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Publisher’'s Notes

his edition of In These Times marks the
beginning of my term as publisher.
Permit me a few words of introduction.

First, | want to express my thanks to Beth
Schulman, who has done so much to solid-
ify the economic situation of the magazine.
Beth will remain on the In These Times
board, and I'm counting on her experience
and wisdom as I make the transition.
Second, I am honored to follow in the foot-
steps of James Weinstein and fortunate that
his experience and wisdom will also be
available to me.

[ am from California, and probably the
most California person you could meet. I
was born in Hollywood, played football,
surfed and eventually found my way to
Stanford. 1 began writing computer pro-
grams in the '60s and have worked in the
computer industry for much of my profes-
sional life, ending up as the founding vice
president of engineering at a then tiny
company called Cisco Systems.

Though I became part of the Silicon
Valley scene, I am more a product of the
anti-war movement than corporate
America. Through my anti-war activism,
[ made contact with the
Society of Friends, and
eventually became a
Quaker. This has been a
cornerstone experience in
my life along with meeting
and marrying my wife, Kathy. We live in
Berkeley (as do three of our six children).

[ retired from Cisco eight years ago and
became involved in the movement for
economic justice. | helped found and,
until recently, served as co-chairman of
Responsible Wealth, an offshoot of
United for a Fair Economy. From that
platform, [ spoke to groups across the
country about the growing economic
divide in the United States. In Berkeley,
I'm involved with a variety of activist
groups; I am chairman of Berkeley Youth
Alternatives, the most comprehensive
children’s center in the Bay Area.

How does all this prepare me to be pub-
lisher of In These Times! Since ['ve never
been a publisher before, I have a lot to
learn (with good people to learn from). But
like most organizations on the left, In
These Times relies on donations to balance
its budget. Through my work with other
nonprofits, this is a familiar situation to

me. All of us have a part to play in
strengthening this institution, so don’t be
surprised when you receive a letter from
me asking for your help.

As for my politics, I am a Quaker and 1
believe deeply in equality. I've become
increasingly aware of my privilege as a white
man and a person of means. Like many read-
ers of In These Times, 1 share a belief in
economic democracy and a concern for the
plight of our many fellow citizens from
whom the promise of a better life has slipped
away. In most eyes, I'm a classic “techie,” dif-
ferentiated only by my love of literature and
my enjoyment of writing. In These Times has
seldom covered new technology, so you will
read me weighing in on its social implica-
tions. | am married to a feminist and have
three activist daughters, so I'm interested in
making sure In These Times intensifies its
feminist perspective. Because of my partici-
pation in the peace movement and
faith-based social activism, I will argue for
expanding coverage of those segments of the
movement as well.

Quakers place an unusual emphasis on
“speaking the truth.” Quakers do not take

These are times that demand that
we speak the truth to each other
and to the nation.

oaths (such as judicial oaths—customarily
required for jury duty), because to do so
would imply that there are two standards
of truth—a loose standard for everyday use
and a strict standard for special occasions.
I believe that In These Times has a strong
tradition of speaking the truth, telling it
like it is, whether through investigative
reporting or merely talking about what lies
in the shadows of American society.

These are times that demand that we
speak the truth to each other and to the
nation. If we do not speak the truth we risk
seeing democracy slip out of our grasp. In
that spirit [ accept the torch that has been
passed to me by Beth and Jimmy.

I look forward to publishing the truth,
vividly, as widely as possible. And I look
forward to hearing the truth from you.
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Letters

Strategy Battles

Robert McChesney asserts that I “fraudu-
lently masquerade as someone who supports
Nader on the issues” (“Ralph’s Real
Threat,” October 16). I have worked along-
side Ralph Nader for 30 years. | imagine
that Nader and [ occasionally have dis-
agreed on an issue or two, but I cannot
recall any examples. Our fundamental
approach to public policy during those years
has been remarkably close. Most recently
we have worked together, very closely
together, on issues relating to trade—
NAFTA, the Multilateral Investment
Agreement, the WTO and trade with
China. I would be interested in knowing the
public policy issues on which McChesney
believes Nader and I so fundamentally dis-
agree. | simply don’t know of them.

As for my “mean-spirited and vicious
diatribe against Nader,” the only arguably
critical comment [ make is that he is “not a
man with the slightest inclination to build
a democratic institution.” If McChesney
thinks Nader has built such organizations,
he should cite them.

McChesney asserts that my “career has
been filled with attempts to reduce the
influence of the left in the Sierra Club and
to keep it respectable for corporate
America.” | have no idea where he derived
this charge unless he is one who mistakes
Alexander Cockburn’s skilled polemics as
fact-based. It’s laughably inaccurate.

McChesney also accuses me of “disingen-
uous and sloppy” propaganda for claiming
that Bob La Follette didn’t believe in third
parties. I stated no such idiocy. I talked
about how La Follette went about capturing
the Republican Party in Wisconsin early in
his career precisely as a model of how I
believe we can best advance progressive
politics. Jesse Jackson’s Rainbow Coalition
is a model for building a progressive move-
ment inside the Democratic Party. 1
advocate that we put our efforts into such
challenges, not into the Green Party.

In his 1924 independent campaign for
president, La Follette, a Republican senator
from Wisconsin, refused to allow his sup-
porters to organize a third party. I would
invite readers to compare the political
impact that La Follette was able to have
prior to his taking this route in 1924 with
his marginalization afterwards. McChesney
tells us that La Follette left “out of disgust.”
Disgust is not a strategy.

Carl Pope
San Francisco

Robert McChesney responds: I confess
that I knew nothing about Carl Pope when I
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was presented with his original piece attacking
my arguments on behalf of supporting Ralph
Nader. I contacted three highly respected peo-
ple active in environmental politics for the
past 25 years to inquire about him. One of
the three supports Nader; another is undecid-
ed as far as I can tell; and the third is
vehemently pro-Gore and detests both the
Nader campaign and the slightest notion of
working for a third party. My characteriza-
tion of Pope’s role in the Sierra Club and the
environmental movement came from nearly
identical reports from all three.

Pope again says he and Nader are in agree-
ment on nearly every environmental and
trade issue, so it is unfair for me to character-
ize him as a bagman for the Gore campaign.
If indeed Pope agrees with Nader on every
environmental and trade issue, I do not see
how he could possibly support Gore—or, at
the least, his support for Gore would be qual-
ified by strong denunciations of Gore's record.
That Pope could write a piece devoid of any
concern about Gore's record, or the corporate
domination of the Democratic Party, suggests
either his affinity with Nader is not quite what
he suggests or he is politically schizophrenic.

Finally, let me rise to the defense of Robert
M. La Follette, who has sustained a crude
and factually inaccurate attack from Pope.
Yes, La Follette was personally marginalized
after his 1924 campaign, a brutal race in
which he astounded pundits by claiming 17
percent of the vote against Democratic and
Republican candidates sponsored by Wall
Street. (Sound familiar?) La Follette died
within a year at age 69.

But his legacy did not die. New York Mayor
Fiorello LaGuardia, Roosevelt’s Secretary of
the Interior Harold Ickes, Oregon Sen.
Wayne Morse—all La Follette aides in the
1924 campaign—awere just a few of the pro-
gressive leaders who traced their political roots
to their participation in La Follette's third-
party bid. The Wisconsin Progressive Party,
the Minnesota Farmer-Labor Party and the
New York American Labor Party—three of
the most successful third-party endeavors in
American history—all explicitly acknowledged
that La Follette’s 1924 campaign helped to
break the two-party mold and to create an
opening for their growth. As La Follette's prog-
eny noted, he put principle above party and
believed strongly in building an independent
political force free of both the Democratic and
Republican parties.

That Pope is so wunfamiliar with
La Follette’s contribution and his values pro-
vides perhaps the clearest explanation for why
he now dismisses Ralph Nader's candidacy.
When it comes to independent, progressive
politics, Pope just doesn’t get it.

Lessons of 1948

As James Weinstein points out, Henry
Wallace lost by a landslide in 1948 when
liberals abandoned him for Harry Truman
(“*And Why I'm Not,” August 21). Then
came NATO, the Cold War and liberals
without political power. If you want to “win”
the current election, just vote for the person
you think will win. But if you want political
power, support the candidate who takes your
positions—and stick with it. That is the real
lesson of 1948. Vote for Ralph Nader.

Tod Landis
Ben Lomond, California

James Weinstein responds: This is a
good example of the non sequitur—
or disconnect—that afflicts the Naderite brain.
If Wallace had challenged Truman in the pri-
maries, instead of starting a feckless third
party, he might well have helped several pro-
gressive legislators survive. By dragging them
with him into the Progressive Party, he weak-
ened the progressive wing of the Democratic
Party and facilitated what Tod Landis com-
plains of. The same holds true for the
insistence of Progressive Party leaders that the
heads of left-led CIO unions endorse Wallace.
By doing so, these Progressives facilitated the
CIO  leadership’s  expulsion of 11
“Communist-Dominated” internationals from
the CIO, and the subsequent internecine war-
fare in the labor movement that so weakened it
in the '50s and ’60s.

This is not an argument over political
principles or issues, as those who think with their
hearts rather than their brains seem to believe.
The question here is whether simply to make a
statement that ends up hurting the left because it
isolates, or to find a way to make the statement
and still remain in mainstream discourse.

Playing the Spoiler
Oh, what a surprise! The executive
director of the Sierra Club promoting Al
Gore over Ralph Nader (“Power over
Prophets,” October 16). The Sierra Club is
joined at the butt to the Democratic Party
and always has been. Has it worked out well
for them? Have those environmental side
agreements for NAFTA/GATT/WTO
(championed by Gore) been implemented?
Or are we still experiencing the global com-
modification of the Earth’s resources in the
name of profit? The Sierra Club’s perennial
attachment to the Democrats condones the
status quo and constitutes an endorsement
of the two-party system. The time has come
to show the Republicrats that there are
alternatives to their marginally different
political perspectives.
Continued on page 33




Editorial

Terms of Engagement

By Salim Muwakkil
id Vice President Al Gore have
too much bronze tint in his

D make-up to look credible during

the first debate! Did Texas Governor
George W. Bush’s affability effectively
disguise his ignorance! Did he use
enough multisyllabic words (like
“egregious,” “atrophy” and “Cher-
nomyrdin”) to dispel his reputation for
lightness? Did Gore’s sartorial risk of a
blue tie cost him crucial polling points
in the second debate! Was the vice
president appropriately sigh-less? What
about Bush'’s smirk?

These questions may seem tangential
to the information citizens need to
choose national leadership, but in our
constricted political discourse, answers
to those questions may help to decide
the election. Rather than discussing
the issues that are most crucial to our
identity as a peace-loving, pluralistic
democracy—the catastrophic, racially
disparate incarceration epidemic, the
bloated military budget, the domestic
devastation of the drug war, the power
of corporate influence, etc.—our polit-
ical leadership offers us feel-good
ephemera and poll-tested nostrums.

Gore and Bush decried racial profiling
as something alien to America, “not
what America is all about,” as they both
noted. Their distaste for the practice is
commendable, but some truth about our
history would also be helpful. We would
better understand our current racial
impasse if national leadership explained
that racial profiling indeed has been
what America is all about. For most of
our history, in fact, racial profiling was
not just conventional wisdom, it was
statutory. Candor about our past would
help bring context and clarity to our
racially contentious present.

Meanwhile, the inner workings of
Bush and Gore’s political campaigns are
mired in the cold calibrations of seg-
ment marketing, demographic analysis
and polling, instead of holding vigorous
discussions on the hot ideals that fuel
political passions. Presidential debates,
with their focused audience and singular
purpose, have the potential to serve the

electorate as unparalleled venues of
public policy discussion. But instead
they have become performance spaces
for corporate-sponsored politicians try-
ing to project an image that is least
alienating to the most people.

Still, one of these men will be elected
president of the world’s richest and most
powerful nation, and we are the ones
who will decide which one it is. For bet-
ter or worse, the debates aid that choice.
But watching the
concert of agree-
ment between
Gore and Bush
on issues like the
death penalty, the
murderous sanctions on Iraq and uncriti-
cal support of the International
Monetary Fund, observers might well
wonder where the differences lie.

People seeking the kind of engage-
ment offered by idealistic politics
must look elsewhere. A few are look-
ing to the Libertarians, whose
free-market fundamentalism strikes a
responsive chord among some of
those attracted to idealistic politics.
Pat Buchanan, the candidate of the
hijacked Reform Party, has drawn sur-

prisingly little interest from those ide-
alistic right-wingers who were
thought to be his natural constituen-
cy; perhaps Buchanan's brigade of
glowering xenophobes have been con-
verted into Naderites.

While that’s highly unlikely, those
enormous crowds drawn by Green can-
didate Ralph Nader are coming from
somewhere. The 10,000-plus crowd he
recently pulled in Chicago is part of a
movement of idealistic, mostly young
people properly put off by the cynical
maneuvers and stultifying centrism of
the parties in charge. At Nader’s
Chicago stop, enthusiastic supporters
roared their approval in a show of sup-

Our political leadership offers us
feel-good ephemera and poll-tested
nostrums, not discussion of issues.

port so vigorous it sparked hopes that a
movement is ready to take off. This
Nader phenomenon is comprised of
many elements: part spectacle, part
faddish indulgence and part incipient
social movement.

On stage in Chicago, Nader was
joined by Eddie Vedder of the rock
group Pearl Jam who performed an
inspired rendition of Bob Dylan’s “The
Times They Are A’ Changin’.” And for
just a moment, it seemed like maybe
they really are. B

Terry LaBan
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News

[ SR
Milosevic Is
History

So what's next for Yugoslavia?
By Jeremy Scahill

BELGRADE—It's 3 p.m. on October 5.
Hundreds of thousands of people pack
the streets in front of the Yugoslav
Parliament on Bulevar Revolucije. Riot
police stand nervously smoking ciga-
rettes or tapping their batons against
plastic shields.

The deadline set by the Democratic
Opposition of Serbia for
Slobodan Milosevic to recognize
their  candidate, Voijislav
Kostunica, as the country's new
president is at hand. In the cen-
ter of the street, opposition
politicians speak from a flatbed
truck. But there is no mention of
the deadline, and no announce-
ment of the “drastic” action they
had promised.

On the frontlines of the
demonstration are thousands of
people from provincial Serbia—
farmers, coal miners, auto
mechanics, even veterans of the
Kosovo war. They stare down
the police, shouting, “Gotov Je”
(“He is finished”). They are
restless. Many of them drove 10
hours to get to Belgrade, some
even walked. They didn’t come
to hear any more speeches from
politicians.

At 3:30, there’s still no call for
action. But a contingent of
about a hundred sturdy men
from Cacak, a town in central
Serbia, decide to wait no more.
They break past the police line and
storm the Parliament. Police launch
dozens of tear gas canisters, and batons
swing wildly into the mob. But the
crowd quickly overwhelms the police.
Within moments the forces are fleeing
and the Parliament is burning.
Seventy-two hours later, Kostunica is
sworn in as the new president of
Yugoslavia. The revolt in the streets
turns into a boisterous celebration.
“Serbia is being born again today,” says
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28-year-old Jelena Djukic.

“Look around,” her husband Dusan,
31, adds. “Young people, old people, all
of us are here to celebrate the defense
of our elections and our lives.”

Meanwhile, Western leaders pose
before cameras hailing “Serbia’s new
democracy.” The calls have poured into
Kostunica’s office, as country after
country congratulates him. Many of
the calls have come from leaders of the
NATO countries that bombed
Yugoslavia for 78 days last year. But
Kostunica is no NATO ally. He has
called their action “criminal” and “sins
against our country and our people,”
and has stated repeatedly that he will
not turn Milosevic or other indicted

Vojislav Kostunica and suppoers in Belgrade on the niht of October 5.

war criminals over to The Hague,
calling it “a private court for the
U.S. government.”

The new president says there will
be no independence for Kosovo;
Montenegro breaking from the Yugoslav
Federation is not on the table. In an
interview with In These Times, Kostunica
pledged to “protect Western political val-
ues in Yugoslavia from Western policy.”

“I will say this right now,” Kostunica
declared in his inaugural address. “The

only way that I will accept our return to
the international community is in a dig-
nified way, respecting and defending our
national interests and national integrity.”

Kostunica’s coalition, the Democratic
Opposition of Serbia, is hardly a unified
bunch. Kostunica certainly wasn’t cho-
sen because all 18 member parties
support his views. In fact, members of
his coalition privately express concern
about his nationalism. The decision to
propel Kostunica, the head of a small
opposition party, to center stage was a
strategic decision based on who could
best win against Milosevic.

“He can hardly be called a NATO
spy,” says University of Belgrade histo-
rian Dusan Batakovic, a Kostunica

supporter. “The regime couldn’t attack
him because he was one of those firmly
against the NATO bombing, and con-
demning NATO policy as illegal and
anti-humanitarian. On the other hand,
he was telling people that Milosevic is
the largest part of the problem we have
with the rest of the world. Therefore,
he is one of those few who has offered a
useful synthesis of being anti-
Milosevic, and being a strong and
devoted Serb at the same time.”
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Although they are now paying lip-
service to him, Kostunica makes many
Western officials nervous. Compared
with other coalition leaders, Kostunica
is reserved when speaking about future
relations with the United States and
Western Europe. He seldom mentions
America when he talks of rebuilding
ties with the international community.
He never traveled abroad appealing for
assistance from foreign governments to
unseat Milosevic. There were no jaunts
to have tea at foreign chancelleries. In
fact, he criticized other opposition fig-
ures for such meetings during the
NATO bombing.

That leaves the question of who will
define democracy in the “new”
Yugoslavia—those seeking Western
acceptance or Kostunica and his
independent-minded allies?

During the Cold War, Yugoslavia’s
longtime Communist leader, Josip Broz
Tito, was known as a bridge between
the United States and the USSR.
Even under Milosevic, Yugoslavia has
not yet gone the same route as many
former Eastern Bloc countries, which
are opening their markets to multina-
tional corporations, privatizing
state-owned industries and deregulat-
ing their economies.

Though the West may encounter a
stern figure in Kostunica, it seems the
economic aspirations of the United
States and its European allies for
Yugoslavia are secure. The very figures
who propelled Kostunica from relative
political obscurity to president—mainly
the politicians he criticized during the
NATO bombing—are working diligent-
ly to put Yugoslavia on the globalization
fast track. “The new government will
have a program of economic reform and
we are sure that this will be acceptable
for the International Monetary Fund
and World Bank,” says Mladjan Dinkic,
head of the pro-West economists group
G-17, which has authored the econom-
ic program adopted by the opposition.
“We will start to make an economic
environment favorable for private and
other investments.”

In addition to increased management
by the IMF and World Bank, the eco-
nomic program of the new
government, endorsed by Kostunica,
calls for rapid privatization and foreign
investment. As one high-level opposi-

tion official says, “The process of
destroying the old political establish-
ment will be finished in one month.”

Though the country remains in a state
of euphoria over the ousting of
Milosevic, there are those who fear the
fate of Yugoslavia's neighbors who have
recently found “Western democracy.” In
places like Bulgaria and Romania, work-
ers face high inflation and rising prices,
while social welfare programs have been
gutted by IMF austerity measures. The
most vulnerable in these countries face
increasingly bleak realities. “I am very
much conscious and aware that this is
going to happen,” says political scientist
Novak Gajic. “The rhetoric here right
now is about integrating with Western
Europe, but the reality is that, with the
planned economic reforms, Yugoslavia
will look more like the newest members
of the Third World—the countries of
Central and Eastern Europe—than
France or Britain. As a region, we in the
Balkans are quickly becoming part of
the Third World.”

Serbia’s honeymoon with “some-
thing, anything but Milosevic,” as one
young protester put it, is beginning.
But the “economic shock therapy” the
new government speaks of may not be
well-received by the broader popula-
tion. “All these people celebrating are
living in a fantasy land,” says Nebojsa
Djordjevic, 30, who voted for
Milosevic and comes from five genera-
tions of Communists. “What will they
say when the foreign companies own
this country? I'm not for Milosevic, but
I am against globalization.”

Though the process may be painful,
as has been the case in so
many Eastern European countries,
Yugoslavia could eventually see the re-
emergence of a credible democratic
left as an opposition to the new gov-
ernment. The question though is how
long this will take and what the people
of Yugoslavia, who have experienced
four wars in a decade, tough economic
sanctions and tyranny, will have to live
through first. H

Jeremy Scahill is the Belgrade correspon-
dent for Pacifica Radio’s Democracy Now!
He reported from Yugoslavia throughout the
NATO bombing and was one of the few
foreign journalists in Belgrade during the
overthrow of Milosevic.

The Road to War

Counting the dead in the
West Bank

By Charmaine Seitz

RAMALLAH, THE WEST BANK—It is a
harrowing dance. At the flashpoints—
the places in the West Bank where
Palestinian-controlled areas adjoin
those under Israeli control—boys and
young men hurl stones and Molotov
cocktails at Israeli army jeeps. The
Israeli soldiers take aim behind the
doors of their vehicles. Sometimes the
Palestinians are successful in pushing
the jeeps back a few yards into Israeli
territory. More often, the whine of a
waiting ambulance comes closer to
rush a wounded Palestinian to an
already-crowded hospital.

The  popular  unrest began
on September 28, when right-wing
Israeli politician Ariel Sharon visited
Jerusalem’s Haram al Sharif along with
hundreds of Israeli security officers.
Angered by the thought of Sharon,
architect of the Israeli invasion
of Lebanon, at the holy Islamic
site, Palestinians protested and
scuffles broke out.

The next day, at Friday prayers,
Israeli soldiers entered the mosque,
shooting live and rubber-coated
ammunition and killing several
Palestinians. While Israeli security
officials say that no shots were fired
until Palestinian stones began flying
onto the Western Wall where Jews
pray, eyewitnesses say that Israeli
police fired first. Since then, clashes
have resulted in funerals and more
angry demonstrations. As In These
Times went to press, Israeli helicopter
gunships were bombing Ramallah and
Gaza, including the compound of
Palestinian President Yasser Arafat.
The death toll was nearing 100
Palestinians with more than 2,500
wounded. Five Israeli soldiers have
been killed in the fighting.

Israel was ready for this, its defense
officials say. After bloody clashes in
1996, the Israeli Defense Forces beefed
up their sniper units in the West Bank
and Gaza, military sources recently
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boasted to the Israeli newspaper
Hd'aretz. During the long hours of
clashes, the camouflaged snipers can
be seen among the trees, carefully fir-
ing long-range, high-caliber rifles at
Palestinian protesters.

The Israeli use of snipers caused
Palestinian planning minister Nabil
Shaath to accuse the Israeli govern-
ment of “premeditated murder.” Israeli
minister of public security David Tsur
responded that snipers had been used
after Friday prayers at the holy Muslim
shrines, but that soldiers only shot at
the legs of protesters. The Palestinian
ministry of health, however, says that
at least 40 percent of Palestinian casu-
alties have come from head and chest
wounds. The vast majority of deaths
have occurred when rubber-coated
metal bullets explode inside the
wounded, say doctors.

At dusk, the big guns take over. In
Ramallah, artillery shelling begins at
night, coming from the direction of an
Israeli settlement. In Gaza, two brand
new apartment buildings and a
Palestinian police headquarters were
shot to rubble by Israeli artillery fire
and then bulldozed.

Early on, Palestinians themselves
could be heard echoing the Israeli sen-
timent that Arafat was orchestrating
violence for a reason. Israel claims that
Arafat orchestrated the original
demonstrations to force Israel to make
concessions in negotiations over a
final status agreement. “It’s a shame
that so many have to die for an agree-
ment,” said one young Arafat
supporter after the first wave of deaths.

But those Palestinian voices have
grown silent. The surprise explosion of
the Arab communities inside Israel,
where 12 demonstrators have died
from Israeli bullets, is only one indica-

tion of Palestinian frustration with
their lot. Public anger is so intense
that some are wondering if Arafat, who
most recently enjoyed only a 40 per-
cent popularity rating, can bring the
clashes to a close. “That means that
Mr. Arafat has to cancel the funerals,”
said Palestinian negotiator Saeb Erekat
in a televised interview. “My God,
can't people see the emotion, the
anger, as Palestinians bury their dead?”

On October 10, Palestinians in
Ramallah buried another casualty, a 40-
year-old father named Issam Hamad,
who was out for a drive and disap-
peared. Last seen near a settlement, his
body was found on the outskirts of
town, bones broken and face scarred
with burns. Palestinians blame Israeli
settlers in the West Bank for his clearly
tortured death. “It feels very unsafe here
to be Arab,” said his cousin Marwan
Hamad after his funeral.

Complicating the situation, Israeli

Scrooged ,7__4|

Ex Offender

Least convincing explanation of the
month: It seems that John Paulk, a
leader in the so-called “ex-gay” move-
ment, has been put on probation by his
employer, the right-wing Focus on the
Family ministry, because he was
recently spotted in, you guessed it, a
gay bar. Paulk, who describes himself
as an “ex-gay, had headed up Focus
on the Family's Exodus International, an
organization devoted to exorcising the
homosexuality out of guilt-ridden gay
and lesbian fundamentalists.

But then came his nighttime visit to a
Washington nightclub called Mr. P's—
where he was spotted and
photographed by some fellow club-
bers. After the photos hit the Internet,
Paulk had some explaining to do.
“When asked why he was in the bar
the Denver Post reports, “Paulk initially
said he went there at random to use
the bathroom, but then he changed his
story and said he knew he was going to

Appall-o-Meter

By David Futrelle

a gay bar and went there to see if the
lifestyle had changed”

All Apologies

The United Self-Defense Forces of
Colombia, an umbrella organization of
right-wing militias, evidently felt a
smidgen of remorse for kidnapping an
injured guerrilla en route to a hospital
in a Red Cross truck—and killing her. In
retrospect, it wasn't so much the
murder that bothered them-
it was the fact that they had
dragged the Red Cross into the
whole sordid mess.

So, The Associated Press reports,
they decided to send along a little
note to smooth things over. “We
accept our responsibility for this lam-
entable incident that put at risk the
good work of the International Red
Cross in Colombia,” the letter from
the militias explained.

They may be fascist thugs, but at
least they're polite about it.

Don't give a penny when
a ha' penny will do.
Better yet, keep the ha'
penny for yourself.
According to London's
Observer newspaper, the British gov-
ernment is launching a $360,000 ad
campaign designed to discourage peo-
ple from giving money to beggars.
“There may be public good will toward
these people,’ one government official
explained, “but it isn't necessarily help-
ful to give them money."

The ad campaign, naturally, will
launch four weeks before Christmas.

\
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A Palestinian officer flees as Israeli helicopters bomb a Ramallah police station.

Prime Minister Ehud Barak must soon
either attempt to form a new govern-
ment with the Israeli right wing or
hold new elections—a contest he is
likely to lose. In the last session of the
Israeli Parliament, Barak’s government
was voted out for suggestions he put
forward at the Camp David summit
with Palestinians. And popular former
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu
was cleared of charges of fiscal irregu-
larities, opening the way for him to
challenge Barak in new elections.

But speaking on October 7, after
three Israeli soldiers were kidnapped
by Hezbollah on the Lebanese-Israeli
border, Barak indicated that he was
shaping a unity government that
would include the very Sharon who set
this tinder afire. Barak first gave Arafat
48 hours, and then another four days,
to mull over the thought of dealing
with the Israeli right wing in any
future talks.

Sharon has said that he will not join
in a unity government, but will sup-
port Barak if he goes to war. Faced with
a hostage situation in Lebanon and
unrest in the territories Israel occupies,
that very well may be where Barak is
headed. The world has acknowledged

this by sending its emissaries out to

Arab capitals and Israel to try to ease
the current crisis.

But Arafat is refusing to meet with
Barak until the “violence against
Palestinians stops.” He has not yet
shut down the television stations
replaying nationalistic music and
footage of the violence, a tacit
endorsement that the demonstrations
go on. The anger that is now boiling
over in the territories and among
Arabs in Israel has been on the burner
for months as Palestinians have
watched the peace process unfold with
few real results. Arafat knows that if
this anger is not vented at Israel now,
it could very well turn on him and his
government.

When asked if this is the end of the
“peace process,” Palestinian leaders say
that they will always be ready to return
to the table. After all, the very exis-
tence of Arafat’s people in the
territories is beholden to the negotia-
tions—it was talks with Israel that put
them in charge of the portions of land
in the West Bank and Gaza that
Palestinians now control. It seems that
it is Israel who will decide when the
fighting is no longer just an outbreak
of violence, but a return to war. Barak
may have just closed that door. B
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Robber Baron
Dick Cheney profits from
lucrative deals with Iraq
By Anthony Arnove

There has been no shortage of examples
of the cynicism and cruelty of the sanc-
tions imposed on Iraq for the past decade.
But Texas Gov. George W. Bush’s selec-
tion of Dick Cheney as his Republican
running mate provides yet another.

As Secretary of Defense under
President Bush, Cheney helped lead the
Gulf War, which claimed tens of thou-
sands of lives, left Iraq’s infrastructure
thoroughly damaged and created long-
term negative consequences for Iraqi
citizen's health and mortality, as well as
the environment. In 1995, when Cheney
became the chief executive of
Halliburton Company, the world’s largest
oil-field services and construction corpo-
ration, he became one of the leaders of
more than a dozen American corpora-
tions directly profiting from the sanctions
on Iraq by servicing its oil industry.

Cheney thus has been in the position
of supporting sanctions on Iraq while
overseeing business deals with the coun-
try, and receiving help from the
government for Halliburton’s massive
foreign operations (contracts and guaran-
teed loans worth more than $3.8 billion
during his time at Halliburton) while
speaking out against “big government.”

Two Halliburton subsidiaries, Dresser-
Rand and Ingersoll-Dresser Pump,
helped supply Irag’s oil industry with
spare parts and retool its oil rigs in 1998
and 1999. “The joint ventures sold spare
parts to Iraq through European sub-
sidiaries,” Halliburton spokesman Guy
Marcus told the Washington Post.
Halliburton sold its shares in both joint
ventures to Ingersoll-Rand of Woodcliff
Lake, New Jersey earlier this year.

According to one U.N. diplomat,
Halliburton’s subsidiaries signed $29
million in contracts for spare parts with
Irag through affiliates in Austria,
France, Germany and Italy. The exact
number and nature of these contracts
has been hard to determine. The U.N.
Office of the Iraq Program, which over-
sees contracts for rebuilding Iraqg’s oil
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industry through the so-called “oil-for-
food” program, pulled information about
specific contractors off of its Web site once
it learned of a Washington Post investiga-
tion into Halliburton’s work in Iraqg.
Halliburton spokeswoman Cindy Viktorin
did not respond to questions from In These
Times about Hallburton’s view of the Irag
sanctions or its past work in Iraq.

Since 1996, Iraq has exported oil to
the world market and used the revenue to
purchase goods for humanitarian purpos-
es under stricc U.N. supervision. The
ceiling on how much oil Iraq could
export was lifted in December 1999, but
officials on the U.N. sanctions commit-
tee in New York, which is dominated by
the United States, routinely have
blocked essential items from being deliv-
ered through the program, arguing that
they have a potential military “dual use.”
Presently, $18.9 billion in contracts for
civilian goods (14.5 percent of current
oil-for-food contracts) is being blocked
by the committee, a figure that has been
increasing in recent months. The inade-
quacy of the oil-for-food program led the
past two directors of U.N. humanitarian
operations in Iraq, Denis J. Halliday and
Hans von Sponeck, to resign in protest.

Although Cheney has stepped down as
chief executive of Halliburton, his role at
the company has raised awkward ques-
tions that he has tried repeatedly to duck
as a candidate, including inquiries into
his position on sanctions as an increas-
ingly blunt tool of U.S. foreign policy.

Halliburton recruited Cheney in 1995
in the hope that he would translate polit-
ical connections into lucrative contracts
for the company. “When we brought
Cheney in, it really wasn't to run opera-
tions,” says Thomas Cruikshank, the
former head of Halliburton. “It was to
make the proper strategic decisions and
to establish relationships.”

Halliburton became the fifth largest
U.S. military contractor with the help of
Cheney, who secured a $1.1 billion con-
tract to support the Pentagon’s military
operations in the Balkans after the end of
the bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999.
{Cheney's personal ties to oil and defense
contracting extend far  beyond
Halliburton. Cheney’s wife, Lynne, has
been a paid director of the Lockheed
Martin Corporation since 1995, earning
$120,000 a year for her services.)

Cheney also brought Halliburton into
the industry-based anti-sanctions organi-

Halliburton's Love Affair with Burma’s Dictators

In a new report, EarthRights International,,
an NGO that monitors environmental and
human rights abuses, has uncovered busi-
ness ties between Halliburton Company and
the dictatorship in Burma (Myanmar). While
Cheney served as its chief executive,
Halliburton subsidiaries worked on the
Yadana pipeline project in Burma. In August
2000, according to the report, a U.S. feder-
al District Court found that the Yadana
pipeline consortium “knew the [Burmese]
military had a record of committing human
rights abuses; that the Project hired the mil-
itary to provide security for the project, a
military that forced villagers to work and
entire villages to relocate for the benefit of
the Project; [and] that the military, while forc-
ing villagers to work and relocate,
committed numerous acts of violence’

Natural gas deposits were found in the
Andaman Sea off Burma's coast in 1982.
In 1997, European Marine Contractors
(EMC) was hired to lay more than 200
miles of offshore pipeline for the Yadana
project. EMC is a joint venture between
Halliburton's Energy Services Group and
the Italian company Saipem. In 1998,
Bredero-Price (now named Bredero-
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Shaw), a subsidiary of Halliburton-owned
Dresser Industries, manufactured coatings
for the Yetagun pipeline, which runs paral-
lel to the Yadana pipeline. Bredero-Shaw is
a joint venture between Canada's Shaw
Industries and Halliburton. The Yadana
pipeline runs from the Andaman Sea via
Burma to Thailand.

In March 1998, Cheney personally
signed an agreement between the national
Gas Authority of India and Brown & Root
International, a wholly owned subsidiary of
Halliburton, to build a pipeline between
India and Burma's offshore deposits.

Not surprisingly, USA Engage and
Cheney played a role in defeating a
Massachusetts selective purchasing law,
which was overturned by the Supreme
Court this June. Cheney filed an amicus
brief against the law, which sought to iso-
late the Burmese regime because of its
well-documented human rights abuses,
including forced labor and torture.

The full report, “Halliburton’s Destructive
Engagement: How Dick Cheney and USA-
Engage Subvert Democracy at Home and
Abroad; can be found on EarthRights' Web
site (www.earthrights.org). AA.

The Cheneys are deft at spotting ways to
make money off the U.S. military.

zation USA Engage and made several
statements criticizing the U.S. govern-
ment’s reliance on trade sanctions.
Halliburton Energy Group included Iraq
in a November 1996 list of sanctioned
countries “whose economies are of inter-
est to some U.S. suppliers.” Cheney
called Washington officials “sanctions
happy” and boasted in a June 1998
speech to the libertarian Caro Institute,
“We [the oil industry] bring in 9 million
barrels of oil a day from around the world
they don’t want to produce here, and we
sell it ... cheaper than water.”

Cheney has said that Iraq offers an
example of “an appropriate use of multi-
lateral economic sanctions.” And in the
October 5 vice presidential debate with
Joe Lieberman, he said “you'd have to
give very serious consideration to mili-
tary action,” if evidence emerged that
Iraq was rebuilding it nuclear, biological
or chemical weapons capacity. But
Cheney had no problem with profiting
off the destruction of Irag’s oil industry
and social infrastructure that he directed
during the Gulf War. Nor has Cheney
had problems profiting off oil deals in
other countries that sponsor human
rights abuses. As Cheney told a 1996
energy conference in New Orleans: “The
problem is that the good Lord didn't see
fit to put oil and gas reserves where there
are democratic governments.” Il

Anthony Arnove is the editor of Iraq
Under Siege: The Deadly Impact of
Sanctions and War.
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Venezuela's

Robin Hood

Hugo Chavez remakes OPEC
into a champion of the poor

By Steve Ellner

CARACAS, VENEZUELA—As gas prices
escalate worldwide, OPEC member
nations are standing up against
renewed Western pressure to lower the
price of crude. Here at the OPEC sum-
mit in late September, the oil
producing countries blamed high prices
on taxes, middlemen and bottlenecks.
But they did not say that changes with-
in OPEC itself are also beginning to
have an impact on the market.
Spearheading these changes is
Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez,
whose outspoken positions have
reshaped OPEC policy and thrust
Venezuela into a leadership role within
the organization. Since Chdvez took
office in February 1999, Venezuela has
gone from being OPEC’s most notori-
ous violator of assigned quotas to its
most disciplined member, inspiring
other oil exporters to follow suit.
Chavez's initiative in calling the
summit, his promotion of the “band
system” (in which crude oil prices are
allowed to oscillate between $22 and
$28 per barrel) and his insistence on
including the problem of the foreign
debt in the meeting’s closing document
have transformed him into a Third-
World paladin. The Parisian daily Le
Monde wrote that the Venezuelan
leader has gone from being an advocate
of “a peaceful revolution against his
nation’s oligarchy and corrupt political
class to the main spokesman for an
offensive—this time at the planetary
level—against savage globalization.”
In an effort to enlist international
cooperation for the goal of stable prices,
OPEC members drafted the “Declaration
of Caracas,” which calls for “channels of
communication between oil producing
and consuming nations to achieve mar-
ket stability.” The declaration also urges
“developed nations to recognize that the
greatest environmental tragedy con-
fronting the world is human poverty.”

To make the proposed dialogue a
reality, OPEC nations will be meeting
with oil-importing ones in Saudi
Arabia in mid-November. Venezuela’s
foreign relations minister Jorge Valero
told In These Times that unlike previous
meetings of its kind this one will
involve people with decision-making
power. “In the past,” he says, “the
developed countries sent technicians
and the ministers stayed home.”

Speaking at the summit, Chdvez
mocked the notion that current crude
oil prices are exorbitant. Amidst the
laughter of several otherwise stoic
Iranian delegates, Chévez pointed out
that a barrel of Coca-Cola costs nearly
three times as much as a barrel of crude.

OPEC’s argument is widely accepted
in Europe, where taxes contribute
more to prices at the gas pump than
crude oil (as much as 70 percent of the
price in England, where taxes are the
highest). The fact that OPEC produc-
tion has declined from more than 50
percent of the world’s output to less
than 40 percent makes it less vulnera-
ble to accusations of constituting a
monopolistic “cartel.”

Chdvez’s critics at home argue that
the summit was a mere repetition of the

THIS MODLRMN WORLD

first one held in 1975, and that the
organization has not advanced at all in
25 years. They claim Chévez’s propos-
al to establish an OPEC bank as a
substitute to the IMF is a mere embell-
ishment of the “OPEC Fund,” which
was created at the first summit to pro-
vide grants to poorer nations.

But even if the second summit takes
OPEC back to where it was in 1975,
that is not entirely negative. At the
time, OPEC was a trailblazer, but in the
'80s, with U.S. political and economic
supremacy no longer in dispute, the
Third-World movement petered out. If
the movement is now revitalized, it will
have the advantage of not being caught
in the Cold War crossfire of two super-
powers. It will also benefit from the
popular campaign to check globaliza-
tion’s inhumane and disruptive features.

The implications of what Chavez
calls the “relaunching of OPEC” go far
beyond oil prices, and are of vital sig-
nificance to developed and developing
nations alike. l

Steve Ellner teaches economic history at the
Universidad de Oriente in Venezuela. He is
co-editor of The Latin American Left:
From the Fall of Allende to Perestroika.

by TOM TOMORROW

AT THE FIRST PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE, THE GOREBOT IS
STILTED AND PEDANTIC...THE ONLY GENUINE EMOTION
}ﬁo ;leems CAPABLE OF PROJECTING IS CONDESCEN-

..WHILE HIS OPPONENT IS MUCH MORE RELAXED
AND LIKABLE-=IF YOU ARE FAVORABLY PREDISPOSED

FOOLISH HUMANS! DO
YoU NOT RECOGNIZE
THE SUPERIOR PRo~ .
CESSING CAPABILITIES [
7 OF MY ADVANCED
m NEURAL NETWORK?

MEANWHILE, THE CRUDE AND THUGGISH GATEKEEPERS
OF THIS CORPORATE-FINANCED EXTRAVAGANZA REFUSE
70 ALLoW RALPH NADER To EVEN ENTER THE

DEBATE HALL AS A TICKET-HOLDING SPECTATOR...

T'S ALREADY BEEN DECIDED THAT WHETHER OR |
0T YOU HAVE A*TKKET, YOU ARE NOT WELCOME

AND AFTER THE DEBATE, PANELS OF UNDECIDED VoT-
ERS TRY TO SORT T ALL OUT...NOT AN EASY TASK,
SINCE IT IS APPARENTLY THE FIRST TIME ANY OF

THEM HAVE NOTICED THAT THERE IS A PRESIDENTIAL
RACE UNDERWAY...

I THINK YES--BUT ID
RATHER HANG
OUT AND WATCH
A FOOTBALL
GAME WITH THE
GOOFY-LOOKING
GUY!
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Tricky Dick’s
Dirty Trick
Nixon, the CIA and

subliminal messages
By Martin A. Lee

Someone smelled a rat—or spied a refer-
ence to one. And that sparked front-page
revelations of subterfuge by the Bush
campaign for running an anti-Gore
attack ad in which the word “rats”
flashed for a split second across the TV
screen. Gore campaign officials
denounced it as a dirty trick designed
to influence Americans by subliminal-
ly suggesting that the Democrats were
untrustworthy vermin.

As it turns out, the Bush team was
not the first to contemplate using sub-
liminal projection to sway voters. In the
mid-'50s, then Vice President Richard
Nixon became curious when he got
wind of CIA rtesting of subliminal
manipulation for espionage purposes.

Conducted partly under the aus-
pices of the super-secret MK-ULTRA
program, experiments with subliminal
conditioning comprised but one
aspect of an extensive CIA research
and development effort that probed a
wide range of mind control and behav-
ior modification techniques during the
Cold War. Initially, CIA psychologists
pondered how subliminal messages
might influence hypnosis.

CIA officials were intrigued by the
prospect that split-second subliminal
images or “primes,” which bypass the
conscious mind, could be exploited as a
tool of mass persuasion. MK-ULTRA sci-
entists understood that television and
film are particularly conducive to sublim-
inal mind meddling. A CIA memo dated
November 21, 1955, notes how “psycho-
logically the general lowering of
consciousness during the picture facili-
tates the phenomenon of identification
and suggestion as in hypnosis.”

Referring to a 1956 experiment at a
movie theater in Fort Lee, New Jersey,
conducted by New  York-based
Subliminal Projection Company, anoth-
er CIA document states that subliminal
manipulation “has achieved some success
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in commercial advertising, as ‘Eat
Popcom’ or ‘Drink Cola’ projected on a
screen in certain movie theaters for a frac-
tion of a second at 5 second intervals.”
The unnamed author of this January 17,
1958 CIA report goes on to conjecture:
“It may be that subliminal projection can
be utilized in such a way as to feature a
visual suggestion as ‘Obey [deleted]' or
‘Obey [deleted]’ with similar success.”
Seeking to duplicate the findings of
the Fort Lee experiment (which has
since been debunked), the CIA tested
subliminal techniques in a number of
movie theaters in the United States. On
one occasion, according to U.S. intelli-
gence veteran William R. Corson, an
audience in Alexandria, Virginia was

Democrats smell a rat.

admonished to “buy popcorn,” but
rather than purchasing popcorn many of
the viewers lined up at the drinking
fountain because the suggestion seem-
ingly made them thirsty.

In his 1977 book Armies of Ignorance,
Corson recounts what happened when
Nixon learned of the CIA’s popcorn
caper. Tricky Dick suggested that such a
ploy might be “politically useful,” but, he
quipped, not if movie-goers were given a
subliminal command to “vote for X” and
then ended up looking for a name on the
ballot that began with the letters “For.”

But the joke was on Nixon, as subse-
quent research indicated that subliminal
messages function best when they are
simple and direct. Thus, any attempt to
subliminally persuade someone to vote
for a specific person would more likely
encourage voting in general rather than a
preference for a particular candidate.
And a larger voter turnout tends to favor
the Democratic Party, not the GOP.

Nixon's comments about using sublim-

inal messages to manipulate voters “were
worth a laugh,” Corson writes, and the
MK-ULTRA crew “went back to their
laboratories content in their belief that
their efforts were being appreciated” by
the vice president.

Nixon never explained to what extent,
if any, he actually pursued using subliminal
techniques during any of his election cam-
paigns. And the CIA remains mum on the
issue. Most MK-ULTRA documents were
summarily destroyed on orders of outgoing
CIA chief Richard Helms in 1973. The
files were shredded because of “a burgeon-
ing paper problem,” according to Dr.
Sidney Gottlieb, the sorcerer-spook who
ran the MK-ULTRA program. Gottlieb
admitted as much when he testified at a
1977 Senate hearing on CIA
mind-control scandals. Gottlieb
i was never grilled about the CIA’s
subliminal research.

But this may not be the end of
the story, as far as American
espionage and subliminal manip-
ulation are concerned. Ample
fodder for conspiracy buffs has
come by way of Hollywood. One
of the most popular films of the
"70s was The Exorcist, based on
the best-selling novel by William
Blatty. A former CIA operative
who worked under U.S.
Information Agency cover dut-
ing the '50s, Blatty subsequently served
as Policy Branch Chief of the
Psychological Warfare Division of the
Air Force. As it turns out, subliminal
stimuli—death masks, rotting skulls,
contorted screaming faces—are inter-
spersed throughout the film version of
his book.

There is no evidence that Blatty’s
expertise in psychological warfare had
any bearing on the decision to insert sub-
liminal flashes in the movie, which was
re-released last month with much fanfare.

Meanwhile, the Federal Com-
munications Commission has launched
an investigation into possible subliminal
wrongdoing related to the GOP’s “rats”
ad. FCC policy guidelines, which apply
to TV and radio, but not the entire
motion picture industry, condemn the
use of subliminal techniques because
they are “intended to be deceptive.” l

Martin A. Lee is the author of The Beast
Reawakens and Acid Dreams.
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Puppets Behind Bars

By Ben Winters

notorious incidents from this
summer’s Republican National
Convention, 75 people were arrested on
August 1 while building puppets and
costumes for use in the demonstrations.

Dave Bailey and Rebecca Tennison
are two of these so-called “puppetistas.”
Like many of those arrested, the two
Chicagoans are young-—both 24—and
more artistic idealists than fiery radi-
cals. They interrupted a vacation to
offer their puppet-making skills to
friends at work in Philadelphia and
never expected to hang around for
the protests, let alone get arrested.
Both are now out on bail, facing up to
five years in jail.

Tennison and Bailey grew up with-
in a few blocks of one another in
Chicago'’s Rogers Park neighborhood.
By 16, Tennison had discovered her
love of performance and puppetry.
Since then she has been involved in a
score of local arts groups, including
teaching theater games and story-
telling to kids and co-leading Theater
Dank, which hosts the annual
Chicago Puppetry Festival.

Bailey didn’t get into puppetry until
recently. He’s a union carpenter with
strong political opinions, who only dis-
covered the medium—and its
possibilities as a form of political expres-
sion—at this year’s Puppetry Festival.

When the two traveled to Phila-
delphia, it was to be one stop on a
summer road trip. “I have good friends in
Philadelphia who are puppeteers,” says
Tennison of their presence at the now
infamous “puppet warehouse.” “When
we got there, the people we knew were
rallying, trying to finish these puppets in
time for the convention.”

They stuck around to pitch in, show-
ing up each day at the warehouse,
where a loose group of 70 or 80 people
were busily constructing, among other
things, a giant “Copzilla” float and
138 skeletons representing victims of
Texas executions.

And there they were on August 1,
when the building was surrounded by

I n what has become one of the more

Philadelphia policein a standoff with the

police and everyone was arrested on a
variety of charges, including possession
of an instrument of crime; everyone, that
is, except for the four undercover police-
men who had represented themselves as
union carpenters from Wilkes-Barre.
Under a 1987 mayoral directive,
Philadelphia police are barred from exact-
ly that kind of infiltration, a restriction
sidestepped by the use of state policeman.
In their application for the search war-
rant that allowed the sting operation,
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state police reference a report from the
Maldon Institute—a far-right think tank
funded in part by the Clinton-baiting
multimillionaire ~ Richard  Mellon
Scaife—as the source of information
that protesters were funded by
“Communist and leftists parties [and] the
former-Soviet-allied World Federation
of Trade Unions.”

Tennison and Bailey, along with 73
other “puppetistas”—comprising approx-
imately 20 percent of total arrests made
during the RNC—were tossed in holding
cells, where Tennison would remain for
10 days, Bailey for 11, before both were
released on $1,000 bail. “We saw people
being strangled, held up against the wall
for height measurements,” says Tennison,

“puppetistas.”

recalling what she describes as the “surre-
al” treatment of those arrested. “One kid
came out hog-tied, and he was bleeding
all over the place because it was on so
tight. I've never seen the police do shit
like that.”

To Bailey and Tennison the charges
seem as laughable as the McCarthyite
language of the search warrant: Canisters
worn around the waist to support puppet
poles were presumed to be bombs, and
police claimed the warehouse was full of
kerosene-soaked rags, a charge Bailey
says is completely fabricated.

Meanwhile, in the days immediately
following the arrests, Philadelphia
Mayor John E Street declared that none
of the protesters arrested in his city
would go unpunished: “In other
cities after these mass protests,
at the end of the day, individu-
als were allowed to just walk
away,” he proclaimed at a City
Hall press conference. “That
will not happen here.”

Bailey and Tennison go to trial
at the end of October, meaning
a third trip to Philadelphia in as
many months. They are repre-
sented by public defenders, but
the cost of the trips is beginning
to mount; both elected to take
on the 14-hour drive rather
than fly back again for trial.

Though frustrated by the on-
going legal process, Bailey has
no inclination to lay down his
puppets, nor his newfound
dedication to the movement.
“It strengthened my convic-
tion,” says Bailey, who went
back to Philadelphia in early October,
three weeks before his trial, to work on
a local puppet troupe’s street festival.
“450 people are now diehard protesters
who might not have been before.”

But the experience in Philadelphia
has rattled Tennison, to the extent that
she’s thinking about maybe getting out
of Chicago for a while, taking a hiatus
from performing. However, she remains
convinced that the experience of the
puppetistas illustrates that something so
seemingly harmless can have a powerful
affect on the public. “I'm convinced
that puppets are an effective and beau-
tiful thing,” she says. “They’re so
peaceful and direct. What a great way
to rally a community.” Il
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Why Not Nader?

ith election day looming and
opinion polls pointing to one
of the closest presidential races
in years, the debate has intensified among
progressive Americans—Nader or Gore?

Those on either side of the debate
who pretend this is an easy choice are
deluding themselves. Sure, Al Gore and
Joe Lieberman represent the neoconser-
vative wing of the Democratic Party, but
it is wrong to simplistically equate them
with the Republican ticket. There are
substantial differences between the can-
didates in many important
areas—public  education, Social
Security, labor rights, the environment
and abortion, to name just a few. A
George W. Bush-Dick Cheney victory,
regardless of what happens in the con-
gressional elections, will reinvigorate
the most rapacious elements of this
country’s large and growing conserva-
tive movement, and likely will mean
new attacks on the most vulnerable sec-
tions of our population.

Ralph Nader is clearly the superior
candidate when it comes to fighting
against corporate control of govern-
ment, invasions of individual privacy,
neoliberal free trade policies and U.S.
military intervention abroad, or when it
comes to defending labor, consumers
and the environment.

But Nader’s weaknesses should not be
minimized. He continues to pay little
attention to issues that deeply affect racial
and ethnic minorities—job discrimina-
tion, police brutality, the scandalous
incarceration rate among blacks and
Hispanics, the continuing controversy
over affirmative action. His campaign
style up to now, a la Jesse Jackson’s cam-
paigns in 1984 and 1988, seems more
geared toward promoting himself than to
building the Green Party as a future vehi-
cle for independent politics.

Many honest and dedicated progres-
sives will find themselves on different
sides of the fence come November 7. But
more important than what happens on
Election Day is the ongoing need to nur-
ture and expand the vibrant new people’s
movement that has grown since the
WTO protests in Seattle.
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That new movement combines sever-
al separate streams of popular resistance
that have managed to build an embry-
onic alliance:

® A labor movement that has started to
reclaim its place in American society as

a force for social change. Increasingly,
as new immigrant and Third World
workers form a larger share of the work
force, a profound revolution within the
union movement is inevitable.

e A new pro-democracy movement that
has targeted the
mass media as a
pillar of corpo-
rate social con-
trol and has
started devising
ever more ingenious ways to provide
the population with independent
sources of information.

e An idealistic, democratic, anti-
consumer-culture youth movement,
which is determined to save the
earth from ecological devastation and
end the growing worldwide gap
between rich and poor.

* A growing movement within black
and brown communities against ram-
pant police brutality, wholesale
incarceration, racial profiling and the
death penalty.

More important than any candidate or
election is strengthening the long-term
alliance of these four movements, and
finding the organizational forms with
which that alliance can win the support
of the American people. The Democratic
Party is becoming more conservative with
each passing day and can never be the
vehicle to represent that alliance.

Most progressives recognize that this

GONZALEZ

nation needs a new people’s party.
American voters repeatedly have showed
their deep discontent with the two major
parties, either by refusing to vote or by
backing third-party candidates such as
Ross Perot and Jesse Ventura. Each time,
however, the major parties have been able
to contain the challenge, to steer their
dissidents back into the fold.

Nader and the Green Party represent
the best opportunity in half a century to
place a progressive agenda on the nation-
al scene. The Nader candidacy has
already forced Al Gore to adopt populist
anti-corporate rhetoric into his campaign.
It has brought hundreds of thousands of
white youth into electoral politics in
much the same way that Jackson'’s
Rainbow Coalition movement brought
disaffected blacks to the voting booth in
the '80s. Moreover, Nader has inspired
young people to believe that global capi-

Most important is the need to
nurture and expand the vibrant
new people’s movement.

talism can be resisted even in the absence
of any viable socialist alternative.

Unlike Jackson, who became increas-
ingly co-opted by his access to corporate
honchos and his role as a “spiritual
adviser” to the Clinton White House,
Nader could end up making the Green
Party a genuine alternative force, should
he gamer more than 5 percent of the
popular vote—and 1 believe he will do
that handily if he reaches out to those
who usually stay home on Election Day.

Those of us who came of age in the '60s
grew up with Ralph Nader. We watched
him tilt at windmills for decades, always
speaking truth to power, always accom-
plishing more than others thought
possible. His seat belt victory against the
automobile companies alone may have
saved more lives than did any general in
American history.

Sure, four years of Bush-Cheney seems
a horrible fate, but 20 or 30 more years of
this periodic circus of two parties spon-
sored by the same corporate advertisers
seems far worse. ll



ILLUSTRATIONS BY TERRY LABAN

eaning across the coach-class aisle

of his flight from Washington to

Boston, where 12,000 people would
rally to protest his exclusion from the first
presidential debate, Ralph Nader mused,
“If I hadn’t run, what would there be for
the left to talk about in this election?”

One need not wear Green colors to
acknowledge that the Green Party nomi-
nee for president makes a good point.
Love Nader or hate him, support his can-
didacy as an inspired challenge to politics
as usual or oppose it as a vain and dan-
gerous fool’s mission, but, please, don’t
deny the impact of this campaign on pro-
gressives. For the first time in more than
50 years, the left is fully engaged in an
intense, issue-driven, tactically sophisti-
cated dialogue about how to get the most
out of the electoral process.

In the thick of the debate, especially
when Al Gore backers label Naderites
naive cogs in a right-wing Republican
machine—or when the Naderites
counter by decrying their detractors as
naive cogs in a right-wing Democratic
machine—the whole endeavor can seem
unsettling. And it is. The dialogue over
how to approach this year’s presidential
election is shaking up the left, rousing it
from a long neglected and frequently dys-
functional relationship with electoral
politics. Where exactly the Gore-Nader
tug-of-war will land the great, ill-defined
mass of progressive voters on the
American political landscape remains to
be seen. But there is good reason to
believe, whatever the count on
November 7, that the left will end this
year in a better place than where it stood
prior to the 2000 campaign.

THE GREAT DEBATE

The Nader challenge has inspired bitter
disputes on the left. Isn’t it terrific?

There’s even the possibility that this
discourse will lead American progressives
toward an understanding of the prospects
for a politically savvy electoral strategy
that mirrors the sophisticated approach of
European, Indian, Australian, Canadian
and Mexican activists. At the very least,
Nader has succeeded in forcing progres-
sives to think anew about how and why
they will cast their ballots this fall.

Without Nader, the 2000 election
campaign would have been the
most diemal presidential competition for
American progressives since Grover
Cleveland and Benjamin Harrison faced
off in a 1888 campaign so hideously
devoid of idealism that it spawned the
Populist movement. Yes, in a no-Nader
context, the overwhelming majority of
progressives would have cast grudging
ballots for Gore. But what would there
have been to say about those votes
except perhaps that, once more, in the
contest between voting and not voting,
the lessons of fourth-grade civics teachers
won out? And, perhaps, that they kept
the smirking Texas executioner out of

the Oval Office.

By John Nichols

Now, whether they are planning to
vote for Gore or Nader, or whether they
are still agonizing over the choice, pro-
gressives are talking about this election
campaign. Endlessly. Energetically. And
fruitfully. The initial success of the Nader
candidacy—measured by summer poll
results that put the Greens’ strength near
10 percent in several key states—made
real the question of whether it was nobler
to cast a ballot for the best candidate and
the better politics that might follow, or to
lend a vote to the inferior candidate with
the clearest shot at defeating the really
dangerous contender. “Never in my life
have I had so many discussions with so
many people I generally agree with about
how to vote in a November election,”
says Ed Garvey, a labor lawyer who was
the 1998 Democratic nominee for gover-
nor of Wisconsin. “People really are
thinking about where to go this year;
they're weighing the choices, asking
themselves where to compromise, where
to stand firm.”

Garvey, who like many Democrats is
also a longtime Nader admirer, is one of
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the people doing the agonizing. He
appeared at a huge Madison rally orga-
nized by the Greens and asked the
cheering crowd to imagine what a better
nation this would be with Nader as pres-
ident. After he delivered his
impassioned speech, however, Garvey
confided that if the contest between
Gore and Bush remains close in his cru-
cial swing state, he'll probably cast his
ballot for the vice president. “It’s hard,”
Garvey says. “Do you follow your heart
or do you do what you think has to be
done to prevent right-wingers from tak-
ing charge of everything?”

Yes, it is hard. The Nader challenge
has inspired some of the most bitter
internal disputes the left has seen in
decades. Old “Nader's raiders” such as
former Rep. Toby Moffett (D-
Connecticut) are campaigning against
their mentor. Lifelong Democrats such as
former Texas Agriculture Commissioner
Jim Hightower have torn up their mem-
bership cards and jumped to the Greens.
Massachusetts Rep. Barney Frank and
other Democrats have engaged in ugly
and unwarranted attempts to portray
Nader as insensitive to the concerns of
women, gays and lesbians and racial
minorities. At the same time, Greens
have tossed brickbats at Gore’s pragmatic
union supporters, dismissing them as
Democratic Party stooges who would
abandon the Seattle coalition for an
empty promise of access to the Oval
Office—or perhaps a night in the
Lincoln bedroom.

So intense has the internal conflict on
the left grown that, in Boston on the
night of the first presidential debate,
Ironworkers gathered outside the hall to
cheer Gore clashed with students, there to
demand Nader’s inclusion. “I don’t know
if ['ve ever seen so many people who agree
on so many issues so divided over a single
election,” says Mel King, a former
Democratic legislator who ran a “Rainbow
Coalition” race for mayor of Boston and
now is campaigning for Nader. “People are
more worked up about Nader-versus-Gore
than anything in years.”
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Terrible, terrible, terrible gripe the
cautious minders of an almost always
too-cautious left. They worry about
“wasted” energy and “wasted” votes.
They fret about the damage the dissing
discourse will do to a broad constituency
that, when it disagrees, in the words of
New Party founder Joel Rogers, can mir-
ror the worst excesses of “hungry people
tighting over food.”

But [ see nothing terrible in this dis-
course. On the contrary, I think it’s terrific.
Nader's challenge has demanded that
progressives take electoral politics as seri-

ously as do their comrades in other
lands—and, perhaps more importantly, as
seriously as do their domestic foes on the
corporate and religious right. Finally, pro-
gressives are asking the right question:
How do I use my vote, my energy, my tal-
ent, my influence, my resources to achieve
the most left-wing result possible?

That the answers will differ is not
merely understandable but necessary. To
achieve the most left-wing result that is
possible in Kansas, for instance, may
require progressive populists to cast their
ballots in Republican primaries for mod-

erate state school board candidates—if
only because they want their children to
be taught evolution. To achieve the most
left-wing result that is possible in this
year’s New York Senate race, trade
unionists from Buffalo to the Bronx will
eschew the Democratic line and cast
their ballots for Hillary Clinton on the
line of the Working Families Party—the-
orizing that because New York allows the
fusion of votes from different parties,
Clinton will read the results and know
that she could not have won without

the votes of people who object to

the Democratic Party’s rightward

drift. To achieve the most left-wing
result that is possible in several
Vermont state legislative districts this
fall, local activists will cast their bal-
lots for candidates of the newly

chartered Vermont Progressive Party—
which should win more seats in a state
legislature this year than any left party
since the Minnesota Farmer-Labor and
Wisconsin Progressive parties folded their
third-party efforts in the '40s.

And what of the presidential race?
Again, the pursuit of that most left-wing
result will take voters in myriad direc-
tions. In the District of Columbia, where
a Democratic victory is only slightly less
certain than that of the Assads in
Damascus, progressives will cast their bal-
lots for Nader—in hopes that the D.C.
Statehood/Green Party alliance will dis-
place the Republicans as Washington’s
No. 2 party. In Alaska, where Gore is
about as competitive as, well, Nader, pro-
gressives will take a serious shot at
pushing the Greens into second place.

In other states, it gets harder. But, for
those who would like to see the left
become a more serious player in
American electoral politics, hard is good.
If we recognize that it is unlikely either
the Democrats or the Greens are going
away after November 7, then the task of
determining the issues and the circum-
stances that might lead a voter to break
with the Democrats—or to stick with
them—is healthy for progressives who
have been on the losing end of a dys-
functional relationship with the
Democratic Party pretty much since the

day FDR died.



For the first time in decades, the term
“tactical voting” is being given its
proper place in the language of the
American left. Progressive voters are actu-
ally checking poll figures, not to figure out
which of the evils is ahead, but rather to
determine whether they can safely cast a
ballot for the good. These are people who
would not risk handing the White House
to Bush, but who hope to be able to cast a
Green vote as a warning to Gore and
Democratic Party leaders that there is
indeed a constituency that stands to the
left of the Democratic
Leadership Council.

The point at which
any particular progres-
sive voter decides to embrace or abandon
the lesser evil is not the point. What
matters is that the Nader candidacy has
opened dialogues—both internal and
external—about the wisdom and poten-
tial for tactical voting. This, as they say
in China and at Billy Bragg concerts, is a
great leap forward.

If there is a single constant in left
electoral work internationally, it is an
understanding of the value and the
power of tactical voting. Indeed, before
the 1997 British election that dispatched
the Conservative Party from power after
18 years of Margaret Thatcher and John
Major, the watchword of the left was
“tactical.” The week before the election,
Britain's New Statesman magazine pub-
lished a chart suggesting the best vote
that its lefty readers could cast in each of
more than 600 local contests for
Parliament. The strategy involved back-
ing the strongest contenders against the
Conservatives from a list that included
candidates of Labor and the smaller
Liberal Democrat, Welsh and Scottish
nationalist parties. The strategy
worked—not only were the Tories defeat-
ed, but voters elected the largest Labor
and Liberal Democrat blocs since the end
of World War I1.

In more recent European Parliament
elections, the tactical approach has
expanded to include instructions to vote
for Greens and left-wing offshoots of the
Labor Party, with considerable success. In
the recent London mayoral election,
which put Labor renegade Ken
Livingstone in the mayor’s chair and
Greens in a number of key positions, tac-

tical voting was raised to something of an
art form by creative new coalitions of tra-
ditional Labor voters, Greens and
independent leftists.

In France, where a two-tier election
system makes it possible to cast a first
vote based on ideology and a second vote
for practicality, leftists for generations
have used tactical voting as a tool to
pressure the Socialist Party to move left.
In the last rounds of presidential and par-

Ralph Nader’s challenge has demanded that
progressives take electoral politics seriously.

liamentary elections, for instance, the
millions of first-round votes for Green,
Communist and Trotskyist candidates—
yes, Trotskyists actually do top the
million-vote mark in France—<learly sig-
naled to the Socialists that they needed
to move left. And they did, implement-
ing a 35-hour work week and challenging
the cautious “third-way” philosophy
advanced by Britain’s Tony Blair and
Germany’s Gerhard Schroder.

Similar stories of strategic alliances,
careful plotting and—dare we say it>—
success can be found
around the world. Such
tales are especially com-
mon in Scandinavia,
where Social Democratic
and purer “Third Left”
parties compare, contrast,
compete and, at times,
come together—as in
Finland, where the Left
Alliance Party, which
could reasonably be
referred to as “Naderite,”
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year by New York’s Working Families
Party as it makes real the promise of
fusion, Vermont's Progressive Party as it
forges a genuine third force, and the
Greens, who have chosen not to run can-
didates against progressive Democrats
while at the same time mounting needed
races against New Democrats such as
California Sen. Dianne Feinstein—who
faces a spirited challenge from Global
Exchange’s Medea Benjamin.

Is it possible that the American left
might eventually develop the structures,
institutions and—most critically—the
instincts required to
move in and out of
the Democratic
Party, to cast tactical
votes, build complex alliances and, ulti-
mately, create an alternative politics that
is bigger than the Democratic Party, or
even the Green Party? Can the rare
accomplishment of Vermont Rep. Bernie
Sanders, who has proved that it is possible
to force the Democrats to play nice with
an independent socialist, be replicated in
states where voters outnumber dairy cows?

l t is easy to suggest that America’s
absurd and constricting winner-take-
all electoral system renders comparison

recently entered the gov-
ernment as a junior
coalition partner.

Of course, tactical vot-
ing is only one hammer
that can be extracted from
the toolbox of electoral
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with other countries useless. It is even
easier to claim that the American left
lacks the electoral traditions, the orga-
nizational strength and the
communications infrastructure that has
enabled progressive forces in other lands
to forge effective electoral strategies. It
is easiest of all to question whether
there even is a left in America—and to
state with puffed-up certainty that, even
if such a team can be identified, its play-
ers could never be expected to agree
long enough to take the field of political
battle and make a difference.

Dismissing the left’s prospects—elec-
toral or otherwise—is a national pastime
in this country. But I seem to recall that,
exactly a year ago, | heard questions
about whether it made any sense to try
and pull together demonstrations outside
the Seattle sessions of a trade group that
even some well-read leftists could not
identify. Last fall's anti-WTO protests
proved that a diverse coalition of pro-
gressives could take a page from their
international allies and mount a powerful
challenge not only to corporate power,
but to the naysayers within the left's own
ranks. And the great Nader-Gore debate

suggests the possibility that—far from
destroying itself—the broad American
left may finally be prepared to steal a
page from the electoral playbook of its
international comrades.

Sen. Paul Wellstone, the Minnesota
Democrat who backs Gore but eschews
criticism of Nader, knows better than
perhaps anyone else on the American
left the challenge and the potential of a
more engaged and tactically savvy left
politics. Not long ago, I sat with
Wellstone in a room full of progressives
who agreed on every issue, but who were
almost evenly divided on the Nader-
versus-Gore question. The dialogue
between Wellstone and his friends was
thrilling—filled with the intensity, mutu-
al respect and hope that is so often
missing from activist discussions.

“I really do believe it's important that
Gore beat Bush,” Wellstone said to me as
we were walking out of the room. “But I
want to tell you something: It’s just as
important that we capture the energy of
this dialogue that we’ve got going on the
left and turn it into something.
November 7 is important because it's
Election Day, but November 8 may be

even more important for progressives. On
November 8, no matter what happens,
we've got to take all these questions and
arguments, all this energy that’s being
poured into beating Bush with Gore and
into building an alternative with Nader,
and turn it into something.”

Wellstone is right to see reason for
hope in the electoral turbulence that has
gripped the left this fall. Ralph Nader has
stirred the pot. He has forced progressives
to begin to come to grips with the ques-
tion of how they will engage with the
electoral process. And, no matter how
they answer that question, the nature of
their engagement will be more sophisti-
cated, more nuanced and more
significant than it has been since the
days when no one questioned whether
there was a left in America. l

John Nichols is editorial page editor of the
Capital Times in Madison, Wisconsin. A
fellow with The Nation Institute, he writes
“The Beat” column for The Nation and
frequently contributes to The Progressive
and In These Times. His new book, writ-
ten with Robert W. McChesney, is It’s the
Media, Stupid! (Seven Stories).
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A FEW GOOD CANDIDATES
RACES TO WATCH IN NOVEMBER

alling leaves and mums aren't the
F only colors cropping up in front

yards and median strips this
autumn. As October dwindles toward
Election Day, many-hued campaign signs
blossom on the nation’s roadsides, espe-
cially in the Midwestern “swing states”
whose voters may hold the keys to the
White House and command posts in the
next Congress.

Democrats’ need just seven more
House seats and five Senate seats to
claim majorities. Turnout from union
households, inching up since 1994, will
be decisive for Democrats in most of the
25 key House races and 12 pivotal
Senate contests on which control of the
next Congress hinges.

Another key factor across the country
may be whether progressives—especially
environmental activists—remain unified.
It’s not just a question of Al Gore versus
Ralph Nader in the presidential race.
Former Democrats now running on
Green, Progressive or Independent ballot
lines in several congressional and
gubernatorial races could be the mice
that roar—leaving some gleeful
elephants to roam their state capitols and
rule both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue.

Here are a some of the candidates to
watch on Election Day:

SOUTHERN ACCENTS

ALABAMA

In the 4th District, span-
ning north-central
Alabama, realtor and
local school board mem-
ber Marsha Folsom is
giving two-term incum-
bent Robert Aderholt a scare.

Aderholt has voted against campaign
finance reform and, in the wake of the
Columbine High School shooting, spon-
sored legislation to allow posting of the
Ten Commandments on government
property as a deterrent to juvenile crime.

The wife of former governor Jim
Folsom, the challenger is pro-choice and
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