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July 06, 2009

Dear Mr. Shaw,

Thank you for your “Open Letter to The Nation on the SEIU-UNITE HERE Struggle.” We always appreciate hearing from readers, even when their comments are critical of our content or advertising.

Over the years, we have received many complaints about ads we've run, which have, on occasion, represented views that run counter to our most deeply held commitments to racial and social justice. Understandably, readers have raised objections upon seeing such ads in the magazine. But our advertising policy (detailed here) draws a sharp distinction between our policies regarding editorial content and paid advertising. Unlike the articles we publish, we accept advertising not to advance debate about issues but to help pay the costs of publishing. We start, therefore, with the presumption that we will accept advertising even if the views expressed are repugnant to those of the editors. The only limits are those that grow out of our interest in assuring that the advertising does not impede our use of the editorial columns of The Nation to say what we want.

Regarding SEIU's internal struggles and the UNITE HERE split, our coverage has been thorough and diverse. It is rather mystifying that you would write in your open letter that "The only story in The Nation that even alluded to the SEIU-UNITE HERE dispute was a brief piece on March 9, which mentioned SEIU only in passing." In fact, we have run several articles on the dispute, as a simple search of our website would have ascertained. In addition to the piece you cite, we published an article in the March 9 print edition by our frequent contributor David Moberg that was entirely devoted to the controversy.

In late April, we published a second piece by Moberg, this one taking a look at the UNITE HERE split among other debates currently roiling the major labor federations as they explore reunification. A third piece, written by the esteemed labor historian Joshua Freeman, examined the dispute from yet another perspective in May.

As for the strife within SEIU, our coverage has been extensive. We noted the looming United Healthcare Workers West trusteeship in January but offered our most comprehensive analysis of the roots of the conflict in a cover story by Esther Kaplan last summer. Not surprisingly, since the labor movement is of keen interest to readers of The Nation, we have another major article in the works.

Given this record of hard-hitting coverage, and the clear distinction we make between editorial content and paid advertising, it is difficult to argue, as you do, that we have remained "troublingly silent" in the face of these developments and have "delegated [our] reportorial responsibilities to SEIU."

Sincerely,

THE EDITORS of The Nation
