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14  Charles  Lane
New  York,   N.Y.    10014

October   8,   1979

TO   ORGANIZERS   AND   NATIONAL   COMMITTEE   MEMBERS

Dear  Comrades,

Enclosed  are  copies  of  communications  between
comrades  in  industry  and  the  National  Of fice  concern-
ing  trade-union  activity  and  the  role  of  worker-
Bolsheviks.   Also  included  is  correspondence  between
David  Herreshoff  and  Frank  Lovell.   Herreshoff  is  a
former  member  of  the  party.   These  materials  would  be
usef ul  for  trade-union  fraction  heads  and  coordinators

Comradely ,

I,/i(,i ulpr
Maceo   Dixon
National  Of fice
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Phoenix,   Arizona
September   14,1979

Frank  Lovell
a / o  S;i(ITrp
14   Charles  Lane
New   York,   N.Y.    10014

Dear  comrade  Lovell:

In  this  letter  I  want  to  ask  for  your  opinion  on  three
questions .

The  first  is  what  attitude  our  fractions  should,   in  general,
take  towards  "shop  floor"  issues  in  the  plants.   Before  I  go  further,
let  me  say  that  I  am  not  of  the  opinion  that  our  fractions  should
orient  towards  these  "shop  floor"  issues  and  neglect  what  has  been
called  "broad  social  questions."   I  agree  generally  with  the  replies
to  comrade  Riehle  in  the  pre-convention  discussion  by  comrades  Ryan,
Kendrick  and  Taylor.   But  none  of  these  articles  dealt  concretely
with  what  attitude  we  should  take  towards   "shop  floor"  questions.

We  clef initely  should  talk  to  as  many  workers  as  we  can  about"broad  social  issues"  and  socialism,   sell  the  press,  bring  contacts
to  forums,  etc.   In  the  process,  workers  see  us  as  people  with  intel-
ligent  ideas  and  consequently  come  up  to  us  and  ask  us  what  to  do
about  every  problem,   big  and  small.   By   "shop  floor"   issues,   I  mean
questions  such  as:   a  foreman  forcing  a  worker  to  work  with  unsafe
equipment,   speed-up,   forced  overtime,   favoritism  in  awarding  bids,
etc.   We  know  that  the  grievance  procedure  is  bad,   and  so  do  many
workers,   so  what  do  we   advocate?  A  walkout?   Sit-down?   Slowdown?
Sabotage?  Surely  we  cannot  just  say,   "Well,   there's  nothing  you
can  do  about  working  on  that  unsafe  equipment  until  the  unions  are
transformed  and  form  a  labor  party.   Join  the  SWP  and  help  us  fight
for  this  perspective."  Such  a  reply  would  be  sectarian.   Yet  to
advocate  some  sort  of  action  could  be  adventuristic  and  result  in
a  defeat.   This  is  the  dilemma.

We  are  confronted  with  these   "shop  floor"   issues  every  day.   I
do  not  think  we  can  ignore  them  or  brush  them  off  with  ultimistic,
sectarian  replies.   The  workers  would  regard  us  as  all  talk  and  no
action.

The  solution,   I  think,   lies  in  somehow  linking  the  "shop  floor"
issues  with  the  "broad  social  issues"  and  advancing  tactics  that  are
transitional--which  start  with  the  present  no-strike  grievance  system
but  advance  towards  mass,   independent  action  by  the  workers.

(Over )
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We  can  link  speed-up  and  forced  overtime  to  unemployment.   We
can  link  griping  about  the  large  amount  of  taxes  withheld  to  the
war  budget  and  U.S.   foreign  policy.   Stupid  decisions  made  by  the
company  can  lead  to  discussions  about  workers  control,   Cuba  and
Nicaragua.

Our  tactics  can  neither  be  sectarian  nor  adventuristic.   One
possible  step  is  that  grievances  could  be  filed,  but  signed  by
several  workers,   or  the  whole  department,   instead  of  only  one
worker.   This  leads  away  from  the  attitude  fostered  by  the  grievance
system  that  the  problems  of  one  worker  are  of  no  concern  to  the
others ,

Another  tactic  would  be  if  a  worker  was  treated  unjustly,   a
petition  could  be  circulated  in  the  plant  backing  this  worker's
grievance  and  then  presented  to  the  company  to  let  the  company
know  that  all  of  the  workers  are  behind  the  victimized  one.

I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  opinion  on  this  problem,
since  I  am  f aced  with  it  every  day  and  remain  baf f led  as  to  the
solution.   I  do  not  wish  to  seem  to  the  `.Jorkers  like  we  are  no
dif ferent  than  the  union  officials  who  say  do  nothing  except  f ile
a  grievance.   At  the  same  time,   we  do  not  want  to  advocate  walkouts
or  job  actions  when  there  is  little  chance,   under  the  circumstances,
of  them  being  successful.

A  second  question  I  want  to  ask  you  concerns  the  question  of
union  posts.   I  can  see  why  we  should,   in  general,   avoid  taking  posts,
including  stewards,   at  the  present  time.   We  do  not  want  to  be  iden-
tified  with  the  grievance  system.   But  how  do  we  avoid  the  criticism,"Oh,   you're  just  all  bullshit.   You  talk  a  lot,   but  when  you're  asked
to  do  something,   you  back  out."?  Secondly,   if  we  turn  down  these
posts,   who  do  we  think  should  take  them?   Should  we  advise  our  con-
tacts  and  sympathizers  to  take  posts   like  stewards?  Don't  the  reasons
why  we  don't  take  these  posts  apply  to  them  as  well?   If  so,   then  who
do  we  think  should  be  union  president,   stewards,   and  the  rest?  The
right-wing  workers?  Somebody  has  to  hold  the  posts.

The  third  thing  is  that  I  am  presently  researching  the  history
of  union  organization  among  copper  miners,   especially  in  Arizona.   If
you  know  of  any  source  material  that  would  be  of  use  to  me,   I  would
appreciate  the  help.   Also,   if  you  or  any  of  the  older  comrades  could
furnish  me  with  some  information  on  the  Mine,   Mill,   and  Smelter  Work-
ers  and  the  Stalinists  I  would  be  grateful.

Thank  you.

Couradely,

s/Rob  Roper
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14   Charles   Lane
New  York,   N.Y.    10014

September   24,1979

Rob  Roper
Phoenix,   Arizona

Dear   Rob:

This  is  in  response  to  the  three  questions  you  submitted  in
your  letter  of  Sept.14.   It  seems  to  me  that  the  answers  to  these
questions  begin  to  emerge  in  your  explanation  of  them,   and  I'm
inclined  to  believe  that  in  a  short  time  you  will  discover  the
answers.   Maybe  our  discussion  of  the  problems  will  be  helpful.

The  first  question:   "what  attitude  our  fractions  should,   in
general,   take  towards   'shop  floor'   issues   .   .   .   "   In  your  refer-
ence  to  past  discussions   (material  that  appeared  in  our  pre-con-
vention  discussion  bulletins)   you  correctly  say  that   "none  of
these  articles  dealt  concretely  with  what  attitude  we  should  take
toward   'shop  floor'   questions."

The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  writers  were  discussing  the
question  ''in  general,"  exactly  what  you  are  asking  for  again.   There
can  be  no  satisfactory  general  answer.

What  we  do  about   "shop  issues"   always  occurs  over  some   specific
issue,  within  a  given  set  of  circumstances,   and  is  seldom  repeated.
What  we  do  on  one  occasion  may  be  dif ferent  from  what  we  did  under
similar   (but  different)   circumstances  previously.   Such  generaliza-
tions  are  not  helpful,   are  they?

It  is  better  to  talk  about  specific  instances,  using  examples
from  our  experience.   How  we  relate  to   "shop  issues"   (confronting  an
overbearing  foreman,   settling  grievances  under  the  terms  of  the  union
contract,  deciding  whether  to  leave  the  plant  on  an  unbearably  hot
summer  day,   etc.)   is  determined  by  our  political  goals  and  by  the
willingness  of  our  fellow  workers  to  fight.

The  examples  you  give  are  good  ones.   How  do  you  file  a  grievance?
You  say  a  grievance  can  be  signed  by  several  workers,   not  only  one.   I
suppose  this  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  grievance.   It  may  be  that
many  workers  would  have  similar  individual  grievances,   and  they  could
all  file  separate  complaints  at  the  same  time.   This  would  accomplish
the  same  thing  and  have  the   same  effect  on  the  boss.   The  purpose,   as
you  say,   is  to  get  away  from  the  false  notion  that  a  grievance  of  one
worker  is  of  no  concern  to  the  others.

If  we  try  to  generalize  this,  we  conclude  that  our  task  in  rela-
tion  to  shop  floor  issues  is  to  find  ways,   through  the  handling  of
these  issues,   to  raise  the  level  of  class  consciousness,   develop  a
greater  sense  of  solidarity,  and  help  to  organize  actions  that  will
educate  the  workers  in  the  use  of  their  own  power.

(over)
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The  circumstances  of  the  workplace  has  a  good  deal  to  do  with
this.   In  a  small  shop  only  a  few  workers  are  involved  in  any  action,
and  very  often  the  boss  you  confront  is  the  owner  of  the  shop  or  a
direct  representative  of  the  owner.  Within  the  work  force  there  may
be  relatives  of  the  owner  or  the  foreman.   Under  these  circumstances
the  way  we  deal  with  "shop  floor"   issues  is  different  from  what  we
can  do   in  a  Ford  assembly  plant  or   a  U®S®   Steel  mill.

Mass  production  faci..i.ities  employ  thousands   of  workers   in  many
different  departments.   The  employee-management  relationship  is  regu-
lated  to  some  extent  by  the  grievance  procedure.   In  most  places  this"grievance  procedure"  is  fixed;   there  is  an  established  pattern  and
specific   "steps"   that  all  grievances  must  follow.   This  established
pattern  may  not  be  the  only  way  grievances  can  be  filed,  nor  is  it
the  best.   Some  new  ideas,   such  as  you  suggest,   could  probably  be
introduced.   These  would  need  to  be  discussed  with  as  many  workers
as  possible,   certainly  all  those  who  have  grievances  and  want  some
action  for  a  change.

We  believe  in  change.   We  want  to  do  what  we  can  to  help  bring
about  changes,   big  and  small.   But  nothing  is  possible  without  the
participation  of  large  nu]froers  of  workers®   So  our  job  is  to  talk
about  these  "shop  issues".--just  as  we  talk  about  all  other  issues--
and  try  to  work  out  wa.ys  to  handle  them  in  concert  with  as  many  of
our  fellow  work.ers  as  poss.ible.

There  really  are  no  ,slick  ways  of  handling  shop  problems,   set-
tling  grievances   in  favor  of  the  w'orkers®   Like  all  other  problems,
they  can  be  solved  only  in  consult.ation  and  collaboration  with  the
workers   involved®   You  must  have  the  tacit  support   (at  least)   of  a
majority  of  workers   in  order  to  bring  abc)ut  any  changes,   however
smal 1 ®

This  does  not  mean  that  we  cannot  propose  and  help  carry  through
better  ways  within  the  union  of  handling  disputes  with  the  boss.   But
we  must  submit  our  porposals  to  our  fellow  workers  and  get  their
approval,   agreement,   and  active  participat.i.on.   In  the  course  of  talk-
ing  about  better  ways  of  handling  shop  issues,   it  may  be  that  you  will
discover  many  other  workLers  who  have  good  proposals.   It  is   always  use-
ful  to  accept  the  proposals  of  other  militants  and  try  to  find  ways  to
work  with  them  and  help  them  to  improve   (and  sometimes  correct)   their
ideas.   In  this  way,  we  usually  learn  too.

You  mentioned  the  common  grievance  about  unsafe  equipment.   And
of  course  you  are  right  when  you  say it  is  unacce table  to  te I  work-

Helping  to  solve  shop  problems  is   important  political  work,   as
important  as  any  of  our  campaigns.   We  should  avoid  thinking  and  act-
ing  as  if  there  were  two  separat.`e  categories:   political  campaigns
and/or  shop  issues,   political  work  vs   "practical"  worko   But  solving
shop  problems  is  slightly  diffe.rent,   ancl  most  comrades  are  new  to
these  problems.   We  don't  pretend  to  have  all  the  answers  and  we  don't
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promise  to  provide  the  solutions.   We  must  undertake  to  work  out  the
answers   jointly  with  all  other  workers  who  are  trying  to  find  out
what  to  do.   Once  we   start  working  in  this  way  we  will  make  more
progress.

The  second  question,   "the  question  of  union  posts,"   is  related
to  our  method  of  working  on  shop  issues.   Usually  those  who  have  the
best  answers  to  the   "shop  issues"  problems  are  the  most  likely  to  be
elected  to  union  posts.   The  workers   say,   "Rob  has  good   ideas   about
how  to  handle  grievances,   we  should  make  him  our  griever  and  he  will
fix  everything  for  us."

This   is  wrong.

The  most  clever  shop  steward  cannot  do  much  for  the  workers.   Many
inexperienced  militants  think  they  can  do  great  things  if  they  can  only
manage  to  get  themselves  elected  to  a  union  job.   They  soon  learn  that
when  the  workers   look  to  and  expect  some   "clever  leader"   to  take  care
of  their  problems  with  the  boss,   those  problems  are  never  very  well
taken  care  of .   This   is  what  we  must  explain  in  our  discussions   about"shop   issues."

To  be  a  respected  leader  of  workers  on  the  shop  f loor  does  not
require  that  you  have  a  union  title.   When  some  workers  urge  us  to"take  responsibility,"  we  explain  that  we  are  anxious  to  work  with
everyone  else  who  is  willing  to  seek  solutions  to  our  common  problems.
Who  serves  as  the   "official"  union  representative  is  not  decisive.   At
some  stage  in  the  development  of  the  union  struggle  we  will  want  to
accept  union  posts,  but  for  the  time  being  it  ought  not  to  be  difficult
to  explain  to  our  fellow  workers  that  we  really  are  not  off ice  seekers

hat  we  are
that  taking  a  un
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I  think  that  for  those  workers  who  are  seriously  interested  in
his  question  of  leadership,   it  would  be  productive  to  organize  classes

on  the  Teamster  books  by  F'arrell  Dobbs.   They  should  get  a  better  under-
standing  of  union  work  and  perhaps  they  would  join  our  party  as  a  result.

On  the  third  question:   "history  of  union  organization  among  cop-
per  miners,   especially  Arizona."   Enclosed  is  mention  of  a  new  book,
Hard-Rock  Epic,   from  the  Sept.   8   issue  of  The  Nation.   I  don't  know  if
this  will  be  of  much  use  to  you  since  it  covers the  period   1860-1910
I  have  no  acquaintance  with  the  modern  history  of  the  miners'   union
in  Arizona,   and  have  passed  your  request  along  to  Paul  Montauk.

Comradely,

s/Frank  Lovell

c/c  Caroline  Fowlkes
T.U.    Steering   Comm.
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R{.?b   Roper
Phoenix

Dear  Rob,

Rea  the  part  of  your  letter  to  Frank  Lt)veil  asking  for
information  on  the  history  of  the  Mine  Mill  a  Smelters  union;

While  the  shelves  are  fairly  full  of  various  histories
of  different  unions,  I  do  not  know  of  one  single  work  that
deals  with  Mine  Mill  per  se--it  is  usually  discussed  with-
in  other  histories  and  most  of  this  deals  with  the  post
WWII  witch-hunt  period.

Mine  Mill  actually  traces  its  lineage  back  to  the  Western
F`ederation  of  Miners  and  also  can  boast  of  being  e3cpelled
twice  from  the   ''mainstream"3   from  the  AF`L  in  1938  and  from
the  CIO  in  1950,  the  first  time  for  being  a  supporter  of
John  L  and  industrial  unionism,  the  second  for  being  a"communist  dominated''  union.

Bert  Cochran's  Labor  &  Communism   {Princeton  Univ  Press)
is  an  excellent  source  of  facts  an histoJry  of  the  Stalinists
in  the  unichn  movement.    His  political  errors  are  somewhat
compensated  by  his  thorough  and  reliable  Jfesearch®     He  has
a  small  section  on  Mine  Mill  in  it®

At  its  height   (1946)  Mine  Mill  had  a  claimed  membership
of  loo,000--or  that  was  the  number  of  memH}ers  they  were

::Tin£|:h: g::i::a:o:I:tp::sc?gi:asf ::i i'sT?i:oi:o:a:r:::ice
for  different  unions  to  inflate  this  figure.    John  L  for
example  always  claimed  at  least  20-50%  more  members  than
he  really  had  at  different  times®

tthile  their  main  and  primary  base  was  in  the  nonferrous
aLreas  of  the  Southwest,   they  did  become  very  active  in  the
Alabama  area  in  organizing.     At  one  time  -they  were  the
b'argaining  agent  for  the  miners  at  Bessemer,   Alabame  and
were  embarked  on  a  campaign  of  organizing  thmighout  the
South.

In  the  Southwest   (and  the  South)  it  ap'peaLrs  that  their
main  constituency  were  oppressed  minorities:  Mexican
Americans  and  Blacks.    That,  combined  with  the  nature  of
the  industry  {traditionally  the  most  violent  capitalists
who  relied  frequently  on  vigilantes  and  tierror}  combined
with  a  militant  tradition was  ref lected  in  their  being
a  very  feisty  and  combative  union.

Unlike  the  UE  {Stallnist  led--and  frequently  referred
to  as  an  "NLRB  baby"  because  of  their  growth  through
class-collaboration  politics  and  gifts  from  FOR  as  a
consequence)  Mine  Mill  grevy  through  struggle.

They  were  pocketed  ln  by  the  Steel  wor'kers  and  the

E:¥sa3gsn§¥:€h¥=r:g8T::SaE:dd£¥e±£g±=P:#:rna:LgsE:Ee:E±ve.
herence  to  Stalinist  policies  and  Bell  outs.
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always  in  the  forefront  of  some  CP  front  group  doing  his
thing®     Mire Mill  officially  endorsed  the  48  Wallac:e  c:ampaign,
(something  the  CP  was  not  afole  to  do  even  with  their  con-
trol  over  the  UE)  and  this  seems  to  have  contributed  to
their  defeats  in  Alabama  and  in  New  Mexico  where  there  was
a  beginning  movement  on  the  part  of  Mexican  American  miners
against  the  capitalist  parties  and  policieso

His  assistant,  Maur,ice  Travis,   (first  vice  president,
then  president  after  Rohinson  left)  lost  his  e3:pe  in
a  jurisdictional  beef  in  Alabama.

Many  of  the  leadejrs  of  Mine  Mill   {similar  to  Travis)
it  seemed  did  enjoy  high  stature  as  fighters  and  this  was
ref lected  in  the  inability  of  a  strong  opposition  to  arise
in  the  union  basing  :itself  on  the  witch-hunt®

They  were  really  up  against  it  when  Taft  Hartley  and
the  witch  hunt  rolled  in®     Suffering  a  limited  base  to
begin  with  they  were  up  against  the  government  and  they

::=:d:€f i:±T#¥  PuEr°::::::S  a:a  B::n;£8:±n%h:£ew::¥a±:¥ced
to  fight  for  their  existence  against  massive  raids  that
were  launched  by  other  unions.    A  large  section  they  had
was  taken  away  and  g:Lven  to  the  shipyard  workers,  but
otherwise  they  pretty  well  held  their  own®

Facing  this  onslaught  they  somehow  managed  to  sur'vitEe
as  an  independent  union®

::i::: EL:#ife#describes  how  af ter
(Herlingg   Harper  Row)   he
the  presidency  of  the  USWA,

he  opened  up  negotiaJbions  with  them  and  in  1967  they  were
brought  into  the  USWA  with  a  recorded  membership  of  25,000
here  and  15,000  in  Canada®     Abel,   (who  at  that  time  was
opposed  to  red-baiting)   seems  to  have  given  them  a  fair
deal  and  they  Were  a]31e  to  hold  on  to  their  own  leadership
within  the   USWA.

It  is  unclear  wheiEher  the  CP  was  able  to  continue  as

::::f:a:iT`e|s?r=:e3fw:::tJ:::deck::::®("§:g:::m3::t:a:f¥"
star)   {and  nc)w  president  of  his  local  in  New  Mexico}
organized  a  "Rank  and  File"  c:aucus  pitted  against  Ed
Sadlowski  in  Districts  31..but  never  got  very  far  with  it.
enacon  was  pretty  discredited  by  this  maneuver®

I  would  assume  that  one  can  find  many  papers  written
about  them--particulaLrly  in  the  University  of  New  Mexico--
by  graduate  students.     Hopefully,   some  day  we  will  be
able  to  research  them  and  learn  more.

comradely,

a:drfaMifept.



Frank   Lovell
The   militant

Dear   Frank:

18   September   1979

nicT,igan
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You   have   accepted   the   responsibility   of   conveying   the   lc}re
of   our   generation   to   the   young  militants   of   the   Sup.     I   believe
that   you   Strive  With  8ucce8s,   uBu.lly,   to  perform  that  function
reliably.   The   paragraph   in   your   obituary   for   Arthur   Burch  devotec]
tc]   the   Cochran   Split,   however,   1s   not   or`e   of   your   8ucces§es.      What
you  urite   there   uon't   help   anybody   to   iinderstand   and   learn   from
the   f action   f ight   of   1953.     What   you   undertake   there   ls   to   reveal
uhat   the   Cochranites   really   thought,   "decided,"   and   "convincec]
themselves"   of .      This   is   a   dangerous   proceeding   both   in   politics
and   in   thE   Writing   t}f`   political   history.      No   one   has   yet   invented   `
a   sincerometer,   Lenin   Once  Warned   people   lncl!.ned   to   Substitute
a  psycholctgical   probe   of   their   adversaries   for   an  analysis   of   the
ideas   and   acts   of`   their   adversaries.     When   that   inclination  becomes
a  methc)d,   the   result   is   an   end   to   political   debate.     Any   critic
c)f`   prevailing   party   policy   can   then   be   dismissed   With   the   taunt:
"What   you   are   saying   i§   nc]t   your   real   program;   in   essence   you're

just   a   c]uitter."     To   teach   young   revolutionists   this   method   is   tci
miseducate   them.

You   Write   of   the   Cochranites   that   "They   decided   that   the
uc]rking   class   in   this   country  Would  never   fulf ill   its   historic   mission
tct   transf orm   society   and   create   a   new  World.      They   ccinvinced
themselves   that   the   great  mass   of   Workers   Will   never   be   interestec]
1n   anything   more   than   'bread   end   butter'   issues,   like   the   unic)n
of f icials   say."     Now  the   Cochranite9   never   ®aid   anything   like
that  and  they  didn't  believe  .nything  like  that  either.     So  Why
do   you  say   lt  now?     1'11   listen  to  iihatever   explanation  occurs   to
you.      I   uon't   try   to   tell   you  What   you   really  believe   and  Why.      I
dctn't   have   a   license   for   that.

Meanwhile   here   are   a   couple   of   my   conclusions   about   1953.

The   split   of   1953   Was   between   revolutioni9ts   and  Was   theref ore
unpricipled.      It  ua§   not.   as   you  Wildly  assel`t.   a  8plit  between
revolutionists   on   the  one  elde   .nd  6omper81tB  unionl8ts   on  the  other.
Nci,   the   Cochranites   Were   not   converts   to   business   unionism   Who   had
given   up   on   the  Working   class   ®s   the   agent   of   revolutionary   change.
And  the  uDrst  that  gas   charged  .gainet  the  CochFanites   at  the  tine
Was   that   they  Were   going  to   or  Wanted   to  capitulate   to   the   union
bureaucz`acy.      I
capitulation  ha ithe  absence  of  evidence  to  8hou  that  Such  aactually  occurred  the  castigation  took  the  f arm
of   a  prediction.     A  otandard  dogma  of  all   lef t  Sects   1§   that  outside
my  oun  party  there  ere  no  r®volutioni8t8.   (To  the  Spartlci9ts   for

divided  between  the  r6volutlen'i6t8(themselves)instance  the
and   everybody   else ''the   fake  left").     By  recourse   to  that  dogma   you
might  make   a  ''case     for   the  Cochranites   having   given  up  on  the
revolution.    .I   bell®ve,   th
SuP'8   recent,   end  ueleome,
In  What  Ways   ln   the   508   wet

that  Would  conf lict  With  the
on  revolutionarles  of  ac€1on.

e  ectivitleg  of  the  Cochr8nltes   in
the  unions-,   1n  civil  liberti.a.   |n  .ocia|i8t  propaganda  lB9s  militant



than   those   of.   members   of   the   Sup?

The   SUP   of   the   present   Was   shaped   by   the   victors   of   1953®
This   results   in   a   disinclination   tDuarc!s   a   f.undamental   review
of   the   experience   and   an   inclination   to   perpetuate,   unexamined,
the   f`actional   charges   of   the   victors.     rurtharmol`e   the   few  Cochranites
Who   havg   rejoined   the   SUP   or   become   sympathizers   have   shown   no
desire   to   bring   such  matters   up.     This   is   too   bad  because   the
majority   i action   of   1953   Was   not   all   it   Was   crackBcj   up   to   be   in
the   Standard   version.      TtoaiL..no`aj

EEEEE-iEEEiEEEEEEEEEiRIi
arting   With   the   bloc   c)f

_t_`e _§ ,Cannon   and   u
pro-tc]-Maoists,   th

Was   a   h
S ionalists,

These   shadings   of   opinion  unitec!(briefl-y)   on   the     proposition   that
faith  in   the   leadership,   faith   in  the  par.ty,

reed(moi6
and  faith

are   one   and   the   same   thing.   They
co ck.e_.y,e.d   np±iQLD
bet-i;-e--E-n

that   the   co`ra==I:TmTiirEfirFTg
a   legacy   Which   shc}uld   be

unffr Was   en
briefl

erlng   a

in  the  class,
on   the

class   conf rontation
firs is  ncit

T§fire-IdBd--from-iTritical   pevieu®     Events
quickly   dBmonstrated   the   efrcir   of   the   prognosis,   and,   While   the
Cochranites   shrank   touarc]s   the   vanishing   point,   the   bloc   of   the
victc]rs   proceec]ed   tc)   fan   apa.rt.      Weiss,   Suabeck,   §chultz,   Marcy.
Stein,    Bctlc]eno   FftaserS   Kaye   Went   their   Separate   uay§.      The   SUP
barely   made   it   into   the   €50s.      I   believe   that  .the   character   of   the
Majcirity   cc]mbination   of   EL953   dimiriished   rather   than   augmented   the
prc]bablility   of   the   paFty's   survival.
f rcim   the   premise   that   th€3   split   of   1953   was

PS   avo|

timate   natur
unprlnc

ally   i lows

I   write   this   hopefu3Lly,   believing   that   making   sense   out   of`
experience   is   important®   That   i§   Why   history   remains   important.
No   party   Which   mi§represL>nts   the   beliefs   and   actions   of   its
def`eated   factions   can   hot)e   to   become   the   cc)nscience   of   its   class.
I   believe,   Frank,   that   yc)u   Want   the   SUP   to   be   that   conscience.

Sternally,

cl/`'.-
Davicj   Herreshc]f f`
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.1.4   Charles   Lane
New   York,   N.Y.    10014

October   2,   1979

David  Herreshof f
Highland  Park,   Mich®

Dear  Dave:

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  September  18  about  Arthur
Burch  and  the  1953  Cochranite  split  in  the  Socialist  Workers  Party.

My  article  was  an  attempt  to  record  and  explain  the  contributions
that  Arthur  made  to  the  growth  and  stability  of  our  party.  The  passing
reference  to  the  Cochranite  split  was  incidental  to  the  purpose  of  the
article.  Nonetheless  the  reference  is  misleading  and  should  have  been
better  stated.   It  would  have  been  more  accurate  to  say  that  the  Coch-
ranites  were   convinced   (not  that  they  decidecl)   that  the  working
class  is  incapable  of  fulfilling  its  historic  mission.

You  are  correct  about  the   "sincerometer."  No  one  has  yet  invented
such  an  instrument,  and  I  am  as  little  interested  in  psychological
probes  as  you  are.   I  understand  the  purpose  and  danger  of  this  method
in  politics,  and  I  also  know  that  its  specious  character  is  easily
exposed.   I  never  was  tempted  to  ti-y  mind  reading,   nor  have  I  ever
questioned  the  sincerity  of  Cochran  or  any  of  his  followers.

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  debate  the  causes  of  the  1953  split
because  that  very  important  political  development  is  recorded  in  its
entirety,   from  beginning  to  end,   in  the  Cannon  volume,   "Speeches  To
The  Party."   (Pathfinder  Press,1973)   As  participants  we  can  write
about  it  as  it  appeared  to  us  at  the  time   (twenty-six  years  ago) ,  and
the  way  we  see  it  now  in  retrospect.

I  am  indebted  to  you  for  your  letter  because  it  forced  me  to  return
to  Jim's  reports  to  the  party  and  his  letters  to  leading  comrades  of  the
time.   His  central  theme  was  that  Cochran  had  lost  confidence  in  the  com-
ing  working  class  struggle  for  power.   Cochran  represented  the  mood  of  a
very  important  sector  of  the  party  at  that  time.   "The  components  of
Cochranism   (Cannon  to  Dobbs,   p.   250)   are  capitulatory  pessimism  and  un-
principledness,"   said  Cannon.   The  unprincipled  part  was  the  Cochran/
Clarke  combination  on  the  "progressive  features"  of  Stalinism  which
Cochran  did  not  believe  in  at  all  and  said  sc>.   But  for  the  purposes  of
our  present  discussion  it  is  the  "capitulatory  pessimism"  of  Cochranism
thait  is  in  question.

You  tell  me  now  that  the  Cochranites  never  said  that  they  had

fn:s:€%£ , t#::dttfe¥oEE±Egtc±:EEe¥:s a:S€Pt±:gt3:Lft:I E±:i  :i:h:i:to=:a L9 5 3
they  also  vehemently  denied  that  they  were  pessimistic  about  the  future,
and  complained  that  they  were  being  slandered.   Cochran  said,   as  I
recall,   that  a  party  or  faction  can  only  be  -judged  by  its  program,  by
what  it  sa s  it  stands  for,  not  by  what  others  read  into  the  program.

(over)
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Cannon  argued  that  politicians  and  political  parties  must  be
judged  not  only  by  what  they  say,  but  by  what  they  do.   And  he  ex-
plained  further  that  what  they  do  is  determined  by  the  pressure  of
social  forces  upon  them.   The  class  struggle  is  decisive.   Those  in
the  working  class  movement  who  proclaim  the  same  goals  do  not  all
respond  in  the  same  way  in  the  continuously  shifting  battle  with
the  ruling  class.

The  main  thing  is  to  try  and  understand  the  social  forces  at
work.   In  the  case  of  the  Cochranites,   Cannon  understood  more  and
was  better  able  to  explain  Cochran;s  politics  than  he  or  any  of  his
associates  could.

No  one  then   (certainly  not  Cannon)   said  that  the  Cochranites
were  conscious  capitulators.   If  they  had  been  able  to  foresee  the
consequences  of  their  struggle  to  revamp  the  party,   they  probably
would  not  have  undertaken  it.     Cannon  saw  further  and  warned  them
and  the  party  that  their  course,   if  followed,  would  lead  to  the
liquidation  of  the  SWI>.   That  is  why  he  warned  at  the  outset  against
the  danger  of  a  split.

I  do  not  believe  now  that  in  1953  the  Cochranite  faction  ever
met  and  consciously  "decided  that  the  working  class  in  this  country
would  never  fulfill  its  historic  mission..."     Certainly  they  never
said  that,   and  I  doubt  if  any  of  them  consciously  believed  it  in  1953.

My  formulation  in  the  Arthur  Burch  article  is  a  type  of  shorthand
that  we  sometimes  slip  into.   It  tries  to  catch  in  a  sentence  the  result
of  a  rather  complicated  process  that  unfolded  over  several  years.   In
this  instance,   it  is  confusing  to  say  of  the  Cochranites  that  "they
decided."   Readers  understand  decision-making  to  be  a  conscious  process
and  will  conclude  that  the  decision  was  made  in  1953.   At  that  time  the
leading  Cochranites  were  convinced  in  their  bones  that  the  working
class  could  not  transform  society.   I  say  this  with  confidence  because
their  subsequent  development  as  a  group  demonstrated  that  they  acted
upon  this  premise.   And  somewhere  along  the  line  some  of  them   (certain-
ly  Cochran)   came  to  the  conscious  conclusion  that  their  1953   feelings
were  completely  accurate.

Today  Cochran  sneers  at  Marxism.   In  his   latest  book,   '.'Labor  and
Communism,"   he  writes   the   following:    (p.   20)

"In  Marxist  doctrine  the  working  class  was  the  repository  of
revolutionary  virtues.  According  to  the  sacred  writings,  this  class
was  the  chosen  leader  to  propel  the  nation  along  a  path  of  progress,
the  battering  ram  for  the  revolutionary  overthrow  of  capitalism,  the
host  disciplined  in  the  production  process,   able  and  ready  to  battle
the  enemy  in  preparation  for  the  great  day."

I  believe  the  author  of  those  lines  has  decided  that  the  modern
working  class  will  not  lead  a  social  revolution.   However  he  explains
history,   it  is  clear  that  he  has  discarded  the  Marxist  theory®
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You  raised  the  important  question  of  whether  the  1953  split
was  unavoidable  and  necessary.   I  believe  it  was  unavoidable  because
ours  is  a  voluntary  organization  and  there  was  no  way  the  majority
could  prevent  the  Cochranites  from  leaving.   I  also  believe  that  it
was  necessary  in  order  to  maintain  and  continue  to  try  and  build
the  Leninist-type  party  that  the  SWP  strives  to  become.   Cannon
elaborated  upon  this  theme  in  his   speech  at  the  November  1953  plenum
of  the   SWP  after  the  Cochranites  had  left.    (See   "Speeches,"   p.   172)
There  is  no  reason  for  me  to  repeat  now  what  was  better  said  almost
exactly  twenty-six  years  ago  to  the  day.

It  is  true,   as  you  say,   that  the  SWP  has  suffered  other  defec-
tions  since  the  Cochranites  left.   There  were  different  reasons  in
each  of  the  instances  mentioned,  but  I  think  the  long  period  of
relative  prosperity  and  political  repression  was  largely  responsible
The  more  important  fact  is  that  the  SWP  survived  and  is  growing.

I  think  we  should  take  pride  in  the  fact  that  some  comrades  who
were  misled  by  Cochran  have  returned  to  the  party,  or  are  close
sylnpaithizers  and  supporters  of  the  party.   That  is  testimony  to  the
validity  of  our  party-building  methods.

As  you  know,   we  have  nothing  whatsoever  in  common  with  the
sectarian  dogma  that  all  radicals  outside  the  SWP  belong  in  some
kind  of  "fake  left."  Our  entire  history  is  a  search  for  allies,   for
united  front  actions  against  social  and  political  reaction,   and  for
fusions  and  mergers  of  all  forces  moving  in  the  direction  of  class
struggle  politics.

I  think  for  purposes  of  correcting  the  f aulty  formulation  about
Cochranism  in  the  piece  I  wrote  about  Arthur  Burch,   it  would  be  use-
ful  if  you  sent  in  a  short  paragraph  to  The  Militant  calling  atten-
tion  to  it.   I  would  respond  briefly,  probably  submitting  the  2nd
para.  of  this  letter.  Whether  the  editors  would  publish  such  an
exchange  to  keep  the  record  straight  depends  partly  on  the  backlog
of  letters.   But  I  think  the  chances  of  publication  are  good.

Best  personal  regards,

s/Frank  Lovell
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September   28,1979

Frank  Lovell
National  Of fice
New  York

Dear  Frank,

On  September  8  Pete  Kelly  was   in  the  Twin  Cities   as  the   featured
speaker  at  a  "rank  and  file  contract  rally"  organized  by  two  members
of  the  Unity  Caucus  which  exists   in   local   879  here.     A  few  of  our
comrades   attended  this  meeting.     At  our  September  9   fraction  meeting
there  was   a  brief  report  and  discussion  on  the   "rally."  We  decided  to
wirte  to  you  about  the  meeting  and  to  raise  a  few  questions.

Kelly  spoke   for  approximately  11/4  hours.     The  talk  outlined
his  personal  history,   the  formation  of  the  United  National  Caucus,
past  contract  negotiations  and  strikes  since  1964,   leading  up  to  the
1979   contract  and  its   importance.     He   also  spoke  considerably   about
the  introduction  of  robots  and  other  technology  and  the  effect  on
the  workplace  in  the  auto  industry.     Finally,  he  spoke  about  the
American  working  class;   raised  the  issues  of  union  democracy  and
solidarity  and  the  necessity  of  breaking  with  the  Democrats   and  Repub-
licans.     Our  comrades  expanded  on  the  last  two  ideas  in  the  discussion.
During  the  discussion  he  passed  out  copies  of  "You  Can  Do  It  Better
Democratically"  to   anyone  who  wanted  it.

I  had  been  introduced  to  Kelly  before  the  meeting  started  and
asked  him  if  he  had  seen  the  Militant  article  on  the  pamphlet.  Later
that  evening  I  was   able  to  catch  up  with  him  again  and  give  him  a  copy
of  the   3/23/79  Militant.     While  we  talked  he  told  me  he  knew  you  and
that  you  had  been  one  of  his  mentors.     He   also  wondered  why  the  SWP
abstains   from  participation  in  the  working  class.     When  he  told  me
he  hadn't  read  the  Militant  for  "about  4  years"   I  suggested  that  he
take  a  good  look  at  it  one  of  these  days.     He  did  know  about  the
Detroit  auto  crisis   forum  that  Pulley  was  going  to  speak  at.

Now,   for  the  questions.     What  is  the  Independent  Skilled  Trades
Council?    What  sort  of  formation  is  it?  What  is  its  relationship  to
the  union  leadership?    How  much  influence  does   it  have?    What  happened
to  the  United  National  Caucus?    Where  does  Kelly  stand  politically  --
is  he  lined  up  with  any  group  or  is  he   an  independent?    Have  you
heard  anything  about  a  new  national  caucus   forming?    Kelly  seemed  to
imply  that  was   a  possibility  over  the  next  few  months.     He  kept  alluding
to  the  necessity  of  rank  and  file  groups  getting  and  staying  in  touch
with  each  other  to  co-ordinate  activities  nationally  to  be  more  ef fec-
tive.     He  told  me  he's  not  a  sectarian,  he'll  work  with  anyone.
However,  he  seems  to  me  to  be  an  oppositionist  at  heart.

I've  enclosed  for  you  copies  of  material  available  at  the  meeting
and  also  a  copy  of  a  speech  he  gave  last  fall  at  the  invitation  of
the  Guardian.

Comradely,

s/Libby  Moser,  Twin  Cities
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Libby  Moser
St.   Paul,   Minn.
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14   Charles  Lane
New   York,   N.Y.    10014

October   3,1979

Dear  Libby:

1'11  try  to  answer  the  questions  in  your  letter  of  September  28.

1)   What  is  the  Independent  Skilled  Trades  Council?

The  Independent  Skilled  Trades  Council  is   an  outgrowth  of  the
attempt  by  the  skilled  trades  division  of  the  UAW  to  overturn  the
1976   UAW   contract  which  was  negotiated  with  Ford  Motor  Company.

In  that  contract  year   (1976)   there  was  greater  organized
opposition  to  the  package  that  came  out  of  the  negotiations  than
before  or  since.    There  was  greater  participation  in  the  voting
than  this  year  at  GM  on  the  current  contract   (see  Shelly's  piece
in  this  week's  Militant) ,   and  the  skilled  trades  division  at  Ford
turned  down  the   1976   contract.     They  had  been  led  to  believe  by
Woodcock   (and  by  Reuther  earlier)   that  if  either  the  skilled  or
unskilled  divisions  turned  down  a  proposed  contract,  it  would  have
to  be  re-negotiated.     They  discovered  that  this  was  not  the  case.

I  think  the  Independent  Skilled  Trades  Council  grew  up  in  the
struggle  to  clarify  this  issue  of  the  power  and  semi-autonomy  of
the  UAW  skilled  trades   division  within  the  UAW  structure.

The  most  influential  representative  of  the  Independent  Skilled
Trades  Council  is  AI  Gardner  who  is   Chairman  of  the  UAW  Ford  local
600  tool  and  die  unit.     Others  who  have  held  this  post  were  subse-
quently  elected  president  of  Local  600,   largest  local  in  the  UAW.

2)   What  sort  of  formation  is  it?

It  is  a  caucus  formation.     It  seeks  to  speak  for  skilled  workers,
and  claims  to  represent  the  interests  of  all  UAW  members.

It  has  an  office  in  Southfield,  Mich. ,  tries  to  maintain  a  dues-
paying  melhoership,  has  elected  officers,  holds  business  meetings   from
time  to  time,  has  a  constitution  of  sorts  or  a  statement  of  purpose
(I  think) ,  publishes  an  occasional  issue  of  its  4-page  paper,  the
Skilled  Tradesman,   issues  handbills,   calls  mass  meetings   and  demon-
strations  when  issues   arise,   conducts  general  propaganda   (the  pamphlet"You  Can  Do  It  Better  Democratically"   is   an  example).   and  tries  in  this
way  to  influence  UAW  policy.

3)   What  is   its   (ISTC)   relationship  to  the  union  leadership?

The  leaders  of  ISTC  are  local  UAW  officials   (past  or  present)
and  they  are  all  active  in  UAW  politics  on  the   local   level.     They

(over)
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assume  an  oppositionist  stance  in  relation  to  the  UAW  International
bureaucracy.     They  meet  occasionally--as  individuals  or  as   a
delegation--with  Fraser  and/or  other  top    UAW  officers  to  complain
about  incompetent  International  Reps.  who  come  to  settle  local
grievances,   or  discuss  other  matters  of  a  similar  nature.     Usually
they  are  at  odds  with  UAW  Regional  directors,  on  policy  matter;  but
the  relationship  remains  more  or  less  cordial.

4)   How  much   influence   does   the   ISTC  have?

Not  much.   Its  numerical  strength  fluctuates,   as  is  commonly  the
case  with  all  such  caucus   formations.     It  is  not  able  to  mobilize
very  large  numbers  of  UAW  members   in  mass  demonstrations.     It  measures
its  strength  by  the  number  of  members  it  manages  to  help  get  elected
to  UAW  posts.     Its   continued  existence  depends  upon   a  narrow  network
of  UAW  local  officials  in  the  skilled  trades  division  who  have   a  need
for  it  to  maintain  contact  among  themselves  and  to  present  their  ideas
more   forcefully  in   UAW   councils.

They  can  operate  this  way  without  fear  from  the  International
officialdom  for  a  combination  of  reasons:   there  is  an  ever-present
threat  that  the  Skilled  Trades  Division  may  split  from  the  UAW   (this
threat  is  not  great  right  now,  but  in  the  past  there  have  been
company  sponsored  attempts  to  set  up  independent  skilled  trade  unions)  ;
Fraser  and  his  cronies   regard  the  ISTC  as   a  "loyal  opposition"   (i.e.
not  seeking  to  bust  up  the  UAW  and  having  no  sympathy  with  craft
unionism) ,   and  serving  as   a  kind  of  safety  valve;   the  ISTC  is  no
threat  to  the  UAW  bureaucracy.

5)   What  happened  to  the  United  National  Caucus?

It  never  amounted  to  much.

I  was   a  charter  member  and  supporter   (not  an  enthusiastic  organ-
izer  of  it)   along  with  Kelley,   Roger  MCFadden   and  others   at  the  GM
Tech`  Center,   Art  Fox  at  Ford  Local   600,   and  a  few  other  scattered
UAW  dissidents.     The  UNC  existed  for  ten  or  fifteen  years   about   like
the  ISTC  does  today,   and  was  subsumed  by  the  ISTC  in  the  fight  against
the  1976   contract.

The  difference  is  not  great  between  UNC  and  ISTC.     The  name  has
changed,  but  not  much  else.

6)   Where  does  Kelley  stand  politically--is  he  lined  up  with  any  group
or  is  he  an  independent?

He  lines  up  with  any  group  that  supports  his  current  project,
whatever  it  may  be.

At  one  time  in  Detroit  he  sought  the  support  of  the  IS.

I  suppose  you  would  say  he  is   an  independent  radical  of  sorts.
He  was   active  for  a  time  in  the   anti-war  movement.

His  main  interest  is  union  politics.
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I  have  always  tried  to  stay  on  friendly  terms  with  Pete.
And  with  others  in  these  groups,  even  when  they  have  fallings-
out  among  themselves.

7)   Have  you  heard  anything  about  a  new  national  caucus   forming?

NO.

But  one  is   always   forming,   even  when  it  is  only  a  hope  in
the  hearts  of  a  few.

8)   In   conclusion.

Pete  Kelley  told  you  the  truth.     He  is  no  sectarian.

He  will  work  with  anyone  who  helps  him.

His  talk  was  typical.

I  think  your  impression  is  accurate.

Comradely ,

s/Frank
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Peter  Seidman
Militant  Business  Of fice

COPY copy       -
September   29,1979

New   York

Dear  Peter,

I  wanted  to  dash  of f  a  few  lines  to  you  about  our  experiences
here  over  the  last  few  weeks  while  selling  the  Militant  at  our  plant
gate.     These  thoughts  are  coming  straight  off  the  top  of  my  head,   so
I  may  get  tangled  up--please  bear  with  me.

We  have  had  a  regular  Friday  afternoon  shift  change  sale  there
since  mid-March  of  this  year.     Up  until  Sept.14  the  sale  was   always
done  by  other  members  of  the   former  Minneapolis   and  St.   Paul  branches
(we   are  now  back  in  one  Twin  Cities  branch)  .   Over  the   spring  sales
drive  we  sold  approximately loo  Militants  at  the  gates,   and  one  sub

Since  the  14th  the  comrades  who  work  in  auto  have  led  the  plant-
gate  teams  on  Friday  afternoon.     The  response  has  been  very  interest-
ing.     Some  of  our   co-workers  who  knew  we  were  socialists   and  had
already  bought the  Militant  from us  inside  the  plant  were  excited  to
see  us   at  the  gate.     They  gave  us   all  kinds  of  signs  of  encouragement
Some  of  our  other  co-workers  became  curious  and  have  since  talked  to
us  inside   about  what  we  were  doing  at  the  gate.   This  has   ranged  from:"What  was   the  pamphlet  you  were  passing  out?"   to   "What's   in  that
paper  you  sell?"     We  have  been  able  to  sell  more  inside  as   a  result
of  the  added  visibility  the  Militant has  gotten  when  being  sold  by  a
co-worker,     in  my  opinion.     It  has   also  helped  us  talk  to  more  people
about  subs   and  raised  the  general  political  discussions  we're  having
to  a  higher  level  in  some  cases  and  started  discussions  with  a  whole
new  layer  of  people.   (Some  people  have  indicated  disp leasure  also.

It  seems  there  are  others  who  have  been  noticing  our  activity
also.    At  the  orientation  sessions  for  new  hires  the  fact  that  ther
are  members  of  other  political  parties  in  the  plant  has  been  added
along  with  the  "official"  word  about  the  Unity  Caucus--stay  away
from  them.   We   just  found  out  about  this   and  will  be  watching  the
situation.    My  suspicion  is  that  it  will  give  us  a  little  business.

I  hope  these  erratic  remarks  are  of  some  use  to  you.     I  would
encourage  comrades  to  sell  at  their  own  gates  if  they  feel  it  won't
create  any  problems   for  them.     It  is   a  wonderful  feeling  to  see  your
co-workers  make   a  connection  between  you  and  the  Militant,   especially
when  they  seek  you  out  to  find  out  more  about  the  paper  and  your
politics .

Comradely,

s/Libby  Moser


