Socialist

Incubators

by Peter Dreier

Few people are aware of
the relative merits of

the nation’s 1,775
municipally owned
utilities that operate
more efficiently, and
with more
accountability, than the
large 10Us (investor-
owned utilities).
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At the present time, the ‘‘objective
conditions ™" in the United States seem
0 give socuulists und progressives
cause lor optimismi. For most work-
ing-class and middle-class Americans.
postwar hopes of prosperity and secu-
rity are now being dushed. The coun-
iry's global power began to crode in
the last decade, and the repercussions
are now being felt. Inflation weakens
people’s purchasing power, while
anawing  underecmployment  under-
mines their security. For the vast ma-
jority. the American dream of a single-
family home is an unrealizable fanta-
sy. while fears of cancer, nuclear plant
disaster. and a cold winter without
heating fuel are nightmares that are all
oo real. Powertul institutions don’t
seem 1o know how to help. As uresult,
public-opinion surveys reveal a dra-
matic decline in contidence in busi-
ness. tocal government, the Presiden-
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doctors, and the news media.

Many observers have been pro-
claiming that the nation is **drifting 1o
the right. ™ But nations do not “*drift, ™
[ike a rudderless boat on o windy sei.
They are led—pushed and pulled—by
specific social groups with special in-
terests at stuke. The question is, Who
will control the rudder?

During the 19608, progressive
forces had one hand on the rudder—
though without full control—-und man-
aged to steer the ship of state feftward.
Big business was on the defensive and
was forced to make important conces-
sions to reform groups. It is now ag-
gressively attempting to regain full
control of the rudder and is engaging in
a full-specd-uhead ideologicul und po-
[tcal attack o turn back or slow down
many of the gains made during the
sixties. Mussive etforts are being made
to make public opinion—aund govern-
ment action—more tavorahle to hig
husiness.

The nation’s largest corporations
are wsking people. as Businesy Week
candidly observed, 10 "*do with less so
that big business cun have more.™”
Groups such as the Business Roundtu-
hle. the Conlerence Bourd, and corpo-

unions,
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ralc-sponsored political action com-
mittees  arc  lobbying heavily for
legislution on taxes, labor, and the
environment that will create a more
tuvoruble **business climate. " [n their
carporate advertising, business is now
trying to sell the system, rather than
simply sell products. Attucks on
“averregulation™ and ''big govern-
ment'” are frequent messages. Busi-
ness leaders and corporations are don-
ating money to establish chairs and
programs of “*free enterprise " on cam-
puses 10 offsct what they perceive as a
threatening assault on business-orient-
cd values.

To this end, the '‘New Right,”
more extreme than big-business con-
servatism, is useful. Such figures as
Howard Jurvis, Richard Vigurrie, and
Phyllis Schafly play an important part
in making big business's priorities
seem moderate and reasonable, cven
though New Right issues such as abor-
tion, antibusing, und school prayers
are murginal to business’s central con-
Cerns.

At the same time, however, these
financial and industrial giants are quite
wary of the activities of the New Right
(such as Proposition 13 and its coun-
teiparts), which would use a meat-ax
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approach to social programs, public
services, and government employ-
ment, since they threaten the stability
and predictability that makes invest-
ment possible. Similarly, in foreign
affairs, the jingoism of the American
Security Council, the Committee on
the Present Danger, and other right-
wing groups encourages drastic de-
fense increases, military intervention,
and a refusal to make concessions to
new pglobal realities. Nonetheless,
while things could 20 too far with too
many New Rightists in positions of
influence, they do make a useful con-
tribution by running interference with
the programs and policies of John
Connolly, Jimmy Carter, and their
tounterparts on the state and local
level.

Mecanwhile. public opinion—if we
use the opinion polls. election results,
and union drives as evidence—is un-
certain, ungry, confused. or indiffer-
ent. Most Americans are disinterested
n political issues. including those of
the New Right. The prevailing mood is
one of eynicism, People generully be-
lieve that their leaders are corrupt. thar
You cant fight City Hall—or Mabil
Oil. The popularity of personal solu-
tons and coping mechanisms—self-
help psychology . disco narcissism,
off-beat religions. drugs (Valium is
the nation’s best seller). and family
violence—reflects a mood of fatalism
and frusiration about the possibilitics
of organized social change.

It 15 not enough. however, that
Americans are “urned off. For pro-
gressive social protest and change 10
emerge. they must also get *‘turned
on"'—they must believe that things
should and can be different. For the
American left 1o be ar all successful, it
must present the American people with
Sovivens o program, and a move-
ment—much of which, I contend. al-
ready exists, albeit in smal], isolated,
ambiguous. and distorted ways. | call
these ways “*socialist incubators. "

Such avision would include cooper-
atively und publicly owned and con-
trolled institutions,  The program
would cull for a wide variety of con-
crete radical reform measures (o demo-
cralize control of major social, cco-
nomic. and political institutions. And
the movemenr would consist of 4 diver-
M of grass-roots organizations that

have spent the late 1970 mobilizing
people around many issues but have
lacked the coherence to effect national
public policy bused on 4 common
agenda.

In my view. the major problem
facing democratic socialists in the
1980s is not one of creating a vision or
of formulating a winnuble program of
radical reforms. [ believe that the prin-
cipal aim of the left will be to create out
of the fragmented and fragile move.
ments of the seventies Fcoherent po-
litical organization—or alliance—ro
turn the program of radical reformy
into political issues that contend for
power and legitimacy.

THE VISION

Socialists must overcome people’s
criticism of the possibility of coop-
crative or public enterprise as either
contrary to human nature” or g
inevitably burcaucratic and misman-
aged. Such phrases as *'workers’ con-
trol""and *'public ownership ™" typical-
ly callup images of Cuba, Yugoslavia,
China. or the Soviet Union

Similarly. the notion of cmployee-
or consumer-controlled firms raises
the specter of wo many chefs making
decisions. or faces the common belief
that management decisions of complex
organizations should be left to “ex.
perts with “'know-how, ' samething
thatis presumably beyond the reach of
the majority of employecs.

There is. of course. a long und
viable tradition of consumer- and pro-
ducer-owned cooperatives in both the
American and European experience.
Yet these activities are purt of the
hidden history that keeps the political
imagination of most citizens within
“aceeptable ™ limils. For cxample,
few students in my courses at the
University of Oregon four years a4go
were aware of the 16 worker-owned
plywood mills that have existed for
over a generation in the Northwest.
Equally unknown is the legacy of Pop-
ulism as seenina varicty of consumer
and producer cooperatives (brilliuntly
discussed in Lawrence Goodwyn's re-
cent book, The Democratic Promise).

Probably the most publicized coop-
cratives are the various *aliernative ™
inslilutionslhuldcvclupcd in the 19605
to provide a variety of services (medi-

cal care. housing, legul assistance,

food. underground NEWs, printing, mq\ '
psychological counseling) in 5 more

cgalitarian, democratic setting. Whie ¥
many of these efforts were short-liveg &
others have survived through the cypit
rent period, facing and overcoming .
crises, growing, changing, adapting, 1/,
More recent examples of these | ;
nomena can be seen in the efforty of
workers faced with plant shutdowng 0
buy the plants and run them. For workJ1]
¢rs in these situations, worker owne,,‘,'?'
ship is, most frequently
step to save their jobs, not

o Stepping: |

stone to political change, as capital
retreats from the older, industrial, and
often union-regulated regions. Exam.
ples of these efforts include the Ver.
mont Asbestos Group, the Clinton Co-
operative  Press  in Clinton,
Massachusetts, and the steelworkers 3
Lykes Corporation's Youngstown
mill. Likewise. tenants have made
good use of “‘sweat equity* and com-
munity block grants 10 take over run-
down or abandoned buildings and turp
them into tenant-owned cooperatives
usually on a nonprofit basis. (New
York's Co-op City, on the other hand,
wius built intentionally as a nonprofit
venture for middle-class tenants.)

In some instances, public funds
{risk capital) have been available for
worker or community ownership—
EDA’s loan to Youngstown, for in.
stance—to save a declining regional
cconomy. And in some exceptiona
cases, such as the [nternational Group
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Plans Insurance Company in Washing-
1on, D, C.,cmployees have been given
some part of ownership or manage-
ment of a company.

For most Americans, the idea of
government ownership evokes images
of the post office or the railroads—
operations that taxpayers consider
wasteful, bureaucratic, and ineffi-
cient. As a result, many Americans
who distrust big business distrust big
government even more. Few people
arc aware, however, of the relative
merits of the nation’s 1,775 municipal-
ly owned utilities that operate more
efficiently, and with more account-
ability, than the large I0Us (investor-
owned utilities). Nor are most people
aware of North Dakota's state-owned
bank, a legacy of prairie Populism.
that has been providing low-interest
loans to tarmers. Liquor in state-
owned liquor stores, such as those in
New Hampshire, is often cheaper than
what can be bought in private stores
elsewhere. even though the govern-
ment is only involved at the tall end of
the liquor production. distribution,
and sales process.

None of these examples is meant (o
imply u wholesale endorsement of
cooperatives and public ownership as
presently constituted. There are the
inherent enormous problems and limi-
tavbons of such activities operating
within a capitalist society. Coopera-
tives must compete in the same mar-
Ketplace as much larger and more pow-
ertful institutions. In the case of last-
ditch take-overs, workers are buying a
firm or building that has already been
abandoned by another. larger com-
pany or landlord. In some cases the
plunt was profitable, though not profit-
able enough for a multinational firm
thut can take its capital elsewhere, and
the workers can continue operating it
profitably. In other cases, workers
face the same problems as the former
owners—old and deteriorating equip-
ment, environmental regulations that
require costly improvements, compe-
nton from overseas—and will find
themselves in an economic cul-de-sac.
Covperatives, whether run as profit or
nonprofit enterprises, huve less access
to credit and capital with which to
cxpand and develop the economies of
«cale necessary for survival. Some
<tates, such uy Massachusetts, have set

up state agencies to loan money to
risky nonprofit cnterpriscs, but the
track record so far is too limited to
assess. Cooperatives also have less
access to raw materials because they
are rarely vertically integrated. The
cooperative plywood mills of the
Northwest, for example, have to pay
more for timber than Weyerhauser or
Crown-Zellerback, which own their

own forests. . o
Those cooperative *‘alternative " in-

stitutions that are self-conscusly po-
litical face the dilemma of trying to do
three, often incompatibie things simul-
taneously: they must provide a service
at reasonable cost und quality: operate
democratically with attention to inter-
nal process; and challenge the domi-
nant institutions as part of a large
political movement. Efforts to do all
three have been the downtall ol many
counterinstitutions. In any kind of co-
operative institutions, employces of-
ten lack the know-how, or the confi-
dence, to manage enterprises. Few
Amcricans have been socialized to
take responsibility in that way. Small-
er firms cannot risk making mistakes
the way more stable corporations can.
Workers in cooperatively owned firms
have even handed over management to
“*professionals " who may or may not
be accountable to the employees. We
need studies to analyze the conditions
that fuacilitate success of worker or
consumer cooperatives.

Finally. the existence of these coop-
cratives, even on a wide scale. Jdoes
not address the need for some mecha-
nism to plan and coordinate between
different units of production. If work-
ers or consumers become capitalists,
they still operate in a marketplace,
competing against other firms, with no
overall coordination to Jdetermine what
products and scrvices arc necessary.

A similar list of dileminas faces gov-
ernment ownership in a capitalist po-
litical economy. Government tends to
be left with the **leftovers. ' the enter-
prises and industries thut the private
corporations cannot run profitably, but
which arc essential to the society.
Cities and counties run hospitals for
the poor, but pharmaccuticals and hos-
pital supplics are left 10 the private
sector. The government takes over the
passenger ruilroads after they have
been run down by the private compa-

nics, but leaves the freight rails to
these same corporations. The post of-
fice, low-income housing projects,
and public hospitals are other exam-
ples of the dilemmas of **lemon social-
ism.""

But the few examples of effective
state-run enterprises that do cxist, and
the widespread success of state-run
activities like Canada’s national health
insurance. England's nonprofit hous-
ing system, and Sweden s mass transit
system, suggest that there is consider-
able room in which to maneuver even
within the capitalist state. There is no
rcasop why the American state can’t
do likewise, as well as own insurance,
energy. drug, and other profitable in-
dustries. (The issue is not only one of
public ownership, of course, but of
demaocratic control—as the problems
of the TVA. or the image of Exxon
cxecutives running a federally owned
energy corporation, suggest.)

Despite their localist und particular
circumstances, these public and coop-
crative alternatives have great signifi-
cunce in the larger political context
because some of the very same ideas,
paraded under such titles as ‘‘state
planning " and *'job enrichment, " are
now on the agenda of major corpora-
tions as strategies to deal with shrink-
ing productivity and resource alloca-
non,

For example, the inability of the
private sector to provide adequate
health care or housing for the poor and
many working-class families has lcad
10 a number of proposals to have the
government actually run or simply
subsidize these activities. A number of
corporate policy groups have been
pushing national health insurance,
loans to tenants who take over aban-
doned buildings through *'sweat equi-
ty.”" consumer-run health mainte-
nance organizations (HMOs), and
even a federally owned and run oil
company to provide a ‘'yardstick''
against which to judge the activities of
the private energy industry.

Further, faced with such problems
as absenteeism, alcoholism, high turn-
over rates, and other obstacles to pro-
ductivity (outlined in the HEW report
Work in America), large corporations
are beginning to experiment with a
vuriety of ‘‘job enrichment’* plans.

These efforts, of course, are simply
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new technical devices to pacify and
reduce, rather than an attempt to con-
front the problems of alienating work
and powerlessness. Socialists should
neither reject all these efforts out-of-
hand (they are potential openings in
which to expand the realm of worker,
consumer, and public control) nor de-
fend them uncritically. It is important
to expose the weaknesses and poten-
tially co-optive aspects of these ef-
forts. But we should also recognize
that capitalist attempts at reform usual-
ly come about when the *‘social
wage ™" (the costs to business of repro-
ducing and housing its labor force)
gets too high. These high costs are the
result of previous struggles—union
demands that employers provide
health insurance to employees, for ex-
ample—that shifted the terrain for the
next stage of struggle.

THE PROGRAM
The American left has often been criti-
cized for its lack of specific, concrete,
and positive solutions to immediate
problems. [f this was true in the
1960s—when radicals forfeited con-
siderable credibility by attacking most
progressive  programs as ‘‘refor-
mist'—it is no longer the case. Radi-
cals who were often challenged with
“We know what you're against, what
are you for?" " now have some answers.
Lett activists and intellectuals spent
much of the late 1970s developing
programmatic and practical alterna-
tives to policy quagmires that neither
liberal nor conservative answers could
resolve. In almost every conceivable
pulicy area—health care, housing und
neighborhoods, food und agriculiure,
work and unions, energy and the envi-
ronment.  education,  transportation,
women’s issues, militarism, runaway
uncmployment, and other issues—the
lett has developed its own network of
well-truined and practical experts who
wish 1o use their expertise in the ser-
e of progressive movements.
Basic to uny left program. of course.
t(~ an understanding of the svsremic
nature of any problem or policy. Hous-
ing. for example. cannot be isolared
trom problems of job location, energy
use. transportation. environment, and
health care. The cost, availability, and
nutritional value of food, to 1ake an-

other example. is intimately related to
the power of large, vertically integrat-
cd. multinational agribusiness corpo-
rations, capital- and chemical-inten-
sive agricultute, U.S. support for
military regimes in the Third World,
and the enormous influence of adver-
tising, particularly on children, that
shapes consumer food hubits.

Central to the left's analysis is the
role of monopoly business in generat-
ing stagflution—high levels of unem-
ployment and inflation-eand the role
of the government in accommodating
itself to private-sector prioritics. Thus,
4 left progam must emphasize the
democratization of both private- und
public-sector institutions and  deci-
sions (o deal with stagflation.

Broadly speaking, a progressive
program would include: full emplay-
ments major  cutbacks in defense
spending and in aid to repressive re-
gimes; national health care: subsidized
nonprofit housing: developmient of so-
lar energy and mass transportation:
childbearing rights: limits to large land
ownership by (and federal subsidies
10) large agribusiness firms and en-
couragement of medium-size fumily
furms: progressive tux reform at the
federal, state, and local levels; restric-
tons on capital flows  within the
bounduries of the U.S.: and federal
risk capital for consumer- and employ-
ec-owned enterprises.

More narrowly, there are progres-
sive approaches to specific immediate
problems. In the area of housing, for
example, the issues include redlining,
rent control, condominium conver-
sion, control of public housing, mort-
gage interestrates, taxes on real-estate
speculation, community-based low-
and moderate-income housing corpo-
rations, federal tax laws that favor
better-oft homeowners, and so on.

This is no place to catalog the left’s
program incach arca. Itis sufficient 1o
point oul that the left has developed
cnormous resources for putting forth
positive and attractive solutions 1o im-
mediate problems. These programs
have emerged from activist organiza-
tions dealing in cach area, university-
based scholars,  progressive  think
tanks, and government-based decision
makers who have become disillu-
sioned with the alternatives offered by
their liberal and conservative counter-

parts.

One could conceivably develop a
left **shadow cubinet™ from among
the individuals and institutions who
have devoted thought and energy to
cach policy area. This might include
Barry Commoner as Secretary of Ener-
gy: Frances Moore Lappe. Secretary
of Agriculture; Chester Hartman, Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; Marcus Raskin, Secretary of
State; Richard Barnet, Secretary of
Defense; Carol Greenwald (if she were
not already head of the Consumer
Cooperative Bank), Secretary of the
"Creasury; Bradford Snetll, Sccretary of
Transportation: William Winpisinger,
Secretary of Labor: Ron Dellums, Sec-
retury of Health and Welfare; George
Ballis, Secretary of the Interior; and
Gar Alperovitz or Derek Shearer, Sec-
retary of Commerce.

THE MOVEMENT

Still, as we know, being right is not
enough. The left’s vision and program
can provide inspiration and direction
only to the extent that there is a popular
movement to turn such ideas into po-
litical issues.

The mass media would have us
believe that the 1970s was a decade of
political quiescence, that the activists
ol the 1960s have ‘‘grown up'* and
joined the “*me decade. ' But we must
look below the surface of news head-
lines. In fuct. there is an enormous
amount of political activity now direct-
ed at challenging the repression of
human potential, the structure of po-
litical and economic inequality, and
the devastation of the environment. In
the lust several years, radical reform
movements have been gaining mo-
mentum,  consolidating, evaluating
strategies, and maneuvering for posi-
tion. The ncws media pay slight atten-
tion to these activities because they are
more complex, less dramatic, and thus
less “‘newsworthy ' than the violent,
confrontational, generation-gap (or
race-gap) stories of the 1960s. But the
politics of these contemporary move-
ments are more mauture, the constituen-
cies considerably broader, and the
promise of long-term success much
areater than those of the previous dec-
ade.

The citizen action campaigns of
ACORN, Massachusetts Fair Share,
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the Campaign for Economic Democra-
ov. the Ohio Public Interest Cam-
paign, the lilinois Public Action Coun-

ctl. the New Jersey Tenants
Organization, and similar groups have
organized mass-based citizen groups
among constituents who might other-
wine be mobilized by the New Right.
Theirissues include tax reform, redlin-
ing. solar energy development, plant
shutdowns. rent control, and **gentri-
fication ™ utility rates and public ser-
vices: They have become effective at
ivhbyving and maobilizing citizens. The
comsumer and environmental move-
ment—the Clamshell Alliance and its
counterparts gicross the country, the
network of Nader organizations (Pub-
i Citizen. Center for Science in the
Public Interest, Tax Reform Research
Groupi. the Brown Lung Association,
and o number of local Committees for
tccupational Safety and Health—has
Shallenged corporate poficies on in-
Justrial pollution. workplace health
conditions, the guality and cost of the
Amenican diet, and {maost successful-
sithe development of nuclear energy.

There I some evidence that the
Jdefeat of Tubor law reform in the last
Cangress and the growing size and
wphistication of  “'union-busting ™
arms. shook both union leaders and
wnk-and-file groups into a growing
~waeness that tabor cannot continue
o lose members tand political elout) in
weht ol the growing corporate offen-
«ive Rank-und-file union insurgencies
and progressive new leadership in a
samber of umons tineluding the steel-

growing restlessness with “business
unionism. " High on labor's agenda is
a renewed cffort 1o pass labor law
reform and combat the right wing's
Uright-to-work *offensive, legishuion
restricting corporate mergers and plant
closings, and tax laws that favor in-
vestment averseas and in nonunion
arcas within the U.S. The struggle
over control of employee  pension
funds looms as a particularly critical
issue for the eighties—and a potential
source of capital for new Rousing,
alternative energy. and other joh-cre-
ating programs. And the }. P. Stevens
boycou, labor s role in the Progressive
Alliance und the CitizeniLabor Energy
Coalition, and its support for the Equal
Rights Amendment indicate a slow but
gradual awareness of the need to buiid
bridges with other progressive move-
ments.

The failure, so far. of the ERA,
however, indicates that another impor-
tant movement has a long way to go.
Nevertheless. the women's movement
has won the right 1o extend the ERA
deadline. it has established shelters for
battered women, organized women of-
fice workers in groups such as Ning-to-
Five and Women Employed. (vught
cutbacks Tor abortions, and created
numerous institutions to promote
women’s culture—slowly moving is-
sues from the private sphere ol recog-
nition to the public sphere of move-
ment building.

Although the movement against the
Vietnam war has ended. the fight
against militarisim has not. The Ameri-
can Friends Service Committee: the
broad Coalition for a New Foreign and
Military Policy: ad hoc groups to sup-
port liberation struggles in Chile,
Nicaragua. Angola. and clsewhere:
and other organizations (particularly
churches) are actively engaged in ef-
forts to reduce defense spending und
build social programs, end arms sales
to dictatorships, and challenge Con-
gress’s reeent etfort to reintroduce the
draft.

Even the campuses, which have
heen characierized us quictand pussive
by the news media, have come alive on
such issues as corporate complicity i
South Africa’s apartheid. opposition
to the draft, und public-interest re-

S —
Some states, such as
Massachusetts, have set
up state agencies to loan
money to risky nonprofit
enterprises.

like the 1960s) campuses provide staff
und vaolunteers for a range of off-
campus movements. particularly citi-
7zenuttion organizations like  Fair
Share and ACORN.

Finally. radicals have begun devel-
oping a more assertive strategy toward
the clectoral process itself. Congress-
man Ron Dellums (D-Calif.). Ken
Cockrell (city councilior from De-
troit), Ruth Messinger (city councillor
from New York City). and dozens of
other progressive politicians are win-
ning elections and secking to find ways
to use the power of elected office to
suppart the efforts of the groups men-
tioned above. Explicitly socialist
groups, such as the Democratic Social-
st Organizing Committee and the New
American - Movement.  occasionally
play an important part in these elector-
al campaigns. New constituents are
mabilized cven out of unsuccessful
campaigns, such as Tom Hayden s run
for the U.S. Senate in California in
1976 and Mcl King s campaign for the
Boston mayoralty in September 1979,
and radiculs learn the mechanics of
clectoral work, which can be used for
other issues und campaigns. The value
of these activities is greater than what-
ever short-term reforms they manage
t achieve, since they mobilize people
who might otherwise become attracted
to right-wing appeals.

In addition, we should view these
reform activities as training grounds—
lierally, schools-—for the develop-
ment of grass-roots leaders, for politi-
vl ulumlmn for combatting the pas-
sive you can't fight City Hall™
attitude prevalent among the vast ma-
jority of Americans. They are provid-
ing lurge numbers of people with the
self esteem. self-confidence, and op-
portunity  to “‘make  history —to

worhers. omachinists. teamsters,  search. in addition (0 student support wrestsome control over their livesina
AFSCME. and othersi indicate a2 of antinuclear campaigning. And tun- conerete, strategic,  collective, and
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We should view these
reform activities as
training grounds—
literally, schools—for the
development of grass-
roots leaders, for
political education, for
combatting the passive
‘‘you can’t fight City
Hall”’ attitude prevalent
among the vast majority
of Americans.
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confrontational way. In their attempt
to build a broad buse for a left move-
ment in the ¢ighties and nineties, orga-
nizations such as the Institute for Poli-
cy Studies. the Conference on
Alternative State and Local Public
Policy. the National Project for Eco-
nomic Alternatives, the School for
Democratic Management, and simi-
lar groups ure developing strategies
and case studies that will bring cooper-
ative and public enterprise and the
potential strength of peaple’s mobili-
zation around issues 10 the atiention of
more Americuans,

By no means an exhaustive cata-
logue (I have not, for example, dis-
cussed activities among senior cili-
zens; gays: Hispanics, Blucks, and
other uninorities; and the handi-
capped), the above simply provides a
broad outline of the kinds of work that
have developed during the past decade
and gives some hope for the 1980s.

However, there is a critical weuk-
ness hampering these activities, name-
ly. the fragmentation of cfforts that
often finds groups either at odds or
ignoring each other—usually for reu-
sons of organizational self-interest,
rather than explicit political differ-
ences. For example, the mauinstream
women’s movement spent much of its
energy during the past decade fighting
for the Equal Rights Amendment to
improve the civil status of women. but
virtually ignored the fight for labor law

reform that, if passed, would have

unquestionably improved the rights,
wuages, and working conditions of
working women—the least unionized
sector of the population. Among the
citizen action organizations, fights
over “'turf"* and so-called **organizing
models"" have uselessly pitted groups
like Fair Share and ACORN against
cach other for the same neighbor-
hoods, foundation grants, and staff
members. Sjmilarly, the antinuclear
(or *‘safe fﬁcrgy") movement has,
until recently, ignored the potential
impact of shutdowns on jobs and
shown little concern for the workers
who will be laid off or for environmen-
tal conditions inside the workplace,
Enthusiasm for the Job-creating poten-
tial of solar development is a stepinthe
right direction, but there is so far little
concern shown for the technical and
political problems of job retraining,
income maintenance, and other transi-
tional issucs. At a somewhal more
mundane level, the simultaneous ap-
pearance of both In These Times and
Seven Days three years ago—compet-
ing for the same readers, donors, and
supparters—could have been avoided
if the common concern for a decent
socialist weekly were given higher
priority than the minor personal and
political differences used to justify
such mutually destructive competi-
tion,

Of course, one cannot wish away
the sometimes ample reasons why pro-
gressive groups pursue their own im-
mediate ugendas. But it is obvious that
as separate (often locally based) re-
form movements, they lack a common
agenda that would trn them into a
coordinated, effective mass movement
that can contend for legitimacy and
power at the crucial national levels of
decision making. Coalitions, where
they existat all, are extremely fragile.
The narrow tunnel-vision of single-
issuc and single-constituency politics
is a perpetual nightmare reminder that
a strategy of continually broadening
issues is needed 0 avoid interconsti-
tueney battles over crumbs. A com-
mon program that includes winnable
reforms must be a major priority.

Ultimately, the socialist incubators
must lead to the electoral arena. By the
end of the 1980s, it should be possible

to ¢leet a critical number of left-lean- .
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ing Congresspersons—say. 50
members—to the House of Repr
tatives and at least five U.S. Sen.
To do so, it is necessary 0 '
specific states and congressiona
tricts, four and eight years aheu
the groundwork, and learn the d
of electoral politics. These candi
and office holders could do more
simply raise issues through their
paigns, speeches, hearings, and
reports. They could provide the i-
macy and staff resources to giv.
tional coherence to an otherwise
mented movement. They «
develop legislation around whit
organize pressure groups and. crit
ly. to make further organizing cu
The successes at the state and
level so far are impressive. bui
movement must shift from figt
brushfire battles to engaging in |
term planning at the national leve
must be willing to pool resources.
sidestep some potential local
cesses, in order to hold its own ir
centers of national power and det
The goal must be to build an effe
national movement around a pros
sive agenda. B



