a good
thing he got thrown out," says McBride.
"They followed it when it was big in the
news before he left Nicaragua. But now
there is a general attitude that everything
is okay there. They really listen when you
explain how bad the Nicaraguan people
need material aid."

There are a lot of young workers at
Inland, and one thing they are impressed
with is the youthful Sandinista fighters.
"If young people are running it," McBride
says, "they think it's got to go right." □

Humberto Ortega Warns of Counterrevolutionary Threat
[The following is excerpted from a report

in the October 21 issue of the weekly
English-language Granma, the Cuban
newspaper.]

Humberto Ortega, commander in chief of
the Sandinista army, declared in Managua
that his country has never ruled out the
possibility of a large-scale attack origi
nated abroad or acts of sabotage in Nica
ragua.

We are preparing ourselves for this, for
we know that all true revolutions run those
risks, he stressed.

Ortega added that they have informa
tion on the concrete ties that some Somoza
supporters who remained in Nicaragua
have abroad, as well as information on
other such elements who fled to the United
States.

"We have access to some of the messages
they have exchanged with counterrevolu
tionaries of Cuban origin living in Miami
and reactionary elements of other nation
alities," he said.

He stated that it was almost certain that
such sinister agencies as the United States
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) had ties

with the reactionaries and Somozaism,
because "the CIA is where those elements
are."

Ortega also referred to the activity of
Somoza elements in some Central Ameri
can countries and said that in these cases
"the only thing we have been able to do is
warn these governments that they have
the responsibility of stopping these activi
ties and preventing attacks on our country
being prepared from their territories." □

'Nicaragua Solidarity Day'
Mayor David Rusk of Albuquerque, New

Mexico, has proclaimed November 17 as
"Nicaragua Solidarity Day" in that U.S.
city.

A benefit organized by the local Nicara
gua Solidarity Coalition is scheduled for
the same day at the University of New
Mexico. Speakers include Roberto Vargas,
a representative of the Nicaraguan Minis
try of Culture; Rex Brasell, president of the
Bernalillo County Central Labor Council;
and a representative fi-om the headquar
ters of the American Federation of Govern
ment Employees. □

iban Aid
exoe! pted

gnyecologicai and obstetncal expert, a
pediatrician, two specialists in internal
medicine, and an anesthetic technician.
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Published fortnightly in Detroit, Michigan,
by the Spark group.

In the October 22-November 5 issue, the
Spark group, which maintains interna
tional ties with the Lutte Guvrifere group of
France, had the following to say about
Fidel Castro's visit to the UN. The head

line was: "Why Does the U.S. Government
Hate Castro?"

"Fidel Castro came to the United States

on October 11, and addressed the General
Assembly of the United Nations on the
next day. The U.S. government still tries to
portray Castro as a crazy madman.
"In his address to the United Nations,

Castro spoke about the conditions of pov
erty, hunger, disease and illiteracy that
hundreds of millions of people in poor
countries live in today. He said the United
States government and the governments of
the nations of western Europe had a re
sponsibility to help the poor countries
develop, because they had robbed the poor
nations of their wealth in past decades
through colonialism and other forms of
imperialist exploitation. He declared that
unless the resources necessary for develop
ment in the poor countries were found,
there would be no peace in the world.
"Castro's proposals were immediately

branded as 'unrealistic' and crazy by U.N.
representatives from the U.S. and western
Europe. But in fact, the biggest thing
unrealistic about them were that they
required the cooperation of the U.S. gov
ernment in agreeing to return to the poor
nations of the world a portion of the
wealth that U.S. capitalists have stolen
from them.

"In reality, the hatred of the U.S. gov
ernment for Fidel Castro has nothing to do
with his being a madman. Castro is not a
madman, and the government knows it.
The U.S. government hates Castro because
he symbolizes the desire of millions of poor
people all over the world to be free of
economic exploitation and political oppres
sion by the big capitalists of western
Europe and the United States and their
armed forces.

"Castro symbolizes these things for mil
lions of poor people all over the world not
because people in Cuba are completely free
of oppression and live well today. Most
people in Cuba do not live well, though
this is largely the result of U.S. imperial
ism's continued control of world trade,
technology, and most of the world's
wealth.

"Castro symbolizes freedom from the
exploitation and oppression of imperial
ism, because he led a struggle against the
United States government and its puppets

in Cuba. It is the fear that Castro's exist

ence and actions may encourage more
struggles against imperialism that causes
the U.S. government to hate Castro to this
day."

Tbe Weekly People
Newspaper of the Socialist Labor Party.

Published in Palo Alto, California.

"Castro's UN Speech Indicts Neocolon
ialism" was the main front-page headline
in the October 27 issue. "Donning his hat
as chairman of the Movement of Non-
Aligned Countries," the article began,
"Cuban leader Fidel Castro used the Uni

ted Nation's rostrum to deliver a sweeping
indictment of imperialism. . . .
"Castro's speech was not one to please

the capitalist class of the United States,"
said the Weekly People, "but it touched a
responsive chord with those members of
his audience who represent the 95 coun
tries that comprise the nonaligned move
ment."

After quoting extensively from the sec
tion of the speech in which "Castro clearly
depicted the deplorable conditions afflict
ing the overwhelming majority of the
people in the world," the article com
mented on his proposal for a special $300-
hillion ten-year development fund for the
poor nations.
"The problem with Castro's proposal,"

said the Weekly People, "is that, given the
class-divided nature of each of the coun

tries in the developed world, it has virtu
ally no chance of being implemented."
The article said that "while emphasizing

the need for cooperation between nations,
Castro mentioned only briefly the possibil
ity that fulfillment of the demands he had
presented would entail confrontation and
struggle. . . . Castro's emphasis on cooper
ation between the imperialist nations and
the exploited nations reflects the inherent
contradiction within the nonaligned move
ment. The 95 countries of which it consists

are all adversely affected by the economic
and political power exercised by the devel
oped countries. However, within the coun
tries that comprise the nonaligned move
ment, class divisions also exist. . . .
"Such aspects of Castro's speech help

feed the illusion that the social ills of the
world can he resolved without altering the
internal social structures within the impe
rialist camp," the article said.
"Castro's emphasis on 'cooperation' with

the developing world is also consistent
with emerging Cuban policy toward the
U.S. For despite Carter's warmongering,
Castro apparently would like the token
progress in recent years toward rapproche
ment between the U.S. and Cuba to con

tinue.

"On balance, Castro's speech reflected
the legitimate concerns of the nonaligned
movement," the Weekly People concluded.
"However, it failed to underscore the neces
sity for workers throughout the world to
mobilize their collective strength to create
a new economic order in which genuine
cooperation between nations would indeed
be possible."

BARRICADA

"Barricade," official organ of the Sandi-
nista National Liberation Front (FSLN).
Published daily in Managua, Nicaragua.

The entire hack page of the October 21
issue is devoted to eight hotspots in the
class struggle worldwide, under the head
line "Big Battles for the Liberation of the
Peoples."
The survey begins with this assessment

of the role of American workers as allies in

the struggle against imperialism:
"Often when we refer to the United

States, the concept of imperialism gets
distorted to include the entire U.S. popula
tion. This is understandable—since it's a

matter of generalization—but it's incorrect,
and even unfair. For right in the heart of
the imperialist center millions of people
are fighting for their rights, for their
dignity, for a more just society, against the
power imposed by a few for the benefit of a
minority.

"It is necessary to point out that there
are many Americans who—with varying
degrees of clarity in defining their objec
tives, posing their demands, or carrying on
their struggles—are fighting anti-im
perialist battles in their own country.
"First of all we must take into account

the broad exploited and dispossessed
sectors—those who've been pushed aside
by the unequal distribution of wealth
resulting from the capitalist conception of
society. And we should also remember the
Black population (comprising more than
10 percent of the total), the Chicano popu
lation (those of Mexican origin), the Puerto
Ricans, and the other communities that
are victims of racism and exploitation.
"And at the same time, we should not

overlook the fact that the poorest workers
are the ones who suffer worst from the

effects of the U.S. economic crisis. Unem

ployment affects millions of workers, con
demning them to live in appalling condi
tions.

"Of course there is no movement in the

United States that unifies and organizes
the dispersed strength of these social
groups. But, it is clear, however, that as
the contradictions sharpen, these sectors
are increasingly expressing their discon
tent. This reality should be kept in mind,
since the potential of these forces is impor
tant, and since in their evolution they are
objectively allies of our peoples against
imperialism."

Intercontinental Press



Strikes Oust Bolivia Coup Leader
Nsv.KM

Bolivia's organized working class won a
big initial victory on November 16 when
Col. Alberto Natusch Busch, who had
seized power in a military coup November
1, was forced to step down.
Natusch's coup had been met by a gen

eral strike organized by the Bolivian
Workers Federation (COB) and mass dem
onstrations in working-class neighbor
hoods in La Paz and in the country's vital
tin mining areas.
Although the general strike was called

off after a week in the country's cities, the

tin miners, whose output provides more
than half the country's export earnings,
remained on strike for the entire time

Natusch was in power.
The Bolivian armed forces killed at least

208 people, and wounded several hundred
others in tank and helicopter gunship
attacks on strikers and demonstrators. But

the repression was unable to break the
resistance to the coup.

The strength of the resistance finally
convinced important sections of the armed
forces to abandon Natusch before the

situation got out of hand. On November
15, for example, some 250 officers signed a
proclamation calling on Natusch to resign.
They warned that "the country is being
pushed to the brink of civil war. . . ."
On November 16 Natusch stepped down

and Bolivia's Congress named Lidia
Gueiler as interim president until new
elections are held in May.

The decisive role that Bolivia's workers

played in toppling Natusch is likely to
increase their self-confidence and comba-

tivity in face of any attempts to solve the
country's chronic economic crisis by
further attacking their already abysmal
standard of living.

Bolivia is supposed to pay foreign
bankers $300 million in interest on its
national debt by the end of this year. This
amounts to more than two-thirds of the

country's anticipated export earnings. And
in 1980 Bolivia is scheduled to make

another $450 million in interest payments.
The country, however, is virtually out of
foreign reserves and simply cannot pay.
The classic capitalist solution to this

problem, one that is imposed all over the
semicolonial world, is to impose greater
austerity on the working-class in order to
pay the debt. But any such attempt in the
present context in Bolivia is likely to spark
a massive response from the workers and
peasants and could threaten the already

precarious existence of capitalist rule it
self.

U.S. Steps Up Pressure
Against Vietnam in UN

After three days of debate, the United
Nations General Assembly voted No
vember 14 to demand the withdrawal of

"all foreign forces" from Kampuchea. The
vote was 91 to 21, with 29 abstentions.
Although the resolution was officially

sponsored by the delegates of Thailand,
Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and the
Philippines, and openly campaigned for by
China, it was an American operation from
start to finish.

The vote marked the first time the Gen

eral Assembly had officially condemned
the Vietnamese government's role in help
ing to overthrow the genocidal Pol Pot
regime.
At a time when the remnants of Pol

Pot's forces along the Thai border are in
danger of being wiped out by Vietnamese-
backed Kampuchean forces, the UN resolu
tion appeals for "all parties to the conflict
to cease all hostilities forthwith," and
requests UN Secretary General Kurt Wald-
heim to "explore the possibility of holding
an international conference on Kampu
chea as one of the means for implementing
the present resolution."
Although the resolution is couched in the

usual pious phrases about respect for sov
ereignty, renunciation of the use of force,
humanitarian aid on a non-discriminatory
basis, and human rights, its content is the
same as the vote earlier this year when the
UN majority was whipped into line to seat
the Pol Pot regime.

It shows that the imperialists have not
given up on trying to force major conces
sions from Hanoi at the same time that

they maintain the reactionary Pol Pot
murder squads.
Speaking of the resolution, Singaporean

delegate T.T.B. Koh told an interviewer:
"By April, if [Vietnamese forces] are
bogged down in a guerrilla war, which is
not unlikely, this will be another pressure
on them to rethink their policy."

British Unionists Rebuke Hua

While in London on a three-week West-

em European tour, Chinese Prime Minister
Hua Guofeng visited the grave of Karl
Marx on October 31. As Hua was laying a

wreath of red roses at the tomb i*" High-
gate Cemetery, a dozen members of the
public employees' union approached and
told him they disapproved of his support
for Britain's right-wing Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher.
"We thought that since he has been

talking to Mrs. Thatcher and boosting her
image it was about time he met a few
genuine workers," remarked Michael Tho
mas, one of the group. "Karl Marx would
turn in his grave," 'Thomas added, "if he
saw how Chairman Hua is talking to a
woman who is keeping workers' wages
down."

Hua's tour also took him to France,

Italy, and West Germany. A recurrent
theme in each of the capitals Hua visited
was his urging that the NATO countries
increase their arms spending against the
Soviet Union.

U.S. Real Income Declining
Since 1972 the real income of a typical

U.S. family of four has declined 8%, al
though its dollar income has increased
66%. The dollar rise lagged substantially
behind the 75% rise in prices, and 82%
jump in federal taxes and a 142% increase
in Social Security taxes, according to a
report in the November 15 Wall Street
Journal.

Because the JournaFa figures do not
include the rise in state and local taxes,
which have increased even faster than

federal taxes, they understate the full
decline in real income.

2,000 Protest In Central Africa
About 2,000 students and teachers dem

onstrated against the French-installed re
gime of David Dacko in the Central Afri
can Republic October 29.
They marched on the dty center to

support a month-old student strike pro
voked by the house arrest of Ange Patasse,
a political opponent of Dacko's and a critic
of the French military presence in the
country. Troops attacked the demonstra
tors, injuring several.
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Labor Takes Lead in Growing Movement

The Campaign Against Uranium Mining in Australia
By Renfrey Clarke

SYDNEY—Since the 1940s, uranium has
been mined in Australia for atomic wea

pons and nuclear power production. It was
Australian uranium which supplied the
British nuclear-weapons program during
the 1950s, and it was at Australian sites
that the test bombs were detonated.

During these decades there was no pub
lic furor surrounding the Australian ura
nium industry, which employed few
workers at small mines in remote regions.
In the political climate of the times, sup
plying the British war machine was ac
cepted as necessary by most working peo
ple. The dangers of uranium mining were
not widely understood, and official assur
ances of "adequate safeguards" were read
ily accepted.
Today all that has changed. FYom

being thought to have only minor uranium
deposits, Australia by 1976 had been
shown to possess as much as 27 percent of
the western world's "reasonably assured"
reserves of uranium. From being a minor
section of primary industry, uranium min
ing has become the area on which Austral
ian capitalism pins its hopes for a profit
bonanza.

And the onceruncontroversial business

of extracting and exporting reactor fuel
has come to be recognized by masses of
Australians for what it is: the export of
nuclear disaster.

The exploration that led to the discovery
of Australia's huge uranium reserves be
gan in 1967, in anticipation of intense
demand for uranium as governments and
power corporations around the world
sought an answer to their energy problems
in the "nuclear option."
The vast bulk of the reserves are located

east of Darwin in the Northern Territory,
in an area centered on the Alligator Riv
ers. With an estimated 228,000 tons of
uranium oxide, the Jabiluka deposit is the
largest in the world. The Ranger deposit,
though less than half the size of Jabiluka,
is also huge by world standards. With ore
grades averaging forty-seven pounds per
ton, the smaller Nabarlek deposit is more
than twenty times as rich as ore bodies
which were mined in the U.S. during the
1950s.

The Alligator Rivers district has deep
cultural and religious significance for the
tribal Aborigines who still make up almost
all of its population. From the time of the
first uranium discoveries in the area, it has
been plain that the consequences of min
ing for the Aborigines and for the environ
ment would be catastrophic.
Assurances from the mining companies

that damage to the environment will be
kept to a minimum do not square with the
experience of the local people. The small
uranium deposit at Rum Jungle, south of
Darwin, was mined until the early 1960s,
with stockpiled ore being processed until
1971. For over a decade, official complaints
were made about pollution at Rum Jungle.
According to an official report by the

Australian Atomic Energy Commission,
the Rum Jungle project discharged some
2,300 tons of manganese, 1,300 tons of
copper, 200 tons of zinc and at least 380
grams of radium into the environment. At
least a quarter of the discharged radium,
an amount sufficient to cause 90 million

cases of bone cancer, is estimated to have
found its way into the Finniss River.

Public pressure has ensured that the
mining companies involved in the new
uranium projects will be forced to spend
far more than their earlier counterparts on
protecting the environment. But the Fed
eral government remains ready to help the
mining companies cut comers at the ex
pense of the land and its wildlife.
This was established early on with the

fate of the Kakadu National Park, first
projected for the Alligator Rivers area in
1965. As uranium finds were announced,
the borders recommended for the park by
the Northern Territory Reserves Board
steadily contracted. By 1971, pressure from
mining and pastoral interests had cut the
proposed park to less than half its original
area. More recently, it has become clear
that the government has every intention of
allowing mining to go ahead within the
park boundaries, even in vulnerable wet
land areas.

Aborigines Join Movement

If mining goes ahead, the Aborigines of
the region will not only see their tribal
lands violated by bulldozers and ore
trucks. Wherever large numbers of whites
have settled in Australia, the society of the
local Aborigines has been devastated. The
proposed mining town of 10,000 people is
regarded with great apprehension by the
Aborigines.
In August 1976 a statement by the

Oenpelli Tribal Council said unequivo
cally: "If Oenpelli had the power to make
the final decision, it would oppose min
ing."
As they came to understand the implica

tions of uranium mining, and began to
speak out against it. Northern Territory
Aborigines joined an increasingly vocal
movement of opponents of the nuclear
industry.

This movement had gained impetus
from the many demonstrations held dur
ing the early 1970s to oppose French
nuclear weapons tests in the Pacific. But
its most powerful inspiration, and the
source of its basic political methods, was
the movement against the Vietnam War,
which had penetrated the workers move
ment to the extent that in 1970 and 1971 it

drew hundreds of thousands of people into
militant demonstrations.

Another consequence of the radicaliza-
tion sparked off by the Vietnam War had
been the election, in December 1972, of a
Labor government headed by Gough Whit-
lam.

Under the previous Liberal Party gov
ernment, contracts had been approved for
the export of 9,000 tons of uranium oxide,
most of it destined for Japanese reactors.
However, the new government was reluc
tant to allow immediate export. In its 1972
election platform, the Australian Labor
Party (ALP) had made clear that any
uranium mining must be delayed until
Aboriginal claims to the land which would
be affected had been investigated.
Economic factors were, however, a more

powerful influence on the Labor govern
ment's policy. Influential forces in the
ALP, led by Minerals and Energy Minister
Rex Connor, wanted to wait until uranium
prices increased. In the meantime, Austra
lia could investigate the building of an
enrichment plant. These considerations
continued to dominate government policy
through 1973 and 1974.
By 1975 a growing number of ALP

branch members and parliamentarians,
led by Environment Minister Moss Cass,
had begun to express outright opposition
to uranium mining. In May of that year
the Federal cabinet ordered that the min
ing proposals of Ranger Uranium Mines
Pty. Ltd. be the subject of a public environ
mental enquiry, to be headed by Justice
Fox. The enquiry had begun hearing evi
dence when, on November 11, 1975, the
Labor government was turned out of
power.

An election in December was won by the
Liberal Party under Malcolm Fraser. But
company hopes for an early resumption of
uranium exports met with a serious
obstacle—the trade union movement.

Increasingly aware of the dangers posed
by the nuclear industry, the Australian
Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) had
voted at its 1975 congress to ban all
uranium mining except where the ore was
mined for biomedical use. Acting on this
decision, the Australian Railways Union
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(ARU) placed bans on the transport of
uranium ore. The government was forced
to agree that no exports would take place
until Justice Fox brought down his report.
In May 1976, the resolve of the unions to

enforce their bans was tested. A railyard
supervisor in the north Queensland port
city of Townsville was suspended for refus
ing to move sulphur bound for the Mary
Kathleen mine. On May 24, the ARU
called a national twenty-four-hour rail
stoppage in protest at the suspension.
Soon after, the supervisor was reinstated.
Pressure was mounting on the leaders of

the union movement to force an end to all

mining operations at Mary Kathleen. But
in June, at the urging of the president of
the Queensland Trades and Labor Council,
who was himself a director of Mary Kath
leen Uranium, a meeting of national
unions represented at Mary Kathleen
adopted a "compromise" proposal which
allowed mining to continue. This decision
was endorsed by the ACTU executive soon
after.

But while the labor leadership was mak
ing clear that it had no stomach for
confronting the government on the issue,
opposition to uremium mining was grow
ing.
A poll taken in July 1976 found that only

22 percent of Australians felt that uranium

should, as a matter of "duty," be exported
to other countries. August 6 and 7 of that
year saw some of the first mobilizations
against uranium mining, with 500 people
demonstrating in Adelaide.
During the following September, a tour

by U.S. antinuclear campaigners Dale
Bridenbaugh and Helen Caldicott drew
increased interest to the campaign. Ura
nium mining had become an important
public issue by the time of the release, on
October 28, of the first Fox Report.
Uranium shares rose after Commis

sioner Fox presented his judgment that the
dangers involved in mining and milling
uranium and in the operation of nuclear
power reactors, "properly regulated and
controlled," were not enough to justify a
veto on the mining and selling of Austral
ian uranium.

In order to obtain this verdict, one com
pany alone. Ranger Uranium Mines Pty.
Ltd., had spend $1 million on submissions
to the inquiry.

'An Admirable Document7

The Fox report recommended that no
decision be made to resume exports until a
second report dealing with the Northern
Territory deposits had appeared, and wide
spread public debate had taken place. But
the mining companies were quick to de-
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mand an immediate go-ahead.
Influential figures in the Labor Party

found nothing to protest in the report;
opposition leader Gough Whitlam called it
"an admirable document." But in the

Labor ranks the debate on uranium min

ing continued. The Australian Railways
Union reaffirmed its ban, and indicated
that if necessary it would defy the ACTU
executive on the issue.

At a press conference, spokespeople for
the Australian Conservation Foundation,
the Movement Against Uranium Mining,
and Friends of the Earth joined the ARU
in declaring that they intended to mount a
struggle similar to the campaign against
the Vietnam War. On November 6-7, 1976,
a national consultation of antiuranium

forces decided to demand a five-year mo
ratorium on the mining smd export of
uranium.

These statements were timely. Ignoring
the Fox report's call for "comprehensive
and widespread public debate" before ura
nium exports were resumed, the Fraser
government announced on November 11
that it would allow the immediate export of
over 10,000 tons of uranium oxide needed
to meet existing contracts.

The government took the bold step of
allowing immediate exports, confident that
division £md confusion within the labor

movement would prevent a resolute union
response. For a time Fraser's gamble ap
peared justified.

Queensland unions which would be in
volved in the handling and transport of
uranium repeated their defiant statements
that they would not allow it to be exported.
But instead of receiving support from ALP
leaders, the workers whose lives would be
at immediate risk met with betrayal.

On November 17 the Federal parliamen
tary caucus of the Labor Party decided to
support the fulfillment of all existing ex
port contracts, taking a position essen
tially the same as Fraser's. This decision
was soon endorsed by the ALP's Federal
executive, by the parliamentary caucus of
the Queensland ALP, and by the New
South Wales ALP State council.

But although the ALP leaders were able
for a period to stop the unions from becom
ing the mEiin centers of opposition to
uranium mining, they could not prevent
that opposition from growing. On No
vember 19, 1976, 3,000-4,000 antiuranium
protesters marched through the streets of
Melbourne. At least 20,000 people, mainly
under the leadership of environmental
groups, took part in nationwide demon
strations on April 1, 1977.
On May 25 the second Fox commission

report, deahng with uranium mining in the
Northern Territory, was released. Like the
first Fox report, the second failed to deci
sively reject uranium mining, thus effec
tively clearing the way for it to go ahead.
The report's recommendations on environ
mental safeguards, though strict, were not
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binding on the government or the mining
companies.
The second Fox report was bitterly criti

cized by Aborginal activists. Its conclu
sion, according to Neville Perkins, a Black
member of the Northern Territory Legisla
tive Assembly, was that "Aboriginal needs
must come second to mining demands."
Aborigines have the right, under the

Federal Land Rights Act, to claim vacant
Crown land where they can establish
traditional ownership. There was no ques
tion that the uranium-rich Alligator Rivers
district came into this category, and the
Fox commission recommended that it be

declared Aboriginal land.
But under the Land Rights Act, the right

of Aborigines to veto mining on their land
can be overridden if both houses of Parlia

ment consider mining to be in the "na
tional interest."

Despite calls from the uranium lobby for
an immediate go-ahead to mining, the
government delayed announcing a deci
sion while it made plans to use uranium
exports as a weapon in international trade
negotiations.
"If Europeans want stability of access to

supplies of energy, it is reasonable enough
for us to seek to have that principle of
stability applied to access to their
markets," Prime Minister Fraser said on
July 3.
Meanwhile, several State governments

indicated that they could be relied on to
help implement a decision to step up
exports. In Sydney and Melbourne, police
violently attacked wharf pickets called to
protest the shipping of uranium.
The police attacks provoked a revolt by

the Victorian branch of the Waterside

Workers Federation, which defied its na
tional leadership and imposed a complete
ban on ships carrying uranium. On July 7
came a still more telling blow against the
uranium lobby. The national conference of
the ALP voted unanimously to place an
indefinite moratorium on uranium mining.
This decision represented a considerable

toughening of the motion put to the confer
ence by the party leadership. The new
policy also stated bluntly that Labor would
"repudiate any commitment of a non-
Labor government to the mining, process
ing or export of Australia's uranium."
As usual, the party's ranks proved to be

far in advance of the official leadership.
Within a month, the Victorian branch of
the ALP was to adopt a motion rebuking
the party's Federal president. Bob Hawke,
for stating that he supported the eventual
mining and export of uranium, and that
the ALP as well would ultimately approve
mining and export.

Growth of Opposition to Uranium Mining

The social forces which had inspired
these decisions took to the streets in the
Hiroshima Day rallies and marches of
August 5 and 6, 1977. At least 50,000

people mobilized in cities around Austra
lia.

On August 25, 1977, the Fraser govern
ment's expected go-ahead for uranium
mining was announced. Against the pre
dictions of most commentators, the govern
ment rejected the Fox commission's clear
recommendation that the Northern Terri

tory mines be developed one at a time, in
order to minimize the impact of mining on
the local Black communities.

This decision appears to have been moti
vated by a desire, common to the govern
ment and the mining lobby, to extract and
sell as much uranium as possible before
the ALP could win office and shut the

mines down.

A poll of people in six capital cities in
March 1977 had shown 64 percent of
respondents supporting uranium mining
emd 24 percent opposing it. In September,
a survey conducted for the Sydney Morn
ing Herald found only 53 percent in favor
of mining and export, with 42 percent
opposed. The Herald survey's figures for
Melbourne, where the antiuranium move
ment had been especially active, showed
50 percent opposed and 45 percent in favor.
On October 22,1977, the swelling opposi

tion manifested itself again. Sixty to sev
enty thousand people mobilized in all
capital cities and many provincial centers.
Thousands of workers marched behind

trade-union banners, and the rank and file
of the Labor Party were heavily repre
sented.

During 1978, much of the attention of
antinuclear activists was focused on the

battle waged against the Federal govern
ment and the uranium companies by
Northern Territory Aborigines. Twenty-
nine of the largest Aboriginal communities
were represented in an independent body,
the Northern Land Council (NLC), which
was recognized by the government as
speaking on the Aborigines' behalf.
When the go-ahead for mining and ex

port had been announced in August 1977,
Aboriginal Affairs Minister Ian Viner
stated that the government had accepted
all the Fox report's recommendations on
Aborigines, including those which stated
there was to be no mining activity in
Kakadu National Park until title to the

area had been granted to the Aborigines
and the necessary control mechanisms
had been set up.
But even before this had been done, and

despite angry objections from the NLC, the
mining companies carried out widespread
minerals exploration. Ranger Uranium
was making substantial preparations on
its mine site. Protests to Fraser in No

vember 1977 earned the reply that the
government thought it important that
mining preparations should continue.

During mid-1978, negotiations were go
ing forward between the Federal govern
ment and the NLC on the terms which

would govern the extraction of uranium.
The Aborigines had not relented in their

opposition to mining, but pressure and
threats from the government had con
vinced many of them that mining would be
allowed to proceed whether they agreed to
it or not.

On August 4, it was reported that the
talks had reached a stalemate; no agree
ment had emerged either on environmen
tal questions or on the royalties to be paid
to the Aboriginal communities by the
mining companies. Prime Minister Fraser
promptly threatened to appoint an arbitra
tor whose decision would be binding.
Late in August it was announced that

agreement had been reached between the
government and representatives of the
NLC, and that the way would be clear for
the Ranger project to go ahead once the
agreement was ratified by a full NLC
meeting. But on September 21, a judge of
the Northern Territory Supreme Court
granted an injunction restraining the NLC
from signing the agreement.

Representatives of several Aboriginal
communities had applied for the injunc
tion out of dissatisfaction with the way the
September 15 NLC meeting, which decided
to ratify the agreement, had been con
ducted. Only half of the council's forty-two
members were present.

'I Have the Power'

An especially sore point with the Aborig
inal communities concerned the crude

threats Fraser and his ministers had used

against NLC leaders in order to get them
to recommend that the agreement be ap
proved. At a meeting on September 8,
Fraser had told NLC chairman Galarrwuy
Yunupingu:
"I have the power to block any law in

the Northern Territory; I'm the number
one man in Australia. We're not going to
negotiate. Shut up and sit down. We're
going to dig that hole anyway. It doesn't
matter if you don't want it. We're still
going to do it.
"If this agreement is not signed you will

lose the Northern Land Council. I will take

it off you . . . you won't have anything."
Moved by a ground-swell of opposition in

the Aboriginal communities, the NLC told
the Supreme Court on September 22 that it
would review its September 15 decision to
ratify the agreement. With this decision,
the NLC effectively blocked the mining
companies from beginning to extract ore
until mid-1979, because the wet season, in
which transport comes to a standstill, was
impending. On October 11, the Ranger
agreement was rejected by a meeting of
forty NLC delegates.
But on November 3, a further Land

Council meeting concluded with the agree
ment being signed. Under ruthless pres
sure from the Federal government, NLC
chairman Yunupingu had caved in, and
had begun campaigning for the agreement
to be accepted.
The final NLC discussions on this mat

ter were a shameful affair, in which Yunu-
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Melbourne demonstrators take part In Au
gust 1978 Hiroshima Day action.

pingu and Aboriginal Affairs Minister Ian
Viner exploited the confusion of the dele
gates to present the agreement as an
accomplished fact which the Aboriginal
people had no right to continue opposing.
According to NLC member Leo Finlay,

the traditional owners of the Ranger mine
site were not asked their opinion of the
pact; the consultation required by the
Land Rights Act never occurred.

During December, an agreement was
signed covering mining at Nabarlek,
where the rape of Black land was officially
begun on June 8, 1979, with a $25,000
party for 200 guests. Deputy Prime Minis
ter Doug Anthony unveiled a plaque; Ga-
larrwuy Yunupingu and two Japanese
power-company executives used a silver
spade to turn the first sods. Aboriginal
children were given party hats, balloons
and sweets. The Ranger mine was offi
cially inaugurated three days later.

In attempting to browbeat the NLC
leaders, Eraser had gloated to them that
they could expect no support firom the ALP
or the unions. But the prime minister was
bluffing; during 1978 opposition to ura
nium mining had remained firm among
the mass organizations of the working
class.

Early in 1978 ten major unions were
represented at a national consultation of
the Movement Against Uranium Mining.
At about this time, members of the Water
side Workers Federation affirmed their

total opposition to handling uranium ship
ments, even in order to fulfil existing
contracts. In a national ballot of major
ports the "wharfies" voted by 3,486 to nil
in favor of rejecting the shipments.

Unfortunately, the ranks were not al
ways able to control the positions taken by
their leaders.

On February 10, the ACTU at a special
union conference on uranium accepted the
advice of its president. Bob Hawke. It
decided to allow existing uranium con
tracts to be fulfilled, but recommended that
"labor not be made available" for the

opening of new mines pending assurances
from the government that adequate safe
guards existed in relation to nuclear waste

disposal, and that "the legitimate de
mands of the Aboriginal people" over land
rights would be satisfied.

Within a week, the Victorian and South
Australian Trades and Labor Councils had

voted to reject this sellout. But the confu
sion and demoralization produced by the
backdown showed up when 500 Sydney
waterside workers voted by 3 to 1 on
February 14 to endorse the ACTU decision.
The ACTU had refused to take on the

role of leading the struggle against ura
nium mining; responsibility for carrying
out this task fell once again on the antiura-
nium groups in each state.

The movement had entered 1978 with its

morale high. By late 1977, the Victorian
Movement Against Uranium Mining had
had more than 100 local groups operating.
Nationwide demonstrations on March 31

and April 1,1978, attracted a total of about
30,000 people; attendances in several ma
jor cities were limited by heavy rain. Soon
afterwards, preparations began for the
next mobilizations, around Hiroshima
Day, August 5.

An early victory was notched up when
the Victorian branch of the ALP, at a
special conference on May 14, endorsed the
Hiroshima Day demonstration and ex
pressed its full support for the antiuranium
movement.

Struggle Within the Movement

But the movement was far fi:om being
politically homogeneous, and a sharp
struggle proved necessary in order to keep
its focus clearly on the demands for an end
to uremium mining and export.
One organization that had always had

trouble relating to the antiuranium move
ment was the hard-line pro-Moscow Social
ist Party of Australia (SPA). A leaflet
issued by SPA members in Brisbane in
May 1978 contained the following state
ment:

"Opposition to the mining and process
ing of uranium, and through it the produc
tion of nuclear power, is unrealistic and
flying in the face of the facts."
Concluding fi-om the existence of the

Soviet nuclear-energy program that ade
quate technology existed to make nuclear
power plants safe, these apologists for the
Moscow bureaucracy argued that anti
uranium activists should be campaigning
for "public ownership of Australian ura
nium resources under the control of a

democratic people's energy commission."
The influence of the SPA's position has

been limited to the few unions in which the

party has its industrial base. Far more
dangerous for the antiuranium movement
has been the attempts by the other main
Stalinist party, the "Eurocommunist"
Communist Party of Australia (CPA) to
sidetrack the campaign.
What the CPA did was to try to counter-

pose involvement in disarmament confer
ences and general propaganda around the

need for peace to the actual, existing
campaign against the nuclear danger.
This diversion was pushed with some

energy during 1978 by the CPA's liberal
"front" organization, the Congress for
International Co-operation and Disarma
ment (CICD). At a meeting of the Move
ment Against Uranium Mining (MAUM)
in Melbourne on May 20, 1978, people
associated with CICD emd the CPA were

instrumental in having the demand "Land
Rights not Uranium" dropped from the
platform of the August 6 demonstration.
The propaganda topic which the CICD

wished to substitute for land rights had
been clear for some time; endorsement had
been sought from MAUM for disarmament
conferences held in Melbourne and Sydney
on April 21-23.
But opponents of uranium mining hold a

variety of positions on the political ques
tion of how disarmament and peace are to
be achieved; to demand adherence to a
particular position on this question, which
is essentially distinct from that of whether
uranium should be mined, can only limit
the antiuranium movement's potential
support.

On a more fundamental level, the tradi
tional "peace movement," into which the
CPA has tried to integrate the antiura
nium campaign, employs a fundamentally
different political method from that which
has been used to build the fight against
uranium mining. While the antiuranium
campaign has mainly relied on class-
struggle methods of work bans, strikes and
mass demonstrations, the Stalinist-led
"peace movement" has placed its trust all
along on appeals to the better nature of
capitalist governments, refusing to point
out bluntly the inherently aggressive na
ture of imperialism and the necessity for
workers to fight and defeat it.

Hiroshima Day Success

With at least 40,0(K) people taking part
around the country, the 1978 Hiroshima
Day demonstrations established clearly
that the antiuranium movement had lost

none of its power to involve masses of
Australians in political struggle. Particu
larly significant was the turnout of 25,000
people in Melbourne, equal to the largest of
the 1977 demonstrations. For the first

time, the Victorian ALP had been drawn
into active mobilizing work in support of
the campaign.
Antiuranium demonstrators had again

given the bosses cause to fear the radicaliz
ing potential of the movement, and had
given powerful backing to worker activists
who were fighting in the unions to close
down the uranium industry.
But some people remained unimpressed,

among them leaders of the antiuranium
campaign itself.
Hints that certain activists were tired of

marching, and felt the need for "more
radical" tactics than mobilizing the
masses in political struggle, had appeared
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at a national antiuranium activists confer

ence held in Sydney on June 24-25.
One decision made by the conference

was to put into effect a planned program of
harassment of the mining companies.
Another was to conduct a boycott cam
paign against a selected company con
nected with uranium mining. These tactics
were never seriously implemented; in any
case, neither could have had any signifi
cant impact on the mining companies.
The question of what basic perspective

the campaign should adopt came to be
fought out around a proposal for further
national demonstrations on October 28.

Supporters of a mass action perspective
argued that a further mobilization before

the end of the year was needed if the
momentum firom Hiroshima Day was not
to be lost. Unless such an action were held,
eight months would elapse between Hiro
shima Day and the demonstrations pro
jected for the following April.
Without a clear focus for their activity,

such as preparations for a mass demon
stration would provide, many of the local
antiuranium groups would collapse. Also,
supporters of mass action argued, it was
essential that the Northern Territory Abor
igines be given a further visible assurance
of the massive support their cause enjoyed,
as their negotiations with the government
moved into a crucial stage.
Antiuranium activists in Brisbane

joined Sydney MAUM in planning a dem
onstration for October 28. But despite
unanimous support for the mobilization
from the annual meeting of the NSW
Young Labor Council, the opponents of
mass action organized feverishly and, with
a variety of bureaucratic methods, were
able to force the cancellation of the rallies.

As a substitute, Sydney opponents of the
demonstrations argued in favor of a large
fund-raising dance, and a number of small
protest pickets.
Among the most vocal opponents of any

mass mobilizations in October were

members of the Communist Party.

By mid-1978 it had become clear that it

was not only uranium mining that the
antinuclear campaign would have to com
bat. In March, Deputy Prime Minister
Doug Anthony had announced that Japan
had agreed to take part in the building of a
uranium-enrichment plant in Australia
during the next two years. France would
be another partner in the enrichment
industry, Anthony announced while in
Paris during July.
Western Australian State Premier Sir

Charles Court was reported to be support
ing moves by the Western Mining Corpora
tion to set up an enrichment plant near its
Yeelirrie uranium deposit, north of Kal-
goorlie.
In October 1978, large numbers of Aus

tralians discovered that they were not to
he spared the full perils of the nuclear age.
It emerged that the Atomic Energy Com
mission (AEC) was planning to have nu

clear power stations operating in several
States by the mid-1990s.

Earlier suggestions from Sir Charles
Court that a nuclear power station would
eventually be built on the outskirts of
Perth suddenly became far more menac
ing, as AEC officials revealed that the
commission was already working on plans
for nuclear power with State government
authorities in Western Australia and Vic

toria.

In June 1979, the Court government
named two prospective sites for its nuclear
power station, which it intends to bring on-
stream in the mid-'90s. Like Perth itself,
the two sites chosen are in an earthquake-
prone area.

A Threat to Unions

Court revealed his plans for uranium
mining and enrichment and nuclear power
generation, conscious that any attempt to
proceed with these projects would be likely
to involve a head-on collision with the
labor movement.

Of the unions which cover workers likely
to be involved in the uranium industry,
most have made at least a verbal commit

ment to uphold ACTU policy on the issue.
At present, the ACTU opposes the opening
of new uranium mines unless it is satisfied
that proper environmental safeguards
have been established and the demands of
Aborgines met.
But at a special meeting of twelve unions

in Melbourne on March 9, 1979, two right-
wing-led unions, the Australian Workers
Union and the Federated Ironworkers
Association, indicated that they would
continue to defy ACTU policy by allowing
their members to work on site preparations
for the Ranger mine.
Union labor is thus available for the

actual extraction of the ore. But it seems

certain that if any new mines go ahead, it
will be as scab operations.
Early in March John O'Connor, the

Western Australian State secretary of the
Transport Workers Union, said his union
would ban any goods coming to or from
the Yeelirrie mine site. On April 29 ACTU
Senior Vice-president Cliff Dolan an
nounced that several key unions had re
solved to ban all work by their members on
the Nabarlek and Ranger projects.
The Amalgamated Metal Workers and

Shipwrights Union (AMWSU), the Aus
tralian Railways Union and the Electrical
Trades Union would refuse to supply labor
at the mine sites, and would also try to
stop the manufacture and transport of
equipment for the mines. Dolan said the
Transport Workers Union had promised its
support for this stand.
The Ranger consortium has said it will

require up to 500 tradespeople at peak
construction time, most of them in trades

covered by the unions which have imposed
the bans.

Both the Federal and Western Austral

ian governments continue to insist that

mining and export will be carried through.
This now amounts to a pledge that they
will, if necessary, go all out to smash the
power of the unions to enforce the closed
shop and to ban work which their
members consider unsafe.

The sort of struggle mounted by the
AMWSU and its allies in the union move

ment will thus be critical in deciding
whether new mines are to be developed,
and will have a vital hearing on deciding
what the overall balemce of class forces in

the country will be for years to come.
Most leaders of the Australian labor

movement would prefer to capitulate
rather than fight stand-up battles with the
government. Unless the union officials are
kept under strong pressure from the ranks,
the bans on new uranium mines will be

applied inconsistently, watered down, and
eventually dropped altogether.
If a high level of rank-and-file militancy

on the issue is to be developed and main
tained, the unionists involved must feel
part of a vocal, aggressive and visible
movement.

For the movement against uranium min
ing, 1979 has been a year of critical
change. In the largest cities the tradi
tional, essentially middle-class leadership,
made up of environmentalists and liberal
pacifists, has entered into crisis.
Among these people, pessimism about

the chances of ending mining has in
creased, as it has become clear to what
lengths the Fraser government is prepared
to go to ensure that mining and export
continue.

But this has been a crisis of will in the

leadership, not a crisis of conviction
among the movement's scores of thou
sands of supporters, who remain prepared
to move into struggle if a clear political
focus for their activity is provided.
The demoralization of the traditional

leadership has been reflected in the decline
of the activists' committees, particularly
the Movement Against Uranium Mining
in Sydney.

Fortunately, the loss of will of a handful
of discouraged people has not led to the
collapse of the campaign. An alternative
leadership has arisen. This emerging lead
ership is based solidly on the working
class.

Early in 1979 the antiuranium move
ment scored a triumph when at least
60,000 people, spurred on by reports of the
near-disaster at the Three Mile Island
nuclear power plant in the United States,
mobilized on April 6 and 7 in some twenty
cities around Australia. The turnout was

as great as for any previous mobilization;
the crowd of 20,000 in Sydney was the
largest to participate in any demonstration
in that city since the Whitlam Labor
government was sacked in 1975.

Labor Against Uranium

Most of the credit for the huge Sydney
demonstration can he taken by Labor
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Against Uranium (LAU), an undelegated
committee of Labor Party antiuranium
activists. LAU has been able to use its

close links with the trade unions, and the
infrastructure provided by Labor Party
branches throughout New South Wales, to
draw into activity thousands of people who
could not have been reached by MAUM.
But the great strengths of Labor Against

Uranium are political rather than organi
zational. LAU is a rank-and-file organiza
tion of the workers movement; many of its
members understand the tremendous so
cial weight of the working class, and the
central, indispensable role this class plays
in the economy.

People with this understanding acknowl
edge with great readiness that the way to
force an end to uranium mining is not to
hold festivals and displays of alternative
technology, or to embark on minority
campaigns of harassment against mining
companies, but to mobilize the masses of
workers in political struggle.
Neither in Sydney nor in Melbourne

have the MAUM groups recognized the
need to orient their work towards the labor

movement; this is the essential reason why
MAUM in both cities is now almost mori

bund.

In Sydney, Labor Against Uranium
made good this deficiency. As a rank-and-
file initiative, operating in many ways as a
vehicle for opposition to the rightwing
New South Wales leadership of the Labor
Party, LAU has both attracted, and has
had to rely upon, the broad participation of
ALP branch members.

But in Melbourne, tbe ALP leadership
has had much greater success in prevent
ing such rank-and-file initiatives from
going ahead. Victorian Labor leaders have
spoken out bluntly against the nuclear
industry, and have sanctioned the setting
up of an ALP antiuranium committee. But
this body remains a small policy commit
tee under leadership control, with little
perspective of involving the ranks in its
work. As a consequence, the central orga
nization of the Melbourne antiuranium

movement continues to be MAUM.

The different compositions of the leader
ships of the Sydney and Melbourne antiur
anium movements are reflectedin the Hiro

shima Day actions that were planned in
each city for August. In Sydney, Hiro
shima Day was planned as a political
demonstration, centering on a mass
march. The Melbourne action was to have

more of the character of a countercultural

festival, with the thrust of its demands far

less clear, and with much less power to
convince opponents of uranium mining of
their potential strength when they engage
in united action.

However, the very fact that nationally
co-ordinated actions took place on Hiro
shima Day was itself a victory for the
proponents of mass demonstrations. Just
how necessary it is that the fight against
uranium mining should be centered in the

Henry Manx/Direct Action

Labor has played leading role in anti-uranium campaign. Above, Labor Party
banners in march of 10,000 in Sydney on August 4.

working class was demonstrated two
weeks after the huge April 6-7 actions,
when a "National Uranium Moratorium
Consultation" met in Adelaide. By a vote
of 8 to 6, the delegates passed a motion:
"That there be no national rally or

mobilization on Hiroshima Day but that
all states encourage their local groups to
plan other activities around Hiroshima."
One of the most active protagonists of

this position was a delegate from Sydney
MAUM, Geoff Evans. Evans, a well-
known Communist Party of Australia
member, had argued in a position paper
that "marches and rallies do not confront

and challenge the government and mining
companies as much as many smaller ac
tions have, and to a significant extent are
now accommodated and co-opted by the
governments and police."
The truth is that governments have little

trouble accommodating the "challenges"
of small groups of muddleheaded liberals
and posturing ultralefts. The only force the
capitalist state cannot accommodate or co-
opt is the working class when it mobilizes
under a class-struggle leadership.
Not only members of the Communist

Party, but many leaders of the antiura
nium movement are skeptical that they

will ever see the kind of working-class
outbursts needed to shut down the nuclear

industry. But a Sydney Morning Herald
poll taken early in 1978 shows how base
less this pessimism is. At the time of the
poll, 66 percent of Australians aged be
tween eighteen and twenty-one, and 57
percent of those between twenty-one and
twenty-four, opposed uranium mining.
These young workers who are most solid

in their opposition to uranium mining are
now in the forefront of huge class battles,
as strikes in defence of living standards
erupt throughout industry. More and more,
the dangers of uranium mining are being
seen as an important issue in the class
struggle, to be fought by workers using the
weapons of militant mass action forged in
the battle for wage gains.
In the coming months, it will become far

more difficult for the labor leadership to
maintain the compromising stance which
has allowed uranium shipments to pass
almost unobstructed. As the fight for wage
justice spills over into the battle to "stop
the merchants of nuclear death," the strug
gle against uranium mining in Australia
will become not only an inspiration to the
world antinuclear movement, but a potent
political instruction as well. □
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The Stakes for Labor and Women

Preferential Hiring, Preferential Seniority in Canada
By Samantha Anderson

[The following two articles appeared in
the October 1 issue of Socialist Voice, a

revolutionary-socialist fortnightly pub
lished in Montreal.]

Janice Foster, a young woman from
British Columbia, took the B.C. wood
industry to court for her right to work the
"male" job of hauling logs on the green
chain.

She won. But she's one of very few
women to break into the better paying
industrial jobs worked predominantly by
men. Though the number of women work
ing in non-clerical jobs is growing, most of
them are ghettoized into lower-grade, me
nial jobs.
Take the Steel Company of Canada

[Stelco] plant in Hamilton, for example.
The pay is higher than average. The union
local is strong. Any production worker
would jump at the chance to work there. Of
12,000 employees, only 50 are women.
They all work in the tin mill, inspecting
and sorting. The plant hasn't hired a
woman in 16 years.
Similar situations exist throughout Can

ada's basic industries.

Quotas Needed

Women are the victims of deep-rooted
discrimination. Decisive measures will be

required to counteract centuries-old preju
dices and the sexist training most women
receive at school.

A certain number of jobs must be set
aside for women at all levels of production,
and the necessary training provided. The
aim should he to bring the percentage of
women in all areas of production into line
with their percentage in the workforce.
In the United States, legislation requir

ing job quotas for Blacks and women in all
federal contracts was won by the Black
civil rights movement in 1965. Where
unions have fought to implement this
"affirmative action," Blacks and women
have scored real gains.
For example, in 1974 the Steelworkers

union at the Kaiser Aluminum and Chemi

cal plant in Louisiana forced the company
to set up a special training program to
increase the number of Black and female

workers in craft jobs. Fifty percent of the
places in the programs were set aside for
them. The quotas were to continue until
the proportion of Blacks in craft jobs rose
to 39 percent—the percentage of Blacks in
the local workforce—and until women in

craft jobs rose to 5 percent.

Women in Canada need programs like

that to begin to break through the vicious
circle excluding them from industrial jobs.
The NDP [New Democratic Party] and

most union federations in Canada support
equal job opportunities for women. Support
for affirmative action is often included in
their platforms. But none put forward
concrete proposals, such as quotas.
A draft brief on affirmative action pre

pared in 1978 by the B.C. [British Colum
bia] Federation of Labor women's commit
tee analyzes correctly the institutionalized
discrimination women workers face. But it

dismisses quotas and corresponding ad
justments to seniority as "troublesome."
". . . they do not have to be and proba

bly shouldn't be part of any equal oppor
tunities program," it says.
In Saskatchewan, affirmative action

legislation of the NDP government fails to
include quotas. (See box.)

Unions Must Lead

Labor has every interest in supporting
the fight for affirmative action. Low-wage
job ghettos for women exert downward
pressure on the general wage level. Unem
ployed women, desperate for a job, can be
used by employers to break strikes or
replace other workers at lower wage rates.
Employers have their own reasons to

avoid hiring women in skilled industrial
jobs. They don't want to face demands for
costly paid maternity leave, child care, and
better working conditions. Above all,
bosses value the effect of false stereotypes
and divisions between male and female

workers that result from segregation in
employment.
The exclusion of women from industrial

jobs weakens the labor movement.
Obviously, real equality on the job for

women will not be won without a fight. It
is not enough for the unions to state

support for affirmative action. They must
come out clearly in support of quotas to
ensure that women are given priority in
hiring.
That's just what the B.C. Federation

brief does not do. "Long range goals,"
"intermediate targets," "timetables," and
"the most troublesome term of all,
'quotas,'"—"none of these terms have to
form part of an affirmative action pro
gram," it states.
"What often happens is that a candidate

with greater seniority and higher qualifi
cations will be disqualified to promote a
basically qualified person."
But isn't that exactly what is required

for women to catch up? And if unions come
out forcefully behind such a system
wouldn't that strengthen—not weaken—
them?

At the Kaiser plant mentioned earlier,
Brian Weber, a white lab technician, chal
lenged the quota system in the courts,
charging it discriminated against him by
allowing Blacks with less seniority into
the training program ahead of him.
But it is Blacks, not whites, who suffer

racial discrimination. The gap between the
average income of Blacks and whites in
the U.S. continues to increase, despite the
small gains brought about by affirmative
action. There is no basis for Weber's

charge of reverse discrimination.
In fact, the quota system at Kaiser was

of direct benefit to white workers too. The
training program that resulted brought a
general increase in skilled jobs—for whites
as well as Blacks—from 268 positions to
280.

Similarly, if Stelco in Canada were
forced to hire a definite percentage of
women as production workers, it would not
mean less job security for men. Men may
have greater job security today than

Socialist Voice

Steel local 1005 president Ceo Taylor speaks in favor of campaign to force
Stelco's Hamilton works to hire women. He is flanked by Debbie Field,
Joanne Holowchak, and Jeanette Abbott, who are fighting to get jobs at
Stelco.
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women, but both have less than they could
win by fighting together to get rid of low-
paying job ghettos and large unemploy
ment rolls.

The U.S. labor movement mobilized to

defend the quota system and defeated
Weber's suit. That defeat was a big victory
for all workers—Black, white, male, fe
male, young, and old.

Preferential Seniority

Affirmative action also means protect
ing gains women have made in the face of
layoffs. Where unions are not strong
enough to prevent layoffs, they must en
sure that preferential treatment for women
is extended to the seniority system. Sepa
rate seniority lists for those hired under
affirmative action programs is one way to
do this. Workers on this list should be

given preferential or retroactive seniority
to make up for previous employment dis
crimination. The proportion of women in
the plant workforce should not be reduced
by layoffs.
Preferential seniority could also ensure

that women are given a fair shake in
bidding for various job assignments
within the plant.
The B.C. Federation of Labor brief takes

the opposite view. "There should not be
separate seniority lists for males and fe
males," it says, and suggests that unions
negotiate plant-wide seniority instead.
Plant-wide seniority would prevent the

employers from wiping out the entire fe
male workforce in the plant by cutting
back or eliminating individual depart
ments. And, over time, it can help break
down the "ghettoization" of women within
certain departments. But it would not
change the fact that women are a tiny
minority in skilled industrial jobs—most of
them recently hired, and first in line for
firing. For example, women at Inco's Sud-
bury operation have been reduced from 250
to a handful as a result of layoffs in the
last couple of years. A system of preferen
tial seniority would have allowed the
union to maintain the proportion of
women in the plant.
The B.C. Fed brief worries about the

"internal conflict and turmoil" that may
develop in unions as a result of changes in
the seniority clauses. "It is the reason why
unions in this country seem loath to insti
tute equal opportunity progprams. It is no
wonder since seniority clauses have been
won only after great struggles over a
period of many years. To many, it is the
comer stone of a good union contract."
The seniority system is an important

gain for labor. It enables the union to
exercise some control over company
layoffs, preventing the boss fi:om simply
laying off "troublemakers."
But the current system does not meet the

needs of female union members. Just as it

would hurt the union to allow the boss to

pick off militants, so it weakens them to
allow women to be swept wholesale out of

the plants. Any adjustment that prevents
this would only strengthen the seniority
system by enabling it to afford a measure
of protection to all sections of the union
membership.
And what about interference in union

business by the courts if such provisions
should be required by law?
In the United States, says the B.C. Fed

brief, affirmative action plans are enforced
by the courts, "often disregarding existing
contracts."

Such legislation—enforcing hiring quo
tas or prohibiting discriminatory layoffs-
would be a blow against the company, not
agEunst the union. The unions should
welcome any such improvement to existing
contracts. They should even initiate legis
lation of this kind as an added pressure
against the boss in contract negotiations.
Women and the labor movement should

use every available means to advance the
fight against the boss for real equality on
the job.

Preferential Seniority and Jobs for Ail

Doesn't preferential seniority accept
layoffs and cut across the fight for full
employment?
The seniority system was never intended

as a guarantee of jobs for all. Its purpose is
to allow the union some control over job
promotion and firings when layoffs can't

be avoided.

The fight for full employment is an
urgent one for labor. It includes the fight
for a shorter workweek with no cut in pay
to share the available work around; the
nationalization of companies that threaten
to close down; and massive government
projects to build vital housing, hospitals,
and schools to provide more jobs.
Until this fight is won, men will be laid

off; but women will be laid off more, and
there's no justice to that.

A Burning Question

Women will be looking to the unions and
the New Democratic Party to help them
fight for effective measures to meet the
economic crisis. The NDP and the unions

should fight for legislation requiring quo
tas and preferential seniority to be part of
all federal contracts. The NDP could intro

duce legislation along the line of the Sas
katchewan amendments, extending it to
require hiring quotas where discrimination
exists. And the unions should mobilize

their power behind such legislation, includ
ing quotas and preferential seniority in all
future contract negotiations. They should
give full backing to fights like that of
Janice Foster to be hired into "male" jobs.
These measures to fight discrimination

and unite working people will strengthen
our ability to fight for a better life for all. □

Campaign to Win Jobs for Women at Steei Mill
The campaign to get women into indus

trial jobs at the Edmonton finishing plant
of the Steel Co. of Canada scored a small
but significant victory | v
in mid-September whenj '
the company hired iv/o

Stelco refuses to com-' ""
ment on why ill , Jf
breached its policy ol S
hiring only males. Butr Jjr .
the move was clearly in V ~ ^
response to a public HMMliMMHI
campaign by unions LYNDA LITTLE
and feminist groups in recent months
aimed at forcing Stelco, one of Edmonton's
largest industrial employers, to hire
women.

The campaign was initiated by Sarah
Butson and Ljmda Little, who were refused
work by Stelco. The Alberta Human
Rights commission is investigating Stelco
on their behalf for sexist discrimination.
Stelco still refuses to hire these two
women.

In the following interview with Socialist
Voice, Lynda Little tells about the issues
in the case.

Question. Have other women besides
yourself and Sarah applied for jobs with

Stelco?

Answer. Yes. There are always women
in the personnel office when I go to check
for job openings. A couple of years ago,
when I worked as a letter carrier, one of
my co-workers told me she applied to
Stelco for plant work in 1973. The story
was the same then as today: we don't hire
women because the work is too heavy and
we have no facilities for them.

Q. Why do women want these jobs?

A. The economic situation is getting
tougher. Plants Uke Stelco are unionized.
That means not only better pay and bene
fits, but greater job security. Breaking into
"male" jobs in these plants is one of the
few ways women can significantly in
crease their income. Also, the women's
liberation movement has given many of us
the confidence that we can do these jobs,
that we have a right to them.

Q. Many companies say women don't
have the necessary experience for the jobs.

A. In msmy cases, this is true. We are
faced with a catch-22 situation. We can't
get the job because we don't have the
experience, and we can't get the experience
because they won't give us the jobs. Com
panies like Stelco should be forced to
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Affirmative Action
The NDP government in Saskatche

wan has empowered the Human Rights
Commission to approve or order affir
mative action programs designed to
assist women, indigenous (Native) peo
ple, the disabled, and other oppressed to
gain equality in employment and edu
cation.

The amendment to the Human Rights
Code recognizes that the individual,
case by case, approach to discrimina
tion taken by traditional human rights
legislation is woefully inadequate.
"Institutionalized discrimination,"

says the Commission in a statement on
the amended Code, "affects whole
groups of people by perpetuating the
effects of past discrimination and it
continues to create inequality."
The Commission is empowered to

provide training for female applicants to
break this vicious circle.

But in many other cases, it's just bold
faced sexist discrimination. I know for a

fact that Stelco hires men with little pre
vious experience. A friend of mine just
started a job in the plant after eight years
of office work and very little plant
experience—much less than Sarah or I. He
tells us that most of the work in the plant
could be done just as easily by women as
by men.

Q. What is the purpose of your cam
paign?

A. We want to get the word out on this
blatant discrimination. The Alberta Hu
man Rights commission is investigating
Stelco. But it has very little actual power
and moves slowly. We need to win the
support of unions, feminist organizations,
the NDP, and others for our case. We're
convinced that once working people know
what Stelco is doing, they will support us.
And there are women all across Canada

who face the same problem we do. We hope
they will get some ideas firom our case on
how to fight back. The more of us who take
these companies on, the more we build up
support from the feminist movement and
labor, the greater, our chances of success.

Q. What support have you received so
far?

A. Our main support has come firom
trade unions and feminist groups such as
the Edmonton Women's Coalition and the

Alberta Status of Women Action Commit

tee. Union support has been a particular
encouragement to us. Harry Kostiuk, presi
dent of the Alberta Federation of Labor,
has made a public statement calling on the
Human Rights Commission to carry out a
full investigation of Stelco on our behalf.
The Alberta Union of Public Employees,
the Edmonton local of the Canadian

in Saskatchewan
handle complaints filed on behalf of an
entire group suffering from a common
form of discrimination. This class-

action procedure has been used in the
United States to fight employers' sexist
and racist policies.
The legislation will cover only those

employers within the province's juris
diction and not the chartered banks,
and federal transport and communica
tions companies.
Women, Native people, and the dis

abled will be given priority in affirmative
action programs, the Commission says.
Saskatchewan's affirmative action

program can become a useful tool to
help these oppressed groups become
fully integrated in the work force—
especially if quotas are adopted for
hiring and training. —S.A.

Union of Postal Workers, and Local 15 of
the Letter Carriers Union of Canada have

also supported us. Some of these organiza
tions send representatives to our public
campaign committee meetings.

But most significantly, we've received
strong support from locals of the United
Steel workers of America [USWA] in Ha
milton (Local 1005), Grande Cache (Local
7621), and Sudbury (Local 6500). It gives
us a lot of confidence to have the support

of the workers in Sudbury who were able to
force the International Nickel Company to
back down and give them a decent con
tract.

We hope that USWA Locals 5220 and
5529 at Edmonton's Stelco plants will
follow the lead of these other locals. The

union local in the plant is in the best
position to put direct pressure on the boss
to hire women. For example, a few years
ago. Local 6500 got Inco to hire 250
women. This is why women work at Inco
today.

Q. How has Stelco responded to the pres
sure?

A. Well, for one thing, Stelco has now
hired its first two women! This is a victory
for all of us, and was clearly a result of our
public campaign.
The company probably hopes that token-

ist hiring of a few women will take the
steam out of our campaign. But hiring
these two women is just the thin end of the
wedge. It proves the justice of our case.
Now we must step up the pressure on
Stelco to hire Sarah and me, and all the
other women who have applied! We plan to
redouble our efforts by organizing public
meetings on our case and winning further
support.

We hope other women across Canada
will be inspired by our case and follow our
lead until the doors to companies like
Stelco are forced wide open to women. □

Canadian Government Backs Down on
Plan to Move Embassy to Jerusalem

On October 29 Canada's Prime Minister
Joe Clark announced in Ottawa that he
was rescinding his earlier decision to move
the Canadian embassy in Israel from Tel
Aviv to Jerusalem. The proposal had first
been made on May 22, while Clark was
campaigning in Canada's general election.

There were immediate protests at that
time from Arab states and the Palestini
ans, who pointed out that under the United
Nations partition plan Jerusalem was to
have been an international city. Despite
these objections, in his first news confer
ence as prime minister, on June 5, Clark
reiterated his decision to move the em
bassy.

But the storm of Arab protests forced
Clark to back down. On June 24 he an
nounced that the move would not be made
until the completion of a fact-finding mis
sion to the Middle East. This was then
followed by the October 29 cancellation of
the move.

Israel transferred its capital from Tel
Aviv to Jerusalem in 1950. Most foreign
embassies, however, have remained in Tel
Aviv to avoid appearing to sanction the
Israeli seizure of Jerusalem. Moving the
Canadian embassy would have been a big
step in legitimizing the Zionist occupation
of Jerusalem.

In fact, when Israeli Premier Menachem
Begin heard of Clark's initial plan. Begin
interrupted the convention of his Herat
Party to read the announcement to cheer-

JOE CLARK
Kerry Waghorn

ing delegates.
Clark's decision not to move the em

bassy after all is a further indication of the
growing isolation of the Zionist regime in
world politics. □
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