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Their side of the fence

Dave Beecham looks at the
possibilities of an employcrs’
offensive in the post-election
period and points to the
likelihood of small volatile
disputes in some industries.

Cvents in the immediate altermath of the
clection have lent support o the adea that
emplovers. cmboldencd by the crushing
Tory victory would launch a majoer shop
Hoor offensive. Large-scale redundancies
amounting w the loss of around 3000 jobs
have been declared o the Tood mdusiry:
red™s
Lriited Biscuits (a4 bastron of Conservalive
Party support) all clearly delayed their an-
nouncements L1l the Tornes were sately back.
Al the sie time, the NCB management has

recerved a big boost (o its programme of
aceelerated closures winh the publicaton of

the Monopolies Commission report on the
mines. And there has been immediate
approval Itom the CBI and others tor a new
rorund of nnion laws, in which it s proposed
ter it severely the circumstanees i which
unions are protected from being sued for
damages by emplovers.
It would be casy to canclude that we are
cntering a new phuse ol dppressive employer
activity. with more victinusations and a
direct attack on shop tloor organisatien. In
fact the situation has not changed much.

Compured ta tour or {ive vears uago.
manggement 15 much  more  contident.
Compared o last vear. f anvthing the

emplovers have some doubts in their minds,
espectably atter the explosion at Cowley and
the fong resistance to entorced redundancies
at Greenings, twao disputes which have been
laken more sernieously by sections ol
eruplovers than perhaps we realise,

There 15 no room lor complacency ot
course. UCompanies  are resorting 1o
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injuctions much more readily 1than they did
in the past and they are also actively seeking
to assert the right to manage betore any sus-
rained upturn in the economy begins to have
an ellect onshop tloor resistance. Behind the
assault on time-keeping at Cowley 15 B
knowledge that, three years after thar
trinmph in imposing new working pragctices
with the connivance of the umon leaders. the
company has stll not succeeded completely
i eroding the last elements of  local
mutuality and custom and practice, The
fieht over clocking aliowuances, relaxation
times ete (the ‘moments of profit” as Marx
called them) is not confined o BL, Overand
over agatn in the last couple of months there
have been cases of munagement olfensives
on time-keeping,

A lever to move people

There 15 no ‘employers' centre’ co-urding-
ting this, it 15 not a consperacy. The kev fac-
lor in most cases, as at Cowlev. s the teeling
among mandgements that unless thev zel
productivity and cfficiency right now they
will have 1o buy it in the luture. For the tme
being most emplovers can get away with
changing working practices eithuer
unilaterally, or wmore bhkely aflter
consultation with shop stewards, 1n order 1o
commut  the Factory  leadership w the
changes. After Cowley, most employers will
opt for the "consullatve’ approach becuausy
they see it as the most cffective
course the help BL received from the union
buresucracy at national und local level reim-
torces this approach. Simitlarly the long
dispute at Greemngs over imposed change
and enforced redundancy ts encouraging the
local engineering emplovers o emphasise
the “participative’ appreach with  the
cmphasis on employee involvement.

This has Little 10 do with the election result
and a lotw Jdo with the practicabiies anthe
shap floor. It emphasises our policy of being
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cxtremely rigorous about taking positons of
shap iloor “leadershup’, because the eond
result at the moment is likely to be involve-
ment 11 COmIMUNICATINg manageimnent nitia-
tives 1o workers rather than the other way
roungd,

Continued emphasis an agitation from
below 15 also extremcly timely., because the
IsSUes f#rismg from management otfensives
at the moment are often trivial m themselves
but provide a lever to 1t
action. For cxample, 4 management crack-
down on people using one canteen rather
than another becavse it takes them tonger Lo
get back to work s an ssue which can push
peaple mta o imited torm ol action, which
can be sustaimed overa penod and which can
be won. To guote another real example,
where workers are made to wash up 1o therr
own time, with inadequate facilities causing
4 massive delay,
causing the muaiimum ameunt ot disrption
by nigidly adhering to management
Istruelions.

We have to guard against belng (i pessi-
mistic, and above ail against passivity, In
private firms the emplovers are contimuing 1w
put the boot in — it s nothimg oew. In the
public sector in many cases they have only
recently started. but thelessonsare the sume.

The strugele 15 also extremely uncven at
prosent. At ong maomeint there s an outburst,
0t the oext complete sitlence. AL the samwe
time, scme parts of mdustry are in a totaily
dilferent shape from others. For example,
workers an GEC are having their taces
around down with puay treeres, AV per cent
rises tied 1o produclivity or el take it or
leave 107 otlers cre. Inthe food industry an the
ather hand., workers Rave been rejecling 6
percent. throwing oul ollers with
attached. resisting management demancds on
time-keeping and so on,

We nre going through a perod, ot least ull
the  autumn.,  where <udden, otten very
militant disputes are on the cards, Usually
these will be very small snd very volunle, We
have w accept that the deptl of resistance
showi at Grecnngs oeseeprional, But these
disputes provide the vital gpportunities Lo
clecitlate collectunt sheets, test out the ue-
uvists tn the ditferant workplaces, aod tind
the munariy that are prepared 1o tight.
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Learning nothing

There 1s a saying that beaten armies learn fast. |
Last month the Labour Party took a real beating but there is little
evidence that much has been learnt.

Neither the post mortem on the election nor
the leadership race show any signs of serious
socialist thinking, On the contrary, it looks
as though the left in the party 1s about to
collapse into ruins,

Explanations for the defeat follow a pre-
dictable pattern. The right argues that the
Party was too left wing. The left argue that
the Party was too right wing. The centre
argue that the right and the left muddied the
waters,

Austin Mitchell MP, writing in Tribune of
24 June stated the right wing case most
clearly, He argued that the blame lay
squarely with the left. The aftermath of 1979,
political and organisational, ruined the
chances of the Labour Party in 1983; ‘Each
change made the defeat of 9 June worse,” The
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chief villain of the piece was Tony Benn:
‘Tony Benn's three year campaign on
policy then lumbered us with an tll-
digested rag-bag instead of a clear simple
manifesto. It set alarm bells ringing at a
time when the electorate was afraid and
doubtiul because of depression.’

This must stand as a classic statement of
the traditional right wing reformist position.
When capitalism is expanding, the argument
runs, we can win office and make a few
changes. We can’t get rid of capitaiism be-
cause the mass of voters are relatively happy
with the system and do not want to change it.
When capitalism is contracting, they go on,
the situation is much too serious to talk
about anything that will rock the beat, es-
pecially soctalism. Therefore we must move
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EDITORIAL

to the right in order to give potential voters
the confidence that we don’t intend to do
anything too drastic if we get elected.

Mitchell draws exactly this conclusion:
‘We must go back to the Wilson years of
modernising the machine, broadening the
appeal, trading up-market and working
to the centre not the extremes ...’

There 15 one important way in which the
right wing analysis is correct. It does contain
the recognition that the general mood of
workers is not ¢combative and militant at-
present. Of course, it sees what is really only
one aspect of the working class response to
the crisis as its eternal essence and it draws
the wrong conclusions, but at least it has
something to say about the movement.

That 1s rather more than the centre and
‘soft left’ do. Robin Cook, Neil Kinnock™s
campaign manager, argues( Guardian 1 July)
that the central problem was that Labour
failed to project itself properly:

“The most obvious explanation, if we are
honest, is that we did not tackle the
challenge of mobiising electoral support
with anything like the zeal which we
brought to our internal debates. Too
many on the left have suffered from the
natve delusion that it is more important
to obtain a commitment to a policy from
the Labour Party than to build support
for that policy in the electorate,

"An associated reason is that despite
obligatory rhetoric about building a
campaigning party, the left has shown
more interest in the politics of bureau-
cracy than in organising a mass move-
ment.’

Once again, a classic statement of the
centre reformist tradition. Policies are of
secondary importance. 80 long as we can
cobbie together something on which we can
alt agree, then the main problem can be
faced. We need to go out and argue for our
case with the same sort of enthusiasm as the
sellers of a soap powder.

And again, the analysis contains an im-
portant element of truth: it is undoubtedly
the case that the left in the Labour Party have
spent the last four years kidding themselves
that if only they got hold of the apparatus
then the voters would troop cut and elect
them.

The left’s response

But the analysis is also one shot in a battle:
to shift the party to the right. Although
Callaghan takes a bit of stick in passing, the
main fire is directed at the left of the party.
The future for Labour must be to stop talk-
ing about policies and concentrate on some-
thing rather more vague:

‘Essentially Labour's e¢lection tragedy
was to present the electorate with a super-
structure of radical policies without
having established a bedrock of radical
values.’

This, of course, suits Neil Kinnock to a tee.
He 1s universally recognised as being some-
thing of a blatherer, even by his friends.

Talking about values allows a great deal of

flexibality on actual pelicies while retaining
at least a veneer of radicalism,

Further to the left, the analyses are no
more impressive, The prize for unreality

4

must gc to Tony Benn, who claimed i The
Guardian (12 June) that the election was a
major victory:
‘The General Election of 1983 has pro-
duced one important result ... for the first
time since 1945 a political party with an
opeanly socialist policy has received the
support of over 84 million people.’
The major villain for Benn was the par-
liamentary leadership which failed to fight
the Tories hard enough in the House of
Commons. The recipe is ebvious: no policy

o

Tony Benn: The prize for the most
unreal assessmani of the election
resuft

changes, change the leadership and work
harder. Apparently nothing outside of the
Labour Party had any effect on the result
apart from the media, who take their pre-
dictable stick.

Benn’s response, however, isnottypical of
the people who voted for him in the deputy
leadership election and whe might be termed
the Bennite wing. Some of the prominent
trade union bureaucrats who backed him
then have, as we shall see, a rather different
view of things, and sections of the con-
stituency left have yet another explanation.

The most striking of the analyses is that
put forward under the names of the editors
(Ken Livingstone, Ted Knight, Matthew
Warburton) in the post-election issues of
Labour Herald. On 10 June they argued:

‘Our worst eiection defeat for 50 years
means the teft must capture the Party for
socialism or face the prospect of Labour
in permanent epposition,’

A week later they were in a position to fill
out their ¢ase:

‘Labour’s programme as 1t stands today
proposes at root an alternative manage-.
ment strategy for capitalism.

‘It lacks the ability to confront
Thatcherism o©or to galvanise the
enthustasm of Labour’s lost voters.

*No amount of biarney, or its Welsh
equivalent, can disguise this fact.

‘The teft’s main task s to win the Party

to soclalist policies.”

That s certainly fighting talk. It might
sound as though at last we are about to see
the emergence of a genuine left wing inside
the Labour Party which 1s prepared to carry
through the fight against the right wing.

It i1s indeed a left turn, but a teft turn of the
crudest and most opportunist kind. The
most striking thing about it is its speed: the
transformation of Labour Herald has no
parailel since 5t Paul. On 20 May it carried a

front page article by Tony Benn arguing:

‘The main theme is how we can perform
our historic function of defending the in-
terests of working people and their
families.’

There was not a whisper from the editors
pointing out that the policies Benn was fight-
Ing on were: ‘at root an alternative strategy
for managing capitalism,’

On 3 June it went even further, carrying
the following:

‘Agatnst (the Tories) we have to set the
Labour Party and its programme
While confident of victory at the polls we
have to insist that a Labour government
will carry out the basic principles on
which the Party was founded -- to place
the means of production, distribution
angd exchange, including the brain-
washing media, under common owner-
ship.’

Again, not a hint of reservation.

The Labour Herald ieft turn must be seen
for what it is: part of an extremely cynical
strategy whose goal is undoubtedly personal
advancement. Before the election that meant
pushing the party policies as hard as possible
so as net to rock the boat. After the election
it means a sharp left turn in order to
capitalise on the left avdience discontented
with Labour’s failures.

The Militant Tendency

The Militant Tendency is another kettle of
fish. Their post-mortem on the election had
rather a different tone since they were cele-
brating the election of two of their
supporters to parliament. But overall they
recognised that this was: ‘a serious defeat for
the Labour movement’ (17 June).

They also have the merit in recognising
that the Tories won the ¢lection because of
the mood of the working class;

*The key element in the Tories’ favour

was without doubt the *Falklands'

Factor”, in as much as the war allowed
the Tories, but especially Margaret

Thatcher herself, to bask in the aura of a

‘““great national leadership™.’

A Ittle overstated perhaps, but un-
doubtedly containing a large element of
truth. And better late than never. Last year
Militant were very equivocal about the war
and fiatly refused to have anything to do
with building an cpposition,

Unfortunately Militant don't carry that
argument any furiher. There is no hint that
Thatcher could get away with the war be-
cause the working class is in general on the
retreat. The reason they don't say this is be-
cause they don’t believe it: to their way of
thinking the crisis is producing a steady shift
to the left in the labour movement, and they

Soclalist Review July 1983
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EDITORIAL

have got Broad Left clectoral victories to
prove it.

And because they don’t recognise reality
their recipe for success does not differ from
the rest of the Labour teft. As we showed last
month, the Militant parliamentary can-
didates tought the election on orthodox
Labour policies. They got a Jot of deter-
mined help from the supporters of that
tendency. So Militant concludes:

‘In many constituencies where the right

wing of the Labour Party dominates there

were no comparable campaigns — no
meetings, sometimes not even leaflets or
canvasses. Ifthe Labour Party had fought
nationally with the same degree of or-
ganisation, with the same policy, deter-
mination and resolve as was demon-
strated In places like Bradford North,

Liverpool Broadgreen, Coventry South

East and Brighton Kemp Town, then it

would have been swept into government.’

Despite the Falklands war, then, the real
problem for Labour was that it did not fight
hard enough. The masses wanted to flock to
the banner of socialism but unfortunately
the Labour Party did not give them the
chance.

Next time round they will get the chance:

‘The labour movement itself will be
radically affected by the election, but
there will be no major swing to the right
inside the Party. On the contrary, it is
fikely that the rank and file will move
further to the teft, demanding the same
energy and determination in pursuit of
socialist policies as Thatcher has shown
for her own reactionary policies.’

How is it that large numbers of pre-
sumably highly intelligent people, from
widely different starting points, all seem to
arrive at the same conclusion? They are all
saying that if only the Labour Party had
done things a littte differently then the result
would have been quite different,

The parliamentary road

The reason s simple. There is un-
doubtedly a lot that divides Austin Mitchell,
Robin Cook, Ken Livingstone and Peter
Taafe, but there is one thing that unites
them: elections are the road to change and
the Labour Party is the vehicle for that
change.

That is why, for all of them, partial in-
sights into what went wrong inevitably give
way to poking around in the entrails of the
Labour Party. They simply have nc other
conception of what might be important. The
class war is secondary to elections and very
very secondary to what happens inside the
Labour Party. Unless your particular faction
manages to get its grimy little paws on the
levers of power in the Labour Party then
there can be no possibility of changing
society.

Let us fantasize for one glorious moment.
Imagine that there was a sudden turn-
around in the class struggle. There was a
great wave of strikes which culminated 1n
forcing the Tories out. And assume there was
a general election. How would that lock to
alt of the currents in the Labour Party?

They would all of course welcomeit ... but,
But Austin Mitchell would believe that its

Socialist Review July 1933
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current policies would lead to disaster. But
Robin Cook would believe that the hard left
would wreck the chances of useful change.
But Tony Benn would believe that the
leadership were not committed to the right
policies. But Ken Livingstone would believe
that it was only going to rmmanage capitalism.
But the Militant would believe that it was
going to squander a great opportunity be-
cause 1t did not have Marxist policies,

So for all of these currents what really
matters 15 to wm the flght instde the Labour
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Ken Livingstone: The pn'ze fur the
fastesf turn to the left

Party — otherwise, perdition. Election post-
mortems are part of their factional battle.
[t might seem from all of this that the
Labour Party 15 set for another four years of
exciting internal strife just like the perod
1979-B3. In fact, despite the different
currents, it 1s quite clear that one tendency is

going to win and win quickly. Post mortems
are one thing, the leadership election is
another. And what 15 happening there is
much less varned.
Writing in The Times (22 June), James.
Curran, editor of the New Secialist said;
“The soft left is now taking over the
Labour Party. It is gaining ground at the
expense of the so-called hard left in the
constituencies: it is poised to take over the
NEC; and it is certain to be well-
represented in the new shadow cabinet.’
He i1s undoutedly rigit, and the leadership
race shows it very clearly, Although Kinnock
must be anybody’s firm favourite, we still do
not know who will win. Ali we can do is to
repeat what we saikd last month: that the
trade union leaders might yet stitch up some
different dirty deal. But, as it happens, we do
not need to know the result. The progress of
the campaign 1s evidence enough of the shift.

The leadership election

The hard right have a problem in or-
ganising their campaign. They started off
with two candidates: Shore and Hattersley.
Duffy of the AUEW launched Shore on his
way but this move was quickly torpedoed by
Basnett’s announcement that it was
necessary 'to skip a generatton’, Shore is now
very much an outsider but the nitial con-
fusion is evidence that the right wing
machirne is not functioning too smoothly.

The hard right now seem to be devoting
their efforts to coming to some sort of deai
with the Kinnock camp. They, in turn, are
only too willing to oblige. As early as 17 June
Kinnock was ready to announce that he
would work with Hattersley:

‘I will naturally continue to wark with
whoever 15 chosen by the electoral
college. It 15 already clear that this elec-
tion wiil be conducted 1n a spint of
mutual respect and genuine comrade-
ship,’

There can be no doubt that he means that
— as far as Hattersley s concerned. The
cembination Kinnock/Hatiersley — the
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EDITORIAL.

‘Haddock’ or ‘Kinnersley' slate, depending
on your preference — 15 already
commanding widespread support,

If that is what wins the election then it will
be a re-incarnation of the Foot Healey due
but very much nastier. Haddoeck 18 younger
than Foot and Healey and capable of taking
a much firmer grip on things:- Anditwillbe a
deal between right and centre very firmly
based on the exclusion of the left.

Kinnock’s charity does not extend to those
on his left. His first major speech after
declaring his candidacy contained a long and
savage attack on the hard left:

*Anyone who believes, or gives the im-
pression that they believe, that a small,
organised vanguard equipped with the
right ten-point plan can use the anti-
cipated despair of depressed masses to
win power is suicidally foolish,

‘In the disputes the various vanguards

create, and in the way they conduct them,

they weaken the Labour movement by
dividing it ideologically, wasting its
energies with unnecessary confhet
They may hate Toryism, but not enough
to harm it by politically defeating it. They
prefer the comforts of indignation to the
challenges of wvictory. They reduce
politics to a hobby. And in so doing they
become the benefactors of the enemies we
have to defeat ...’

It is clear that ‘mutual respect’ and
‘genuine comradeship’ do not extend to the
left. Kinnock the witchunter 15 not going to
make any concession to the left in order to
become leader.

Heffer and the hard left

T he papers of the hard left have responded
by backing Heffer. Usually there is a
sentence like ‘we do not entirely agree with
comrade Heffer, but...’, followed by com-
pletely uncritical support. And that support
is not conditional on any policy commit-
ments, even to some of the sacred pillars of
left policies,

But there 15 something ¢urious about the

¥ 3
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campaign of the hard left. The backing for
Heffer is usually in the small print. Attacks
on Haddock and Kinnersley are the head-
‘lines. And usually, the small print also says
that, if Heffer leses then Kinnock would not
be too bad. The hard left have effectively
abandoned any attempt to win the leader-
ship. Their main concern 18 to stop the soft
left doing a deal with the right.

To the extent that they have any hope of
winning a position their money is on Michag]
Meacher for deputy. They are quite happy to
live with the witchhunter Kinnock provided
they can have have their own token nonenity
as deputy leader.

Backing for Kinnock

Further down the hard left chamn, things
have gone even further. Consider the foliow-
mg staternent from one Jerry Hughes:

*On the Labour Party leadership we have
a problem that the parliamentary Labour
Party 15 not as left wing as we hoped 1t
would be. [ don't think there’s the
slightest possibility that we could get any-
one of the hard left elected 1n the present
circumstances. My view 1s that 1it’s ob-
viously going to be between Shore and
Hattersley and Kinnock, and I think it's
in the mterests of the whole left that we
support Kinnock, although it may go
against the grain with us because of his
role on the National Executive,”

Kinneck’s ‘role on the Nationat Exec-
utive’, readers will recall, includes voting for
the witch hunt. Jerry Hughes is secretary of
‘Labour Against the Witchunt’.

What is happening is quite clear. The hard
left base in the constituencies 15 defecting
quickly and massively to Kinnock. In the

process they are quite happy to forget abou¥

little issues of principle like bans and pros-
criptions.

Among the trade union barons cf the left
an even more shady deal is going on. We do
not know what the final voting positions of
allegedly *left” umions will be because there 1s
much talk of balloting the membership. But
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we do know the preferences of some of these
sAMeE eXECullves,

50 TASS, strongly influenced by the CP, is
going for Kinnock, The Bakers, with a
Militant president, is going for Kinnock. The
NUM, NUPE, TGWU and ASLEF leader-
ship are backing Kinnock., Even the NUR,
scene of a recent Broad Left ‘victory’, is
going for Kinnock.

Strangely enough, a similar process seems
to be going on among some right wing
unions, Both USDAW and the UCW are
backing Kinnock,

A significant preportion of the trade
union leadership who two years ago were
backing Benn are meeting a proportion of
the trade union leadership who were then
backing Healey. They are united around the
respectable and moderate figure of Neil
Kinnock. Bennite dreams of triumphs in the
unions must be fading fas:.

The Parhamenary Labour Party provides
a similar if less important picture. According
to all of the reports a majority of the new
PLP are eligible for membership of the
Tribune group. Yet nobody expects the hard
left candidate Heffer to get a majority of
MPs’ votes.

Whatever the final outcome of the leader-
ship it looks as though the Labour Party 15
going to be led by a younger, more vigorous
and nastier version of the recently retired.

All but the most determined on the hard
left will welcome their defeat. They will even
be able to claim it as an advance. The com-
position of the PLP makes i1t likely that the
new shadow cabinet will appear more 'left’
than the retiring ong,

[t is 2lso likeiy that the extreme right will
be weakened on the NEC and that the new
majority will be of the Kinnockite stamp.
That again will be trumpeted as a left
advance.

Just how much reality such claims will
have can be illustrated by taking the caseof a
leading figure on the ‘left list™ Eddie
McCluskie of the National Union of
Secamen, He was a super jingo over the Falk-
lands war, sending his members to a watery
death with patriotic cheers. he voted for the
witch hunt of Militant. He is a leader of a
union which for years has run a sweet-
heart deal with the ship owners allowing
them to employ Asian workers at cut rates in
return for substantial donations to the
union’s funds. That 1s the sort of "left’ victory
they will be celebrating.

The shift to the right in terms of person-
alities (s being matched, perhaps rather more
slowly, by a shift to the right in terms of
policies. The one which has so far surfaled is
the question of withdrawal from the
Common Market,

The common market

This is a curious matter and requires some
explanation, From a socialist point of view
there is nothing left wing about being in
favour of British withdrawal from the EEC
as a central plank of poiicy. It is crue that the
EEC is a clubrun by and for big capitalists. It
is an undemocratic organisation which exists
only to favour the interests of capital. But the
alternative of the Labour feft 15 to fall back
on the British nationa! state. This, too, is a
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club run by and for big capitalists. This, too,
is an undemocratic organisation which exists
only te favour the interests of capital
Indeed, it is a rather more sertous capitalist
organisation since, unlike the EEC, it has
police, jails, soldiers, etc lined up to defend
capitalism, |

Neither in nor out of the EEC would the
fundamental interests of workers be better
served. At the last election the Labour Party
had the worst possible position: it proposed
to withdraw from the weak, ¢conomic,
capitalist club, the EEC, while remaining a
member of the strong, malitary, capitalist
club NATO.

Of course, a workers® government in
Britain would get out of the EEC. It would
probabiy be pushed out, ke 1t or not, by the
ranks of horrified capitalists, It would
withdraw from NATO. But these would be
the result of smashing the British capitalist
state machine and the expropriation of big
business, not a substitute for i.

The Labour left had a different view, Their
objection to the EEC was always based on
the narrowest of nationalist prejudices. The
EEC, they argued was a foreign institution
which tampered with their right to control
the destiny of the British state. So with-
drawal has always been one of their strongest
points of policy.

In their mythology the 1975 referendum
on the question of Britain's entry to the EEC
always had a special place. This was un-
doubtedly a struggle between left and right in
the labour movement — which was why we
argued for a'no’ vote onentry —and it wasa
right wing victory. The Labour left argue 1t
was the decisive point at which the fine
policies developed in oppoesition between
1970 and 1974 were ditched by the monster
Harold Wison. After ail, immediately after
the referendum Tony Benn was shunted
from the powerful industry mimstry to the
backwater of energy.

Dropping EEC policy?

Now withdrawal has proved a vote-loser
and the backtracking has started. The right
has always been opposed to this policy so it
faces no problems. Heffer, on the lefi, has
more difficulty. In an interview in Tribune
(24 June) he identifies himself as part of that
tradition of socialism that ‘believes we
should accept that coming out of ‘the
Common Market is an absolute necessity for
the country.’

$o far, so orthodox, But one colurnn later
in the interview we read:

“We have to look at this and clearly the
party intends to do that. I would say that
we now have to examine in detail how we
present the argument and whether we
shouldn't now say that we need real
serious changes in the Treaty of Rome
rather than say that we are coming out.

‘I would think that rather than us
getting bogged down in an argument
about being in or out of the Market, what
we really ought to be doing is building up
connections with European socialists and
developing a programme for a sociahst
Europe on a wider basis.

‘I wouldn't want to commit myself at
this stage to saving that we should aban-
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don our previous policies — that would
be wrong, but we would be flying in the
face of reality if we didn’t examine that.’

The convoluted syniax reminds you of
Michael Foot discussing unilateralism, and
for the same reason. Eric is getting ready 1o
eat an awful lot of words.

There is rather more at stake here than just
ditching an isolated policy which does not
win votes any more. One of the central planks
of current Labour policy is their Alternative
Economy Strategy. In all its versions thisisa
programme for nrational recovery in a cap-
italist world. In the Labour left versionisisa
highly nationalised programme for a seige

ECONOMY.

Nell Kinnock: All things nice to
aeveryone but the left

Even to begin to try to carry out either
version would mean a break with the EEC.
So if the left ditch the EEC withdrawal
policy, then sooner or later they are going to
ditch their Alternative Economic Sirategy
and with it even their own crabbed,
parochial and limited version of socialism.

Kinnock, the man the left all admit they
are going to end-up backing, made that clear
on 18 June:

*Qur policy must make the interests of the
British people paramount,
‘“We cannot accept anything less than

Gaullist reformism as our policy towards

the EEC.

Gaullist reformism was the most naked
and uninhibited pursuit of the interests of
French imperialism,

[n case the hard left have not yet thought
through the consequences, Robin Cook spelt
them out in his Guardian arucle

‘The Alternative Economic Strategy was

originally forged as a means of mamn-

taining full employment as an alternative
to the Wilson government’s drift into the
clutches of the IMFE in 1976. We now need
to examine how we adapt that strategy to
the post-industrial society with a large
pool of permanent unemployed that will
be the residue of Thatcherism in 1988,
*What new concepts of emplovment

will be necessary in those circumstances?
What will be the appropriate balance bet-
ween central planning and local commus-
nity enterprise? How do we build
alliances with socialist parties abread to
smash the international dominance of
monetarism?’

However much you strain your eyes, you
can't find there apy room for full employ-
ment, secialism, or even growth.

The hard left is at the end of the road. The
Bennite base is shifting right. The “left turn’
of the likes of Labour Herald 1s a gesture and
will be dropped pretty soeon. There is not
going to be a rerun of 1979-83. Whoever wins
the leadership they will find a docile
membership who have agreed to surrender
any talk of socialism,

The consequences of that will be grnm.
Extra-parliamentary action is already being
redefined out of existence. Robin Cook’s
version is based on the idea that:

‘One — in some cases two — members of

the PLP should be allocated ... to each of

the 140 target seats we have to win in
1988, (Tribune, 1 July).

Further left, Livingstone’s version runs:

‘We will first of all have a major advertis-

ing campaign, one that aims Lo target

MPs and put pressure on them.’

On the far lett, the major effect of the
election seems to have been to draw them
closer to parliament than the streets. All of
the hard left press now have parliamentary
columns,

No short cuts

The Militant has gone furthest in this

‘direction. Its 1 July issue is headhned:

‘Workers’ MP Lashes Tories’. Inside it has
the complete text of Terry Fields ‘maiden
speech’ and a parliamentary report. The
latter informs us that:
*As Terry began, the Tories were momen-
tarily stunned as expressions such as “the
exploitation of the working class™ hit
them full in the face. (It wasn't in the
speech — Ed). Then they began to laugh
... But their laughter was not a confident
laugh.’

Unfortunately the result of all this pos-
turing will be rather more serious than the
renaming of Militant as Hansard. The shiftto
the right which is running right through the
Labour Party will make it much more diffi-
cult to rebuild the movement and toresist the
Tories.

All of the pressure on those Labour Party
members who are also trade union militants
will be to the right, As Kinnock comes 10
terms with Hattersley, and the hard left come
to terms with Kinnock, the price will be
moderation and respectability. Every
proposal for action will be jumped on
because it might endanger what will happen
in 1988,

The number of people arguing for
working class action against the Tories 18
going to be tiny and a lot of people are going
te be arguing: ‘Don’t rock the boat.’

Two things are clear. There are no short
cuts to rebuilding the movement. That
movement cannot be rebuilt other than by
revolutionary socialist politics, And that
means ‘rocking the bout.”



COMMUNIST PARTY

Terminal decline

Last month saw a bitter struggle
for control of the Communist
Party daily, the Morning Star.
Pete Goodwin looks at the
politics behind it.

The bare facts of Communist Party member-
ship over the last decade tell their own tale.
In July 1973 there were 29,900 CP members.
‘By July 198] there were 18,458, When the
1983 figures are.anpounced this month it
looks as if there will be around 16,000,

But what the figures themselves don’t tell
15 why the decline should be so irreversible.
For that one has te turn te the politics.

From at least the time of the popular front
in the mid-thirties the fundamental rationale
for a separate Communist Party was gone. If
the communist parties had explicitly
abandoned revolutionary goals, and were
now committed to & national parliamentary
road to socialism, then what was the con-
tinucd logic of . them remaining separate
from the other reformist parties? -

The point was made by a number of
observers, Trotsky included, at the time. But
for another two decades it could be for-
gotten. Everywhere the communist parties
grew massively ocut of the Second World
War. Their two key assets were the popular-
ity of the alllance with Stalinist Russia and
thetr disciplined extra-parhiamentary organ-
1sational abilities (whether it was organising
the Resistance or organising in the unions).

[n the period- of the first cold war the
Russian connection could still be an asset for
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an oppositionat party, "‘Our enemy’s enemy
must be our friend’ is a plausible adage. And
everywhere in the west during the fifties the
CPs could find a significant pro-Russian
constituency.

Suddenly, with the Hungarian Revolution
of 1956, the asset became a liability. Most
European CPs chose not to go through the
same trauma again with Czechoslovakia in
1968, Thut opened the road to euro-
communism, & break with Russia while con-

tinuing popular front politics, and the logic
of ‘why on earth have a separate CP’ came
back on the agenda of practical poiitics. The
recent crisis and decline of the French and
Spanish CPs are part of that process.

If the massive Spanish and French CPs
cannot escape this political logic, then how
much more does that go for the tiny British
CP. It was one of the first CPs to enshrine
popular frontism into its permanent pro-
gramme with the British Road ro Socialismin
1951. Ever since 1t’s been open to the
accusation that if the road to socialism was
through a ‘Labour government of a new
type’, then why not wind up the CP inte the
Labour Party? The answer that ‘Communist
MPs’ were also needed locked pretty lame
even then, when one looked at the CP’s
electoral performance,

If the CP could still continue to play an
rmpertant part in left wing potitics into the
early seventies (regaining the members it lost
over Hungary, between 1958 and ’64, re-
cruiting again out of the industrial battles
against the Heath government 1970-74), it
was because 1t had other assets than the
British Road.

What were they?

First was the party focus on extra-
parliamentary, particularly industrial,
activity. Second was the party's monogoly of
something that could pose as ‘socialist’
theory. Third was its discipline,

In all these respects the Communist Party
could seem to have the edge over the Laboug
ieft. There was therefore a reason for joining
it (as numerous industrial militants and
CND activists must have done in the early
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sixties, and as a small but significant number
of industrial militants and some refugees
from the student movement must have done
in the eurly seventies).

But each of the assets was a heritage from
the past. Each has been wasted, abave all by
the popular front politics upon which every-
one in the CP is agreed.

The party’s extra-parhamentary activity
was premised on capturing positions and
'‘winning friends and nfluencing people’,

most importantly in the unions, but also In
campaigns. It used its network of militants at
the base simply as a pressure group for this.
The end result is that that network has
withered, The effective demise of the Liaison
Committee for the Defence of Trade Unions
is merely the most dramatic example of this.

The attraction of the CP's claim to
embody *socialist theory’ always depended
on the absence of anything else rather than
the mtrinsic intellectual merits of the turgid
pap that it had inherited from Stalinism and
pepular frontism, The last fifteen years have
seen an cuipouring of ‘soctalist’ theory from
numerous other sources, much of which may
indeed be just as reformist or just as super-
ficial as anything the CP produces, but which
pulls the rug from under the feet of the CP’s
claim to be the central source of theoretical
rigour,

And the diseipiine of the party has
collapsed under the impact of popular front
politics minus Stalinism. Each position cap-
tured has meant another person who cannot
be controlled. CP members of different
union executives or different campaigns act
in the way their particular position, not the
party, dictates. And indeed the CP now
makes a virtue of this. Any party member
can do virtuaily anything without being
seriously called to erder because in the world
of ‘winning friends and influencing people’,
each 1s too important to lose.

No point in joining

The net resule 15 that though there are no
doubt large numbers of people outside the
CP who may agree with what individual CP
members they are in contact with are doing,
the CP can offer them no plausible reason for
actually joining.

The sharpest and most recent example of
that is CND. Here individual CF members
had some significant positions, both nation-
aliy and locally, and were generally arguing
an extremely right wing and apolitical line
which certainly found an echo beyond their
ranks, But they could not recruit out of it for
the simple reason that they could offer
nothing that those who agreed with them
would get out of joining.

The problem is further compounded by
the Labour left. For there now exists a
Labour left which is not only bigger than the
CP, but can organise union broad lefis
without the CP, can participate in CND

without the CP, can produce a deluge of its’

own ‘theory’ without the CP and can act at
least as disciplined a way as the CP.

Nor can the CP even claim to be to the left
of it. It was initially lukewarm about the
Benn deputy leadership campaign, most of
its trade union office holders are now
szpporting Kinnock rather than Heffer for
the leadership, its
alliance’ includes Liberals,. SDP and even
‘progressive’ Tories who are an anathema to
the Labour left.

That there is no way for the CP out of this
impasse is demonstrated by the different
wings within it. Atthelast CP congress at the
end of 1981 three distinct tendencies were
vistble, There was a diminishing band of
eurocommunists (perhaps a sixth of the dele-
gates) who had clearly given up the attempt
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to transform the party in their own image.
For them the only obstacle to joining the
Labour Party 1s that it 1s too left wing and
‘economistic’.

Their one asset is Marxism Today, whose
brand of interiews with liberal chief con-
stables and celebrations of the decline of the
working class is likely tc become 1in-
creasingly popular on the left afier the
election defeat, but which can provide no
sericus argument why, if one agrees with it
one should join the Communist Party.

On the other side about a third of the dele-
gates were explicitly pro-Russian. They were
growing as proportiot of party activists, but
only because being pro-Russian at least gives
a rationale for the separate existence of the
party. But even that is not a very firm one.
There are after all unashamed apologists for
the Soviet Union in the Labour Party, some
of them MPs or quite prominent unicn
officials. The pro-Russians are overall no
more left wing than their curocommunist
opponents. They accept absolutely popular
front politics, in many cases with just as right
wing practical conclusions as the euro-
communists they despise.

Balancing in the middle, with just under
half the delegates, were those who supported
the leadership that at that time embraced
both general secretary Gordon Mclellan
and Morning Star editor Tony Chater. Foer
this centre grouping nothing was wrong with
the party that *try harder’ could not cure.

Of course it hasn't, and so the centre group

CND

has spiit. The situation is so desperate that
the balancing act cannot continue. McLellan
and his supporters have been unwilling to
call Marxism Today to order for the simple
reason that it 1s the only success story the CP
has. This not only angers the growing
proportion of pro-Russians, it also provides
rro returns in party membership. That is bad
enough for the apparatus as a whole, butitis
catastrophe for those invelved 1n the
Morning Star, who now face the prospect not
just of tightening their belts but of going
bust.

The Chater wing won the struggle for the
Morning Star on the strength of the votes of
the growing proportion of pro-Russians
among the dimmishing CP membership and
because the McLellan wing ¢ould offer no
other way of saving the paper from bank-
ruptcy. And they may win at the party
CONgress,
little reason to believe that the upnion leaders
framm whom Chater hopes for saivation can
deliver the necessary subsidy to keep the
paper afloat tor much longer. And there is
every reasen 1o believe that its circulation
will centinue (e wither, especially given that
it will be made even more boring by its even
closer links with the union bureaucracy and
a more pro-Russian stance.

The Communist Party as a serious
political force on the left has been so long in
dying that we are always being ribbed about
writing premature obituaries. The real one
is, however, very close to being written.

Dropping the Bomb

The election result has closed the
parliamentary road the CND
leadership were banking on.
Gareth Jenkins analyses their
response.

It is difficult to believe that CND leaders live
in the same world as the rest of us.

The truth is brutally simple, of course, The
party of cold war warriors won. The party of
unilateralism lost. Indeed, i1ts share of the
vote sank to its lowest level since 1918. Given
the prominence of defence as an issue during
the campaign, there can be little doubt that,
in purely electoral terms, the Tories got the
massive endorsement for their nuclear policy
that they were looking for.

This is an unpalatable reality. Yet the
response from CND is a flight into fantasy.
The wishful thinking started almost before
the voting figures were cold. On the Sunday
immediately following the general election,
Joan Ruddock, chairperson of OCND,
declared at a rally held in the Wembley con-
ference centre: ‘The majority of votes were
cast for the parties which at the very least
opposed Trident.’

And in the latest, July edition of Sanity
(whose cover stated with more optimism
than . sense, ‘Election Result—no cruise
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mandate’), she explained:

‘Concerning Cruise and Trident, the
General Election has settled nothing. A
majority of people, no matier how they
cast their votes, continue to oppose both
the siting of American Cruise missiles in
Britain and the purchase of the Trident
missile system.’

This is pathetic self-delusion, The media
may have been biased (they were), CND may
not have had a fair hearing (they didn’t),
Callaghan and Healey may have intervened
to weaken the nuclear disarmament case
{they did}. But should one expect any
different?

The fact is that no amount of juggling with
the figures to show that ‘public epimon’ is
realfy on your side can disguise the truth that
power is what counts—and the Tories have
it

But it is worse than self-delusion. This
kind of explanation shows an alarming tend-
ency to snuggle up to all and sundry and play
down differences of position. This 1s partic-
ularly true of Chris Horrig’s article in the
same issue. His determination to prove there
is a ‘long-term trend te increasing parlia-
mentary suppott for CND 1sbased ona pro-
foundly dishonest analysis.

It may well be true that “CND will have
roughly the same number of supporters in
the new House of Commons as in the old’,

but it all depends what you mean by
‘supporter’. It s difficult not to have one’s
suspicions roused when Horrie reveals that
that includes a well-known lover of peace
from Neorthern Ireland, Enoch Powell.

More interesting, though, than this
revolting absurdity is to see how Horrie's
slippery definition allows him to make over-
tures to Liberal Party candidates who are for
stopping cruise, despite officical Alhance
policy:

‘If the Liberals had managed one or
two more percentage points at the polls,
then they might have won a whele string
of election victories in southern England,
replacing anti-CND Conservatives with
pro-disarmament MPs,’

Pigs might fly, one is tempted to add. In
any case, it seems lost on Horrie that if
Liberal candidates can put lovalty to the
Alliance above loyalty to their anti-cruise
principles, they are hardly likely to make
good allies.

This question-begging use of the term
‘pro-disarmament’ is typical of the bankrupt
politics that makes CND chase after any-
thing mildly criticat of the Tories’ full-
blooded pro-nuclear _Eflic:y.

Hiding unilateralism

i

The implication of all this 13 that CND
must how look to these soft and dubiousele-
ments, concentrate on what the ‘majority’
want, and build a new cosy consensus
around stopping Trident and cruise onfy.
The unpopular ‘minority’ position of
unilateralism must be shoved out of sight,

Not entirely, of course. The effect would
be too demoralising. Joan Ruddock is
anxious to cover her left flank. She stresses
the need to prevent any backsliding in the
Labour Party and rebut any accusation that
a commitment to nuclear disarmament lost
Labour the election.

But the tendency to relegate unilateralism
to the background 1s certainly there

According to Joan Ruddock, one reason for
the electorate’s ‘confusion’ {which allowed
the Tories to win} was ‘the division within
the leadership of the Labour party'. This
‘allowed attention to be focused on the less
urgent issue of Polaris, and away from the
more immediate dangers of Cruise and
Trident’.

Presumably, then, a way must be found 10
unite the leadership. If Polaris really isn’t
very urgent, there are no prizes for guessing
which wing of the party is being invited to
give way most (as Foot and co. did during
the election).

But if Ruddock is circumspect, and Horrie
evasive, then EP Thomson, writing in The
New Sratesman (24 June 1983}, at least has
the merit of dragging the implications fully
into the light of day.

Like them, he shares the same fantasy per-
spective on the peace vote, and pays close
attention to the Liberals:

‘Across the whole country, and most of
all in Scotland and Wales, if one collects
into cne Jump the votes for parties
opposing Trident and supporting a
“freeze’’—Labour, Liberal, SDP, SNP,
Plaid Cymru, Ecologist, stc—then there
was a clear peace majority.




“The question of cruise missiles 1s more
confused. The Liberal party conference in
1981 voted {irmly against cruise, but this
fact was caretully hidden from the British
public during the clection. But many
Liberal candidates were loyal to the con-
ference decision, and some campaigned
actively tor i, Sofarfrom this being a dis-
advantage, it appears to have given heart
to Liberai activists and to have been wel-
comed by the electorate.”

This attempt at discrimination lands
Thompson 1n considerable confusion.
Typically, there is the pepular frontism that
makes potential disarmers of all anti-Tories.
David Owen? Roy Jenkins? Since these two
have sat n cabinets which sfrengthened
Britain’s nuclear capabilities, that idea 15 a
bit hard to swallow.

There 15 also the colossally naive judge-
ment about the anti-cruise decision of the
Liberal Party conference. ‘Carefuliy hidden
from the British public™? Doesn’t Thompson
realise that it was *hidden’ (a curiously con-
spiratorial accusation) because there was
never any danger thut the Liberal leadership
would not squash such a policy.

Healey blameless

Worse follows. Thompson assumes that
Yeovil and West Leeds went Liberal because
the candidates were active peace cam-
paigners. This really is wish-fulfiliment. The
Liberals won for the same reason that the
overall Alliance vote was high: it represented
a vote principally against Labour
‘extremism’ by people who wouldn't, for one
reason  or another, vote Tory. Labour
‘extremism’ included, of course, being tarred
by the CNL} brush.

But it is when we get to hisanalysis of how
the Tories won the defence argument thas the
conclusions for the future of CND come
thumping through:

* “Defence™ became a sensitive issue,
which Labour at first muffed, and then
from which it beat 2 hasty retreat. What
happened?

‘An expert axeman sphitting a log looks
first for the hairline cracks i the wood
and strikes there. In the months before the
election one crack was perfectly evident.
Both national opinion polls and CND’s
own doorstep ¢canvasses had shown a firm
national majority ggainst cruise and
Trident, but a sharp fall to 30-0dd percent
when the question passed to Potaris or to
total untlateral renunciation of all
nuclear weapons and bases.

'‘The Tory axemen had studied this
opmion profile with quite as much care as
{ND had done: and when the election
commenced they tock steady aim at the
crack and struck. They struck again and
again: ‘‘one-sided disarmers’; “leaving
Britain defenceless’™, “‘unilateralism’—
and then, as the crack began to open, they
cleft the log in two with u huge
resounding wallop: Polaris!

“‘The resounding Polaris blow was
struck between 22 and 25 May, and was
supposedly {in some Left fundamentalist
mythology) cunningly prepared for by an
act of treachery by Denis Healey tn an
interview on Leicester local radio, when
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he spoke of putting Polaris into START

negotiations.’

A nice, folksy taie. Denis emerges as the
innocent, What it ignores is that the Tories
were able to deal such a sharp blow, not be-
cause Labour was ill-prepared or unpro-
fessional, but because its political fudge made
it thoroughly unconvincing. There will be no
fudge on Thompson’s part, just accom-
modation to the right wing. The defence of
Denis 15 indecently open:

‘If Denis Healey had an eye to these
proposals (to Andropov's proposais to
negotiate his 8820s downwards in
relation to Polaris} in his Leicester broad-
cast, then he was not committing pre-
meditated treason but simply making
point that there is no original virtue 1n
umlateralism for wunilateralism’s own
pure sake,’

So there we have it, Prop the talk of uni-
lateralism—that may offend the purists, but
toc bad, we have to be realists:

*The political crisis of Europe, at this
moment, turns not even upon nuclear
disarmament but upon checking the up-
wards rush of nuclear armament: and the
Issues are cruise, Trident and the freeze.
These are all issues which could have been
carried by a majority of the Briush
public,’

Note the slogan of “freeze’. It is the natural
complement to dropping unmiiateralism. Al-
though the tendency to multtlateralism has
been coming a long time (“a unilateralist is a
multilateralist who meanps it’ in the words of
Bruce Kent), the scene 1s being set to make
*nuclear freeze', on North American lines,
the leading campaign slegan by next CND
conference this winter.

It will be wrapped up in a spurious inter-
naticnalism (untlateralism being too paro®
chial and inward-looking). The propaganda
stress will be on doing what Thatcher *faiis’
to do—pget proper disarmament talks
started. A multilateralist will become a uni-
lateralist who means it.

Moving right

Where does this leave the rank and file of
CND? Many will probably dnift in the same
rightward direction, particularly when it be-
comes obvious in the Labour Party that the
question of a non-nuclear defence policy has
been relegated to some unspecified point in
the future—ie never.

Altogether, CND will become an even
more passive organisation, withering at the
grass-roots, yet still able to pull the
occasional large demonstration (like the
linking of the American and Russian em-
bassies on 16 July). But as the emphasis be-
comes increasingly put on lining up dis-
tinguished names behind ‘real” multi-
lateralism, so these demonstrations will be-
come ever limper and more concerned to
avoid any whiff of controversy.

In the unions, fighting for unilateralism
will become more difficult, even if a fresh
crop of affibations results from the growing
presence of the Broad Left. The commitment
will be even more tokenistic than now.

In the ficld of direct action, the tactics of
the Greenham Common women are likely to
inhibit any further developments. Their

exclusiveness, lack of funds, and increasingly
loony mysticism-—to say nothing of greater
police brutality now there is no election to
worry about—will act as a barrier.

But among the disitlusioned activists there
will be some open to a revolutionary alter-
native. To them we must say two things,
First, that chasing an elusive majority inevit-
ably means adilution of one's politics and an
ever more rapid swing to the right. Second,
that getiing rid of the Bomb as a single-issue
campaign is doomed to failure.

The reason why a ‘peace majority’ failed
to win Is not because the wrong package was
put before the electorate. The case is the
same as that which lost Labour the election,
When workers lack the self-confidence to
fight for themselves over the most immediate
bread-and-butter issues, they are certainly
not going to fight over more daunting issues.

Rebuilding confidence

Furthermore, pecople may be deeply
worried about nuclear weapons, as they are
even more so over the closer threat of unem-
ployment. But far from radicalising people,
such worries can have the opposite effect, As
Ivor Crewe, analysing the resuits of Gallup’s
BBC election survey, put it:

‘Labour’s majority as the party for jobs
actually fell from 20 percent to 16 percent
between 1979 and 1983. The lengthening
dole queues made more people put unem-
ployment at the top of the agenda; but
fewer people were convinced that Labour
could shorten them,

‘Other issues, ranked lower in import-
ance, actually made a bigger impact,
compensating the Conservatives for what
they fost on jobs. Defence 1s the prime
example. In 1979 it was mentioned by just
2 percent; 1in 1983 by 38 percent. Among
the latter the Conservatives were pre-
ferred by a huge 54 percent majority.’
(The Guardian, 14 June [983)

In other words, under conditions of low
morale, a general retreat on alf issues takes
place, regardless of whether a minority is
radicalised on a particular issue, and then
finds itself ¢ruelly tsolated by the results of a
general electton. The Thompsons of this
world naturally conclude that CNL’s iso-
lation must be ended by getting rid of s
‘negative’ image and creating a “positive’ one
that reflects the conditions of the retreat.

Qur conclusion 15 guite different. The
capacity to force governments to renounce
nuclear weapons depends on the capacity of
workers to regain their confidence to fight
back against all the assaults made on them
by the employers and the employers’ state.
The guestion of the Bombis inseparable from
the question of rebuilding confidence at the
shopfloor level where that power to fight
back lies.

That is a much longer haul, and we may be
sneered at as purist fundamentalists. But the
current CND thinking for all its apparent
realism, smells of panic and despair. Drop-
ping principics in order to gain the support

. of all sorts of dubious ‘respectable’ figures i1s

not realism. Nor is it realistic to expect
them—or kindly disposed generais—to
cleanse the globe of nuclcar obscenity. Itis a
dangerous fantasy we must decisively reject.
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to rebuild
confidence

Socialist Review has often written of the need to
rebuild the movement from the bottom up.

We talked to Roger Cox about what can be done in
the workplace today.




If you want to understand anything about
the present period, and what exactly it means
to operate in a downturn, you must look
back to the fifties, sixties and early seventies,

“WINNItG THE ARGUMENT S NT EVERYTHING /

The most obvious difference between then I.f““t
and now was the amazing ¢onfidence which § i‘-ﬂ tﬂ (‘E"Eﬁ ‘ﬁ‘i}h
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There was never any question that workers nnlled a-{ 1}351 1 y 197
had the right to try and screw as much out of Eé&
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management as possible. There was rarely
any need to have arguments about this.
Workers just assumed it.

The ltong posi-war boom meant that
workers were very much in the driving scat.
It wasn’t just trade union arganisation. In
most factories workers would regularly
make things for home. If the foreman asked
them what they were doing, they would just
lie. That's an example of having the
confidence that because there was such a
labour shortage the boss wouldn’t sack you.

That was ¢specially true in the engineering
industry. Engineers were absolutely essential
to the postwar economy. The bosses would
give them almost anything they wanted, and
the workers knew it,

The boom produced a situation in whicha
ot of the workforce remembered being
kicked around in the thirties, and where
there was a long period of full employment.
So there was an incredible bitterness and a
determination not to return to the pre-war
days. And the knowledge that at the moment
the workers had the whip hand.

If you had a collection for a strike and
someone refused to give, it was looked upon
as dreadful. That person would be seen as a
real scab and be given a really hard time by
the rest of the workforce,

There were dozens of instances where
groups of militants quite ruthlessly went
after a particular manager who had treated
them like shit in the thirties.

Workers would compete to see who could
give the foreman the hardest time, who could
drive him to a nervous breakdown, or at least
out of the factory first.

When workers went 1nto negotiations with
management their main aim was just to
occupy management’s time until they gave
in. Workers' representatives would just sit
there all day arguing and arguing, about
anything. It didn't matter as long as you
accupied the management, and made them
waste time over some little point. They had
50 many things going on the last thing they
wanted to do was argue about one little
section of the factory,

Management really had to be careful
They needed production to go simoothly and
this meant treating the workforce very care-
fully indeed.

There was a constant competition to make
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sure that your section was Keeping up with
the section next door. If you found out that
you had fallen behind, you just went 10
management and demanded that you were
given the same. There was never any hesita-
tion about this, never any doubt that if
management refused to budge that you
could bring the section out on strike.

The role of the fulltime bureaucracy was
totally different. The only function they had
really was to get the rank and file workers
out of trouble, If militants had cocked up a
strike for example, they would call in the
officials to call off the sirike, But they
wouldn't play any role while things were
going well. In those situations they were
more or less irrelevant.

Terribly sectionalised

They realised that if they tried to put the
brakes on when things were going weil the
rank and file would just refuse to fisten to
them. So often they would say one thing to
try to ¢ool things on the shop floor down, but
make it clear that they didn’t really expect
the rank and file to take any notice.

Althoupgh it was very easy to buld strong
shop organisation it was almost ympossible
to argue sociahist politics at work. The
reason for this was simply that workers were
getting a lot out of the system as 1t was, It
appeared that what affected your wages was
the wage rates of the section next door, not
the world economy.

Everything was terribly sectionalised.
What happened in the next town or even the
next factory didn’t seem to matter, tet alone

b

‘about an uphill struggle when we talk about

what happened in the rest of the world.

So you couldn’t argue about politics the
way it's possible to donow. Socialists used to
try in the upturn but it didn't really mean
anything. It didn't connect with their
audiences’ lives at all.

The older workers had seen enormous
changes and enormous improvements in
their lives. They were buying houses and cars
without socialismn, Most had no reason to
believe that things wouldn’t go on getting
better and better.

Politics could only be raised where it
impinged on the workshop—so you would
always be discussing things like incomes
policy and wage controls, but you could
never broaden out from there.

[t’s different now because unemployment
affects everyone. [t's a fear in the back of
workers' minds which 15 always there, Even
fairly backward workers have the idea that
unemployment i5 produced by a world-wide
economic system which 1s 1n crisis, And this
opens them up to arguments about the
nature of this system.

So it’s a hundred times easier to talk about
Chile for example. The links are already
there. Workers reaiise that it’s another part
of a crisis-ridden system. In an upturn the
only thing which reaiiy affects workers’ con-
sciousness is the wage rate of the section next
door.

It’s important to realise that we are talking

rebuilding shop floor organisation. It's very.
much a slow longterm process. Peopie
should set themselves a target every week; (o
have one geod argument with someone; to

Socialist Review July 1983
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.. EXPLAINING COMES

FORWARD To THE BARRICADES /

BARRICADES 7

BEFORE LEADING ...

have one good long talk with someone; really
finding out everything about their back-
ground and ideas. _

No-one should think that this is a soft op-
tion, They are very difficult things to do. Any
miitant in a workplace has to begin by
winning the confidence of one other person
and this cannot be done overnight. It’sa long
and difficult process,

Collections by themselves don't mean
anvithing. They only make sense as part of
this process.

Having the arguments

Firstly they are the way in which we
identify that minority which 18 always
present around us. Once you've identified
the minority you have to organise it. You
have to make the small group around you
aware that other workers who share the same
ideas exist, [t’s essential to break down the
1solation of that minority.

But collections are only half the battle—
you must convince people and win their con-
fidence and trust. This comes down very
largely to having self-contidence. You've got
to have the contidence in your pelitics before
you can convince anvone ¢lse. And you've
got to have the self-confidence to lead
people.

The conly way this can actually be done is
by politics—it's useless being an isolated
militant in a period like this. There is no way
you can have the politics to explain the
present period, and therefore no way you can
survive i,

In att upturn you can be absolutely awful

Socialist Review July 1943

and lead thousands. In & doewnturn you've
got to be good to get one or two listening to
you.

Being that good doesn’t come overnight.
People have really got to work atit. Both in
terms of being consistent about politics 1n
the workplace, and reaily taking the sorts of
arguments and discussions which come up
seriously. You need to take in the politics in
the party because if you're doing your job in
the workplace properly you're going to need
all those arguments.

The arguments which come up in the
workplace now are incredibly wide ranging.
There are all the arguments about the
current political sttuation. But there are also
the arguments that the world can’t be
changed. That Russia 1s socialist. That
human nature is greedy. So in order to be a
consistent socialist at work, to be always
arguing socialist politics, you do have to
have a very thorough understanding of
soclalist pohtics,

That’s not to say that every socialist is
suddenly geing to start winning every argu-
ment they have, The opposite is actually the
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case. Even the most experienced militants
lose arguments.

The implantation of bourgeocis ideas is
really deep, and you are not going to
overcome them all at once. But it's not

winning the arguments that 15 most
tmportant. [t’s getting the people around
you to start questioning what they are told.

The way people will put reactionary
arguments always changes, and it's only by
having the arguments that you learn exactly
how the people around you are thinking.
Once you know this you can go back te the
party and discuss better ways of tackling
certain 1deas. This is always on ongoing
PTOCESS,

The thing is, the working class are an n-
tensely ideological ¢lass. The ruling class fill
our heads up with an enormous guantity of
absolute rubbish. Workers constantly sift
through what they are told to see what is
useful to them and what isn't. What workers
arguing against you are trying to do is
rationalise all the rubbish that they have
taken 1n and present it as an argument.
Sometimes they will de it in a way which
makes 1t very difficuit 1o answer.

It's not just knowing the arguments. It's
also how to present them. If vou're dealing
with someone who is a potential militant, a
poiential workplace leader, the last thing
you want to do is humiliate them. That's no
goad for winning their confidence. So 1t's
knowing how to present arguments in a way
which 15 convincing without being
patronising.

Day to day contact

Having regular arguments ¢nables a
sociatist in a workplace to centre the sorts of
discussions which go on around socialist
politics. Talking to individuals, and learning
to explain socialist politics to them, 1s the
foundation of political work. Giving people
the confidence to argue their ideas Is a
necessary step to getting them to change
those ideas. The art of leadership 18 getting
the best out of people. It adds colour and tex-
ture to a shop organisation, as 1t creates a
political atmosphere.

Ultimately the socialist in a workplace
must be able to lead people, but explaining
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comes before leading. Before you canlead a
strtke, or even get a collection going, you
have to actuaily go around and explain the
issues involved to people.

You can’t go round to the majority, you
have to go to the kev people, the people who
will potentially support you. It’s important
to have the debate with them. Then they will
feel that they are in control of the situation.
If the network around you support you they
will take the arguments into the other layers.

S0, by the time there is 2 meeting called the
groundwork has been done alrcady, the
decision has really already been taken.
Different points of view may come out at the
meeting, but the arguments should have
been discussed beforehand. The whole thing
should be pre-digested.

To get to that stage, involves the whole art
of getting around and talking to people, of
convincing peocple, of arguing politics.

To do this you have to be in day-to-day
contact with those key people around you.
You have 1o be seen as the same asthem, asa
worker like them, amid the same discipline
and conditions, And you have to know them
very well, so you <an really build up a
relationship with them. Getting into a
position where you get facility time can be
dangercus,

Facility time 15 a bit like owning a motor
car—it's a private solution for a public ill.
All faciity time actually does isto isolate any
representative from their base, It doesn’t
matter how good the representative is. The
pressure is always to rush through the
business and be off to the bar.

Facility time means that you are released
from work discipline. But ance you are
released from that discipline you cannot
really represent the workers still under that
discipline. You are a whole world away from

them.

Shop stewards’ role

If we're going to begin to rebunild in the
workplace 1t's impontant to fight very hard
against this trend. Shop stewards™ meetings
shouldn’t be conducted 1in worktime, unless
the stewards are willing to lose the wages for
that period, Stewards should be commtted
enough to either lose money or to meet after
work, in their own time.

It's the only way stewards can keep on the
same level as the workers they represent. As
SOON as You're seen to be sitting 1n meetings
rather than working, you've 1sclated
yourself.

If we look at the role of shop stewards
durtng the Second World War and
throughout the *50s and *60s we find that this
separation between workers and their
stewards simply did not exist. You got what
yvou wanted by leading people, not by relying
on signed agreements. Actually things were
very rarely written down.
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Management knew how far they could go.
They knew that if they overstepped the mark
the stewards could bring the. workforce
down on them like a ton of bricks.

You had convenors who would clock off
of tire job 10 do union business, and be paid
for that time by the shop stewards’
committee,

In a factory like Napiers, at the outbreak
of the war, they had shop stewards’
committees which weren’t recognised by the
management. The stewards operated on the
iocal foreman. That was who they put the
pressure on and they drew their strength
from the workers who they represented
being willing to tight on the section.

Because they weren’t recognised by the
management all the work they did was pretty
much undercover, When the war broke out
management announced that there was
going to be a meeting in the canteen to
discuss war production, and heow all the
workers had to put their backs into it

So the chairman of the shop stewards’
committee walked into their office and said:
‘If there are going to be any meetings called
in this factory, which affect workers, it is
gomng to be us, not the management who call
them.” Management went ahead and called
the meeting, but the only people who turned
up to it were the shop stewards’ committee.

Then and there they forced the
management to accept that if there were
going to be any meetings called only they
would call them. They didn’t have full time
convenors. They met in pubs after work, But
they had an organisation which wus
immensely strong, which was supported by
all of the workers.

They said to the workers: *Don’t go to the
meeting’, and no worker went 1o the meet-
ing, The workers knew what they were
doing. They knew what the plin was. The
workers trusted the leadership because they

were the same as them. There was no
separation between the workers and the
stewards,

Loads of factones were like that. Every
little concession had to be fought for. There
was a very strong beliet in not having that
separation between stewards and workers.
The 1dea of trade union offices would have

appalled those old workers,

They just didn’t operate that way. You
won by leading people. by having strength in
your section, not by writing things down.
They never signed agrcements and things
like that. You got what you wanted by
leading people,

We can’t recredte that atmosphere of
confidence. Only an improvement in the
econemy can do that, [t doesn’t need to be
anothier boom, just enough of a shift so
workers don't feel frightened of their jobs,
like at Cowley and Tilbury. But what we
must dois lay the groundwork so we can take
the maximum advantage when the mood
changes.

The minority

Ths has to be understood as part of a
poiitical perspective, as part of a process. If
1’s nat seen as part of a process itsounds ab-
solutely awful because what we are doing is
so small, and the pressure to move into the
bureaucracy or sink into apathy is enor-
IO WS,

What we've got to do is re-establish a
lcadership within workplaces, and what we
do now will alfect how we, as a workers”
party, operate when things look up.

How successtul we can be in an upturn
depends upon a number ot things. If we can
successfully adapt to what the downturn ac-
tuatly means then weare ina potentially very
strong position. What that means is making
ourselves the read leaders inside the
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work place.

Even if we can’t be stewards we should stiil
aim to be at the centre of that minority of
workers who are willing to light, so we are in
the business of leading the real militants
when the opportunities arise. If we can
establish that sort of network then we are in
an excellent position.

There are dangers for us. It's one thing
identifying that minority, but there 15 the
possibility that inidentifying it you actually
isolate it from the majority of the workers.
Sccialists and their periphery must be
equipped to pull the wvacillating people
behind us.

On the one hand this means having the
arguments about politics, on the other look-
ing out for every little thing that can be or-
ganised around. If we're to keep the people
arocund us looking outward we must always
have some sort of activity going which will
enable them to relate to the rest of the
membership.

Winning confidence

Secialist Worker 18 one of the most
important  ways 1o start creating  the
arguments in the workplace. There are
always two sorts of people who buy Secialis:
Worker at work.

There's a small group who are really loyal
to the paper; who buy it every week; who
always give you the correct money and never
disagree with the politics,

Then there is a much larger group who are
always coming cut with anti-socialist argu-
ments; who are always denouncing and
disagreeing with the paper. Often you can’t
understand why these people actually bother
to buy the paper, because they argue with
you about everything in it.

But then vou realise that although they
may argue with you they are actually using
the arguments in the paper to argue with
other people. There are loads of examples of
this,

In one factory a group ot blokes used 1o
buy the paper whoe were racialists. They were
very good militants but they were racialists,
The comrade selling to them even had
doubts about whether he should continue
selling them the paper, until one day he over-
heard one of them arguing with another
racialist in the factory, and using all our
arguments right down the ling.

We can only be successful to the degree to
which we can convince people like this 1o be
socialists. That means that every time they
buy the paper they will voice their doubts
about the politics, And we will have to have
the arguments again and again.

The people who buy the paper are only
going to learn if they test out the politics in
argument with us. Before people are
confident about our politics they will go
through this period of doubt and
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questioning.

The mportant thing in winning the
¢onfidence of these people is not so much
winning every argument as being consistent.
You must always stand your ground, and
never waver on our politics if you are ever
going to give other people the confidence
that we are right. If people around us are
bothering to argue with us then at some level
they really want to be convinced that we are
right.

It’s & maiter of creating chances for our-
selves when the upturn does come. Then the
sort of people who are arguing with us now
will be faced with a choice between us and
the trade union bureaucracy. In the majority
of cases they will chcose the trade unicn

bureaucracy—but we can pain the best of

those people if we start arguing now.

We've pot to always concentrate on
changing the atmosphers 1in our own shop, in
our own office or wherever. In the mudst of 4
downturn it 1s possible to shift the level of
argument, to move it up a notch or two. But
it 15 a longterm thing.

[deas change very slowly at the moment.
I’s essential to be part of a political

-organisation if you are to resist the pressures

of co-cption into the trade union
bureaucracy or just slump into passivity.

We are not going to see a rerun of the sort
of upturn of the '50s and "60s. There is no
prospect of the conditions which produced
the long boom reappearing.

When we talk about an upturn in the
gconomy this time arcund we mean some
improvement 1n the midst of a generally very
miserable situation,

Different atmosphﬁre

We would be in a situation where unems-
ployment dropped slightly, say to three
million, we would not be in a situabion of
full, or anything like full empioyment.

It would be a small and short expansion in
mudst of the general trend of recession. The
government will still have to attempt to cut
the level of social spending. They wil! sge
strikes as a major threat te a recovery in the
ECONOMY.

A worker in a company which is suddenly
taking orders may feel that his or her job is
secure, but that same worker 15 more than
likely to have family, friends and neighbours

who are still unemployed. Thay are still
likely to be faced with the closure of the local
hospital or school.

This will create a very different
atmosphere for workplace militants than
that which existed in the post-war boom, It
will not be possible 1o make huge gains by
just relying on the section.

The general situation will still affect
workers” consciousness. So we are going to
have to be able to ¢xplain the world in roto,
not Just a particular little patch of it.

Sowing the seeds

This means we have the opportunity to
tuild a large socialist party. People will have
the confidence to fight and they will need a
political explanation of the world. It will be |
easy to talk about politics, and relatively
easy to recruit tc the party as growing
confidence gives workers the feeling that
they can change the world.

The workers who will be absolutely key to
bringing about this shift are those who will
argue with us now. We've got to start sowing
the seeds if we are to take advantage of the
gxplesion of bitterness which 15 bound to
come.

We cannot rebuild the shop stewards
movement immediately. It's just not possible
on any sizeable scale in the present period, it
will only become possible as the upturn
develops and workers confidence returns.

It could also encourage a separation of
trade union rmilitancy and politics, as if
shop floor organisation could be rebuilt in
isolation from politics.

The goal can lead us te relate to the wrong
audience. Cowley revealed how weak and
isolated the existing stewards are. It is not
they who will rebuild workplace organis-
ation—the impulse will come from below,
from new layers of militants, The slogan
‘rebuild the shop stewards organisation’ can
lead us to orientate on existing shop stew-
ards to the exclusion of other rank and file
militants.

The situation of the "50s and "60s, impreg-
nated with sectionalism and reformism has
gone for good. Now, rebuilding workplace
organisation cannot be separated from

building the revolutionary party.
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Tories’ Belfast headaches

The victory of Gerry Adams in
West Belfast was one of the few
bright spots of the election,
Kieran Allen, of our Irish
fraternal organisation the
Socialist Workers Movement,
looks at its origins and
consequences.

The Tories may have won the British general
election with a landslide, but one area stands
out as a very black spot. InNorthernIreland
a significant minority of the Catholic
population have voted for Sinn Fein—the
political wing of the IRA,

They did so despite the repeated warnings
from the hierarchy of the Catholic Church.
They did 50 11 a manner that left the British
media with no explanation of this strange
aberration m a Western European
democracy.

They c¢annot claim that the emotional
aftermath of the hunger strike led otherwise
moderate people to take leave of their senses.
The issues in the election were elegantly
simple—a choice between the constitutional
nationalism ot the SDLP or the armed
struggle of the IRA.

A few figures will bear out the extent of the
Provos® achievement. Last year in the
Assembly election they polled 35 percent of
the nationalist vote compared 10 the SDLP's
65 percent, This time they set a target of
90,000 votes. They surpassed their target by
13,000 and got 43 percent of the natiocnalist
vote, to the SDLP’s 57 percent,

The power broker

The Catholic population constitute one
third of Northern Ireland’s population, The
SDLP polled {8, percent of the total vote.
The Provos received 13Y, percent, In the

mid-seventies the SDLP were getting 25

percent of the total vote. The decline of the
SDLP can clearly be seen from such figures.

The vote for the Proves was won without
any dimunition of the armed struggle. The
shooting of soldiers and the bombing of
RUC barracks continued right up to polling
day. It would be ditficult to point to other
exampies of guerrilla armies who have
managed so successfully to combine the
‘ballot paper and the Armalite’.

Why do the mass of ordinary Catholics
disregard all advice from the Pope down-
wards and vote for “the men of vioilence™ The
answer 1s relatively simple.

The Northern state is and always was a
prisan of sectarianism and unemployment,
[t 15 totally unreformable and moreover
everyone is aware of that fact.’

The deaths of the hunger strikers brought
that home in a direct and vivid way. The
whaole of the Catholic community demanded
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their releasc. The British strategy of isolating
republican militants by labelling them
criminals has totally backfircd as had every
British attempt to reform or impose a
solution on the North. Yet there was not the
slightest  concession from Thatcher. [t
became clear that it wasn’t just the Provos
who were being criminalised but the whole
nationalist population.

Something else had developed during the
hunger strike. Ever since the SDLP’s emer-
gence from the civil rights movement i the
carly seventies, the British ruling class
looked to 1t as the power broker inside the
Catholic community,

In return for various concessions, the
SDLP was in 4 postion to call ter an end to
militancy. Thus, during the period of the
power-sharing régime the SDLP managed to
get the mass rent and rate strike called off
and in fact opened the way for the Payments
of Debts Act. However during the hunger
strike the SDLP was in no position to deliver
any moderation.

Bourgeois parties, particularly those that
functicen in an oppressed ghetto, need a set of
open institutions wherein they can parade
their bargaining skills, Without such in-
stitutions they wither at the roots. Their
leaders no longer peer out {rom the news
media with statements. They lose confidence
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it their own ability, That is what happened
to the SDLP.
Having proved next to useless for the

British ruling class during the hunger strike,
they have since been pushed out to the
political wilderness. Thatcher angd Prior
made no concessions to them when it came
tor establishing an Assembly in the North.
This i turn left them without a base to
bargain from. The constitutional
nationalism of the SDLP is being eroded
because the British ruling class no longer see
their use and because the mass of nationahsts
have become (nreasingly milhitant.

The significance of the election 18 that it
shows the possibility of the long term decline
of the SDDLP. It offers the prospect that in the
coming ycars the British state will directly be
facing the Provos without any intermedi-
arles, Paradoxically, the Bnitish ruling class
are not halt as worried by such 4 scenario as
are their Southern Trish counterparts.

Southern state worried

Ever simmce ‘the troubles' began, the
Southern governments have combined a soft
nationalist condemnation of British excesses
with full scale repression against
republicans. Their ideciogy has rested on the
notion that the republicans were a tiny
minoTily intent ot mindless violence, By and
large, they have been able to convince the
majority in the South of this view.

They have also openly admitted that they
regard the Provos as as much a threat to their
state as to the Northern state. They have
given 4 lead to the British on some aspects of

.......
????

e

mmmmmmm

,,,,,,,,,,
B

mmmmmmmmmmmm

________

..........
aaaaaaa

,,,,,,,,

+++++

Jim Prior and Garrett Fitzgerald, both worrled about the growih of support for the

Provos
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repression. Republicans are banned from
television and radie. They can be sentenced
in juryless courts on the word of semor
policemen. Political status has never been
tolerated in Southern jails, This battery of re-
pression was combined under Fianpa Fail
governments with a strong dose ol
nationalist rhetoric,

The decling ot the SDLP destroys this neat
conjuror's trick. It is no longer possible to
claim the Provos are an ssolated manority.
The Southern state's alliance with Britain in
maintalning parttion must become clearer.
Whether or not the Provos have a strategy
fortaking advantage ot this pohitical opening
in the South s a ditferent maitter.

For the moment the Southern ruling class
are doing everything Lo save the neck of the
SDELP. They have esiablished a "New
Ireland’ forum, open to all those whoe oppose
violence. (State violence 15 not inciuded.)
The torum has all the reputation of a
pompous nooenlity. HCwill continge to have
such a reputation unless Fitzgerald or
Haughey can persuade Thatcher that they
should be trusted with a share tn the running
of Northern Ireland.

The electoral success has sentshock waves
throughout the British and [rish establish-
ment. That is a good reason why socialists in
both countries should also celebrate. But
neither should we be under any ilfusions. The
manner in which Sinn Fein campaigned
showed how superticial the ‘left wurn’ in the
organisation has been m recent vears.

The campaign stressed that the key tssuc
was whether Sinn Fein or the SDIP should
provide the leadership ol ‘the natonalist
people’. Notl surprisingly, there was httle
appeal 10 the Protestant working class. But
neither was therc the shighrest mention of
what even nationalist workers should be
fighting for. The campaign oilered no
strategy  on  how to  tight unemploy-
meni—currently running at over 30 percent
in areas like West Beltast, [t was a straight-
forward nationalist campaign directed to all
classes in that communily,

Substitutionism

Sina Fein sel out t¢ win support bevond
those who agreed with the armed siruggle.
[nstead of concrete policies which could
connect up, it offercd as its trump card s
advice cenltres.

Omne of the three central slogans ol the
campaign was ‘tor an active constluency
service”. Ttarpued thatits advice centres were
run ‘by tull time voluntary workers rather
than the old careerist politicians’. Quie
simpty that Sinn Fein provided the better
social work service, that they could do more
for the people—not just through the armed
struggle but also through operating the con-
ventional political system.

There is nothing surprising in sl this.
Republicans have always stressed that the
activilies of the lew could substitute tor the
passivity of the many, That substitutionism
has simply been extended into the clectoral
sphere. The invitation wis to vole lor new
‘principled teadership’ that could do the job.
There was theretore no nced to spell out the
strategy whereby (he Assembly could he
opposed and unemployment fought,
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Community politics prove style. Gerry Adams and Margaret Keenan of the Moyard
Housing Action Comimitlee show Ken Livingstone around West Belfast

There s a problem m all this for Sinn Fein.
Electoral wictories have developed a
momenturn of their own. They have now the
same propaganda effect as a successful milit-
ary operaton. There will be plenty of oppor-
tunittes to pull off further coups—in the
Lurapecan election, in the local council eleg-
tions,and in the elections in the South.

New victories wili be seen as further
moraie boosters, But there are limits to the
achievements, just as there are limits to the
armed struggle iself. Thatcher may have got
a hecadache, as the Sinn Feitn posters
suggested, because Gerry Adams got the seat
i West Belfast, but 1t will not force her to
withdraw a single solider from the North.

The troops won't be pulled out because
the nationabist community passively vote tor
Sinn Fein. It needs a 32-county workers’
movement te force her and her troops out,
And that s the area which Sinn Fein and the
whole republican tradhtion cannot address.
As the victories at the polls accumulate and
still  the  troops remain, then the old
argunient of the Armalite or the ballot box
will rage inside Sinn Fein.

Soctalists i Treland have to be clearer now
on the nature of republicanism because ol 1ts
relative success. Unlortunately, such clarity
has nol always come casy. The dominant
notion in recent yvears has been that the in-
creased political sophistiication in Sinn Fein
has represented a turn left. The task of social-
15ts was to encourage turther feft develop-
menls unul the movement was transtormed.

But the only turn left has been an attempt
to tack mild social democratic politics ento a
greater tactical flexibility when it comes to
elections. Gerry Adams, the leading figure of
the left, has stated recently that Sinn Fein
needs to combine a ‘correct attitude to the
national guestion with the groundwork the
Workers Party have been doing’.

That particular groundwork has been the
establishing of apolitical advice centres,
abstention from militant strikes, capturing
union pasitions and crawling opportunism
when 1t comes to policies at election time,

An all-class alliance

Repubhicanism cannot be transformed
because 1t 1% an all-class alliance. It can tack
to a mild left position to extend the base of
support for the armed struggle. It can even
sympathise with the growing struggles of
workers, Bui it can never offer concrete
leadership to those struggles. And it is
precisely because it cannot that it well veer
between an emphasis on the ballot or the
Armalite.

Socialists in Ireland have to organise and
build independently of the republican move-
ment. They have to argue openly thetr differ-
ences  with that movement, rather than.
simply olfer it advice from the sidelines. For
sactalists in Britain, the electoral victories of
Sinn Fein make more possible the Troops
Qut argument. 0
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 MIDDLE EAST

Crisis in the PLO

In February the PLO announced that it had
achieved a new and unprecedented degree of
unity in the wake of last year’s war In
Lebanon. Today the movement’s largest
group—Al Fartah—is split by conflict that
threatens to remove figures who have led the
PLO for a generation.

The international battles point up the
present sorry position of the PLO. Its mil-
itary organisation is confined to a few square
miles of terrttory in north and east Lebanon.
From here 1t has conducted a nnet unsuccess-
ful guerrilla campaign against the lsraeli
occupation forces. But the Palestinian raids
and ambushes are permitted only en license
from the Syrian army which controls almost
the whole area. The PLO is a prisoner of
Syria's President Assad.

In this smali pocket of military activity are
the fighters who have regrouped since the
evacuation of Beirut and the scattering of the
guerrilla forces. Most have been growing
frustrated and resentful at the behaviour of
the PLO leadership and particularly at the
policy of PLO leader Arafat, who has spent
the last twelve months shuttling between the
world’s capitals to try and pull together a
‘peace’ deal that most Palestinians believed
was never likely to come off. In the process,
they argue, he has wasted away the credit
that accrued to the PLO as victim of the
Israeli offensive.

American deal

Arafat's travels have coincided with
American attempts to implement the Reagan
plan. This scheme was to settle the Middle
East probtem by providing a sem:-
autonomous Palestinian area of the West
Bank, federated with Jordan and policed by
some combination of Jordanian, Israeli and
perhaps United Nations forces.

Many Palestinians rejected the plan from
the beginning, and even though the Pales-
tinian ‘parliament’-—the National Council—
accepted the idea of a ‘ministate’ solution, 1t
rejected the American plan at 1ts meeting in
February. Arafat continued his meetings
with Jordan’s King Hussein and indirectiy
with the Americans.

In reality the Reagan plan was never on.
The Begin government in Israel would never
countenance abandoning the territory
occupied in 19%67—indeed since the
anncuncement of the plan the Israelis have
pressed ahead with the ‘Judaisation’ of the
West Bank. Thousands of acres of land have
been seized from Arab owners and scores of
new settlements gstablished,

The Israeli policy has given weight to the
argument that the Lebancon invasion itself
was an attempt to destroy the PLO and buy
time to push through full annexation of the
West Bank.

Many Palestinians believe that the Reagan
plan was never even seen as a serious option
in Washington. Diplomatic activity has now
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The Palestine Liberation
Organisation is undergoing a
major crisis, Michael Davis looks
at the background.

almost ceased and after the difficulties
caused by the invasion and the massacres in
Beirut relations between the United States
and Israel are again publicly close.

Large supplies of American weapenry are
en route to Israel and in Lebanon—where
the withdrawal of Israeli troops was to be a
‘pre-condition’ for movement on the
plan—the occupation forces still control half
the country over a year after the invasion
began.

.......

President Assad of Syria

Over the past twe months Arafat’s
personal position has weakened rapidly,
Conscious of growing opposition he moved
to replace key commanders in Lebanon with
his own loyalists. Any such changes would
have been resented but many fighters were
incensed that Arafat chose to introduce two
officers believed to have disgraced them-
selves during last year’s battles with Israel,

A number of Fatah units refused to accept
the appointments, denouncing Arafat as a
‘revisionist’, After a series of press confer-
ences at which the dissidents presented a
long list of complaints about Arafat and the
Fatah leadership open conflict erupted in the
Beqaa Valley and in Palestinian bases. in
Syria,

There 1s a suggestion in the western press
that the dissidents are ‘radicals” who reject
Arafat’s palitical approach and are looking
for a new strategy for the PLO. In fact while
they have expressed the real anxieties of
many activists over Arafat’s conduct and the

nature of the Fatah leadership, they have
offered no new ideas.

[n this sense the present crisis—the most
sericus threat to the PLO leadership for
twenty years—expresses the real weakness of
the PLO in the post-invasion period and the
fatal flaws in the whole perspective advanced
by the national movement.

The core of the dissident leaders have oc-
cupied important posis within the Fatah
structure, while not holding the senior
positions reserved for Arafat and the
*loyahsts’,

Prominent amongst them are Abu Saleh
{Nimr Saleh) one of the founders of Fatah
and its military wing Al Assifa, Qadri(Samih
Quwaiq) head of the PLO ‘Office of
Jordanian Affairs’ until its closure in 1980,
Abu Musa (Said Musa) deputy commander
of the PLO operations room and Abu
Akram {(Musa Awad) head of Fatah oper-
ations in Lebanon.

The dissidents are not members of any
formal political grouping but they arelinked
by a common sympathy for the Soviet
Union. For several years they acted as the
pro-Soviet faction on the Fatah Central
Commitiee.

Diplomatic activities

Their links with Arab governments are
unclear but it is reported that in May Libya
donated $7.5m to the dissident cause and
when fighting began in mid-June they were
openty supperted by the Syrians, who first
poimntedly allowed supplies and ammunition
to reach the ‘rebels’—denying Arafat’s
units—and later remnforced the dissident
units with their own tanks and artillery. It
was after the open displays of Syrian support
and Arafat’s viclent criticism of President
Assad for preparing a ‘massacre’ of Pales-
tirmians in Lebancn that the Syrians expelled
the PLO leader,

The dissidents have objected to Arafat’s
diplomatic activities, especially those linked
to the Reagan plan, and to his cooperation
with King Hussein. They are ¢ritical of the
decision to leave Beirut last year and have
demanded that the fighters who dispersed to
ninie Arab states should be brought back to
Lebanon. They oppose any PLO withdrawal
from Lebanon. Much criticism has been
directed at the Fatah leadership—accused of
being bureaucratic and coerrupt. The dissi-
dents have called for an emergency congress
to discuss their criticisms.

Manpy Palestinians are sympathetic to the
dissidents’ demands, Though there are sug-
gestions that a deal with King Hussein might
still receive some support on the West Bank,
amongst the activists in Lebanon and Syria
patience has run out.

Criticism of the Fatah leadership is espec-
ially widespread. From the early 1970s, when
it became established in Lebanon, the PLO
leadership became more and more central-
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ised and bureaucratic—often scathingly des-
cribed by the rank and file as *having more
cars than fighters’,

Fatah, with its huge income from Saud;
Arabia, built up the apparatus of a small
state-—an administration, welfare system
and an army, as well as guerrilla units. Many
Palestinians made a living from the move-
ment but also resented the power structure
that came to dominate it.

On 22 June the Guardian reported a
guerrilla supporter of Abu Musa—one of the
dissident leaders—as saying that Arafat
represented only ‘Fatah corruption, money,
positions, cars and aeroplanes’, Arafat, he
argued, travelled the wortd saying that the
PLO was the vital factor in the Middle East
equation, ‘but this—he patted his gun—is
what makes it so’.

The comment captures the feeling of
resentment which the dissident leaders have
tapped. It also expresses the poverty of their
aliernative, The dissidents have no new
strategy to counterpose the compromises of
Aratat. Their approach is to argue for a con-
tinuation of the military struggle, to be con-
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Just north of Tripoli PLO leader Yasser Arafat iaiks 1o raporters about the recent

splits in his Fatah movemant
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ducted by more able and determined com-
manders—presumably themselves—in
association with the most intransigent of the
Arab states. This necessarily places them in
the Syrian camp.

Ever since the expulsion of 1948 the Pales-
tinians have been dependent upon forces in
the Arab countries, At an early stage the
leaders of Fatah and the Arab National
Movement {from which developed the
FPopular and Democratic Fronts and various
splinters) explicitly rejected the socialist
strategy of looking to the potential of the
Arab working class.

Instead they cultivated relationships with
the Arab rulers—Fatah with Saudi Arabia
and the Gulf states—the leftists with the
‘progressive’  régimes of  Libya, Syria,
Algeria, Yemen and, sometimes, Iraq.
[nevitably they became dependent upon the
Arab  régimes-——and more and more
vilnerable to them.

Some of the Arab régimes exploited the
situation by directly sponsoring their ‘own’
Palestinian groups—Syria’s Saiga. Iraqg's
Arab Liberation Front—or financing their

.....
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own groups and individuals. This gave them
leverage inside the PLO and increased
credibility at home on the basis that govern-
ments could claim to be ‘active’ on the
Palestinian issue,

The PLO teadership—in reality the Fatah
leadership—managed to keep some room
for manoeuvre by maintaining a close
relationship with Saudi Arabia—the dom-
inant power in the region and the
movement’s main source of funds—and by
balancing the demands of the other Arab
leaders.

As the pressure from Israel and these same
Arab régimes forced the PLO into a corner it
became more dependent on the Arab leaders
and more exposed to them. Since the move-
ment has been limited to a tiny area of
Lebanon it has come to rely on the Syrians
for its day today survival and has become in-
creasingly vulnerable to the possibility that
Damascus might choose to impose its own
policy on the PLO.

The Syrian-sponsored Saiga was quick to
support the Fatah dissidents. While the ex-
tent of direct links between the Syrians and
the dissidents 1s unclear, it does seem that
President Assad has used the dispute to
marshall his supporters and sympathisers in
the PLO, deepen the conflict inside the
movement and finaily use his physical dom-
ination of the Palestinians to precipitate a
full crisis.

The Syrians may not want to get rid of
Arafat for good. It is rumoured that they ap-
proached both Farouk Kadoumi and
Khaled Fahoum—members of the Fatah
inner circle—to take Arafat’s place. But
President Assad may be trying to administer
a severe shock to the PLO leader, proving
that his control of castern Lebanon and pol-
itical influence in the movement are now suf-
ficient to act as a brake on Arafat’s dip-
lomatic activities, pulling him away from the
western camp, and into the Syrian and thus
the. Russian orbat,

Russian interest

The Russians may be worried at the
lengths 1o which Assad has now gone but in
recent months they have certainly been en-
couraging the Syrians to rein in Arafat.
Moscow wants to see the Palestine question
‘internationalised’ —discussed at an inter-
national conference at which the USSR is a
leading participant. They have been frus-
trated that the United States has been
making all the running and that they have
been unable to establish a firm relationship
with a leading Arab régime since their mil-
itary advisers were expelied from Egypt in
1973,

The Russians believe that in the last nine
months they have pulled oft a coup. During
the Lebanon invasion their Syrian allies were
overwhelmed by the Israelis and therr
standing in the region took another nose-
dive.

Now the Russians have rearmed Syrian
forces with some $1.5bn of top weaponry.
This includes SAM 5 long-range missiles and
a vanety of medium and short-range
weapons, ground attack helicopters with
counter measures and counter-counter
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dlack September 1970. it there Is nol to be a repeat of King Hussein’s assault on the

AT

PLO his régime will have to be overthrown

measures, 30 improved MIG 23 fighters,
artillery and several hundred T72 tanks, An
imegrated air-defence system links mussile
batteries and radar and satetlite survelllance
is coordinated via Moscow. An estimated
5,000 Russian advisers are based in Syria.

“Moscow seems to beheve that it has bene-
fitted by regaining some of the prestige it lost
when Russian weapons failed during the in-
vasion and that for the first time 1 ten yeurs
it has opened up aclose working relationship
with a ‘frontline’ Arab state, providing a
hasis tor further openings in the region.

Syria’s Assad now feels confident that he
will be able 1o intlict far heavier casualtics on
Israel. lsraeli public opinion has moved
sharply against the occupation of [Lebanon
as [.ebanese and Palestinian gucrrilla attacks
have picked otf Israeli patrols. The mood
inn Israel is for a period of ‘peace’—or at
least no war—and Assad believes that
with his newly-armed forces he can adopt a
far tougher bargaining positton in any deal
for a withdrawal trom Lebanon. If neces-
sary, he beheves, he can remain in Lebanon
indefiniteiy.

Never can the siogan ‘Neither Washington
nor Moscow' have becn more appropriate
than for the Palestinians in their present
situation. The American relationship with
Israel has moved back to its usual leve] of
close cooperation and is likely to getcloser as

the 1S election appreaches. In addition the

US maintains the closest relationship with
Saudi Arabi—the PLO banker. Moscow has
developed a warm relationship with Syria
and while they may feel that President Assad
is runming a little out of control, the Russians
will not abandon their biggest investment 10
Arab politics for many years.

A subversive force

Under this pressure—plus that of Presi-
dent Assad's own ambitton—the PLO
icadcrship may crack. It is possible that
Arafat will be replaced by an individual ora
group of lecaders acceptable to the dissidents
and 1o Syria. More likely he will
survive-—kept afloat by continued it more
reluctant support from ordinary Pales-
timans, cspecially on the West Bank—but
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{t's a comment socialists still keep gatting.
Arm yourself to reply with ...
{ v STATE CAPITALISM THE GREATLIE
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AEVOLUTION WAS by Tony CHH Why the so  called
LOST _ The classic Marxist 'socialist’ countries are
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new Class.
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compelled to work within the imits placed
on the drganisation by Syrian and Soviet
policy.

From the socialist poinl of view only a
radical break with existing strategy can lead
the PLO out of 1ts difficulties. This means
shedding many of the assumptions that have
guided the movement for a generation.

It means accepting that mililary struggle
alone leads to dependence on lhe Arab
régimes and that if there 1s not to be a repet-
ition of King Hussein's ‘Black September’
assault on the PLO in 1970, or Assad’s 1976
offensive, these régimes will have to be
brought down.

Such a change means accepting that the
PLO cannot afford to choose between
‘reactionary’ and *progressive’ local régimes,
Adl the Arab ruling classes are preoccupied
with maintaining their positions at home and
for all of them the Palestimans represent 4
subversive force. All are also connected with
the superpowers who have their own
ambitions in the area.

This alse means accepting that the inter-
ests of the Palestinians are not different from
the interests of workers 1n Iigypt, lrag or
Syria, that workers can  bring about
revolutionary change and that indeed, only
the power of the Arab workers movement
has the potential to match that of the Israeli
state.

The policies of today’s Fatah dissidents
have little in common with such a view. After
twenty years of domination by nationalist
and Stalinist ideas it is almost unimaginable
that a current can develop in the upper fayers
of the movement that can turn towards the
working class as the agency of change and
the task of building revolutionary parties in
the Arab countries.

On the PLO ‘lef’, the Popular and Demo-
cratic Fronts are equally bogged down 1n
nationalist politics. The two organisations
have so far taken an abstentionisi line on the
Fatah split, though both are known to be
close to the Syrians, with the Democratic
Front almost uncritically pro-Moscow,
Despite years of radical rhetoric the organ-
isations have shown no sign of breakmg out
of the ideological impasse of the PLO as a
whole.

Amongst the rank and file of the PLO
there is as vet no sign of any serious revol-
utionary socialist ideas taking root. *"We are
not in a revolutionary period—there 1s
nothing we can do’, said a PLO leftist
recently.

There 15 a danger that there will be no
mare ‘revolutions’ like the mass movement
which produced the PLO in the 60s. The
rass activity that can produce real change in
the region is likely to occur mm Cairo,
Baghdad or even Damascus, Will the PLO
then be mere onlockers?

There is just a hint that some Pales-
tinians—propably outside the PL.O—have
begun to mave towards a Marxist approach
to their problem. On 21 June the Egyptian
News Agency reported that police had
uncovered a ‘clandestine communist Pales-
tinian organisation’ of 20 members atier ut
had attempted to ‘infiltrate sectors of the
Egyptian masses’. We will have to walt to
learn a little more about their real identity.

Socialist Review July 1983
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Santiago June 1983 Students demonstrating their support for the strike called by the Chilean Truck Owners Unlon

The workers fight back

The first reaction to the tremendous upturn
that has taken place in Chile is one of elation
at the resilience of the working class and its
ability to rebuild under c¢ircumstances of
extraordinary difficulty,

The second 15 one of depression that the
ten years since the coup of 1973 have been
wasted by the Chilean left. Had an organisa-
tion, even one of modest size, been built in
that peried, which was rooted in the day-to-
day experience of workers, which under-
stood the 1wists and turns of the struggle,
which developed a network of militants
around it-—had this happened we could lock
forward to developments with considerable
optimism, because a potentially revolu-
tionary sitzation does exist in Chile now and
for the immediate future.

The fact is, however, that there is no sign
of such an organisation having been built.
The politics of the main protagenists are de-
pressingly familiar. The Communist Party
has largely achieved a hegemony of the left
working class current, but is pushing a policy
of pure class collaboration. The MIR (Move-
ment of the Revolutionary Left} remains an
orgamsation trying to substitute itself for
class activity and has wasted many of iis
bravest miitants by an isolated guerrilla
sirategy.

Of course we may be painting too de-
pressing a picture. The fact that Christian
Democrat workers have been leading the
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After ten years of repression
Chile’s military rulers now face
increasing working class
opposition. Dave Beecham looks
at the background.

struggle does not mean that the rank and tile
15 ‘right wing’. The Chilean Christian Demo-
cracy contains almost as many currents as
Sofidarnosc, and some of the same factors
are in play as in Poland, notably the fact that
the church in Chile does provide activists
with some sort of protection.

Economic crisis

It1s alse true that the rank and file of the
Chilean CP inside the country has taken up
different positions on occasion compared
with the comfortable exiles in Europe, and
that the MIR may have once again acquired
a genuine base 1n the shanty towns of
Santiago, among the unemployed and the
petty bourgeoisie.

What 1s more the roots of working class
resistance to the Pinochet dictatorship have
been estabiished over a five year period.
While the first five vears after the coup saw
workers’ oarganisation completely
suppressed, in the period since 1978 there

EE T - et

have been several strikes by copper miners,
Ied by the El Temente workers who were vili-
fied by almost the entire lett for going on
strike again.t the Allende government,

There has been a revival of activity among
skilled workers, who were 1 a better posi-
tion 1o resist the constant threat of unem-
ployment and victimisation. There has also
been a sustained pressure from the rank and
file which has forced right wing stooge
leaders Inte opposition to the very regime
which installed them.

Although the economic policy of the
regime has resulted in a real deindustrialisa-
tion 1n engineering, with whole sectors vir-
tually wiped out, key groups of workers have
rebuilt their organisations.

The other effect of the economic crisis of
1982 has been to shift certain other groups
closer to the proletariat. The political shift
into opposition to Pimochet among the torry
drivers and lorry owners, who formed the
spearhead of the right wing assault on the
Popular Unity government in 1972773, has
been followed by an economic whirlwind
created by the coincidence of internal
cconomic chaos and the worst international
crisis since the 1930s. From being one of the
Interntational bankers’ favoured nations,
Chile has moved dramatically to become a
millsione round their necks.

It 15 worth recalling that tor the tirst five
vears or 50, the Pinochet regime was hailed
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as an economic miracle, a success story like
Japan after World War Two or Brazilin the
1960s. In 1978 the Chilean government and
the Ametican Chamber of Commerce pro-
duced a brochure with testimonials from all
the major Chilean banks, subsidiaries of
multinationals, industrial conglomerates €x-
plaining how the country had succeeded
after the disasters of the Allende years.

The CRAV sugar congiomerate was pro-
minent: it collapsed at the end of 1981. The
major banks made statements on the
wonders of private enterprise. On 16
January (983 Pinochet was forced to
nationalise them (and their $4 billion debt) in
the most spectacular U-turn in modern
economic history,

Financial collapse

By mid-1982 Chile's foreign debt had
climbed to around $t7 or 18 billion, most of
it in the private sector, making it the most 1n-
debted country in the world in relation to 1ts
population. Chile’s gross domestic product
fell by 14.1 percent in 1982—'probably a
record for any major country since the §930s°
commented the Financial Times.

The exchange rate coltapsed, the savings
of the new, expanded and prosperous middle
class were in many cases halved and in other
cases hurriedly sent abroad. A series of the
most prominent conglomerate firms, which
had grown enormaously in importance during
the ‘boom’ years, went into liquidation,
owing vast sums to the banks which were
themselves broke.

This was the same society lauded by
Miiton Friedman, and presided over by his
pupils, which was said to show the way for-
ward for less developed countries, even if the
political means to achiéve it were ‘somewhat
harsh’.

Inflation had been reduced from perhaps
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500 percent in 1974 1o 1§ percent in 1981 and
0.4 percent in the first six months of 1982,
Unemployment, which had soared to 20
percent plus (official figure) after the coup
was brought back to about 9 or 10 pereent.
Fconomic growth averaged between 5 and
10 percent from 1976 to 1981 —and foreign
capital flooded into the country, nsing trom
$572 million in 1977 to $4,800 puthon 1n
F981.

We need not go too deeply into the causes
of the sudden collapse of this house of cards
in 1981/82—what was really sigmficant was
the effect it had on the regime’s social base.
However, there were several points aboutthe
rise and decline of the Chilean economy that
have considerable political importance in
understanding recent events, One problem
for the junta was the wage system.

Real wages fell dramatically in 1973, with
the combination of hyperinflation and wage
cuts. Forexample, inthe large copper mines,
wages were 35.7 percent above 1969 levels in
real terms in 1972, In 1973 they fell to just 50
percent of their 1969 value.

Similar massive c¢uts in real wages
oceurred right across industry, But in sub-
sequent years a wage indexation system
helped keep workers' heads above water. In
the mines, for example, the state-owned
copper company CODELCO limited wage

rises only by trading off productivity.

bonuses against basic pay. Ths trick pro-
voked the first all-out stoppages in the mines
since the coup in January 1980 at El
Teniente,

S0 serious hasthis problem become for the
government that it was the issue over which
Pinochet’s finance minister, Sergio de
Castro, was dismissed in April 1982,

Of course the fact that certain categories
of workers got inflation-linked rises does not
mean that the workers as a whole werc
protected. The years after the coup saw a
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massive shift from wages to profits. But 1t
became politically very dangerous for the
Pinochel government to tamper with long-
standing pay arrangements. [t was after all
the Allende government's retusal to pay the
copper miners their special cost-of-living rise
that led (o the revolt at El Teniente in the
spring of 1973,

A second important feature of the
developing economic and political crisis was
the flood of imports and consumer goods in
particular which created a new middle class
in the mid-1970s and provided the regime
with a much wider social base than could
have been expected. ‘All the credits went on
toys and French cheeses’ the Financial Times
quoted a Chilean housewife in March this
year. *We thought an economic miracle was
happening because we could afford French
cheeses,’

The vast flood of foreign capital that came
into Chile was accompanied by a flood of
consumer goods. The leve] of fixed 1nvest-
ment (which the foreign capital was in theory
supposed to support) was actually one of the
lowest in the developing world. This middle
class boom transformed the face of Santiago
for a time. But when the economic situation
changed the backlash from the new middie
¢lass was enormmous,

Debt crisis

The third factor was that the unregulated
banking system allowed an incredible
amount of ‘*hidden’ debt to accumulate,
When the dam broke the collapse of con-
fidence was very sudden indeed. In mid-
1982, for example, the agricultural sector (a
pillar of Christian Democracy and the
National Party) owed the equivalent of 90
percent of its yearly output. The building
industry owed 150 percent. The growth of
conglomerate industry and finance in Chile

RNEY

Chuquicamata open cast copper mine. The Chliean aconomy Is dependent on the expurt of copper
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meant that single big over-extended
corporations owed a very high proportion to
their group bank. The biggest, Cruzat-
Larrain, accounted for half the loans of the
Bank of Santiago. Once the bank went
down, so did Cruzat-Larrain.

The collapse of the internal economy,
cotnciding with the international debt crisis
and the fali in the price of copper because of
worldwide recession produced a crash a little
like 192% in the past 12 months. Pinochet’s
petty bourgeois, middle class and capitalist
supporters shifted wvery rapidly into
neutrality and then outright opposition.
Whatever happens in the short-term the
regime’s support has largely evaporated.

The crisis in the regime is fairly easy to
understand. Fhe emergence of a new
workers' movement less so, Though some
rank and file activists managed to keep their
heads down in the years following the coup,
the scale of repression and exile was siill
devastating. There was not a significant dis-
pute for four years.

Wnrlter_s resistance

The tirst strikes of any size were anly in
1979, But even in 1977 and 1978 there were
some indications of working class resistance
in traditional areas. The rigged plebiscite of
January 1978 15 an example. The ballot,
however fraudulent, showed significant
numbers voting against Pinochet or spoiling
their ballots in workers™ districts—despite
the fact that those who voted *noe’ could be
identified and that there was widespread
intimidation and the vote was called at two
weeks' notice.

In the Pedro Aguirre Cerda industrial
suburb of Santiage, an area where the fac-
tory councils— cordones’—of 1972/73 were
particularly strong, there wasa M) percent no
vote, with up to 8 percent spoiled votes.
Other big working class districts like La
Florida and Puente Alto were the same. The
mining districts-——copper and coal—showed
the same pattern. The right wing daily Ef
Mercurio commented in an editorial on 22
January 1978:

‘In Calama (copper workers), La Calera
(cement), Machal: {(copper), Coronel and
Lota (coal), Penco and Tome, Morro
Chico and Bahia Inutil we see the survival
of the most organmised nuclei of the
communist working masses or of the old
socialist party forces in the extreme
south.’

Even under conditions of extreme diffi-
culty, there was a strong base of resistance.

The first notabie strike since the coup {as
oppoesed to the canteen boycotts organisedin
the copper mines) was in a factory which had
oppoesed nationalisation under Allende,
where workers had bought shares in the firm
in the past, and which had remained neutral
af the time of the coup.

This was the Puente Alto paper factory,
with 1,500 workers the largest 1in Chile,
which struck and then banned overtime in
May 1979 in defence of conditions which had
been massively eroded since 1973, The
workers of Puente Alto were skilled, a large
number of them with long servige. The
dispute was an example of the failure of
Pinochet’s strategy in calling snap union
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elections 1n October 1978,

This move was designed 1o break up any
growing militancy after the success of the
canteen boycott at Chuguicamata in August
1978. Existing officials and representatives
had to stand down, no one with a political
past or with less than five years' service could
stand for a position.

The effect was different from that in-
tended, A new generation of representatives
was created. A number of them were pushed
fairly rapidly into the firing hne and put
under pressure from below.

The government has little room
to manoeuvre. Concessions which
could have been made in the past
are now almost impossible’

The critical disputes, however, occurred in
the copper mines, above all El Teniente.
Tenmente miners, like those at the other three
of the big mines—Andina, Salvador and
Chuquicamata—had been a base for the left
tor years, In 1973 the Teniente miners had
gone on strike in defence of a special copper
workers' pay agreement which the Allende
government said was covered by the general
increase awarded to all employees.

Most of the manual workers went back to
work early on, grudgingly, in response to
appeals for loyalty and some threats.
Technicians stayed out and became a pole of
attraction for the right wing who used their
case to argue that the government no longer
represented the copper workers.

True or not, the right wing campaign
(including a march on Santiage) had a very
damaging effect. It certainly confused the
ieft.

After the coup the Teniente miners were
not spared repression, but the leader im-
posed on them by the military, Guillermo
Medina, was the right wing's hero because of
the 1973 strike. Medina remained as nominal
head of the Teniente minersrightupto 1981,
pushed into opposition from betow on
several occasions, as was his counterpart,
Bernardino Castillo, at Chuguicamata.

Both Castillo’s and Medina's influence
waned sharply from 1978 onwards, The
Chuqui workers tooed him off the stage
when they began their canteen bovcott in
protest against victimisations in August
1978. Medina was shouted down when the
Teniente workers began the first copper
miners’ strike for nearly eight years in
January 1980.

In April 1981 the Teniente miners began
the maost significant strike since the coup, It
lasted 40 days and saw the first appearance
of the new leaders of the Copper Workers’
Confederation (CTC) notably Rodolfo
Seguel, the union’s president arrested after
the 14 June day of action this vear.

The strike had the slogan ‘El Teniente
united will never be defeated’ (a variation on
the old Popular Unity slogan ‘the people
united ...") and saw the emergence of a
genuine militant group. When the union

leadership got 4 return to work by forcing
votes through different sections, the smelter
workers of Caletones, led by Seguel. stayed
out. Buses ferrying workers into the mine
were stoned, There wasa hungerstrike in the
unton office. This was the key dispute in the
development ot the CTC {rom a union
potentially capable of being bought oft 1nto
the spearhead of this year's revolt.

We have yet to see how the different fac-
tions in the left and in the Christian Demo-
cracy react to the re-cmergence of the class
struggle. The Communist Party certainly has
a base in certain sections ol the working
class, but its leaders have devoted most of
their efforts to the most craven political
compromise with Christian Democrat
figures, supporting calis tor bourgeois demo-
cracy, social peace, a truce between classes,
national conscnsus, the lot.

The old Socialist Party has broken into a
dozen fragments, its best elements {who were
the best elements on the left under Popular
Umty} dispersed. The MIR so far scems
wedded to the pohcy of armed action as the
way forward.

In fact 1t is within the ranks of Christian
Democracy that we may sce the most
important developmentszThe CD is not the
straightforward right wing party many
assume i1 to be, It was founded as an alter-
native pole of attraction to the left, it is true.
but 1t also spawned carly on, three leftist
parties, the MAPLU, the Christian Left and
originally the MIR itself.

The church

Since the coup the church has played a
critical role as an orgamser. 1t has worked
with the lett among the unemployved and
shanty town dwellers. It was the sole or-
ganisation capable of organising on behalf of
political prisoners in the darkest years
following 1973, It has produced a whole
series of educational, political and theoreti-
cal publications, pamphlets, analyses of the
workers® movement, social policy,
economics etc since the mid-1970s,

Most of the hierarchy undoubtedly re-
mains wedded to moderate ‘social
democratic’ policics. At the grass roots
things are different, however. Its documents
are far less mealy-mouthed about political
action and the working ctass than, for
example, the statements produced by CP-
dominated unions,

The events of the next few months in Chile
are certainly not easy to predict. The upturn
may be followed by depression for a time, as
a major breakthrough has stll to be
achieved. 1f the copper worker are beaten it
will take time for them to repair their
organisation. The economic situation and
the number of factory closures is so dire that
we cannot count on any wages' offensive to
sustain the movement forward.

But the government has little roem for
manceuvre. Concessions which could have
been made 1n the past to divide the
opposition are now almost impossible. The
most likely development remains some sort
of coup within the armed forces on behalt of
the Christian Democrats. Keeping the {id on
things after that could be very hard for the
ruiing class.
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GREECE

Workers in Greece have been
resisting the Papandreou
government's anti-strike law.
Chris Stephenson reports.

At the beginning of June, thousands of
Cireek workers took strike action and
demonstrated agamnst the socialist govern-
ment's new anti-sirike law. Three days of
action culminated in a demonstration of
more than 100,000 workers in Athens on the
day the hill was voled into law.

The law—entitled the *Socialisation
[.aw'—was presented by Papandreou and
the Greek Socialist Party (PASOK) as a
measure to increase participation by workers
and consumers in the running of the public
sector. But Article 4 1s the real point of the
law, which was pushed through parliament
it an emergency three day debate.

This clause severely limits the right of
public sector unions to strike, by making it
illegal to do so untess an absolute majority of
members vote to strike in a secret ballot.
Even then, if the strike is called by a feder-
ation of unions, the excecutive of any one
union., or a tenth of the members of a union,
can demand a general meeting. Unti] that
takes place, none of the union’s members can
join the strike.

Tough pay policy

The reason for the rushing of this iaw
through parliament lies 1n the militant action
of public sector workers 1n resisting the
government’s austerity measures. The re-
cession in Greece has hit private sector
manufacturing very hard. Factory closures
and bankruptcies have meant lictle fight
bhack from that section ot workers.

The pubic sector has been less severely
affected. In Greece it 15 a very large em-
ployer, accounting for over half of Greek
national product.

Last year saw a six week strike by bank

or itis nothing.’
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'Socialism Is a new
society of freedom-

‘A curious socialist’

workers, strikes by workers at Olympic Air-
ways (which is nationalised) and a three
month strike of trolley bus drivers. The
government had already broken its promises
on full wage indexation.

In December it announced a tough pay
nolicy for the public sector to bring down
inflation. This amounted to a wage treeze, at
a time when inflation was running at over 20
percent,

The General Coenfederation of Greek
Labour—their TUC—called a four-hour
general strike in protest against the freeze.
More strikes followed throughout the
spring, by public transport workers and taxi
drivers in Athens, and by hospital doctors
and private school teachers.

The government tried to use nationalism

~against the Turks and the Americans Lo get

the strikes called off. Then 1t threatened to
conscript the strikers. Finally it resorted 1o
the courts.

General fight back

The PASOK government—whaose slogan
in the election was ‘change’ —has resorted to
anti-union legislation 10 replace the repress-
ive laws which it earlier repealed.

The government’s record—on foreign
policy as well as attacks on the workers who
voted it into power—is every bit as appalling
as the record of Miiterrand in France. Butin
Greece, while there 15 certainly disillusion-
ment, there has also been a more general
fight back.

The reason for this lics both in the naturc
of the unions ang in the role of the
KKE—the Greek Communist Party

(Exterior).
Because the unions have really only

existed for a few years, after decades of state
control, they are not yet heavily bureaucrat-
1sed.

The Greek TUC is 4 battleground between
PASOK and the KKE, but allegiances have
not become rigidified. For example, the
KKE quickly gained influence in most of the
unions, but the bank workers and dock

SOCIALISMFROM BELOW
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workers were PASOK dominated. Follow-
ing the 1982 bank strike the union’s leader-
ship was overturned and the union passed
out of PASOK control.

The unions are still pretty informally
organised especially in factories, where they
may be only in one workplace, but linked to
others through informal networks of
militants.

Union organisation in the banks can both
relate upwards to other employees of the
same bank and sideways to bank workers in
the local area.

The cther important factor is the role of
the KKE. Unlike the French CP, it 1¢ not part
of the government and therefore feels tree to
use its industrial muscle, Tt did fairly badly in
the 1981 election, getting only 13 percent of
the vote. But in last autumn’s local elections
it took 20 percent in Athens.

It seemns set to get further support through
its opposition to the government’s economic
policy, and attacking Papandreou’s broken
promises on NATO, American basesand the
ELEC.

Unfortunately, it sees the working class as
a stage army to be used to furtherits parlia-
mentary ambitions. The strikes against the
socialisation law are a classic case of this,
The movement was under aimost total CP
domination, which meant that the strikes
and demonstrations were limed to coincide
exactly with the parliamentary debate, with
the biggest actions on the day of the vote
itself,

Following the passing of the law, things
have gone gquiet. There is bound to be a test
of the law later this vear, and the CP is saying
that it will call on workers to defy 1t. The
problem is that it is likely that the CP will
determine the timing and extent of that
defiance, and it could turn out to be the
familiar token action beloved of Stalinists
and reformists,

Possible confrontation

That there will be 2 confrontation seems
certain, as the government appears set to
break its promise to round wages up to the
jevel of inflation at the end of this year. And
while the CP is making every etfort to con-
solidate its bureaucratic hold on the unions,
the situation 1s still very {luid. PASOK’s
attempis to do the same have recently been
centred on the courts and behind-the-scenes
manouevres.

Forces to the left of PASOK and the KKE
are unfortunately weak and fragmented.
With the exception of a tiny number of
revolutionaries, they have fatled to grasp the
importance of the strike wave and have let
valuable opportunities slip past,

Many Maoists supported Papandreou in
the election, because his nationalist rhetoric
matched their own. Others have a concept-
ion of politics as something which should be
unsullied by contact with real workers’
struggles,

Despite this, there is a note of hope when
ever we see workers fighting back. Thaose
who hatied Papandreou’s election as a
victory for socialism should surely now re-
consider their support for a man whom even
The Economist reters to as "a curious sort of
socialist’

Socialist Review July 1983
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The women’s movement slides to the right

Lindsey German looks at the
women’s movement's fallure to
come to terms with the c¢risis,
and argues that this failure lies in
its lack of a class analysis.

Today in Britain there are more women's
reserved places on unton exe¢utives than ten
years ago. There are more union women's
committees and equality commmittees than
ten years ago. There are more policies of
positive discrimination among councils than
ten vears ago. There are mere women’s
studies courses itncolleges than ten years ago.
And there are more feminist publishers than
ten years ago. All of which gives credence to
the idea expressed, for example in the recent
feminist publication Sweer Freedom, that
‘there 15 more interest in feminist ideas” than
there was ten years ago.

The general impression given s that
teminism 15 growing and galning 1o in-
fluence, and that the position of women is
improving as a result. Such siatements give
some indication of the degree to which the
ground has shifted within the termnist argo-
ment. One only has to look back over those
ten years to sce the size of the change., The
women's movement started in this country
some fifteen years ago. It was by and large a
movement for radical change. 1ts demands
and aspirations came from two features of
British postwar society; women's massive
entry into the workforce, and the entry of a
sizeable minority of them into the areaofex- |
panded higher education. The discrepancy
between the opportunities open to these
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women and the discrimination they suffered
led some towards chatlenging the structures
of society. And they saw change as coming
through a fight tor women’s rights.

They were also aftected by the student mul-
itancy of the late sixties, and by the small but
growing number ot workers' struggles. So a
mavemenl emerged as one which talked
about individual change for women, but very
much in the context of secig/ change. The
demands of the movement, passed at the
1970 conference, reflect this, They were for
equal pay: equal education and opportunity;
24 hour nurserics; and free contraception
and abortion on demand. All were demands
which if successful would benefit working
WOmeil,

Not only that, but both the activity, some
of 1t around strikes and unton
organisation—and the theory tended to be
loosely around a Marxist framework, Sheila
Rowbgtham in a recent Gbserver interview,
admitted she finds ‘the revolutionary
euphoria of her early 1970s writing a bit em-
barrassing’. Which isn’t surprising—the
womuan who now editsa GLC paper,Jobs for
¢ Change, has come a long way {rom the
writer of Waomen Resistance and Revolution.
There she describes women's role as active
pariicipants in histery.

And she makes it very clear that women’s
liberation and socialism are not separate
goals. Similarly, Juliet Miwchell’s Woman's
Extare dealt with many problems she felt
existed with  Marxist theory about
women—bu! did so in a Marxst {if soft
Marxmst) tradition.

The contrast with today could not be
greater. Firstly, virtually all the lemuinists to-
day reluse to look at reality. They retuse to
see that the last decade has not been one of
unbounded femimst advance,

Accommodation to system

T he effect of seven years ol cuts in publ
spending, under both Callaghan anrs
Thatcher, has had an effect both on social
services and on jobs. Both have aitected
women particular!ly hard. Nurseries,
hospitals, and schools are closed. School
dinners are cut back. The aim 15 to make the
family the centre of caring tor the young, the
old and the sick—which of course places a
much heavier burden on the woman. At the
other end, women's paid employment in
these areas Is cut, meaning less financial
independence,

Against this background women begin 1o
view themselves not as workers outside the
home, but as caring for the family in the
home. The fact that for most women this
conllicts with reality, since they have no
alternative but to go out to work doesn’t
alter this CONSCIOUSNCSS.

Such a situation reguires an analysis
which explains why things haven’t got better
tor women. Why it is that in a crisis the
capialist system places more and more em-
phasis on production, and pushes so much of
the costs of reproduction onto the family,
and how can that system be changed?

Because the lfeminists do not have such an
analysis they are led in another direction.
That direction mcans daccepting more and
moTe the existing framework of society, and
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trying simply to improve things for women
within 11. That 15 why the ground of argu-
ment about feminist achievement always
shifts to the right, and why today feminisis
will claim that, forexample, women’s studies
courses are a great step forward lor women,
while for most working women conditions
are stagnating or even getting worse,

In order to understand the change in the
women’s movement it is worth looking at the
major spheres of feminist activity over the
last couple of years. In practice the accom-
modation to the system takes two major
forms. The first is what can loosely be termed
mysticism. Such a development 1s not a new
phenomenon. In past periods i history,
when movements for social change are on
the retreat, people who once looked to them
have turned to forms of mysticism such as
religion, to changing the ideas in one’s head
in order to change the world.

The last few years of what we In the SWP
call downturn—the unwillingness and lack
of confidence of workers to fight—has had a
similar effect on a whole number of people,

The women's movement started
as the answer to real objective
problems. This inspired much of
the hope and radicalism of the
early movement.

including many feminists. For some the
mysticism means going off and living
feminism in practice—finding ‘space’ for in-
dividual women. Many feminists see
lesbianisim as an inherent part of this
practice,

The best known example of this mysticism
is the Greenham Common women. Their
action started as a movement to draw
attention 1o the siting of cruise missiles—and
has attracted widespread support for that
issue—but rapidly became something dif-
ferent. The more extreme views saw the
camp as 4 commune with nature, a way of
reaching a relationship with the earth, But
even the women who wouldn’t accept those
views still saw the camp as an end in itself,
something which in ftself would challenge
the weapons of the superpowers.

In practice this meant a failure to chal-
lenge the real structures of power within cap-
italist society, and has encouraged a mystical
belief that holding hands against the missiles
will suffice—a belief which looks in-
creasingly less tenable as their siting ap-
proaches. For many feminists attracted by
the campaign, its failure will mean an even
greater retreat into lifestyle politics and away
from collective action. Symbolic of such a
retreat 1s, for example, the call to sew a
patchwork dragon at Greenham!

However, a much preater number of
women have turned, not to that individual
mysticism, but to a brand of feminist
reformism which has flourished 1nside the
Labour Party in the last four years.
Feminism is seen as an integral part of the
left strategy for winning reforms inside the
party, Thus a number of the demands put
forward by the left have been ones which
relate to women’s issues. For example there
are the demands for positive discrimination

inside the party at all ievels, including
women being automatically included on
shortlists for the selection of MPs,

All this has been accompanted by a great
deal of feminist rhetoric. This centres mainly
on the male chauvinism of the old party and
its leadership, and argues that women will
refuse 10 put up with it any more. Current
examples include a fairly preposterous
article in Socialist Action by Sarah Roelofs
on why Jo Richardson is not standing for
deputy leader.

We are subjected to a great deal of hot air
about the ‘masculine ego’ and we are told
that ‘feminisis in the party fought a desper-
ate rearguard action against the weight of
brotherly advice’. The one thing that is aor
considered worthy of comment is the politics
behind it all.

The rhetoric hides the unpalatable fact

‘that for feminists advance in this arena has

also been pitifully slow. Reselection made
virtually no change in existing Labour MPs.
It certainly didn’t alter the position of
women inside the parliamentary party—they
constitute about-5 percent. True, some of the
London Labour councils c¢an point to
improvements, In a number of them, in-
cluding the GLC, there are women's com-
mittees. But the structure and function of
these committees is in itself very revealing as
to the limitations of reformist feminism,

Several people involved in the committees
were interviewed in a recent Spare Rib. They
pointed to a number of proposals or achieve-
ments. But the remarks of the head of the
GLC women's unit gave the game away. Yes,
she said, they had made many advances, But
they were unable to come to terms with the
wage grading structure at County Hall. So
while there was no real hierarchy in the
women's unit (employing fifteen women)
there was a large discrepancy in the wages. In
other words, the women's unit _had great
plans for moves towards equalityinthe GLC
area—but it couldn’t challenge the GLC’s
own policy of unequal pay.

Growth of idealism

This has been a recurrent problem for
feminism on the rates. It can appear very
radical—until it has to face up to realty.
That reality usually takes the form
of—where is the money coming from and
how are we going to spend it? When that
happens, the committees are shown up for
what they are—full of good intentions, but
incapable of delivering very much. The fact
is that there is not a Labour council 1n the
country which is prepared to defy Tory
public spending cuts in order to spend suf-
ficient to really soive women's problems.

This would require a programme of
housebuilding, the opeming of new nurseries
the creation of new and better paid jobs.
These demands, limited though they are, go
far beyond what the Labour councils would
dream of taking on. So instead they prefer to
tinker with the system, creating jobs for
equality officers, positively discriminating in
favour of women and so on, but doing
nothing to alter the conditions in which the
mass of working women and men live.

They could only alter it by understanding
that what needs changing is not who runs the .
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There has not been a national wamen’s conference since 1978

'local council, or even the national govern-

ment, but the capitalist system wsell, and the
recession and crisis 1t produces, Such an
understanding might lead some of those in-
stde the Labour Party to an understanding of
the need to fight on a class basis, and not a
feminist cne. Unfortunately, the reformist
feminists are not, by and large, moving in
that direction. Instead of assessing the
realities of class power, they retreat into
vague mutterings about the problem of lack
of money being the ‘patriarchy’, or of the
‘need to organise autonomously’. Such ideas
are completely compatible with membership
of the Labour Party, which is prepared to go
along with autonomous organsation, as
long as it never threatens what the party itself
does. What the experience of feminists inside
the Labour party shows is that again and
again, the problem for the women’s move-
ment 1s politics, Here there are a number of
elements.

For Marxists, the stress 15 always on
activity—not 1n a mindless sense, but be-
cause it is in the process of activity that
people change. The women’s movement 18
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based on exactly the opposite. [tis based on
passive agreement, without any commitment
to having to do anything. So feminists (and
many Mmale socialists) say they support the
Greenham Common women, without it
actually meaning anything at all—because it
requires nothing of them. Similarly, many
the Labour Party will claim to support
ferminism, Again, nothing s required of
them. They don’t tor example have to argue
at work for abortion on demand, because to
the Labour Party, which ‘supports feminism’
that 15 an “issuc of conscience'. So there is a
complete gap between theory and practice,
betwecn what people say and what they do.

This passivity 1 turn leads to a torm of
moralism—an idea thal you cannot attack
other groups of oppressed unless you your-
selt experience that oppression. Thisallows a
blurring of politics, because in practice it
means supporting peopic if they are women,
of if they are black, regardless of their
political positions,

But the main weakness of feminist theory
Is an extremely basic one. Marx described as
rdealists people who belicved that ideas

could be changed regardless of, and in isol-
ation from, the egconomic conditions in
which people lived. Such idealism 1s some-
thing which 15 rife among feminists today.
The analysis starts always from the fact that
MEN are sexist, men Cppress wamen, men
think women are inferior. It never starts
from why these things happen. It never starts
from the economic basis of society. There-
fore it is incapable of understanding that
woren's oppression is a result of the division
ot soclety into classes.

[t doesn’t thercfore understand that onlya
fight against class society can end the op-
pression of women—and it doesn’t see class
as the major division within capitalist
society. Because the feminist theories don™
come to terms with class divisions between
the exploiters and exploited they peddle the
idea that all that is required is to construct
utopias, in which femtinist ideas can pre-
dominate. Except even there the con-
struction of utopias comes up against a very
real constraint—who owns and controls the
money inside class society.

Crisis of politics

As this idealism leads away from a class
analysis, so the thecreticul assumptions have
changed as well. The ideas ot the early Sheila
Rowbotham or of Juliet Mitchell are not the
ones which dominate the ideas of the move-
ment today. Instead, the dominant analysis
over the past few years has become that of
‘male power’. S0 whercas the early sociahist
feminists portrayed a society where men
dominated because of the constraints of class
society, the writings of Dale Spender or
Mary Daly claim that men dominate in order
to obtain and hold power.

‘Men reb wamen of their labour, aff their
labour, their physical emotional and
intellectual labour...woemen do not oww
the 1deas they preduce...men can take the
creative and intellectual energy of women
angd use 1t ta their own ends,”

These writers are very hostile to socialist -
rdens, particularly those of Marxand Engels.
Unfortunately, ¢ven the soctalist feminists
today accept many of thetr ideas. [deological
hegemony 1n the women's movemcnt today
clearly rests with the radical feminists, The
‘male power’ analysis has a number of con-
sequences. Firstly, it lets ruling class women
and men off the hook, Everything is blamed
on men, and there 1s little distinction be-
tween men of different classes. Conversely
women of the upper classes are simply 1n
Elizabeth Sarah’s words ‘the property of
upper middle class men’. In practice it 15 even
WOrse, 1
The feminist fire is directed much more at
working class men than anyone else. This s
true whether they are discussing the male
dominated craft unions, or the sexism of
readers of page three of the Sun. To most
feminists, the worst aspects of male
chauvinism manifest themselves among
male workers. It 15 male workers too, who
receive much of the blame for women’s low
wages and bad working conditions.

The theory also justifies the shift to the
right, because 1t allows feminists to see male
workers as part of the enemy, rather than an
essential part of the fight for women’s liber-
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ation, as part of the fight for sociahsm.

This is why feminist theories today are just
as compatible with the politics of the SDP or
even some Tories. As they become more
passive and less connected with struggle, this
tendency can only increase. As the theory be-
comes more hostile to men, so the practice
becomes less radical as well, because most
feminists can’t see a way out of the system
and so are forced to acceptit. Apeireme ex-
ample of this was former socialist feminist
Eileen Fairweather justitving use of the
police to *protect law and order’ in Kings
C ross.

The crisis of politics inside the movement
shows 1tself in a number of ways. Thase in-
side the Labour Party must be suffering an
element of demoralisation. For them they
will go along with the rest of the left in pre-
tending to turn defeats or stalemates 10to
victories and turning instead to campaigning
over the most trivial issues. They also feel
compelled to attack those feminists who
didn’t join the party. Valerie Coultas writing
in Sacialist Action bemoans the feminists
who didn't back Labour in the election.

The feminist legal rights organisation
Rights of Women refused to call for a
Labour vote against Thatcher, perhaps be-
cause 4 number of their members support the
SDP. Spare Rib, the women's monthly said
nothing at all about the way its tairly ex-
tensive readership should veote. This may
have been because they have been in the
depths of a crisis for some months now.
Their controversy revolves round an arlicle
they themselves published last year giving
support to the cause of Palestiman liber-
ation—an issue which infuriated many
Zionist readers. The Spare Rib colleciive
spent months agonising over whether they
should print these critical letters.

Crisis of ideas

This month they have been forced to ditch
their scheduled articles and 1o bring the
argument unexpectedly into the open. There
is obvious bitterness, with cries of racism on
one hand, and the plea to listen to all points
of view on the other. The Spare Rib crisiy
may seem isolated but it is xymptomatic of
the crisis of 1deas inside the women's move-
ment, which is dominated by the belief that
there is something in sisterhood which binds
all women together. So they are unable to
come to terms with a situation where sister-
hood is not the dominant feeling.

And even those who support the Pales-
tinians are caught in the trap of moralism.
They believe the rest of the collective has no
right to criticise because they have not exper-
ienced being black or whatever—without
understanding that political analysis is the
basis of argument—not moral superierity.

The women's movement has found the last
few years of crisis a severe test of its politics,
and has usually been found wanting. A
simple final example of this i1s the lack of any
national event or conference since 1977 or
78%. Some people deduce from this that the
movement is finished. But such a judgement
waould be premature. Although its politics
are increasingly affected by passivity, and
often appear as moribund, it can stilt rely on
a number of life support sysiemns to keep it
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The first of these is state funding. Whether
vou talk about women’s refuges, women's
theatre groups or local high street women’s
cenires, most depend, at least in part, on
funding from central or local government.
This funding is hard to assess because it
doesn’t all come from one source, but adds
up to a considerable subsidy. This allows
groups to continue 10 a certain extent regard-
less of whether or not they are making any
gains in the outside world, and regardless of
whether their ideas are relevant to any

The movement has tragically
become another wing of
reformism. Settling for winning

things for a minority of women,
leaving the position of the
majority as it always was.

e

section of ordinary working women.
Funding can allow the feminists to become
more removed, not less, from the people they
aim to want to win.

The second support system is the Labour
Party. Here again,there can be a tot of talk of

socialism without any achievement. Soitcan
keep the feminists happy and at the same
time give the illusion that something is being
done. And unlike their male counterparts,
the feminist reformists aren’t even tested in
elections every five years.

The third means for keeping the feminist

milieu going is the academic and literary
world. For a sizeable number of feminists,
teaching and writing about feminism 1s a job
of work—and a fairly profitable one at that.
In fact when feminists point to the success of
their tdeas over the past years, this is prob-
ably the area they point to most.

These three reasons mean that feminism
can continue to exist, even though feminist
ideas have less contact with reality and with
class politics. The tragedy is that the
women's movement started as the answer to
real objective problems which existed for
women. This is what inspired much of the
hope and radicalism of the early movement.
But the movement was never able to see
things as a totality. It always saw things in
terms of women versus men.

In its early vears it was facing a system still
able to concede (or pretend to concede)
many of its demands. Equal pay, abortion,
equal access to education all seemed
winnable. But the recession brought the
sectionalism of the movement to the fore.
Because it only looked at women’s rights, it
was in reality unable to confront the
structures of oppression—unable to explain
why the family still exists, or why women get
paid less, except in terms of male benefit.
This in its turn only increased the
sectionalism and divisions of the movement,

And it has meant, tragically, that a move-
ment which began with such high hopes has
now become just another wing of
reformism—something which will settle for
winning things for a minority of women
while leaving the position of the majority of
women workers the same as it always was.
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MARX CENTENARY

Marx spent much of his life
studying ‘political economy’ in
writers like Adam Smith and
David Ricardo. Rod Hudson
shows how he was able to go
beyond their ideas and explain
how capitalism works,

Marx's study of Hegel’s idealist philosophy
together with his early experiences as a
political journalisi, had by the mid-1840s,
brought him around to a materialist view of
history. In 1859 he wrote;
‘My inquiry led me to the conclusion that
neither tegal relations nor political forms
could be comprehended by themselves or
on the bas:s of a so-called development of
the human mind, but that on the contrary
they originate in the material conditions
of life ... in *civil society", that the
anatomy of this civil society, however,
has to be sought 1n political economy.’

So Marx began studying political
economy 1 Paris in 1844, These studies,
were however, abruptiy halted by his direct
political invoivement in the revolutions of
1848. When, 1n 1850, he finally realised that
the revolutionary tide had ebbed in Europe,
he once again took up the subject and kept it
uwp moere or less for the rest of his life.

Seven years passed with very little toshow
for Marx’s labours, except piles. Then, in
1857, discerning the imminent onset of a new
economic ¢risis and a little later, the revival
of the working class movement, Marx
changed pear. The next decade, judged in
terms of s theoretical developments, was
the most productive of his life. During it he
wrote the Grundrisse (1857/8), A
Conmiribution to the Critiqgue of Political
Economy (1859), as well as the three votumes
of Theories of Surplus Value (1862/3)and the
three volumes of Capiral (1863/7).

The crowning achievement of all this was
his masterpiece, Capital the first volume of
which he saw published in 1867. In the
Preface he described his aim as being ‘to
reveal the economic law of motion of
modern society.’

Marx adopted a rigorous scientific
method of analysis to this end, but not for its
own sake. He did so to get beneath the
deceptive surface appearances of capitalism,
in which pelitical economy was inescapably
trapped, to analyse it as a historically specific
mode of production, riven with internal con-
tradictions, that would ultimately lead to its
dissolution.

Marx wrote it his youth:

‘Criticism has torn the imaginary flowers
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Marx on Capital

from the chain, not so that man will wear

the chain that is without fantasy or

consolation, but s0 that he will throw it
off, and pluck the living flowers.’

What tollows is & brief introduction to
some of the key ideas developed in Capital It
begins with the foundation stone of Marx’s
analysis, the labour theory of value,

All human societies have to produce in
order to survive, ‘Production is a nature-
imposed necessity'. Further, every society
has, on pain of extinction, to distribute the
total amounit of humian effort available to it
50 as to produce the things human beings
require to satisfy their needs of whatever
kind. That 1s, these things, by virtue of the
physical properties, have to be useful to
someone. Marx terms such useful things yse-
viaftees,

In former tirnes the things which people
used were by and large produced by them
themselves for rtheir 1mmediate con-
sumption. In capitalist society, however, this
15 rarely so. Overwheimingly, we have to buy
the things we need. In this society the
products of labour are not merely use-
values, they are commodities. Commodities
are use-values produced not for direct con-

-~

Spot the similarity

sumption, but to be seld on the market, to be
exchanged. Under capitalism, then, wealth,
use-values, takes the form of exchange-
values.

Exchange-value 1s defined by Marx as ‘the
quantitative relation, the propertion in
which use-values of one kind exchange for
use-values of another kind.” For example,
the exchange-value of this Sacig/ist Review
might be one hundred smarties, one pint of
beer, or one-millionth of a Chieftan Tank.

Obviously use-values and exchange-
values are not at all the same thing. Con-
sidered as use-values Socialist Review and
Chieftan Tanks are utterly dissimilar, It is
their specific physical properties which
makes them qualitatively distinct use-values.

But, considered as Eﬁchangc-?alues they
possess an element in common with each
other and with the whoie world of commo-
dities. And 1t is only because they have this
common element which is neither Sociglfist
Review nor Chieftan Tank that thev can
exchange with one another.,

So what is it that all commodities have in
commaon? It is not their size, colour, taste, or
any other physical property. Rather,
according to Marx, it is a socie! property.
They all required part of the total labour
available to society for their production. All,
therefore, are products of labour. As such
they are values, the visible form of which is
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their exchange-values.

But just as the commodity can be con-
sidered in its concrete material aspect and its
social aspect, so can the labour which
produced it. Clearly no concrete labour, for
example, that of a cobbler, can be the
measure of part of the total social [abour.
The measure of value must itselt have social
validity,

In other words, it must express something
common to qualitatively distinct productive
activities, namely, that they are all the result
of a ‘production expenditure of human
brains, muscles, nerves, hands, etc’. This
measure is termed by Marx as simple average
labour, or abstract labour.

The value of a commodity 1s thus deter-
mined by the amount of abstract labour
ernbodied in it. Marx is careful to point out
that this anly includes sociafly-necessary
labour time. You do not add to the value ofa
commodity by dawdling at the work bench.

Marx uses this theory of value to account
for capitalist exploitation in the process of
production.

The capitalist comes to the market with a
given quantity of money capital (M}, which
is then exchanged for commodities {C).
These are of two sorts, The first are means of
production, raw materials, machines, eic,
The other is labour-power which, in capitalist
society is a commodity bought, sold, and
consumed like any other. Together these two
sorts of commodities contain all the elements
nccessary in the course of the production
process (P) to produce a new commodity
(Ch).

Because all the elements of production
belong to the capitalist so does C'. And if the
value embodied in it can be realised back in
the market, the capitalist converts it into its
money form (M'), The difference in value
between M and M! is swrpfus-value, the
source of the capitalist’s profit.

Surplus value

Since this is a purely quantitative
difference part of this surplus-value (but
never all of it} can be turned i1nte an
additional source of surplus-value, it can be
accumulated, with the whole process
repeating itself, only on an expanded scale.

The process of capitalist production can
be represented as follows:

M—-C..P...C'— M
The question which necessarily arises here

is where does the surplus-value come from?
Can it be formed in circulation, in the
movements M — € and C! — M, that is by
the capitalist buying cheap and/or selling
dear? It cannot. for, in this unlikely event,
the capitalists increase the value at their
personal disposal, but only by diminishing
that available to others and so no surplus-
value has been formed in a social sense,

If the sphere of circulation provides no
answer, then we must search for the origin of
surplus-value in production, in the
movement C ... P...C'. We cannow rephrase
our gquestion. Where does_the difference in
the magnitude of value of C and C' come
from?

It must be that one or both elements of C,
which it will be remembered are means of
production and labour-power, are abie
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during the production process to reproduce
their value equivalent as weli as creating
additional value,

Machines, and rtaw matenials are
commaoditics whose values are determined.
as for any other commuodity, by the amount
of socially-necessary labour cmbodied in
their production. As they are used up during
the production process, what becomces of
their value? Does it simply dissipate, or 1s 11
transferred into the new product, with or
without augmentation?

[t does not disappear. Thisis becauscif the
preduction of the means of production s an
essential stage in the production of C!, then
the past labour {or ‘dead labour’) congealed
in those means of production [orms part of
the soctally necessary labour that s
embaodied in the value of CL {The remainder
of the value of C!' denives trom the direclt
labour performed on it by the worker.)

So the value of the means of production 1%
transferred to C! in proporten to Ity
productive consumption.

Secondly, machines and raw materials do
not create any new value. Even the most
sophisticated of modern technologics are
mere scrap without the ingredient of hiving
labour. By themselves, thcy produce
absolutely nothing.

With regard to machines and raw
materials consumed in  the productive
process, the 1otal amount of value 1n
existence remains constant. Capital invested
in the means of production is theretore
termed constant capital.

This only leaves living labouf as the
possible source of surplus-value. But how?

The greatest classical political economist,
David Ricardo, had attempted 1o solve this
problem long before Marx provided the

answer in Capital He had Failed because he

BT " i s - ¥ e i TR
‘Too many commodities have been produced fo realise an adequaie rate of profit’

%

i

simply took the surface appearance of the
capital/wage labour relationship for granted
and assumed that what the worker sells the
capitalist in exchange for a wage, 1ts value
equivalent, is his or her labour.

Marx’s great unravelling of the riddle of
capitalist exploitation depended upon his
overthrowing this assumption, What the
worker sells for a wage is not labour, Marx
argued, but fgbour-power, the capacity to
work [or a determinate time:

‘He must constantly treat his tabour-
power as his own property, his own
commadity, and he cun only do this by
placing it at the disposal of the buyer ...
temporarily. In this way he manages both
to alienate his labour-power and to avoid
renouncing his rights of ownersiip over

i’

As a commodity labour-power is both a
value and a usc-value. I1s value is determined
before it enters circulation by the amount of
socially necessary labour needed to keep 1ts
owner alive and capable of rearing children
to replace him or her.

Buit the use vwvalue of labour-power
‘consists in the subsequent exercise of that
power’ in production. Its unique guality for
the capitalist is its ability to produce vaiue
whilst being consumed, indeed more than its
own value. Capital invested 1n hving labour
is consequentiy referred to as variable
capital.

That the workers might, for example, be
able to replace the value of their labour-
power (which the capitalist has purchased at
its value) in four hours, in no way prevents
the capitalist from screwing the value of
another four (or five, six, ¢t¢) hours surplus
labour out of them and pocketing the
difference. The difference between the value
created by the worker and the value of their
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labour-power {which 15 also the difference
between C and C' and M and M) is surplus-
value.

Thus Marx shows how though not
cheated, workers arc nonetheless exploited
by capital. This last key concept can now be
defined. Capital is value continually
augrmented by surplus-value that is created
by labour-power in the production process
and appropriated by the capitahst,

The ratio between surplus-value and
variable capital, between *unpaid’ surplus-
labour and ‘paid’ necessary labour, gives us
the rate of surpfus-value, which is a measure
of the degree of exploitation of wage-labour
by capital. This, in turn, provides the ob-
jective basis for the class struggle between
the capitalist class and the working class.

For all those who own capital have an in-
terest in maximising the return on this
capital, which can only be achieved at the ex-
pense of the working class. Conversely, the
sellers of labour-power have an interest in
increasing their share of the total social
product and this they can do only at the
bosses’ expense.

However, this class struggle is anything

but a gentlemaniy fight according to the
Queensbury Rules, On the contrary, it is
rigged so that the capitalists always win as
long as capitalist  production prevails.
Though they may sufler minor sethacks
from time to tme, the movement of capital
ensures that the capitalisis’ drive to increase
surplus-value predonminates.

The rate of surplus-value can be mereased
i one of two ways, absolutely and relatively.
Absolute surplus-vaiue is the surplus-value
produced by a prolongation of the working
day. assuming necessary labour-time
remains constant. The production of
absolute surplus-value was especially
common during the Industrial Revolution. It
can still be tound in some Third World
€CONOITLIECS.

However, 11 15 constrained by the fixed
length of the day, by the need of capital for
labour-power, the source of all value, to
reproduce selt and not least, by the or-
gamised resistance of the workers who have
the life sucked out of them.

There 15 nothing specific to capitalism
about the production of absolute surplus-
value, which can be found in the commodity
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producing sectors of pre-capitalist modes of
production. Not so with the production of
relative surplus-value. This is particular 1o
capitalism since it results in the trans-
formation of the labourfprocesses into a
specifically capitalist form of production, It
results 1n modern large-scale industry.

This 15 because relative surplus-vatue is
produced when a technical innovation in-
creases the productivity of labour and
thereby, ieads to a reduction in the value of
the commodities which comprise the
workers’ means of subsistence. The value of
labour-power has thus fallen. So therefore
has that part of the working day given over
to necessary labour. And assuming that the
length of the working day remains constant,
a greater proportion of it will now be
devoted to ‘unpaid’ surplus-labour.

In this exposition we have up to this point
followed Marx’s practice in volume one of
Capital and abstracted from competition
between capitals in order to map out the
main features of the relations of production
within capitalismi. So that we can consider
how a general rate of profit 15 formed and
also why capitalism has an inbuilt tendency
towards economic crises, we mist now
change this simplifying assumption.

Rate of profit

The anarchy of competition between
capitals is an absolutely essential feature of
capitalism. Without 1t capitals would have
ne need to behave as capitals. The capitalists
could simply wind up shop and sit back en-
joying their lives of luxury till the end of their
days. But they cannot.

*Capitalisn subjects  every individual
capitalist to the immanent laws of
capitalist production as external coercive
laws. Competition forces him continually
to extend his capital for the sake of
maintaining it.’

Competitiveness with its rivals is the
condition of survival for each individual
capital in the market. Only the fittest survive
in this Darwinian environment. And they
cach attempt 10 ensure their survival by
maximising the return on their investment,
by getting the highest possible rate of profit.

The rate of profit is different to the rate of
surplus-value. The latter, it wifl be recalled is
the ratio between surplus-value and
necessary-value. The rate of profit, however,
15 the ratic between surplus-value and the
total capital investment, constant capital and
variabie capital. This rate of profit is what
really interests the capitalists. By maximising
it the capitalist can raise productivity by
investing in new labour-saving technology
and thus keep up with, or even ouistrip rival
capitals.

But there is a problem. It would seem on
the basis of the analysis presented so far that
such an accumulation of capital, reducing as
it does the spectfic gravity of the value-
creating component (labour-power) in
productive investment, must immediately
lead to a fall in the rate of profit. Moreover,
we know that this accumulation process
differs from one sector of industry to
another. The ratio of constant capital to
variable capital, as Marx calls it, the organic
composirion of capital, 1s greater 1n aerospace
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than itextiles.

This would appear to mean that the aero-
space industry would have a lower rate of
profit than textiles. And if that were true, no
one would invest there. Technalogical
innovation would be self-defeating and the
system would stagnate.

This is obvicusly not the case. Further,
there is a powerful tendency for profit rates
to equalise between sectors of industry.
Marx offers a brilliant but controversial
explanation.

Let us assume, he says, that different
sectors acculumate at different rates. If that
leads to a different organic composition of
capital in each sector and hence to different
profit rates, capital will flow to the hmgh-
profit sectors and out of the low-profit ones.

This will lead to an increase of supply
relative to demand in the high-profit areas
and a decline of supply in the low-profit
ones, Prices will rise in the former and fall in
the latter and so diverge from the labour
values of the products until profits are
equalised. Thus a general rate of profit has
been formed.

In real life the process is more direct. A
pattern is established among the bosses asto
what sort of profit can be expected and this is
maintained by a standard ‘mark-up’ on top
of costs.

Marx had solved a preblem that worried
him ever since he first studied Adam Smith
and Ricardo: the divergence of value and
price. He shows on the very basis of the labour
theory of value itself that not only do prices
diverge from value, but they must do so —
and do so systematically — if capitalism is 1o
work at all.

The Law of Value, according toe which
valugs are determined by labour-ume, as
ultimately are prices, asserts itself in the form
of a systematic divergence of price and value.
Value, in other words, asserts 1itself through
Its own negation.

We have referred already to capitals’ drive
to accumulate to turn surplus-valuc into
an additional scurce of surplus-value, so as
to be able to outsell their rivals, Each
capitalist is forced constantly to invest in
more and more costly new technology,
requiring fewer workers to operate it.

Although Lhis results in a substitution of
dead constant capital for living surplus value
creating variable capital, it is still a rational
course for each individual capitalist to
pursue. This is because to the extent that they
are in the forefront of this technological
innovation, they will (for a while at least} be
able to boost their individual rates of profit
above the general rate by reducing the
individual value of the commodities they get
produced below their social value.

Economic crises

But what is rational for individual capitals
is irrational from the point of view of
capitalist production as a whole. Some com-
petitors will, perhaps, be unable 10 match the
new innovation and will cease to be capitals.
The rest, however, will gradually follow suit
and introduce the new technology them-
selves, or something comparable. The net
result will be that the initial 1ncrease in the
organic composition of capital will tend 1o
be generalised within production and social
value will fall.

It can be shown that this will lead to a ten-
dency of the general rate of profit to tall.
When that happens the capitalist system 15
convulsed by an economic corisis of
overproduction. Though tens of milhons may
be starving and in need, too many
commuoedities have been produced to realise
an adequate rate of profit for the capialists.

Marx explains the tendency of the rate of
profit to fall mathematically as follows. Let
the letter ‘r' represent the rate of profit. We
shall take ‘c’ for constant capital and ‘v’ for

variable capital, representing the investment
in means of production and the investment
in labour-power respectively. And we shall
take s’ for surpius-value. The formula for
the rate of profit now looks like this:
5
C+ v

Assuming the wage bill remains constant
and the cost of each item of machinery also
does not change, and assuming that most in-
dustries become more capital-intensive with
time, ‘¢’ will rise while the other factors do
not change. This will necessarily lead to a
decline in ‘r’, the rate of profit.

Of course, that 1s a whole lot of assump-
tions. But Marx is careful to explore all the
‘countervailling tendencies” at work,
including ways in which the wage bill can
decline or the price of machinery go down,
thus offsetting the rise in the mass of con-
stant capital. Nevertheless, over time, this
tendency does assert itself. Profit rates do
fall.

And it does appear that the great crises of
the system, that of the late 1800s, that of the
thirties and also the crisis of the present day,
have all been associated with pressures on
profit rates.

Marx argues that this shows how
capitalism reaches its limits as a progressive
force. The accumulation of capital becomes
an obstacle to further growth., “The final
barrier to capital 1s capttal itself,”

As Marx put it
‘The monopoly of capital becomes a
fetter upon the mode of praduction,
which has sprungup and flourished along
with, and under it, Centralisation of the
means of production and socialisation of
labour at last reach a point where they
become incompatible with thetr capitalist
integument. This integument is burst
asunder. The knell of capitalist property
sounds. The expropriators are
expropriated.’

I‘:

S e B
ek

amﬁ-@-’m«ﬁhﬁ
~ LX)

%
-
=
4
:-\.
&

Socialist Review July 1983




REVIEW ARTICLE

Engraving of a woman colllery worker published In 1842

W .

Ray Challinor reviews Barbara
Taylor’s book Eve and the New
Jerusalem, and argues a
controversial case about women
workers in the nineteenth
century.

Barbara Taylor has written a good book, the
first serious study of socialism and feminism
in the nineteenth century. She has rescued
from obscure oblivion a clutch of
courageous women—Margaret Chapell-
smith, Emma Martin and others—who were
prepared to defy all persecution in order to
state their message. They denounced
emerging capitalism. The induserial revol-
ution left in its wake countless dead and
maimed workers, but even those lucky
enough to survive had been compelled to en-
dure degradation, exploitation, the denial of
freedom. Moreover, they went on to point
out that, while this was the lot of the majority
of men, women suffered a far worse fate, The
answer, they argued, both for men and
women, was the creation of a socialist
society, based upon freedom and equality.
This entailed a complete transformation, not
only in economic and social, but equally in
sexual relations. For them, socialism was a
doctrine of total human liberation.

Fatal weakness

The positive side of these Owenite fem-
inists is explained exceedingly well in this
book. Where Barbara Taylor's work is less
satisfactory is when she needs to take lhe
scalpel of criticism in hand, revealing the
deficiencies in their political standpoint,
Perhaps because she belongs to the Stanis-
lavski school of historians—so engrossed in
her study that she has almost become a
latter-day Owemie feminist herself—she
fails to see the fatal weakness: Eve might
have a glortous vision of the new Jerusalem;
she had not the faintest notion how to take
the first step towards getting there. Barbara
Taylor conveys the impression the move-
ment just fizzled out after the collapse of the
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Utopian feminism

Queenwood community experiment. This
however, 15 not correct.

The causes lay much deeper, Like Robert
Owen himself, these women believed in the
all-powerful qualities of human reason, The
same principles applied in the social sciences
as in the pure sciences. Just as in physics, for
example, any 1ndividual, irrespective of
class, colour or nationality, will accept, say,
Boyle’s law, stmilarly the Owenites believed,
by patient explanation, everybody could be
got to see the evils of present-day society and
the need for socialisin, But I do not accept
this view: I do not consider, even if I could
put the most powerful arguments 1n the
warld, I would be able to persuade the likes
of Sir Campbel]l Fraser, head of the CBI, to
become a revolutionary socialist.

These women bhelieved that
human reason was all powerful...

that by patient explanation
everybody could be got to see

the need for socialism

Thinking of his big, fat salary, not 1o
mention his recent increase, he is likely to
conclude capitalism was not too bad, In
other words, golden tics of economic self-
interest link this kind of person to the estab-
lished order. By the same token the worker,
enduring deprivation and suffering under
the present system, wilt be more receptive to
calis for capitalism’s overthrow,

Yet, the utopian socialists rejected this
conclusion, Robert Owen always hankered
after the rich and powerful, urging them to
come 1n and build the new society. Co-
operation to him meant class collaboration,
as the title of an organisation he
formed—Association of All Classes of Ali
Nations—implies. He did not regard the
working class as the essential ingredient for
chanpge. For this reason, he remained aloof
from the developing trade union movement.
Barbara Taylor, relying upon the old studies
of GDH Cole and the Webbs disputes this
contention; however more recent historical

research has made 1t abundantly obvious
that the Grand National Consolidated and
the other unions of the 1829-34 period were
only Owenite in name., As Professor AE
Musson remarks: *Robert Owen was never
really imnterested in trade unions as such; he
regarded them as futile and hoped to convert
them to his schemes of co-operative
soclalism.” While this approach was wrong
in the 1830s, it became disastrous in the
184s and 1850s, when trade unions had
achieved more strength and stability.

One mistake leads to agother. The failure
of the Owenites to realise ﬁ‘lE paramount im-
portance of the class struggle, their failure te
become mvelved in the bread-and-butter
struggles of the working class, helped to give
them an erroneous understanding of the role
of the state. They did not see it as the bosses'
state, constantly striving to assist the em-
ployers against the workers, and con-
sequently the overwheiming majority of
Owenites did not join the Chartist move-
ment. One [ocks in vain for the involvement
of Owenites in the revolutionary struggles of
those times—the Newport uprisng, the 1842
general strike, the attempted insurrection of
Chartists and Irish Confederates in 1848.
Yet, as state papers amply show, it was these
events that alarmed the ruling class, not the
setting up of co-operative communities in
Hampshire,

Distinctly different

In his classic, Kar! Marx's Theory of
Revolution {vol. |, p. 183), Hal Draper refers
to the very great indebt¢dness owed by the
author of Das Kapital to the Chartist exper-
ience. He writes; ‘In general, the influence of
left Chartism, then the most advanced prole-
tarian revolutionary tendency in the world,
on the maturation of Marx and Engels has
been undervalued.” Of course, it did not end
there. Julian Harney's Chartist journal, The
Red Repubfican, first published The Com-
munisé Manifesto in English, its translator
was Helen MacFarlane, of Burnley, a
remarkable woman, who wrote articles her-
self under the nom-de-plume Howard
Morten. But she does not even merit a
mention from Barbara Taylor, whose book
concentrates upoen utop:an socialism rather
than scientific socialism.

The two schools of thought are distinetly
different. The approach of one is static, the
other dialectical; the one argues in terms of
abstract principles, the other regards truth as
concrete; the one sees education as the
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driving force of change, the other sees educ-
ation as merely a part, albeit an essential
part, in the class struggle. People who hold
the latter position are exceedingly reluctant
10 make general propositions, claiming them
to be true at all times and in all places.
However, Barbara Taylor does err mn this
direction. She maintains that women today
should have the same employment prospects
as men; to deny them this, she gquite rightly
says, helps to perpetuate their subordinate
position in society. Ergo, she argues, the
same proposition was equally valid in the
nineteenth century. But, surely, may not a
move that can be progressive in one context
be reactionary in another?

Conditions for women

In my opinicn, there was nothing in-
herently progressive about women working
down the mines in early Victorian Britain,
Typically, at the Wigan collieries of Lord
Bzlcarres—incidentally, his great grandson
is now a Tory MP—women laboured L2 (¢

BOOKMARX CLUB
Summer Quarter

THE Bookmarx Club is a socialist book club that
brings the best political paperbacks to its
members at low prices. To join you must take
books from the list to the value of £6.50 or more at
club prices (retail shop prices are given iIn

brackets). Thempson's monumental
account of working-class
and radical politics

1) German Social Demo- 3y From Chartism Io between 1780 and 1832.

14 hours dragging coal to the surface. Belted
round the wailst, with chains running be-
tween the legs—an unpleasant business if
vou happened to be pregnant—they received
a penny for every three tons of coal they
hauled out. 1n the same way Engels, in his
book on 1844, did not comment tavourably
on the fact that only 96,599 out of a total of
419,590 operatives in the British textile in-
dustry, less than quarter, happened to be
adult malcs. Nordid Marx reler kindly 1o the
gangs of agriculturat labourers, many of
them women, who wandered around
Lincolnshire and East Anglia: *women and
children. when once set to work, tend to
work till they drop (as Fourier well knew),
whereas the adult male labourer s usually
shrewd enough to cconemise in his labour
power.” Later in Capital, he writes the gangs
are ‘making the adult male labourer
superfluous’

The Iirst cffective mcasure to restrict
women's work was the 1842 Mines Act. This
was generally welcorned by mimners. Wilham
Cloughan, leader of the Scottish miners, told

5} Johnny Got his Gun
£3.00 {£3.75) The ciassic
anti-war novel by victim-
ised Hollywood screen-
writer Dalton Trumbao,

6) The Making of the
English Working Class
£4.00 {£E4. 95y E P

|-

cracy 1905-1917 €£5.30
(£6.40) Carl Schorske's
hrillignt and detailed
study of the path thattook
the huge German Social
Democratic Party to
support for World War
One and then to the split
which cltimately pro-
duced the German
Communist Party,

2} Uncommon Danger
£1.40 (£1.75} 'The Big
Business Man was only
one player in the game of
international politics, but
he was the player who
made all the rules.” That's
just one of the discoveries
made by the hero of Eric
Ambler's gripping left-
wing thriller from the
1930s.

Labhourism £5.60 (£5.95)
First published in 1924
and now reprinted,
Theodore HRothstein's
uncompromisingly  revo-
iutionary studies on the
history of the British
working class form a
refreshing introduction
hoth to Chartism and the
trace union movement of
the late nineteenth
century.

4) Permanen! Revolution
and Results and Pros-
pects £2.00 {£2.50)
Together in one volume,
Trotsky’s formulation and
defence of his vwitally
important theory of
permanent revolution,
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7) The Kapetanios:
partisans and civil war In
Greece 1943-49 £3.20
{£4.00y The Greek
Rasistance movement
was ong of the most
powerful of the second
wirrld war, Il was bloodily
crushed by the Western
Allies and betrayed by
Stalin, Dominigue Eudes’
book tells the full story.

8) Leon Trolsky's Theory
ol Revolution £6.00
(£18.95) A special
Bookmarx Club paper-
hack edition of John
Molyneux's study of
Trotsky's pohitics (fimited
number of copies avail-
gble).

9) Can Pakistan Survive?
£2.40 {£2.95) Tarig Alrs
very readable new book 15
packed with essential
information—ranging from
the role of British im-
periahbsm in [ndia, to a
demolition of the notion
of 2 Muslim state. to a
description of some of the
big workers' struggles
which have shaken
Fakistan,

10) Mother £3.95 (&4 83}
Maxim Gorky's classic
novel about how a
working-class woman
becomes a revoiutionary

a national umon conference at Newcastle
how much mere civilised conditions were n
the North East coalfields, where female
labour was not used, compared to Lanark-
shire, where it was. Both Marx and Engels
appear to have endorsed this view, Clearly.
they could well have been wrong. Perhaps
they sheuld have organised protest demon-
strations, carrying banners that read:
‘Repeal the 1842 Act—Ilet Mrs Marx work
down the pits’. But somehow [ think they
were wise not to do so.

[t must be remembered the position of
women was rather different then. To pro-
duce twa children there had to be six con-
ceptions. Most wives had more than two
children, however, so they were regularly
having children, still-births or miscarriages.
Add to this the drudgery of housework:
Monday was washday, the whole day would
be spent over the mangle. Another day
would be devoted to baking. And so on. It 18
in this context that Engels’ remarks must be
considered: *The employment of women at
once breaks up the family; for when the wife
spends 12 or 13 hours every day in the muill,
and the husband works the same length of
time there, what becomes of the children?
They grow up like wild weeds...” As for
women in the pits, Engels wrote: “The
women seem (o suffer especially from this
work, and are seldom, if ever, as straight as
other women. There is testimony here, 100,
to the fact that deformities of the pelvis and
consequent difficult, even fatal, child-
bearing arise from the work of women in the
mines’.

Altered attitude

1t is worthwhile mentioning the changes
that have occurred since the 1840s in the
position of women, significant diffeneces in
life-situation that justify an altered attitude
to the question of female employment. These
include the shortening of the working day,
the less physically arduous nature of most
work, the much wider use of contraception,
the smaller size of families, the installation of
labour-saving devices in the home, and the
involvement of males—admittedly stifl on a
grossly inadequate scale—in household
chores, hitherto regarded as an essentially
femalc preserve. All these factors (and many
others) create the material pre-requisites for
the call for sex equality to be made on a
tirmer foundation.

it is helpful to visualise these changes as
part of a wider process. Throughout its en-
tire existence, capitalism has relentlessly
developed the means of production. Indoing
this, ironically it establishes the material pre-
requisites for its own destruction. For where-
as in a primitive society, unabie to produce
sufficient food and clothing to go round,
there has to be a division into haves and
have-nots—the necessary basis for socialism
not existing—this is no longer true¢ today.
The poverty, poor housing and malnutrition
in Britain now result from a failure to har-
ness the country's productive rescurces satis-
factorily rather than their inadequacy. Yet,
s0 long as these evils exist, women wiil bear
an unfair share of this misery. This means
that the struggle for socialism and sex
equality are mextricably intertwined.
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ARGUMENTS ABOUT SOCIALISM

Froon the davs ot Malthus to the Ecology
Party ol today. there are those who argue
that sucialism s both impossibie and un-
altractive because of nawrad liomts, As
socialism 15 a sociely wlhere evervone, nol
Just the privileged fow, would live o lusary
and aliluence, they argue that it s impaossible
hecause ol intted searce resources”, and un-
attractive because ot the damage o would do
tor the ceoiogy. Where, they ask, would ali
the o1l coal tin, ron ¢te come from Lo mike
It all possible?

Such  views  have  bed the Grreens
Ciertiany and the Teology Parnty here o
advocate a return Lo smiabl-seile production,
Acrerurn tood semi-rurad esistence,and o low
productivity, i rouch with nature. will
reploce  todav’s exploitation of  the
ECOs¥SLLnL

These vicws are based on wrong assump-
tions and o hmited vnderstunding of the
workings ol capitialiam.

Let's take the n1ost fundamantal error first
and look at the adea ot Tunited scarce
resources’. This assumes that the mdustral
needs of both capitalism and socialism are
the same and are Jependent on, or rather
Hmited by the fixed amount of energy and
wealth that can be created. and this Timn
rules out socialism,

But 4 resource 15 only a tesource it Know-
ledee of it exists and there s technology to
use 1L and a social system which can plan and
regulate it. A resource 1S ot a constant aver
time or from sociely to society, For example
oil was not a ‘resource’ 0l the 19th century
and not an important ¢nergy source tll the
20th. That is. until there was a teclinology
able to ranstorm crude o1l 1nto a useable fucl
and there was a sociely and industry geared
toand organised on the basis of oil-powered
machines. You simply cannot look at oil or
cven energy as a scparate and independent
section of soctety or even a determunant of
the structure of soctety.

What limits production s not x million oil
or coal units in the earth’s crust but the himuts
of knowledpe and technology. In other
words the limits to production are not
natural but social and political. Even with all
the limitations and handicaps that
capitalism creates through its education
svatem  and  hierarchically organised 1n-
dustry, 1t has developed a vast expansion of
human  knowledge and  capacity. With
soctalism that knowledge would not be used
Yor the making of profit but tor the benelin of
peaple.

Most of the world's population live 1n
conditions  not  far removed from the
Furopcan technology  levels ol the 17th
century., Though firmly locked into the
world system they are exclhuded trom the use
of the system’s technology and benefits, A
vast inerease of wealth and happiness could
be created simply by pulling today’s know-
ledge into practice.

Even today the most used energy resource
in the world 1s not ail, coal or ¢lectricity but
wood and dried animal dung. 1t 15 not 8 ques-
tion of trying to return to small scale produc-
ton. the blight of the third world, but of

The myth
of scarce
resources

spreadimg modern  techningues  ana
harnessing s to buman oced. Aond this s
only considermng the very Timirted Koowledoe
ol loday. With the abobuon ob both
explottation  and  cluss oppression therg
would be o vast eaploston of knowledge and
useful mvention as men and women wery
freed  from  the  fetters ol capital,  the
lmitations ot profit, and the mental capes
credled by cluss sociely,

The other major error in the ecologists’
view 15 thorr nusunderstanding ot the
workings of caputal 1o general and the eitect
of market forees i particutar. This has been
demonstrated gquite dramatically with the
scare stories of the 708 about the world
running out of cnergy by the late 80s, bemng
replaced by the ‘oil-glut” of the past few
vears.,  [The ecologists  assumce  that  the
capitalist system 1s normal and the only way
that industrial production can be organised.
U nder capital the market system s based on

satisfving demand {determined in terms of

money, not need) with supply.

In other words the systeniis based onthere
being a scarcity. Where a scarcity doesn™t
exist then one s created. 50 Amenrica burns
millions of tons of wheat cach year 1o keep
the price steady. the EEC stores and destroys
surplus’ [oodstults {the lamous  butter,
cheese, wine mountans and lakes) cte. The
“scarcity’ ot limited resources pointed to by

the ecologist 1s not the resuht of a hmited
nature bul a product of the capitalist mode
af producthion.

Fmallv g word about the destraction and
cxploitanion ol the ecology. The one vahd
point thal ceologsts have s that under
capitalisnt the environment is misoinuged
and damaged, [11s not that “nature’ 1s being -
spoill and we shiould returo to the "natural
system’ . That would be o return [ a sy<tem
ticd 1o and haondwcapped by its dependence
o1 e weather and nature. The myvih ot the
‘natural  svsiem’ b extraordmarty wade-
spread, In Britaim there are no ‘natural’
CCOSVICIS 11T exIslence, even the wild muoars
ol the Lake District were the creation of
neolithic man’s burnings and agricuiture and
are today maintaimed by sheep arazing. Bul
capital 1 only comeerned with short-term
profit, not long-term or even medium-term
considerations, So ecology s dumaged and
“spoilt” Tor long-terni explioitation, in luvout
of short-term gain. Again thisis uninevitable
consequence of capilalism and fundamental
L Lhe systenmi. only to be pot nid of by ending
the ruke af capital once and for all. When that
happens we will be able 1o manage the
ecosystem  tor the long-term benchit of
people and to tully develop the potential of
peaple and nature, MNoel Halifax
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