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Russia votes

The results of the first round of Russia’s presidential clec-
tions, published as we go to press. are clear. Despite univer-
sally acknowledged media bias. proven vole-rigging, an un-
limited campaign budget — including cffectively S10bn [rom
the IMF, repeated threats of civil war, shootings and a bomb
blast in Moscow, and the vocal support of every major west-
ern leader, President Boris Yeltsin could only muster a third
of the vote.

The Financial Times reported: ‘The mass media have be-
come untiring cheerleaders for the presidential team; they lead
news programmes with storics like “Why there will be civil
war if the communists win’.’

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) which observed the elections reporled: *Not only was
was there a significant imbalance in Yelsin’s [avour in the
amount of coverage but also his campaign wus generally
shown in positive terms comparcd to other candidates, in par-
ticularly Zyuganov, who tended to be shown in a negative
light.”

The CSCE stated: ‘On polling day itscll numerous infringe-
ments of the electoral law and regulations werc obscrved.”
These included: ‘The most widespread comment amongst
observers was the lack of secrecy when individuals voted’ —
with no polling booths in some areas; the ‘misusc of govern-
ment resources’ 10 back Yeltsin; ‘manifcst support for Yclisin
among local election commission members’; banning oppo-
sition candidates from the ‘use of public buildings for mect-
ings’; the issue of ‘several ballot papers’ (0 some volcrs, and
so on. In war ravaged Chechenia, the clectoral COMMISSIoNn
claimed Yeltsin reccived his highest score in the country —
64.1 per cent (1) — whereas the CSCE said the volc “did not
comply with the CSCE principles for frec and fair clections.”

The CSCE concluded: *Now that a sccond round ol voling
is confirmed, in which the outcome could be determined by a
small number of votes, it is important that the shoricomings
mentioned above in the behaviour ol the media, the conduct
of the election campaign and the polling day procedurcs be
addressed as a matler of urgency... the carly publication of
the voting figures in polling stations would do much to ¢n-
hance the transparency of the electoral process.’

Morc than a week before polling day, former Defence Min-
ister Pavel Grachev, had announced that sailors in the Rus-
sian fleet had voted ‘unanimously’ in support of Yeltsin.

The fact that, in these conditions, Communist Party candi-
date Gennady Zyuganov, on official figures, came within three
per cent of beating Yeltsin in the first round, means that, in
any fair election, with freedom of the media, the Communists
would win,

For Western govermments, that possibility made the <7z
in the clecuon enormous. As The Economist pul it "3.7
Yeltsin helped destroy an cvil empire” and ‘established 27
valc property as a [oundation of personal liberty,” On the o
hand: ‘It is often said that the markel is too well esiabliskz
in Russia cven for Communists to replace it with central plar-
ning; that the main reforms already cnacted are irreversibic.
and that Russia’s communists, like those clsewhere in East-
ern Europe, will, intime, become social democrats. Alas, cact
ol these assertions is based more on hope than certainty. It far
from surc that Zyuganov would be persuaded by the IMF and
Russia’s other creditors 10 junk almost every main promise in
his manifesto; price and exchange controls, wage and pen-
sions increases, protectionism and subsidies to clapped out
industries.”

It concluded: *Elections are seldom make or break aftairs.
This one might just be,” The Wall Strect Journal articulated
the sume view: "1t’s hard to recall any past clection character-
iscd in such absolute terms.’

In such circumstances, the rules of bourgeois democracy
take sccond place to the defence ol capitalism. The idca, wide-
spread in 1989, thal capitalism was the precondition for de-
mocracy in castern Europe, is becoming transformed into the
notion that, for the sake of capitalism, democracy might have
to be discarded. Thus the rigging of the Albanian elections a
few weeks carlier, was greeted by the lollowing headline in
the Wall Street Journal: ‘Tirana conflronts west with old de-
bate: democracy vy stability.”

The majority of the western media rellected this position
in relation to Russiy, by implying that Yeltsin’s monopoly of
the media, clectoral [raud. and even the possible cancellation
of the Russian elections — would be acceptable alternatives
to a Commuttist viclory.

Since January 1992, the population of Russia has tried 10
use every possible institution and political force to resist the
social and cconomic catastrophe which capitalism brought 1o
the country. Yeltsin responded by increasingly violent inroads
against democracy which are always excuscd on the grounds
that the allernative is worse.

The first phase of this was the resistance by the Russian
parliament, in which the Communists were a small minority,
1o cconomic shock therapy. This was terminated by Yeltin's
tanks in October 1993,

Then, in the clections which followed, in December 1993,
the parly of Prime Minister, Yegor Gaidar, was crushed —
winning less than 15 per cent ol the vole — while the right
wing nationalist, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, on the basis of vio-
lent denunciation of government policy, ook 25 per cent and
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the Communists, though banned at the outset of the campaign,
won 12 per cent.

A struggle then unfolded which was totally misunderstood
by a Western left unable to grasp that the principal threat to
democracy in Russia came, not from some supposed threat of
a ‘red/brown alliance’, but from those driving forward the re-
introduction of capitalism.

In reality, a bitter political struggle was unfolding Lo deter-
mine which political forces, the left or the extreme right, would
lcad the progressive patriotic opposition to the destruction of
the Russian economy and society.

Had the Communist Party followed the advice of most of
the west European feft and stood aside from that struggle, the
alternative to Yeltsin in Russia today would be Zhirinovsky or
someone to his right.

Instcad, by placing itsclf at the head of the patriotic oppo-
sition 10 the destruction of Russia, the Communist Party suc-
cecded in marginalising the extreme right. Whercas the Com-
munist vote in the December 1995 parliamentary clections
doubled, that of Zhirinovsky was halved. By the [irst round of
the presidential elections the Communist vole increased by
another 50 per cent, whereas that of Zhirinovsky fell by a fur-
ther 50 per cent.

Morcover, far from a ‘red-brown’ alliance, the most cx-
treme right wing nationalist, and even fascist forces in Russia
today, arc in their great majority backing Yelisin against the
left. Thus, while the Communist Parly opposed the invasion
of Chechenia, Zhirinovsky backed it to the hilt. WhenYeltsin’s
stalf called for the presidential elections (0 be cancelled,
Zhirinovsky agreed. The main fascist organisation in Russia,
led by the nco-Nazi Alexander Barkashov, backs Yelisin,

On the other hand, the Communist Party has advanced to
win the support of sections of the working class — above all
the coal mincrs — which played a decisive role in backing
Yeltsin in the past. The Kuzbass coal ficld is now a bastion not
merely of the Communists, but of their left wing. The last
vear has seen a rash of serious strikes. They staried in Bryansk
fast autumn, where one person was killed during a strike against
non-payment of wages. That was followed by a national coal
miners’ strike — with the Russian capitalist press writing that
the miners were worse than Chechen terrorists. Teachers’
strikes, regional strikes by the police and a hunger strike by
prison warders followed in quick succession.

Over the same period, the Communist Party has moved 10
the left. I started 1994 entertaining serious illusions in Prime
Minister Victor Chernomyrdin, which were dispelled by the
[irst nine months of his period in office. Once the CP moved
into outright opposition to Chernomyrdin, its support at the
polls soared.

The greal majority of the membership of the Communist
Party, reflected in its congress votes, stands for a soctalist way
out of Russia’s crisis. Its leadership is divided, roughly equally,
three ways — between a social democraltic current, a left na-
tionalist current, led by Zyuganov, and a communist current
— in relation o the latter Tulaycv, head of the legislature in

the Kuzbass, plays a lcading role. There is also a significant
party o the left of the Communist Party — the Russian Com-
munist Workers® Party — which today would win more than
S per cent of the vole, and part of which has moved beyond
the left adventurist politics represenied by Anpilov.

This entire development, since January 1992, reflects the
desperate pressure of the Russian working class to create a
subjective political leadership capable of halting the capital-
ist cconomic course devastating the country. Opinion polls
show that majorities of supporters of a/l parties in Russia
belicve that large-scale industry should be controiled by the
state.

Yelisin's tactic in these circumstances is to try 1o cut into
the Communist Parly vole by tacitly backing “opposition’ can-
didalcs who can then be neutralised. In December 1993, vast
media coverage was given 1o Zhirinovsky. In the first round
of the current presidential election, glossy advertisements for
General Lebed, appeared on television and in the press dur-
ing the last week of the campaign. Lebed presented himself
as a ticrce opponent of what he called Yeltsin’s ‘corrupt’ re-
gime, but in rcality strongly supports privatisation and even
accepts NATO expansion into eastern Europe, His deal with
Yelisin was concluded before the first round vote actually
took place.

The politicul dynamic in Russia is therefore clear. Capi-
talist political forces are sysiematically exhausting them-
selves — first Gaidar, then Chernomyrdin, then
Zhirinovsky, over the next period Lebed. If he could,
Yelisin, would cut short this process by dispensing with
democracy allogether — but 1o date he has not created a
capitalist repressive foree capable of enforcing that. The
Communist Party, which includes a power(ul left wing, is
progressively winning the Icadership of the majority popu-
lar opposition to capitalism. Its diflerent trends are pres-
ently united behind Zyuganov’s candidacy, but with dif-
ferent stralegic perspectives — cssentially divided be-
tween those determined to defeat capitalism in Russia and
those sceking a compromise with Russia’s new bourgeoi-
sic.

On this dynamic, il a capitalist dictatorship is not imposed
in the meantime, the Communist Party is being propelled to-
wards power in Russia. That wouid not resolve the country’s
crisis — because it is not yet clear what a Communist gov-
ernment would do, but it would take the struggle to resolve it
by socialist means onto a new and higher level. That in turn
would have an immediate, and immensely progressive, im-
pact on world politics. The result of the second round of the
presidential election will aceelerate or slow-down that dy-
namic¢ — but it is not going to be halted.

The task of socialists in the West is (o grasp the historic
significance of the immensc class struggle which continues
10 unfold in Russia — and take sides. Because there is no
single event which could do more to take humanity forward
al the end of the twentieth century than a viclory for the left
against capitalism in Russia.



Socialist Action Estudents

Student movement at a
turning point

On 18 May, David Blunkett announced that the Labour Party would replace
student grants with a graduate tax or ‘income-contingent’ loan system for
students. The announcement came less than two months after the National
Union of Students, under its Blairite leadership, voted through the same
policy. This vote followed a huge struggle in NUS, with left students
campaigning to defend state funded education and grants. A few weeks
later the left candidate for NUS president, Clive Lewis, was suspended
from the NUS executive for arguing the case for student grants. After some
years of political retreat, a renewal of student politics is on the agenda.

he right’s victory at NUS con-
Tference was made possible by

the failure of the predominant
forces on the left to convince the
majority of students at NUS con-
ference that providing adequate
state funded further and higher edu-
cation was not utopian, but cntirely
possible, given a different set of
economic prioritics.

What is at the heart of the de-
bate is not whether the cxpansion
of education is necessary for the
British economy, but how it can be
achicved: who should pay for that
expansion — capital or the work-
ing class? The Labour Party’s de-
cision to ‘bite the bullet” and make
students pay back their maintcnance
through the tax system, marks a
clear — but not uncxpected —
turning point in Labour policy.
Coming out in favour of a system
which will put graduates in debt to
up to £25,000 for as long as 20
years, is not just politically unac-
ceptable, it is a suicidal step for La-
bour to take in the run up to the
general election. What is more, the
policy will not solve the problems
of how to fund the expansion of
education. Even more unpleasant
proposals are in the pipeline.

Student numbers have more than
doubled in ten years. At the same
time government spending has been
reduced by a third per student in real
terms. The resulting squeeze on uni-
versity institutions was reflected in
the threat by the Committee of Vice
Chancellors and Principals (CVCP)
to apply a £300 per head top-up fee
to students, Some universities, such
.as Birmingham, are explicit that
charges will be introduced in 1997.
The Guardian wrote that these
policy moves ‘marked a turning
point, breaching the principle of
free higher education...” (7 June).

But they regard student loans as
merely the first step: ‘Labour is still
ducking one uncomfortable issue:
contributions to tuition fees. Yes-
terday’s plan still leaves universi-
ties seriously underfunded’ (22
May). The Financial Times also ad-
vocates that graduates pay tuition
fees: ‘“The next step ought to be a
state loans system for tuition fccs,
with repayments taking the form of
addition to the rate of tax paid by
graduates.’

The need to expand education
and develop a far more highly
trained workforce is one of the big-
gest problems of the Brilish
cconomy. The 1996 Sacial Trends
pointed out ‘it is striking how much
more quickly young people here
quit the formal learning environ-
ment. By the age of 18 barcly half
are participating, whereas in France
or Germany the proportion is about
four-fifths’. In addition, Britain has
among the lowest spending on edu-
cation, OECD figures show just 4.1
per cent of GDP, as compared with

-5.9 per cent in France and 7.9 per

cent in Finland (Guardian 8§ May).
Lack of investment in education is
reinforcing this situation. The
CVCP published a report on 6 June
showing how four out of five sci-
ence and engineering departments
were unable Lo carry out critical ex-
periments due to fack of funds and
equipment. They claimed that uni-
versities were concerned that mul-
tinational companies were moving
their joint research projects outside
of Britain.

At NUS conference in March, a
right wing campaign for graduate
tax, New Solutions, alongsidc the
Blairite majority in Labour Stu-
dents, succeeded in winning a
policy of support for a ‘pay to leam’
scheme instead of grants by 616,226
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'‘NUS and
Labour
policy both
aim at
avoiding the
class
struggle
necessary to
make capital
pay for the
education of
the future
workforce’

voles to 338,264, The motion as-
scrted that ‘current NUS policy
which calls for a return to pre-1979
grant levels is both unrealistic and
unachievable’.

This vote represents a turning
point in the history of the student
movement: with NUS rejecting
state-funded education in favour of
students paying for it themselves.

The NUS policy and David
Blunkett's Lifelong learning docu-
ment are, however, both seriously
flawed and situate themsclves
within the Tory economic frame-
work. Both wish at all costs to
avoid the class struggle necessary
to make capital pay for the educa-
tion and training of the future
workforce.

Firstly, they advocate loans,
both for further and higher educa-
tion, and abolishing the parental
contribution. The Blunkett docu-
ment does not give a figure for the
new loan — which will not be fixed
until after the Dearing Committee
has rcportcd — after the general
election.

This loan would be repaid
through national insurance or an
additional ax, after graduation and
for an cxtended period of up to 20
years.

Not explaincd is how the initial
investment is to be funded during
the 5-20 years it would take for
graduates to pay back the loan. A
similar system in New Zcaland has
proved disastrous — some ex-slu-
dcnts may be paying back their debt
after they retire and some may even
die with the debt. This sort of
scheme will particularly hit
women, black pcople and people
with disabilitics, who are already
discriminated against in the job
market and in wage lcvels and who
wili take longer to pay back an in-
come-contingent loan. Older stu-
dents may find they cannot get
loans, particularly if privaie banks
fund them, as the ncw Labour NUS
president Douglas Trainer advo-
cates (Guardian 21 May).

ew Solutions reject a
statc funded system as
they claim the cost of
restoring and extending grants for
all students would be £11 billion
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and raising this sum is utopian. This
figure includes tuition fees as well
as student maintenance. But the
House of Commons library research
department figures has revealed that
the £11 billion figurc is false. They
put the cost of rcstoring a grant of
£3,250 to every full-lime university
student at around £3.25 billion. To
extend this to further education stu-
dents would cost a further £2.5 bil-
lion, giving a total of £5.75 billion.

Taking into account the £1 bil-
lion already spent on grants, the real
amount needed to provide a state
funded grant systcm on 1979 lev-
els would be no more than £4.75
billion. To restore social sccurity
bencfits to students would cost a
further £150 million.

Secondly, New Solutions
counterpose this to spending on
nursery education or the welfare
state. New Solutions ignore the al-
terative of raising funding from the
sections of the economy which have
benefitled most under Thatcher and
Major — limiting inflated dividend
payments, cutting defence spending
and reversing Lawson’s tax cuts for
the rich. This would require a dif-
ferent sct of priorities for the Brit-
ish cconomy. It would mcan oppos-
ing the terms of the Maastricht
Treaty. But it would be a good ba-
sis for an alliance of students with
the labour movement.

ince conference the lcad-

ership of NUS has shown

how terrified they are of
a student backlash against what
should accurately be called their
betrayal of futurc gencrations of stu-
dents. NUS President Jim Murphy
sent faxes to a number of artists and
record labels who had agreed o par-
ticipatc on a CD in aid of the Cam-
paign for Frec Education, saying
that the campaign was run by ‘ex-
tremists’, This backfired when the
music paper NME ran a story
‘Suedc hit back at NUS' reporting
that ‘Suede have attacked the Na-
tional Union of Students afier it
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criticised them for contributing to
a new CD in aid of the Campaign
for Free Education’ (15 June).

On 6 June Jim Murphy sent a
memo to NUS Vice-President Clive
Lewis suspending him from the
National Executive Committee for
having ‘violated the NUS mandate
on education funding’. A number
of Labour MPs placed an early day
motion in the House of Commons
condemning this move as a ‘dicta-
torial’ attack on ‘frecedom of
speech’ (see box).

he opposition to the NUS

right’s attack on grants was

led by an amalgam of in-
dependent left forces and left cur-
rents which came together in the
Campaign for Free Education
(CFE). This campaign had impor-
tant strengths and weaknesses.

The campaign was an advance
on previous lefts in NUS such as
Left Unity and Socialist Students
in NOLS, which were dominated by
Workers Liberty (Socialist Organ-
iser). The CFE brought together a
broader range of students, which
coalesced around the presidential
candidate, Clive Lewis, who as an
individual represented more ad-
vanced politics than Workers Lib-
erty, in particular on the issue of
anti-racism and support for black
self-organisation. This broader sup-
port was shown by the fact that in
the election for President, Clive
Lewis lost to the right wing Labour
Student candidate by 586 voles to
458 — a closer margin than the
votes on education funding.

Similarly, in Labour Students a
broader left began 0 emerge. This
was cxpressed carlier in the year at
Labour Students conference, where
the lelt candidale for vice-chair,
Kent University president Mike
Bunncy, lost by just 3 votes and the
left expressed more advanced poli-
tics on racism, Europe, opposition
10 PR and women’s representation.

The problem [or the CFE was the
role of Workers Liberty, who, in ad-
dition to right-wing international
politics, claim that the left does not
nced an alicrnative economic
policy.

The most crude expression of this
was their resolution to NUS confer-
ence. It opposed the right-wing pro-
posals, butargued ‘If the UK can “af-
ford” huge sharc options, nuclear
weapons and the Royal Family, then
we can afford 1o give everyonc the
chance of a decent education’ and
‘the ten richest people in the world
have a combincd wealth of
£78.3 billion; they could fund a




return to full granis and benefits
several times over and still have
change.” Few at conference were
convinced that this was a realistic
strategy for funding education.
Such arguments were ridiculed
by the right.
his failurc was not due to
an oversight or inexperi
ence, but the result of the
politics of Workers Liberty, who
were actively opposed to putting
forward a serious economic policy.
At the CFE conference on 22
May, for example, Workers Liberty
supporters tabled a resolution on
economic policy in response to
those who had criticised the lack of
any altemnative economic argument
by the CFE at NUS conference. The
secretary of the CFE, not a sup-
porter of Workers Liberty, proposed
a special working party to devise
an economic policy to pay for free
education, Workers Liberty argucd
against taking a position on eco-
nomic policy because of the ‘many
different views’ on the issue and be-
cause ‘people are unfamiliar with
the arguments’. It argued that
adopting an economic argument
would create barriers to people sup-
porting the campaign. This was the
opposite of the truth: the failure to
convince people that there was a
serious alternative way to pay for
education had contributed to the
defeat at conference.
The CFE confcrence was delib-
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crately engineered to prevent these
arguments being seriously dis-
cussed. The ‘aims and objectives’
resolution put forward by the sec-
rctary which called for an economic
working party did not get discussed.
The chair of the campaign had pro-
duced a dctailed paper — The eco-
nomic case for free education —
which did not even get mentioned.
The debate on economic policy was
not reached.

The issue of what sort of cam-
paign is nceded to defeat the right
came out to some degree in the de-
bate around the attitude to the La-
bour Party. Workers Liberty pro-
posed to dcmonstrate at Labour
Party conference, joining a lobby
organiscd by the Welfare State Net-
work. This was opposed by a lead-
ing left figure in Labour Students,
who argued instcad for a serious
approach aimed at winning the ar-
guments with Labour delegates.
This latter position was lost, but it
clarified whether the campaign
should merely engage in gesture
politics or seriously try to win its
view.

At NUS conference it would
have been much more difficult for
the right to win the vote had their
arguments been scriously coun-
tered. While it is true that the at-
mosphere of NUS conference is
extremely polarised, the job of win-
ning over what might be termed the
middle ground was madc more dif-
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'The failure
to convince
people that
there was a
serious
alternative
way to pay
for
education
had
contributed
to the defeat
at
conference’

ficult because the campaign was
narrowed by Workers Liberty’s
politics. The vote in favour of free
education had been won at the spe-
cial conference called the year be-
fore in circumstances most favour-
able to the right. Whilst the right
had a year to organise their forces,
so did the left. Despite the breadth
of support for the CFE, the politics
of and the leading role of Workers
Liberty did the campaign serious
damage.

Workers Liberty’s narrow and
philistine politics are not only con-
fined o the question of economic
policy. They are rooted in what
Lenin called a framework of ‘im-
perialist economism’. This is clear
from even a cursory glance at their
po.ltcal positions: supporting the
reintroduction of capitalism into
Eastern Europe; supporting the
banning of the Communist Party by
Yeltsin; refusing to oppose the
Maastricht Treaty; calling for the
overthrow of Castro in Cuba; op-
posing British withdrawal from Ire-
land; opposing scif-organisation of
oppressed sections of society; and
so on. Such politics are incapable
of constructing the alliances the left
nceds.

hat is required now is
for the more ad-
vanced politics, which

was strengthened in the course of
the fight to defend grants, to come
togcther in a more organiscd way
to crcate a new socialist leadership
of the left. Crucial to this will be
its political basis. Defending the in-
terests of students, that is winning
back the policy on grants must be
firstly linked to a credible altcrna-
tive left economic strategy. Sec-
ondly, it must also defend all stu-
dents undcr attack, in particular on
anti-racism, linking up with the
black students and supporting their
right (o self-organisation. Black
students have no rcpresentation in
NUS at a national level and anti-
racism is not taken seriously by ei-
ther the right or Workers Liberty.
Any ncw left has to put this issue
centrally and link up with the broad
organisations such as the Student
Asscmbly Against Racism and the
National Black Alliance. Thirdly it
has to take up the most important
issucs of the class struggle in Brit-
ain and intcrnationally. A student
who stands aside from the struggles
of the most oppressed people in the
world will ultimately contribute
nothing to the progress of human-
ity.

By Kim Wood
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Lessons of the fight against the
Asylum and Immigration Bill

The government's decision to use the Asylum and immigration Bill to try to
whip up a wave of racism before the general election put all anti-racist
organisations through an objective test. Could they rise to the challenge of
mobilising every possible force to oppose the Bill? The results allow the
debate about how to take the anti-racist movement forward to be placed in

an objective framework.

he last year, particularly in the
Tapproach taken to building the

Campaign Against the Asy-
lum and Immigration Bill, has
clarified that the forces which came
together in the National Asscmbly
Against Racism — the National
Black Caucus, National Black Al-
liance, Tower Hamlcts Anti-Rac-
ist Committce, the Socicty of Black
Lawyers and individuals like Dianc
Abbott MP — have demonstraled
in practicc how 1o create the unity
in action necessary 1o meet the rac-
ist onslaught.

This is not a matter of
countcrposing the National Assem-
bly 1o other important anti-racist
initiatives, like the TUC’s Unite
Against Racism events or the Board
of Deputics of British Jews’ pro-
posal for a United Campaign
Against Racism in the general clee-
tion or the exccllent work donc by
existing campaigns on specific is-
sucs. These arc vital 1o the success
and scope of the broad anti-racist
movement.

But unlcss there is an organiscd
national alliance, led by the black
communitics, able to respond 1o
cach ncw issuc of racism, the anti-
racist response will be more [rag-
mented and less effective than nec-
cssary.

The practical experience of the
last year has also clarificd that the
ARA has acted to disunite and un-
derminc the anti-racist movements.
The ARA boycotted Lhe united ac-
tions against the Immigration and
Asylum Bill. Instead, it organised
its own sectarian dcmonstration
which deeply divided the anti-rac-
ist movement by publicising a
speaker who reportedly questioned
whether Hitler’s holocaust against
the Jews rcally occurred.

The National Assembly created
a broad basis for unity that could
cxtend as far into the mainstream

agenda as possible — the Cam-
paign Against the Immigration and
Asylum Bill. On this basis it estab-
lished a framework where all could
participate in this campaign irrc-
spective of their views on other is-
sues that had arisen in the anti-rac-
islL movemcent.

CAIAB understood that rcpre-
sentatives of the refugee commu-
nities had to be in the forcfront and
able to use the campaign’s platform
to explain the probiems confront-
ing their particular community.

As the campaign devcloped
more and more rcfugee organisa-
tions and community groups in-
volved themselves in its activities
and spoke on its behalf. The Cam-
paign Against the Asylum and Im-
migration Bill provided a platform
for all these concerns and, while
united solcly by opposition to the
Bill, created a greater basis for
unity between different sections of
the black communitics for {uture
anti-racist struggles.

The black organisations in the
National Assembly Against Rac-
ism, grouped in the National Black
Alliance, gave direction to the cam-
paign, so that as well as concentra-
tion on the issucs of asylum rights,
the campaign also 100k up the way
the Bill would affcct the resident
black communitics through ‘inter-
nal controls’, increased police pow-
ers and the new Icgal status of ‘im-
migrant’.

At (he same time, the Campaign
attempted to draw on and promote
the work and expertise of existing
organisations working on the issucs
in the Bill.

As a result tens of thousands of
people took part in dozens of local
public mectings, lobbics of parlia-
ment and CAIAB’s two national
demonstrations. Virtually cvery
national trade union affiliatcd to
CAIAB and the campaign was ablc
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‘Unless
there is an
organised

national
alliance, led
by the black
communit-
ies, able to

take up each
new issue of
racism, the
anti-racist
response will
be less
effective
than
necessary’

to draw Labour’s Front Bench into
its activities. This allowed it to be
clarified that Jack Straw intended
to repeal only some parts of the Bill
— thus bringing home that the cam-
paign for immigration and asylum
rights will need to continue under a
Labour government.

The ARA decision Lo boycott
this broad movement and invite on
to its platform a speaker who was
on record as saying that the holo-
caust had yet to be verificd had the
opposite dynamic to the necessity
of unitcd action against the Bill.

The Board of Deputies of Brit-
ish Jews withdrew their speaker and
all support from the ARA demon-
stration, Their withdrawal was fol-
lowed by that of the TUC. The CRE
withdrew its speaker and the Na-
tional Union of Students and Un-
ion of Jewish Students issued state-
ments opposing the march.

The demonstration was a deba-
cle with 150 people attending and
so small that the police decided it
did not justify disrupting traffic and
insisted it progress to its destination
on the pavement.

This disaster was reminiscent of
previous cavalier and sectarian
trcatment of black families which
contributed to the break up of the
original alliance around the ARA.

t also underlined an impor-

I tant issue in building unity in

the anti-racist movement,

The unity between the black and

Jewish communities is one of the

corner stones of the anti-racist
movement.

At the CAIAB demonstrations
and at the two National Assemblies
Against Racism, Jewish and Mus-
lim spcakers have shared platforms
to address both their common con-
cerns in the fight against racism,
and particular issues that affect Jew-
ish people and the Muslim faith
communities more immediately.
This has provoked no problems, let
alone a crisis, because the Cam-
paign crcated a shared basis for
uniting in this struggle.

In creating this unity, the holo-
caust occupics a central place po-
litically — it was not only the pro-
found expericnce of racist genocide
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which affects the consciousness of
Jewish people, but was a decisive
event in the formation of anti-rac-
ism in Europe. Maintaining the
memory and veracity of the holo-
caust at the heart of the anti-racist
movement is of crucial assistance
in the contemporary fight against
racism,

By contrast, there are profound
differences within the anti-racist
movement on the Middle East, the
Palestinian struggle, the role of Is-
rael and the history of its forma-
tion as a state. Muslim communi-
tics and organisations incline to
hold positions strongly supporting
the claims of the Palestinians,
whereas many Jewish organisations
are in political solidarity with the
state of Israel. The anti-racist
movement in Britain must be able
to unite different communitics in
the anti-racist struggle irrcspective
of their views on the Middle East.

In other words, any attempt to
exclude individuals or currents from

the framework of the anti-racist
movement on the basis of their views
on the Middle East is not acceptable,
but holocaust denial or advocating
suppression of the Muslim religion
are wotally different issues which can-
not be accepted within the anti-rac-
ist movement and indeed form part
of what the anti-racist movement is
organiscd against.

Instead of acknowledging that
holocaust denial is antithetical to
the anti-racist movement, when the
ARA invited such a speaker on to
their platform, its leadership then
attempicd to present the opposition
this met as anti-Muslim. This in-
cluded a public attack on the TUC
to which John Monks replicd in the
Caribbean Times. This did a further
grave disservice to the anti-racist
movement in blurring the real is-
sue of demonisation of the Islamic
faith — a clear component of con-
temporary racism — with that of
holocaust denial. This only makes
even harder the difficult task of cre-

aling an anti-racist unity capable of
fighting both.

he National Assembly

Against Racism — par-

ticularly through the ex-
pericnce of the last year in the strug-
gle against the Asylum and Immi-
gration Bill — has shown itself to be
a vehicle to take forward the crea-
tion of a black-led anti-racist move-
ment on the scale necessary to fight
what already is the most serious
growth of racism and the extrcme
right in Europe since the 1930s.

The threat that a Labour govern-

ment committed to the Maastricht
Treaty would intensify institution-
aliscd racism and to provoke the
scale of racist backlash alrcady evi-
dent elsewhere in Europe, demands
that the basis for unity which exists
in the National Assembly Against
Racism be built upon as rapidly as
possible by all anti-racists.

By Anna Samuel

Two-tiers in women’s
employment

The Spring 1995 Labour Force Survey dealing with the participation of
women in the labour market focused on womens' levels of economic activity,
the types of jobs they do and how this relates to their family commitments.
Labour Market Trends (March 1996) featured an article which is of interest to
those concemed with the economic underpinnings of women's social status
and political prospects. We highlight some of its key findings.

ontrary (o the claims of the

anti-feminist backlash, for

example, Catherine Hakim
who claims that the last 50 years
have seen no increase in the pro-
portion of women in paid employ-
ment, these figures confirm that
women are conlinuing to enter the
labour market but that class divi-
sions among women arc growing
not shrinking.

They describe a two-tier society
of, on the one hand, womicn who
are able to obtain child care provi-
sion, hold full-time jobs, obtain
qualifications, and on the other
hand, large numbers of women
without access to child care provi-
sion, often forced into part-time,
temporary and low paid work.

By spring 1995 43 per cent of
the total labour force were women.

There were 10.8 million working
age women in employment. In the
decade from 1985 10 1995, wom-
en’s ecconomic activity rate in-
creased from 67 per cent to 71 per
cent (whilst men’s fell from 88 per
cent to 85 per cent).

Whilst women’s economic ac-
tivity ratcs arc consistently lower
than the corresponding raics for
men, the greatest difference is for
the age group 25-39 where the cco-
nomic activity rate for women is 72
per cent compared to 94 per cent
for men. The gap is a reflection of
women’s role in the family, but at
the same time the proportion of
women economically inactive for
domestic reasons has stcadily de-
clined from 62 per cent in 1985 to
52 per cent in spring 1995.

Having a dependent child under

Q

‘Women are
continuing to
enter the
labour
market but
class
divisions
among
women are
growing.’

the age of 16 is a major factor in
whether or not a woman is eco-
nomically active. Evidence also
suggests that it is the age of the
youngest child rather than the
number of children that is the most
significant factor, Forty per cent of
working-age women had dependent
children under 16.

Economic activity rates are low-
est for younger mothers with chil-
dren aged 0-4 and highest for older
mothers whose youngest child is
11-15. The activity rates range
from 35 per cent for mothers aged
16-24 with youngest child 0-4 to
80 per cent for mothers aged 40-49
wilh youngest child aged 11-15.

This continuing risc in the pro-
portion of women with children cn-
tering the labour market comes to-
gether with increasing attacks on
thc welfare state. Capital wants to
maintain, even increase, the pro-
portion of women in employment,
but at the same timce slash the wel-
fare systcm which has structured
the post-war massive risc in wom-
en’s labour markct participation in
Britain, This is behind the drive for
increasing part-ime and ‘flexible’
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work; to allow a ncw — for women
much worse — fit between employ-
ment and domestic fabour.

Statistics indicate that morc than
thrce quarters of a million (almost
8 per cent) of women workers re-
ported that their job was not per-
mancnt. Temporary jobs (fixed
term contractls, agency lemping or
casual work) have incrcased 21 per
cent over the ten year period.

The survey looks at the com-
bined effects of higher qualification
and family status on the cconomic
activity raics of women. A higher
proportion of women with depend-
ent children than without have no
formal qualifications. This propor-
tion increascs with age of the
youngest child: 19 per cent of
women with a youngest child aged
0-4; 24 per cent of those with a
youngest child aged 5-10and 28 per
cent with a youngest child aged 11-
15.

The highest cconomic activity
rates arc for women with higher
qualifications, whether they have

‘Women
are a
permanent
feature of
the labour
market’

children or not. Eighty-two per
cent of highly qualified women
were cconomically active in spring
1995 comparcd with 47 per cent
of those without qualifications,

The effect of qualifications is
most marked among women with
pre-school age children where 30
per cent of unqualificd women
were cconomically active com-
parcd with 73 per cent of highly
qualificd women,

Men in employment are divided
cqually between manual and non-
manual work but 7 out of 10
women are cmployed in non-
manual occupations. Eighty-five
per cent of women were employed
in service industries and about 15
per cent work in manufacturing and
construction industrics.

These figurcs show women Lo be
a permanent feature of the labour
market. However, the attacks on
the welfare state, combincd with di-
rcet attacks on the conditions of
women workers, is having a differ-
cntiated impact — decpening a
class division among women, with
a majority of women facing an in-
tensification of the double burden
of domestic labour and paid cm-
ployment.

Two broad layers — albeit with
any numbecr of gradations in-be-
tween — are evident. On once hand
is a majority of women with few

or no qualifications, often with

young dependcent children, who arc
forced into low paid, low stalus
part-timec work or fixcd contract/
“flexible’ work. On the other hand
a layer of women in relatively well
paid sccurc work, with higher
qualifications, and who in many
cascs do not have children. The lat-

ter are still able to reap the rewards
of the structural changes in Euro-
pean socicty in the last fifty years
— specifically via the creation of
the welfare state — and the politi-
cal gains of the women’s move-
ment.

This is the cconomic basis of the
political division within feminism
and between women in the labour
movement, between the layer of
bourgeois feminists heading up a
backlash on feminism — in the
form of Barbara Follett, Harriet
Harman, Patricia Hewitt — and the
majority of women. A recent con-
tribution to the assault on women,
and on {cminism, was provided by
sociology professor Catherine
Hakim who interprets the economic
division in women’s employment as
a subjective choice with those
women ‘concentrated in lower
grade and lower paid jobs’ being
‘perfectly happy’. The political con-
clusions of this line of argument
includc that it is a myth that the lack
of childcare is a barrier to women’s
employment and a myth that
women arc not less reliable work-
ers than men (‘Five feminist myths
of women’s employment’, British
Journal of Sociology, September
1995).

he feminist gloss that has
Tbccn attached to much of
the attack on women will
uliimately be incapable of disguis-
ing its rcal content. Critical for the
interests of women, howevcer, is also
1o dispel any political disoricatation
within feminism as rapidly as pos-
sible.

By Julie Evans

Self-organisation wins in LCLGR

The last two AGMs of the Labour Campaign for Lesbian and Gay Rights
(LCLGR) have seen an attempt, led by Workers Liberty (Socialist
Organiser), to change the name and nature of the campaign to refer to
bisexual rights. While this is indicative of a broader right-wing shift within
lesbian and gay politics, this attack on lesbian and gay self-organisation
has come to the fore now in LCLGR against a background of a lack of
political focus and campaigning initiative.

CLGR last played a lcading
role in a mass campaign in

1987/88 during the campaign
against Clausc 28. Since then the
campaign has suffcred {rom being
incrcasingly out of touch with the
lesbian and gay community’s pri-

oritics, Onc examplce of this was the
LCLGR-led discussion at the 1994
Labour Party confcrence, which
was on ‘family values'. The
LCLGR model resolution failed to
menton the issue of an cqual age
of consent, allﬁough the confcrence
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dircctly followed the vote on the
age of consent in parliament and the
mass lesbian and gay mobilisations
for cquality. The lesbian and gay
community had been incensed by
Labour MPs voting against equal-
ising the age of consent.

This situation was repeated re-
cently in the vote on the Armed
Scrvices Bill to allow lesbians and
gay men to serve in the military.
Blair’s rcfusal to impose a whip de-
spitc a Tory three-line whip to vote
against the proposal resulted in eight
Labour MPs voting against the bill
and Blair himself abstaining.
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LCLGR had no campaign to take up
the Labour Party’s refusal 1o impose
a whip and the issuec was virtually
- non-cxistent at the campaign’s
AGM, held days after the vote. Press
coverage in the Pink Paper revealed
the Stonewall organisation as far
more radical, saying ‘the Labour
members of the Armed Forces Sc-
lect Committee let us down badly.
Dr John Reid, in particular, who is
sponsored by the TGWU, spoke and
voted strongly against cquality. We
need serious clarification from the
Labour Party’ (17 May 1996),

The same issuc of the Pink Pa-
per reported on LCLGRs faunch of
their Manifesto for Lesbian and Gay
Equality ‘to achorus of indiffcrence
from the party’s leadership’.

A further example was that despile
a significant mobilisation of lesbian
and gay organisations for the dem-
onstrations against the Asylum and
Immigration Bill, the campaign failed
to attend any of the marches.

This context of political detach-
ment and declining membership was
the background to the attempts o
change the constitution to make the
campaign one for lesbian, gay and bi-
sexual rights, and the growing influ-
ence in the campaign of Workers Lib-
erty, notorious on the left for its
economism and vehement opposition
to self-organisation. Their proposal
was to delete lesbian and gay rights
in the constitution and inscrt ‘leshian,
gay and bisexual rights’, and 10 add
‘bisexual’ wherever there was refer-
ence 10 ‘lesbian and gay’. LCLGR
would change its name accordingly.

Workers Liberty mobiliscd heav-
ily for the AGM with the solc aim
of pushing these changes through.

This debate on bisexuality and
bisexual rights brings up issues
around oppression, identity and self-
organisation, and the political basis
of a campaign for lesbian and gay
rights.

There is no specific discrimina-

tory legislation against biscxuality.
The discrimination that thosc who
identify as bisexual face is from
anti-lesbian and gay lcgislation. Dis-
criminatory laws and lcgalised prac-
tices — the age of consent, Scclion
28, access 1o IVF treatment, immi-
gration laws, child custody — are
all framed in relation to lesbians and
gay men or leshian and gay scxual-
ity and identity. There is no legisla-
tion against bisexuality as such.
Thercfore o demand ‘biscxual
rights’ is nonscnsical. Bisexuals arc
oppressed because of their lesbian
or gay rclationships.

At the AGM the issue of sclf-or-
ganisation for lesbians and gay men
was not addressed by those in fa-
vour of the change. Instead, support-
crs resorted Lo arguments such as —
claiming that biscxuals faced op-
pression from homophobic socicly
and (rom the Iesbian and gay com-
munity jointly. This liberal argn-
ment failed 1o take account of the
[act that discrimination is rooted in
power.: homophobia has a real cf-
fect because it is backed up by the
law and institutions of socieLy.

The issuc at the LCLGR AGM
was not of exclusion of biscxuals
from the campaign. It was about
who would (orm the political Iead-
crship of the campaign.

Anyone who is in the Labour
Party or a trade union has the right
to be a member of LCLGR — what-
cver their sexuality. Equally, lesbi-
ans, gay men and thosc who scll-
identify as biscxuals have the right
1o define their own scxual identity.
However, at present only those who
self-identify as lcsbian and gay have
full rights o deicrmine policy and
represent LCLGR. If the proposals
for changing the constitution had
been passed, the result would have
been Ieshians and gay men losing
their right to an autonomous cam-
paign fighting for their rights.

Workers Liberty’s opposilion 1o
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‘The defeat
of the attack
on lesbian
and gay self-
organisation
indicates
that lesbians
and gay
men want to
retain
LCLGR as a
coherent
campaign
with a
specific goal
— lesbian
and gay
rights’

the right of Icsbians and gay men to
determine the political direction of
LCLGR is in linc with their views
on women’s scif-organisation: they
opposed the creation of a full-time
National Union of Students women'’s
officer clecled by women’s confer-
ence, counterposing a post of ‘Vice
President Women’ to be elected by
a mixed confercnce. They have con-
sisicntly opposed black sclf-organi-
sation — refusing to support the Na-
tional Assecmbly Against Racism, for
c¢xample, and not supporting the
campaign for a Black Officer in
NUS.

The defcat of the attack on les-
bian and gay sclf-organisation at the
last two conferences indicates that
lesbians and gay mecn in the labour
movement want to retain LCLGR as
a coherent campaign with a specific
goal — for lesbian and gay rights.
Obviously such a campaign would
not only benefit the lesbian and gay
community, but any gain for lesbian
and gay rights would also benefit
those who scil-identify as biscxual.

he task now facing LCLGR
is to define its political pro-

filc in the current situation

where the Blair leadership of the
Labour Party is alrcady backslid-
ing on the party’s commitment to
lesbian and gay cquality. This re-
quires an active and strong cam-
paign inside the Labour Party for
lesbian and gay rights. This, in turn,
requires involving the broadest
forces fighting for lesbian and gay
cquality and libcration. How to
achicve this is what LCLGR should
turn its aticntions to, not divisive
atlacks on the campaign’s political
focus and unity from within, but
outwards to the fight against
homophobia and for cquality.

This will require actively link-
ing up with the other lesbian and
gay campaigning organisations,
with the scrious pressure groups of
the Labour left, and working to fully
involve in LCLGR the lesbian and
gay scll-organiscd groups in the
trade unions, where opposition —
for cxample in unions such as UNI-
SON — 10 any Labour retrecat on
Ieshian and gay rights is strong.

Such an approach can see
LCLGR grow bcyond its present
small membership. Without such an
oricnlation aimed at placing the
maximum pressurc on the Labour
Party, there is little prospect of La-
bour dclivering even the most mod-
cst lesbian and gay rights.

By Rachel Garvey
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EMU CRISIS

Rising opposition to welfare
cuts on road to 1999

The approach of the January 1999 deadline for European monetary union
(EMU) imposed by the Treaty of Maastricht is starting to provoke social and
political crises across the European Union (EU). This is no accident.
Although the Treaty proclaims its purpose to be economic and monetary
union, it in fact sets a framework to begin dismantling the welfare state in
western Europe. The fact that the majority leadership of the European
labour movement have not grasped this fact disarms them in the face of
the greatest attack on the working class in western Europe since the

second world war.

imply 1o meet the eriteria for
~articipation in the single
currengy, in particular the

Treaty of Maastricht’s ceiling of 60
per cont of gross domestic product
(GDPi on otal public debt and 3
per cont of GDP on government
budget deficits (the difference be-
tween a government’s spending and
income), requires savage cuts in
public spending over the next year
in cvery major European Union
state.

The cuts will have to be all the
morc scvere, because the prepara-
lion for monctary union is taking
place in the context of a sharp fall
in the ratc of cconomic growth in
western Europe. Economic growth
was virtually at a standstill in the
first half of this year. In April the
European Commission was forced
to cut its growth forccast for 1996
from 2.6 per cent to 1.5 per cent,

The Europecan Commission,
along with the Intcrnational Mon-
ctary Fund (IMF) and the Organi-
sation of Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD), com-
pletely over-cstimated the strength
of the cconomic recovery in west-
em Europe because they misunder-
stand the dynamic of the interna-
tional capitalist cconomy. The re-
ality is that economic growth in the
United States docs not act as a lo-
comotive for the international capi-
talist cconomy but, on the contrary,
now takes place at the expensc of
i imperialist rivals. This is be-
cause. when it is growing, the US
coonomy does not cover its Invest-
~ond requirements from ils own
-oearees, Instead, itdraws on capi-

‘Maastricht’s
timetable for
monetary
union is in
Serious
jeopardy
with the IMF
predicting
that neither
Germany
nor France
will qualify’

tal from the rest of the world.

Al the same time, the falicring
beginnings of a revival in the Japa-
ncse cconomy—generated by ultra-
low interest rates and, ironically, a
massive Keynesian-stylc increase in
public spending — mean that the
main source of surplus capital in the
world economy is being sharply
reduced.

The result is that the cconomic
recovery in the US has rc-created a
shortage of capital in the world
economy. With demand for capital
increasing, and supply falling, the
result has been rising long term in-
lcrnational interest rates since the
beginning of 1996. Europcan states,
led by the Bundesbank, have been
cutting short term intcrest rates 1o
try 10 maintain economic growth
prior 10 the deadlinc for EMU. But,
due to the international shortage of
capital, long term inicrest-ratcs,
which are determined by interna-
tional bond markets not govern-
ments or central banks, have con-
tinued to risc and these have a far
greater effect on investment and
economic growth. The conscquence
is the sharp reduction in economic
growth in the European Union.

By reducing governments’ tax
revenucs, and increasing social
security outlays, the slow-down i
economic growth increases budget
delicits—making the attempt to
meet the Maastricht convergence
conditions more difficult and morc
painful. Furthermore, by cutling
public spending just as the Euro-
pcan economies arc slowing down,
it thrcatens to renew the recession
and create a deflationary downward
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spiral of still slower cconomic
growth and still larger budget defi-
cits. That is the straight-jacket in
which Maastricht has trapped the
European cconomies.

This is tacitly acknowledged by
the main intcrnational capitalist
think-tank, the OECD, whosc Scc-
retary General, Jean-Claude Paye,
in May this ycar: ‘admitted that
continuing efforts to cut deficits 10
meet the Maastricht convergence
criteria could strangle growth to
such an cxtent that deficits could
end up higher..., Kumi Shigehara,
chief cconomist at the OECD, said
that the latest forecasts {for eco-
nomic growth—cd] take no account
of a ncw fiscal package announced
by Helmut Koh] which will drain
anothcr DM70bn from its already
struggling economy. Nor do they
incorporate a pledge by Alain Juppe
of {urther stringent spending cuts.’
(Times 21 May 1996)

In January 1996, the European
Commission estimated that the pub-
lic debt of the European Union in
1995 would rcach a record level of
71 per cent of GDP — well above
the Maastricht ceiling. At the same
time only threc countrics had
budget deficits within the limits sct
by Maastricht. These were Luxem-
bourg, Ircland and Denmark—rep-
rcsenting just 2.6 per cent of the
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European Union's population. Even
s0, in 1995, Denmark and Ireland
had public debts of 71.9 per cent
and 85 per cent of GDP respec-
tively, only squeaking through be-
cause the European Commission
judged them to be falling sulfi-
ciently rapidly to qualify.

As a result Maastricht’s timeta-
ble for monetary union is in seri-
ous jeopardy with the IMF predict-
ing that neither Germany nor France
will qualify — which would render
the project inoperable. Even if
France and Germany are able to
force through spending cuts on the
necessary scale, it is already certain
that Italy, Portugal, Spain, Bntain,
Greece and Sweden will be ex-
cluded — sharply dividing the Un-
ion between the “ins’ and the ‘outs’.

In theory it would be possible to
reduce an ‘excessive’ deficit by ei-
ther cutting public spending or rais-
ing taxes or both. But, in practice,
the Maastricht strategy is oricnted
to cuiting spending.

Thus the economic policy guide-
lines adopted by the Council of the
European Union in July 1995, in
accordance with Article 103(2) of
the Treaty, state: ‘A sound fiscal
position is a positive supply factor
as it opens the possibility for tax
reductions... In many countries, re-
straining expenditure increases
should be the preferred approach
since, apart from their impact on
employment, there are undoubtedly
limits to higher taxation and social
charges.... Furthermore additional
progress is necessary in reinforcing
competition rulcs, reducing state
aid, and reducing the role of thc
public sector.” The guidelines de-
mand reductions in budget deficits
in Greece, Sweden, Belgium, Spain,
Portugal, Austria, France, Den-
mark, the Netherlands and Britain.

With regard lo wages, the re-
port’s approach is equally clear: ‘In
many member states there is a need
for stronger differentiation of wages
by sectors, geographical arcas and
qualifications.’

tis ironical that the same EU
Iguidelincs, effectively de-
manding massive cuts in pub-

lic spending, contain an annex by
the ‘social partners’, including the
European TUC, entitled "The social
partners’ guidelines of 16 May 1995
for turning recovery into a sustained
and job-creating growth process’.
This accepts the necessity of cut-
ting budget deficits but complains:
‘that their [the social partners—ed]
previous opinions on the
macroeconomic situation were not

given sufficient attention by mem-
ber states... They remain convinced
that social dialogue can make an
important contribution to achieving
the lined objectives of the White
Paper.’

Indeed. the European Union
takes great trouble to seduce the
trade union bureaucracies with the
facade of ‘social partnership’ be-
cause their commitment to the goals
of the Treaty of Maastricht then
renders incoherent their opposition
10 the welfare and job cuts neces-
sary to implement it.

Thus the push for massive pub-
lic spending cuts has been accom-
panied by intensive cfforts to court
the trade vnions—not to ameliorate
the cuts but to neutralise opposition
1o them. In the first week in May,
for example, Commission President
Santer hosted a confercnce includ-
ing the trade unions on a ‘Confi-
dence Pact for Jobs’. This was ac-
curately reported by the Wall Street
Journal as agreeing: ‘only pious
pleas for ending Europe’s crisis...
Mr Santer himself admitied as
much, stating the purpose of the
grand gathering was merely to send
a “message that the EU cares about
uncmployment.” The EU may not
be able to carry the ball, he was ef-
fectively saying, but we can at lcast
cheer from the sidelines. Surely the
more than 18 million uncmployed
workers in Europe didn’t need to
hear that again. If jobs were created
with “White” papers, Europe would
have full employment by now.
Since the 1992-93 recession put 4.5
million out of work in EU member
states, the EU has steadily commis-
sioned more studies.’ (8 May 1996)

The real state of affairs was clari-
ficd scarcely more than a weck
later, when presenting the Europcan
Commission’s forecasts on eco-
nomic growth and the prospects for
monetary union, Yves-Thibault de
Silguy, the EU’s monectary affairs
commissioner warned that trade
union and political opposition to
deeper welfare cuts must be de-
feated: ‘Unlcss member states take
these measures we will have a very
negative rcaction from the mar-
kets... If progress towards sounder
public finances and structural re-
form were to be hampered by ris-
ing social and political resistance,
this... might add 10 doubts among
some observers as to whether a suf-
ficient number of member states
would be ready to participate in
Emu at the starting date.’

As the Financial Times put it on
16 May: ‘The Commission’s eco-
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‘The EU
takes great
trouble to
seduce the
trade union
bureaucra-
cies
because
their
commitment
to the Treaty
of
Maastricht
renders
incoherent
their
opposition
to the
welfare and
jobs cuts
necessary to
implement it’

nomic policy guidelines, while call-
ing for social dialogue with the trade
unions, also warned that emu could
be threatened if EU member give in
to social pressures.’

Similarly, the German and
French governments prepared the
way for their current austerity pro-
grammecs by intensive efforts to win
over the trade union leaderships —
because, with European social de-
mocracy firmly in support of the
Maastricht Treaty, the trade unions
constitute the main line of resist-
ance. The biggest welfare cuts in
decades in Germany were preceded
by an ‘action programme for jobs
and investment’. The Belgian gov-
ernment’s decision to rule on budget
cuts by decree followed the decision
by two major trade unions to reject
a wage restraint pact which had been
inspired both by the call by Jacques
Santer for a Europe-wide employ-
ment pact, and by Germany's efforts
to create a tripartite ‘alliance for
jobs’. Thus the ‘social partnership’
ceases 10 operale when the trade
unions oppose cuts in their mem-
bers® living standards.

In fact, the effects of the social
chapter and all of the declarations
in favour of ‘dialogue’ between ‘so-
cial partners’ pale into insignifi-
cance beside he scale of the attack
being launched against the welfare
state. Yet, it is this type of initia-
tives which has scduced the TUC
into its fervent support for EMU—
failing to explain how it will con-
vince its members to accept the
morc than 2 per cent of GDP public
spending cuts that would be neces-
sary for Britain to mect the conver-
gence criteria.

he first wave of welfarc cuts
Thas alrecady taken place.
This was described by The
Economist as cuts by ‘stealth’. The
next round promiscs (o be a frontal
assault.

Reviewing the EU’s progress in
rolling back the welfare state in
August 1995, The Economist noted:
“The change has been managed in
thrce ways. One has been to restrict
claims by attaching additional con-
ditions to bencefits that used to be
more or less automatic. Workfare is
an example of this... Holland and
Belgium now cut income support if
recipients refuse to accept training,
do not seek work or turn down a job.
Germany is considering cutting pay-
ments to the unemployed by a quar-
ter if they rcfuse jobs offered to
them.... Governments have also
changed the basic conditions of
other benefits, notably pensions.
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France has incrcascd the number of
years one must work to qualify for
the maximum state pcnsion. Brit-
ain, Germany, Italy, Portugal and
Spain have increased the retirement
age or plan to do so...

‘The second way to rein in
spending is to provide universal
basic welfarc coverage, but to re-
define “basic” downwards. Sweden
has reduced unemployment ben-
efit... and lowered the basic pen-
sion by two percentage points. Fin-

land has trimmed unemployment -

benefits. Italy’s recent pensions re-
form linked pensions to contribu-
tions for the first time. Across the
EU, child benefit has been frozen
or taxed, pushing its value down by
almost a third in real terms since
1989. Spain cut uncmpioyment
benefit and restricted bencfits for
apprentices. Belgium has incrcased
patient’s contributions for medical
services. Danish pensioncrs and
disabled pcople now have to pay
for certain nursing home services.

*The third and most controver-
sial welfare reform is means-test-

ing... “targeting” in the jargon of

the trade. This has gone furthest in

Britain, where thc proportion of

means-tested benefits has doubled
since 1978; 34 per cent of all ben-
efit spending is now means-tested...
Callous or not, Belgium and Ger-
many have now started 1o apply an
income test to family allowances.
In Holland, Norway and Denmark
the pension has become partially
means-tested. Italy has introduced

‘Every major
state which
wants to
participate in
EMU is
planning
massive cuts
in public
spending —
and that is
tearing the
EU’s social
partnership
ideology to
pieces '

asliding scale of fees for child-care,
depending on income. The Danes
tax income support... Reform has
proceeded by stealth, with a means
test here, a restriction there, Taken
together the piecemeal changes
might yet transform the welfare
state, because Lhey alter the tacit
bargain it was based on. Under the
bargain, citizens agreed to high
taxes and substantial government
intervention; in return they were
able to claim an array of universal
benefits, easily and as of right. No
longer.’

But The Economist concludes:
‘Whether piecemeal reform by
stealth is the best way of transform-
ing the welfare state is doubtful. In
the past three years, high level com-
mittees in five countries have con-
cluded that it is not... it is hard to see
how a welfare state suited 10 the next
century can be created by fiddling
with its current incarnation.’

he approach of Maas-
T tricht’s 1999 monetary
union deadline, now pro-
vides the basis for the frontal attack.,
Every one of the major states of the
European Union which wants to
participate in EMU is planning mas-
sive culs in public spending over the
next year — and that is tearing the
EU’s social partnership ideology to
pieces.

The two states whose ability 10
meet the Maastricht critcria will de-
termine whether or not monetary
union takes place are Germany and
France.

In Germany, with the highest
level of unemployment since the
war,; Chancelior Helmut Kohl’s
government last year ran a budget
deficit of 3.5 per cent of GDP and
that may reach 4 per cent this year.
Germany’s total public debt
reached 58.1 per cent of GDP in
1995 and will exceed the Maastricht
limit of 60 per cent in the current
year. Asarcsult, Germany has been
categorised by the European Com-
mission as a country running an ‘ex-
cessive’ budget deficit — making
it ineligible for monetary union.

On that basis Helmut Kohl has
proposed the biggest cuts in public
spending for decades: cutting un-
employment benefit, sick pay,
health-care, child benefits and holi-
day pay; raising the age of retire-
ment; freezing public sector pay for
two years; and removing legal em-
ployment protection for workers in
companies employing 10 or fewer
people — that is 80 per cent of Ger-
man companies. At the same time,
Kohl proposes the abolition of a tax
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on capital, the reduction of a tax on
profits and the future abolition of a
‘wealth tax’ on business.

The Economist commented:
Socially obscene™; “the destruc-
tion of the welfare state”. With such
fine phrases, German trade union-
ists heaped abuse on the spending
cuts and labour-market reforms that
their government proposed on April
26th. However misguided, these
opponents of change were at least
right in recognising the significance
of the package: if implemented, it
could prove a turning point for Ger-
many. The proposals, which aim to
chop total public spending by 2 per
cent of GDP next year, would be
the country’s biggest spending cuts
for decades. The significance of the
reforms, morcover, lies not just in
their scope but in the manner of
their introduction: the government
now seems willing to push ahead
despite howls of protests from the
unions.” (4 May)

In cssence, German capital, hav-
ing conguered cast Germany, is now
using German unification and the
hinterland it has created in eastern
Europe to force down the direct and
indirect income of the working class
in Germany. If it is successful, then
the power of the Germany economy
will impose, via the mechanism of
capitalist competition, even deeper
cuts in welfare spending and wage
levels in the weaker economies of
the European Union. That is why
every worker in Europe has a di-
rect stake in a successful resistance
to Kohl!’s offensive by the German
working class.

The austerity package and pay
freeze has been met with a rash of
strikes and demonstrations—
350,000 trade unionists demon-
stratcd in Bonn on 15 June in one
of Germany’s biggest demonstra-
tions since the second world war.

France’s budget deficit was 5 per
cent of GDP in 1995 and the OECD,
despite efforts by the French gov-
emment to persuade it to massage
the figures, predicts that it will be
4 2per cent of GDP in 1996. Fore-
cast economic growth has been cut
by half to 1.3 per cent for 1996.
French uncmployment has re-
mained above 10 per cent for more
than a decade as a result of succes-
sive governments’ policy of tying
the exchange rate of the Franc to
the D-mark. To qualify for EMU the
government is calling for spending
cuts which it describes as ‘on ascale
never scen before’ — £7-8 billion
over the next 18 months.

Once again the French trade un-
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ions — with the exception of the
leadership of the CFDT, which is
closest to the pro-Maastricht Social-
ist Party — have started cycle of
demonstrations and strikes against
the cuts. The outcome of this battle
will determine whether monctary
union is effectively limited to sim-
ply the German economy and its
immediate periphery or whether, by
including France, it is able to dic-
tate terms to the whole of the Euro-
pean Union.

A second tier — Italy, Greece,
Sweden, and probably Spain and
Portugal — is constituted by those
states for which the level of cuts
necessary to comply with the
Maastricht timetable arc simply not
politically feasible.

Italy, for example, had a budget
deficit of 7.4 per cent of GDP and
total debt of 125 per cent of GDP
in 1995. The new Olive Tree alli-
ance government's declared policy
of attempting to bring these into line
with the Maastricht criteria will, if
implemented, destroy the govern-
ment’s support and give the strong-
est possible boost to the nco-fascist
National Alliance in the south and
the Northern Leagues in the north.
Maastricht risks tearing Italy apart
between the north which is one of
the EU’s richest regions and the
south which depends on public
spending transfers for its living
standards.

Spain, where unemployment
stood at 22.7 per cent in 1995, had
a budget last year of 5.8 per cent of
GDP. Economic growth forecasts
for 1996 have been cut from 3.3per
cent to 2.3 per cent. The Spanish
government has announced a first
round of £1bn spending cuts with
more to come.

An intcrmediate position is oc-
cupied by states which will attempt
to meet the Maastricht criteria but
may well fail to do so. Belgium, for
example, had a budget dcficit last
year of 3.2 per cent of GDP, but its
government gross debt stood at
more than 134 per cent of GDP in
1995 — more than double the
Maastricht limit. In attempting to
qualify for monetary union the Bel-
gian government has been given
special powers to rulc on the budget
by decree.

For Britain, participation in
EMU by 1999 is ruled out becausc
it would split the Tory Party — not
least because the cuts it would re-
quire would result in the worst gen-
eral election defeat in its history.
Nonctheless, for the most power(ul
sections of British capital, a sub-

stantial minority of the Tory Party,
the Liberal Democrats, and the
Blair leadership of the Labour
Party, participation in the single
currency is the only strategy they
have for the British economy, Pow-
erful capitalist forces are thercfore
at work to bring these togcther
through a reorganisation of the po-
litical party system, the adoption of
proportional representation, de-
signed to reduce both the labour
movement and the right wing op-
ponents of EMU to permanent mi-
noritics in parliament.

ome scctions of the trade

union bureaucracy, nola-

bly the TUC lcadership,
have accepted the argument that
compliance with the Maastricht cri-
teria— interpreted, they hope, flex-
ibly — is a nccessary evil, com-
pared with the greater evil of be-
ing placed outside a single cur-
rency.

But in reality, even if the first
hurdle of meeting the convergence
criteria is cleared — which will de-
pend upon defeating the tradc un-
ion opposition to welfare cuts in
France and Germany — the conse-
quences of the creation of a single
currency under the terms of the
Maastricht Treaty would be to lock
into place far morc powerful
mechanisms to accelerate the proc-
ess of eliminating the welfare state.
Most importantly these include
massive fines to enforce the con-
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‘The most
misguided
iflusion in
monetary
union is that
it will result
ina
homogeni-
sation of
living
standards
and welfare
provision
across the
EU

vergence criteria on member states
and the supremacy of the European
Ccniral Bank (ECB) over monetary
policy. Together with the effects of
fixing exchange rates, these provi-
sions of the Treaty of Maastricht are
designed to prevent the population
of western Europe from using the
institutions of bourgeois democracy
— national parliaments and the Eu-
ropean parliament — to defend the
welfare state or living standards.
The Treaty specifies that by a
weighted majority of two thirds,
cxcluding the country affected, the
Council of Europc can ‘impose
fincs of an appropnate size’ to force
a state to cut its budget deficit or
government debt. Germany has pro-
posed a ‘stability pact” which would
require for each 1 per cent of budget
deficit in excess of the Maastricht
criteria, offending countries be re-
quired to deposit 0.25 per cent of
their GDP with the European Un-
ion. This would be turned into a fine
if the dcficit were not reduced to
within the Maastricht limits within
two years. Germany also proposcs
that public deficits for participating
states be limited to just one per cent
of GDP in ‘normal’ periods.
Detailed discussions are already
under way to design the mecha-
nisms of surveillance of member
states’ economics to enforce these
proposals — including the possibil-
ity that states might have to submit
details of their budgets for approval
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to the EU prior to considcration by
their national parliament.

As regards the European Cen-
tral Bank, the key to its function-
ing is that it is legally required by
the Treaty of Maastricht to operate
on the basis of the overriding goal
of price stability — irrespective of
the consequences for employment,
the welfare state, living standards
or economic growth. To enforce
this, it is to be unclected, unac-
countable and both national gov-
emments and the European Union
institutions are specifically required
not to try to influence its decisions.

Furthermore, each participant in
the single currency is required to
make its own central bank inde-
pendent and subordinate to the Eu-
ropcan Central Bank. The Treaty
specifically states: “When exercis-
ing the powers and carrying out the
tasks and duties conferred upon
them by this Trealy and the Statute
of the Europcan System of Central
Banks, ncither the ECB, nor a na-
tional central bank, nor any mem-
ber of their decision making bod-
ics shall scck Lo take instructions
from Community institutions or
baodics, from any government of a
member state, or from any other
body. The Community institutions
and bodics and the governments of
the member statcs undertake 1o re-
spect this principle and not to seck
to influcnce the members of the
decision making bodics of the ECB
or of the national central banks in
the performance of their tasks.’

Furthermore: *The national cen-
tral banks are an integral part of the
ECSB and shall act in accordance
with the guidelines and instructions
of the ECB.

To cnlorce these provisions, the
members of the exccutive board of
the Europcan Central Bank arc o
be appointed for a term of eight
years which is not renewable, and
those of the national central banks
of a governor of a national central
bank be for five years and not rc-
ncwable.

inally, the most mis-
Fguidcd illysion in mon-
etary union is that it will

result in a homogenisation of tiv-
ing standards and welfare provi-
sion across the European Union. In
fuct, the opposite is the case. The
European Union is not made up of
equal partners but of a hierarchy of
<tites with the united Germany at
:~e apex, Untl German unification,
. basis of the cohesion of the Eu-
-r-zan Community was a deal
~-z2hy Germany subsidised the

‘Monetary
union would
lock the
weaker
economies
into a
system
within which
they cannot
compete
with
Germany...
creating
permanently
depressed
regions’

community, with by far the largest
net contribution to EC funds, in
exchange for a system of virtually
fixed exchange rates — the Euro-
pean Exchange Rate Mechanism
(ERM) which prevented competi-
tive devaluations by the wecaker
economies undermining German
eXporis.

This ‘deal’ broke down after
German unification because Ger-
many was strong cnough to dis-
pense with it. Following unification
Germany pursued economic poli-
cies, in particular high interest
rates, gearcd virtually exclusively
to its own domestic concerns —
absorbing east Germany. That
threw the rest of the European Un-
ion into recession and ultimately
destroyed the Exchange Rate
Mcchanism in afl but name. The
weaker economies were forced 1o
carry out large devaluations in or-
der to avoid an cven decper reces-
sion. Between 1991 and April
1995, the basis of economic growth
in a series of EU states has been a
33.9 per cent devaluation by Italy,
25 per cent by Greece, 22.8 per cent
by Sweden, 22.1 per cent by Spain,
15.6 per cent by Britain, 12.6 per
cent by Finland, 6.2 per cent by
Portugal and 3.5 per cent by Irc-
land. These devaluations have se-
verely affected French and Ger-
many industry whose currencies ap-
preciated over the same period by
10.4 per cent and 13.4 per cent re-
spectively.

That is why French and Ger-
many industrialists are uncompro-
mising in their demands both for
menctary union and for a mecha-
nism to cnsure that currencics
which do not take part are pre-
vented from continuing o devalue
against the single currency.

The terms of thc Maastricht
Treaty codify the new rclationship
of forces between Germany and the
rest of the EU by ensuring, on the
one hand, that devaluations against
the D-mark are ruled out, while, on
the other hand, German subsidies
to the weaker EU cconomies are cut
by the convergence critcria on pub-
lic debt.

France and Germany also pro-
posc that the exchange rates of
states outside the single currency
arc pegged against it in a new ver-
sion of the Exchange Rate Meccha-
nism. France is demanding that
European Union structural funds be
paid in national currencics so that
their valuc would be reduced by
devaluation. French industrialists
have gone further by calling for
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trade sanctions against devaluing
states — a step which would destroy
the European Union’s single mar-
ket.

Thus, monetary union would
lock the wcaker EU economies
into a system within which they
cannot compete with Germany at
existing exchange rates, cannot
fund the social outlays which the
resulting higher unemployment
will pose, and thercfore have to
dismantlc their welfare states
even further — creating perma-
nently depressed regions and en-
lire countrics and enormous po-
litical tensions.

At the same time, it would cre-
ate a split within the European Un-
ion between the ‘ins’ and the ‘outs’
with the threat that the Union itself
might break up under the strain of
the ensuing tensions — which are
constantly exacerbated by the ex-
ternal pressure of Japan and the
United States.

his entire course should be

opposed, not because it in-

fringes British sovercignty,
which ceased being progressive
more than 300 years ago, but be-
cause it is the most significant at-
tack on the living standards of the
west European working class since
the second world war. The Euro-
pean workers movement should re-
ject both the assault on the welfare
state codificd in the Treaty of
Maastricht, and, the equally reac-
tionary ‘national’ projects for de-
feating the working class by such
forces as the Tory Euro-sceptic
right or the French Gaullist right.
The Treaty of Maastricht is an at-
tack on the entire working class of
Europe. Its defeat requires, not sub-
ordination to any section of capi-
tal, whether ‘national’ or ‘Euro-
pean’, but an independent and in-
ternational solidarity of the work-
ing class movement in defence of
the welfare state.

European capital is organising
to contain and defeat such work-
ing class resistance not merely on
the level of individual states, but
that of the European Union as
whole. It is at that level too, that
working class opposition to
Maastricht should be organised,
including by understanding that
every blow struck in defence of
the welfare state by the workers
of France or Germany, will make
a difference to the living stand-
ards of the entirc European work-
ing class.

By Geoffrey Owen
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The left and European

Monetary Union

The social explosion in France at the end of last year, and the new wave of
cuts in public spending planned in Germany, France, Spain, Belgium and
other states, show the contradictions in which those on the left who
supported the Treaty of Maastricht now find themselves. They endorse the
very agreement which is co-ordinating the attacks on the welfare state on a
European Union wide level and, in doing so, place themselves on a
collision course with every section of the European labour movement

acting to defend the welfare state.

ithin the labour move-
ment, the most sophisti-
caled arguments in sup-

port of European Monetary Union
stress, quite correctly, that the in-
ternational character of the produc-
tive forces (globalisation) requires
an international strategy of the
working class, that neither ‘capital-
ism in onc country’ nor ‘socialism
in on¢ country’ provide a workable
strategy in the context of the capi-
talist world market. As Perry
Anderson puts it: ‘Purely national
stralegics are vanishing for every
part of the political spectrum.’
Anderson points out that, over the
last two decades, the labour move-
ment has lagged far behind capital
in the necessary international or-
ganisation of forces: ‘The new re-
ality is a massive asymmetry be-
tween the international mobility
and organisation of capital, and the
dispersal and scgmentation of la-
bour, that has no historical prec-
edent. The globalisation of capital-
ism has not drawn the resistances
to it together, but scattered and out-
flanked them... the future belongs
to the set of forces that are overtak-
ing the nation-state. So far they
have been captured or driven by
capital — as in the past fifty ycars,
internationalism has changed sides.
So long as the left fails to win back
the initiative here, the current sys-
tem will be secure.”!

Indeed, the greatest strength of
capitalism since the end of the post-
war boom has been its ability to
continue to hold together an inter-
national capitalist system in condi-
tions of increased inter-imperialist
competition. This contrasts with the
period of breakdown of the world

capitalist market betwecn 1914 and
1945, but it is extremely fragile —
depending upon other capitalist
powers tolerating enormous out-
flows of capital into the United
States, the lynchpin of this system.
This capital outflow has amounted
to $1 trillion since 1980.

The moves towards regional
blocs in Europe, East Asia and
North Amcrica are signs of increas-
ing strain in this world capitalist
system. They indicate that, left to
itscll — that is were the working
class to acquicsce in it — the at-
icmpt to recreate the pre-1914 sys-
tem of impertalism will ultimately
lead to a new outbreak of inter-im-
perialist conflict and blood-letting
on a still greater scalc than that from
1914 10 1945. This is becausc, while
capitalism creates a world cconomy
and division of Iabour, capitalist po-
litical power resides in individual
states. Whilc thcse may agree to
divide up their influence in the
world, such ‘agreements’ are on the
basis on relative strength and, as
relative strength changes, the divi-
sion of the world must be reorgan-
ised toreflect thosc changes — gen-
erally with extreme violence.

The way out of this contradic-
tion, which produccd the inter-im-
perialist wars of the twentieth cen-
tury, is represented in the existence
of an international class — the pro-
letariat, whosc intcrcsts arc inter-
national. The cxtraordinary genius
of Marx was to understand and
point this out 150 years ago. The
international extension of the social
division of labour in the capitalist
world market and the purely na-
tional political framework of the
bourgeois nation-statc constitutces
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onc of the fundamental contradic-
tions of capitalism. As the Commu-
nist Manifesio explained: ‘Modern
industry has established the world
markct” and that ‘Thc need of a
constantly cxpanding market for its
producls chases the bourgeoisic
over the whole surface of the globe.
It must ncstle everywhere, seutle
cverywhere, establish connections
cverywhere.”? Marx’s analysis has
stood the test of time because it so
accurately understood the reality of
the dynamic of capitalist economic
relations.

Thus thc most famous call of
Marx and Engels in the Communist
Manifesto — Workers of the World
Unilc’ — was not a {light of rhelo-
ric, but cxpressed the malterial re-
ality of the prolctariat: an intcrna-
tional class in the emerging world
captlalist cconomy.

Or as Trotsky expressed the
samc point: ‘Internationalism is not
an abstract principle but the cxpres-
sion of an cconomic fact. Just as
libcralism was pational, o social-
ism is inlcrnational. Starting from
the worldwide division of labour,
the task of socialism is to carry the
international cxchange of goods
and scrvices Lo its highest devel-
opment.™

It was on this basis — a recog-
nition of what the working class is
— that Marxists, starting with
Marx, not only stood for, but very
practically created, simultancously
international, as well as national,
political organisations of the work-
ing class. Thus Marx and Engels
created the First international in
1864, Engels and Elcanor Marx
helped 1o create the Second Inter-
national in 1889, Lenin, Trotsky
and Luxcmburg the Third Intcrna-
tional in 1919 and Trotsky the
Fourth International in 1938, What-
over the subsequent (ate of cach of
the organisations, they expressed in
their creation the atiempt to bring
the political consciousness and or-
vanisation of the working class into
fine with its world existence. For
Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky,
Rosa Luxcmbourg and Elcanor
Marx, delence of the interests of the
working class was inconccivable on
£ purely national basis.

This reality was brought home
with immense force by the world
wars of the twenticth century. As
Trotsky, {or example, explained:
‘On August4, 1914, the death knell
sounded tor national programs for
all time. The revolutionary party of
the proletariat can base itsell only
upon an international program cor-

‘Marxists,
starting with
Marx, not
only stood
for, but very
practically
created,
simultan-
ecusly
international
as well as
national,
political
organis-
ations of the
working
class’

responding to the character of the
present epoch, the epoch of the high-
est development and collapse of
capitalism. An international com-
munist program is in no case the
sum total of national programs or
an amalgam of their common fea-
tures. The international program
must proceed directly {rom an
analysis of the conditions and ten-
dencies of world economy and of the
world political system taken as a
whole in all its connections and con-
tradictions, that is, with the mutu-
ally antagonistic interdependence of
its scparate parts. In the present ep-
och, to a much larger extent than in
the past, the national orientation of
the proletariat must and can flow
only from a world orientation and
not vice versa. Herein lics the basic
and primary difference between
cominunist internationalism and ali
varieties of national socialism.”

It is because, Trotsky argued,
‘Imperialism links up incomparably
more rapidly and more deeply the
individual national and continental
units into a single catity, bringing
them into the closest and most vital
dependence upon cach other’, that
‘A programme of the intcrnational
party of the proletariat can be built
only if world economy, which domi-
natcs its scparate parts, is taken as
the point of departure.”

he attempt Lo revert Lo a na-

tional perspective for so-

cialist stratcgy was an ex-
pression of the degeneration of the
socialist movement. It was the ba-
sis on which the parties of the Sec-
ond International subordinated the
intcrnational interests of the work-
ing class to their own imperialist
bourgcoisics in the carnage of the
First World War, Justas national so-
cialism destroyed the Second Inter-
national, so too the Comintern lost
its reason for existence and was po-
litically destroycd and then organi-
sationally dissolved on the basis of
Stalin’s strategy of socialism in one
country.

In the samc way, loday the so-
cialist alternative to thc Europcan
Union’s plans 1o dismantle the wel-
farc statc is not to be found among
those who arguc from the point of
view of defence of ‘British sover-
eignty’. This amounts to a proposal
to subordinate the labour movement
to British capital. The Campaign
Against Euro Federatism, for exam-
ple, advocaies a bloc with the Tory
Euro-sceptics and anti-European
sections of capital against the EU.
The formerly Maoist CPB (ML)
takes this argument to its logical
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conclusion and opposes thc EU on
this basis because: ‘Britain is today,
and has been for ncarly a thousand
years, a sovercign country...no for-
eign power has held sway here’.
Therefore “To assert and fight for
the sovercignty of Britain should be
as natural to workers as joining a
trade union.’®

In rcality, Britain has not been a
‘national’ state for morc than 300
years. The sovercignty for which
the Tory Eurosceptics, for example,
hanker is that of a rapacious impe-
rialist power, which until 1914 was
dominant in the world and whose
sovereignty was a prison for hun-
dreds of millions of colonial sub-
jects. Latterly, since 1945, these
global pretensions were maintained
through a junior partncrship with
the US. Any attempt (0 rcconstruct
such ‘British sovereignty’ is a rc-
actionary dcad cnd.

This approach would, therefore,
align the labour movement with
sections of British capital that arc
no less anti-working class than
those who see the way forward as
part of Europcan capitalist intcgra-
tion. Furthermore, thosc advocating
this coursec would split the British
labour movement from iis rcal al-
lics, those {ighting the introduction
of capitalism into Russia, against
imperialism in the “Third World’
and thosc defending thc welfare
state in western Europe.

In opposition to an cconomic
and political strategy beginning at
the national level — that of social-
1sm in one country Trotsky c¢x-
plaincd: ‘The completion of the so-
cialist revolution within national
limits is unthinkable. One of the
basic reasons {or the crisis in bour-
geois socicty is the fact that the pro-
ductive forces created by it can no
longer be reconciled with the frame-
work of the national state. From this
follow, on the one hand, imperial-
ist wars, on the other, the utopia of
a bourgeois United States of Eu-
rope. The socialist revolution be-
gins on the national arena, it unfolds
on the international arena, and is
compleied on the world arena.
Thus, the socialist revolution be-
comes a permancnt revolution in a
newer and broader sense of the
word; it attains completion only in
the final victory of the new society
on our entire planct.”

To reinstate this fundamcatalty
international character of socialist
strategy is both to return to the clas-
sical positions of Marxism and,
more importantly, corresponds 10
the intcrnational character of the
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capitalist cconomy.

owever, o reaffirm that

the only framcwork for

socialist strategy is an in-
ternational onc is not the end of the
maticr. The working class has 10
develop and fight for its own inter-
national perspective, not subordi-
nate itscll to either the national or
international perspectives of any
scction of capital. Socialists arc not
ncutral or supportive of the inter-
national projects of capital. For ex-
ample, no socialist could support
Hitler’s plan for a ‘new world or-
der” after 1933 or Bush’s plan for a
‘new world order’ after 1989.

Nonetheless much of the labour
movement’s approach to the Euro-
pean Union moves directly (rom
the, correct, premise that it is ncc-
essary to start from an international
perspective to the, false, conclus-
ion that this requires acceptance of
the European Union and the Maas-
tricht Treaty.

The European Union is an or-
ganisation of international capital,
formed, first, 10 rebuild capital in
Europe after World War Il and, sec-
ond, since the mid-1970s, to
strengthen European capital to com-
pele against its capitalist rivals, par-
ticularly the United Statcs and Ja-
pan. Even so, this economic com-
petition is conducted within a stra-
tegic framework set by the US —
expressed, for cxample, in NATO.

The vicw of European social
democracy that the labour move-
ment must support the intcrnational
projects of European big capital —
such as the Europcan Union — in
order that European capital can
compete more successlully against
the US and Japan, is mercly the
transfcr of social democracy’s sub-
ordination to its ‘own’ national
bourgeoisic onto a ‘Europcan’
lcvel. The TUC puts this very
clearly: ‘There has been an cmerg-
ing view in British unions that the
futurc of UK jobs and prosperity
depends on the European Union
competinyg cffectively in world
markcts.™®

The problem with this is that the
only way for European capital 10
climinate the relative weaknesses it
faces vis a vis Japan and the United
States is through crushing blows
against the working class and petty-
bourgcoisie in Europe. Capital in
Europe faces four key disadvan-
tages relative to the US and Japan:
the fragmentation of the Europe
into a serics of small states with cor-
respondingly smalter scales of pro-
duction and of markets; the strength

of the labour movement in the form
of the trade unions, mass social
democratic and communist parties;
the existence of the welfare state;

the existence of a comparativcly g
weighty petty-bourgeoisic and thc

resulting lower level of productiv-
ity in agriculturc and services. The
Maastricht Trcaty sceks to over-
comge these ‘disadvantages’ by start-
ing to eliminate the west European
welfare state.

Ignoring this reality, Europcan
social demacracy has come forward
today as the most explicit support-
crs of the Treaty of Maastricht, pos-
ing themselves as better ablc to pur-
suc these goals than the more na-
tionally oricnled capitalist parties.
Thus, as crisis-ridden European
national capitals no longer provided
an adequale basis [or a soctal demo-
cratic perspective afier World War
I, it moved first to support US im-
perialism, and then, with the rela-
tive decline of the US, to support
the Europcan Union.

In 1914 (he social democralic
currents in Europe subordi-nated
themscelves to their national bour-
geoisics in World War I, thus de-
stroying the Second International.
From the 1920s to the 1950s Euro-
pean social-democracy oricntated
itsclf 10 US imperialism — as the
only capitalist class capable of
funding capitalist reform in Europe.
This political orientation of social
democracy reflected the shifts in
power between different sections of
the international bourgeoisie. Fol-
lowing the 1914-18 war Europcan
capitalism was incapablc of regain-
ing political or cconomic stability
without massive support from US
capital. Alter World War 1I facing
an even worse balance of forcces,
again huge US intcrvention was
nccessary to siabilise capitalism in
western Europe. The US both
militarily saved westem Europe at
the end of the war —without it the
USSR would have crushed Nazi
Germany and capitalism in Europe
would have been deswroyed — and
then rchbuilt western Europe eco-
pomically through Marshall Aid
and massive US capital investment.

The post-war structure of Eu-
ropc, with capitalism dependent on
US support and the dominance of
the USSR in castern Europe was the
material basis of, on the onc hand,
pro-American, Atlanticist currents
within social democracy as well as,
on the other hand, strong pro-So-
viet currents in the labour move-
ment.

It was the change in the interna-
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tional rolc ol thc United States in
relation to Europe from the caris
1970s, after the watershed of Viet-
nam — moving from aiding wes-
ern European capital to strikir;
blows against thc west European
cconomies — that precipitated
change in the political stance .
Europcan social democracy. aw -
from looking 1o US capital as :
source of reforms and towards look-
ing 10 Europcan big capital.

y the end of the 1970
Atlanticism was on the
retreat in the west Euro-

pean labour movement and
Eurosocialism in the ascendant. The
material basis of Euro-socialism
was the role of West Germany as
the main pay master of the EU and
the main source of the capital which
flowed into southern Europe after
Spain, Portugal and Greece joincd
the union.

Over 10 years Euro-socialism
rosc to dominance, particularly in
southern Europe, which benefited
from a rcal redistribution of re-
sources within the EU.

German reunification, however,
marked not just the collapsc of the
regimes in Eastern Europe, but also
the death kncll of Euro-socialism.
For capital, the creation of the wel-
fare statc in west Europe after
World War Two had been a con-
cession madc necessary by a rela-
tionship of class forces which made
the advance of socialism {rom cast
to west a real threat. With the re-
introduction of capitalism into East-
em Europe, the hreal of socialism
receded and with it the necessity of
the welfare state. Virtually simul-
taneous with German rcunification,
therefore came the first steps to
eliminatc the welfare state, codified
in the Treaty of Maastricht.

Europcan social democracy
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found itself acting as the main po-
litical backers of a project which no
longer gave rcformist concessions,
but, on the contrary, proposced 1o
dismantlc the most important re-
form won by the West European
working class in the last 50 years
— the welfare state. Thus German
unilication and the Maastricht
Treaty also inaugurated the decline
of Euro-socialism with the Italian,
French and Spanish socialists one
by one ejected from office.

Tony Blair represents a last gasp
of Euro-socialism, made possible
by the fact that John Major presided
over the first atiempt to take Brit-
ain into thc European Monctary
System and continues to pay the
clectoral pricc for the recession
deepencd by it. Blair’s sole eco-
nomic strategy is 10 participate in
EMU. But the political reality since
Britain’s ¢jcction from the ERM, is
that he darc not openly fight for this
for fcar of losing the general elec-
ton.

Thus the Labour Party lcadership
supports monetary union while re-
serving judgement on when Britain
should participate — cssentially be-
cause of fear of the electoral con-
SCQUCNCES.

The basic position of the Blair
tcam on monclary union and
Maastricht are spelt out in The Blair
Revolution by Peter Mandelson and
Roger Liddle. They support a sin-
gle currency under the terms of
Maastricht, the independent Euro-
pean central bank — which would
remove key areas of economic
policy from parliamentary control
in cach statec and on a European
lovel — and oppose any extension
ol the powers of the Europcean Par-

‘The most
ridiculous
argument for
EMU is that
it is
necessary to
avoid the
conditions
which gave
rise to fascist
movements’

liament over the Commission.
Mandelson says that if the Eastern
European states are allowed to join
the EU they should have no repre-
sentation on the Commission.

Ironically, given the way in
which the Social Chapter was used
to win TUC and Labour Party sup-
port for Maastricht, Blair now says
British adhesion to the Social Chap-
ter will only be on a ‘realistic time-
table’ for implementing its stand-
ards, agreed with industry to avoid
loss of competitiveness, The shadow
Treasury chief secretary, Andrew
Smith, stated to a meeting of Aus-
trian bankers that non-participation
in EMU could lead to the
‘marginalisation of our economic
voice in the world’®. It is, of course,
inconceivable that siatements such
as these could be made without the
agreement of Blair.

The reason for Blair’s relative
caution on EMU is illustrated by an
opinion poll for the Guardian, pub-
lished on 9 May. Sixty four per cent
opposed a single currency, includ-
ing clear majorities of supporters of
all political parties: 73 per cent of
Conservative, 65 per cent of Liberal
Democrats and 57 per cent of La-
bour.

Even the TUC — the most
enthusiastic body of the
labour movement for the

Maastricht Treaty — is forced in
its report issucd in February this
year, European development and
economic and monetary union
(EMU) to acknowledge that: ‘“The
most serious threat to EMU is that
it becomes identified with uncm-
ployment and recession’. Nonethe-
lcss the TUC argues that whilc the
decision to ‘join EMU would be a
long term dccision, probably irrevo-
cable’, through it ‘Britain would be
tcamed up with the strongest econo-
mies of the EU.’"°

The TUC concludes that Britain
should not miss ‘the opportunity...
to influence events at the hecart of
Europe. This would entail the aim
of joining Germany, France and
other countries in the Premier
League of European integration’. In
support of EMU, the TUC explains
that it will ‘be secking talks with the
CBI, the Bank of England, consum-
ers and others to work towards a
national consensus on these is-
sues’'’. To counter the ‘problem’
that EMU s identified with unem-
ployment and recession — and wel-
fare cuts — the TUC accompanies
its stance with advice to the EU:
‘progress towards it should be ac-
companied by vigorous European
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wide action to promote growth and
employment and to interpret the
convergence criteria over the whole
cycle.'?

Fundamentally, the TUC justi-
fies its support for the Maastricht
Treaty by arguing that: ‘the Euro-
pean trade union movement...has
gencrally seen EMU as a necessary
and legitimate goal in the EU. Un-
derlying the support for EMU is the
conviction that European, as op-
posed to just uncoordinated na-
tional, economic management is
needed. The increasing economic
power of multinational companies
in national economic life, the
power of currency speculators and,
broadly, globalisation, are seen as
weakening the cffectivencss of na-
tional economic decision making.
EMU and a single currency for Eu-
rope are scen as part of the solu-
tion.” In other words, the labour
movement must subordinate itself
to big European capital and aid it
in its competitive struggle with the
United States and Japan, even
though that means removing those
social provisions which distinguish
western Europe from its rivals. This
contradiction will become more
and more explosive for the TUC,

The most ridiculous argument in
the document is that EMU is nec-
essary to avoid ‘those economic
and social conditions that gave rise
to fascist movements, which fed on
unemployment, fear, insecurity and
racism’**. On the contrary, it is the
18 million unemployed in the EU
and the sustained attack on the wel-
fare state which provide the mate-
rial basis for the rise of racism.
Maastricht will make this worse not
better. Indeed, the fact that the ma-
jority leadership of the west Euro-
pean trade unions and social demo-
cratic parties support a process
which is impoverishing tens of mil-
lions of European workers, {arm-
ers and shopkeepers s the single
most important political factor al-
lowing the extreme right to ad-
vance.

The TUC’s perspective emerged
cven more bluntly in the course of
evidencc presented o the House of
Commons Trcasury Committee in
April. John Monks explained that
the TUC saw ‘lots of dangers in
being left outside a single cur-
rency’. In response to Monks’ view
that there was room for flexibility
and economic expansion within the
Maastricht criteria Committee
member Diane Abbott said: ‘Ger-
man political opinion and, in par-
ticular, the Bundesbank is quite
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adamant they will not tolerate sof-
tening of the criteria and it has been
put to us not just on this visit to
Germany but on other visits that if
Gemman public opinion believed for
a second that the existing criteria
were going to be softcned then pub-
tic support for EMU in Germany
would drain away. So people can
make noises and communiqués un-
til they are blue in the face but the
harsh rcality is that those are the
criteria you arc working with, they
arc not going to be softened.’

In the Hansard record, the gen-
eral secretary of the TUC then made
the point: ‘what arc the conse-
quences of not being in if it gocs
ahcad’. Dianc Abbott responded:
‘Germany has the highest uncm-
ployment since the war, for all of
its low interest rates and price sta-
bility. I understand the politicat ar-
guments for European integration.
I am a politician. But arc you tell-
ing me, as gencral scerctary of the
TUC, that you think mass uncm-
ployment is a price worth paying
for European integration.” John
Monks replied: ‘No’.

Various rcflections of the TUC’s
view that the EU providcs a routc
Lo respond to increasing ‘global-
isation’ of capitatist production cx-
iston the left. Typical is that of the
pro-EU Workers Liberty magazine,
which argues that since capitalism
is everywhere and always attacking
the working class, Maastricht is ir-
rcievant. Workers Liberty write:
‘The Maastricht criteria involve
cuts in social spending, but no al-
icn force imposed those cuts on the
vartous Europcan Union govern-
ments. They wrote thosc cuts into
a treaty because they all alrcady
wanted 1o impose them.”™ Yet
Workers Liberty call for abstaining
in any referendum on EMU.

Another pro-Maastricht view is
expressed by Tom Sibley who ar-
gues in the fslip Newsletter that it
1s possibic to meet the Maastricht
criteria by ‘increasing taxation on
the rich and profits, by reducing de-
fence cxpenditure, and by expand-
ing demand, including social ex-
penditure and activity 1n the
cconomy’ and that the criteria are
‘agnostic about levels of public cx-
penditure’. Theorctically this may
be true, but the wholc Treaty is an-
gled in the opposite dircction of
cutting public spending, with the
cvidence clear in the assault on the
welfare state taking place across
Europe today.

But, argues Sibley, could Euro-
pcan governments ‘really resist a

concerted mass campaign across
Europe for full cmployment? And
would not such a campaign per-
suade a timid Labour leadership in
Britain to work for radical change
at home and in Europe?’*¢ However,
what Sibley does not recognise is
that the prerequisite for such a cam-
paign would be rejection of the
Maastricht Trealy because it is a
monetarist assault on the welfare
state aimed at radically shifting the
balancc of forces between capital
and labour. Such an analysis would
lcad the labour movement (o strug-
gle to prevent Maastricht proceed-
ing, and would understand that
those who had been unable to pre-
vent such a defeat being imposcd
would not be in a very strong posi-
lion 1o reverse its impact.
crry Anderson, former
Pcdilor of New Left Re-
view, is the most sophis-
ticated cxample of a second broad
current in the labour movement,
those who harbour no such confu-
sions as 1o the anti-working class
naturc of the process of capitalist
integration embodicd in the
Maastricht Treaty, but reserve
judgement about what attitude
should be taken 1o it because they
belicve the EU simuttancously em-
bodics a potentially progressive dy-
namic, that of a democratic fcderal
Europe capable of funding a social
democratic consensus.

Thus Anderson explains in an
article in the London Review of
Books that: “The corc of the Treaty
is thc commitment on the part of
all member states save Britain and
Dcnmark 1o introduce a single cur-
rency, under the authority of a sin-
gle central bank, by 1999. This
means an irreversible move of the
EU towards rcal federation. With
it, national governments will lost
the right both to issue money and
to alter cxchange ratcs, and will
only be ablc to vary rates of inter-
est and public borrowing within
very narrow limits, on pain of hcavy
fincs from the Commission if they
break ccntral bank dircctives....
Europcan monclary union spells the
end of the most important attributes
of national cconomic sover-
eignty.'"

Anderson correctly connects the
Maastricht Treaty to the collapse of
the rcgimes in easicrn Europe and
German unification: ‘In reverse or-
der, it was the collapse of Commu-
nism that allowed the reunification

of Germany that precipitated the

Treaty of Maastricht.’
Anderson, however, considers
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‘Perry
Anderson is
the most
sophisticated
example of
the current
who harbour
no ilfusions
in the
Maastricht
Treaty but
believe the
EU simultan-
eously
embodies a
potentially
progressive
dynamic'’

that: *The outcome of these proc-
esses obey no single logic. More
than this: to a greater extent that in
any previous phase of European in-
tegration, the impact of cach is quilc
uncertain.’

Yet Anderson then underlines
his view on the anti-wclfare char-
acter of the Maastricht Treaty: ‘In
a sysicm of the kind envisaged at
Maastricht, national macro-eco-
nomic policy becomes a thing of the
past: all that rcmains to member
slalcs are distributive options on —
nccessarily reduced — cxpendi-
tures within balanced budgets, at
competitive levels of taxation. The
historic commitments of both so-
cial and Christian dcmocracy to {ull
employment and traditional welfare
services, already scaled down or cut
back, would ccasc 1o have any fur-
ther institutional purchase, This is
a revolutionary prospect. The sin-
gle obligation of the projected Eu-
ropean Central Bank, more restric-
tive even than the charter of the
Federal Rescrve, is the maintenance
of price stability. The protective and
regulative {functions of existing na-
tional states will be dismantied,
leaving sound money as the sole
rcgulator, as in the classical liberal
model of the epoch before Keynes.

‘The new clement — namcly Lhe
supranational character of the future
monelary authority — would serve
to reinforce such a historical rever-
sion: elevated higher above nation.::
clectorates than its predecessors, 1.
will be more immune [rom popular
pressures. Put simply, a federal Eu-
rope in this sense would not mean
- as Conscervalives in this country
{car — a super state, but /ess slate.”

Furthermore, the European insti-
tutions which are being created 1o
administer the monctary union arc
voided of dcmocratic content. As
Anderson puts it, the European
Commission, which has the sole
right 10 initiate legislation and ad-
ministers the EU’s budget, 1s a
‘body composed of 23 functionar-
ies, headed by a President enjoying
a salary considerably highcr than
that of the occupant of the White
House’. In a review of the historian
Alan Milward’s works on Europe
Andcrson rebukes as ‘quite no-
tional” Milward’s idea that Euro-
pean capitalist intcgration had some
democratic foundations, pointing
out that ‘At no point until — os-
tensibly — the British referendum
of 1975, was there any real popular
participation in thc movement to-
wards Europcan unity.’

Thesc obscrvations by Anderson
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ar¢ accurate. They should imply a
root and branch struggle on an in-
ternational level against the Trealy
ol Maastricht. But this is not
Andcrson’s political conclusion.
Returning o his vicw that the out-
come of the ‘interconnected’
changes of the collapsc of the re-
gimes in Eastern Europe, German
unilication and the Maastricht
Treaty ‘obcy no single logic’, he
argues: ‘Preciscly the extremity of
this prospect, however, poscs the
gucstion of whether in practice it
might not unleash the contrary
logic. Confronted with the drastic
conscqucnces of dismantling previ-
ous social controls on cconomic
transactions at the national level,
woulkd there not soon — or cven be-
[orchand — be overwhelming pres-
sur¢ ‘to rcinstitute them  at
supranational level? That is, 1o cre-
atc a Europcan political authority
capable of re-regulating what the
single currency and single minded
bank have deregulaied, to avoid an
otherwise scemingly inevitable po-
larisation of regions and classes
within the Union? Could this have
heen the hidden gamble of Jacques
Dclors, anthor of the plan for mon-
clary union, yct a politician whosc
wholc previous carcer Suggests a
commitment 10 a Catholic version
ol social-demogcratic values, and
suspicion of cconomic liberalism?’

This analysis begs the basic
question posed Lo the labour move-
ment by the Maastricht Treaty
namecly — shouldn’t it uniic 10 op-
posc a Treaty designed o disman-
tlc the welfare state? Anderson
never answers this question ¢learly.

On the contrary, he says that
Maastricht could provoke over-
whelming pressure to create a Eu-
ropean political authority capablc
of rcgulating the financial markcts
and avoiding a polarisation of re-
gions and classcs in the EU, and
therefore implics it should be sup-
ported.

Anderson cites the head of the
Europcan Monctary Institute,
Alexandre Lamlalussy, saying that
if monctary union was to work a
common fiscal policy would be cs-
sential. From this Anderson asks:
‘Given, however, that budgets re-
main the central background of do-
mestic politics, how can there be
liscal co-ordination without clec-
toral determination? The clection
of & system of governmental insti-
tutions would not be possible with-
out ‘a genuine supranational de-
mocracy, ecmbodying for the {irst
time a rcal popular sovereignty in a

truly effective and accountable Eu-
ropean Parliament. It is enough 1o
spell out this condition to see how
unprepared either official discourse
or public opinion in the member
states is for the scale of the choices
before them.’

He moves on to suggest that if
the pressurc towards enlargement of
the EU were to render its current
institutional structure dysfunc-
tional, might then ‘not widening in-
cvitably mcan loosening?’. That is:
“The morc states enter the Union,
the greater the discrepancy between
population and representation in the
Council of Ministers will tend to be,
as large countrics are increasingly
outnumbered by smaller oncs, and
the weaker overall decisional ca-
pacity will become. The result
could paradoxically be the oppositc
of the British expectation: not a di-
lution, but a concentration of fed-
cral power in a new constitutional
scttlement, in which national vot-
ing weights are redistributed and
majority decisions become normal.
The problem of scale, tn other
words, might force just the cutting
of (he institutional knot the propo-
nents of a loose [ree-trade area seck
10 avoid.’

Is this scenario realistic? MEP
Alex Smith argucs, on the contrary,
that the ‘move of massive propor-
tions’ embodicd in the Maastricht
Treaty, which goes right to the heart
of democracy itself ‘combined with
the fact that nonc of the cconomic
conditions for the achicvement of
monelary union exist’, poses the in-
ability to mect the goal of a single
currency. He concludes: “If the eco-
nomics do not deliver, the politics
of convergence will also fail —
with a pricc which may well be
catastrophic.”®

Onc docs not have to agree with
this aliernative scenario 1o see the
flaw in Anderson’s logic. If one be-
licves that Maastricht will mean
that full employment and the wel-
farc state will ‘cease 1o have any
further institutional purchase’ is not
the logical conclusion not to sim-
ply rely on the hope that the result
will be “overwhclming pressure to
reinstitutc them at supranational
level’, but to vigorously oppose the
Treaty?

Anderson’s fundamentally cor-
rect international starting point
should, more correctly, lead to the
conclusion that successful working
class struggic 1o defeat Maastricht
on a European level is far morc
likely 10 lcad 1o progressive ad-
vance.
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‘The EU is
an explicitly
anti-
democratic
organisation
oriented to
strengthening
European
big capital at
the expense
of the
working
class and
petty-
bourgeoisie '

his leads us to the third

broad current, those who
understand both the need

for an international framework but
also that the Treaty of Maastricht
is a means of radicaily restricting
democracy in order to dismantle the
welfare state and alter the balance
of class forces in favour of capital.

This view is gaining ground. It
is starting to cut into the ‘Euro-
Keynesianism’ middle ground of
those who hoped that EMU would
bring German living standards to
Britain. This is reflected for exam-
ple, in a confused way, in a recent
survey of Labour MPs.

While 90 per cent of MPs and
93 per cent of MEPs, for example,
disagreed or strongly disagreed with
the statement ‘Britain should with-
draw from the European Union’ and
a [urther 88 per cent of MPs and 86
per cent of MEPs agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement ‘the
globalisation of economic activity
makes EU membership more, rather
than less necessary for the UK’, 78
per cent of MPs and 64 per cent of
MEPs also agreed that: “The UK
should not seek to meet the EMU
convergence criteria if the result is
incrcased uncmployment in Brit-
ain’.

Fifty per cent of MPs (although
only 28 per cent of MEPs) agreed
with the statement ‘There should be
a national referendum before the
UK enters a single currency’.

The survey also showed large
majorities of Labour MPs in favour
of the European parliament having
greater powers and against the view
that the Council of Ministers should
be the EU’s supremc institution.”

Similarly, John Edmonds com-
mented at the Guardian’s conlcr-
ence on 2 December last year that
Britain would facc an ‘industrial
disaster” if it signed up for the sin-
gle European currency before the
economy was strong enough 1o sus-
tain a link with the German mark.®

What this body of opinion has
pot yet grasped is that the Maastrich
Treaty is designed 10 make ‘Euro-
Kcynesian® policies impossible.
Maastricht is an cxamplce of what
Ken Livingstone recently called the
freec market model of political rela-
tions in the global cconomy: ‘The
free market model statcs that no
specifically political institutions are
necessary to organise the globalised
economy. Instead it argues that this
will be accomplished by thc mar-
ket. On this model, the role of the
state should be substantially re-
duced, and national economies
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opened o 1nternational markcet
forces. This becamc the ‘conven-
tional wisdom’ of the early 1990s
— promoted globally by the Inter-
pational Monctary Fund, in the
United States by Newt Gingrich and
the Republican Party and in Europe
by the Treaty of Maastricht.”

In this way: ‘I the fundamentat
economic decisions arc taken at the
level of the world cconomy, and
national cconomies must simply
correspond to these impcratives,
then national democratic bodies can
no longer take decisions which have
real content. All fundamental social
and political decisions have eco-
nomic consequences so such deci-
sions cannot be opcrational if the
economic framework which deter-
mines them is outside democratic

control. Furthermore, there are no
democratic international institu-
tions through which decisions may
be taken. The frec market model, if
taken to its logical conclusions,
would remove «!l mechanisms of
democratic control over the
cconomy.” Therefore ‘there is not
merely some slight ‘democralic
deficit’ in the Treaty of Maastricht’
it ‘constitutes a sustained attempt
to destroy any possibility of a demo-
cratic model of integration in West-
crn Europe in favour of the ‘frec
market’ one.’

ithin the current which
undcrstands both the
anti-working class and

welfare state character of the
Maastricht Treaty and the need for
an inicrnational framcwork, therc

nonetheless exists the view that the
EU can he the vehicle for reforms
and progress [or the working class
in Europe. The problem is that no
such reformist agenda of any seri-
ousncss is on offer in the EU. On
the contrary, the EU ts specifically
structured (o prevent the Jabour
movement bringing about such
pressurc for rcforms. This is why
the European Parliament’s powers
arc so restricted and why the su-
preme decision-making body is the
unaccountable Commission of 23
lunctionarics. John Edmonds tacitly
acknowledged the dangers of labour
movcement rcliance on the EU
when, at the GMB’s annual confer-
ence, he said: ‘a few years ago, we
thought that we only had to wait and
the European cavalry led by Jacques

{ in the 1920s and
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Delors would come and save us
from the excesses of our wretched
government.” But he added:
‘Delors has gone and the right-wing
barbarians have stepped up their
clforts — unless we arc careful, the
Europcan cavalry might end up
fighting on the wrong side.’”

Or as Roger Berry MP pointed
out in relation (o the idca that a sub-
stantially targer EU budget geared
to reducing regional incqualities as
arcsultof a single currency, the EU
has rulcd out this option.?

That the EU has ruled out an
cgalitarian redistribution of funds
or that Jacques Delors did not de-
fend the British labour movement
against Tory attacks, is not acciden-
tal. The EU is not democratic be-
causc it is oricnted to strengthen-
ing European big capital at the ex-
pense of the working class and
peuy-bourgeoisic. The EU never
has been, and will not become, a
vehicle for international advance of
the labour movement.

This (ramcework of opposition 1o
the EU obviously docs nol mean
that the labour movement should
not usc any opportunitics it offers
1 advance particular interests of
the working class.

For example, this would mcan
supporting a referendum on a sin-
gle currency, because, after the cx-
perience of France at the end of
1995, such a refcrendum would
most likely produce a vole against.
It means judging proposals for re-
form of the EU structurcs on the
basis of whether they help limit
capital’s assault on the wcliare
state. Equally contradictions be-
tween EU law and national law
should be exploited to cextend
democratic rights. On such issucs,
socialists share the struggle, butnot
the illustons, of thosc attempting 10
usc EU institutions 1o strengthen
the position of the working class.

Sccondly, it is vital that a basis
for united action is created, be-
tween, lirstly, those who arc pro-
EU, in varying ways, but against

‘Maastricht
presents the
labour
movement
with the
challenge to
learn to
politically
engage with
the
operation of
the
internationaf
economy,
and develop
a strategy to
defend its
interests on
this level”’

the Maastricht Treaty and, sec-
ondly, that section of the labour
movement which opposcs not only
Maastricht but also the EU (even
where this is wrongly poscd from
the standpoint of British sover-
eignty). Neither of these currents

~ can themselves create a such a ba-

sis for unity — the former will ul-
timately be forced to choose be-
tween the interests of the working
class and the EU, while the latter
between international working
class solidarity and the reactionary
projects of the Tory euro-sceptics.
But both can be united in opposi-
tion to the impact of Maastricht,
Such a united front is a real alter-
native for the labour movement 10
that currently represented in the
lcadership of the TUC and the Blair
lcadership of the Labour Party.
aastricht presents the
labour movement with
the challenge to learn
to politically engage with the op-
cration of the international
cconomy, and develop an eco-
nomic and political strategy to de-
fend its interests on this level. As
Trotsky expressed it, socialists
must understand the {ollowing:
*The productive forces arc incom-
patible with national boundaries.
Hence flow not only foreign trade,
the export of men and capital, the
seizure of territorics, the colonial
policy, and the last imperialist war,
but also the economic impossibil-
ity of a sclf-sufficient socialist so-
ciety. The productive forces of
capitalist countries have long since
brokcn through the national
boundaries, Socialist socicty, how-
ever, can be built only on the most
advanced productive forces...From
Marx on, we have been constantly
repeating that capitalism cannot
cope with the spirit of ncw tech-
nology to which it has given rise
and which tears asunder not only
the integument of bourgcois pri-
vate property rights but, as the war
of 1914 has shown, also the na-
tional hoops of the bourgeois state.

24

Socialism, however, must not only
take over from capitalism the most
highly developed productive forces
but must immediately carry them
onward, raise them to a higher level
and give them a state of develop-
ment such as has been unknown un-
der capitalism.’®

However, the fact that ‘Marxism
takes as its point of departure from
world economy, not as a sum of
national parts but as a mighty and
independent reality which has been
created by the international division
of labour’*, does not mean that so-
cialists can subordinate themselves
to the international political frame-
work of capital.

To use Lenin’s terminology, a
corporate political force accepts the
agenda set by other social forces, a
hegemonic force sets its own politi-
cal agenda. The labour movement
must act as a hegemonic force if it
is to defeat the Treaty of Maastricht.

By Louise Lang
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Trade unions and the mythology
of social partnership

‘A new approach is needed to relationships at work based on the
development of a world class workforce with the skills to produce high
quality, high value added products and services and respond to rapid
technological change. This new approach can best be achieved through a
partnership between employers and trade unions.”

his statement forms the per-
spective of the majority social
democratic leadership of the
west European workers movement
today. It is articulated in Britain by
writers like Will Hutton, in their
drive for a Lib-Lab coalition and is
the centrepiece of the strategy of
“Trades Unions *96’, the initiative
inspired by the Democratic Left,
which aims to reconcile the trade
union movement with the economic
and social policies of Tony Blair.
Socialists cannot simply dismiss
this discourse as timeless class col-
laboration. For the bourgeoisie, the
European Union’s ideology of ‘so-
cial dimension’ constitutes a key
element of its class hegemony in
western Europe today by binding
the majority west European trade
union leaders in to the central stra-
tegic project of big capital — the
Treaty of Maastricht. For the work-
ing class the significance of the ‘so-
cial dimension’ is that unless it
learns how to develop a counter-
strategy the workers movement will
cease to operate as an independent
social force.

The historical evolution of
the ‘social dimension’

Prior to 1914 the rise of imperial-
ism had made possible the co-op-
tion of a section of the workers lead-
ership into the functioning of the
state. This became essential and
generalised in the context of the
First World War.

The carnage of the war and the
rise of a revolutionary opposition,
primarily through the example of
the Russian revolution, threatened
to transform the whole of the work-
ers movement. In the face of this,
and the immediate post-war eco-
nomic slump, the ruling classes in
Europe found themselves socially
isolated.

This isolation of the European
bourgeoisic was overcome by two
interconnected processes. First, the

direct intervention of American
imperialism, the main beneficiary
of the war, to stabilise capitalism
in Europe. Secondly by the will-
ingness of the social democratic
leaderships to assist this stabili-
sation. These two processes found
expression in the 1919 Treaty of
Versailles.

The main aim of the Treaty was
to consolidate the new relations
amongst the imperialist powers.
But there were other aims, the
Treaty established the International
Labour Organisation (ILO). The
ILO was set up as a tripartitc or-
ganisation involving employers,
workers representatives and govern-
ments. The aim was to establish
international labour standards and
reduce class conflict.

A real system was being pro-
moted to resolve the social ques-
tion: ‘Articlc 427 of the Treaty of
Versailles declares the following
“methods and principles” to be of
special and urgent importance:

‘First — The guiding principle
above enunciated that labour should
not be regarded as a commodity or
article of commerce.

*Second — The right of associa-
tion for all lawful purposes by the
employed as well as the employers.

*Third — The payment to the
employed of a wage adequate to
maintain a reasonable standard of
life, as this is understood in their
time and country.

‘Fourth — The adoption of an
8-hour day and of a 48-hour week
as the standard to be aimed at where
it has not already been attained.

‘Fifth —The adoption of a
weekly rest of at least 24 hours,
which should include Sunday wher-
ever practicable.

‘Sixth — The abolition of child
labour and the imposition of such
limitations on the labour of young
persons as shall permit the continu-
ance of their education and ensure
their proper physical development.
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‘Unless it
develops a
counter-
strategy to
the social
dimension
the workers
movement
will cease to
operate as
an
independent
social force’

‘Seventh — The principle that
men and women should receive
equal remuncration for work of
cqual value.

‘Eighth — The standard set by
law in each country with respect to
the conditions of labour should have
due regard to the equitable eco-
nomic treatment of all workers law-
fully resident thercin.

‘Ninth — Each state should
make provisions for a system of in-
spection in which women should
take part, in order to ensure the en-
forcement of the laws and regula-
tions for the protection of the em-
ployed.” ®

Of coursc the actual conditions
of capitalism in the 1920s and
1930s prevented such a programme
being carricd out. But the project
inspircd, for example, the Weimar
Republic’s works councils, and
Whitleyism and Mondism in Brit-
ain.

This first ‘social chapter’ dcfini-
tively feil with the 1929 slump and
the withdrawal of Nazi Germany
from the ILO and League of Na-
tions in 1934. Yet the necessity for
co-option of the workers leadership
remained. Thus we see the endorse-
ment by scctions of the bourgeoi-
sic of the Popular Front policies
espoused by the Communist Parties
(CPs) and Socialist Parties (SPs) in
the late 1930s. At the same time,
in a wholc scries of European coun-
trics the labour codes and laws were
reformed to bind the workers or-
ganisations closer to the function-
ing of the state.

Far from allowing the workers
to achieve security and progress,
however, all that was achieved by
the Popular Front strategy was the
defeats which culminated in the
catastrophe of the Second World
War.

The ‘social dimension’
after 1945

uring, and immediately af-
Dter, the Sccond World War
it was Popular Front type
policies which sccured the loyalty
of the workers to the bourgcois or-

der in western Europe. The defeat
of Germany and the rebuilding of



Socialist Action

EMU CRISIS

the war-ravaged socicties were
equated with a social alliance un-
der the leadership of the *demo-
cratic’ national bourgeoisic.

This involved a series of coali-
tions at the level of national gov-
crnment. Once again the social iso-
lation of the bourgeoisie was over-
come by the twin processes of US
imperialist support and the incor-
poration of the top layer of the
workers movement,

Thus, the French and Italian
Communist Partics participated in
the first post-war governments. The
British Communist Party cam-
paigned for a continuation of the
war-time coalition with the Con-
scrvative Party as opposed to the
creation of an independent Labour
government in 1945,

Further, the Yalta coalition be-
tween the ‘Big Three’ (Roosevelt,
Churchill and Stalin) was given or-
ganisational expression in the work-
ers movement with the establish-
ment of the World Federation of
Trade Unions (WFTU). This in-
volved the American Federation of
Labour (AFL), the Congress of In-
dustrial Organisations (CIO), the
major European federations includ-
ing the TUC, and the Sovict trade
unions.

However, when it came to the
actual rcbuilding of European capi-
talism this grand coalition was un-
desirable to the American and Eu-
ropcan bourgeoisic. Having played
a crucial role in the immediate so-
cial stabilisation of Europe, the CPs
were expelled from government, a
split was organised in the WFTU,
and the cold war was launched
against the Soviet Union.

Recognition of this naked ma-
nipulation of the Europcan labour
movement by US imperialism is
still unpalatable 1o some in the con-
tcmporary labour movement. For
cxample, Dennis McShane writes:
‘pational traditions and, within
them, domestic tensions and priori-
lics in Britain, Germany and France,
stcmming from a common Euro-
pean labour heritage, detcrmined
developments relating (o interna-
tional activity of thc unions after
1945 as much if not more than in-
terstate disagreements or political
and financial intcrventions by the
United States or the Soviet Union.”

This idea that it was some sort
of struggle over ideas which split
the intcrmational fabour movement
is laughable. The people responsi-
blc for splitting the atom over the
Japanese at Hiroshima and Naga-
saki had few reservations about

"The
incorporation
of social
democracy
into the new
political
framework
after World
War |l
required
material
concessions
to the labour
movement'

splitting the trade union movement,
The result was the creation of the
International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions (ICFTU), as a social
democratic split from the WFTU,
and closely linked to the United
States: ‘In its early days the ICFTU
was very much an appendage of the
Marshall Plan. ECA [Economic
Cooperation Agency — the US or-
ganisation sct up to administer
Marshall Aid — ed] labour staff had
observer status at the top-level
ICFTU emergency committee when
Amecrican aid for rearmament and
anti-communists activilies were
being discussed: the Confederation
accepted material help from the US
embassy in Paris in printing litcra-
turc for distribution in the Middle
East — the costs being borne by
cmbassy funds — and at an early
ICFTU Exccutive Board the pres-
ence of ECA officials was so
marked that OSR labour chiefs were
warncd that they risked embarrass-
ing their European union fricnds.’*
he incorporation of the so-
cial democratic parties and
trade union leadership into
the new political framcwork re-
quired material conccssions 1o the
labour movement. This, and espe-
cially the impact of the overturn of
capilalism in castern Europe, moti-
vated the establishment of the wel-
fare state in western Europe. Fund-
ing for this was initially made pos-
sible by the Marshall Plan. Europe
was placed on ‘American rations’
as Trotsky had anticipaicd.
British imperialism, though not
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devastated like most of Europe, was
now totally dependent on the US
for financial support, and military
defence of its empire against ris-
ing anti-colonialism. It therefore
concluded that its strategic interests
could only be served as a junior
partner to the US.

This was the basis in the British
labour movement of a dominance
of ‘Atlanticism’.

In mainland Europe the com-
mon devastation soon prompted the
evolution towards a protected mar-
ket. Marshall Aid made recovery
possible and the US actively pro-
moted the first steps towards a Eu-
ropean Community, then German
rearmament and NATO, as the only
way to stabilise European capital-
ism threatened by a more powerful
non-capitalist state dominant in the
eastern half of the continent.

Initially the bourgeoisie re-
quired the assistance of the work-
crs leadership in this process and
the ICFTU was involved in the es-
tablishment of the Schumann Plan
and the European Community Steel
Committec.

When the European capitalist
economy had been stabilised, the
involvement of the unions became
less of a priority. The European
Economic Community (EEC) was
sct up by the Treaty of Rome in
1955 with no prominence accorded
to the ‘social dimension’, and no
tripartite structures of significance.

However, working class strug-
gles which erupted in France in
1968, and the ‘Hot Autumn” in [taly
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1969, proved a salutary reminder of
the value of integrating the union
bureaucracies. Pompidou and Willy
Brandt began to promote a role for
the unions in the EEC. The Hague
summit of 1969, which promoted
the progression of the EEC from a
custom union towards economic
and monetary union, accepted so-
cial policy as a component neces-
sary to the project. The ICFTU’s
European Regional Organisation
was then incorporated into the
EEC’s Economic and Social Com-
mittee. And the joint standing com-
mittee in Europe of the Italian CGIL
and French CGT was recognised for
consultative purposes by the Euro-
pean Commission.

The consolidation of the
‘social market’ from 1972

‘When the boom began to fall apart,
when the economic integration
within the Common Market was
visibly failing to protect working
and living standards and when a
wave of strikes and wage explosions
swept across Europe, the neo-lib-
eral idea of lasting social progress
and as an automatic consequence of
a free market gave way to the idca
of a ‘social market’. The official
turning point was the declaration by
the Heads of Government in Oclo-
ber 1972, on the eve of the expan-
sion of the Community from Six to
Nine, “that they attribute the same
importance to energetic proceed-
ings in the field of social policy as
to the realisation of the economic
and financial union™?

Of course despite the real turn
in orientation from 1972 the ‘same
importance’ was not accorded to
social policy as to economic policy.
But the bourgeoisie did see the ad-
vantages of a more developed po-
litical attempt to integrate the trade
union leaderships than previously.

During the 1970s efforts to le-
gitimise the social markel were ten-
tative. Some progress was regis-
tered on equal pay/ equal treatment,
and on acquired rights of workers
on transfer of undertakings. Yet
even the feeble proposals for work-
ers participation in the draft Fifth
Directive (1972) and the Vredeling
proposals (1980) on consultation for
employees, failed to be carried by
the European Council,

ith the renewed eco-
nomic crisis of the
1980s, practical sup-

port for the social market proved
even more questionable: ‘Between
1980 and 1989 no new labour law

directives were adopted, with lim-
ited exceptions in respect of equal
treatment and of health and safety.’®

The co-option of the workers
leaderships was far from improv-
ing their bargaining position. On
the contrary, its co-option into the
European ‘ideal’ was weakening
the capacity of the leaderships to
gain concessions. If the competi-
tiveness of the European market
was the basis for social progress
then the priority had to be to re-
store that competitiveness and de-
fer social demands.

The impact within the EU of the
deregulation of the labour market
initiated in Britain by the Torics
further slowed down progress to-
wards the social market.

However, most Europcan gov-
ermmments were not in a position o
go as far as Thatcher, in particular
because they did not have the op-
tion of using oil production to plug
thc balance of payments crises
which would have followed from a
reduction in manufacturing indus-
try on the scale carried out in Brit-
ain. Thus the Single European Act
(entered into law in 1987) proposed
co-option of the trade union bu-
reaucracies, where possible, rather
than direct confrontation.

Article 118B of that Act said:
“The commission shall endeavour
to develop the dialogue between
management and labour at Euro-
pean level which could, if the two
sides consider it desirable, lead o
relations based on agrcement.’

Efforts were made via the Val
Duchesse talks to establish this “so-
cial dialogue’. The European Cen-
tre for Public Enterprises (CEEP),
the European Trade Union Confed-
eration (ETUC) and the Union of
Industries of the EC (UNICE) en-
gaged in years of talks without hav-
ing a major impact upon EU legis-
lation.

The absence of progress was
clear. But the moves to a single in-
ternal market due in 1992 had ob-
vious potential for social conflict.
The Commission, at what proved
to be the high point of the social
dimension, issued the Social Char-
ter and the Action Programme in
1989. This was hailed as a strate-
gic gain by the majority of the
workers leadership: ‘... it is surely
right to welcome the Charter. The
document is in many ways a re-
markable signpost of social
progress... ’

As the TUC put it:  The social
dimension, the Social Charter and
the Action Programme are impor-
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‘Working
class
struggle
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salutary
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the trade
union
bureaucra-
cies’

tant gains for us. But they need to
be put into effect in society and at
the workplace.’®

But this was, in reality, merely
wishful thinking. The EU was in
fact preparing to take advantage of
its stronger position after the re-
introduction of capitalism into east-
ern Europe to begin 10 dismantle the
welfare state in western Europe.
The value of the social dimension
became Lo try to neutralise the
workers movement vis a vis this
project. In consequence, despite the
abundance of words on paper, in-
cluding the social chapter, in the
Maastricht Treaty, actual conces-
sions have been virtually non-ex-
istent: ‘The social chapter was
agreed as part of the Maastricht
treaty at the end of 1991. But so far
it has been used to pass only a sin-
gle picce of Europcan legislation,
the directive of European works
councils.”

‘In all some 300 directives and
regulations have been issued in or-
der o realise the Single Market. The
vast bulk of these are concemned
with commercial and technical mat-
ters. As far as employee rights are
concerned, the new instruments are
either incomplete or wholly ab-
scnt,’'®

The social dimension and
the introduction of new
management practices in
Europe

The real effects of mass unem-
ployment, attacks on welfare
provision and the drive to
‘deregulate the Iabour market’ have
far outweighed the few real meas-
urcs undertaken in the name of the
social chapter. Thus, since the late
1980s, and particularly through the
1990s, the new management prac-
tices (NMP) pioneercd in the US
and Japan havc been introduced into
the EU. Thus the Europcan Com-
mission states: ‘The market for
high-quality products and services
is linked to more open forms of
management and organisation, bet-
ter working conditions, and more
democratic forms of participation,
both in work and in capital. The
technological wheel which led to
mass production and military-
derived modces of management is
turning. The quality of working life
is improving and constitutes a key
component in the quality of life as
a whole.”"

However, even the Europcan
Commission is forced to admit: ‘On
the other hand, the greater flexibil-
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ity required by enterprises is lead-
ing to more insccurity for thosc
who, rather than being in the ‘corc’
workforce, are in the ‘contingent’
labour force which is needed o ad-
just output when demand falls.’"?
In lact, these practices have the
sole aim of stepping up the rate of
exploitation of workers. As such
they are in stark contradiction to the
supposcd aim of the social dimen-
sion. In desperation the European
unions have closcd their eyes to this
fact and insisted that these new
management practices offer new
scope for improving work relations
and the workers position. The TUC,
for examplc, defends the new man-
agement practices in principle,
while deploring their ‘misusc’ by
‘bad’ employers: ‘Somc cmployers
may use HRM (Human Resource
Management) language as a
smokescreen for anti-unionism. If
this is the casc then tradc unions can
only resist such a strategy. How-
cver, if the employer is genuincly
concerned 10 improve the perform-
ance of the cnterprise, is commit-
ted to involving workers in the run-
ning of the company and is sccking
to develop a real partnership with
recognised trade unions then HRM

‘The co-
option of the
workers’
leaderships
into the
European
‘ideal’
weakened
their
capacity to
gain
concessions'

and collective bargaining can work
in harmony. Unions are not opposed
to HRM stratcgics which represent
their collective bargaining rights
and are consistent with the devel-
opment of high quality, well paid
employment,” 3

Assuming that ncw management
practices are a simple ‘ncutral’ evo-
lution of techniques ignores the la-
bour markct models that created
them. Actually the impact of the
new management practices upon
living standards is cxactly the op-
posite of the wishful thinking of the
TUC and others. Even Adair Turner,
the Dircctor General of the Confed-
eration of British Industry admits as
much: ‘we have scen a significant
fall in the sharc of national income
accounted for by wages and salarics
(from 66.5 per cent in 1991 1o 62.5
per cent in 1994). For many people
real earnings after tax may well have
declincd in the past couple of years.
This is a very different scenario
from the significant riscs in real
earnings we saw in previous recov-
erics, and could well confirm that
there has been a fundamental shift
in how your businesscs are making
pay awards.”**

The acceptance of NMP is madc

28

possibic by patterning the new
rhetoric to the social dimension.
Thus the notion of ‘empowerment’
in NMP is taken to mean the in-
volvement of unions. While the
NMP stress on ‘customer first’ is
taken to coincide with the notion
of international compelitiveness, in-
cluding in labour standards. Finally
the system of ‘teamworking’ in
NMP is taken to illustrate the reai-
ity of social partnership in the
workplace.

Such ingenuity deserves betier
objects of attention. The reality is
that total quality management
(TQM), Ican production (LP), just-
in-time (JIT), etc, are significantly
worsening the world of work for
European workers.

To understand the future of these
practices it is necessary to under-
stand the system of labour regula-
tion which spawned them in the US
and Japan.

@ In the US and Japan there is no
cffective welfarc state. Social secu-
rity is therefore largely dependent
upon private provision through in-
surance, or through direct sponsor-
ship by the employer.

® The social weight of the trade
unions is qualitatively lower than
in the EU. This is compounded by
the business unionism of major
trends in the US and Japanese la-
bour movements.

@ In Japan the reformist workers
parties have marginal influence
compared to Europe. In the US no
independent, cven reformist, mass
working class party exists.

@ Labour legislation is qualitatively
weaker than in the EU.

These differences constitute a
fundamentally different model of
labour market regulation than the
national or intcrnational labour
codes of the EU. The US/ Japanese
model laid the basis for the man-
agement-by-stress techniques that
constitute TQM, JIT, etc.

Inside the labour movement new
management practices have created
mayhem. This is entirely due to the
refusal to recognise the need to op-
pose the new acceleration of exploi-
tation. This s the only coherent al-
ternative to the busincss unionism
acceplance of these techniques.

The European bourgeoisie is
now trying to transform its labour
market along Japanese and Ameri-
can lines. The auempt to impose
this new model against the tradi-
tions of welfarism and independent
workers organisation in the EU will
constitute a central terrain of social
conflict not ‘partnership’ over the
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coming years.

Contradictions within the
majority of the labour
movement.

n these circumstances, the myo-

pia of the European TUC, the

British TUC and west European
social democracy is one of the most
important obstacles to effective in-
ternational working class solidarity
in western Europe. It is vital that
the critical minority develops an in-
ternational discussion to promote a
coherent alternative. The core of the
TUC’s case for going along with the
Treaty of Maastricht is that it will
allow British wages and social pro-
vision to be lifted to German lev-
els: ‘As the debate on EMU devel-
ops it will become increasingly
clear that the central issue facing
the British economy is competitive-
ness and in particolar the competi-
tive challenge of Germany. British
workers know that German wages
and German levels of productivity
go together. They are two sides of
the same coin. The challenge for
British industry in the 1990s, in the
context of European integration, is:
how can we match German living
standards and German levels of pro-
ductivity and performance?’*

The TUC’s assumption is that
the effectiveness of the bargaining
positions of German workers de-
pends upon the bargaining institu-

tions and therefore these must be
generalised throughout Europe,
i.e., works councils, co-determina-
tion, supervisory boards, etc. Awk-
ward questions like the strength of
German manufacturing, and levels
of domestic investment are side-
lined.

Today it is clear that the sup-
posed social consensus which is
said to underlie the German bar-
gaining model is breaking up un-
der the weight of EMU. The most
recent attempt to modernise the
consensus, the IG Metall Alliance
for Jobs, has fallen to the force of
Kohl’s insistence on carrying
through DM 70 billion cuts in gov-
emmment spending. The result has
been an upsurge in strikes and dem-
onstrations creating a ‘German
model” that resembles the French
workers struggle against the Juppe
reforms.

However, the majority of Euro-
pean labour leaders are galloping
to position themselves for the ex-
tension of the ‘social dialogue’:
‘our argument is that a social di-
mension to the European Commu-
nity is required to improve coordi-
nation in the European labour mar-
ket. By creating a framework for
Community-wide labour bargain-
ing, by establishing norms and con-
ventions through legislation and
other policy initiatives, it is more
likely that the new embryonic
transnational employment relations

‘The
supposed
social
consensus
which is said
to underlie
the German
bargaining
model is
breaking up
under the
weight of
EMU’

in the EC ul jtantnet SNl Sl o
orderly way’'.'*

As the pre""'e O VI o
plied so there 15 TaE von
mension, no pan T
but an assauliupon 5 - toniE L

oppressed of Europe.

The majority posivon =250 o &
dual fiction. Firsuy. o
ordering of relations betw - e
classes with a fundamernz ', =
monious end-point, whatz+z:
intermediate conflict Se“ PRI
a new European Union wriis -
through its institutional fa~we - o
allow the workers’ organisas 2es o
express their aspirations {or = -
nomic security and social proarsis
European history from Verse 23 &
Maastricht uncovers these fic_ies

The task for marxists Lizs .-
regrouping the workers move =
to finally, and practically, lay 2 resc
such rosy illusions. Coordinated a:-
tion against EMU is clearly the rex:
fight to wage in this battle.

By John Church
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Labour and the new European

racist agenda

The anti-racist movement has to address the prospect that a Labour
government led by Tony Blair, coming to office within the next year, on
present policies, will create the conditions for a resurgence of racism.

he key determinant is La-
T bour’s economic policy where
Blair is committed to an even
more rigorous pursuit of policies to
mect the Maastricht convergence
cqteria for European moncetary un-
1on. The meaning of this economic
soarse is clear: the dismantling of
1ne post-war welfare state, mainte-
nance of high unemployment and a
<=3 altack on wages — in condi-
..>ns where, far from Labour offer-
inz the hope of an alternative, it will
~o implementing such policies.
The significance of such eco-
nomic policies for an escalation of
racism and a resurgence of support
(or the far right is alrcady clear from
the expericnce elsewhere in Europe.
In France the Mitterrand years
produced the dramatic success of Le
Pen’s National Front. Tight mon-
ctary policies to keep France in the
Europcan Exchange Rate Mecha-
nism hit both small business —
which provided the first clectoral
success for Le Pen — and the work-
ing class, the most backward sec-
tions of which also began to vote
for the National Front. At the same
time, support for the Socialist Party

‘The
Schengen
group
formulates
policies
behind
closed
doors for
EU-wide
action to
keep out
immigrants
and asylum-
seekers’

plummeted, bottoming at 16 per
cent.

This electoral disaster for the
Socialists, and rise of Le Pen, was
accompanied by a rising wave of
racist violence, from the desccra-
tion of Jewish cemeteries, to the
racist murders of North African
residents in France.

The response of the Gaullist
right was to call for concessions to
the agenda of the National Front,
and the Socialist government
obliged. Prime Minister Edith
Cresson notoriously announced the
chartering of aircraft to deport ‘il-
lcgal immigrants’. Having playcd
into the hands of the right the So-
cialist Party lost the elections and
the new right wing government
went further, with the introduction
of the 1993 Pasqua laws giving the
police powers to arrest and detain
anyone who cannot produce their
identty papers.

In April the United Nations ap-
pointed a Special Rapporteur o
look at the problem of racism in
France. His damning report con-
cluded that racism was endemic,

was state endorsed through the rac-
ist activities of the police and had
been fanned by all the main politi-
cal parties whipping up racism
through successive immigration
laws.

Similarly in Germany rising un-
employment and attacks on the wel-
fare state, exacerbated by the costs
of German reunification and a gov-
emmental move to restrict sharply
Germany’s previously liberal asy-
lum laws have led o a racist wave
and the rise of neo-Nazi parties. The
growth of fascist parties was cut off
temporarily by a sharp racist turn
by the Christian Democrats, a move
applauded by the SPD.

In Italy the formerly, openly fas-
cist National Alliance, led by
Gianfranco Fini, is becoming the
most coherent national bourgeois
party and is a key component of the
right wing alliance led by Sylvio
Berlusconi.

In Britain, a glimpse of the shape
of things to come under a right wing
Labour government was provided
by the BNP breakthrough in the
Millwall by-election in September
1993.

The racist impact of a Blair gov-
ernment’s economic orientation
would be exacerbated by the con-
text of the racist agenda being for-
mulated within the EU structures
themselves.

Most notoriously, the Schengen
Group formulates policies behind
closed doors which, within the con-
text of bringing down the internal
passport controls for EU nationals
in Europe, have the aim of EU-wide
action to keep out immigrants and
asylum scckers.

The agenda being set by
Schengen is the driving force of
some of the measures that the Tory
government has introduced both in
the Asylum and Immigration Bill
and through ministerial action. Last
summer, Peter Lilley and Michael
Howard announced a ‘voluntary’
system of internal immigration
checks to be carried out by public
seclor employees who would be
given ‘training’ in how to ‘recog-

nise an illegal immigrant’. In the
Asylum and Immigration Bill em-
ployers are forced to carry out such
checks through being made crimi-
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nally liable for the immigration sta-
tus of their employces.

The approach emerging from the
Schengen group is an elaborate sys-
tem of internal identity and other
checks, Rather than the haphazard
system of passport checks at bor-
ders, there will be a new internal
regime of computeriscd cross-ref-
erencing whenever someone enters
the public domain — pays taxes,
claims benefit, is admitted to hos-
pital, is stopped by the police or
goes (o a police station, puts their
name down for council housing and
so on. In May the police announced
they were compiling a database that
would be made available to em-
ployers detailing all past offences.
In the same week the French police
announced that they were compil-
ing a database with details of eth-
nic origin, any information on po-
litical views and so on of evcryone
they dealt with, whether or not they
had committed an offence.

The introduction in France of a
system of internal controls — the
Pasqua laws — has led to a mas-
sive increase in state harassment of
the black communities.

The British government is start-
ing a similar course. This increasc
in state harassment of the black
communities is indicated by black
dcaths in police custody, growing
tension between black communities
and the police, the introduction of
US-style long handled batons and
CS gas, Operation Eagle-Eye last
year, and new police powers in the
Asylum and Immigration Bill.

Alongside this is the intensifica-
tion of a coordinated approach
aimed at limiting the access of asy-
lum seekers to refuge in the Euro-
pean Union.

This has involved the introduc-

tion of measures in cach country
in line with a number of clear prin-
ciples: cstablishing a ‘white list” of
countries from which asylum
claims will be considered prima
facie without foundation, introduc-
ing the ‘safe third country’ princi-
ple as a basis for immediately de-
porting asylum seekers who have
passed through another country on
route to their final destination and
effectively narrowing the 1951 UN
Convention on Refugees to define
it as not applying to those flecing
civil disorder or war but only to
those being individually perse-
cuted.

In the context of the current EU
Inter-Governmental Conference it
is likely that some clements of this
will be brought into the so-called
“first pillar’ of the EU, that is sub-
ject to European Communily insti-
tutions and law.

Alongside the electoral consid-
erations which led the Tory govern-
ment to launch anti-asylum legis-
lation in the run-up to the general
election, the chief motivation for
the new law was further ‘harmoni-
sation’ of British asylum law with
the rest of the EU.

The introduction of a criminal li-
ability on employers for the immi-
gration status of cmployees was the
subject of a council of ministers rec-
ommendation on ‘harmonising
mcans of combating illegal immi-
gration and illegal employment and
improving the relevant mcans of
control’ of 22 December last year,
stating: “‘Any person who is consid-
ercd, under the national law of the
Member State concerned, to be em-
ploying a foreign national who does
not have authorisation should be
made subjcct to appropriate penal-
tics.” This same recommendation
called for a national register of all
foreign nationals in each country
and their status, regular identity
checks including specifically in re-
lation to wclfare benefits and other
incrcascd powers.

A further reccommendation of the
same datc on expulsion measurcs
calls for centralised information on
scats availablc on flights for expul-
sion purposes and for other forms
of Europcan-wide cooperation on
deportation.

Thc agenda on race being set
in Europe is the over-arch-
ing structure within which

the impact of the Labour govern-
ment will play itself out.

By Anna Samuel

TUC free summer festival
celebrating cultural and racial diversity
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East Europeans start to
question NATO expansion

‘In a broad new policy statement that is in its final drafting stage, the
Defence Department asserts that the US political and military mission in the
post-cold war era will be to ensure that no rival superpower is allowed to
emerge in Western Europe, Asia or the territory of the former Soviet
Union... [and] makes the case for a world dominated by one superpower
whose position can be perpetuated by... sufficient military might to deter
any nation or group of nations from challenging US primacy.’ ' '

hus ran the International Her-
Tald Tribune’s summary of a

US government document
which spelled out, as carly as 1992,
US military planning following the
break-up of the Soviet Union. Cru-
cial clements of that strategy are
now being put in place — notably
NATO expansion into eastern Eu-
rope which started with the bomb-
ing, then military occupation of
Bosnia and, aftcr Russia’s presiden-
tial clection, will proceed to the
next stage, which is the admission
of individual east Europcan states.

The Pcntagon document ex-
plains US strategic thinking on how
(o maintain its supremacy vis a vis
its chicf rivals: Japan, Germany
and, above all, Russia.

The policy statement madc clear
that the US government’s first pri-
ority is Lo prevent any reintegration
of the former Sovict Union.

The Pentagon says: ‘The frag-
mentation of the former Soviet mili-
tary establishment has climinated
the capacity for any successor
power to wage global conventional
war’. But it recognises that Russia
is the sole power in the world to-
day, ‘with the capability of destroy-
ing the United Statcs.” Hence the
overwhelming priority given to pre-
venting any recreation of the Soviet
Union and sustaining a capitalist
government, subscrvicnt to the US,
in powcr in Moscow.

At the same time, the Pentagon
plans that ‘US stratcgic nuclear
weapons will continue to target vi-
tal assets of the former Soviet mili-
tary establishment.” The US will
‘dcfend against such a threat farther
forward on the territories of East-
em Europe should there be an alli-
ance decision to do so.” That deci-
sion on NATO expansion has been
made.

The purpose of NATO is made
clear: it is the vehicle which pro-

‘NATQO plans
for
expansion
into East
Europe are
a clear
threat to
Russia,
where
opposition to
having the
most
powerful war
machine in
the world on
its borders is
overwhel-
ming’

vides ‘sufficient military might to
deter any nation or group of nations
from challenging US primacy.’

NATO prepared the ground for
its move into East Europe with the
launch of the so-called Partnership
for Pcace at a summit meeting in
January 1994, This is the precursor
to the full integration of parts of East
Europe into NATO. Twenly seven
countries are now participating in
P{P, including Poland, Hungary and
the Czech Republic — the first three
Eastern Europcan candidates for
NATO membership.

NATO plans to pick the first
batch of new members at a special
summit early in 1997. Entry nego-
tiations and ratification by present
NATO members would mean the
first group of countrics would be
cxpected formally to join NATO by
about 2000. A summit of NATO
foreign ministers, together with the
27 PP foreign ministers, took place
in Berlin on 3-4 June to plan the
expansion. In anticipation of en-
largement, troops from several PP
countries have alrcady taken part in
NATO exercises. The Czech and
Polish contributions to NATO
forces in Bosnia werc a practical
launch of the PfP. Hungary has pro-
vided America with a former War-
saw Pact base at Kaposvar, as a stag-
ing post for US troops which
America wants 10 turn into a per-
manent military base.

NATO plans for cxpansion into
East Europe are a clear threat to
Russia, where opposition to having
the most powerful war machine in
the world move up to its borders is
overwhelming. Even Yeltsin had
reflect this popular opposition to
NATO expansion, although he will
finally capitulate to the US on the
issue. Nonetheless, NATO expan-
sion provokes alarm in the broader
circles of the Russian military lcad-
ership. Thus the Financial Times
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noted that: ‘Russian officials are
using new, and in some cases dis-
turbing arguments in the campaign
to dissuade the Atlantic Alliance
from moving eastwards.. Among
Moscow’s new arguments is the
prospect that Russian military com-
manders will insist on upgrading the
role of tactical nuclear weapons in
their own defence system to coun-
ter a growing western challenge.

‘During the cold war, NATO tac-
tics were based on an early use of
battlefield nuclear weapons... Mr
Alexander Konovalov, head of a
military analysis centre at Mos-
cow’s influential US and Canada
Institute, argues that the Russian
army could develop its own version
of this doctrine if it believes
NATO’s forces are moving closer.
‘The Russian military may argue
that tactical nuclear arms are the
only cheap and available weapons,’
he told a conference... Mr Sergei
Rogov, director of the institute, was
similarly apocalyptic: NATO ex-
pansion would ‘revive military
brinkmanship and the arms race
between Russia and the west’ and
boost the nco-imperialist camp in
Russian politics.’?

At the end of 1995, it was made
clear that any east European state
joining NATO would have (o agree
to foreign troops and nuclear weap-
ons being stationed on east Euro-
pean soil. As the Wall Street Jour-
nal putit: ‘No matter how one pack-
ages it, NATO enlargement moves
the military responsibility of Ger-
many and the United States closer
to Russia’s borders.’ The Pentagon
policy statement of 1992 specified
‘that with the climination of US
short-range nuclear weapons in
Europe and similar weapons at sea,
the United States should not con-
template any withdrawal of its nu-
clear-strike aircraft based in Eu-
rope.’

The Russian atomic energy min-
ister and member of Russia’s Na-
tional Sccurity Council, Viktor
Mikhailov, recently threatened to
annihilate military bases in the
Czech Republic if tactical nuclear
weapons are ever deployed there.
The Guardian commented that: ‘the
deployment of such weapons in
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Eastern Europe would be an act of
incredible folly... But the very fact
that such ideas can be floaled may
alarm some Russians and should
certainly terrify us.’* But the US has
" made clear that is precisely what
NATO membership entails. The
second plank of US military strat-
egy in eastern Europe is to perma-
nently detach the other main states
of the former Sovict Union from
Russia. The kcy to this is US inter-
vention towards Ukraine — because
any reintegration with Ukraine
would recreate a super power and
change the entire balance of forces
between Russia and the US. If the
US were to fail in its cfforts to pre-
vent the ieft from coming to power
in Russia, its orientation to Ukrainc
would become absolutcly central —
posing the possibility of the coun-
try being pulled apart between the
pro-Russian industrial east and the
western Ukraine. In those circum-
stances Poland and Slovakia would
find themselves on the front line of
the new cast-west conflict.
ATO’s eastward expan-
sion is already agreed, it
now only awaits the out-
come of Russia’s presidential clec-
tion in order not to further wcaken
Yeltsin, As the Wall Street Journal
put it: “With the presidential elec-
tions in Russia only two months
away, NATO has an understandable
desire to downplay its plans for en-
largement.”® After all, as a Finan-
cial Times editorial stated, ‘no-onc
wants... to help Gennady Zyuganov,
the Russian communist leader,
achicve victory in June.™

As these realities sink in, particu-
larly the clarification of member-
ship conditions and the cxpcricnce
of the bombing in Bosnia, they are

"jolting public opinion in east Eu-
rope.

Jonathan Steele analysed this as
follows: ‘The new hesitancy over
terms of NATO membership ap-
pears to be a revival of the mood
which swept through central Europe
a decade ago during the fierce de-
bate about stationing Sovict $S-20
and American Pershing and Toma-
hawk missilcs on each side of the
cold war divide. In Germany and
central Europe many fell they
would be the first victims of an cx-
change of medium-range nuclear
missiles by the two superpowers,
Central Europeans arc realising that
NATO membecrship carries risks as
well as gains.””

The financial cost of mcmber-
ship is also becoming clear. The
Rand organisation, a US think-tank,

reckons that the cost to NATO of
admitling Poland, Hungary, the
Czech Republic and Slovakia could
be $42 billion, sprcad over 10 years.
The US, of course, will make the
countries concerned foot the bill.
This would be a [urther cnormous
cost added 1o the effects of the cco-
nomic collapse which followed the
re-introduction of capitalism into
these countrics.

As the Watl Street Journal said:
‘even among some NATO aspirants
— whose parliaments arc now
dominatcd by former Communists
— it is unclcar whether sufficient
public support cxists for enlarge-
ment il it means shifting public ¢x-
penditurcs from social programmes
to defense to raise the standards of
their armed forces.”® The Hungar-
ian govcernment, lor example, re-
cently climinated 10,000 hospital
beds and will soon be rajsing retire-
ment age and massively cutting
pensions.

In a survey in Hungary published
at the end of last year, support for
NATO mcmbership had dropped
from 46 (o 38 per cent and opposi-
tion had risen from 11 10 30 per
cent. In Poland, 59 per cent were
against forcign troops and 82 per
cent against nuclear weapons being
stationed there, Backing for NATO
membership has also cooled in the
Slovak Republic. An opinion poll
in April showed only 38.7 per cent
in favour of joining, compared to
42.5 per cent last December.®

A similar change in scntiments
in the Czech Republic, led delegates
to a Social Democratic Party con-

‘Rising
opposition to
NATO is one
of the most
progressive
develop-
ments in
eastern
Europe
since 1989

gress at the beginning of this year
1o force a change of position on
their lcadership from support for
NATO membership to a call for a
referendum. The Czech Social
Democrats policy is now modelled
on Denmark and Norway. Although
NATO members, these countries do
not accept foreign bases and nuclear
wecapons on their lerritory.

ising opposition to
NATO is one of the
mosl progressive devel-

opments in castern Europe since
1989, Socialists in western Europe
must give il every possible support.

Furthermore, any advance of the
left in Russia is likely to render it~
opposition to NATO expansion
more rcal and thereby fuel such
anli-NATO sentiments in castern
Europe — whose populations kavz

military frontlincof anew coll = 2r
By Meg Bradley
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US Labour Party launched

On 6-9 June over 1,000 delegates gathered in Cleveland, Ohio to launch a
Labour Party in the USA. The founding convention was supported by nine
national unions and hundreds of local union branches. Union delegations
formed the majority with delegations from chapters (similar to
constituencies in Britain) and members at large forming a large, vocal and

more radical minority.

he convention was the

culmination of a process

which began in the 1980s
when the left-wing Oil, Chemi-
cal and Atomic Workers union
(OCAW) began a campaign
for a Labour Party. In 1990
Labour Party Advocates was
formed with the intention of
sounding out opinions in the
rnions. The responsc was en-
couraging cnough for the
OCAW exccutive to assign
Tony Mazzochi, then its sec-
retary/treasurer  to work full
time on the LPA project. It
soon became clear that among
union activists at local level
there was strong support for a
Labour Party. The LPA, cam-
paigning under the slogan “the
bosses have 2 partics, we need
onc of our own’ has grown sur-
prisingly fast: the New York
Mectro chapter, for example,
has grown by over 90 members
since February, including 30
mcmbers who joined at a re-
cent public meeting,

The convention adopled a
radical program which in-
cluded calls for: cuts in mili-
tary spending; an index-linked
minimum wage of $10 an hour;
comprchensive anti-discrimi-
nation lcgislation and support
for affirmative action; a
consitutional right to a jobata
living wage; repeal of the Taft-
Hartley Amendment and other
anti-union legislation; univer-
sal hcalth carc; a 32 hour, 4-
day work week; opposition to
NAFTA and GATT; higher
taxes for the rich and a wealth
1ax; a Just Transition Move-
mcnt to manage the transition
to a less environmentally de-
structive cconomy while pre-
serving jobs, paid for by tax-
ing corporatc polluters.

Two issucs proved particu-
larly contentious: whether the
Labour Party should be running
candidates now and support for
abortion rights. On both issues
thore was a clear division be-

tween the union delegates and
the chapter delegates.

The first question goes 10
the heart of the dilemma faced
by the LP. The current lcader-
ship of the AFL-CIO ( the
trade union confederation) and
many union members remain
firmly wedded to support for
the Democratic party. The
Labour Party has been built by
applying a united front strat-
cgy lowards this current at the
top and among rank and file
union members in local
branches. The current around
Mazzochi argued that to stand
candidates now would destroy
this alliance. It was argued that
the pro-Democratic current
can only be bought on board
the LP on condition that their
current relationship with the
Democrats is not jeopardised
and that the LP has to prove
itself as a viabic force — with
a real base powerful enough to
succeed in clections — before
this currcnt can be won away

SOVERN

from the Democrats. The elec-
toral question was therefore
deferred for two years after a
heated debate.

On abortion, although there
was overwhelming support for
a woman’s right to choose, del-
egates succumbed to the argu-
ment that putting this in un-
equivocal terms in the program
would alienate many potential
supporters. The convention
voled for a woolly statcment
supporting ‘full reproductive
rights’,

Politics in the USA is domi-
nated by two bourgcois parties
with the Republicans and
Democrats equally hostile to
the working class. Workers
have seen a relentless slide in
their real income for the last 30
years regardless of which party
was in power. One third of
Amcricans have no medical
cover and workers are increas-
ingly forced into low paid, in-
secure jobs with no bencfits. In
many of the old industrial cit-

ies the social fabric is literally
disintegrating. Young black
males in Harlem, for example,
have a higher mortality rate
than pcople in Bangladesh.
Prison building seems to be the
only expansion in the state sec-
tor, with the US now jailing
more people than any other in-
dustrialised nation.

Because of this lack of real
choice, Americans have simply
stopped voling in their millions.
The US has one of the lowest
voter turnouts in the world. Tap-
ping this vein of disgust and
frustration allows ‘3rd party’
candidatcs like Ross Perot, how-
ever eccentric, to easily gamer
20-30 per cent of the vote. The
recent large vote, especially
among blue collar workers, for
the near-fascist Pat Buchanan
serves as a waming of the po-
tential price of the failure to fill
this political vacuum. On 6-9
June, a first step was taken to-
wards filling it. If the subsequent
steps are taken, supported by
sufficiently powerful sections of
the US trade unions, it will rep-
resent an advance not just for the
working class, but for everyone
in the world oppressed by US
imperialism.

By Rashid Ashraf
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The crisis of social democracy in Spain

The election of a conservative government in Spain earlier this year presents
socialists throughout Europe with a challenge. The national coalition between
the Spanish right and the Catalan centre-right may look contradictory given
their historic differences. However, the political project they have forged has
emerged in the wake of the failure of 14 years of social democratic
government to create a sustainable socio-economic system to eradicate some
of the social and economic problems of the working class. These years
legitimated the language of the ‘free’ market and laid the basis for the

conservative victory.

he new conservative coalition

may appear to have had diffi-

culties in terms of the national
question and the degree of autonomy
for Catalonia and the Basque coun-
try, but on economic and social is-
sues consensus has prevailed. The de-
sire to curtail state expenditure and
develop a systemaltic programme of
privatisation is being legitimatced
with reference to the Maastricht cri-
teria. The objective has become onc
of reducing the public dcbt and the
public deficit in line with the guide-
lines established by the Maastricht
Treaty. Monetary integration in the
EU is thus both the objective and
point of legitimation for public cut-
backs.

The irony, however, is that this
desire to commercialise the state,
limit its role and enhance the power
of capital at the expense of labour is
not such a dramatic break with the
policies of the previous socialist gov-
ermnment headed by Felipe Gonzalez.
The language of commercialisation
and de-regulation was devcloped by
social democrats,

This raises some very important
issues for the sort of policies being
developed in Britain by the Labour
Party. The case of Spain provides
us with a clear example of two stra-
tegic problems facing the social
democratic tradition in Europe.

Firstly, the economic costs of Eu-
ropean integration contributed to the
adoption of policies that undermine
the way in which social democrats
have hitherto managed the state.

Secondly, the social democrats
developed a political identity based
on an engagement with the ‘market’
in both economic and cultural terms.
This made it difficult for the ‘left’ to
then provide distinct points of mobi-
lisation and reference against the
right. Spanish social democracy has
been unable to untangle itself from
its ‘strategic’ ventures into market led
initiatives.

The social democrats always ar-
gued that the country had no choice

but to ‘get onto the train of Europe’.
Spain was brought into the EU and
forced to organise its economic poli-
cies around the areas of monetary sta-
bility in Europe and keeping Spain
attractive to foreign capital and in-
ward investors. The PSOE govem-
ment attempted to contain the direct
and indirect costs of labour for this
purpose. They privatised many state
industrial concerns.

Within these projects reference to
the EU and, subsequently, the
Maastricht trcaty was central. The
use of EU quotas and the nced to
sustain the peseta at certain levels
meant that proactive state interven-
tion of any sort was limited 10 cer-
tain stratcgic areas of the welfare
state and agricultural support.

Initially the PSOE attempted to
implement these policics with their
allics in the form of the socialist un-
ion the Union General de Traba-
Jjadores (UGT) — but eventually the
UGT found the price of this partner-
ship too great.

The PSOE accepted the myth that
procedures in Spain led to the most
expensive redundancy payments in
Europe and caused cmploycrs to
avoid hiring staff. Spain has had an
uncmployment rate of almost onc
quarter of its workforce during this
period, and witnessed the destruction
of nearly two million jobs since 1988.
Added to this, one third of the
workforce were (and arc) on tempo-
rary contracts.

The virtual severing of the
PSOE’s relations with the main un-
ion confederates in the late 1980s did
not raise many concerns within the
party, especially amongst its execu-
tive members who were contribut-
ing in both academic and political
forums to the fashionable debate re-
garding ‘the end of Jabour” and the
advent of post-modemism.

A massive series of 24 hour gen-
eral strikes against public cutbacks
and de-regulationist measures in the
labour market with turnouts ranging
from 50 to 90 per cent of the union
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‘A massive
series of 24-
hour general

strikes had
little effect on

PSOE
policies...
relations with
the main
union
confeder-
ations were
virtually
severed in
the late
1980s’

had very little effect or, e 7522
policies, which proceedes = szar-
ily dilute regulations ard 1252 v
trols in the fabour market Herez e
last ten years of the PSOE z:.:m-
ment saw a growing conflict 7 xi-
cial and economic policy wir :
unions,

It would be wrong to ignore s- 7 ¢
of the advances of the PSOE gc+-
ernment in health, pensions and e2.-
cation. In the context of these the
PSOE received 37 per cent of the
vote in the 1996 general election.
Left Unity which had campaigned
vigorously on the political and eco-
nomic constraints placed on Spain by
the Maastricht Treaty took a further
11 per cent. However such policies
were a subordinate element of
PSOE’s programme.

The PSOE promoted itself as the
only force capable of administering
Spain — due to its ‘experienced’
leaders and morc ‘civiliscd’ politi-
cal values when compared to the
Spanish right. Lack of intcrnal party
democracy and the organic absence
of the working class within the struc-
tures of the party and the state con-
tributed to an increasing lack of trans-
parcncy within the party.

The emergence of evidence of
corruption, alongside links with
death squads that had been targeting
Basque independence activists, fur-
ther discredited the PSOE.

The last 14 years of PSOE gov-
emment thus served to establish the
groundwork materially and ideologi-
cally for anti-statist economic and so-
cial policics. When, in May, the new
conservative prime minister Aznar
invited trade unionists to his resi-
dence it was clear to the unions that
after more than a decade of socialist
govemment thetr role had been re-
duced 1o a symbolic presence in cer-
tain minor institutions of the state.
However, it is the unions who will
be on the sharp end of the anti-wel-
fare policies dictated by MaastrichrL

In 1996 Spanish social democrats
found themselves paying the price of
assuming that European capitalist in-
tegration has no alternatives. Briush
social democrats should study this
casc carcfully — the price of a mo-
ment of political dominancz
achicved through these means ez
be political anonymity and eleciore
obliteration.

By Lazaro Martinez
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India after the elections

—-z indian elections which finished on 7 May marked an historic crisis of
~aian bourgeois nationalism, organised in the Congress (1) Party. Congress
~on less votes than following its hated emergency rule in 1977. The issue
now is which political forces will prove capable of creating a viable political
alternative — the left or the chauvinist communalism of the BJP.

ollowing the BJP’s brief 13
Fday government, now H.B.

Decve Gowda, Chief Minister
of Karnatka, has becomc Prime
Minister heading the United Front-
led government (the National Front-
Left Front electoral alliance plus
somc regional partics) with Con-
gress support.

Gowda only got nominated (o
this position after V.P. Singh, ex-
premicr and leader of the Janata
Dal, and Jyoti Basu, Communist
Party of India — Maoist (CPI —
M) and Chic{ Minister of West Ben-
gal, had declined the position.

India is at a political and eco-
nomic crossroads. The results rep-
rcsent a serious crisis of bourgeois
nationalism, with Congress (I) no
longer hegemonic in Indian politics.

To look at the results in detail.
With 161 scats, the BJP is the larg-
cst single party. Congress (I) won
136 scats — its lowest ever result.
The National Front-Left Front won
117. The left won 10 per cent of
the parliamentary scats and is in a
strong position 10 make a difference
to the outcome of this crisis. To do
so will require an examination of
the real rcasons for the defeat of
Congress, an understanding of the
danger the BIP represents to Indian
national unily and particularly to
oppresscd minoritics, and policies
to raisc agricultural growth and con-
sumption and the living standards
of the working people and the poor
in the cities and rural areas.

Congress received 28 per cent of
the popular vote (ahcad of the BJP
with 22 per cent and the NF-LF with
18 per cent). But its votes were dis-
persed across the country and in the
smaller electoral states. More than
half of parliament’s seats ar¢ con-
centrated in 10 of the total 31 states.
However, the BJP has a concentra-
tion of seats in the largest electoral
statcs — 52 out of 85 in Utlar
Pradesh, 18 out of 54 in Bihar, 18
out of 48 in Maharastra (15 also
went to its allics, the Shiv Scna),
27 out of 40 in Madhya Pradesh,

‘The result
of the
elections
represent a
serious crisis
of bourgeois
nationalism’

16 out of 26 in Gujerat, 12 out of
25 in Rajastan and 5 out of 7 in
Delhi.

The Left Front’s strength is con-
centrated in West Bengal, where it
won 33 out of 42 seats and 10 out
of 20 seats in Kerala. The Left
Democratic Front gained control of
Kcrala state assembly from the
Congress-led United Democratic
Front.

Although Congress has the larg-
est number of seats in a limited
number of states — Orissa with 16
out of 21 and in Andhra Pradesh
with 22 out of 42 — it won scats in
a total of 25 states.

The National Front received 21
out of 54 seats in Bihar, 24 out of
85 in Uttar Pradesh, 15 out of 28 in
Kamataka, 16 out of 42 in Andhra
Pradesh.

The reason behind this political
crisis is the failure of Congress 10
maintain the social bloc of national
unity that propelled it to power in
1947 at the bead of the national in-
dependence movement. Nchru's
policies, which were built on inter-
national capital inflows into India,
to create social reforms and estab-
lish an import-substitution economy
to strengthen Indian industry came
apart as the {lows of international
capital dried up and the Indian
economy started losing capital in
the late 1970s — in the period of
global capital shortage.

This crisis was brought to a head
by the break-up of the Sovict Un-
ion, which was a primary trade bloc
for India and came to a head in
1991, when the Congress govern-
ment under the ‘liberal” Finance
Minister, Manmohan Singh, em-
barked on a serics of economic re-
forms to restructure the Indian
economy by opening it up to inter-
national capital. The South Korean
model of export-led growth was
their essential strategy. The dream
was the Indian economy reaching
the heights of countries with much
smaller populations — Singapore,
Hong Kong, Taiwan and South Ko-
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rea — and which are also heavily
dependent on imperialist military
and financial investment. The eco-
nomic strategies followed in these
states necessitated internal suppres-
sion, including military dictator-
ships, to destroy the labour move-
ments,

The capitalist balance sheet of
the reforms is highly positive. They
praise Congress for delicensing
most sectors, chopping taxes and
tariffs, allowing foreigners (0 own
majority stakes in local industries
and signing the World Trade Or-
ganisation treaty over strong do-
mestic opposition.

International capital wants a po-
litical party in government which
will carry these policies forward to
smash up the public sector — the
bastion of the Indian labour move-
ment, attack state support to agri-
culture, reduce social welfare and
base its policy on the priorities of
the international ‘free market’.

The left paints a different pic-
ture of Congress’ record. India’s
foreign debt, in rupees, has doubled
from 1,63,000 crore (equivalent to
a hundred million) in March 1991
to 3,37,000 crore in September
1995, Foreign currency reserves are
rapidly declining: falling by $4.5
billion between March 1995 and
January 1996. The rate of growth
of the manufacturing sector has
fallen 10 5.5 per cent compared with
8.7 per cent over the previous five
year period.

Gross domestic savings and in-
vestment rates have averaged only
22.5 and 23.3 per cent respectively
over 1991-2 to 1994-5 compared o
23.6 and 27.0 per cent respectively
in 1987-88 and 1990-91.

In agriculture, figures for irriga-
tion (potential created per annum
in thousand hectares) show a pic-
ture of neglect: falling from its peak
of 1,000.5 in 1974-78 to 410.5 in
1990-92.

A group of leading economists
issued a joint statement in which
they questioned the sustainability of
this economic policy. They stated:
“The past five years have witnessed
a deterioration in the performance
of the broad cconomic indicators,
an erosion of India’s sovereignty
and an attack on the living stand-
ards of the working people and the
poor. Against this background we
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call for long-tcrm structural change
in the economy, and for immcdiate
measurcs to raise the rates of capi-
1al formation, strengthen India’s po-
sition in the world economy and
put the working people and the poor
at the centre of thc policy.’
(Frontline magazine, 3 May)

The BJP’s votc has been wel-
comed by capitalism, whilc within
India it has aroused huge anxiety
and caused much alarm especially
amongst the 120 million Muslims,
Mark Nicholson writing in the Fi-
nancial Times stalcd: ‘the markets
would prefer a BJP government,
despite the party’s reservation about
some forms of foreign investment
because the party has far more
clcarly delineated free-market,
trade and industriatly-minded poli-
cics. An NF-LF, regionally-backed
combine would give greater cause
for concemn, even if Congress some-
how underwrote it” (13 May).

Asian Age rcported that: “The
BJP has promised to set up a
‘disinvestment’ pancl to suggest
ways of privatising state-owned
units. That has heartencd stock-
markets, which look forward to the
sale of chunks of shares’ (17 May).

The Economist like much of the
capitalist press tricd 10 play down
the anti-Muslim character of the
BJP and its allies with incredible
statcments such as: ‘Indeed, Shiv
Sena’s leader is said to be on good
terms with the Muslim criminal
gangs of Mumbai (Bombay)’!

The Financial Times also began
the 1ask of figuring out how to dis-

mantle Indian democracy: ‘It may
also be nccessary to create an all-
India political institution to focus
the country’s sense of national iden-
lity and provide it with an execu-
tive less dependent on fragile par-
liamentary majorities. The obvious
solution would bc an executive
presidency’ (30 May).

India Teday clearly identifics the
economic rationale for such ‘politi-
cal reforms’: ‘for the cconomy, con-
tinued foreign support for its re-
forms programme is likely to be
critical, as this is where a very large
share of the investment required for
growth will have come from. Build-
ing foreign confidence will require
an increase in the pace of reforms...
sharp cuts in clectricity and irriga-
tion subsidies, and controlling the
budget deficit. All that will require
a very strong government’.

In other words, to implement
very unpopular policies which will
hurt very large sections of India’s
population in pursuit of a South
Korean-typc cxport economy necds
very repressive measures. No won-
der the favouritc option is the BJP
(at the moment). The United Front
is seen as 100 beholden to anti-re-
form interest and social groups.

The BJP has emerged from a po-
sition of 2 seats in 1987, 88 scats in
1991 1o i1s prescnt position as the
largest political party, Its commu-
nalist politics seriously thrcaten the
break-up of India.

The spinechilling Prime Minis-
terial siaicments of Atal Behara
Bajpayec (BJP’s parliamentary
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‘The United
Front
government
will
disintegrate
if it tries to
follow the
same route
as
Congress’

leader) reveal its real character. He
justified the attack on the Babri
Masjid in Ayodha. He attacked the
1947 Constitution of India by stat-
ing: ‘secularism was included in the
Constitution only during the Emer-
gency and since then it has been
used to appcasc the Muslims.” He
attacked minority communities say-
ing: “Thcy are always thinking of a
separate identity ... they rcfuse to
bc part of the mainstream which
makcs them pawns in political
games.” ‘If they think in the lan-
guage of minorityism, then the ma-
jority community will think in the
language of majorityism. If we re-
main in power for a few years, we
will try to change their mindset’,
And he praised the paramilitary
Hindu chauvinist forcc Rashtriya
Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS): ‘Noth-
ing will be done by these hands of
minc that will cast a slur on the shin-
ing glory of the RSS... Attempts are
being routincly made to weaken our
national efforts, bans are imposed
on the RSS and discrimination is
pracliscd against us all the time’,

The BJP-Shiv Scna state govern-
ment in Maharastra had cancclled
the Srikrishna Commission, which
was investigating the anti-Muslim
riots in Bombay, and has also
wound up the Minorities Commis-
sion. A BJP government would
clearly unlcash much oppressio
and violence, posing the threat of
a partition-type sitvation amongst
933 million Indian people.

hc United Front govern-
Tmcm will quickly disinte-
grate if it trics to follow the

same route as Congress — or worse,
attempts to attack its own agricul-
ral, working class, oppressed, mi-
norities or poor base by following
the recipe of ‘extending reforms’
based on the priorities of intcrna-
tional capital, into agriculturc, the
public sector, welfarc, health and
education, and if it suppresses pro-
duction for internal consumption
purposes rather than expanding it.
The gucstion is whether the eco-
nomic example of China and the
new risc of the left in Russia will
create a rcgional dynamic posing an
alternative to an economic and po-
litical subordination to imperialism.
An Indian left allied to the left in
Russia, and to China, would be a
force capable of cnsuring that the
crisis of bourgcois nationalism in
India benefits the working class and
peasantry, rather than the chauvin-
ists of the BIP.

By Atma Singh
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The Hungarian left
platform

Since the defeats of 1989, and the break up of the ruling communist parties, the
working class in eastern Europe has been struggling to develop leaderships which
can effectively articulate and defend their interests. In some cases the most
advanced sections of these emerging leaderships have evolved out of the former
communist parties, and currently exist within parties which also include some of the
most pro-capitalist of the former communist forces.

A very clear example of this can be found in Hungary, where the politically
most advanced grouping is the Left Platform within the ruling Hungarian Socialist
Party (HSP) which, although elected on a mass working class vote, follows free-
market, pro-EU, pro-NATO policies.

The group which constitutes the Left Platform was formed initialty within the
Hungarian Socialist Workers' Party (HSWP), in its latter days, as the People’s
Democracy Platform, led by Tamas Krausz to fight the party’s increasing orientation
towards the full restoration of capitalism. The dominant grouping in the HSWP,
however, was the Reform Alliance led by political scientist Attila Agh, which was
determined 1o set up a new party on the principles of the market economy. The
perspective of this latter grouping won out in the formation and majority perspective
of the Hungarian Socialist Party. But rather than sefting up a separate party,
Krausz’s PDP decided to join the HSP to preserve a united mass party, within which
they would retain the right to organise as a platform to promote alternative economic
and social policies.

The HSP thus encompasses both the reformist pro-capitalist trend and the left
opposition who are anti-capitalist but remain within the Socialist Party trying to put it
onto a realistic left course. The former ruling Kadarists are now in the Workers' Party
and remain anti-capitaiists.

Although the Left Platform is small, it is articulate, well organised and mounts
regular political challenges to the policies of the HSP leadership, putting forward
concrete atternatives which take it out of the realms of mere political rhetoric. Last
November it produced an extensive Declaration of Principles which outlined the
Platform'’s position on: the transformation of the world system and the left; the
reasons for the collapse of state socialism and the lessons to be learnt; socialist
identity; the systemic changes; and possible political demands.

it describes the HSP in the foliowing way: ‘The HSP is the most characteristic
organisation of the building up of the bourgeois system, inasmuch as within it one
can find the political representatives of almost all the social groups in Hungary...
Bank capital, trade unions, workers, entrepreneurs, intellectuals and pensioners —
all have their specific position in the HSP. However, bourgeois interests play an
overwhelming role.’

The basic economic argument of the Left Platform is that capitalism in Hungary
means domination by multinational capital, and that this could be restricted by the
government to the benefit of the Hungarian population. The document argues that
‘within the growing capitalist system the socialist party should first of all, and above
all else, represent the interests of workers, the unemployed, small producers,
disadvantaged women and young people starting out in life — in short, they should
represent 80 per cent of society. Thus the political struggle should extend the
representation of the special interests of the workers in cooperation with the trade
unions and other self-organising communities.’

The document concludes that unless the HSP expresses the interests of the
mass of the people, then it could quite easily be swept away at the next general
election by nationalist populism.

Almost every conceivable type of political orientation has emerged from the
wreckage of the former communist parties in both western and eastern Europe and
indeed the former Soviet Union. Understanding and identifying the ditferent trends
and their objective positions in class terms is crucial in order both to understand the
political period in which we are working, and to enter into dialogue with other forces
working to develop the international working class movement and its new
leaderships.

By Kate Hudson

We reproduce the following extract from the Left Plattorm's Declaration of Principles
as a contribution to the debate on the recomposition of the left wing of the
international workers' movement.
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The left

Transformation

he neo-liberal — sometimes

called neo-conservative —

‘revolution’ which, since the
beginning of the 1970s, has gradu-
ally spread over the whole world, has
achieved radical results. The essen-
tial point about this turn is that it has
given way to the ‘free market’, ‘en-
trepreneur capitalism’ and to the al-
most unrestricted rule of financial
capital and moved away from the
organised capitalism of the welfare
state. The state monopoly capitalism

that gained strength in the 1930s has

become multinational capitalism,
and this has brought fundamental
changes in the relations between the
diffcrent sectors and regions of the
world system.

For the vast majority of the
world’s population, this trans-forma-
tion has resulted in catastrophic eco-
nomic and social conscquences...

In ‘underdeveloped’ and semi-
peripheral countries the selling off of
state property and the one-sided
opening of markets (to the advantage
of the ‘developed’ countries) has
caused the large-scale collapse of do-
mestic production. For many, this
process of accumulation of capital is
the beginning of ‘modernisation’, In
fact, the pressures of external debt,
according to international financial
organisations, has devalued the price
of goods and labour in these regions.
Moreover, the ‘underdeveloped’
countries, under the duress of debt
repayment, have been forced 1o give
the competitive part of state property
to multinational companies. Yet, at
the same time, the technical-eco-
nomic diffcrences between the de-
veloped and under-developed re-
gions of the world did not decrease,
but became even greater. This is the
fate waiting for Eastcrn Europe as
well.

Meanwhile almost everywhere,
from Africa to Eastern Europe, multi-
party political structures emerged in
which capital got rid of its traditional
cconomic and productive constraints.
Everything was subordinated to the
new strategy of capital accumulation
(which ideologists of the system call
‘creative destruction’). This process
has caused astonishing destruction,
without any creativity: the tendency
is for capital to flow from the weak
countrics to the wealthier ones. To-
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platform of the Hungarian Socialist Party
of the world system and the left

day, even some Ieading liberal intel-
lectuals in Hungary acknowledge this
fact, which was formulated by our
platfomm as early as 1989-1990. The
East European region is now in a cri-
sis as deep and persisient as that of
1929-1933.

China, Vietnam and South East
Asia appear to be examples of posi-
tive economic growth. Yet the gen-
eral crisis of civilisation has seized
the whole world system. Even with
high levels of growth, it has not been
possible to conceal the fact that these
remaining state socialist ‘islands’
have been internally severcly shaken
and cannot close their eyes to the ten-
dencies of capitalist restoration.

In most regions of the world that
are expericncing de-industrialisation,
or rather the process in which tradi-
tional industries are forced to the
periphery, capital has scatiered a sig-
nificant mass of the industrial work-
ing class. Millions havc been made
uncmployed or been deprived of
minimal social security by ‘frcc cn-
terprise’... The increascd differences
between the rich and poor regions of
the world are an expression of the
restructuring of the world economy
and world society. Miltions of pco-
ple have becn deprived of a signifi-
cant part of the social achicvements
for which they struggled for many
years. This proccss has also been felt
by the forces of the left in the devel-
oped countries of the centre: they
have become disorganised, scattercd
or ‘liberalised’. Everywhere the trade
unions have begun to declinc and
their influence has decreased. The
legendary French trade union move-
ment represenis hardly 10 per cent
of the workers. Latin America, most
parts of Africa and Eastern Europe
are the main losers in this ‘rcorder-
ing’ of the world economy.

The direction of cconomic re-
sources has everywhere fallen under
the supervision of intcrnational capi-
tal, banks, intemational financial or-
ganisations and the centres of power,
By means of privatisation, the local
compradors of the multinational
companies, or the layers of nouveau
riche who serve them (along with
their political representatives), have
transformed primitive accumulation
of capital into personal privaic cn-
richment, from Russia to India, from

India to Hungary.

Millions can make no usc of the
extension of political democracy be-
causc matcrial and cultural poverty
has created apathy or provided op-
portunitics lor right-wing populisin,
as the instiwtions of democracy pro-
duce only disappoiniment. In East-
ern Europe, during the process of
systemic change, the system of
democratic institutions has so far
been capable of obstructing the forces
of the extreme right, although the
socialist-social democratic partics
that have come 10 power have not
been able 1o implement any kind of
socialist programme. The working
class has been delenceless against the
liberal scparation of cconomic and
social democracy (rom liberal politi-
cal democracy, which naturally has
strengthened the position of capital
in the process of reproduction. The
Hungarian left which criticises the
systemn has been peripheralised.

While the international media and
propaganda centres promote the no-
tion of the new capitalist revolution,
the information socicly, and the ad-
vances of technology, at the same
time more than hall the population
of the planct do not have the use of a
telephone...

The Icft has not only been unabic
to prevent privatisation, which trans-
forms all types of communitics into
market and moncy relations, but in
many places it has raiscd the Nag of
private expropriation under the slo-
gan of increascd productivity. In fact,
however, nowhere in the world has
privatisation resulted in an increasc
in the living standards of the pcople,
the broadening of mass culture, or
an improvement in living conditions.
Its result has been the opposite.

The left in Eastern Europe, up
1o now, has becn incapable of
changing its stratcgy. It has cither
dissolved itsclf in liberalism or
stuck conservatively to the defence
of the welfarc state. But resurrec-
tion of the old East European type
of welfare state cannot be donc in
the changed circumstances of the
world economy. Nor is there a need
for it. A rencwed socialist move-
ment cannol build such a pro-
gramme unless it wants, once
again, to spread the structures of a
burcaucratic state.
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‘The
greatest
defeat of the
international
left was the
world
historical
turning point
in which the
Soviet
Union...
simply
collapsed.’

1t is for this rcason that the so-
cialist movement can only start out
from the conception of the ‘cheap
state’ in skctching its vision of the
socicty  of  the  future.
Ncoliberalism’s ‘anli-statism’,
capital's ‘annihilation of the wcl-
fare state’, implics that the popu-
lation will have 1o pay for all so-
cial expenditure. Parallel with the
impoverishment this process cre-
ates goes a decrcase in public se-
curity cvident in: an increase in
crime, cnvironmental damage,
prostitution, illitcracy and, as in
Eastern Europe over recent dec-
ades, a drastic decline in life ex-
pectancy. In the United States to-
day, 7 per cent of the working
population arec employcd to defend
wcalth and property. In other
words, the rich protcct themselves
in the new situation, whilc the great
masscs of the poor are left to their
own devices.

It is a tragic fact, but it must be
acknowledged, that the intcrna-
tional left did not understand in
time the dircctions and stakes of
the transformation. The cnergy of
the left has been drained in the
struggle with daily problems. In its
defensive struggles the left has
only made half-hearted aticmpts at
formulating long-tcrm plans, and
it has not rcally taken these seri-
ously itscif. Thus it is not surpris-
ing that the traditional communist
and social-democratic solutions
have failed and been pushed o the
periphery or ‘liberalised’. The new
left, on the other hand, has at most
only rcached the stage of initial for-
mation.

»day, with the passing of

the carlier cuphoria of

1989-1990, and as a result
of the pressure of the impoverished
and sinking millions, organisations
of the left arc beginning to under-
stand the depth and intensity of
their defeat. The greatest defeat of
the international left was the world
historical turning point in which
the Sovict Union, in other words,
East Europcan state socialism, sim-
ply collapsed.

® A morc cxtensive version of this
statcment can be found in Labour
Focus on Eastern Europe
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Cuba: US imperialism does not let go

The shooting down by Cuba of two pirate planes originating in Miami and
piloted by men from the rabidly anti-communist organisation “Brothers to
the Rescue,” provided a pretext for US President Clinton to sign the
infamous Helms-Burton Bill on 12 April, thus making it law. This law is
aimed at tightening the illegal US blockade against Cuba. !t targets
countries, individual, and third parties who trade with Cuba. With it being
election year in the US, Clinton has his eye on his own prospects for re-
election. Most US anti-Cuban legislation has been passed in election

years.

he immediate background to
T the Helms-Burton Law is the

Cuban economic reform. This
is bascd on three key criteria: a con-
stant injection of hard currency in
the form of foreign investment, the
sole source of this precious com-
modity for a country such as Cuba;
the defence of the key social and
cconomic gains of the revolution,
namely, frec health, education and
so forth; the country’s re-inscrtion
into the world economy so as to
overcomg the loss of around 80 per
cent of its forcign tradc.

These policics have brought
about cconomic growth: 0.7 per
ccnt in 1994, 2.5 per cent in 1995,
and a projected 5 per cent for 1996
(Financial Times 25 March).

The Helms-Burton bill consists
of two parts. Firstly, with the ¢x-
cuse that forcigners (read non-US
capital) arc investing in property
that at onc point was confiscated by
the revolution, they are liable to be
sucd in US courts in litigations that
can cost millions of dollars; this is
beefed up with provisions that di-
rectors, managers, and even ordi-
nary employces of such companies
will be rcfused visa entrics into the
US, this also includes their fami-
lics. Sceondly, it establishes condi-
tions under which the US would Lift
the cconomic blockade, which in-
clude measures such as a transition
government {(i.c. the overthrow of
the existing onc), the total disman-
tling of all existing armed bodies
of the Cuban state, the satisfactory
payment of compensation for all the
property confiscated by the revolu-
tion, and the development of con-
ditions which will bring about a
full-blooded market cconomy. It
demands the abject abandonment of
Cuba’s self- determination and sov-
creignty.

The intcrnational responsc to
this act of unparallcled aggression
has demonstrated that the US is

‘Inarare
display of
independ-
ence Britain
has
condemned
the US
Helms-
Burton Law.’

rather politically isolated.

The Helms-Burton law violaies
the principles of the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) becausc it ob-
structs the flow of foreign invest-
ment to a country and militates
against free trade. The law has a
blatant extra-territorial character in
that it attempts to apply sanctions
enshrined in a US law for actions
carried out by non-US nationals
outside US territory. The blockade
has alrcady been overwhelmingly
condemned four times at the UN
General Assembly. US imperialism
has responded by intensifying its
aggression,

The European Union, many gov-
ernments in Latin America, Asia,
Africa and the Caribbean have
openly condemned the law. Even
Canada and Mexico have added
their voices. The Rio Group of Latin
American countries which includes
Mexico and Panama stated that this
legislation ‘ignores the basic prin-
ciple of respect to the sovercignty
of the states and whose implemen-
tation would mean an extra-territo-
rial application of US law, which
is inimical to public international
law.’

Furthermore, the otherwise
docile Organisation of American
States agreed a resolution con-
demning the Helms-Burton law
for ‘its extraterritorial repercus-
sions which affect the sovereignty
of third countries’ and asking the
Inter-American Commission of
Justice to urgently investigate ‘if
the Helms-Burton Law conforms
to international law.” Twenty
three countries voted for the reso-
lution, 10 abstained, with 1 vote
against, the United States. The US
representative at OAS denounced
the resolution as ‘flagrant inter-
ference’! (E! Pais, 6 June)

One of those companies is
Sherrit International, a Canadian
mining company which has a joint
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venture with Cuba on the extrac-
tion of nickel. The company also
has investment in oil production,
tourism and agriculture. Sherrit has
called for diplomatic efforts to re-
solve the dispute. The same pre-
dicament is faced by two Mexican
companies, Cemex, the world’s
third largest cement manufacturer,
and Grupo Domos, which own a
stake in the Cuban state telecom-
munications, Both Mexican com-
panies are believed to on a US hit-
list compiled by the State Depart-
ment,

It is 10 early to be conclusive
about the long term effect of the
Helms-Burton law.

The European Union, despite its
initial condemnation of the law, has
brought talks with Havana for an
economic cooperation agreement
to-a halt, demanding internal po-
litical changes in Cuba before pro-
ceeding any further with it. This is
a reminder to the solidarity move-
ment with Cuba that, although Eu-
rope disagrecs with the US on tac-
tics, it fully supports a restorationist
course.

In a rare display of independ-
ence from the Atlanticist umbilical
cord, Britain has sturdily con-
demncd the Helms-Burton law. Sir
Leon Brittan, Europe’s trade com-
missioner, attacked the law saying
that the US have sct back global
economic liberalisation and jeop-
ardised the multilateral trade sys-
tem that the Helms-Burton law was
extra-territorial and expropriatory
suggesting that it also breached US
international obligations. (Finan-
cial Times 22 May).

In a similar vein, Malcolm
Rifkind said that the US was threat-
ening western unity and hurting its
own interests by penalising Euro-
pean companies that trade with
Cuba. He found the Heclms-Burton
unacceptable for ‘No country has
the right to tell companies in an-
other country how they should be-
have in third countries.” (Financial
Times 30 May)

Given the international relation
of forces in the ‘New World Or-
der’, there seems no doubt that the
Helms-Burton Law will hurt Co-
ba’s economy. The question is, by
how much and for how long?

By Javier Mendez
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The meeting of
feminism and disability

The disability movement, just as much as the women’s
movement, derives it impetus from an understanding that
the personal is political’. Encounters with Strangers,
Feminism and Disability is a collection of essays in which
accounts of personal experiences are used to ifluminate
the operation of oppression within the lives of disabled
women. Caroline Gooding considers the issues.

he essays incorporate a
wide spectrum of
experiences, from
mental health survivors, and

women with physical and
sensory impairments to
women with learning
disability. All share a feminist
and disability rights
perspective, which recognises
that the denial of
opportunities to disabled
people is not the result of
their physical or mental
limitations but the social,
environmental and attitudinal
barriers which this book so
vividly depicts.

in her introduction Jenny
Morris argues that all forms of
prejudice stem from a refusal
to identify with the humanity
of others, and that prejudice
towards disabled people in
particular is rooted in an
assumption that the quality of
their lives is so poor as not to
be worth living. At its most
extreme, the denial of the
value of disabled people’s
lives threatens to lead to
imposed euthanasia. Recent
cases sanctioning the
withdrawal of food or medical
treatment because of the low
quality of the person's life
have involved not only people
in supposedly irreversible
comas (known as ‘persistent
vegetative state’) but also a
young man of 26 who had no
terminal illness but severe
physical and mental
impairments. Such decisions
inevitably encourage the
rationing of health care
according to judgements
about the quality of disabled
people’s lives and the
removal of resources from
jong term medical
rehabilitation units (which in
some cases have succeeded
in bringing people round from
persistent vegetative states).

These same attitudes take
their toll at every level. Lois

Keith describes being
confronted three times in one
day with the message, from
various guarters, that being in
a wheelchair is a fate worse
than death. An experience
which can in itself seriously
damage a person’s psychic
health, or as she puts it:
‘Doing disability all day long is
an exhausting process’. In
response to this,
understanding the day to day
manifestations of prejudice is
an act of self preservation.
Lois Keith's intricate
meditation on her day to day
encounters with the non-
disabled world, and its impact
upon her sense of self, not
only explains to the
unenlightened just what is so
offensive about questions
such as ‘What did you do to
yourself then?' and 'Do you
get depressed a lot?’, it also
unraveis the broader political
significance of the forces at
work in such daily events.

The devastating effects of
this devaluation of the fives of
disabled people is perhaps
most disturbingly depicted in
the book’s two chapters
relating to children.

In Margaret Kennedy's
discussion of the sexual
abuse of disabled children
she quotes an interview with
the parent of a deaf child: 'l
wouldn't have brought it into
the wotld to be like she
is...Thank God you don't get
many deaf kids'. The young
offspring was aware of her
parents views, and had
internalised them: ‘Mother
told me she would have
aborted me if she had known
about German measles'
[What do you feel about
that?)] 'Yes | agree about
handicapped being aborted’
[Deaf as well?] Yes'. The
chapter goes on to describe
the added vulnerability to
abuse which this low self
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esteem then creates.

Sally French's description
of her experiences in a
boarding school for blind girls
paints a vivid picture of
systematic brutalization and
institutionalised abuse, which
will shock those who think
that ‘charity’ is about helping
disabled pecple. From a
recipient’'s perspective,
charity hurts. As Jenny Morris
explains: ‘Feeling sorry for a
person is part and parcel of
hostility, of an inability to
identify with him/her and
entirely compatible with a
tendency to inflict physical
and/or verbal abuse’.

it is with an understanding
of the prevalence and
virulence of these eugenicist
views, and the harm that they
inflict, that non disabled
feminists must approach the
vexed issue of abortion rights.
Ruth Bailey's thoughtful
investigation of the
implications of pre-natal
testing describes the
oppressive ideas of normality
and what it is to be human
that underlie many of the
political, scientific and medical
decision-making processes
involved. .

This essay provides one of
the book’s most pointed
examples of how the
women's movement has to
engage with the arguments
disabled feminists are raising.
There is common ground in
the emphasis on the right of
women to make an informed
choice about whether or not
to have an abortion. But
understanding the political
context of such choices is

critical. Ruth Bailey questions
the role of the state in
promoting pre-natal testing
and subsequent abortion to
further the policy goal of
reducing the incidence of
childhood impairment. For
example, why did the
Government not choose the
route of requiring bakers to
add folic acid to bread, which
would reduce the occurrence
of neural tube defects by 75
per cent.

Other essays reveal
further ways in which the
integration of disabled
women's concerns into the
broader demands of the
women's movement deepens
its analysis and strengthens
feminist politics. Looking at
disabled women's experience
of violence, for example,
highlights abuse within
residential institutions and by
perpetrators who are trained
‘carers’ as well as those who
are family members. Because
this book is explicitly about
resistance to oppression ar.J
strategies for change, it
includes a chapter about the
‘Powerhouse’ — a refuge
specifically for women with
learning difficulties, created
by women with learning
difficulties and their allies.

There is also a discussion
of the recent media
campaigns depicting the
‘plights’ of 'young carers’
living with disabled parents.
Jenny Morris points out that
feminists need to understand
that this is part of the general
attack on single mothers,
since these are almost
invariably the examples
singled out for attention.
Reporters and some
researchers have effectively
blamed the disabled mothers
rather than the failure of the
state to provide the suppon
services to which they are
legally entitied. An awareness
of the disabled person’s
perspective on state services
is an indispensable element of
any attempt to save and
improve the welfare system.

Encounters with Strangers
Ed. Jenny Morris
Women’s Press £8.99
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Black nationalism and the
Jazz Age

The ‘Jazz Age ras !cng been identified with the roaring
twenties. a peroc¢ asscciated with fedora hats, Thompson
machire guns. tenements teeming with immigrants,
Greenwich Village bohemians, and, of course, the jazz
band. JC Smith looks at @ new book which argues that
this definition. popularised by Hollywood, had little to do
with the new black music that had emerged with the huge
influx of black people into the cities.

his great exadus from
the rural south to the
urban north took place

around the time of the First
World War. Almost overnight
there were new black urban
neighbourhoods, with little
involvement from the white
music business or authorities.
Consequently it was African-
Americans who, working
among themselves, organised
the ‘Jazz Age’.

In order to perform this
new music it was necessary
to fight for the most basic of
civil rights, including the right
to perfarm their own music in
theatres in black areas, to get
blues and jazz on record, to
fight for black musicians to be
allowed to join the Musicians
Union, and to fight against
segregated seating in music
hails. The most bitter fight
was to get the new jazz music
recognised by the critics both
black and white.

Those African-Americans
escaping from the
segregation and lynchings of
the South also fought for
greater civil rights and this
was reflected in the
development of jazz. Mass
black organisations emerged
in this period. They included
Marcus Garvey's black
nationalist million member
strong Universal Negro
Improvement Association
(UNIA} which held miles long
marches through Harlem
consisting of African Legions,
Black Cross nurses, military
and jazz bands, and
marchers with placards
demanding the ending of
lynchings, supporting the
struggles in South Africa and
Ghandi's civil disobedience
campaigns in India.

UNIA had over 633
branches over the US often
centred around a Liberty Hall.
These halls would hold social
events providing an

infrastructure for the new jazz
antists to tour and gain
experience. UNIA itself
encouraged every Liberty Hall
to establish its own band. The
UNIA’s paper Negro World
would carry ads for dances
and socials further spreading
the names of new artists. The
music obviously reflected this
environment with titles such
as Garvey is the leader in
whom we trust, We will follow
Garvey, Garvey! Hats off to
Garvey, The Homeland that
we love and the UNIA
anthem.

This increase in black
political organisation reached
its height in the farmation of
black self defence squads in
respanse to Ku Klux Klan
invasions of black
communities. In Tulsa an
organisation called the
African Blood Brotherhood
(ABB) held barricades against
a racist mob for two days and
were only defeated when the
racists hired aeroplanes to
bomb the community.

Along with a growth in
black organisations, the press
flourished. Papers such as
W.C. Handy's Crusader
edited by Cyril Briggs, leader
of the ABB, carried stories on
music, culture, black business
and support for the Soviet
Union.

The Messenger was a
monthly paper produced by
black members of the
Socialist Party. However
unlike the Crusader the
general view of the new
music was that it was merely
a ruling class plot designed to
pacify the masses with ‘gin,
jazz, and sex’. Jazz it
declared ‘is essentially a
capitalist production, it steals
its melodies from ali
sources...then proceeds to
ruin them. It is as noisy and
rapacious as the system that
creates it.” The SP believed
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that the party should be
colourblind on racial issues.
lts definition of equal
treatment left litle room for
the appreciation of cultural
differences. All were to work
together, under the
leadership of the dominant
group. The prominent
socialist George Schuyler
argued that the idea of a
discernable African-American
artform was ‘hokum’ and that
all art produced in America
was just American.

This was an indication of
the pressure that white
bourgeois society exerted on
not only the policy of the
Socialist Party but on the
black editors of the
Messenger. Vincent argues
that the period allowed
African-America to pionesr
the breaking down of cultural
colonialism and gave the
music of the masses
recognition as a form of ar.
This was reflected in the way
that European music was
often termed a ‘better class'
of music. The flip side to this
view was that there was
virtue in the earthy folk music
of African-Americans which
was to be counterposed to
the attempts of the jazz
antists to go beyond the
acoustic sounds of the fields.

These views were very
common and shared by
organisations such as the
National Association for the
Advancement of Coloured
People (NAACP). The
NAACP had funded the
establishment of the Black
Swan record company but
had deliberately attempted to

wean the jazz loving public
onto more 'highbrow' tastes,
releasing opera and classical
music in preference to jazz
and blues. Black Swan did
not last long.

Vincent sees this as a key
problem among the new
black bourgeoisie; on the one
hand was its attempt to
assimilate — hence its
attempt to push European
music as a symbol of the
acceptability of black America
— and on the other its
hostility to new forms of black
music.

The black intelligentsia
also organised ‘paper bag
parties’ at which one's skin
colour had to be lighter than a
paper bag to enter, and the
even more exclusive 'blue
veins’ societies, for those
whose skin showed blua
veins.

For Vincent the main
division in the response to
jazz is a class ane. The
response of Garvey’s
predominantly working class
UNIA, and the Crusader was
overwhelmingly positive.
Garvey although not
particularly interested in Jazz
saw its progressive content
and from a black nationalist
perspective understood it as
an unique expression of
African-Americans. Briggs of
the ABB felt that revolution
had to encompass not just
new economic relationships,
but new relationships in all
spheres of life — cultural,
artistic, musical and
philosoghical. This led him
enthusiastically to support
jazz and blues.

The key argument
employed by Ted Vincent is
that the ‘Jazz Age' could only
have happened at this
historical period for two main
reasons.

Firstly, there was the
development of a sufficiently
large urban black community
to provide the economic
infrastructure for such an
explosion in new music.
Providing the artists with
black owned venues, record
companies, and a large
audience. This period would
come to an end with the Wail
Street crash and the Great
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Depression.

Secondly, the strugz 2 "2
civil rights and the grcw:- =
black nationalism success . .
led to large changes in

* segregationist practices suc-

as the entry of black artists
into the unions. The political
climate no doubt acted as a
catalyst on many performers
with many of the artists
engaged in political
journalism, trade union, or
political activism.

Vincent's book bring to life
the vibrant times of the ‘Jazz
Age’ and brings to light many
of the key figures who made
the period so important to the
development of music today
The only real criticism t~a:
can be made is of ~e oos s
structure, which .~
and forth betwee~ ¢
onindivic.,as 27z
and newscziecs
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A missed opportunity

The current exhibition of William Morris designs at the
Victoria and Albert to mark the centenary of his death is
disappointing from a political perspective,

he exhibition

emphasises Morris’

artistic development
stressing the influence of Pre-
Raphasglites and shows his
creative and intellectual
brilliance, as an artist working
with design in buildings,
furniture, wallpaper, carpets
as well as in prose and
poetry. Morris wanted to take

says Sue Jones.

quality and art to the majority
nat the minority.

The exhibition also fails
adequately to address the
commonly held view that
Morris merely ‘played at
politics’, able to indulge in
socialist utopianism by
stepping back into an
England of the medieval guild
system and which was ‘small,
green and clean’.

The exhibition similarly
fails to consider Morris’s
hatred of industrial progress,
which led him to conjure up
romantic fables such as
‘News from Nowhere’ and the
‘Dream of John Bull’, a
society where men and
women were equal and all
objects were handmade.
Morris’ views at this time
were a very long way away
from Marx's philosophy, but
he still saw industrial
production within the capitalist
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system as an enemy.

The section in the
exhibition on Morris’
recruitment to Henry
Hyndman’'s Democratic
Federation in 1883, his
subsequent role in the
Socialist League togsther with
Eleanor Marx and others, and
his later political writings and
lectures is particularly sparse,
which is disappointing since
this period in the development
in Marxist politics, and Morris’
part in it, is highly instructive
for the contemporary socialist
movement, '

William Morris’ socialism
has modern day parallels in

the writings of EP Thompson
and Tony Benn. Whatever the
contradictions of his paolitics,
he had nothing in common
with those today, such as
Tony Blair, who have tried to
hijack Morris’ mantle but who
uphold the contradictory
values of the family, attack
lone parents, vilify the
homeless and unemployed
and refuse to support
common ownership.

William Morris exhibition,
at the Victoria and Albert
Museum,

until 1 September.
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Virtually equal or virtually
normal?

Jim Whannel contrasts two recently published books
which have crystaliised and extended the debate around

rvashi Vaid o' the
Natorai Gay and
Lesz an Task Force

{one of t~e mos' important
US Lespian Gay pelitical
groups; nas written Virtual
Egquality a lengthy account of
her own involvement in the
movement in the 1980s and
'30s and the political view
formed by that experience.
Andrew Sullivan was until
recently editar of the U.S.
right-wing periodical New
Republic. His book Virtually
Normalis the form of an
‘argument about
homosexuality’.

Four broad positions are
expounded and then criticised
by Sullivan prior to a
statement of what he see as
the crucial elements in a
political programme for
lesbians and gay men.

Although Sullivan is
English his books are centred
on the contemporary U.S.
experience. Some of the
central issues are either
common to a British and
European audience, or will
become so soon as the
lesbian and gay movement
internationally is often
influenced by the debates in
the US.

Sullivan’s argument is
largely philosophical in the
worst sense of the word. It is
not located in the real world
of Vaid's book where
victories, defeats, personality
clashes and strategies all
affect the political ideas under
consideration.

Sullivan sets out four
positions which he believes
are the current ideas around
homosexuality —
prohibitionism, liberationism,
conservatism, and liberalism.

There are also smaller
sections such as What is a
Homosexual and the
appalling final treatise What
are Homosexuals For?

In developing an argument
about feminism or racism can
anyone imagine a chapter
bearing the title What are

fesbian and gay politics.

women for? or What are
black people for? Suggesting
healing what Sullivan posed
as the 'gay-straight rift’ by
institutionalised marriage
beggars belief. This
caricatures and avoids the
legitimate debate about
registered partnerships and
how lesbians and gay men
should approach the denial of
civil rights.

Having constructed the
questions as he sees them he
then proceeds to criticise
them. There are clear
problems in this. Some of the
arguments are interestingly
set out but missing is an
explanation of, for example
the relevance of medieval
Catholic theology to the gay
man on the dance floor at the
Fridge or the young lesbian in
the queue at Venus Rising
{(never mind their closeted
brothers and sisters outside
the metropolitan areas).

Sullivan’s view that ‘we
have to embrace politics if
only ultimately to be free of it’
underpins his distorted
observations on
contemporary lesbian and
gay movements. He is critical
of ACT-UP's disorganisation.
ACT-UP was all over the
place and ultimately
disintegrated but Sullivan
ignores its achievements in
drawing political attention to
the AIDS crisis. This anti-
political stance is of course
dependent on Sullivan’s
narrow view of what politics
constitutes.

Sullivan’s final chapter
urges homosexuals 1o put
aside issues of parenting and
children. We can instead
‘throw ourselves into charity
work' or we could 'stay late in
the office .... work round the
clock in a journalistic
production and be the lawyer

~ most able and willing to meet

the emergency deadline.” So
that’s what homosexuals are
for.

Urvashi Vaid's central
contention is that we must not

see the attainment of civil
equality as the final goal. For
Vaid the final goal requires a
new social structure for all
oppressed groups. Civil rights
struggles are only part of the
strategy employed to secure
'liberation'. She argues
strongly that it is impossible
to have a position on lesbian
and gay liberation without
holding one on the
oppression of women or the
black communities.

This is a central
divergence from Andrew
Sullivan whose attention is
absolutely focused on getting
lesbians and gay men civil
equality without necessitating
any change in the social or
economic organisation of
society.

As Urvashi Vaid's book is
a chronicle of events as well
as an exposition of a political
viewpoint some features of
American society are
immediately noticeable.

The comparative
weakness of organised labour
in the US, for example,
creates problems for all the
social movements.

There is also a clumsy
approach to bisexuality and
transgenderism. Virtually
Equal operates on the
presumption that there is a
common set of political
demands being raised by the
‘lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgendered’ movement.
This is patently not true.
There are no campaigns
around ‘bisexual rights’ as
there is no structured
discrimination against
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bisexuals. There is, of course,
institutionalised, legalised and
widespread discrimination
against lesbian and gay
sexuality. Only the
homosexual aspects of a
bisexual's life are
discriminated against, or seen
as problematic by bourgeois
society.

The whole issue of
transgender is much wider
and separate from
homosexuality (indeed the
vast majority of transsexuais
do not view themselves as
homosexual at all but relate
their dislocation to gender not
sexuality).

This being said there is a
weight of experience and
genuine radicalism
underpinning Urvashi Vaid's
book. 1t is about action and
involvement. Clear
suggestions are made for the
movement and the individual.

Ultimately Vaid's book is
much more satisfying and
complete. Perhaps at times
the political essay and the
chronicle of the movement’s
internal development do not
sit well together, but the
strength of this positioning is
that her politics can be seen
to be directed at and clarified
by real events and adtivities.
The difficulty in translating
aims into practise is thus
usefully demonstrated.

Virtually Normal, Andrew
Sullivan, Picador, £14.99

Virtual Equality, Urvashi
Vaid, Anchor Books $24.95
{USA) -
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The material basis of
Euro-socialism

want o analyse the place g

American capitalism assigrn~ .-

Europcan radicals and Mernsh-
eviks, the Social Democracy ¢
Europe.

The Social Democracy has been
issucd an assignment — and | do
not at all say this for polemical pur-
poses to render political aid o
American capitalism in placing
Europe on rations.

What ix the Social Democracy
of Germany, of France now actu-
ally doing? What arc the Socialists
throughout Europe doing?  Let us
study this closely and ponder over
it.

They are now cducating them-
sclves and they are trying 1o instil
in the working masscs the religion
of Americanism.

They are teaching, or trying o
tcach, the loiling masses that Fu-
rope cannol maintain hersclf with-
out the pacifying role of American
capitalism and its loans. They arc
leading the opposition (o their own
bourgcoisie, as, for example, do the
German social patriots — an oppo-
sition not from the standpoint of the
proletlarian revolution, nor from the
standpoint of some sort of reforms,
but from the standpoint ol ¢xpos-
ing the German bourgeotisic as in-
lemperate, greedy, chauvinistic and
incapable of rcaching an agrecment
with the humane, democratic, paci-
[ist capitalism of America,

This is now the central question
of political life of Europe, and cs-
pecially Germany. [n other words,
the European social democracy is
becoming, helore our very eyes, the
political ageney of American capi-
Ltalism.

[s this development expected or
uncxpected? I we recall — and it
is hardly a case thal calls for recol-
lection — that the Social Democ-
racy 1s the agency of the bourgeoi-
sic, it will become clear that the
social democracy, by the logic of
its political degeneration, 1s bound
to become the agency of the strong-
cst and most powerful bourgeoisic,
the bourgeotsic of the bourgeoisics.
This is the American bourgcoisic.

To the extent that American
capitalism undertakes the task of
‘untlying” Europe, ‘pacifying’ Eu-
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rope and ‘educating’ Europc how
to cope with the questions of repa-
rations, and so on, and to that ¢x-
tent the entire dependence of the
German Social Democracy upon
the German bourgeoisic, and of the
French Social Democracy upon
their own bourgeoisic in France is
gradually transferred to the chief
master.

Yes, a grcat master has come to
Europe, American capitalism. And
it is only natural that the social de-
mocracy should assume a position
politically dependent on the mas-
ter of its masters. This is the basic
fact for understanding the present
condition and the present policy of
the Second International. Those
who do not grasp this carly will fail
o undersiand the events of today
and of tomorrow and will keep slid-
ing on the surface, subsisting on
generalitics.

Mor¢ than that: one scrvice de-
serves another! The social democ-
racy prepares the soil for Ameri-
can capitalism; it runs ahcad of the
chariot, talks of the salutary role of
Amecrican capitalism, sweeps the
road, clcans away the rubbish, be-
stows blessings. This is not unim-
portant work!

Imperialism is accustomed to
sending missionarics ahead. The
savages in the colonics usually shot
the priest, and sometimes ate him.

Then the warrior was saint to
avenge the saintly onc, and hard on
the heels of the warrior came the
merchant and the administrator,

In order to colonise Europe, t0
transform the latter into an Ameri-
can dominion of a new type, Ameri-
can capitalism has no nced of send-
ing priest-missionarics to Europe.
On the spot, on the European con-
tinent, there is a political party
whose enlire task consists in pro-
claiming 1o the people the gospel
according to Woodrow Wilson, the
evangel according to Calvin
Coolidge, the holy writings of the
New York and Chicago stock mar-
kets. This is preciscly the mission
of present-day Menshevism.

But, I repeat, one service de-
serves another! The Mcnsheviks
gain not a little thereby. As a mat-
ter of fact, the German Social De-
mocracy not so long ago had to as-
sume the direct armed defence of
i1s own bourgcoisie, the same bour-
geoisic that marched shoulder 10
shoulder with the fascists. Noske
is, after all, the figure that symbol-
iscs the post-war policy of the Ger-
man Social Democracy.

And today? Today it has a dif-
ferent role. Today the German So-
cial Democracy permits itscif the
Tuxury of being in an opposition. It
criticises its own bourgeoisic and
thereby keeps a certain distance

46

-‘The social
democracy...
is bound to
become the
agency of
the
strongest
and most
powerful
bourgeoisie’

between itsclf and the parties of
capitalism.

How does it criticise its own
bourgeoisic? It says: “You are self-
secking, dull-witted, cunning, but
here is a bourgeoisic on the other
side of the Atlantic which is, first
of all, rich and powerful; seccondly,
it is humane, reformist and pacifist,
and it has again come to us and
wants to give 800 million marks of
cash in order to restore the cur-
rency’. :

And this sounds very well in
Germany — the gold mark! — ‘But
you, the German bourgeoisie, are
obstreperous. After you have pulled
our dear fatherland up to its ears in
the swamp of poverty, how dare you
be so stubborn before the Ameri-
can bourgeoisic? Why, we shall
expose you mercilessly in the eyes
of the popular masses of Germany!’

This is spoken almost in the
tones of a revolutionary tribune ....
in defence of the American bour-
geoisie. This is the paradox of the
German Social Democratic Party.

The same thing applies to
France. Of course, in consonance
with the political situation in
France, and in consonance with the
more respectable reputation of the
French franc, everything in this
country takes place on the sly and
in modulated tones. But essentially
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the same thing is being done there
too. The party of Leon Blum,
Renaudel and Jean Longuct bears a
full responsibility for the Versailles
Peacc and for the occupation of the
Rubhr territory.

After all, as we know, it is al-
ready incontestable today that the
Herriol government, supported by
the Secialists, stands for the occu-
pation of the Ruhr. But now the
French Socialists are enabled to say
to their ally Herriot: ‘The Ameri-
cans are demanding that you clear
the Ruhr under such and such con-
ditions; do it .... We, too, decmand
it now’.

They arc demanding this not
through the will and strength of the
French proletariat, but in the name
of subjecting the French bourgeoi-
sic to the will of the Amcrican bour-
geoisie. It ought not to be forgot-
ten that the French bourgeoisic
owes 3,700 million dollars to the
American bourgeoisic. This means
somcthing!

America can topple the French
franc any time it so pleases. Of
course, the Amcrican bourgcoisie

‘American
capitalism is
enabled to
step to the
fore in the
guise of an
organiser
and pacifier,
as some sort
~of
humanistic,
historical
principle. And
in passing, it
creates a
platform for
social
democracy
far superior
to the latter's
nationalistic
platform of
yesterday '

will not encroach on the franc. Oh,
no! Aftcrall, the American bourgeoi-
sic has come to Europe to restore or-
der and not to bring ruin. It will not
encroach... but it can encroach, if it
so wishes. Everything is in its hands.

For this rcason, against the back-
ground of this debt of almost four
billion dollars, the arguments of
Renaudel, Blum and others have a
rather convincing ring in the ears of
the French bourgeoisie. Atthe same
time the Social Democracy in Ger-
many, France and the other coun-
tries is cnabled to oppose its own
bourgeoisie, to carry on ‘opposit-
ionist’ policies on some concrete
questions, and thercby regain the
confidence of a certain scction of
the working class.

Nor is this all. Certain possibili-
ties of joint ‘actions’ are opencd up
for the Menshevik partics of the
various countrics of Europc. The
Social Democracy of Europe al-
rcady represents a rather harmoni-
ous chorus. In some respects this is
a new fact. For tcn ycars — since
the beginning of the imperialist war
— it has had no opportunity for pre-
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senting a common front. Now this
possibility exists and the
Mensheviks have now come for-
ward as a solid chorus, supporting
Amcrica, supporting her pro-
gramme, her demands, her paci-
fism, her great mission. And here
we come to the question of the Sec-
ond Intcrnational in Europe.

Here is the key and the cxplana-
tion for certain signs of life in this
scmi-corpse. The Second Interna-
tional, like the Amsterdam Trade
Union International, is being re-es-
tablished. Of course, not in the
same form as before the war. -The
past cannot be resurrecied; old
strength is gone beyond retum. The
Communist International cannot be
oblitcrated.

Nonctheless, with this damaged
sping, they are seeking to rise on
American crulches, straightening
themsclves up as best they can. The
change that is taking place must be
appraiscd to its fuilest extent, com-
rades.

During the imperialist war, the
German Social Democracy re-
maincd most closely and quite
openly tied to its own bourgeoisie,
its own military machine. The
French Social Democracy, to its
own. What kind of International
could there be so long as they sav-
agcly fought cach other? There was
no possibility whatever for main-
taining a mask of internationalism,
or even a shadow of it.

In the epoch of the drafting of
the pcace, the same situation ex-
isted. The Versailles Peace repre-
sented simply the seal set upon the
results of the imperialist war on dip-
lomatic paper. Where was there
room for solidarity? The situation
remained essentially the same in the
period of the Ruhr occupation. But
now greal American capitalism
comes to Europe and it says: Here
is a plan of reparations for you,
Messrs. Mensheviks!

And the Social Democracy ac-
cepts this program as the basis for
itsentire activity. This ncw program
united the Social Democracy of
France, Germany, England, Hol-
land and Switzerland.

Once again we scc here the same
paradox: when Amcrican capital-
ism launches into outright brigand-
age, it is fully enabled to step to the
forc in the guisc of an organiscr and
pacificr, as some sort of humanis-
tic, historical principle.

And in passing, it creates a plat-
form for the Social Democracy far
superior 1o the latter’s nationalistic
platform of yesterday.
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