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Mutual dependence

By Diana Johnstone

B ONN
It has been a *‘bitter year'' for the peace movement in West
Germany, Antje Vollmer told the main rally in Bonn on October
20 as rain clouds gathered. Last year there had been sunshine,
millions of people and, above all, hope —hope that this extra-

- ordinary protest movement might make a difference and stop the

deployment of new nuclear missiles.

All that was gone this year, so it was really no wonder that the
October 20 actions apparently brought out little more than the
hard core of the peace movement, even though it is a very large
hard core, probably numbering in the hundreds of thousands.

To buck the inevitable current of discouragement after failing to
stop Pershing Hl installation, organizers made a bid to link up with
the labor movement by stressing the connections between the
arms buildup and unemployment. To symbolize the connection,
they decided to build a human chain between Hasselbach, a cruise
missile base site in the Hunsruck hills south of the Mosel river, and
Duisburg, an industrial city at the confluence of the Rhine and Ruhr
rivers, whose 16 percent unemployment rate is the highest in
West Germany. The trouble was, the two sites were |30 miles
apart. To build the chain, at least 200,000 participants were
required, and not even half that number showed up.
Demonstrations were held simultaneously in Hamburg and
Stuttgart. Estimates of the total turnout varied wildly. The big gaps
in the chain allowed much of the media to interpret it not as the
symbol of the link between the arms race and unemployment, but
as the sign of the decline of the peace movement.

But while the overly ambitious fall actions were totally successful
in terms of mass mobilization, they did achieve a de facto union of
the left. Social Democrats, Greens, trade unionists and
Communists shared the speakers’ podiums, agreeing that
environmental protection and job creation are the twin goals that
the left must champion in the effort to build a political majority
able to take West Germany out of the arms race. Recent studies
and experiences are showing that environmental protection, far
from being the hobble to economic activity it is considered by big
polluting corporations, can be a new sector providing job and
technological development opportunities. But to grow it must
compete with military appropriations, which the conservative
government of Helmut Kohl is increasing, under pressure from the
Americans and, no doubt, the Christian Democrats’ generous
patron, Friedrich Flick.

Flick's steel baron father, also named Friedrich, befriended
Heinrich Himmler, financed Hitler and, as a result, largely
controlled Nazi arms production as well as the coal and steel
industries in the Nazi-occupied countries. At the Nurnberg war
crimes tribunal he was sentenced to seven years in prison but was
out in three. Since the elder Flick died in 1972, his son has been
following in his footsteps as head of a vast financial empire,
including new weapons sectors. It has recently been disclosed that
Flick arranged a multi-million-mark sinecure to get Rainer Barzel,
who was considered ineffectual, to resign as leader of the
Christian Democrats (CDU) in 1973, opening the way for the
present chancellor, Helmut Kahl, who has a much more
marketable good-guy image.

In late October the Kohl government decided to lengthen oblig-
atory military service from 5 to 18 months. Of course, this
brought strong protests from peace movement leaders, who also
accused the government of scandalously playing down its simuitan-
eous decision to adopt a ‘‘Bundeswehr Plan 85’ calling for the
procurement of a *‘third generation of weapons.’’ Budget experts
calculate that the share of arms expenditures in the overall budget
will mount from about |9 percent at present to about 37 percent
by 1994. Peace movement leaders said this means sacrificing social
benefits and also adapting the Bundeswehr to the war-waging
concepts outlined in the Airland Battle manual that is endorsed by
U.S. and West German army officers.

Two days before the peace demonstrations, a sharp clash in the
Bundestag illustrated the way political conflict is turning. In a
speech commenting on Chancellor Kohl's recent trip to China,
Green Jurgen Reents said Kohl went to China as *‘traveling
salesman for Garman industry’’ and promoted sales of harmful and
useless technology (including nuclear) whose disadvantages were
mostly not yet recognized in developing countries. But, Reents
concluded, there was nothing eise to expect from a chancellor
“‘whose way to the top of his party was bought clear by Flick.”

Some time later, after receiving the official transcript, the
presiding officer, Richard Stucklen of Franz-Josef Strauss’ right-
wing Bavarian Christian Social Union (CSU), announced he was
expelling Reents from the Bundestag’s current plenary session for
his “‘outrageous’’ reproach. The shocked Greens’ request for a
recess was cut off. Protesting from the floor, Green Waiter
Schwenninger called Stucklen an ‘‘authoritarian buffoon’ and
Green Joschka Fischer yelled things like, ‘*‘Now it's started,
exclude everybody,’” whereupon he was excluded as well. At that
Fischer shouted to the chair, ‘‘With permission, you're an asshole,
Herr President!’”” This was not in the official record, but
nevertheless Fischer immediately wrote Stucklen an elaborately
courteous apology, explaining that he had been overwrought.

On the other side, right-wing Christian Democratic speakers did
not hesitate to compare Green ‘‘methods’’ to those of Nazi
extremists who destroyed the democracy of the Weimar Republic.
The right-wing tactic is to distract from the Flick scandals which
have led to militarization and unemployment—by creating an
atmosphere of panic around the ‘‘chaos’’ supposedly introduced
into German democracy by the Greens. Thus to ‘‘save dem-
ocracy,”’ authoritarian measures will be required. Another objec-
tive is to harp on the image of the Greens as chaotic and destruc-
tive (with the essential help of the right-wing media, of course) so
that the midstream as well as the conservative wing of the Social
Democratic Party (SPD) will balk at the prospect of a *‘red-green”’
governing coalition—the only possibility of an eventual real left
alternative to the various coalition combinations that may be
worked out among the older established parties.

A leading champion of an eventual red-green alliance is Jo Leinen,
chairman of the peace movement coordinating committee and of
the big Citizens’ Initiatives environmentalist confederation. Leinen
is earmarked to be named Environmental Minister of the Saarland
by Oskar Lafontaine, the dynamic 41-year-old mayor of Saar-
brucken, if Lafontaine leads the SPD to victory as expected in
elections in the Saarland next March. Lafontaine, who has a degree
in physics, has been a pioneer in energy-saving measures and urban
environmentalism and has even managed to balance the budget in
an old industrial city hit hard by unemployment. He won re-
election in June with an absolute majority for the SPD, convincing
many of his party’s leaders that the ‘‘Lafontaine method’’ is the
way for the SPD to get back in office. He competes electorally
with the Greens, yet at the same time urges them to share gov-
ernment responsibility in coalition with the SPD if they want to be
taken seriously.

As main speaker toward the end of the Bonn rally, Lafontaine
had to cut his speech short when a downpour struck. The one
point he managed to get across was that ‘‘we don’t count on arms
control negotiations which have always been the background music
to arms buildups. We want one-sided disarmament.’’ Lafontaine
said that promises to do something about unemployment were lies
on the lips of politicians so long as arms spending continued to rise.
Earlier, Leinen declared that ‘‘the political morality of this govern-
ment has reached rock bottom. This government has been bought
—not only Barzel but Kohl too must go."" Introducing Antje Voll-
mer, speaker of the Greens in the Bundestag, Leinen stressed the
Greens’ ‘‘contribution to a new political culture’” in West
Germany.

Indeed, the success of the left SPD strategy, represented by
Lafontaine and Leinen, depends on the vigorous survival of the
Greens and their political culture, as a pole of attraction coun-
tering the conservative tug pulling much of_the SPD to the right.
All this depends in turn on the vigorous survival of the movements
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that gave rise to the Greens, especially the peace and ecology
movements. Thus leaders had cause for concern on October 20
that, although the outlook for an eventual red-green coalition is,
on the whole, improving, the mass movement that sustains such a
hope is in danger of receding.

Volimer voiced this concern. She noted the danger of discour-
agement and resignation. A potentially even greater political
danger, she said, is to think that ‘‘the growing peace movement in
the SPD or the Greens’ work in parliament could take care of
what we have to do. The peace movement belongs in the streets
and should not dwindle down to the narrow channels of SPD or
Green local clubs.™ .

Vollmer then made four suggestions for a long range perspective
and strategy. First, *‘this peace movement must at all cost remain
independent and extraparliamentarian.’’ Second, Vollmer said that
“‘we are opposing Pershing and cruise missiles as the spearhead of
a NATO strategy and must thereby also prepare for withdrawal
from NATO. But we don’t want a substitute NATO. When
Helmut Kohl and Francois Mitterrand stood hand in hand before
the graves in Verdun, | could not simply see the picture of
reconciliation of two men. We are not combatting Pershing and
cruise missiles as American strategy just in order to put in their
place a German-French force de frappe. Nor are we combatting
nuclear weapons on our soil in order to have a conventional arms
buildup.... We want radical disarmament in Central Europe!”’
Vollmer also called for a peace treaty with both German states to
finally conclude World War |l and a long-range combat against all
forms of internal militarization. |
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Republican wins lead party
a step closer to realignment

By John B. Judis

W A S HINGTON

N THE FACE OF TWO IMPORTANT
Senate victories and fewer than
feared losses in the House of Rep-
resentatives, many Democrats are
minimizing Ronald Reagan’s land-
slide victory over former Vice-President
Walter Mondale. While attributing Rea-
gan’s victory to his personality—Rep.
Tip O’Neill speculated that Reagan may
be ‘‘the most popular politician ever’’—
they are contending that the congression-
al results show no significant shift from
the Democratic to the Republican col-
umn. Any talk of a Republican realign-
ment, they say, was premature at best.
In the Northeast, Midwest and Pacific
Northwest, the Democrats seem to have a
good case (see story page 5). Several vul-
nerable House members like Connecti-
cut’s Bruce Morrison, New York’s Bob
Mrazek, Pennsylvania’s Robert Kost-
mayer, Ohio’s Marcy Kaptur and Illinois’
Lane Evans withstood strong Republican
opposition and the president’s coattails.
And in Senate races, Illinois’ Paul
Simon, Iowa’s Tom Harkin and Massa-
chusetts John Kerry ran against the Rea-
gan tide. Except in a few pockets of con-

servatism like New Hampshire, the -

Democrats still have an important poli-
tical base in the so-called Frost Belt and
the Pacific Northwest.

It can certainly be argued that in 1986,
when a recession is likely, when the Re-
publican Class of *80 will be up for re-
election to the Senate, and when Reagan
will be a lameduck surrounded by feud-

ing pretenders to the throne, the Demo-
crats will be able to widen their lead in the
House and perhaps regain the Senate.

But the election results in the South—
both in the presidential and in the Senate,
House and gubernatorial races—must
give the Democrats pause before rejoic-
ing. In the South, once the bedrock of the
Democratic Party, Reagan won every
state from Texas to Florida—many by
almost two-to-one margins.

In the Senate races, the Republicans
won closely contested races in Texas,
Mississippi and North Carolina between
conservative Republicans and ‘‘New
South”” Democrats. They won an upset
victory in the North Carolina guberna-
torial race. And they won important
House races in North Carolina, Georgia,
Alabama and Mississippi.

Republican gains were particularly
striking in North Carolina and Texas—
the two states targeted for registration
drives by the New Right and the Moral
Majority’s American Coalition for Tradi-
tional Values. In both states, about 25
percent of the electorate described them-
selves as ‘‘born again Christians.”’

In Texas Reagan won 64 percent of the
presidential vote and Republican Phil
Gramm won 59 percent in the Senate
race. In North Carolina, where turnouts
increased 3.4 percent, the largest increase
of any state in the nation, Sen. Jesse
Helms won 52 percent of the vote, under-
dog Republican gubernatorial candidate
James Martin won 54 percent and Rea-
gan won 62 percent. In addition, three in-
cumbent Democratic House members
were defeated by Helms-backed
challengers, and two others barely

escaped defeat.

By their successes, the Republicans still
have not become the dominant party in
the South. In most rural areas, there is lit-
tle Republican organization, and not one
Southern state legislature is Republican
controlled. But they have shown that on
the presidential level they are the majori-
ty party and that they are becoming so on
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Republicans have
shown that on the
presidential level
they are the
majority party and
are becoming so
on the Senate and
gubernatorial
level.

In 1984, the Republicans were the party
of Reagan and Helms and Democrats
the party of Mondale and Jackson.

the Senate and gubernatorial level, In-
deed, the conditions appear to exist for
the Republicans to mount a challenge to
the Democrats’ control of the state-
houses.

Reagan’s and the Republican’s gains in
the South have national significance. If
the Republicans can count on the South
as well as the West in presidential elec-
tions, then the Democrats will have diffi-
culty, short of a depression, electing a
president. And if they can win a majority
of Senate and eventually House seats in
the South, then they can achieve the
majority realignment that the Democrats
so much fear. In 1984, Reagan and the
Republicans may have taken an impor-
tant step toward such a realignment.

Secret of success.

Reagan’s success in the South this year
was attributable in part to Mondale’s
writing off the South. He broke tradition
by not choosing a Southerner as his run-
ning mate; and he and Geraldine Ferraro
barely campaigned in the South. On the
other side, Reagan campaigned extensive-
ly in the South and his appeals to patriot-
ic pride and moral fundamentalism were
bound to strike a receptive chord in the
South.

But the underlying factor in Reagan’s
and the Republican’s success was a mark-
ed racial polarization in the electorate, If
the Republicans in 1984 were the party of
Ronald Reagan and Jesse Helms, then
the Democrats became the party of Wal-
ter Mondale and the Rev. Jesse Jackson.

The polarization showed up dramatic-
ally in opinion polls taken during the
election. Throughout the South, Reagan
was reported to have won 75 percent of
the white vote (compared to 64 percent
nationally). In Mississippi, he won 85
percent of the white vote, while Mondale
won from 90 to 95 percent of the black

Continued on page 6




