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FALKLANDS

Since the Falklands war nearly
two years ago, the Tories have
incurred cnormous expense with
their ‘Fortress Falklands’ policy.
Duncan Blackie looks at the
cilemma facing the Tories
between patriotism and the purse
s{rings.

(115 nearly two vears since the tiasco of the
Falklands war. In that time Thatcher has
been able to turn the ridiculous venture into
one ot the main planks ot Tory
ideodogy—and sustaan 1t,

The war of Thatcher’s face has been able
ta maintam a dcvel of chauwvimsm for (ar
longer than anyone origially  expected.
However, some of the contradictions ot the
CXCICISE are now beginming to emerge, The
‘Fortress  Falklands' policy rests on two
main pillars of support,

Eirstly, that there can be no guestion of
discussions aver sovercignty of the islands.
And secondly, that the government 1s pre-

parcd to spare no expense in the defence of

them,

It 1s doubtful as (o how long the media can
keep the Falklands in the news. Even the
most loval of punters will get fod up with
birth, marriage and death reports trom a
rock in the South Atdantic.

At some pomt Thatcher will have (10 weigh
up the publicity value against the enormous
autlay of mamtaining the present pohicy,

The cost of the war itself 15 probably
known to most people — working out at
over a mitlion pounds per head of popula-
tron. Bul the expense of merely maintaining
the British presence s also staggering,

There are stull 4.000 troops on the islands,
supphed ot a massive cost trom 8000 miles
awdy. A new airport s being butlt for an es-
timated  £240m. A number of other
nnexpected bills have been deposited at the
government's door lately.
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An expensive diversion

The return tight that Heseltine made tfrom
the Falklands at the end of January cost
£90.000. More amusingly, as the result of
numerous inept bureaucratic shp-ups, 54
pre-tab houses have been installed at o cost
of £133,000 cach. (The kits cost £18,000 each
Irom their Swedish manufaclurers).

Somehow. back 1n 1982, the contract tar
the luxury homes went o a small, loss-
making tirm, James Brewster. One of the
directors was Sir Michael Hadow, o tormer
foretgn office official and ambassador
Argentina.

At one lell swoop halt of the government’s
‘post-war rehabilitation tund’ has been used
up. The ptanned rents will be €30 (0 £160 per
month. {The average Falklands wage 15
about half that in Bruitain).
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Dead sheep

Heseltine dectded that the locals should
show a bl of imitiative, in the true tradition
of British enterprise. They should ‘generate
money for themselves” by making local pro-
duce available to the troops, to diversify the
present diet of imported food.

The first such attempt was a failure,
soldiers were presented with 18 carcasses. of
mutton of course, and all but four of them
were [ound to contravene EEC stundards.
Until the Tories decided to extend the EEC
into the South Atlanuic twly vears ago no-one
was really bothered, but now they could have
¢ven more problems on-their hands.

Thatcher's back door, her possible way
aut of all this nonsensc, without being secn
1o lose face, came 1n December last year,

Paul Alfonsin was elected president of
Argentina. Thatcher sent him a message of
support on 10 December hoping 1o show
that the Government had no quarre!l with the
new  administration, only with the aold
generals,

She needn’™ have wuasted her time. The
Argentine government had decided to direct
ils  non-tntervention rhetoric in another
direction. It said that they would no longer
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assist  the US in  crushing
maovements 10 Central America.

They maintain a position of offering a
formal end to hostilities in return for: 1 The
removal of the 1530-mile exclusion zone, 2
demilitarisation of “#ge islands  and, 3
negetiations ever [Dlure sovereignty.

The role of the Labour leadership in all of
this has been abysmal. Healey has kept up
his ‘bruiser® 1mage by making political
capital out ol the Tuxury homes' farce.
However, he haso’t gquestioned the basis of
Bioitish rute in the Falklands for one minute
but just claims that he could manage it more
efficiently,

Kinnock stooped even lower. He said
there was no need to hurry 10 solve the
Falklands' problem and went on to praise
the Tories on 1ts "mature and temperate res-
ponsg’ 1o the Argentinian  suggeston,
Kmnock even said (hat  the issue  of
soverelgnty aver the Falklands was now a
“dated wirithity symbol®, appropriate 1o the
Crenerals, but not (o a sober statesman hike
Allonsin. He neglected to say whether it
rematns a virithty symbol to Britan.,

It seems that the government 1s now look-
ing tor a middie way between cconomic ¢x-
pedicncy and public prestige. It turns out
that in the two months since Allonsin wis
elected 1o power secret negoniations have
been taking place between Brituin and
Argenting,

Howe has put [orward some speaitic ideas.,
mainly aimed at the resumption ol trade with
Argentina. The cost of the garrison 15 bad
enough for him, withou having o close off
toreign markets to British capiwl. These
inchude the fung of import/export Heences
and the resumpton ol air travel hetween
Britain. the Falklands and Argentima

Howe™s strategy Is to establish o normal
pattern  of relations 0 outllunk  the
Argentine plan of going to the UN., Whether
Thatcher manages to back our relanvely un-
scathed, or becomes emhbroiled indefirnitely
erther with heavy costs or a backlash at
home, tlus eprsode stll turther ustrates the
reason for rhe whole adventure.

Forcign investment and low government
expenditure  are mportant for  British
capitalism, but 5o 18 4 working class diverted
from s real struggles and up 1o now the
IMalklands has proved to be the best diversion
ol all

left-wing




After the day of action

The day of action in defence of trade union rights at GCHQ took
almost evervbody by surprisc. It was much better supported than
the government, the TUC, and ourselves, expected. It proved that
on a congrete issue of opposition to the Tories there still exists a
substantial body of working c¢lass opinion that s ready to fight.

Yeo within two davs of the protest, the

government was apparently within reach ot
victory, having whittled down the number of

those refusing to sign the union ban to
around 300. The trade uniens, it scems, have

managed 1o snatch deleat from the jaws of

victary, Whalever happens now, unon
organisation at (GCHQ has taken a major
hammering.

It is worth while poing over some ol the
issues mvolved, since they illustrate very
clearly some of the problems with the move-
mend.

There 5 no doubt that the povernment
miscaleulated with its initial announcement
of the ban, So teeble were their arguments
about some ableged threar 1o national
security, over which it had taken them some
Iwo vears 1o make up their minds to act, that
even 4 larege nuwmber ol their own close
supporters, abways keen to attack unmons,
thought that 1t would be too rishy totry it on
at this moment.

The ‘opposition” trom Tory wets, and
indeed even from right-wing Tories, had
littte to do with their own principled defence
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of Iree trade uvnlomism. 1t was more o
guestion ot worrying that a tactical victory
here would be bought at too high a strategic
cost. Tt would bea bit awkward, tor example,
(o continue o denounce Jaruzelskir from
Tory platforms after this performance.

No one on the trade umon side, not even
the most decrepit and right wing burcaucrat,
has dismissed this attack as unimportant.
They have all seen the ssue of the right Lo
trade union membership as a question of
nrincipal. The trade umon burcaucracy as g
whole has shown here that it recognises that
it must insist on being able to recruit.

Almost cvervihing else, however, they
have been quite ready to negotiate away, The
allegation that there has been a contlict of
interest betweeen (rade union membership
and national sccurity has been the one that
they have bent over backwards to deny and
the "no disruption” otfer has been the deal
tlhat they have been kecnest (o sell

Fven it the government’s miscalculdation
now torces them to make a small concession
and negotiate with the untons, the starung
point of any such negotiations wiil be the
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effective hamstringing of trade unionism at
GCHQ.

Of course there is a conflict of interest
between trade union membership and
national security. No matter how loyal and
patriotic the workers at GCHQ might think
themselves to be, and many of them have
been kev right wing activists in the past, the
trade unicn organisation of which they are
members exists to defend their interests
against those of the employer. The employer
il this case is the very state that defines what
this ‘national interest’ is. Any industrial
dispute with the employer 1s found Lo be one
which leads to damage to the nation’s
interest.

The personal loyalty of individuals, the
possibility of KGB men 1n trenchcoats
stalking arcund outside branch meetings
looking for likely recruits, and all that sort of
cloak and dagger nonsense, 1s a complete
diversion. Whether you sell your labour
power to the local ruling class (loyalty) or to
one from somewhere else (lreachery} has
never been the issue. Whalt has been at stake
i1s  whether the principle of collective
organistion in order to ensurc the best
possible deal 1n the sale of labour power
should be suspended because it contlicts with
the interests of the ruling class in defending
the nation.

Epoch

The dispute at GCH(Q 15 an echo ot a
question that has haunted the labour move-
ment ever since Marx wrote that the working
class has no tatherland. Sometimes, as now,
it has been of relauvely muted importance,
but on other occasions, most notably n
August 1914, it has proved the decisive point
around  which political  alleglances  are
lormed.

For Marxists, the national state 15 the pro-
duct of the bourgeois epoch, formed by the
necd of the rubng class to establish a
coherent national territory and thus a mar-
ket under its own undivided control. The
‘United Kingdom ot Great Britain and
Northern Treland” s exactly such  an
historieal formation. [t was based on the
military subjugation not only of local popul-
ations in both England and the other con-
stituent parls, but also on the fusion of
various ruling classes and the destruction of
those sections which sought to continue with

‘Socialism is a new
society of freedom-
or it js nothing.’

their particular local interests.

The national state, and thus the national
interest, are formed by the bourgeoisie nself.
To base a political position on the over-
riding importance of such categories 15 to
accept the political framework, and hence
the political lcadership, of the bourgeoisie.

The i1dea that ‘the working class has no
fatherland” is not only a statement that the
hasis for socialism is the develepment of a
world economy but also a recognition that
organising on the basis of class necessarily
defines the interests of workers in opposition
to those of ‘their own’ national state.

[f the 1dea of ‘nation’ is the key concept,
around which the ruling class organises the
rest of its view of the world, then the idea of
class is ours. Just as the two social classes
upoen which these ideas are basced are willy-
nilly in perpetval conflict, so there 15 a
continual strugale, now open, now hidden,
between the two views of the world and thus
the two 1dcas.

The union leadership have been running
away from that logic as fast as they can. The
offer of a ‘no-disruption’ agreement
cffectively amounted to arguing that all they
were interested In was collecting the dues.
Having the ability to defend the members’
interests, which is obviously what disruption
15 for, 1s apparently not vital to the bureau-
crats’ view of the world.

Just as serious as the capitulation on the
issues at stake inside GCHQ has been the
way in which the campaign has been con-
ducted outside the place. Every effort has
been made to mike sure that the platforms of
the campaign include as wide a represent-
atton as possible. Allegedly ‘progressive’
Tory MPs are not the half ot 1it: John {sorst,
of the Freedom Association and architect of
the smashing of trade unwnism at Grun-
wicks, has been included on plattorms.

The result of this sort of strategy has been
that the campaign outside of GCHQ has
been conducted at the level of morahlity and
abstract principles. It has not been built
around the need to organise resistance. So it
has not been able to moebilise any significant
level of action (o pressurise the government
into changing its mind. Pressure on the
ruling class comes from workers™ acnon, not
from the specches of MPs. Without that
action, the Tories have felt no need to make
ANY CONCeSSIONS.

[n their refusal to organisc any serious
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campaign over GCHQ the leaders of various
unmions have no doubt been guided by a
variety of considerations—some to do with
their political positions and others based on
tuctical assessments of the siluation. Under-
lying all of these divergences, however, there
has been a striking similarity. All union
leaders have seen the importance of
defending the right to organise and all have
been wary of going too far and starting a
genuine struggle against the state.

In this they have provided an excellent
tustration of a position argued by this
journal over the last tew months: the
activities of the trade union leaders have
fitted very precisely with our conception of
them as a trade union bureaucracy,

Because they are a social laver which
depends tor their existence on the existence
of trade unions cven the most right wing of
them has been forced to defend trade union
arganisation. But because their own reason
for existence 15 the continuation of the bar-
gaining process with the employer, none of
them have been prepared to challenge the
basic definition laid down by the employer:
the national interest has remained a holy cow
to which they have all genuflected.

The apparent exception to ali this was the
call for a day of action. It came from, of all
people, Len Murray, just tour days before
the action, as a result of a highly unsatis-
factory meeting with Thatcher,

Framework

First of all, it 1s important 1o be quute clear
that, even at 1ts first utterance, Murray’s call
was never @ strident appeal for miltant
action. He restricted himself to asking the
members of other unions for. as he put it
‘just and proper action in defence of a tree-
dom intrinsic to democracy that 1s and must
be our paramount concern,’

The extent of Murray's calt for action was,
even then, determined by the framework of
bureaucracy. Murray insisted that the TUC
could not call for strike action since this was
a matier that constitutionally concerned the
executives of individual unions.

Nevertheless, this did represent a shift of
position in a campalgn which had, up tll
then, been dominated by keeping very quiet
about the prospect of solidarity action, One
popular explanation is that Murray felt per-
sonally outraged by the way itn which
Thatcher dismised his representations and
accused trade umon members of at least
potential dislovalty.

Such a view is mistaken. Nodoubt Murray
was outraged when Thatcher granted the
General Secretary of the TUC just eight
minutes of an audicnce onsuchanimporiant
1ssue. No doubt Murray was indignant at
being accused of being a potential sub-
versive. No doubt his indignation was both
genuine and deeply felt. But there 1s 4 more
importanl factor underlying his actions.

Bechind Murray's purely personal pigue
l1ies the recognition of the fact that if the
burecaucracy of the unions is to be taken
seriously by the ruling class and its repres-
entatives then from time (0 {ime it needs to
show that 1t commands real social forces and
thus is worth taking seriously.

The TUC has, of coruse, done rather well

Socialist Review March 1984
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at the negative side of this social role over the
last few years: few could doubt that it has an
important part to play in settling, or rather
selling out, disputes. There 1s 4 long run of
disputes, 1ncluding most prominently
ASLEL, the health workers and Warring-
ton, in which the TUC has demonstrated s
ability 1o held the line.

But this negative side is not the sole aspect
of the bureaucracy’™s claim o be taken
seriously, It also needs (o prove that it can
mobilise people and that therefare itis worth
placating. And it also needs (o demonstrate
to its own members that it s doing some-
thing. that it 15 rather more than a paper
flEeT.

Thatcher's cavaher treatment of Murray
and company was a reflection of the tact that
she, and the ruling class, no longer belicve
that it 15 vital to take every Hitle move of the
bureaucracy that scriously. Evenl the time
is not ripe to dispense with their services,
they certainly do not need to be taken that
seriously, reasons Thatcher,

Murray's hittle lett turn 15 his response 1o
thar. 1t is his attempt t¢o show that the trade
umion bureaucracy can st make hte ditti-
cult tor the tories and therefore should be
awarded rather more respect. Personal pigque
is al best the vehicle Tor a reaction which
springs from the soctal position ol the
burcaucracy. 1 the ruling class will not
negotiate with us, thinks Murray, then they
will have to learn that we are important
people: let us show them that we represemt
real torces.

Even this limdited letft stumbic hears all the
marks of burcaucracy. Murray's call came
out of the blue, after several weeks of public
debate during which no etfort had been

mocialist Review March 19584
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made by any section ot the bureaucracy to go
aut and lay the groundwork for industrial
action by other sections of workers.

But stumble or ntot, there is no doubt that
the calli was taken up with enthusiasm by
targe numbers of workers. Not only was
there a large stoppage in the civil service and
solidarity action from parts ot the public
sector, but even some private engineering
factories which have been silent since the
carly seventies were out.

In & number of places it was the runk and
file that took the lead. Some stewards com-
mittees that had only narrowly and hesit-
antly voted to put strike action to a mass
meeting lound their recommendations
endorsed overwhelmingly., In other places
calis for a demonstration turned inlo votes
tor strikc action.

Positive

-

On the other hand, the stoppage was
patchy, For example in the mines, where the
NLIM teadership have often talked about the
need for action 1o detend trade union ripghts,
there seems to have been very little strike
acton.

The balance ot the day, however, was very
positive. [t did what many previous days of
action, most notably the disastrous 14 May
1980, Failed to do: it gave workers a sense of
their own strength and  buoilt their
contidence.

[t means that there is now the possibility of
strike action should the government dismiss
people for refusing to surrender their union
cards, .

The fact that the government have the
possibility of recovering from (his sctback is
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entirely due to the way in which the rest of
the campaign has been conducted. The stress
on not endangering nationat security meant
from the beginning that the workers at
GCHQ were placed in a passive role, Any
collective action thev might take would be
bound to endanger security.

Conscquently, the mitrative inside GCHQ
has rested with the management and the
government, They have been able to
approach the workers asisolated individuals
and pul very heavy pressure on them to sign.
Because these workers were not engaged in
any form of collective action, i1t was
relatively easy for management to lean on
them one by one. Just as the build-up outside
of GCHQ was'going on, there was a build-up
of management pressure inside the place.

The tactors of the possibility ol the sack
and loss of earnings loom large in any
dispute. Inside GCHQ they loomed even
larger and there was not even the sense of
collective stremgth  which comes from a
dispute to counter them. The people who did
stand out against the threats descrve our
admiration,

Whether the brave resisters are qguickly
sacked and thus provide the focus for a
bigger wave of protest or whether the
government works slowly towards some sort
at deal 15, unlortunately, entircly 1n the
hands of the government.

The sharper mtnds in the government
must see the advantages of delay, but this
whole cpisode shows how prone to miscal-
culalion and ¢rror the government is,

Since the election there have been a
number of upsets for the government and
these have had the ellect of shaking Tory
confidence. It reminns the case, however,



that these have been unforced errors by the
Tories and thus have not proved fatal for
thelr strategy.

In general there are two sorts ot pressure
that force governments (o make mistakes
and serious miscalculations. The lall of Ted
Heath itlustrated both. Under pressure (rom
the miners he announced a three day week 1n
an atlemp! to isolate them from other work-
ers. He failed because the overall level of
class struggle was such that 1t seemed to
other workers that what was going on was
the fault of the government rather than the
MINers.,

Having failed to defeat the miners quickly,
Heath then came under new pressure, this
time from the ruling class, who effectively
tald him: “settle or get out’. The combination
of these two pressures were enough to torce
him to call and lose an election.

It s obvicus that the situation today 1s
quite different. The Thaicher government is
not under either or both of these soris of
pressures, The errors and mistakes have a
much more accidental guality than that.

In reality, they are nol entire/y untorced.
There are divisions of opinion inside the
reiing class as to what should be done next.
These dilferences, over for example the
future of the Falklands adventurc or the
extent to which it is possible and desirable to
control local government expenditure
directly, are important and real in terms of
the balance of parliamentary debate. But
they are hardly significant tn terms ot the
class war.

Failures

To the extent that the ruling class 15 exert-
ing presure on the Thatcher government 15
united; it wants them to make sure the real
wages ol employed workers are kept under
control. From the point of view of the ruling
class, this i1s one of the great failures of the
Thatcher government. The wages of
employed workers, particularly in private
industry, have actually risen over the last few
vears, In contrast, they fell gquite sharply
under the last Labour government.

What is certainly not the case is that this
pressure might lead to a substantial change
of direction, of the sort needing a new

I
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Mititant Murray
government to carry through, And it is also
certainly not the case that the working class
movement 15 subjecting the government to
the sort of organised pressure that would be
needed to shift governmental power 10 any
significant way.

Itis important 1o be quite clear about all of
this for two reasons, One of the currently
fashionable arguments on Lthe lefr is that the
way to defeat the Tores, or at least the
Thatcher wing of the Tories, 15 to butld the
broadest possible alliance of forces. In-
cluding such "progressive’ Tortes as it might
be possible (o reerutt, This broad popular
front, it is argued, will 1solate Thatcher and
mount sufficient pressure (o force her (o
change her mund.

There are numerous current examples ol
this sort of thinking. The theory is provided
by thc Furccommunist wing of the Coni-
munist Party around Eric Hobsbawm and
the magazine Marxism Taday. The practiceis
provided by the campaign over Cheltenham
and the detence of the GLC.

The reality is that such popular Ironts do
not momlise pressure on Thatcher or any-
body else. There 15 ne evidence whatsocver
that recruiting George Tremlett orany other
local L.ondon Tory has put any significant

A reprint of Tony Cliff’s classic re-assessment of Trotsky’s
theory of permanent revolution.

pressure on the Tory government. And there
15 no evidence that Tory MPs or whoever,
expressing concern aboutl Thatcher’s, plans

lor GCHQ, cxerts any pressure on the
government to change ther minds,

In tact the Labour Party refused to vote on
the 1ssue of GCHQ in the House of
Commons debate on the explicit grounds
that, if it came to a vote, those Tory MPs who
expressed ‘disquiet’ would rally round the
government and save its face by giving it a
MAssIvE MAJority.

The only thing which has come at all near
forcing a change ot line on the government 1s
the stubborn persistence of the workers at
GCHQ and strike action outside. The Tory
opposition to Thatcher’s plans does not go
so far as endangering the intercsts of their
government, let alone the rcal interests of the
ruling class. And 1o buy the halt-hearted
support of these people, the organisation
and mobilisation of workers has been
neglected. That is the real price that 15 paid
tor a few speeches [rom ‘progressive’
capitalists.

Chesterfield

The other current mistake causcd by
thinking that there is considerable pressure
on the government is that of overestimating

the strength of our own side. This sort of

illusion 15 currently being bolstered by the

little electoral revival the opinion polls show

the Labour Party to be experiencing, and by
the Benn campaign in Chesterfield.

The tact that Benn won in Chesterfield
means that overestimates of a revival are a
particularly left illusion, assiduously
fostered by papers like Sociafist Action

Whatever the reality, there is no doubt
that the Benn victory has been seen as a
major triumph for the left. [t therefore does
have some effoect on reality. [t has given a
new confidence to the Bennites, and indeed
to wider lavers of activists. But we also have
to stand against the wilder belief that the
result represented a turning point of historic
dimensions in the class war,

The Chesterfield election measured votes
and not the relative strength of classes in
struggle, A parliamentary vote is cssentially
a token, a passive permission for somebody
else to act on your behalf, Tt 1s very different
from a commitment to change the world
yourself.

And the Chesterficld result cannot be

taken as indicating any sort ot feft victory.
The Benn campaign was in ne way a left
activity. The key speakers included not only

the likes of Kinnock, new found friend of

Ronald Reagan, but also Roy Hattersley and
others on the unreconstrucied right.

The campaign was conducted by the new,
united, repectable, harmless Labour Party,
and not the fiery monster of the joint imagin-
ations of the Dafly Mail and the erstwhile
Bennite left.

ey

A clear appreciation of the actual balance
ot class forees s important of we are to have
any scrious discussion of steps that can be
taken to strengthen the working class move-
ment. This 1ssuc has become particularly
crucial given the holding of the Broad Lett
Organising Committee’s conference at the
end of this month,

20p from your Socindist Warker
bocokstall, ar plus 20p postage
frem BOOKMARKS,
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The main political force organising the
conference 15 the Militant Tendency. We
look at their politial positions in rather more
detail tater in this issue of the Review. The
conference, however,will not be exclusively
made up of supporters of that newspaper
and it undoubtedly reflects an important
current of opinton imside the labour move-
ment today. What happens at the BLOC
cotiference 1s therefore of substantial
moment for developing a fightback against
the Tornes.

Although some of the people involved In
the conlerence will have a perspective simply
of winning positions in the trade union
bureaucracy, the dominaat view 15 likely (o
be a lttle more sophisticated than that.

The Militant and those around them will
argue that it 1s necessary to combine an
approach which has a locus on the rank 4nd
file with one which secks to win elected
positons 1o the (rade union bureaucracy,

At one level there is nothing wrong with
this sort of approach. Changing society 1n-
volves changing the trade union movement
from bottom to tap and no social revolulion
will take place in Britain without very sub-
stantial changesintheleadership of the trade
unions. The real problem 1s one of prioritics,

[t you start from the beliet that the British
working clas movement has a high level of
orgamsalion and combativity and 1s moving
incxorably 1o the lelt under the pressure of
the capitalist ¢risis, then clearly the ssue 1%
one of winning control of the unions in order
to bring the leadership in line with the sen-
timents of the membership. You might stll
argue tor rebutiding at the base, butinreality
you hold the opimion that much of that work
has already been done by the objective
development of the crisis,

[f you start from the beliet that the British
working class movement has been on the
retreat tor the iast few vears and that its
orgamsatlon  and confidence has  been
eraded by the pressures of uncmployment
and class collaboration, then you have a
radicaily dilterent perspuctive.

Guide

Although vou might sull believe that 1
will, in the tuture, be necessary to win the
lcadership of the national umon organ-
isations, you will concentrate your etfaris tor
the time being on the groundwork ot rebuild-
g the rank and file base that can make
union leadership a serious proposition,

Stated as abstract propositions these two
perspecltives might not seem to diverge oo
much, but they are not simply abstract views
of the world, They are alsoideas which guide
what people do in the reality ol the class
struggte, The perspective of believing that
the working class is on the oftensive has to be
implemented 1o the real world. Tn that real
world the emiphasis on winming leadershup
positons which lollows from the general
political anakysis will tend to donunate,

It will tend to deminate not because the
people who hold o are nuturally corrupt
otlice-seekers who want nothing more than a
chance to gel a nice ofiice and a chance to sell
oul the working class, bul because of the
nature of (he current situation,

The very weakness and lack of organ-
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Benn's back!

sation in the movement means that deter-
mined activists, despite their political
positions,  are under CROTMOUS  Pressure
simply  to keep the union organisation
together and thus o run for higher and
higher ottice.

S0 m practice the wrong assessment of the
political situation m the working class leads
to a pressure to win clechion for oflices. And
once thase offices are won, then the lack of
an active and combative rank and flle creates
lurther problems.

A umon official whose members are con-
stantlv in action, always threatening to turn
him or her out of the comfortable office,
always pressurising the official in this way
and that, 15 under ditterent stresses 1o one
that accupies the same office 1n g period of
membership passivity.

In the current period, (o become a union
burcaucrat mweans that the oanly consistent
pressures vou are likely to be under are those
1o accommodate and  collaborate. And
because soclal being determines social con-
serousness sucha bureaucrat fnevitably starts
to bend and accommaodare,

The political adaplatuons, the shitt to the
right, which we can tracein the careers ol the
left umion teaders from Hugh Scanlon to
Kevin Roddy, are the result of those
pressures, not the cause, So the idea thit the
situation can be substantiaily improved by
electing even purer trade unjon leaders 1v as
much « myth as the notion that if only purer
MPy got elected then the Labour FParty
would not sell out once In government.
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To the ¢xtent that the BLOC conference
discusses these differences in perspectives
seriously, it will be a4 very important step in
the rebuilding of the movement.

All ot the events of the last few months
since the conference was called confirm that
there 15 a serious nced to rebuild. From
mazor  ¢onfrontations like GCHQ and
Warrington through the union retreat on the
political levy to the tailure of ‘left” trade
union leaders in less well-publicised disputes
like the current bakery strike in Liverpool,
poinl to the weakness ol the movement.,

Bolshevik

Rebuilding can only start from a recog-
niton ot the need for principled intlexibility
both in terms of a focus on the rank and file
and on the impossibility of achieving any
serious gains in the system. But that prip-
cipled position needs 10 be combined with
sufficient  tactical tlexibility to permit a
response 1o developments in the class
struggle.

The movement will not be constructed
simply by speeches about the strategy of the
Bolshevik party in 1908, That 15 a vital part
of organising and building the revolutionary
organisation that must be at the heart of the
rebutlding, but it ts not that rebuilding itselt,
The problem 1s to relate those general con-
cerns about changing the world to the con-
crete concerns of large numbers of workers.

That, essenually. c¢alls ftor agitation
around real struggles.




THE MOVEMENT

Militant’s short cut to socialism

Militant are heavily involved in

the Broad Left conference taking
place this month. Ralph

Darlington looks at their

strategy for industry, and how it
fits in to their general politics,

One aspect of the politics of the Militant is
their vision of constant left advance 1nside
the Labour Party. As Liverpcol councillor
Derck Hatton informs us: ‘The working
people of this country are ready to reclaim
the Labour Party for sociahst policies.’

The downturn and its gefwal impact inside
the Labour Party have highlighted Militant’s
flight from reality. The Benn bandwagon of
three years ago, whatever the internal con-
stitutional changes enacted, did not stand a
chance against the combined pressure of
electoralism and the sabotage of the trade
unicn bureaucrats.

The recent spectacle of Roy Hattersley
and Tony Benn, traditional representatives
of the party’s right and left, burying all their
differences ina united bid to win the Chester-
field by-election for Labour has shown how
far there has been a shift to the right inside
the party.

This is something Militant consistently
refuse to come to terms with, Every week in
their newspaper they continue to argue that
the party has beenchanged beyond all recog-
nition, is moving inexcrably to the left, and s
the force for sociai change.

Labour's devastating electoral defeat last
June, we were informed, was because
genuine socialist polictes hadn’t been pro-
jected to the electorate. Shortly afterwards,
the election of the so-called dream ticket of
Neil Kinnock and Roy Hattersley was
greeted with the Afifitant front page headline
‘Labour Must Unite’. They refused to
acknowledge that it indicated any change at
all in Labour’s ‘radical measures’: ‘More-
over, any attempt to roll back these policy
gains will meet with ferocious opposition
from Labour’s rank and file.” The recent
expulsion of six Militant supporters from the
Labour Party in Blackburn hardly created a
ripple anywhere.

The last few months have accelerated
Militant’s own swing rightwards. They are
under constant pressurc to adapt to the
environment they have chosen to operate
within and blunt their politics.

When the Labour Co-ordinating
Committee ditched their left wing pelicy
credenttals to back Kinnock’s new look
party, Militant remammed silent. Similarly,
they have studiously avoided-any criticism of
Tony Benn’s willingness to woo traditional
Labour voters with policies of moderation in
Chesterfieid.

Any such move would further jeopardise

their already badly shaken position with the
party leadership. Left wing criticism of
Benn’s new allies on Labour’s right wing
would not go down very weil in the party at
the moment. Worse, 1t might alienate poten-
tial voters, '

The pressure to adapt to the rnight is a
fundamental part of electoral politics. As a
result, as Benn moves closer to Kinnock
Militant are forced to move behind them or
risk sharp and potenually fatal conflict with
the party. Militant end up acting as a left
cover for Benn and thus for Kinnock.

Likewise, their industrial strategy 1s
further evidence of notions of left advance
camouflaging an actual rightward shift.

The electoral gains of the Left in unions
like the POEU and NUR are offered as
evidence of the forward march of labour,
Militant’s newspaper regularly denounces
those socialists who argue there 15 a
downturn in the working class movement as
‘the Jeremiahs and pessimists of the labour
movement'.

Militant never offer an examination cf the
real balance of class forces :n Britain.
Upturn, downturn, c¢bbs and flows in
struggle, all are absent, There is no analysis
of the relative strengths of shop steward
orgamsaticn or the role of trade union
bureacrats. Instead we are regularly offered
a glib, superficial world that sees the working
class constantly on the offensive against the
Tories.

To appreciate quite how extreme this can
be we need to consider their own highly
optintistic perspectives for the 1980s:

“The victory of the Conservatives in the
May election (1979) marks a decisive
change m the history of Britain. It will
prove to be as decisive as the election of
the Tories 1n 1924. But 11 will have even
mare profcund consequences.

‘A Tory government I5 scen as the
traditional egnemy by the working
class—as the direct representative of big
business. It can therefore expect no co-
operation from the mass of the working
class...The present Tory government, far
more than the Baldwin government of
1924, is preparing the way for an
explosion of hatred against it and against.
the ruling class.

“The level of struggles opening up will
dwarf even that of 1970-74. It is by no
means certain that the Tones willsucceed
in maintaining themselves in power fora
whole term of office. Even 1f the Tory
government survives it will only be for
one parliamentary term.’

The centrepiece of their indusinial
strategy over the last few years has been
the building of new Broad Lefts in the
unions, Militant have filled the vacuum
left by the declining Communist Party,
Many of their leading members 1n the
Broad Lefts now occupy positions in the
lower echelons of the trade union
bureaucracy.

Whatever Militant may say, the Broad
Lefts are not organised with the explicit
purpose of intervening to assist workers’
struggles. Instead, they are essentially
electoral machines whose ultimate goal is
to remove right wing union officials and
replace them with left wingers. For
Militant, the real divide is between right
and left, not rank and ftle and the official
union leadership,

Yet it 15 because today’s new Broad
Lefts are being built not in the fairyland
world Militant imagine but amidst the
real downturn in class struggle that they
have become even more susceptible to
orientation on the union apparatus. The
actual shift to the right inside the working
class movement over recent years has suc-
ceeded in making Militant’s efforts at
leadership demoralising for workers in
struggle.

Hlusion

One example of how Militant’s refusal
to be uncompromising in relation to the
union bureaucracy can lead to disaster
was in the POEU, 4 union dominated by a
new Broad Left. The union’s campaign
against Mercury and privatisation ended
in utter defeat. Yet the POEU Broad Leit
and Militant’s strategy within the Broad
Left directly ¢contributed to the debacie,

Throughout the dispute Militant fos-
tered the illusion that mere control of a
union executive meant major left
advance. 1n practice they worked against
the development of independent rank and
file initiative to win the dispute by
exclusively campaigning for their
members’ lovalties to be extended to the
Broad Left. They even opposed all-out
strike action, encouragng the view that
selective strikes were sufficient to stop the
Tanes,

In reality the POEU Broad Left
executive members acted exactly in the
same way as the old ‘right’ officials they
had recently replaced. They demoralised
and then sold out their membership in
classic style. Militant’s role was indis-
tinguishable from the Broad Lefts.

The pressure on Militant members 10
move right can be vicious. Take the CPSA.
Last yvear when virtually every DHSS office
in Liverpool walked out on strike 1n protest
at job losses it was leading Broad Left and
Militant supporters like Kevin Roddy who
immediately got them back to work and
restricted the strike to just two offices.
Militant members argued against any
escalation.

Perhaps the most glaring recent example
of the consequences of Militant’s industrial
strategy 1s the capturing ol union positions in
the Bakers Union, headed by Militant sup-
porter and union general secretary Joe
Marine. Militant have not bothered to build
up a Broad Left grouping in the union.

Socialist Review March 1984
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Somae of Militant's editorial board
Marino 15 presumably adequate proot of
now left wing the excculive 15, Yel their caon-
duct over the jobs strike by 400 workers at
the Allied Scotts Bakery in lLiverpool has
been outrageous.

It began when Manino and his executive
tefused to openly defy the courts by backing
the strikers’ continued occupation of the
bakery. Instead they were adwvised to relin-
quish contral of vital machinery and equip-
ment back to the management. It waslobea
fatal blow. Shortly afterwards Scotts intro-
duced a no-strike agreement as a further
condition of a return to work.

They finally threw down a 90-dav closure
notice. Throughout the dispute Marino and
the executive hesitated in spreading the
strike. When a group of tlying pickets visited
a bakery im Newport, South Wales that had
been pumping bread into Mersevside, they
were told to gel back home.

It was only under intense pressure (hat
Marine belatedly agreed to call a national
ballot for strike action. six weeks into the
strike. Yet the Liverpool strikers have dis-
covered first hand that a lett wing unmon
leadership doesn’t count for much if there
Isn’t strong and confident organisation on
the ground.

The aim ol Militantism s getting a left
Labour government elected to office. The
key task for socialists 1s 1o concentrate on
forcing the Labour Party to adopt socialist
policies. [n the pamphlet Afifirant: Where We
Stand thev state;

‘The colossal pressure of the workers

“upon that government conpled with the

presence of a poweriul Marxist tendency

rooted within the Labour Party to act as a

catalyst For this pressure, a4 new Labour

government could be compelled to go

further than their leaders mtended 1o

carrying out radical measures tn the inter-

ests ol the working class...A new Labour

governmeni  could be competled o

nationalise  one or two  indusires

Socialist Heview barch 1954

LT

PRy

_x.. .
B Rt
ke

Eara
.

.'\.."\"
oL e
"

G4
F A
el
-
[ 4
k]
Ly
L
o
3 .
e .
L
ok
= vt
R
&ﬁ»»w

P
e

<
-
-
-
-
-

TR
I
s
A
e i ¥

-
R

\__..
PR T

including even profitable ones. In this

atmosphere the programme and policies

of Marxism will gaimn great popularity
within the labour movement.’

Militant acknowledge that so long as the
levers of cconumic control, and therefore
political power, remain 1n the hands of the
ruling class, overwhelming pressure would
be applied to ensure a reforming Labour
government was brought to heel. They
inform us:

‘It a Labour government comes to
power and remains within the framework
of capitalism, relorms such as the 35 hour
week, nereased public expenditure elg
cannat have a lastung character...

EW

Socialist Review has cost the same for more than two years now. We

Reformism 1s incapable of satisfying the

demands of the working class, but

succeeds i irritating the capitalists and

providing them with an opportunily o

¢rush the labour movement.”

It's for this rcason Militant have put {or-
ward their best known slogan, the
nationalisation of the 200 top monopolies,
including the banks and insurance
companies. We are told this could be carricd
through 1n parliament by means of an
Enabling Bill. As a result: ‘Real democratic
workers” comtrol and mangement of the
economy could be implemented by a [abour
government with a socialist plan of
production.”

S
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Extra-parliamentary activity, strikes and
s0 on, are essentially subordinate to what
goes on inside the Labour Party and
parliament. The real role of the new Broad
Letts in the nnions is 1o deliver block votes
{for control of the party manifesto.

Secondly, the machinery offered by
Militant to achieve socialtsm 1s
fundamcntally the same as that which has
failed Labour repeatediy in the past. It is
unashamedly a parliamentary road to
socialism. Militant make the same mistake as
their supposed adversaries in assuming the
state machine is neutral. They s¢em 10 think
that people who run the state institutions are
impartial civil servants wilhing to do the
bidding of whatever party gets a majority in
parliament.

By ‘workers’ control’ revolutionaries
mean workers’ power, 1aking control of
workplaces from below, smashing the oid
capitalist state machine and replacing it with
new institutions of workers® councils. All
that has been ditched by Militant. Instead
‘warkers’ control’ is merely state ownership
of industry, to be inaugurated from above,
and i1s there to strengthen the existing state
apparatus not 1o destroy it, even after
nationalising the 20 top monopohes,
Militant inform us that *within a generation
it would mean the abolition of classes’. Not
only 1s socialism posstble through
parhament—but parliament 1s the key organ
which will reform capttalism out of existence

BOOKMARX
CLUB
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both  laly
show the class basis of fascism
and they dynamics of its mass
Mmovement,

and Germany to

5] Revolution

Into cOMMUNISML.
What Militant do not consider 15 that
ruling class resistance does not have to

‘happen immediately after o left wing govern-

ment has been elected when it could most
rely upon genuine working class support and
loyalty from below. The more asiute sections
of the ruling class are more likely 1o wait
until the balance of class forces has been
shifted sufficiently in their favour and judged
a suitable moment to act against it.

It 15 quite possible for big business and
their friends in the state apparatus to adopt a
policy of co-operation with the left reformist
government leaders, provided of course they
and the trade union bureaucracy were pre-
pared to extend a certain amount of co-
operation in return. Such a strategy would be
implemented with the long term perspective
of gradually whittling away the strength and
cohesion of the workers’ movement and its
ability to resist a ruling class offensive at a
later stage.

Amidst general ecenomic crisis, with
mounting unemployment and rampant
inflation it may be possible to undermine the
Labour pgovernment’s popularity and
thereby prepare the ground for a tull-
blooded counter-attack upon tt. Such 4
scenario is not an imaginary twist of possible
evenis. There have been a number of left
wing governments clected to power with
mass popular support that have faced this
dilemma, inciuding those mm Germany 1918,

woman it begins to explain
how Salvadorean peasants
continue ta fight back in the
face of unrelenting brutality.
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Spair 1936 and Chile 1973,

That 15 exactly what would happen te a left
Labour government 1n Britain. It would be
concerned to defend itself from economic
and political sabaotapge. They key problem
would be seen as maintaining the authority
and legitimacy of parliament and its legis-
lative programme, ts prime concern would
be 1o restabilise the economy. to do nothing
that would rock the boat and precipitate g
fatal conflict. As a consequence it would
round severely on strikers,

We can see a simular appreach being
adopted in microscopic form today by
Militant-influenced Liverpool City Council.
They not only refused to concede the
residential social workers' recent claim tor
reduced working hours but pointedly tried to
dampen down the struggle escalating into
strike action, As one Labour councillor
pointed out: ‘lf the escalalion goes any
further, as far as I'm concerned they are
being irresponsible.” Even Militant members
actually found themselves opposed to any
escalation, because their employer happens
to be a ‘socialist council’.

Workplace

Ironically, Militant always claim they
would rely upon the strength of the trade
unions to prevent any fatal moves against a
Labour government by the ruling class.
Similarly in Liverpoo!l time and time again
Militant councillors have stressed they
cannot defy the Tories’ spending lrmits
alone, They nced trade unicnists prepared to
take industrial action, if necessary, to ensure
left policies are implemented.

Trade union strength 15 not something
Sixed regardless of conditions. The power of
workers depends upon the level of organ-
isation, confidence and political conscious-
ness that exists in every workplace. That is
something that can’t be relied upen to just
develop spontaneously. Nor can it be turned
on or off like a 1ap.

The pre-condition for a powerful workers’
movement able 1o defend a Labour govern-
ment or Liverpool City Council 15 a con-
fidence in its own power generated from and
steeled in dozens of earhier struggles to
detend wages and conditions. Trade vnion
crganisation has to be built up independent
ot reliance on MPs or councillors and often
in opposition 10 them,

Militant do not see economic struggles as
something on which 10 build the political
consciousnesy of workers, merely as an
adjunet to reform from above. For Militant
the fight for higher wages ar shorter hours is
economic, while the struggle to defend
Liverpool City Council is political. In reaiity
there is no such division, Success over the
small 1ssues builds confidence and helps the
general political fight. In contrast Militant’s
electoral stratcgy 1s likely to prevent the
development of the kind of trade union
muscle which they claim could back up the
manccuvring of MPs and councillers when
the crunch comes,

[n their private meetings their members
would admit that far from a Labour
government being pushed continually
lettwards, it would instead tlounder and end
up betraying its own supporters.
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Similarly, despite a public pretence that
Liverpocl City Council is united in 1ts battle
with the Tories, they would secretly admit
they are facing increasing pressure o siep
back from confrontation. Neld Kinnock and
the Labour Party nationally arc almost cer-
tainly not going to sanction a potentally
bruising illegal battle over spending cuts,
Kinnock believes instead that councillors
should stay in office to minimise the impact
of cuts in jobs and services.

Furthermore, there is a bloc of right wing
councillors who may well defect te the
{iberals and Taories rather than vole in
favour of an overshoot budget. This would
allow the *soft left’ counallors the chance to
let themselves off the hook by abandoning
the struggle before it really begins.

But on both the national scale and 1n
Liverpool Militant refuse to honestly and
openly discuss such obstacles and the neces-
sary tactics to overcome them. As they put it:

‘The broad masses will have to go

through the experience of secing the pro-

gramme of Trnbunism in action, of left
reformism and its nadequacy to deal
wilth capitalist crisis.”

In other wards, the whole experience ol a
Labour government or Liverpool City
Council being knocked oft course would
arouse a st} undefealed working class
movemeni. This would be retlected 1n a
swing 1o the left inside the Labour Party with
further influence for Militant and the pros-
pect of more radical measures to tollow. As
Mihtant inform us:

‘An inexorable process of turning and
moving towards the left will take place in
the labour movement as a whole, and wil!
turn the Labour Party into a left reformist
or even a cenirist direction., .the working
class will find that industrial action 1s not
enough to salve their problems, and that
pelitical action 15 necessary.

‘Once they take the road of political
action, there 1s only onc way they can go,
and that is to try and change the organ-
isation which was built by the trade
unions to solve their problems and thal
will be to move into the Labour Party
with the purposc of transiorming i to
meet their needs,

*As under the hammer blow of events
the Labour Party will move to amoreand
more radical positton, the masses will
stream in their tens and hundreds ol
thousands to active membership of the
Labour Party.

‘Under these circumstances all the
attempls to compromise between lett and

right wings ot the Labour Party,
particularly under the pressure ot rnight
wing trade union leaders will not

succeed...there is not the shightest hope or
luture for the right wing. 1t i1s doomed n
“spite of all its frantic eftforts to maintain

its position, on the basis of decades of

domination ot the LP and the trade

unions. The ideas of Marxism will gain

Enormous suppaorl.’

In other words, whatever Aappens, the job
of Militant members Is to stay inside the
Labour Party, gain positions in the party
apparatus and by building up a Marxist cur-
rent gradually capture the party. Deleat 1n
Liverpool will likewtse only strengthen the
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intluence of Marxism in the city.

However, this imaginary scenario of an
unrelenting shitt to the left 1s not necessarily
what would happen at all. 1t’s true the most
politically advanced shoptloor workers
could be radicalised and move towards
revolutionary 1deas. But the working class is
only powertul when the vanguard of the class
can lead (he less conhident, less experienced.
That 1s not a foregone conclusion. Itdepends
on a strategic approach that ditfers in ¢very
respect from Militant’s,

The majority of the working class does not
automatically and spomtanecusly move 1o
the left, even when 1t begins to lose tanh in
left retormist leaders. Much ot 1t can drop

into apathy or demoralisation. The faillure of

Mitterrand’s experiment 1n France has not
led Commumist Party and Socialist Party
members to attempt to organmse workers’
resistance to the new emplovers’ offensive,
sanctionied by the ‘left’ government. Instead,
many have found themsclves paralysed,
divided and demoralised. The atmosphere
has been exploited by 1he French Naz
National Fronl.

‘The majority of the
working class does not
automatically and
spontaneously move to the
left, even when it begins to
lose faith in reformist
leaders’

1t is also not the case that the reformist
political organisations like the Labour Party
would auromatically swing to the lett, In
Chile the Communist Party and the Allende
wing of the Socialist Part swung to the right
as the final confrontation with the ruling
class approached, tring o get an alliance
with the Christian Democrats and ftalling
over themselves to recognise the constit-
uticnal and non-political characier of the
armed forces. Similarly in France today the
Socialist Party has swung nghtwards to
defend the government’s austerity measures
as unfortunate but necessary.

Of course i1 iy possible for the election of a
lett Labour government corming into contlict
wilh the ruling c¢lass to spark off a ground-
swell of rebellion among many of its erst-
while supporters who wanl 1o go much
further than their reformist leaders will
sanction. But such a social crists will not
have a successful outcome unless there s a
powertul body of revoluttonary socialisis
operating in cvery workplace offering an
afternative Lo such disillusioned and newly
radicalised workers.

That reveoluuonary soctalist alrernative
cannot be simply an fdeological one. Tt has to
be practical as well, There has to be a revol-
utionary organisation that supparts every
workers® struggle by providing the kind of
leadership that can win them. however
embarrassing to o Labour government. [
has to be a reveluttonary alternative that
warns warkers not to place their reliance on
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‘left’ MPs, trade umion leaders or councillors
but instead shows lhat in workers™ self-
activity there 15 an alternative to the
hesitations and betrayals of reformism.

Militant claim that 1t is possible to build
that alternative pole of attraction inside the
Labour Farty. Past experience teaches us
otherwisc. Militant spends its tume 1 the
Labour Party passing resolutions about
what a Labour government should do in the
futurc. It sees various manceuvres within the
party machine as more important than
workers' struggles 1aking place outside.
What Militant do not do is to organise rank
and filc workers for a strugple against the left
retormist lcaders in the one place where
wortkers can rely on their own strength: the
workplaces, .

The very nature of the Labour Party's
structure maintains this separation of the
pohtical and industrial. For Militant
offerimg a practical alternative inside the
Labour Party in Liverpool means cam-
paignming for trade uniwonists to support the
Labour Party in the City Council, not In
proving the relevance of their politics 1n
leading day to day struggies.

The problem of reliance on left reformists
does not simply arise at the moment of pro-
found social crisis. [t begins long betore that.
In the crunch approaching Liverpool City
Council Malitant have deliberately fostered
illusions that the Labour Party, nationally
and locally, will unite in backing their stand
against thc Tories. Derek Hatton  has
trinmphantly declared: ‘We are confident
that we will have the full support of the
Labour Party lcadership. Mr Straw and Dr
John Cunningham have indicated theydon't
thiink we have any alternative.’

Throughout the City Council campaign
Miltant have acted as cheerleaders tor the
Labour group, left and right. At a recent
public meeting a Militant member said;
‘Thank goodness we have got a socialist
council that will stick to its commitments.’
They have not produced one note of caution,
let alone criticism of the Labour Party’s
tactics.

They have helped nurture amongst a layver
ol council shop stewards a sense of loyalty to
the Councill which has succeeded In
disarming many workers from preparing tor
the kind of independent all-out strike action
that would be the onfy guarantee that jobs
and services are detfended, regardless of how
left wing the counctl,

Let us repeat: for revolutionary socialisnu
to act as a pole ol atiraction 1t has to be both
theoretical and practical. That means both
political  and  organisational independence

from left reformism. In fact the arguments as

to whether sccialists should stay in the
Labour Party are verv much a repeat of those
held some 80 years ago. The cxampie of
Germany in 1918 provides compelling evi-
dence that,. put to the test in a major socal
upheaval. the consequences of staving inside
a reformist party lead (o0 catastrophe,

Mihtant, originally revoluttonaries
entcring the Labour Party to win reformists
to the notion of an independent
revolutionary socialist party, have them-
selves ended up as a lett reformist tendency
within it, accepting iis entire parliamentary
and electoralist approach.
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INDUSTRY

The real lessons of UCS

Scott-Lithgow workers backed
down from occupying against
redundancy at the end of
February. Dave Sherry looks at the
background to this dispute and at
the ‘tradition of UCS’ that the
Scott-Lithgow stewards invoke.

For the last two vears workers at the Scott
Lithgow shipvard on the Clyde have been
hiving under the threat of closure. Last
month the Tories announced that British
shipbutlders were washing their hands of the
vard, and that the workforce had two op-
trons: total closure and the loss of 4,000 jobs
by March — or privatisation of the rig build-
Ing operation with the retention of very tew
of the jobs,

Not so long ago the national shipbuilding
unions had a tormal poiwcy of ‘one oul all
aut’, In other words, any allempt to impose
compulsory redundancies would be opposed
by an all out shipvard strike. However that
partrcular pretence was abandoned when the
CSEU officials capitulated over the *survival
plan tor the industry’ in January.

Deprived of one channel of officialdom
the shop stewards merely turned 1o another,
the avowedly left-wing STUC. Together,
they announced that ‘they would mount a
LICS style campalgn’ to oppose the threat,
and that they would *appeal to all sections of
the Scottish people tor support.’

When the tirst wave of redundancies was
announced n January, the shop stewards
unveiled their campaign, At a mass meeting
they came up with the idea of a *work on’.

A workers were sacked they were asked
to rgnore their redundancy notices and re-
port to the vard for work as usual. Stewards

‘E:. 3T

Occupled Henry Robb shipyard i
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would clock them on and find them work to
do. Their wages would be made up trom a
weekly levy of the rest of the workforce.

The most obvious criticism of the ‘work
on’ 15 that shipyvard workers are now paving
other shipyard workers to work for their
common exploiter—British  Shipbuilders.,
But there are other, more practical problems
with the whole strategy. As the lay-offs pro-
gress the situation will soon be reached
where mrore workers are claiming trom the
levy than are actually paving into it. If the
‘work on’ continues, at the end of March all
4,000 witl be claiming from the levy!

But fundamentally the ‘work on’ is sclf-
defeating. Because it's neither an occupation
nor 4 sirike, (he workers are continuing to
work and complete the few remaining
orders. Unbelievably, the stewards argue
thal this proves that the workers dre res-
ponsible, rallying public opinion to their
side. Shop stewards’ convenor Duncan
NcNeitl says: *We have a responsibility (o
our customers and to the vard. Because of
that we will continue 1o work normally.” The
stewards cven agreed that completed orders
could leave the yards.

This 15 suicide. By continuing to work
normally the workers are working them-
selves out of a job, and by handing overcom-
pleted orders, they are throwing away the
only leverage they have on the government
and British Shipbuilders.

At the beginning of this month the work-
torce looked dead and buried. The
government felt cocky and tried to rash
through a gquick privatisation deal with
Tralalgar House, the giant engincering and
shipping multi-national, which contributes
thousands of pounds to Tory Party funds.
The bones of the deal were that Trafalgar
House would get the vard and tacihities tor
nathing, plus a large public handout. Tt

would then re-cmploy only 1,000 workers.
But this time the Tories had gone too far, and
the announcement ol the deal sparked a rank
and file rcbellion. 4,000 workers struck
without any lead from the senior stewards,

Al the mass meeting the next day feeling
was 50 high that the stewards were compelled
to take a firmer stand. Overtime was banned
and the workforee refused to release a boat
for sea trials.

More significantly, the meeting voted for
occupatton if there were any further
attempts to force through compulsory
redundancies and privatisation without the
shop stewards’™ ggrecment.

While Lhe walkout showed the workforce
still have fight left in them, 11 didn't go far
enough. The lack of organisation and leader-
ship at rank and file level means there s no
credible alternative to the senior stewards,

The stewards are not opposcd to privatisa-
tton and job losses in principle — merely the
manner in which privatisation is to be
achieved. And because that willingness to
compromise ligs at the heart of their whole
approach, then it s the negotiating skill of
the shop stewards and not the power of the
rank and file that will be pitted against the
meght of British Shipbuilders and the Tory
government. With the workers now safely
back al the ‘work on®, the stewards sec the
occupation threat as a bargaining counter to
be used on the negotiating table, and not the
key instrument in an offensive struggle
against the government's plans. A real
opportunity to generate a fight has been
squandered.

The tragedy is that the one day walk out
did force the Tones to hold off on the initial
deal. It did force Britoil to extend the dead-
line on thetr nig contract. Tt proved that mass
action can force the employers to make real
CONCCSS [0S,

Atevery stage the shop stewards and their
political mentors at the STUC  have
stubbornly refused to prepare the workforce
lor the crunch. Not only is their strategy one
that avoids confrontation, it is a recipe for
demorahsmg the workers, encouraging them
not to fight compulsory redundancy but to
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volunteer for it instead. Since the ‘work on’
started, hundreds have taken or applied for,
voluntary redundancy.

This strategy wasn’t plucked out of the air.
It has a long pedigree. Its main proponents
are not the ‘right wing' trade union leaders,
but these on the left.

At Scott-Lithgow the STUC claims that
‘traditional strike action will play into the
government’s hands by alienating public
opinien’. The *work on’ is a tactic that can
win the hearts and minds of the Scottish
people’.

The Communist Party in Scotland, in the
shape of miners’ leader Mick McGahey
claims the ‘work on’ cam ‘generate support
through the calling of an all-Scottish Peoples
Convention, representing every section of
the Scottish People’.

It's a strategy that tries to emulate the
famous Upper Clyde Shipbuilders ‘work in’
of the early seventies where, as legend would
have it, a great working class victory was
won.

For many people today, UCS is just a
name. For others it is a legend. But what
really happened, and what are the lessons for
today?

In June 1971 the Heath government
announced that Upper Clyde Shipbuilders
was bankrupt, and that in line with the ‘no
lame ducks’ policy, it wasn't going to pro-
vide the funds to save it. Out ol the 8,300
workers, 6,000 were to be sacked and at least
three of the five yards closed. An additional
20,000 jobs that depended on the yards were
now in peril. The previous year unemploy-
ment on Clvdeside had risen by 40 percent.

Troops

There was no alternative but to fight, and
on 3Q July, the shop stewards’ co-ordinating
committee announced ‘they had taken over
the vards’ and were beginning a ‘work 1n” to
save the jobs.

1t’s difficult now, to convey the fechng on
Clydeside that summer. At the start of the
‘work in’ the government and the authorities
were wortrled. David ‘“Hammer® McNce, then
chief constable for Glasgow, had phoned
Heath 1o warn him that the police couldn’t
guarantee order in the city if the yards were
forcibly closed. Aware that the police in the
area might not be able te contain a situation
involving thousands of warkers, the Tory
cabinet actually postponed the closure
announcement for two weeks to allow them
to bring troops back from Noerthern Ireland.

When the govermment's liquidator was
appointed he was told by local police chiets:
*We can get you into the yards, but don’t ex-
péct us to try and get the workers out.” They
were not willing to take any action that
might provoke a situation that they couldn™

control,
The initial response 10 1ne WOTK Il was

magnificent. Within a few days a call for soli-
darity action brought massive support. Two
one-day general strikes occurred throughout
the west of Scotland, and Glasgow saw 1ts
biggest street demonstrations since the days
of the ‘red Clvde’ at the end of the first world
war. Cash and telegrams of solidarty
flooded in frem all over the country. In vir-
tually every organised workplace collections
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were taken for the ‘work in’.

But this spontancous movement was not
just based on sympathy for the shipbuilders.
[t served to imnspire other workers up and
down the land into taking action themselves,
making the summer ot 1971 a crucial turning
point in the fortunes of Heath's government.

In the months that followed the idea
spread thai unemployment nced not be
passively accepted. [Inspired by UCS,
workers at Plessey 1n the west of Scotland,
Fisher-Bendix in Liverpool and at Allis-
Chaimers 1n north Wales all occupied their
factories against redundancy.

Undoubtediy the UCS campaign slogan
‘The Right to Work' made a deep impact on
workers faced with rising unemployment.
But even during the course of the UCS ‘work
in’, the rotten political ideas that have
dominated the shop stewards’ movement in
shipbuilding for the past decade, were
apparent. They came to dormmate the
struggle and led it into a shabby compro-
mise,

When the ‘work in’ ended a vear after it
started, 2,000 jobs had been lost, UCS had
been broken up, and new work practices and
wape structures were introduced, all aimed
at breaking down demarcation and 1n-
creasing productivity. The stewards at the
Govan yards agreed to a 120 percent increase
in productivity with a smaller workforce.

John Brown’s of Clydebank, was taken
cver by the Texas-based Marathon
Company. To clinch the deal, Jimmy Reid,
leading CP steward, and the other stewards
agreed to sell hard won conditions, They
even signed a binding tour year ‘no strike’
clause. These concessions badly undermined
shoptloor orgamsation in all the Clyde
vards. The agreements were used as models
for elsewhere, and helped pave the way tor
the onslaught ot the ensuing decade.

The UCS struggle which had begun so0
promisingly ended as a serious setback for
the workforce involved. The outcome was
not inevitable. It was a direct consequence of
the policies and tactics employed by the lead-
ing shop stewards. Their emphasis, then as
now, wis on influencing the community and
winning pubhic opinion. That was the central
core of the whole UCS campaign. Asaresult
they dismissed anv notien of militant
struggle and sclf activity of the workers
themselves.

It was thetr politics which led thestewards
to call for a ‘work i’ rather than a real
aoccupation. The Communist Party’s pam-
phlet on UCS written 1n 1972, makes this

clear: .
“The problem tacing the leaders of the

UCS workers was to devise a1 new
technique of struggle which would
achieve their objective — 10 prevent
redundancies and closures in what wouid
be a tough struggle. A strike could play
into the hands of the employers when
they werc set on closure anyway. A sit-In
would have been difficull to maintain tor
long enough. It would also have giventhe
emplovers a good excuse 1o attack the
workers by arguing that the sit-in made 1t
impossible to fultil any contract and
agpgravated the bankrupt situation. This
could have helped the Tories to alienate
public opinion from support of the UCS

workers,’

It was Jimmy Reid who spelt out what this
strategy would mean in practice. Addressing
the Clydebank workforce at the start of their
‘work 1n’ he boasted:

“This is the first campaign of its kind 1n
the history of trade unionism. We are not
going to strike. We are not even having a
sit in strike. We are not stnkers, We are
responsible people and we will conduct
ourselves with dignaty and discipline. We
warnt to work, we are not wildcats. There
will be no hooliganism, there will be no
vandalism ... there will be no bevvying.’

Unfortunately it was neither ‘public
opinion’ nor ‘responsible people’ like Jimmy
Reid who'd frightened the chief constable of
Glasgow and the Tory Cabinet. It was the
possibility of militant action and the con-
frontation with 8,500 shipbuilders.

Sadly, that possibility was never allowed
to materialise. Despite the mythology that
surrounds UCS, it must be remembered that
during the year-long ‘work in’ the yards were
never occupied, production never halted,
and over 2,000 workers took voluntary
redundancy out of boredom or despair.

Reid even argued against the tactic of
holding the completed boats until the jobs
were safe although the majority of the
workforce actually supported this tactic.
Again his main concern was the need to pro-
tect the ‘respectable’ image:

‘“We've got to make sure that the povern-
ment get no pretext for saying that these
obscurantist saboteurs, the shop stewards
and the workers, have blasted
negotiations.’

Confrontation

In the middle of & nationat miners’ strike,
at a time when (3,000 Scottish vehicle
workers were on strike in central Scotland,
and the Tory povernment was 1n trouble, the
UCS stewards were carefully avoiding any
further confrontation in case they lost public
support. For these ‘left wing’ leaders, nego-
tiation and not class struggle was the way to
deal with the employers. Inevitably that
approach meant that the workforce were
treated like a stage army.

While the famous leaders spoke, travelled,
negotiated and even appeared on TV, the
workers were only required to work.
Occasionally they would attend mass meet-
ings that were themselves more part of a pub-
licity campaign than a democratic workers’
assembly that would argue out and decide on
tactics.

This allowed the government to aveid the
confrontation that it feared so much. Heath
had decided that at no stage in the crisis
would the government precipitate a show-
down. He was considerably aided by the
shop stewards’ refusal to tncrease the tempo
of the struggle. In truth, neither side wanted
a confrontation and the efforts of each to
avold one, both complemented and rein-
forced the circumstances by which it was
prevented.

The ‘work n® gave its leadership the
appearance of being militant, without ac-
tually having to lead a fight. The alternative,
a militant occupation, linked tc a campaign
for mass industrial action outside, was
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definitely on. In 1972 the miners took on the
Tories and hammered them. Tf they'd waited
on public opinion winning them a wage rise,
they’d be waiting vet.

The truth about the ‘work in' and the atti-
tude of 1ts own leadership was revealed by
the Morning Star when it reported during the
‘work 1n’:

AN UCS workers are deternuined to do
their best for their vard. Now it really is
teamwork. The feeling that you're letting
the side down 1s one experienced by the
very few latecomers — yes, even time-
keeping has clocked new records of pre-
ciston. [tis summed up by the fact that the
traditional lunchtime pint 18 downed
mnutes betore the horn goes.”

The occupation of a factory Is a tactic of
class stroggle and not an expcriment in
workers' contral. Fantastic confusion has
arisen about this matter since the UCS “*work
in", That leads to the kind of nonsecnse
quated 1n the article above being repeated
time and time again.

In a hostile sea of capitalism 1t is im-
possible for real workers' control to exist in
the isolated island of one factory. The very
dependence of such a factory upon its
outside suppliers destroys such an attempt
even before 1t can get off the ground.

Dissipated

There was certainly no workers” control in
UCS. The ‘work 1n” never disputed the right
of management to manage. The superficia,
appearance ot detiance never challenged the
government liguidator's authority. In fact

the liguidater, Robert Smith, has himself

argued that the effect of the *work 1n” was

grossly exaggerated and misunderstood;
‘There has been a widespread mas-
conception of the nature and extent of the
“work 1’7, often misguoted as a
precedent for quite different industrial
actien of a totalily ebstructive or *'sit in”
nature. In any organisation negative or
obstructive control can be exercised by
any group of people on whom the
operation depends, and it is generally to
the credit of the shop stewards’ co-
ordinating committce that they have
excrcised their potential for nepative
control with considerable restraint, and
have been ready to see that the practical
needs of the situation demanded the co-
operauon of all the interested parties.”

Praise indeed from the Tory government’s
butcher!

The *work in” was deliberately designed to
take the political heat out of the situation. As
a consequence the bulk ol the massive
amount ol cash raised tor the *fighting fund’
was diverted mte providing a free labour
force for the liguidator and not for any
tighting. Most damning of all was the fact
that the ‘work " actually dissipated the
spirit of those involved in it. At the start of
the ‘work in"in July 1971, 69 percent of those
made redundant were taking part. By
December this tigure had fallen to 27 percent
and by the end in June 1972, less than 14 per-
cent were mvolved. Preowsely because the
workiorce were treated as a stage army, it
became an army that dwindled away.

Workers facing redundancy, like the
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Workers vote to continue occupation at UCS in 1571

thousands at Scott-Lithgow today, should
take a cold hard look at UCS before they
adopt this ‘unique form of struggle’.

Instead of mobilising & mass struggle
against unemplovment and the UCS
closures, the Communist Party-dominated
shop stewards’ committee directed their
efforts 1owards a publicity campaign, with
respectability as the keynote.

The campaign included ‘A Scottish
People’s Convention® with church leaders on
the plattorm. There was no demand for
nationalisation. Most important of all, there
was no attempt to direct the tremendous
support they had received into a challenge to
the Tory government.

1t’s hardly surprising that the employing
class should pay such wondertul tributes to
the “statesmanship” of the UCS leaders.

The class collaborationist tactics which
proved so dangerous in 1972 — 4 period
when masses of workers were moving onto
the offensive — have proved disastrous n
the years that have followed. As tar as ship-
building s concerned, the UCS sell-out
marks the beginning of 4 long decling,

Since British Shipbuilders was national-
1scd in 1977 the total workforce has been
axed by 33 percent. Of course, much of the
credit tor this fachievernent” has to go to the
last Labour government, and the national
union leaders wiio've bent over backwards
(o appease both Labour gnd Tory adminis-
tratwons, Thewr acguiescence in the latest
survival ptan” 15 nothing new.

But the UCS legend, and the leaders who
heiped create it also have 4 lot to answer for.
[n 1977 Jimmy Aiarlie, still the convenor at
Crovan, recommended that the Gowvan
workers should scab on their brothers on

o
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Tyneside. He argued that Govan should
accept an oarder transferred from Swan-
Hunters, atter the workers there had refused
to accept the condittons that had been
attached to the work being done in their
vards. It proved conclusively that the rot had
set 1, and that ficrce competition and
scabbing had replaced the solidarity shown
to the UCS workers in 1671,

Charade

A heavy price is being paid for the glaring
weaknesses that have been allowed to
develep in the Clyvde shop stewards’
organisation.  The  political weakness so
apparent during the IJCS ‘work in' has been
magnitied under the more rigorous
conditions ot the downturn. These
weaknesses are now much more decisive,
Thal’s why the Scott-Lithgow ‘work on®, an
attempt to cmulate UCS, s only a pale
shadow of its dodgy predecessor, And if the
Scott-Lithgow shop stewards continue with
their charade, then the whole workforce is
headed for a terrible defeat,

That defeat can still be avoided but only if
‘the UCS style campaign’ is quickly booted
out ot play. The shop stewards’ lixation with
a “Scottish People's Convention' bringing to-
gether churches, councils, community
associations and political charlatans of every
hue, 15 simply a rehash of the old UCS
formula, [t's a lormula that not only can’t
win, but one that actually prevents workers
themselves from putting up an effective
fight,

[t's a short cut for 1hose who've
abandoned ali faith in the ability of workers
to fight at all.

Socialist Review March 1984

——— e -,

f————



MIDDLE EAST: 1

Burning Reagan’s fingers

The sight of US marines scuttling out of the Lebanon has pleased all
socialists. The collapse of Reagan’s ‘peace keeping’ plans 18 indeed a
major setback for efforts to keep the region safe for imperialism. In the
following three articles we look at the background to the events in the

region.

The latest wave of fighting in Lebanon’s
long-running civil war has destroyed the US
cquipped army., led to the withdrawl ol
British and US ‘peacekceping’ forces from
Beirut, and rendered Phalangist President
Gemayel’s hold on power extremely tragile.

The constitution of the Lebanon, decreed
by the French when they decolonised,
guaranteed stale power to the Maronite
Christians. The justification for this was
that, according (0 a dubious census, they
constituted 31 percent of the populatosn.
They have, naturally enough, made surc
there has never been another head-count—it
15 penerally recognised that Mushims now
canstitute the majority of the population,

Pressure lor politicat equality from the
Muslim population and the ¢reation of an
armed neo-fascist  Christran  lorce,  Lhe
Phalange miliua. (o stop them, led to the
present civil war which exploded in 1975,
The occaston which began the hosulities was
the murder of a bus load of Palesunian
refugees by the neo-fascists,

Civil war

The Palestimian prescence in the area was
the result of *Black September’, when the
Jordanian state killed thousands and drove
Lhe rest across the border into the Lebanon,
Once there, they tound themselves allied
with the mainly Muslim leftist forces.

The alhance of Palestimians and the
Mushim lell was very successlul in the early
phase of the civil war, They gained control of
two Lthirds ol the country, although neither
group seems to have had any wdea that they
could use their military strength o take over
the state. All they did was te openthe road to
Svria, which cnded the fighting by sending
the Sgrga, 1ts stooge army of Palestinians,
into the Lebanon, ostensibly to aid the lett,

Inthe event, worried by the prospect that a
leftist victory in Lebapnon would lead to a
rebhellion at home, the Syrian-controfled
torces turned on the lett and, with US and
Israeli support. tried to break the PLO. Des-
pite the large scale slaughter of Palestimans,
the Syrians were unable 1o win g dssraue
military viclory and agreed to a Saudi in-
spared plan that granted equal represen-
tations for Mushims and Christians, but with
the balance held by a president who was al-
ways to be a Christian,

The Phalangists, as the main Chrnsoan
and right-wing force, had been getong
weapons and moncy trom [srael for years,
Now this was stepped up as the Israchs
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US and Israeli plans for a stablc
Phalangist-led regime in the
Lebanon are in ruins. Russ Escritt
looks at the background and
pProspects.

moved towards direct intervention in the
Country.

The sccond Tsraeli Invasion, in 1982, had
as 1ts aim the crushing of the PLO military
appardatus and driving them out of the
Lebanon. In this it was largely successtul.
The PLEO was gquickly defeatcd and the
majority of its fighters forced to withdraw to
other Arab countries, none of which have a
common border with lsrael, and none of
whose lcaders have the slightest intention of
translating their rhetoric into action againsg
[srael.

The other aun of the lnvasion was less
successiul, The Tsraeghs aimed ta instatl the
Phalangists 1n compiete control ol the
[.ehanese state and force the Syrians out of
the north of the country. Their chosen
puppet was Bashir Gemavel who quickly be-
came president. However, he was soon
dssassinaled and was replaced by his brother
Amin. His government contamned prominent
Muslim politictans and secmed 10 enjoy
SOITE sSuppart.

[ reality, his government wis only stable
while the Israeli army controlled Berut
(Once they withdrew, the civil war broke out
again. [t was at this point, a year ago, that the
alleped ‘peace keeping force drawn from
various interested imperialist parties,
entered the arena.

In theory this was a torce aimed at im-

partally holding the rig. It rapidly became
cicar that its real role was to help the Phalan-
gists 10 rebuild their control. The US, for
example, guickly began shelling Mushim
DOSITIONS.

The other external pressure on  the
situation is provided by the Syrians. It was
they who backed the faction of the PLO led
by Abu Musa which blamed Yassar Arafat
tor the military disasters. accusing him of
being more interested in UN negotiations
than in fighting lsrael. Although they
succeeded in driving him oul of the Lebanon,
the move has in tact backfired on both Abu
Musa and the Syrians. Arafat has been abie

to rebuild his popularity with the Palestinian
rank and file, partuicularly on the West Bank.

Syria’s second string has been its backing
of the Shi'ite Muslim Amal militia which has
led the highting agamst Gemayel in the last
weeks,

The current crisis was precipitated when
Chatfic Al Wassan, prime minister since

1980 and a Muslim, resigned. Tt was statkly
obvious that the Gemavel government was
an mstrument of the Phalange. So wide-
spread was that beliet that, attacked by the
united Mushim lorces. the Lebanese army.
lovingly rebuilt by the US and contaming
soldiers from all communities, fell apart
almaost at once. The 57 percent ol soldiers of
Mushm ongin could see httle point in dyving
1o save a sectarian Christian regime.

The imminent fall of Gemavel s without
doubt a defcat for the US and thetr clients.
the [sraelis. Tt 1s not, however, the start of a

cw erd in the Lebanon, All thesigns are that
the outside parties involved will agree to
some sort of deal.

One of the demands of the Muslim forces
15 for (he tearing up of the *May {7
Agreement', a deal Gemayvel made wath
Israel which allows them to continue to
accupy Lthe south of the country until the
Syrians leave (he north, Another major
demand is tor the resignation of Gemavelfor
ordering the indiscriminate  shelling  of
Mushm areas and (he consequent slaughter
of many civilians. The signs are that the
Syrians are already pushing tor a
compromise, perhaps involving Gemavel
remaining 4s president but with a new sct of

hMuslimn ministers.

Although the Syrians back the Shi'ites as a
means of thwarting US and Israeh plans in
the arca, the last thing they want 1s for their
atlics to win and set up their own radical-
sounding little state, since that would have
unpredictable  eftects amongst Lhe
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popuiation of Syria itseif,

For their part, the UUS and the Israelis
might settle for a UN based peace keeping
torce. This would be no hindrance to any of
their vital interests, One such force has been
in Southern Lebanon since 1978 without
hindering Israeli military operations. For the
S, 1ts huge tlect just off Beirul remains as a
powerful bargaining counter to ensure that
things do not get out of hand.

It we take the Lebanon wnisolation, there
Is lttle to stop the various ruling classes
getting away with it. The workingclassin the
Lebanon is tiny; the former prosperity of the
country was based on i1ts role in banking and
trade rather than production. The oppo-
nents of the Phalange have also been
excluded from jobs inside the Lebanon. The
Palestinians in particular have lived mainly
inside refugee camps on the margins of
Lebanese society.

The Lebanon is in fact something of atrap
in the Paiestinian struggle. Although they sce
it as a base for military operations against
Israel, the evidence 15 that, with massive US
aid in terms of money and the most modern
weapons, the [sraelis are too powerful to be
defeated militarily by the PLO.

Even a Muslim-run Lebanon would be no
better than any other Arab state when it
comes to the question ot a real fight against
[srael. From Egypt and Jordan te the more
radical sounding, none of the rulers of these
states are interested in the Palestimans as any
more than a *left cover’. The *struggle against
[srael’ can serve as a wonderful excuse for
kKeeping down living standards for the

MIDDLE EAST: 2 ;

workers and peasants at home.

Fortunately neither Lebanon nor the
Palestinians exist in isclation. The last few
decades have seen a major transformation of
the Middle East as a whole, with the
emergence of a new working class and the
first s1gns of 1t flexing its muscles,

Iran provides the clearest exampie of the
growth of a proletariat in the region. In 1953
the working ¢lass numbered around 800,000;
by 1978 it was over three million, It was this
class, through actions like the ol workers®
strike, that played a decisive role in the
defeat of the Shah.

Nearer to the Lebanon, thereisa largeand
militant working class in Egypt. In January
1977 President Sadat tried to push through
sharp price rises 1n the«cost of basic goods.
Within days mass demonstrations were

attacking police stations, casinos and other

symbols of authority and privilege,
Ten thousand steel and armament

workers marched from Helwas to Cairo. Six

thousand dockers led the storming and
burning of the government offices In
Alexandra. When the government

class areas of the cities became no-go arcas
for the state machine.

After three days of working class action
the price increases were withdrawn and aten
percent public sector wage

only narrowly survived the crisis.
These examples 1llustirate both

TEs-
ponded by establishing a curfew, working

rise  wHs
announced. The Sadat government itseif

the
existence and the potential of the working
¢lass 1n the middie east. It is this class that

provides the way out of the stalemate.

The Palestinians are 1n fact in an ideal
position to relate to this newly developing
class. Not all of the refugees are huddled
powerless in camps. There has also been a
dispersal of large numbers throughout the
whole Middle Fast. The majority of these
Paiestinians are themselves part of the work-
Ing class.

The strategy of Arafat and all the other
sections of the PLO s based on reliance on
the allegedly *progressive” Arab states. [tisa
strategy which rests on diplomatic nego-
tiation with occasional bouts of fighting. But
it 18 necessarily tied to the policies of the
leaders of the Arab states, None of them are
willing or able to risk their own survival ina
struggle for the Palestinians.

What is more, the strategy of relying on
the leaders of these states means that the
Pulestinian workers in these states are en-
couraged not to play any leading role in
workers® struggles to overthrow these very
same rulers.

In order to break out of the dead-end they
noew find themselves in the Palestinians need
to turn to organising alongside the working

classes of the Arab world independently ot

the rulers of any Arab state, no matter how

‘progressive’ their rhetoric. Only by leading

a struggle for socialism as well as a struggle
against 1srael can the Palestinians hope for
any real advances.

Such a struggle would not only provide a
way forward for the mass of Palestinians and
Arab workers, but it would also provide an
alternative to the deadlock in the Lebanon,

With the invasion of Lebanon
putting added strains on the
economy of Israel, Sue Cockerill
and Neil Rogall look at the nature
of the state of Isracl.

The words ‘soaring inflation” ana “huge
toreign debts’ immediately bring countries
like Brazil, Argentina and Mexico to mind.
But a country whose annual 1ntlation rate re-
cently topped the thousand percent mark,
and whose debts are, pur head, seven times as
big as Braal’s, 1s not in Latin America, It s
[srael.

[srael’s rele as policeman in the Middle
East cannot be separated tfrom s economy.
Well publicised *successes” of Israeliindustry
and agriculture are totally dependent on out-
side tnvestments. Nor is it ordinary invesl-
ment (which anly occurs if profits are big
encugh), This inllow of tundsis largely inthe
torm of grants or very favourable loans.
Without this Istaci would po bankrupt.

[srael owes foreign creditors 35,500 per
man, woman and child. On top ot this the
state receives huge ‘grants’ of two-and-a-halt
to three billion dollars a year, half lrom the
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Inside Israel

USA., Per head, these grants amount to more
than three times India’s total income per
head. This makes the i1dea of [srael as a
model tar other “Third World” countrics a
sick Joke.

These facts alone speak velumes about
Israel's role. America spends almost a third
of 1ts total foreign aid on Israel. They get
plenty in return. [srael’s military machine —
which swallows a quarter of 1ts national
income — is more than a match for any
Middle Eastern state which might threaten
[JS interests in the areu.

Advisors

in the region, and the [sraelt ruling class is
not merely an Amertcan poodle. But the idea
that the US istrying to restrain lsrael from its
‘excesses’ 18 belied by the fact that the cash
keeps flowing m. Besides the Middle East,
Israel serves US  interests  elscwhere
providing a channel for arms and technotogy
and ‘advisors’ to US chents in Central
America. Somoza's Nicaragua, El Salvador
and Guatemala, as well as African regimes
are all examples of Israeli intervention.

No wonder Israel’s debt docsn’t receive
the same attention as Mexico’s, While the
banks and the IM} demand a high price lor

bailing out Latin American debtors, the
Americans keep on stemping up the dollars
tor [srael. Nevertheless, the economic chaos
caused by rampant 1nflation has prompted
the povernment to try to cut part of the
indexation of wages which has up to now
ensured that Jewish workers’ incomes have
kept up with inflation. These efforts led 1o
mass public seclor sirikes 1n protest.

The most bizarre aspect of the strikes was
the doctor’s hunger sirike, which involved
doctors collapsing and having (o be treated
by cach other.

Israel’s tinance minister wants to intro-
duce austerity measures (o cut inflation and
increase exports. This plan would be a mild
dosc of the IMF ‘medicing’ being forced
down the throats of Latin American
workers, involving cuts in public spending
and subsidies on essential goods and ser-
vices. The aim s to cut real wages, to become
internationally maore competitive.

The ¢conomic chaos plus the increasing
discontent over the afttermath of the so-
calicd ‘peace for Gahilee’ invasion of
Lebanon 1s hikely o mean a change of
government. The opposition Labour Align-
men{ deesn’'t really want to take over vet,
because it cannot selve the problems. But it
seems possible that there will be another
Labour government before too long. 1t is
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worth stressing therefore that such a change

will not mcan any ‘progressive’ policics.
The media, here and 1In America, are very

fond of the myth that it is only since Begin
and his Likud coalition came tc power that
there has been an ugly face (0 the Zionist
praject, Such a belicf s also common among
the old retormist left (including Tony Benn).
This is completely false,

The Labour Party 1sn't really a party of
labour at all, but the party of the Labour
bureaucracy which was the core ot the ruling
class until the 1970s, “Lett” Zionism s no less
Zionist than the Likud — 1t was responsible
for the founding of the state and the expul-
sion of the Palestinians. The Kibbutzim
which are also seen by many as socialist in-
stitutions were lounded on land trom which
Palestinian peasants had been evicted. In
very few places has Isracl rcally made the
desert bloom. In fact Kibbutzim play only a
tiny role in Israel's economy, and while they
don't allow Arabs to join, are increasingly
dependent on hired Arab labour.

Subsidy

Israel has been compared favourably with
the *feudal’ Arab regimes around it, as a
democrafic state. with progressive social
policies. In fact, its level of economic and
social development was ftundamentally
dependent on its imperialist role. [srael
could not have existed, let atlone become
prosperous, without continual subsidy.

That subsidy was forthcoming precisely
because Israel was able to ‘discipline” any of
the Arab states whose interests conflicted

with and threatened US domination of the

region.

The wars of 1948 1956, 1967 and 1973 are
presented as ‘Just’ wars to protect Israel from
outside aggresssion. We are asked to believe
that the territories occupied in those wars
would have been handed back to the Arab
stgtes in return for guaranteed sccurity. In
the first place, this ignores the fact that
Israei was founded as a state on land
occupled by the Palestimans who were
driven off. Secondiy, the Labour govern-
ments moved Just as guickly as Begin to
¢stablish settlements in occupied areas. Even
the Biblical literalism which 15 deplored in
Begin and Shamir, with their tatk of ‘Judea

and Samaria’, turns out to be & precise echo

of such ‘socialist’ heroines as Golda Meir.
At present it suits Western ruling ¢lasses to
suggest that the massacres and expansionism
seen 1N Lebanon are an aberration from the
history of lsrael, rather than a logical con-
sequence of the Zionist state and 1ts role in
the region. They explain Begin and Shamir’'s
regrettable popultarity by talking about their
base among the Sephardic Jews — people
wito have come to Israel trom the Arab
countries rather than Europe or America.
In reality the Scphardim or Oriental Jews,
vote Tor Likud not because of a luck of
political sophistication or tanaticism, but be-
cause Labour didn’t deliver the goods to
them. The Orental Jews were not involved
In the Zionist project — they weren't parti-
cipants in the colomisation and only tlocked
into Istagl in the 1950s. They were enticed
there by propaganda by the Ashkenazi state
promising fantastic materizl benefics,
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When they arrived there was no land of
milk and honey for them. Instead they found
the harsh work of the agricultural
settlements and development around the
borders of the country. While they are better
off than the Palestimian workers they have
suffered low wages, unemployment and
racial discrimination. The support for Likud
is comparable to the racism and reaction of
poor Southern whites 1n the USA. At other
times 1n Israel’s history there have been
clements in the sephardic communities who
turned to radical politics — the Israeli Black
Panthers of the early 1970s for example.

The problem is that because all Jewish
workers are wedded to the Zionist state as
the guarantor of their relative priviieges, dis-
content with Labour manifested itself in
support for right-wing Zionism, not a class
alternative,

There have been several strike waves in
Israel’s history, including the one of the last
two years or so, Many of these strikes have
been militant, not to say violent. The tactics
of the El Al airline workers in blocking the
alrport runways in protest against job losses
In 1982 was a memaorable cxample. But when
It comes to the crunch, workers will not
challenge the basis of the state. There are no
organtsations of the working class which are
independent ol the state.

Even the army Is unable lo lift the
economy
The Histadrut, which we have to reter to
as 4 trade union for want of a better des-
cription, was founded as an exclusively

Jewish, not exclusively working cfass body.

[ts peneral secretary ar the time, Lavon,
spelled this out in 1960 when he said: *It is
not a workers’ trade unien.” On the contrary,
It is & major employer, owning 4 bank, in-
surance and construction companies and
other enterprises. It 15 part of the Zionist
state, coatrolling a sizeable chunk of the

economy. It has been a major recipient of the

tunds channelled from abread through the
state. Workers automatically become mem-
bers since it 1s via the Histadrut that the
health insurance scheme 15 operaled. Many
workers do not experience it In 11s ‘trade
union’ role at all,

Many Arab workers are also torced to join
the Histadrui, but since they aren’ entitled
(0 the medical and welfare benetits. they get
absolutely nothing out of 1 at all.

Though the Histadrut can oppose this or
that government policy, especially Likud's
rather than Labour’s, it has spent most ofits
existence crushing strikes. noet catling them,
[t can never be an organisaton for indepen-

dent working class action.

The Israch working class is engaged in
producing a surplus. As such its class interest
lies 1n fighting the Israeli ruling class, But
also 1t is a partner with that ruling class In
sharing the benefits of Israel's imperialist
role. The position of the working class wus
summmed up over ten years ago in an article
called The Class Narure of Israeli society:

‘As long as Zicnism is politically and
ideclogically dominant, there is no
chance whatsoever of the Israeli working
class becorming a revolutionary class. The
gxperience of fifty vears does not contain
a sittgle example of Israeli workers being
mabifised on material or trade union
1ssues to challenge the Israell regime it-
self. On the contrary, Israeh workers
nearly always put their national loyalties
betore their class loyalties.’

Israel 1s 1ncreasingly dependent on Arab
labour, both from within its ‘official’
borders, and on the basis of ‘pass law’ type
labour from the West Bank. It 15 said that
before 7am Israei is an Arab country. Arabs
do many of the dirty jobs which Israelis don't
want to do.

The post-1967 military and political ex-
pansion created a huge demand for Jewish
labour in the armaments” industry. the army
and i1n administering the ‘occupied terri-
tories’. The result was that Arab workers
began to form a key part of the labour force
of the Zionist state which until then had con-
sisted of Oriental Jews. They work essen-
tially for the private sector and constitute a
reserve army of labour.

Construction

According 1o government statishics —
which underestimate the real figure —
| 1OL000 Arabs resident in Israel are part of
the workforce, It 15 more ditficult to assess
the number of Palestimian workers who
commute daily into Israel. The number
secins to be between 100,000 and 120,000,

In total Palestinians form abut a fitth of
the Israeli workforce, concentrated in the
productive core of the ¢conomy:
manufacturing, construction and agri-
culture. Nearly 80 percent work In these
sectors compared with under 40 percent of
Jews, That means about 30 percent of the
labour force 1n productive industry 15 now
Palestinian — a vast turn around from the
Zionist intention of a closed Jewish society
depending exclusively on Jewish labour.

But on their own, these workers cannot
overthrow the Zionist slate.

The importance 1s that they are organising
and have shown their willingness 1o strike
against the lIsraeli state. Together with
workers in the Arab countries in the region
they represent the only force capable of
smashing impenalism and of overthrowing
the Arab regames. Regimes which have paid
lip-service to that struggle while brutally re-
pressing  their own workers and  the
Palestimians,

Looked at in1solation, there would be no
chance of the Zionist state being overthrown
by working class action. Looked at 1n terms
of the region as a whole, where the Arab
working ¢lass 1s growing in numbers and
strength. 1t 15 clear where the uture lies.
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MIDDLE EAST: 3

The Zionist threat

Noam Chomsky has just written
a major new work on Zionism
and the plight of the Palestinians,
John Rose gives a critical
assessment of the book, and of
Chomsky’s politics.

Noam Chomsky's The Fareful Triangle, the
(nited States, Isruel and the Palestinians
(Plutc Press. At £6.95 1it's good value, it's a
very big boak), Jtis a very important attempt
at an encyclopaedic summary of the evolu-
ion of the Ziorist state i the aftermath of
the Lebanesc invasion. 1ts account of that in-
vasion 15 both comprehensive and gripping.
And the book is worth reading just for that
although much of the material will be
famdiar 1o Socralist Keview recaders,

The collusion of the US povernment with
the invasion and the stupendous increases in
US financial and military aid that went with
it; the acquicscence of the Labour opposition
in I[srael; the clear objective to break the PLO
tin the Lebanon as a precondition tor tighten-
ing [sraell rule on the West Bank; the decent
ot the US government, which promised the
PLO that Palestinian cittzens would be pro-
tected after the PLOs forced departure from
Beirut; the trightening degree of support for
Begin and Sharon whose popularity in Israel
sgared as the numbers of dead and
mutiliated Arab bodies soared in Lebanon,;
lhe courageous vet ultimately powerless
[sraeh peace movement {‘the 40G,000 strong
demo wasn’t the up of the iceberg, 1t was the
iceberg’} which still hasn’t1oppled the Liked
overnment,

—

Pogrom

The Kahan's Commission of Inguiry’s
whitewash of the slaughter at the Sabra and
Shatila refugee camps and the macabre simi-
larity ol Sabra and Shatiia with the Czar’s
Easter pogrom of Jews at Kishenevin Russia
m 1903; the growing number of I[srael
Rabbis who preach that events are con-
firming the Jews’ ‘true sancufication of
God's Wame in the warld™; the former leader
of the American New Lett Tom Hayden {and
Jayne Fonda) and the hiberal left in the US
generally who supported the invasion...

All of this and a great deal more—is
thoroughly argued and minutely
documented.

Yet at the same time, Chomsky's book is
posttively absurd in its fanciful and
apocalyptic gloom. For he argues that the
Americans have created a Frankenstein in
Israel which is now virtually out of control.
That although Istael was originally funded
by the US o protect 1ts o1l supplies {a
recentty declassifted government document
from 1958 stated that oppositton to radical
Arab nationabsm depends on the US
supporting “Israel as the only surong pro-
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West power’ in the region}, Chomsky argues
that Israel 15 now so strong {the world's
fourth largest military power according to
the [nstitute of Strategic Studies) that it can
dictate terms {o 1ts former master. It's a case
of the mad dog that drags his unwilling
owner down paths he doesn’t want to go.
[srael gets 1ts way with (ts pavmaster
(Isragl is America’s most heavily-subsidised
client) by threatening military destruction mn
the Middle East — including bombing o1l

fields. Chomsky grves several examples ol

this and concludes ominously that this
gxplains Dr Kissinger's oft-quoted remarks
about the dangers ol ‘harassing’ Istael into
‘emotional and psychic collapse’

[srael 1s now so dangerous, savs Chomsky,
that 1t has become the single most likely
cause of World War Three, a tact about
which, he wearlly complains, he has been un-
able 1o persuade the Western anti-missile
movemernt to take seriously enough. e also
provides evidence for Israell medium term
thinking for the total domination of the
Middle East based uvpon updiating the
method of rule of the old Turkish (rtoman
Empire.

This would mean undermining all the
Arab states (which, anvway, were only the
constructions  of British and  French
imperialism) and replacing them with a
cluster of religious-ethnic semi-leudal
groups constantly in conthct with each other
and hence subordinate o Zionisn.

This 1s not so far-fetched. Isracl already
arms both sides in the batdes in the Chouf
mountains between the Christans and the
Druze, And Zionism has already proved its
capacity to peoliticise and make fanatical all
the religious currents in the region,

Only Amenca can stop Israel, argues
Chomsky, and so far she shows no sign of
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daoing so.

To understand how Chomsky arrved at
this position we need to return to the debate
that raged in the 19705 about the solution 1o
the Palestiman problem. For it was then, as
Chomsky correctly reports ad nauseum, that
what he calls an “international consensus’
had heen estabhished for a settdement.

This consensus accepted by Furope, the
USSR, the Aruab states and the PLO saw
[sracl withdrawing toits pre-1967 borders in
return for recognitlon by the Arabs and it
came to include a ming Palestinian state on
the West Bank between Israel and Jordan.
Yet every time an attempt was made to apply
the principles of the ‘consensus’ it was blown
out hy Israc! and the USA,

A most striking example of this, argues
Chomsky, was the tate of the Sadat Peace
Plan in 1971. According to Chomsky this
was sabotaged by Kissinger who boastsin his
memoirs  about  outsmarting the State
Tcpartment.

The absurdity ol redocing the [ailure of
‘peace’ in the Middie East to personalities
{cven one like Dr Kissinger's!) reaches {ull
flight ot fantasy when Chomsky ollers a
review of Kissinger's memoirs by James E
Akins {a tormer US ambassador in Saudi
Arabia) for our serious consideration:

*The truly tragic consegquence ol
Watergate 15 that President Nixon was
nol i 4 strong enough  position 1o
dominate his secretary of state ... He
atlowed Kissinger to frustrate his own
Mid East design. Had it not been for
Watergale ... 1t 1s probable that Nixon
would have achieved a just and lasting
peace in the area.’

Crosh, how the Palestimians must hawve
becn wishing that Nixon was in a stronger
position in the carty 19705,

Imposed

Obviously Chomsky's despair springs
from his realisation that America could not
or would not impaose (ts will on the ‘lateful
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triangle’. This seeins to dely all ranenal logic
lor Chomsky. It also betravs a hidden elitism
which sugeests that ‘enlightenment’ tor the
Middle East — the international consensus
— could only be imposed from the outside
by the West,

But, quite apart from that, the argumentis
flawed. Why should Amenica have gone to
the trouble of a showdown with [srael in the
1970s tor the sake of the ‘intcrnational
consensus™

Atter all, its global power had been
severely weakened following its defeat In
Vietnam.

Why turn on its most trusted ally in the
Middle East? It Tsrael could keep the
Palestinians on their -knees why should
America interlere?

Of course it could maintain a public
posture of ambiguity. Nixon, and the others
who {ollowed him could always say that they
would like 10 see ‘justice’ for the Palestinians
and they could always privately curse Israel
when they were courting the o1l shetks.

bF'or Istael could not lightly be bulhed into
accepting a West Bank state {although
America has and had the power to doso if
she wished), Chomsky knows this only too
well. His book is studded with examples of
I[sracl's persistent strategy of destroying all
vestiges ot Palestinian nationalism whether
by crushing any signs ot Palestinian culiural
renaissance or by simpty killing Palestinians.
As one of the Founding fathers of Zionism,
Ben Gurion, put it

‘There is no contlict between Jewish and

Palestimian nationalism because the

Jewish Nation is not in Palestine and the

Palestinians are not a nation.”

And Chomsky himself writes:

‘As long as any trace of an organised

Palestinian presence remains anywherc

nearby, the legitimacy of the lsraeli

nattonal rebirth may somchow appear to
be 10 question.”

He goes on to quote Meron Benvemisti, a
former Deputy Mayor of Jerusalem and
author of scveral studies of the tightening
grip of Jewish settlement control of the West
Bank:

“We cannot stand a symmetry of claims.
[srachs have a protound feeling that once
they accept the symmetry that the other
side 15 also a legitimate natonal move-
ment, then their own teeling aboul their
own right and legitimacy will be
dimmed.’

This leads to the final point about the
West Bank state and the Palestinian attitude
tor it which Chomsky frankly skips over,

Because the fact is that the West Bank
state would not have fullilled Palestinian
aspirations for national liberation, 1e to
reoccupy atl their land.

Brutality

In fatrness, in onc scnse, Chomsky
acknowledges this. He writes ol the many
thousands of Palestimians tn Lebanon who
were bombarded by Tsrael in 1982 who were
first expelied from Jsragl 1in 1948 The
Zionists  stole these people’s land. No
wonder they are worrled about any
reminders of their ‘legitimacy’. And as
Chomsky also acknowledges the brutality of

Socialist Review March 1984

‘Gireater Israel’ has its roots in this [irst
phase.

Mayvhbe the PLO would have settied for a
partittoned West Bank state. But the struggle
for total liberation would have re-emerged in
much the same way as the struggle for [rish
liberation has re-emerged alter the pariltion
of Ireland in the 1920s.

in fact, the anatogy with lreland 15 im-
portant tor another reason.

Throughout his book Chomsky insists
that he 15 in favour of *1srael’s right to exist™
How he squares this with his anti-Zionism is
never made clear. The same argument 1s
repeated 1n Maxine Rodinson’s Cult Gheto
& Srate* and continucs to haunt many
Jewish ant-Zionist intellectuals whose work
otherwise has made a protound contribution
to the Palestinian struggte.

In the casc of Chomsky histotalsolation
and c¢onstant villiticanon by Amernician
Jewish and Tsracl spokesmen — Labour
Zionist Abbe Eban, allegedly a “‘dove’ on the
Palestinian guestion, has accused Chomsky
of a *basic complex ... of gullt about Jewish
survival' — seems to have helped prisc this
uncomiortable concession from him,

A ‘Marxist” gloss 1s sometimes added to
help detend Jewish national right to sell
determination (simidar to the "two nations’
theory in [reland). Just to confuse matters
turther the Fourth International have just
published Trotsky’s writings on the question
of Jewish national self-determination.
Though they couldn’ tind a detence by
Trotsky of tultilling this wish by stcaling
Arab land.

Actually this helps us clanly the problem.
There 18 no deftence of a nationalism,
however oppressed 1t itself has been, that
owes Ity very survival to the oppression of
anather nationalism. Where this s the case
all the other claims 1o national hberation
(culture, languape etc) become supertluous

This appilies as much (o Ulster
Protestantism, the Afmikaancrs i South
Africa as 1t does to Jewish Zienism. [n tact
the siege colonial mentality 15 commeon 1o ali
three. And in all three cases these viruient
nationalisms (all racist note) have only come
inte play at all because of their service al
different times to the global rmpernialist
structure of power.

Their destruction starts with uprisings by
the oppressed. A prospect which Chomsky
now completely rules cut atleast as far as the
Palestintans are concerned.

10 fact he scems to regard the Palestinian
cause as totally hopeless. For when 1t comes
to the Reagan Peace Plan {advanced in the
summer of 1982 at the height of the Berut
crisis and revived again at the time of
wriling) which Chomsky dissects very elfec-
tively as a complete fraud hecause il excludes
the PLEY, he nevertheless can write:

‘Giiven the objeclive constraints estab-
lished by US power a case can perhaps be
made that the wisest course for the
Palestinians would have been 1o accept
the Reagan propesals, thus committing
national suicide, but at least raising some
obstacles to the US-backed Llsrach take
over ol what remains outside [srael’s
complete control 1 the occupied
terriories.’

Maybe this was writlen with tongue in

cheek but the fact remains that Chomsky has
nothing else 10 offer the Palestinians.

What, though, 1s the solution?

Throughout his book, Chomsky, tends o
treat the Palestinians as victims. He rarely
sees Lhem as revolutionary fighters, The en-
thusiasm and courdage ol the Palesumians
seeps through the pages only occasionatly.
Yet, desprte all the terrible defeats, hundreds
ot thousands of young Palestinian men and
women remamn dedicated to the armed over-
throw of Zionism as the only means of
destroying it

As Sociafist Review readers will know we
have always greatly leared a detfeat tor the
PLO. Its strategy of combining the armed
struggle  with  reliance on  the (usually
corrupt) Arab regimes rather than with the
struggle of Arab workers and peasants
against those regimes was doomed from the
start,

The failure of an alternative strategy to
devetop was and 1s ultimately a failure for the
revolutionary lett which emerged in different
forms throughout the world at thesame time
as the PLO dtselt emerged in the 1960s.

Serious cxamination of this s bevond the
scope of this article but sutfice 1o note that
Chomsky's tragie vision of Zionist rule
smashing up Arab statcs and reducing the
entire non Jewish population in the Middle
East to sertdom belies one rather important
truth.

—_——

Discipline

—_—r

Despite the world recession the Middle
[Fast has been indusirialising. In fact w has
heen industnialising quite quickly. Zionist
rule itself has transtformed thousands of
PEAsants Inte WOrkers,

One reason for the recurring form of rule
by brute farce in Arab state after Arab state
is to maintain labour discipline. Another
reason is to silence news ol explosive 1n-
cidents of labour discipline breaking down
from spreading. All of this has momentous
implications for the Palestimans who must
soon begin to sec their part in this develop-
ment fused with the only power that can
bring about their liberation, the Arab
working class throughout the region.

FOOTNOTE:
* published by Al Sagui
distributed by Z Press.

Rodinson s a former member of the
French Communmst  Parly,

Cult, Ghernro & State collects several of
Rodinson's articles over a titfteen year penod
which frankly add little 1o his [irst major
work.

However, one essay certainly does deserve
mention. [nfewish Nation & Jewish Problem
Rodinson comes 1o the delence of Abram
Leon's Fhe Jewish Ouestion.

l.eon was a Jewish Belgian Trotskyist who
pertshed 1n Auschwitz, His book challenges
the whole basis of nattonality in Jewish 1den-
tity and history. He otfers instead a closely
argued case for understanding Jewish sur-
vival in terms of economic reles performed
in  pre-capitalist societies particularly 1n
Russia and Poland.

Rodinson’s promotion of Leon’s much ig-
noted work 1s a great bonus.

Books, and
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INTERNATIONAL

The military regime in Uruguay
is facing mass opposition. Mike
Gonzalez looks at another
tottering dictatorship.

Uruguay has hived under military rule for 1en
years, Its torturers have been as bad as
Pinochet’s, and 1ts repression more complete
than Argentina's. Though it has lived under
the shadow of Chile and Argentina through-
nut the last decade, 10 has been an important
ally lor the military dictatorships. Perhaps
because 1t was not so much in the publiceve,
1t has gone further In its monetarist model
and deeper 1in 15 corruption than cither of
the other two.

Yetasthe level of strugple rose throughout
1983 in the southern cone of Latin America,
Uruguay Loo has experienced the rebirth of
the mass movement. In Navember, half a
miflion people marched through
Maontevideo—one-sixth of the population in
a single demonstration, and about half of all
the workers of Uruguay. [n January, a strike
ot tishermen and an occupation of a extile
factory were tollowed by a spontaneogus
transport strike in Montevideo and a battle
over wages In the energy and communi-
cations imdustries.

‘Fhese actions were a prelude to @ massive
CGeneral Strike called for 18 Januvary by the
legal trade union congress, the PIT.

Jailbreaks

Linhike its partners in the military alliance
of the Southern Cone. the Uruguayan mili-
tary has not, until now, laced, since the coup
of 1973, any significant mass resistance. The
major guerrilla organisation of the left, the
lupamaros, had earned ttsell 2 reputation
for mirtaculous jailbreaks and spectacular
military actions in the early 1970s. But it had
also resolutely refused 10 develop any forms
of mass organtsation. The Tupamaros were
the purest form of Guevarists., The task of
the militants in the trade union movement
thev said, was "to organise support for the
armed struggie and preparation (o join it'.
Thus although the Tupamaros claimed most
ol the newspaper space, and incurred the
wrath of the military, control of the rade
untons remained overwhelmingly with the
Uruguavan Communist Party.

Lt 1s ironic that the years when the Tupa-
MAres were most active (1967-72) were aiso
the vcars that marked the highest level of
mass  struggle that Uruguay had ever
experienced. Until then, Uruguay’s reput-
aton as a stable democracy, and its skeletal
weltare state, bred a trade unjon movement
muore direetly integrated into the state sector
than elsewhere in the continent.

As Uruguay faced its first major recession
n the late 60s, therelore, the government of
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Dictatorship on the brink

Pacheco Arecotaced well-organised if firmly
reformist unions. It responded with extra-
ordinary brutality, imposing a total wage
freeze and instigating the systematic torture
of mass leaders,

It was at this time that Dan Mitricne,
expert 1 torture tor the CIA, went to
Urupuay to train his local counterparts. As
the film Stare of Siege narrates, he was later
captured and executed.

The coup of 1973 was the culmination of
the policy. The campaign against the Tupa-
maros provided an excuse for the imposition
of a state of emergency, and a systematic
repression of the left. Some deputies in
parliament, the rector of the University and a
range of workers® lcaders were jailed and tor-
tured for supporting the Tupamaros.

Because they wanted to distinguish them-

selves from the revolutionary left, the
reformist  parties, the Blancos and the
Colorados, and the Communist Party,

allowed this to happen.

When the coup of 1973 brought the pro-
cess 1o 1ts logical conclusion, as the military
took power directly, the major trade union
tederation even supported the coup in the
beliet that it was progressive sectors of the
military who were in charge. As the almost
total privatisation of the economy, and the
savage repression of all forms of working
class organisation lollowed immediately,
their protests sounded particularly hollow.

For the next ten vears, Uruguay was 4
model military dictatorship. Despite some
pious hopes of internal rifts (the usual
desperate and baseless talk about splits
within the military), the army was solid,
Military personnel had their wages doubled,
and all officers were provided with free cars
and petrol among other privileges. The
police, Lo, were incorporated into the mili-
tary orgamsation, and reccived similar
special treatment,

By 1982, military expenditure accounted
tor 60 percent of the annual national budget.
A series of mulitary decrees ensured thal the
opposittonal press (particularly the excellent
Marcha) was closed, and that the remaining
newspapers were subjected to prior censor-
ship. The censors forbade the use of certain
waords ("Tupamaro’, 'Communist’,
‘Marxism™ among others). The National
Anthem was even changed so that the words
‘tyrants will tumble’ could not be stressed
when the anthem was sung,

Irade umions were dismantled and
replaced by corporate associations. In the
economy all protectionist legislation was
rescinded. allowing Yoreign banks and com-
panies direct contret overall capital and pro-
duction within Uruguuy.

By 1983, Uruguay provided a home for the
most rapacious end ol multinational capital,
Ot us 22 banks, 20 were loreign-owned: and
their owners included the Moonics, whose
F100 mitiion dollars-warth of investment in
the country were the result af tavours shown
by the president, Alvarcz, whose father-in-

law was a vice-president of Moon’s world-
wide political organisation—Causa.

Another bank was owned by the Spanish
company Rumasa, which recently collapsed
after massive corruption was discovered
throughout the company. Still another was
owned by the Banco de Chile, one of the
banks (hrough which Reoberto Calvi
laundered Vatwcan funds, Furthermorc, the
major Uruguayan bank was owned by P-2,
the ltalian Masonic organisation which had
been discovered to be preparing a possible
military coup in Italy, Like Chile, the
Uruguayan model required total incorpor-
ation into the world economy, meeting the
consequent demands for a dismantling of
trade union organisation, conirels over
wages, and the mainlenance of repression
and terror.

it the siience has now been broken, it is
fundamentally for economic reasons. The
Uruguayan model ensured that the banking
crisis would bite as deeply here, if not more
s, as in Brazil, Mexico, Chile, and Central
America, The immediate ettect, early in
1983, was a 50 percent rise in the cost of
living and an unemployment level of 30 per-
cent. A number of banks were taken over by
the State, though this was uscless as a
political 1instrument. Uruguay telt the full
cffect ot the crisis, and when it renegotiated
its foreign debt in April 1983, it accepted
without question the harshest conditions
imposed by international finance,

The same month (May 1983) saw the first
mass demonstrations in Chile—and they
continued. on the ¢cleventh of each month,
rom then on. The mass protests that began
in Uruguay were directly influenced by thosc
cveris, and by the simitar path (hat each
country had followed since the military
coups of 1973, And Argentina, which has
always dominated its much smaller neigh-
bour, was also wilnessing thc most massive
and combative May Day demonstration
since the military took over there in 1976,

Therc was, nevertheless, a key difference
between Argentina and Uruguay. For in
Argentina, throughout the period of
repression., mass workers' organisations had
continued to exist and to fight-——and only the
Falklands factor enahled the Argentine mili-
tary to divert a growing working class move-
ment in the direction of a nationalism whose
final fruit ws the Radical government of
Alfonsm.

But Uruguay had not experienced
working class struggle lor ten years. The PIT
(the clandestine trade union organisation)
claimed to represent 220 unions by Novem-
ber of 1983 —yet it was naot directly respons-
ible for the rising level of struggle. It
remained, however, the only organised force
to assume the leadership of the movement
when it did arise.

Protests

Its wvery strength, however., reflects a
tundamental problem for the developing
working class movement. For Uruguay has
no independent revolutionary organisation
active In an orgaised way within thosc
working class struggles—and it s a bour-

geors opposition with a long history of

betrayal of workers” interests which is now
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reaping the political harvest and preparing a
long, slow return—in consuliation with the
mifitary—to a linited torm of democracy
twelve months from now.

The unpalatable truth is that all sections of
the opposition see the mass demonstration
as d torm ol pressure, to bring the miditary 1o
the bargaining table. The traditional bour-
geols parties—the Blancos (Whiles) and
Colorados {Reds)—collabarated directly
the early preparations for military rule. [t
was a Caolorado government that introduced
the State of Emergency, and the Blancos are
no less culpabie. Both seck dialogue with the
miltiary, though 1t is the leader ol the
Blancos—Aldunate—who has emerged in
the last few years as the champion of human
rights, Ten years ago, he was also a presy
dential candidate, with a right wing policy.
Today, he has changed the smile to the left
side of his face in an effort to win the votes of
those 50 percent of the clectorate who
marched through Montevideo in November.

As far as the Communists and Soclalists
arc concerncd, their mamn demand i1s the
reicase from prison of the retired Admiral
Seregnl, who had been the candidate of a
broad lett alliance very like Chile’s Popular
LUnity, in the elections of 1971,

By July last year, the military governmenil
had entered negotiations with the opposition
orgamnisations. Their object was clear: to
establish control over an cmergimg mass

TO LIFF onthe general strike _
‘!OHN DEASON on Hugh Scanlon—from factory
loor to the House of Lords

PAULFOOT on 1984

SHEILA McGREGOR on Germaine Greer—the

feminist who ratted

ANN ROGERS on feminists and the unions
DUNCAN HALLAS on Marx and democracy
CHRISBAMBERY on Easter 1916

movement, and to tie the political leadership
ot the opposition (as they saw) 10 along pro-
cess of preparation for 2 guided democracy.

The government of Alvares insisted, at the
same ume, on & nghter control over trade
unions, the judiciary and the press, and a
freer hand in the transition period 1o destroy
all political “threats to democracy’. The quid
pro quo was Presidential elections early In
L9%5. The negotiations did not last, A serics
of prolest rallies in August and subsequent
months were banned and then attacked by
porlice and troops.

The revolutionary organisations (which
were tiny} were brutally destroyed in 1973-4,
with the tacit acguiescence of the opposition
parties of today. The last organisation to be
repressed was the Communist Party, many
ot whose members in the trade union feder-
ation CNT (later dismantled) had welcomed
the 1973 coup.

The Communist Party has certainly been
active—though fundamentally in inter-
national campaigning. Yet today, and
despite the terrible lessons of a decade ago,
its central demand for the release ot Seregni
suggests that it has set 1ts sights on the
clectoral process, even if that means mort-
gamng the mass movement to negotiations
with the military. The left has nothing to
otter, and the ghost of the Tupamaros has
lett nothing but nostalgia tor the individual
heroes of another lime.

by theshore at
Skegness’84 | .
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Alvarcz, the mlitary president, has
watched events in Argentina and Chile
during the past months. He has seen his mili-
tary colleagues brought to ral in Argentina
for crimes no worse than those committed by
those under his command. And hc has seen
Pinochet mount a new campaign of
repression and terror with the approval of a
world capitalism growing increasingly
anxicus about 115 ability to impose 1ts global
salutions to the crisis.

Directly to the north, the Brazihan
working class movement has provided u
magnificent lead for workers' organisations
who have lost their faith in long-term demo-
cratic solutions that always function at their
expense. For Alvarez, the tiny cracks-opened
in 1973 have now been definitively closed.
Those who talk of bargaining with a
murderous military, and those who seek
divisions within a mihtary apparatus that
has consistently and unrelentingiy destroyed
workers” organisations and revolutionary
parties, are sowing a dangerous delusion that
will guarantee only that history will repeat
itself as tragedy.

For a working class without an
independent political leadership, time is

short and the task urgent. The lead is coming

trom Brazil, where workers have answered
the IMF with strikes and occupations. For
the working class of Uruguay, that 1s the
road to the future.

Fitms: Battle of Algiers, Casablanca, The
Front, Strike, Superman 2 and many more
plus a Grand Talent Night on Sunday

" to relax and meet socialists from around the country and
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INTERNATIONAL

Greece’s ‘curious’ socialists

The Papandreou government in
Cireece has been caught in the
ctassic trap ot both trying to run
the system and to reform it. Noel
Halifax looks at how it has solved
its dilemma.

Greece has a smail, ramshackle capitalist
state with old fashioned industrial and state
machimery. Internationally it s nol very
competiive; ke Britain only more so.

The Greek Socialist Party (PASQOK) in-
herited an antiquated state machinery with
laws owing more to the era of Metternich
than the age of the EEC. There was no civil
marnage. Adultery was a criminal offence.
I'rade untons had almost no rights.

Crreece had been ruled previously by a
miilitary junta whose main concern was
crude repression and developing the tourist
trade. Tt was lollowed by a rnght wing
government ol the New Democratic Party,
which was so incompetent as to become
samething of a4 joke,

When PASOK was elected in October
1981 11 was pledged to change the fabric of
suclety, o miroduce social Justice, a better
deal tor workers, treedoms for the unions
and 1o transform Greece into & modern
elficient rdustrial state,

The simtlarities with the 1964 Wilson
government are cleur. Papandreou wrote his
A Strategy for Greek Economics back
1963, and the strategy was, and is, to
modernise  Orecce by return of slate
planning. PASOK's programme was 1o get
Crreece out of NATO and the EEC, grant
sochl reforms and improve living standards.
It was a progrumme that was popular and
PASOK won a ciear and absolute majority
on i wave of popular expectations and hope,
There was no nced tor any compromiscs or
tudging 10 win the support of minority
Purties,

Reforms

For the hirst yvear or so PASOK embarked
slowly on its programme of reforms, 1o gave
a4 6 pereent incrcase 1 oreal earndngs, A 40
hour week was introduced. The laws on
marrege and women's rights were
liberalised. The government drew up Ity
cconone plans. Even noats early days,
thioough, 1 tarled to legalise sympathy strikes
ax 1l had pronused, in spite ol having already
dralted a bill to do so.

From the start the reforms upset the
Crreek economic order. The world crisis was
hitting Greece hard, GNP tellin 1981 by 1.9
percent. then stabilised in 1982, [t only in-
creased by 0.3 percent in 1983 in spite ol the 6
percent increase 1 earnings and the plans.
Inflaton remained at 20-25 pereent, pro-
ductivity declined and unemployment in-

22

creased 1o an esttmated ¥-10 percent of

urban dwellers, so that one in three school-
leavers were without work in 1983, [n 1982,
Creece’s balance of trade in agricultural pro-
duce went in1o the red lor the lirst me. Tts
debts inereased and the level ol imvestment
went down.

The retorms had lowered productivity and
led 1o a decling 0 Investment 1n spite of the
new tax concessions and aid schemes to
industry. To modermise Greece means in-
credsing investment and productivity, To
incregse investment means having a high
level of protit. That 1n turn means cutting
real wages. The logic of the system s tor the
soctalist” government to attack workers'
abthty 1o resist real wape cuts. [t means
attacking the very people who voted PASOK
o ottice. 11s a logic that PASOK has not
shied away trom.

The government started its attacks by
dropping plans to introduce a minimum
wape and bringing in 4 wage trecze tor 1982,
Predictably there was no freeze on prices. At
the same time. January 1982, the Drachma
was devalued to make Greek goods cheaper
(0 forcign buyers. The econamics minster,
Armems, appealed on nauonal TV lor
support foranausteruy programme and & U-
turn on the relorms,

There was widespread opposition o the
austerity  programme, led by the Greek
Communist Party (KKT))y which, through the
urmiens, has a large influence in the working
class. Though only 25 percent of workers are
unionised, they are in the important and
dynamic public sector which makes up 50

percent of the GNP, and have a radition of

militant actiot.

Throughout the spring of 83 strikes broke
out n the public sector, (in transport,
schools, banks, taxi-drivers, hospitals), An
anti-gusterity demo drew over 100,000 in
Athens (Greece has a population of around §
milbiond.

The government’s reaction to the strikes
wds Lo dppeal to the patniotism and fear and
hatred of Turkey and America. Nationalism
las alwayvs been a feature of both PASOK
and KKE rhetoric. When this failed, the
government threatened to conscript the
strikers mto the army. Finally it went to the
courts and had the strikes outtawed. Against
thus the KKE hulfed and pufted in opposi-
Lo, calling token strikes and demos. In the
end ar retused to spread the action to 2
general and mass strike. They eventually
backed down in the courts. The KKE s
heavily imbedded tn the burcaucracy of the
LTINS,

The povernment . spring oftenstve did not
stop with the wage Lieeeze. The logic of the
system 1t crisis 15 that the gains piven n
s l/82 have now to be ¢lawed back for the
plans tor maodernising 1o succeed. The
government anned to increase protits, drop
its pledges, blind workers with nationalism
and fears of a military coup and (o call for
unity at all costs, Greece hus not withdrawn
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trom NATO or the EEC. Instead the govern-
ment has been renegotiating 1its agreements
to get more tor allowimg American bases on
Greck soil and w gel more trom  the
Community agricultural policy.

Typical of the government’s actions 1s its
intervention in Greck shipping. Shipping is
one of the few very successtul bits ot Greek
capital. On the one hand it has attempted to
integrate 1t ko s planning schemes and
rationalisation plans and on the other {o tn-
crease the owners’ profil.

In I'ebruary 1983 the government allowed
foreign ratings on Greek ships to be paid the
rates 1n torce in their own countries and not
the lar higher rates for Greek seamen., which
they had been getting. With a 30 percent
‘ceiling’ on how many foreign crew a ship
can cmploy, 1 has been estimated that this
will “save’ the owners £600-£2.000 per
months, per ship. As a sop to the unions
there 1s a £560 levy per month, per ship, to go
ta the Greck secamen’s unemployment tund.
The bigger the ship and the larger the owner,
the more money 15 ‘suved’ in the scheme. It
Increases the owner's profit, encourages
ratiwonalisation and undermines union or-
ganisatien on board ship, A more divisive
scheme would be hard o imagine,

The most spectacular attack on the unions
has been the bill introduced in parhament in
May 1983 to himit the right to strike in the
public scctor,

The Economist noted with envy:

‘It 1s much more radical than the mild

limitations on trade unions proposed by

Mrs Thatcher in Britaany™. (28/5/783)

The article was called "How (0 be a
soctalist {Inion-hasher’,

The Greek equivalent of the TUC, the
GSTLE (General Contederation of Greek
Workersy agreed to the anti-strike bill. Up
until 1982 the GSEE was dominated by the
right-wing New Democracy Party (NDP),
cven though many unions are controlled by
the KKE.

Manipulation

The new government challenged the right-
wing leadership in court, and had the court
appoint a new ‘temporary” council, with 35
PASOK and seven KKE supporters.

This was such an obvious political mani-
pulation of *free” trude unions that even Len
Murray complained about at. Tt is this
FASOK dominated GSEE which agreed to
the anti-stnike il In 4 similar court action
the povernment replaced the right wing
leadership ot the Civil Servants’ union with a
PASOK-supporting ¢xecutive,

The biil was pushed through parliament
on emergency procedure which allows only
three days ot debate. Agamn there were
strikes in the banks and by transpori
workers. But there was no mass action, and
after the tnitial campaign the scene quieted
down. Once again, Papandreou has pot away
with it. The Eeonomise remarked in awe: “He
1% certainly a curious sort of sociahist.”

The government hias not been slow to
follow up its successes. By June 83 the anti-
strike bill was passed. In September the
government  dropped  its self-proclaimed
‘generous pay polwey” and a partial indexa-
tion of wages was announced which resulted

Socialist Review March 1984
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in 4 4-5 percent drop in real earnings,
In October the scheme Lo introduce a state
health service was dropped. It was the last of

the promised reforms not already
abandoned.
There has been somg resistance. In

February 1984 workers in private industry
won d claim matching inflation (20 percent)
but only aftcr the unicons, under government
pressure. agreed to drop demands tor
indexation. They had been threatened with
the courts.

Bul the hopes of a new society introduced
by the PASOK government have been
dushed. What (s enlightening 1s not what has
happened but how PASOK has been able to
get away withat. The KKFE 15, afterail, alarge

government in purely electoral terms. The
KKFE received 20 percemt (up [rom 13
perceni}in a local Athensclection. The more
the government attacks its own base, the
more the KKE hopes workers will vote tor
them and force PASOK to form a ‘left
coalitton’ governmenl on 1ts terms.

Cretinism

Such an analysis 1s parltamemary
cretinism in the cxtreme. It overlooks the
actual effects of the government on the
balance of class forces. PASOK s action can
only demoralise and weaken the working
class and restrict its ability to fight. Just as
Callaghan paved the way for Thatcher with

ditton of rank and filc activity or a shop
steward movement, This 15 1 part a hang-
over from the days of the Junta and s1ate-
caontrolled unions,

Neither are the problems helped by the
naticnahsm of both PASOK and KKE. All
parties  play on the patriotism  and
particularly anti-Turk and aunti-American
feeling. To get through its unpopular
policies, FASOK has constantly playved the
patriotic card, Hence the erratic loreign
policy and the row over the Elgin marbles.
The KKE responds by being more patriotic
and anti-American.

The KKE 15 one of the more Stalimst
Communist parties. [t did not support
Solidarity for example.
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‘What's a Greek earn?...Nof enough!

party with a good industrnial base 1n the
important public sector, Why is i1t the KKE
has not led a struggle similar to that fed by
the much smaller British CP 1n the 70s
against Heath, or earlier to sabotage the
Wilson plan for union bashing?

Part of the answer 1s Lthe severity of the
¢risis and the resulting toughness of the
government, which has far less room Lo
manoevre than before. PASQK has, via the
courts, been able 1o undernmund any anti-
government move coming from the GSEEL.
But, more impaortantly, 15 the failure of the
KKE and the lack of any left alternative to
the government.

Instead of using the governmenlt’s attacks
to organise resistance through strikes, the
KKE has seen the unpopularity of the
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the social contract, so PASOK could be
paving the way for the nght or even the
military.

The KKE 1s unable to lead any real fight
nartly because ol ils belief in parhamentary
politics and its aspirations tor governmental
olfice. But it is alsc imbedded in the rade
union bureaucracy. Both its Stalinist 1deas
and its position in the union bureaucracy
lead it to see workers as a stage army to be
called on to act a1 the Party’s orders. The
idea of mass self-activity by workers 15 both
alien 1o its politics and to its practice 1n the
unions it controls.

In spite of widespread anti-government
feeling and a wave of strikes, there 1s no
alternative leadership to take on the govern-
ment’s policies. In Greece there is no real tra-

Behind all this lcoms the military. There 15
no doubt that the more intelhgent ol the
Greek ruling class see little to fear and much
to gain from the present PASOK govern-
ment. But not all the ruling class are as
farsighted. There 15 always the option of a
military takeover if PASOK fails to deliver
the goods.

This s especially a possibility if the
working class has been defeated and
demoralised. But even short of the tragc
consequences of a matary coup, the
government’s actions do nothing but pre-
pare Lhe ground for the right, Despite real
fears of a coup, the government has failed to
reform or weaken the armed forces. It's only
action has been to use the tcars to drum up
support {or itself and call for "unity’.
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THE WOMEN'S MOVEMENT

Symbol of decline

The recent writings of Germaine
Greer have surprised many of
her admirers. Sheila McGregor
argues that Greer’s failings are
indicative of the failings of the
women’s movement as a whole.

In the past few weeks Germaine Greer,
author of The Female Eunuch and one-time
symbol of the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment of the 1960s, has reappeared in the
media with a series of articles in the Sunday
Times based on her forthcoming book Sex
and Destiny.

Many pecople will probably have been
shocked, angered and somewhat bewildered
by her utterances on women and sexuality.
in her second arlicle on 22 January she
defines the ‘problem”™:

‘I[f we are to rescue our young women
from the nightmarc of unsuitable contra-
ception, premiscuous and uncommitted
sexudl activity, unwanted pregnancy and
illegitimacy, we will have to find the way
forward.’

The way forward Germaine Greetr pro-
ceeds 1o outline is nothing but reactionary.
Sexual activity (referred (o at times as
‘lechery’) should be replaced with ‘chasuty”,
all forms of contraception with either ‘non
intravaginal ntercourse’ or coitus
interruptus plus abortton! Relationships bet-
ween men and women should give way to the
‘prumary family’ of mother and child.

The articles are composed of a horritying,
highly subjective confusion of statements
about ‘rdeal’ traditional societies tn Inda,
ftaly and Burma, spiced with wonderiul
statements about young [slamic Marxists
who consider debauchery 1o be the cause of
political impotence in the West.

Reasonable observations about the abuse
of female sexuality in the media, problems of
motherhood 10 modern society, are
answered with pleas for sexual restraint and
a return by women to ‘surrendering to the
peremptory demands of her child’, For
someone rrying towean us all away from sex,
she spends an awtul lot ot tme writing about
11,

It Germaine Greer's translormation from
a symbol of women's hiberaton into one of
reaction were an isolated event, it could be
simply dismissed as individual crankiness.
Urntortunately however, other women have
also radically changed their views: ook at
Betty Friedan, author of The Feminine
Mystigue and founder of the S Nanonal
Organisation of Women, or Ernn Pizzey.
who took up the cause ot battered wives.
And the Greenham Common women's cam-
paign tor peace is based on the reactionary
premise that women as child bearers are
congenital peace makers in opposition 1o
male 4EEressors.

24

The abandonment of s ideals by the
Women's Liberation Movement since 11s
Inception in the late sixties is not ant 1solated
occurrence to be expiained by individual
quirks of personality, There has taken place
a political transformation of the movement
and it 15 there the key to what has happened
to Germaine Greer can be found,

To begin to understand how ideas develop
and change, we need to understand where
Ideas come trom, how they are shaped and
how they change 1n the course of history. In
The German ldeslogy Marx explains the
development of ideas from the materiahist
conception of history:

‘...(that) does not ¢xplain practice from

the 1dea but explains the formation of

idcas trom material practice, and
accordingly it comes 1o the conclusion
that all forms and products of con-
sciousness cannoet be dissolved by mental
criticism, by resolution into ‘self-
consciousness’ or transformation into

‘apparitions’, ‘spectres’ *whimsies’ etc but

only the practical overthrow of the actual

soctal relations which give rise to the
idealistic humbug...”

This provides us with the key (o
understanding the development of the 1deas
of the Women's Liberation Movement and
those of its articulate exponents such as
Germaine Cireer.

Workforce

The Women's Liberation Movement

developed in the late 196(s as a product ot

the expansion of higher education in the post
war boom. As huge numbcers of women
entered colleges and universities with
aspirations for comfortable jobs 1n the New
Middle Class, many of them came up against
barriers of sex discrimination. 1t did not
require much msight to realise that women
were going to have 1o fight for access to the
lifestle of the New Middle Class.

This was how the WLM was born in
Britain, the USA and other countries.
However, it was not a movement born in
isolation from wider society. This was a
period  still characterised by Haroeld
Macmillan's famous phrase: *You've never
had it so good’. It was a period of almost

continuous expansion, with the building of

the weltare state in Britain, the advent of the
Piil and the possthilities of real birth control.

Millions of working class women entered
the worktorce as a permancnt teature,
Capitalism scemed to promise an endless
ability to concede reforms and sausty
people’s aspirations, Free legal abortion,
equal pay, and an end to sex discrimination
was, formally at least, granted. This seemed
tov  herald a permanent
previously powerlul reactionary institutions
and ideas. Surely everything was possible
under capitalism after all? Certainly some,
itke Betty Freidan, thought so. But there
were also other forces at work which shaped

weakening  of

the origins of the WLM.

The 1960s was also the period of civil
rights campaigns — for Catholics in Ireland,
for blacks in the USA — as well as the inter-
national campaign against US intervention
in Vietham and the triumph of the Cuban
and Chinese revelutions. In Britain, the
working <lass was shaping up for huge
struggles which were to put an end to Tory
government and anti-union legislation alike.
This peried also saw a rebirth of revolu-
tionary socialism struggling to gain roots in-
dependently of the Stalimst Communist
Parties. All these forces were brought to bear
on the WL M, influencing and shaping its
development. All the time however 11 was
bound by the matenal basis of the movement
itself — upwardly mobile students,
Moreover, the basis of the upward mobility
was individual competitiveness in the
academic field.

[n the beginning, sections of the W LM cer-
tainly felt an affinity with working class
struggles and the aspirations of revolu-
tionary socialism. [n its early period in this
country the WLM marched on “‘Kill the Bill’
demonstrations and some even joined
organisations like ours, However, the WLM
was always a heterogeneous movement
composed of autonomous groups with radi-
cally varying politicali viewpomnts ranging
from reformists to radical femimsts through
to libertarians and quasi Marxists.

Essentially what united them all 1n
practicc was a pregccupation with chal-
lenging the sex roles of men and women
under capitalism, with an emphasis on
CONSCIOUSNESS TAISINE groups as a central
means of achieving this. What united such
women was the common revolt against
rcactionary views of women’s role in hife
being defined by motherhood, passivity,
femininity, subordination to men in personal
relations and women as sex objects.

Hence there developed a practice which
concentrated on attacking conventionai sex
roles, trying out new kinds of cclationships,
asserting women’s mdependent sexuality,
attempting to challenge women’s role in the
media etc. After all, for middle class pro-
fessional women what s crucial 15 that their
carcers are not thwarted either by permanent
motherhoed, chauvinist male partners orsex
discrimination.

Hence the WILM  showed all  the
characteristics  associated with 1ts  class
position. Bts relationship 1o women workers
in struggle was marginal and the only real
national campaign 1t ever fought was a
detensive one over abortion.

Women workers' struggles are
characteriscd by quite different features:
strikes and cccupations over 1ssues such as
unionisation, pay, jobs and conditions, and
are often either mixed struggles involving
men or are dependent on male workers for
solidarity. Women workers come up against
the same forces that inhibit their struggle as
male workers: the trade union bureaucracy,
lack of sohidarnty, the law and the press.

The class position of the WLM
determined both its content and its form,
and it 15 1n its early siages that Germaine
Greer made her name as a proponent of
Women's Liberation: a strong woman who
challenged accepted detinitions of women as
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wealk, passive sex objects consigned to per-
manent motherhood. Her book, The Femuale
Eunuch published in 1970 rages against
seciety's role for women, their sexuahity and
place in society as wite and mother:

*Hopefully this book 15 subversive,

Hopefully it will draw fire from all the

articulate sections of the community. The

conventional moralist will find much that
1s reprehensible in the denial ot the Holy

Family, in the denigration of sacred

motherhood, and the interence thal

women are not by nature monogamous.’

Just how subversive was Germatne Greer
being?

For (termaine Greer, women were the
only true proletariat and therefore had to
‘withdraw’ {rom society, bul not by geing on
strike and mobilising workers” power

For her withdrawal means women
simply refusing what they are supposed to
be. A clearer indication of this s contained
towurds the end of the book when she writes:

‘I thought again ot the children [ knew 1n

Calabria and hit upon the plan to buy,

with the help of some fricnds with similar

prablems, a farm in Italy where we counld
stay when circumstances permitted, and
where our children would be born.

In other words, Germaine Greer only
offers individual rebellion and atternative
living arrangements. We could say along
with Marx in the Communist Munifesto
writing about “Critical Utopian-Socialism
and Communism’: ‘These proposals,
therefore, are of a purely Utopian character.”

Material

The Female Eunuch betrays one ot the
central wedknesses in the WL M: an tnahilicy
to locate the oppression of women with all s
mantfestations of sexual behavour, sex dis-
crimindtion, pay, jobs ctc in the maternal
relations of the society we live in. Marx des-
cribes in the German fdealogy the task we
have to pertorm to understand oppression:

*This (materialist) conception of history
thus relies on expounding the real process
of production — starting from the
matertal production tselt — and
comprehending the {orm of intercourse
connected with and created by the mode
of production, 1e civil soclety 1n Its
various stages on the basis of all history;
describing it (n its action on Lthe state, and
explatning how all the ditterent
theoretical products and forms of
consciousness, religion, phiuosophy,
morality etc etc arise from it, and tracing
the process of this formation trom that
basis, thus the whole thing can of course
be depicted tn its totaluy {and therefore
too, the reciprocal action of these various
sides on ong another)’,

Hence the task tor us, as Engels outlines in
The Ovigins of the Family, Private Property
and the State, is (o explain the rise of the
tamily and how it has been shaped according
to the material torm ot production. We have
to explam the alienation of men and women,
one from the other, how scxual
relations—the most intimate form of
cammunication between two people— have
become an alien power used [or the buying
and selling ot caommoditics.
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Muoreoever, we have to fry (o do justice (o
the complexity of relations between people.
Not all men hate, beat up and rape women,
Neot all women are passive doormats, abuscd
as sex objects. Mitlions of men and women
struggle together tor something better and
altogether different. We have to look al the
impact on men and women of thewr working
togerher, the impact of working women on
their husbands or of work on women's own
aspirations dand conceptions of themselves,
of contraception on personal and sexual
relations, and the effect of mechanisation of
housework,

How does the matenal basis of oday’s
soclety reflect itself ino1deas, atutudes and
behaviour? And if it 15 true that sex has
replaced religion as ‘the opium of the
peoaple’, we have to explain thal heaven s not
te be found 1in bed on a capitalist earth,
There 18 no escape from alienauon uvnder
capitalism.

This is the limitation the WLM came up
against, The WLM was engaged in a sexual
revolution without understanding the
material foundation on which all social
relattons are based. [t soon percerved ats
lmitations, Men were not to be changed s0
easily. Thus came the development of
political Ieshianism with separation from
men as the means to achieve the goal. As
Beatrix Campbell puts it in her essay: 4
Feminist Sexual Politicy-Now You See [,
Now You Dow'l:

‘Secondly, there has been the cquation ot

lesbianism with priontisation of women

and not waslting me  onoomen.

Strategically, this approach allows only

tlight from heterosexuality which 1

represented  as  sex  collaboration—

fraternising with the enemy.”

That such ideas have come 1o the fore in
the WM s itselt a reflection ol what has
happened to 1t as a movement. Limned 1n us
conception of the struggle to be waged. the
WLM imitially hovered between socialist and
feminist politics, socialist organisation and
CONSCIOUSNESS raising.

With the decline of working class struggle,
and the shitt ot the tounders ot the WLM
int¢ the New Muddle Class, came a growing
disbclief in the working class as a material
lorce for social change and finaily the
abandonment of ithe working class
altogether. With the overali shift to the right
In society there 1s nothing to hold them [tom
drifting.

Sheila Rowbotham marks the break wiith
the working class in Beyvond the Fravmenis.
[n its place, we have retormist sotutions in
the Tabour Party (see Sweer Freedom) and
radical feminism — another accommoda-
tion to the status quo. And now we have
Germaine Grreer. Her response to the tailure
of the sexual revolution is of the worst kind.

she has lapsed into reaction,

Oniy when vou stand on the ground of the
proletariat, the only revolutionary class, is it
possible to make sense of the world in which
we live, As Marx putitinthe Thesis on Feuer-
bach: ‘The coincidence of changing cir-
cumstances and of human activity can be
concelved and rationally understood only as
revolutionising practice’.

When Germaine Greer argues that women
using contraception are ‘jeopardising their

health and fertility with potent medication
and mischievous gadgetry’, we have 1o reply
that, impertect though the Pill mav be, it has
meant sex without fear of conception for
millions ol men and women and brought
planned parenthood within the grasp of
many.

When she postulates  chastity  as an
alternative to ‘intravaginal sex’, we should
reply that sexual activity 1s a normal part of
human relations, nal toe be constramed by
old customs developed as primnive forms of
birth control. {n answer to her plea tor cointus
interruplus and abortion we should ponnt
oul that any sexual practice which gives
complete control 10 one party ncvitably in-
volves complete dependence by the other,

We want equality in sexual relanions, not
dependence. Abortion as a means of birth
contral 1s damaging both physically and
mentally for women who want to control
conception, not conceive in order 1o have to
abort,

Constraints

And as for the ramblings about [slamic
Marxists, we should remind her of the stu-
dents 1n [ran who. when faced with their
non-vetled headmistress being sacked and
replaced with a velled one sad: "We are
going to count 1o 15, and if you are still here,
we will not answer lor vour safery’. The
velled woman landed up in hospial.

The Ayvatellah Khomewin had 1o reimpose
the veil and other reactionary practices on
men and women in lran by force, as part ol a
process of breaking working class organisa-
tion. And when Germaine Greer drivels on
about the primacy of mother and child
relationships over rtelations between men
and women, we should point out that for the
wortking class today relationships based on
what Engels calls “individual sex love’ are a
huge advance over previous relations deter-
mined by a more backward society, They
bring onte the agenda the possibiiities of
loving and caring between human beings
treed trom cconomic and social constraines.
We can only expect a flowerning of human
relations with the advent of the socialist
revolution. To Engels belongs the last word:

"Thus, what we can conjecture at present

about the regulations of sex relacenships

after the impending cffacement ot

capitalist production, 1s tn the main, of a

negative character, himited mostly to
what will vanish, What will be added?

That will be settled atter a new generation

has grown up, a generation of men who

never m all their hives had occasion to
purchase a woman's surrender enther wilh
money or with any other means of social
power, and ol women who have never
been obliged (o surrender (o any man out
of any consideration other than that of
real love, or o refrain from giving them-
selves to their beloved tor fear of
cconomic  canscguences, Once such
people appear. they will not care a rap
about what we today think they should
do. They will establish their own practice
and their own public opinion,
conformable therewith, on the practice of
each individual — and that is the end of
t.”

—————
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HISTORY

Morris the revolutionary

Willilam Morris was probably
the greatest soclalist England
has producéd. Typically, in this
most bourgeois of nations, as
Engels called it, he 1s better
known for wallpaper than for
workers’ power. Geolt Ellen,
outlings his politics.

He wis borne 150 vears ago this month, by
odd coincidence in the same week that saw
the making of another great legend the
Tolpuddle Muriyrs,

1Tis story could hardly have been more
different. Where the Tolpuddle farm
workers  were  scober, Christian  trade
unionists scckmg 1o case ‘their savage ex-
ploitation™. Morris was well-to-do,
privileged, athetstic and committed to over-
throwing the systemv that created  that
exploitatien,

He was also, after a comfortable ruling
class apprenticeship at Marlborough and
Excter College, Oxford, one ol the most
feted artists of s day.

Destgner. architect, typographer, poet,
the range of his work was starthng and so
were the ideis he brought 1o i

Maorris, a praduct ol a Romantic tradition
which stretched back to Wordsworth and
Blakc, was inflamed by the new world he saw
about him.

" Crushed

Armud the sheer ugliness ot 19th century
capitalisnm—its ueby social relations, 1ts ugly
degradanion of work, its ugly factories spew-
tng out uglyv smaoke and wglv goods — his
concepteet ol art fed him to a devastating
critigie o Nicroriam civilisation’,

1odon™ sant dart tor a tew', he msisted,
‘any nore than educanon tor o few, or
frecdom o o tew.” For art was “the ex-
pression of man’'s pleasure 1 labour’, a
pleasure crushed by capitalism:

“Focompela man 1o Jdo dav atter day the
same task.without any hope of escape or
change, means nothing short of wrning
his lite mto o prison-torment. Nothing
but the 1vranny of pront-grinding makes
this necessary.

Or again:

"Wolhing should be made by man’s

labour which s nor worth making, or

whtich toust be nuitde by labour deprading
tor the thers oL Stmple as that proposi-

Foy 10 e s q dhireet challenge Lo the
P o libonr i envelised
COLI 0,

Tlus, the dream of the *whole man’,

echocd some of the most powertul passages
in Mars's carlv writings, It was essentially o
maoral response o capttalism but again like
Muarx, Morris oftered a materiahist solution;
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the class struggle.

‘The antagonism of classes, which the
system has bred 87 he wrote ‘the natural and
necessary instrument of its destruction’. It
could not be done by “fndividuals of good will
helonging to all classes™; only the working
class could emancipate the working class,

It seemed a pretty distant prospect in the
Britain of the 18705, The great challenge ot
Chartism wads but a memeory, socialist 1deas
were virtually unknown, and Marx and
Engels wrung their hands in despair at the
passivity of the warkers,

Samething. nonetheless, was stirring. The
‘workshop ol the wortd” was plunging into
the Great BPepression, and as it did so i
carried weth 1t the triumphant certainties of
the Victonan rubimg class.

An ntelleciual ferment was under way
and ITom 1l came many ot Britain's pioneer
Marxisis. In 1884, a number of them
taunched the Social Dlemeocratic Federation,
Britain's tirst Muarxist organisation. They
included, 1o the ridicule of polite society,
Williamy Maorrns.

Instde  the working class, the  worst
uncmpioyment tor 40 years combined with
an employers” anslaught to create a mood of
resentment and bitterness, The result, when
the economy temporardy revived in the oud-
1880=, was an exploston of mass strikes, most
tamously among previously unorganmsed
unskled or semi-skilled workers, and of
tride union members.

The New Unionism, as it was generally
known, scemed (o signal the re-awakening ot
the working ctass. The outlook for Morns
and his friends looked hopetul tndeed.

The 5DF was led by a rich stockbroker,
Henry Mauavers llyndman, whaose political
carecr  was  marked by jngoism, and-
Semilism, opposttion to women's suffrage
and Irish republicanism, and contempt for
strikes. For a Tory, which Hyndman had
htherts been, these were probably useful
gqualiheations: tor an allegedty revolutionary
Marsist, they were something of a handicap.

Some dea of the bombastic absurdity of
the man cun be glimpsed 1n his contident
assertion that the Revoluton would beginin
| 889, tor no better reason than that it was the
centenary of the French Revolution.

In the vvent — despite (wo SDF leaders
seouring London armouries to note down
where all the capital's machime guns were
kept, soas o be guite ready — the big day
pussed without incident.

Inevitably, Morris's partnership with the
msutferable Hyvndman was shorthved. In
December 1884, four months atter the SDT's
lounding conterence Morns and a majonty
of the Fxecutive sphit 1o form the Socialist
ST

Fhioigh sersonaity clashes plaved their
patt, the moan it was pohlitical. The other
side ot Hyndman's revelutionary bluster was
an electoral opportumism which  turned
Morrs's stomach. For Morris, Parliament
had only one use: the Palace of Westminster

ought 10 become, he said, a storehouse for
manure. Therc was also the matler ot
Hyndman’s chauvinism, ‘the persistent foe
of Socialism’ as Morris and his comrades
called it.

The new organisation set oul 1ts position
in a manifesto written by Morris and which
still reads powerfully Loday, a century later.
The debt to Marx’s Communist Manitesto s
obvious but 11 also contains Morris™ own
astonishing insights,

How about this as an answer to the
Socialism in One Country of our century:

“The Socialist League theretore aims at
the realisation ot complete Revolutionary
Socialism, and well knows that this can
never happen in any one country without
the help of the workers of all civilisation.’

Or this as an assessment of a Labour Party
still to be born:

*No better solution would be 1hat State
Socighsm, by whatever name it may be
called, whose aim 1t would be to make
concessions to the working class, while
leaving the present system ot capital and
wages still In operation: no number of
merely administrative changes, until the
workers are in possession of all political
power, would make any real approach to
Soctalism.’

Elsewhere, he was cven more acutely
phrophetic:

Speeches

‘Attempts at bettering the condition of
the workers will be made, which will
result in raising one group of them at the
expense of another, will create a new
middle c¢lass and a new proletaniat; but
many will think the change the beginning
of the millenium ... This transitional con-
dition will be chiefly brought about by the
middle class, the owners ol capnal them-
selves, partly 1in ignorant goodwill
towards the proletariat (as long as they do
not understand its claims), partly with the
design both conscious and unconscious,
of making our civilisation hold cut a little
longer against the incoming flood ot
corruption on the one hand, and
revolution on the other.’

Reading Morris on  the State, on
capitalism, on the class struggle or on
communism, it is only with difficulty that
vou remember that these were the writings of
a relative newcomer to Socialist theory —
and a newcomer at 4 time when left wing
ideas, having just emerged from the long,
dark tunnel of mud-¥ictarian class peace,
were inevitably hazy.

[t the clarity of Morrs’s Soaalist propa-
ganda was remarkable, so was its volume, In
Commonweal, which he edited (and largely
tunded} tor the Socialist League, in works

such as News from Nowheres and A Dregm of
John Beall, and i endless platlorm speeches,

he brought revolutionary socialist 1deas to
thousands.

News from Nowhere, his vision ol the new
society, should be read by every socialist stidl.
In a memorable chapter called ‘How the
Change Came’, & wveleran revolutionary
looks back to theseizure of power, in which a
revolutionary party, a general strike and the
defection to 1he working class of the rank

Socialist Review March |UR4
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and filc of the army were all crucial.

Here Morris was drawing on the ex-
pericnce of the [880s, with ns New
Unionism, 1ts unemployment, and free
speech struggles and its clashes with the
state, mosl notably at Tratalgar Square on
Bloody Sunday, November 1 887. In ali these
events, Morns was centrally involved and
they jeft him in no doubt about the nature of
the state. Here he 1s speaking te a meeting of
2,000 striking Northumberland miners in
Apnl 18T

‘It there was such a thing as a general

strike, he thought it was possible that the

masters of sociely would attack them
violently — he meant with hot shot, cold
steel and the rest of it. But let them
remember that they (the men) were many
and the masters were tew. [t was not that
the masters could attack thenm by them-
selves. It was only the masters with a cer-
tain instrument, and what was that

Instrument? A part of the working classes

themselves,

‘Even these men that were dressed in
blue with bright buttons upon them and
white gloves — (Voices: "Out with them’)
— and those other men dressed in red,
and also sometimes with gloves on their
fingers, what were they: Simply working
men, very hard up, driven intoc a corner
and compelled to put on the livery of'a set
of masters. (Hear, hear, and prolonged
hooting.)

"*When these instruments, the soldiers,
and sailors, came against them and saw
that they were in earnest, and saw that
they were many — they all knew the
sufferings of the workers — what would
happen? They would not dare obey their
masters., The cannon would be turned
round, the butts of the muskets would go
up, and the swords and bayonets would
be sheathed, and these men would say
“Give us work: [et us all be honest men
like yourselves™.’

As socialist propaganda, this was superb,
But in a sensc Morris’s great strength was
also his great weakness,

The poal of socialism was exciting but
abstract. On the immediate practical issues,
Morris so often had little to say — “into the
detatls of the strike,” he told the meeting
above, ‘he would not enter’ — betrayving an
all-or-nothing purism that was al best
ambivalent towards reform or “palliatives’ as
he and many of s comrades called them.

[t was not that Morris failed to muake con-
tact with the mass struggles of these years.
He spoke, after zll, to countless — often very
farge — mectings organised around them. Tt
was rather that pure propaganda, then as
now, wWas unable to bridge the gap between
fighting capitalism and overthrowing it.

This was true not only of Morris but of the
Socialist L.eague as a whole. In September
1886, it set up a Strike Committee to inter-
vene m the major disputes then raging. How-
ever i1s standard sirike leatlet, which was
issued by the thousand, was such that, 1n the
words of Morris’s biographer, Edward
Thorapson, strikers may ‘have sometimes
been at 4 loss to decide whether they were
being approached by enemies or triend.’.
Part of it read:

‘You arc now on strike for higher wages

Socialist Review March 1984
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or against reduction in vour already small
wage. Now, it this strike is but to
accomplish this object and nothing more,
it will be uscless as a means ol per-
manently bettering your condition, and a
waste of time and cnergy, and will entatl a
large amount of satfering on vourselves,
your wives and families, in the
meantime.”

The leaflet then went on, 1n the style
stmilar 1f vastly superior to todav's Soctalist
Party of Great Britain, to arguc for
Socialism. The f.eague's approach, in other
words, was as Thompson puts it ‘Utopian in
form, but in actual effect and tone deleatist’,

Throats

This was part ot a peneral malaise among
early Marxists who, Engels tumed, reduced
Marxism ‘to a rigid orthodoxy which wor-
kers are nnot to reach as a result of their class

conscrousness, but which, hike an aricle of

faith, 18 to be torced down their throats at
cnce and without development.”

It 15 this weakness, rather than the
incessant wrangling with the anarchists
withurt its own ranks, that pnmarily explams

.......

the Socialist League’™s ultimate tailure.

Morris left it in 1890, eventually becoming
reconciled with the SIDE shorily before his
death.

When that came, in [896, 11 seenied to
symbolise more than just the departure of a
man who had done more than any to
popularise socialism in England.

In his final years, Morris Kknew that he had
[ailed 10 establish the revolutionary socialist
orgamisation which be believed s0 1m-
portant. And, depressingly, he saw the 1dea
of a quite delterent body gaining ground —
the Labour Party.

There could be no better cpitaph than the
words he himself wrote in Dréeam of John
Bail:

‘[...pondered how men tight and lose the
baitile, and the thing that thev tought lor
comes about in spite of their defeat, and
when it comes tprns out not to be what
they meant, and other men have to Hight
for what they meant under ancother
name.’

The best available book on Morrs 1s by
E P Thompson. William Maorris 15 published
by Merlin tor £5.95 and i1s available from
Bookmarx,
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WRITERS REVIEWED

Ransome and revolution

The Russian Revolution altered
many lives. Jane Bassett looks at
1ts impact on one of the more

unlikely ones: Arthur Ransome.

Arthiur Ransome today is best known as the
writer of such well-known children’s books
as Swallowys and Amazons and Swalfowdale,
They are based on 2
adventure story, tantasy, and accurate and
realisie descriptions of Ransome’s own
passions, fishing and sailing.

Wihat 15 less well-known 1s that on and off

tor ten vears he hived in Russia, witere he hirst
wrote tor The Daify News, tor which he
covercd most of the major events of 1917,
and then Tor The Manchester Guurdian.

During this time he was on tricnd]y terms
with many of the Balshevik leaders, includ-
ing lLemn and Trotsky, whaose secretary
Ivgenia he eventually married. He ells the
stary ol these gvents mn his Awrobiography
and Sty weeks in Russig im 1919, a classic
e of repurting,

Ransome’s ambition was "to write stories’,
and he entered the *semi-bohennan® literary
warld in London, writing hack articles and
stories. Rashly, and somewhat naively, he
apreed ta the publication of a study ot (scar
Wilde., This involved him in oa hbel acton,
browght against him by Lord  Alfred
Dyouglas, in coanection with the jatter’s
homoesexual relationship with Witde,

To escape this, and his own disastrous
matriage, he set off for Russia in 1913 to
collect and transkite Russian tolk stories,

He had a reckless audacity helped by his
own private income, and a childlike con-
Yictlon of s own immunity to danger,

Fle tetis i his rebiohraphy, torexample,
ot how he and Fyvgena lett Russia with
Saviel papers in 1921, On approaching the
While Russian lines, they destroyed the

e
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combination of

papers and, trusting to luck, walked on.
[uckily they met an old chess-plaving
dcguaintance, now a2 Whitte othicer, who sent
them on their way. Ransome was in fact
bearing Soviet agreement to an armistice
with the Estomans.

As a reporter he was immensely curious,
alwavs talking to people, and observing
places and cvents closcly., He insisted on
taking the attinude of an open-minded, *non-
political” observer. Though his attitude 1o
the Revolution changed considerably, and
he grew tar more sympathetic, in the final
analysts he remained detached. and lett
things to the ‘experts’. “To those with a
knowledge of Economics from both the
Capitalist and Socialist standpoints, to
which I cannot pretend.” (Introduction to
Six weeky in Russia in 1919,

This ‘non-political” standpoint led him
into disastrous misunderstandings. Protest-
Ing against Intervention by the Allies, he had
to be told by Lockhar.. the British chargé
d affaires at Vologda, that: 'You don't seem
to  reahse that these people (ie, the
Bolsheviks} are our enemigs’.

Armistice

On the other hand he sometimes saw the
sitvation more clearly than many. e was
telling a sceptical Foreign Officen 1916 that
it should give more aid, and adjust its war
aims, or resign itsell 1o losing an ally,

Writing 1n The Daify News, he was in
tavour of a bourgeois/liberal democracy
along western lines, and was strongly against
the *Extrenusts and Lenmnites’. On the unrest
of July 1917 he wrote:

*Such a ¢risis as this may end in civil war
.. [t dlso opens the way to manitestations
from the extreme left. [n any case 1ts
whole characrer s likely to mtensity class
teeling. and to set democracy 1n opposi-
ton 1 the bourgeoisie, and the soldiers

P i
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against the ofticers, which ... s the end

result of agitation by the extreme right or

the cxtreme left., (The Daily News,

September 1917}

He clearly saw the crucial role of the army,
but put revolutionary outbreaks down to
‘agitation’ rather than the growth ot mass
conscrousness and mobilisation, Indeed he
described the reveolution itself as a coup & etat
taking place in a power vacuum, and largely
dependent on “despair and apathy’. he saw a
desire ftor: ‘Bread, peace and some kind of
order” (The Daify News, Decembe(1917).

[nconsistently he also  attributed the
tevoluton with a massive popular base,
since a majority of the Soviets were in favour
of 1t. He described the Soviets as: ‘the
broadest elected body in Russia’

Once the revolution was an established
fact however, and he got to know mast of the
Bolshevik leaders, including Lenin, who he
greatly admired, his attitude changed.

Although he was unconvinced when Lenin
told him that a revolution in England was
Both tnevitable and destrable, Ransome was
strongly attracted to the atmosphere of
revolution:

“There was a feeling, from which we could

never escape, of the creative effort of the

revolution ... set against a background of
that extra-ordinary vitality which persists
in Moscow even in these dark days of dis-
comtort, disillusion, pestilence, starva-
tion and unwanted war.” (Introduction to

Six weeks in Russia in 1919).

Ransome gave a briliiant account of anew
soctety being made, despite the awful strains
causcd by the war:

“There can be no doubl about the starva-
tuon in Moscow ... [ saw a man driving a
sledge laden with, 1 think, horseflesh,
mostly bones, probably dead sledge
horses, As he drove a black crowd of
craws toliowed the sledge and perched on
it, tearing greedily at the meat;

Describing such horrors graphically, he
also captured, the energy and determination
to hold out and rebuild. He visited the head-
quarters ot the Committee of State Con-
struction, and heard about the building of
new ralwavs, and a new power station for
the electnilicanon of Moscow,

In the textile factories he saw how pro-
duction had been rationalised by concen-
trating all processes in one ared, and how
necessity had had forced them to experiment
and learn how to combine corton and flax, a
task previously belicved 10 be impossible.

Above all he felt that democratisation was
rcally taking place. Despite speculators,
basic food was tairly distributed, as was
housing, and the people were taking part 1n
cultural hite. He described a trip to the opera:

“I'he Moscow plutocracy of bald mer-

chants and bejewelled tat wives had gone,

Gone with them were evening dresses and.

white shirt fronts. The whole audience

wis 1n the monctong of everyvday clothes!”

Ransome eventually returned to England,
scttled down and wrote his stories. But his
accountts of the revolution are well worth
reading, both tor the fascinating and vivid
picture he drew of the new kind ot socicty,
and feor their depicuon of a man whose
attitudes changed so radecatly.
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REVIEW ARTICLE

Pete Goodwin reviews Kar/
Kautsky: Selected Political
Writings edited by Patrick
Goode (Macmillan £6.95).

In theory this book should be essential read-
ing. [t only because Kautsky was such an im-
portant figure.

For twenty years, from the death of Engels
in 1895 to the beginning of the first worid
war in 1914, Kautsky was ‘the Pope of
Marxism’. He was the number one recog-
nised authoerity in the international socialist
movement: a movement which included
Lenin, Trotsky and Rosa Luxemburg.

Yet today no-one reads him. As the
intreduction to this book rightly cbserves:
‘For every hundred readers of Lemn's The
Profetarian Revolution and the Renegade
Kautsky it s doubtful if one has read
Kautsky's The Dicratorship of the Proletariat
which Lenin was attacking.’

[t might be thought that the reason for this
in Britain at least, is the fact that Kautsky’s
works are very difficult to get hold of. They
are ¢ither untranslated or the translations
are long since cut of print. Karl Kauisky:
Selected Political Writings should remedy
that.

[ say ‘should remedy 1t’. And [ said the
book ‘should be essential reading.” But in fact
it 15 difficult to read through 1t without 4
Yawn.

In small part this 15 due to the way the
selection has been made and edited.
(Although my main criticistm here is that it
doesn’t actually carry encugh material and it
chops 1t around too much. But far more it 1s
due to the wvery mature of Kautsky's
Marxism. The reason why it 15 50 barren is
however of considerable interest. Let me
explain.

Kautsky was ne organisation man, but his
authority as a theoretician was rooted i an
organisation: the German Social
Democratic Party {the SPD). From |83
until well mto the first world war he edited
Die Neue Zeit the SPD’s theoretical journal.

The SPD had been the first major national
orgamisation to claim general allegiance to
Marx’s pelitics. It was founded in 1869 by
Wilhelm Liebknechi and August Bebel. In
1875 it became the dominant organisation of
the German working class when it merged
with a larger non-Marxist organisation
founded by Ferdinand Lassalle.

The merger was however on the basisofan
extremely muddled programme, the tamous
Gotha Programme, so ruthlessly criticised
by Marx.

The party survived and grew through
twelve years of semi-ilegality {the Anti-
socialist Laws 1878-90) and emerged from
them t{o adopt what was seen by all con-
cerned as a fully Marxist programme, the
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Writings of the ‘renegade’
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Erfurt Programme of 18§91.

On the basis of the Erfurt Programme the
SPD continued its steady but spectacular
prowth with only cne or two stumbles until
the eve of the first world war.

The sheer scale of the SPD at its highpoint
is warth emphasising, In 1914 1t had just over
on¢ million members. Its press counted 90
daily newspapers with a total circulation of
Just under 1YAm plus a host of weli subscribed
specialist periodicals including @ women’s
paper, a salirical magazine, a gymnastics
magazine and ¢ven a journal for
stenographers.

Pariah

Nearly three million workers belonged to
the Free Trade Unions, aligned with the
SPD. Hundreds of thousands belenged to
the party’s sporting and cultural organisa-
ttons. And at the 1212 election (the last
before the war) the party polled 4.25 million
votes; 35 per cent of the total.

And remember that supporting the SPD
wads no easy option. It meant being a pariah
from the official lLife of the Kaiser's
Germany. Remember tco that this huge
support was for a party which was at the
centre of an international movement, the

Second Internaucnal, and was rcgarded
internationally as the model of what a
Marxist party should be.

On 4 August 1914 the 1llusion was cx-
pleded. The SPDY’s Reichstag delegation
voted for the war credits and became loyal
supporters of the Kawser's war machine. For
Lenmin it was a shattering fall [rom grace. But
with hindsight it 1s possible to see the crash
coming, years, ¢ven decades, before. The
post-1914 Kautsky was not just a renegade
from pre-1914, The *Pope of Marxism® had
had feet of clay all along.

Take for a start the Erfurt Programme of
1891, This consisted of two paris: a4 general
statement of capitalist development and the
aims of the socialists drafted by Kautsky and
a list of immediate demands drafted (ironi-
cally, as it was 1o turn out) by Eduard
Bernstein. 1t remained the bass for the ‘tried
and tested tactic’ of the SPD right up until
the war. And Kautsky was its most vigorous
defender against any opponents from left or
(more often) right.

Subsequent revolutionary criticism of the
Erfurt programme has focussed on us ‘two-
deck® character: the fact that it was the
second half |, the hist of speciic reforms, that
was the operatve part while the first half was
just wheeled out-for May Day speeches.
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Therr is ot course much truth in this, Butit
rather Iets the first { Kautsky-dratted) half oft
the hook. And this first halt is by no means
revolutiorary, It stresses that the working
class cannot achieve ‘the passing ol the
medns of production into the possession of
the coliecuvity without having acguired
possession of poliiical power’. But it pro-
vides no tfurther clucidation about how the
working class 1s to acquire that power.

In The Clays Struggle a book Kautsky
wrote at the ume specifically to amplify the
Erturt Programme. he hiled 1n the gap: the
workers were to  scize  political power
through parliament which was ‘the most
powerful political lever that can be utilised to
raise the proletariat out of 1ts economic,
encial and moral degradation’,

S0 Kautsky and the SPD were from the
start committed to the parliamentary road.
Ot course thal was a seriouy parhamentary
road. Tt dwdn't mean taking office at any
apportunity. It meant remaining in absolute
oppuosition untel you won & majority in par-
lament,

When this majonty was finally achieved
the SPIY would, 1t was believed, use it to
totally expropriate the capitalist class, There
was no ik of "Broad Democratic Alliances’
or "Alternative Leonomic Strategies.” Bt wasg
nevertheless the parlitamentary road, and
that remained a constant 1in Kautsky's
politteal vision until his death.

But becanse 1t was a serious parliamentary
road and because the question of smashing
the bourgeois state had been so deeply
buricd tn the years between the defeat of the
Paris Commune and the first world war it
could appear to be revolutionary, Lenin, Lor
instance., in 1899 had this to say about the
Ertfurt Programme:

‘We are not in the least afraid to say that
we  want to imitate the Erfurt Pro-
gramme: there 1s nothing bad i imitating
what iy good. and precisely today, when
we  so o often hear opportunists and
cquivocil eniticism of that programme,
we constder it our duty Lo speak openly in
its favour,”

And Kautsky had not just drafted the pro-

grumtme. He was involved 1 a series ol
famous controversies defending the pro-
gramme against cntics from the right, Ex-
tracts trom Kautsky's comributions to two
of these are included in Kard Kauwtsho:
Sefecred Polivical Wrirtngs.

Revisionism

First is the controversy over the peasant
question, From the carly 1890y Georg von
Vollmar, leader of the SPD in Bavarna, ar-
guced that the party should adapt s pro-
gramme W betler scoure peasant votes,
Kautsky rephed that the nevitable laws of
capuralist developnient would lead to the
proletarinsation ol the peasantry, The
dispute looks rather academic. But what was
al slake was the first appearance of “re-
vIstoesme 1 the party.

Bavart wus not just 4n dared with a weak
workmy class amd g strong peasantry. It was
atvo an arca with a rather more “liberal’
bosirecosic. Here the SPD was not neces-
saridy fewccd Do the absolute opposition it
wis 10 Prissie The temptations of "practical
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August Bebel

pohtics” were lar greater here, not just on the
peasant question,

Kautsky apparently won the day. The
‘orthodox” position of 1the inevitable pro-
letarianisatton of the peasaniry was re-
affirmed at the SPD's 1895 congress. And a
few vears later Kautsky published a weighty
book on the peasant question which became
the authoritative text on the subject 1n the
second [nternationzl (the extract mn this
colicction 1s from that boaok).

But that did not prevent revisiomism main-
tainmg and developing its hold on the
Bavarian SPI).

The second major controversy [eatured In
this collection in which Kautsky stood on the
lelt 1s that with the most famous of all re-
visionists, Eduard Bernstein.

From 1896 to 1899 Bernstein published a
serigs of articles which attacked Marxism all
along the Line. Capttalism was not fun-
damentally corsis-ridden, nor was 1t polaris-
g 1nto two major classes, The SPD must
become openly a party ot social reforn.

A number of counterattacks were made (0
Bernstein, the most elogquent and famous of
which was Rosa Luxemburg's Reform or
Revolution. Kautsky  jomed in the con-
troversy rather late and his attack on Bern-
slein wis, 1n the words ot the introduction to
the setection here, ‘rather pedestrian’ in tone.

But at the tme nwas Kautsky's relutation
of Bernstein that carried real weight, A
resolutton  condemning  revisionism  was
passed by 216 votes to 21 at the 1899 SPD
congress and even more overwhelmingly ar
the 1903 congress held tn Dresden, 'The
declarations and votes in Dresden signity the
burial of theoretical revisionism as a political
factor.” commented Kautsky.

This was self-delusion on a grand scale.
For the anti-revistaonist motions were 8o
general that the most prominent revisionists
tett quite able to vore tor them! Even the
daddy af the revisionises von Vallmar did so.

Kautsky had reasserted the Erturt ortho-
doxy but it was so toothless that it stopped
no-one from getting on with the job of being
a revisionist i practice. No wonder his con-
tribution to the debate seems “pedestrian’,

The same self delusion emerges in the next
major debate in the SPD that Kautsky was
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involved 1n: the debate an the mass strike.
Again Kautsky appeared to be the champion
of the lett,

The debate took place against the
radicalising impact of the Russian Revolu-
tion of 1905, It radicaliscd the SPD which
voted at 115 Jena congressin 1905 in tavour of
accepring the use of the mass strike in prin-
ciple. And it radicalised Kautsky who joined
in this advocacy of the possible use of the
mass strike.

Even thatalarmed the trade umon {eaders.
At their congress in 1905 they condemned
the iden of the mass strike in hitter terms,
And the following vear they effectively 1m-
posed their views on the SPD,

Under pressure trom them, party leader
Bebel proposed a resolution to the 1906 SPD
congress at Mannheim wihich, while maim-
taining the theorctical possibility of the usc
of the mass strnike insisted that without the
‘adherence of the leaders and members ot the
unions the teasthility ot the mass strike is
unthinkable™.

In other words the umon leaders would
have a velo, which, as they had made clear,
they would most certainly use. The Bebel
resolution was passed. The union leaders
had decisivelyvimpeosed their authority on the
PATTY.

Fabricated

Kautsky protested, But three things show
the shallowness ot his protest and indeed of
his whole commitment to the mass strike.

First, at even the high point of hissupport
tor the mass strike Kautsky attacked those
on his lett who wanted to go on 1o talk con-
cretely aboul the sleps necessary (o actually
use it. He warned them that 1ts use would be
a ‘life and death struggle” and that ‘revo-
lutions cannol be tabrnicated’. In other words
the mass strike was a theoretically possible
tactic whose actual use was to be put off in-
detinitely.

Second, the mass strike was always just
another taeric. Contrast that with Rosa
Luxemburg, whom the 1905 Russian revolu-
tion prompted (0 write the magnificent Fhe
Muss Strike, the Political Party and the Trade
Linions 1n which the mass strike 5 “the first
natural impulsive lorm of every great revolu-
tionary struggle of the proletariat, and the
more highty developed the antagonism s
between labour and capital, the more eftec-
frve and decisive most mass strikes become.”

Third 15 Kautsky™s judgement on the sit-
uation afier the Manheim congress of 1906.
He claimed that it had put an end wo the
hopes the ¢nemy had in ‘practcal
revisionism®  and that the ‘mark of
Mannheim® was ‘above all a decisive left turn
within the unions'. Again the self detusion,
tor at Mannheim the right wing {rade union
leaders had in reality taken open control of
the party. And over the next few years they
followed up their viclory by restrictions on
the left wing vouth and women’s movements
and on May Day strikes,

The theary ol absolute opposition this side
of & majority in parliament wias more and
MO COMINZ o contrast with the practice
of the party where on onc wsuc after another
that absolute opposition was abandoned.

Bebel dissociated himselt 1o the Reichstag
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from anti-militarism and proclaimed himself
more patriotic than the government, In 1913
the SPD deputies tor the first tume voted tora
governmen! tax bill raising money for mtli-
tary expenditure on the grounds that it in-
cluded direct taxation.

Rasa Luxemburg saw clearly the way
things were gomng:

‘It you take the posiuon of our depu-

tation’s reselunon then you will get into

the position where, if war breaks out, and

(i then the questnon arises whether the

costs of the war should be covered by in-

direct or direct taxes you will then
logically support the approval of war
credits,’

But to reach this realisation she had (o
break with Kautsky., The break came n
1910. The guestion was again the mass
strike. This time whether it should be used in
the growing agitation over the restricted
franchise in Prussig,

Rosa Luxemburg wrote an article arguing
that 11 should. The party leaders retused 1o
publish for fear of inflaming the situatton.
Kautsky also refused on the same grounds.
Instead he wrote an artucle entuled "What
Now? agaimst Luxemburg. [1is probably the
maost interesting  part of this selection,
beccause 1t musters apparently welt thought
out tacilcal arguments and carcfully placed
references to the theorctical possibility of a
mass strike, to end with the pathetic asser-
uon that in the actual circumstances every-
thing has to be tocussed on the next election
(in two years nmel).

In that election, with the war danger in-
creasingly threateming, the SPD lcadership
deliberately downplaved the issue of anti-
militarism to cement a squalid electoral deal
with the pro-imperialist bourgeois
Progressive Party.

Pathetic

Kautsky's role was now simply Lo provide

apparently sophisticated Marxast qustifica-
tions tor complacency. They do not wear
well. One article (untortunately not included
here) was entitled; *The New Liberalism and
the New Middle Class.
It argucd that “all the plans of the reaction-
aries were ruined by the re-vitalised Liberal-
ism which was now ready to struggle against
the right’, The 1912 ¢lection had produced a
situation ‘unprecedented in the history ol
CGermany’. Wnitten less than (wo  yedrs
belore the tirst world war, this looks pretty
pathetic today.

And equally pathetic was the shilt 1n
Kautsky's views o0 umpernialism, a represen-
tive sclectton of which s provided in this
collection, At his most radical in The Read o
Fower published 1in 1909, he had argued that
because of capitalist development fa waorld
wdr 1s now brought threateningly close”. But
as that war began he had changed to arguing
that ‘out ol the world war of the tmperiahst
great powers o there can now result a
federation of the strongest amongst them,
which will eliminate the arms race.”

So the war was a mistake tor the
caprtalists, and support for it was equally a
mistake, but onlya mistake, lor socialists, 5o
aithough Kaulsky opposed the war, from a
pacilist standpoint, his whole position drove
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Rosa Luxemburg

him 1o argue for the speediest possibie
resumption of “business as usual’ m the
socialist movement.

That was why Lenin saw him as so dan-
gerous during the war. The workers would
begin to break in their masses lrom the right
wing sacialist leaders as the war progressed,
but Kautskyvism would prevent them draw-
ing the necessary revolutionary conclusions,
And so it was 1o prove n Lthe  vedr

immediately after the end of the war,

Burt by that time it isquestionable whether
Kautsky himselt had anything really
different 10 say than those nght wing social
democrats. Ot at least anything that anyone
took any notice ot For whereas most post
war centrists paid hip service to the Bolshevik
Revolution, Kautsky was quick to attack it

Extracts from some ot the works in which
he did so-{orm the last two parts of this sclec-
tiorn. All the Marxist jargon 1s still there but
1n essence his argument s exactly the same as
the right wing — the Bolsheviks were not
parliamentarians. And from then, until his
death 1n 1938, Kautsky was to occupy an
honoured but irrelevant niche 1n, very
platnly, unrevolutionary sockd democracy.

[+ had been a long political journey. But
once the initial direction on the Erlurt
Programme’s parliamentary road had been
sel, then in the real world each step tollowed
logicatly trom the last. It was a journey of
cnormous importance and every revolu-
tonary today should be tamiliar with it to
make sure they do not retread 11,

But untfortunately selections from
Kautsky’s copious itinerary, no mafter how
carctully sclected. do not on their own make
very exciting reading. You need the land-
scape around sketched in, For that tar better
to turn to Massimo Salvadon's Karf Kauisky
and the Sociafist Revelution or Carl
Schorske’s Oermun Sacial Democracy §905-
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Explaining the
Crisis

£3.95 from your local Socialist Worker bookstall or (post free)
from Bookmarks, 265 Seven Sisters Road, London N4 2DE

A new book by Socialist Worker
editor Chris Harman
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Squaddism in Nazi Germany

Beating the fascists? T'he German
Communists and political violence
1929-33

Eve Rosenhalt

Cambridee £24.00

The tight against fascism 15 not 4
priority for revolutionary socialists
in Britain al the moment. But it was
hack in 1977-78 when the National
Front were growing fast and
picking up more votes than the
Liberals. And it may well be again
in the not too distant future. Seo
knowing how to fight fascism re-
Mmains Yery Important,

This book laoks at the most 1m-
porlant single experience we have (o
g0 by - that of the attempt to stop
the rise of the Nazis in Germany in
[929-33, [t does so by looking inde-
tail at how Communists in working
class neighbourhoods of Berlin or-
ganised to tight back against Nazi
arracks.

Social democratic sources some-
itmes give the impression that the
(rerman Communmist Party refused
to tight the Nazis. This is utter
rubbish. Tt 15 1rue thal the party
made gross errors, like supporting a
ripht wing mmspired reterendum
aimed at getting nd of the nght-
wing soclal democratic government
of the slate ol Prussia

But, as this book tells. the party
was invoebved, day atter day, month
atter month, inthe physical fight to
stop the MNazi advance, It recruited
o Uself many of the most active,
militant working class vouth, and,
through o plethora of ant-fascist
front orgamsations, sought to resist
the Storm Troopers in their tracks.

With 30,000 members in Berlin,
and a third of the total vone, the
party should have been well placed
to mount such resistance. Buip 1t
continually ran tnto problems,

For instance, in April 1931 the
party Liunched & campaign against
the  prowing network ol Nazi
taverns, which were beginning to
pencirate into tradinional working
class arcas, Publicans who had pre-
viously hosted social democratic or
Communist megtings now began to
open their doors Ly the Nass, and
the taverns were soon operating vir-
tually as Storm Trooper barracksin
the muddle of eed arcas, Chrxsing
them down was d vitat part of any
anbi-tascist strategy.

Bui the party soon found 11 was a
gcval 1t could not achieve, Demon-
sirations against the taverns werc
altacked. oot onky by the Nuzss but
abser by the heavily armed police,
The anti-Tascrets had o stand m-
patently by while the Nazi barracks
continued to flourish,

The party could ssue the cull;
“We must ntensity the action
against the Naxm barracks
insofar as 1t is posseble tor s,
through the organising of mass
assault, which we must develop
Lnle muass terrar action, ta drive

the SA troops out of ther
murder dens.”

But it could not deliver effective
*mass assault action” because of the
overwhelming police presence,

To manyinthe party — including
sechions of its leadership — therc
seemed an easy answer, I mass
terror would not work, why not try
imelividual terror?

A series of armed attacks were
carcied out against the taverns, and
even against the poelice, by smatl,
highly organised conspiratonal
ErOUps.

A typical action was that ot 15
October against a tavern 1n
Richardstrasse.

Members of the Communist-led
anti-tascist fighting organisations
were summoned to a ‘mass demon-
stration’ a kilometre away from the
tavern by their leaders. But the only
function of this was to distract the
attention of the peolice. The real
struggle was left to an armed group
under the control of one of the local
party teaders that was so secret that
even the Berlin leadership of the
party knew nothing about it

‘A young man was despatched
1oy chain up the back gate of the
police station. Witnesses in the

Richardstrasse saw  knots of

men suddenly assemble them-
selves 1nto a procession. Bet-
ween 30 and 50 approached the
laverty in a slow march, shouting
“Down with Fascism™ and sin-
ging the Iniernationale,
Suddenly there was a shout, the
procession stopped and the Hirst
shot was hired. It was tollowed
by ai least 20 more, fired in
rapid succession by four or Nve

vaung men, while the crowd ot

demonstrators remained stand-
ing it the streets, The gunmen
then fled and the <rowd
dispersed ..

At first, the raid seemed &
success. The landlord was killed
and the tavern shut down. In
October and November 193] such
shoat-outs cost 14 Nazi hives in the
whole country, as against onty six
Communists. Local party lecaders
could casity draw the conclusion
that this was the basis of 3 success-
ful antu-Nazi strategy:

‘With a really thorough
application, 1t will be possible
alter four weeks to say that there
ONCE Was an SAC

But this was soon proved to be
nonsense. Lhe tavern was back in
use as a Naz hang out within three
months, and in the meanwhile the
puolice had arrested 22 of those in-
volved in the raid. 10 came just Lo
shoot outs an the sireet, the police
with their heavy armaments and the
Naais with thar wealthy backers
were bound to be more successiul
than the 30,000 Berlin Communisis.

The Party leadership soon
realised this, and on 31 November
1931 passed a resolution denoune-

ing individual terror. But leading
Berlin members were not con-
vinced. As one of them pul 1t
‘In my opinion, mass terror 15 4
sheer impossibility, Fascism can
only be held down by terror
now. and if that lails, inthe long
run everything will be tost”

But it did fail, and everything was
laast,

Was there an alternative? This
book shows that in terms of the CP
acting by itself, or through its Itont
organisations, there was not. The
party recognised the need for class
action, for strike action against the
Mazis. But in 1931 more than hall
Berlin’s factory workers were
unemployed, Under such
circumstances, the 3000 Commu-
nists with factory jobs were not
capabte, by themsclves, ol pulling
strikes in prowest at fascist violence,

This was not, as is sometinmes
asserted, because the Communist
Party had become a party ol the
lumpen proletariat. This boak
shows the great majority of its
members, althouwgh voung, were
tormer factory or construction
workers who had lost their jobs
with the slump. The problem was
that mass unemployment had pro-
duced a terrible downturn in the
confidence of emploved workers 10
light, just as it had produced mass
demaralisation and bitterness
smong many of the unemploved.

Linder such circumstances

squaddism™ — the use of armed
actions by small conspiratonal
proups — was bound to seem

attractive to anti-lascists.

Yet there was another option. In
Brunswick mass workers™ action,
imcluding  strikes, did dnive  the
Nazis from the streets in 1931 —
vven though the local state govern-
ment was Nar run.

But it could not be mass action of
the most militant Communist sec-
oo of the working class alone. It
requircd the involvement ot the
majorly of cmptoved workers, or-
wanised by the reformist Social
Democratic Party and 1ts unions.

This alternalive was not gasy to
get. The Socal Democrats were
lath to break inany way with con-
stitutionalism, even f the Nazs
were storming their way L power.
Even after Hutler's accession Lo
power in 1933, Soaal Democratic
leaders disowned “illegal” under-
pround apposition groups.

During the last vears of the
Weimur republic, the Social
Democrat  leaders often saw the
Communists as a bigger menace
than the Nazs, On Moy Day 1929
the Social Democrat police chiet ol
Berhin banned a Communist-led
demonstration. and when this took
place anyway turned his thugs onoit.
They shat demonsirators down on
the streets and then turned their
attention o working class areas,
sealing o1 tenement bBlocks and
hreaking into tlats, In more than
three days of fighting, 30 civilians
were  killed —  but not one
policeman. Never dud the Herlin
palice take any such achion apainst
the Nazis.

No wonder not only party hacks
but the mass of Communist Party
members hated the Social [Demo-
crat leaders. No wonder the real
anti-fascist ighters had nothing but
contempt tor the Reichshanner — a
massive social demaocrietic tdetence
foree” which alwavs thooegho up
some  excuse for not mobilising
against the fascists,

However, that should not have
been the end of the argument. Maore
than hall the Berhin working class
conlinued to follow the leadership
of the Social Democrats. A way had
to be fond toe get their support n
the struggle agatnst the Nazis.

There was only one wav to hight
tor this support. It was to apply the
tactic of the united front as worked
out 1n the early wyears of the
Communist [nternational.

Againand again, the Communist
Party should have been inviting the
Social Demacrat leaders Lo engage
 uniled action against 1he fascists,
Lei Social Democrats and
Communists together defend social
democratic premises from Nazi
attack, and then go on to defend
Communist premises from the same
attacks.

The Social Democratic leaders
would try to avoid such umited
actionr by any means at  ther
disposal. Bul such was the Nazi
threat to thelr arganisation that
they could not alwavs say no
withouwt the sk of doving many of
their members o0 unuled action
alumgside the Communists in any
CHlNE .

It the appeal was made to the
social democratic leader for united
action, then cventually united
action would result—whether with,
or with-out these teaders.

The German Communists
retused to make such appeals. They
had been told by Stalin thal the
Social Democrals were  socual
lascists, and this tied 1in with muoch
of their own cxperience of re-
pression at the hands of social
democrat-run police forces. Instead
of  tcaching woung workers to:
oppose retormism, but to fight with
reformist workers  agaimmst the
fascists, they gave the impression
reformism and Iascism were the
SAML.

Funnily encough. the peopie who
most henelted lrom thes were the
Social Democratic leaders. They
could excuse their disastrous passi-
vity in the face ot the Nazls by blam-
ing. the Communists tor "dividing
the working class’,

Measnwhile, the nustaken politics
ol the Commursts led them into
the blind aliey ob squaddism and in-
dividual terror.

This book does not po all the way
i drawing these conclusions. The
author does oot oven mention the
person who best drew them at the
time, {eon Trotsky. The book s
also oo academically onented to be
easy  reading.  Neverlheless, the
authior s o be thanked for throw-
ing  valuable light on & most
impartant, and disastrous, cpisode
i workimg class history.

Chris Hlarman

Socialist Review BMurch 1984
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Brecht and Stalinism

Brecht in Context
Jodrn Wilfer:
Methman £12 50

Willett's book 1s 1t once both fas
cinating and maddening. This s
nartly the fault ot the book’s ongins
in a series ot different arneles and
lectures Willett had done about
Brecht over many vears. In the
course  of compiling the book
Willett extensively re-eqited and re-
wrote many of his pleces grving the
final book a cunous feel, like
several books on similar themes all
colleeted together 10 one volume.

A more accurate title would have
heen Brechs tn Contexts. The book s
divided tnto chapters dta]ing
variously with Brecht's work in the
field of poetry film and theatre,

Mot surprisingly 10as the chapter
dealing with Brecht’s atttude to
pohtics which provides the most in-
leresting reading, Whereas Brechit iy
now constdered suitabic matenal
for hoth the RoyalShakespeare and
National Theatres, Brecht's politics
are still 4 subject that can get people
HUNETY.

By far the most lively puece of
writing it this ook 15 John Willet's
correspondence  with  Professor
Hannah Arendt a feliow of the
American Academy of Arts and
Sciences about Brecht’s attitide to-
wards Stalinism.,

The initiat cause of rthe debalte
was  whether Brecht had  cver
written an ‘ode’ o Stalin, Willett
carelully detais Brecht's retferences
ko Stalimism, certainty he states
Brecht for many years supported
Stalin. However, this support only
catne into print on three occasions
and of these three statements the
closest Brecht had come to saving
anylthing in prawse of Stalin was
writing that ne believed o0 was 1m-
portant thalt Russian industry be
built up and Stalin’s lcadership was
unfortunately probably “useful" and
necessary for this process,

Brechit’s internatinnal reputation
being what 1t was 1l was a con-
siderable (ribute but nothing hike
the praise poured an Stalinby other
artsts ncludmg  Picasso, Yet t's
hatd o find a crine who will de-

nounce Picasso as an apulogist for
Stalin's crimes.

[0 fact one atmaoso gets the feehng
that [{annah Arcndt was denounc-
ing Brecht for aef writing odes in
praise of Setaline If Brecht had
obliged, dismissing him as a writer
who had become lost o ‘purg’
(innocent) art by getting invalvedin
poditics would have been easy.

That this was ArdenUsaimms very
carefully demonsirated by Willett.
[ts thus even more annoyving that
Willett doesn’t tackle other difficult
problems about the etiect Brecht's
politics had upon his work.

Inthe chapter headed Brecht and
the visual arts, Willeto writes that
the artist George Grosz became
‘too’  obsessed  with  Brecht's
support of Stalin. [n what way “too’
ubsesscd? Was it the subject matter
of BrechCs poctry and plays that
Grosz objected to? If so. which
ones?

Grosz wrole 1o triends that he felr
Brecht wanted him to work in a
style he no tonger telt relevant. He
could no longer cope with political
slogans,

It*s an interesting point for by the
time that Brecht had become maost
committed to communist politics in
the late twenties Grosz had become
disillusioned and sceptical ol the
German Communist Party and the
direction it was taking,.

Bearing in mind the degeratian of
the Communist International Grosz
had every reason to be sceptical
about the political work required of
htm. This 1sn't tu say that Brecht
was wrong 1o make the political
commilment when he did, 1t's just
what exactly was the nature of that
commitment.

How was 1t reflected in Brecht's
art?

Apart Irom the debate with
Arcnde about the non existence of
an ode 1o Stalin Willett does litle to
show connections between Brecht's
writings and contemporary
political events and debates. ['s an
anroving ommision in what 15 in
many respects an inleresting and
entertaining book.

Peter Court

King Coal?

Undermining Capitalism; State
Ownership and the Diadectic of
Contraol in the British Coal
Endustry

Joel Krefger

Pluta Presy £7.93

On 1 January 1947 the British coal
industry was nationalised.
Contemporary accounts tell of red
flags being hoisted over some pits

~ocialist Review March 1934

and much singing of ‘The Red
Flag®, or even the ‘International’,
The jubilation didn't last outl the
winter. The then Labour govern-
ment demanded harder work and
‘sacrifices  for the nation’—the
capitalist nation, that 1s.

Any strategy lor socalism oday
musl reject utterly the notion that

“state ownership cquals socialism.

As Joel Krieger rightly observes:

“state ownership and state manage- Barnsley area 13,000 men came out
ment of basic indusiries represented on unofficial strike over victimisa-
a process of capitalist rationalisa- tton. Such guerrilla action over
tion.” bonus and discipline is the resuit of
From that first winier, the nminers the scheme. Unable o take on the
learnt through bitter expernences cmpluyers nationally the workforcee
that state capitalism  was sl has retreated 1into local, sectional
capitalism. Andihal meant workers batttes. Fach new management
still had o fight if they wanted to strategy produces s oWt response
delfend jobs and conditions, Untl [rom the warkforce.
1966 wages 1n the industry were de- Kricger's book contains many in-
cided much as they were in oen- sights 1nto this history. particularky
gineering. National agreements set in his case studies of individual pits,
minimum  rates, while in the [t is, however, a irustraling book,
collieries local bargaining could Written n sociological jargon, 1ts
force up picce rates. full of phrases like “centrifugal
Local bargaining meant local undertows’ and  ‘the excessive
struggles. extgencies of capitaiist accumula-
In 1966, however, the National tionAvalorisation.”  Ho  appears
Coal Board moved o end local bar- guile 1gnurant of a sacialist fradi-
paining and break pit-bottom or- tion which dees not cquale

ganisation. The result was the socialisnt with state ownerstup, but
National Power Loading with waorking c¢lass selt emanci-
Agreement, The NPLA  al tirst pation.

More seriously, Ris accounts of
the contlict at the point of pro-
duction are not relaied o the events
in the breoader class struggle. He
places 1o much emphasis  on
‘regional  difterences’, instead of
analysing how they can be
overcome by workers” struggle or
intensified by manageinent  vie-
tories. T other words, he produoces
a work ol academic ndustrial
sociolegy  rather than a contn-
bution to sociabisl theory and prac-
tice. For a book which has the word
‘cialectic’ in its title it s distincetly
un-dialectical.

1t is & sign ol the limicacions of
KErieger's academic “Muarxism™ than
he concludes his book with glowing
praise of Arthur Scargill’s leader-
ship just as 1t has been found
wanimng. The cmbryo of future ad-
vances tor the miners lwe i the
guerrilla struggies over bonus and
manning levels, and the ability of
socialists in the coalticlds to relate
these 1ssues to pit closures and pay.
killed the union as a majar force. Neither lett  bureaucrals ke

To judge by last year, it is a very Scargill nor academucs ltke Krieger
lively corpse. Tn the first half of have much @ say aboul such
1983, there were 143 registered struggles,
sitikes in the industry, and in the Alan Cihbons

appeared  to be just what the
management consultant ordered.
The WPLA forced down wage tevels
and reduced muners’ conirol over
the work process,

Within & few wyears, however,
acquiescence turned to anger. Mass
unotficial strikes in 1969 and 1970
paved the way for the navonal
strikes of 1972 and 1974, and the lall
of the Tory government. By cen-
tralising wage bargaining, the NCB
were at least partly responsible for
the unparalleled national umty
crealed within the National Union
of Mineworkers.

The unity was ultimately eroded
by the 1977 productivity scheme,
sponsored by energy mimister Tony
Beoin, Under the scheme a
Yorkshire faceworker could earn
£90 more than his Welsh counter-
part for almost wdentical work, To
some an the left, the divisions
created by the productivity deal and
the subsequent ballot defeats Tor
Arthur  Scargilk have effectively
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Orwell and the Trotskyists

dohn Deason™ arucle on Orwell
was spal on, showing that Orwell,
despite lus taults, was o brlham
newvelist and pohtical writer, whao
Foor Four years of Bis Dite saow bomsell
A% a revolutionary soctalist,

[ {owever, [ gquextion onge aspect
o Tohn's articke, He says o the
Tratskyists af Orwell’s tme: "There
oy evidenee that Orwell had even
Beard ot them.’

In tact m oan cssay "Notes an
MNonomalisnT, written i L94d5,
Orwell dovotes abont o page 1o g
deseription  of  Trotkyem,  and
st [0 hve read some Trotsk yist
literntare:

“Trotskyism. This waord s used
wo Tewwsely o 1 use 1 to mean g
doctrinare Marxmt whose main
motive s hostility o the Stalm
regime. Teoatskyvism wan b
hetter studicd 1n ebscure
pamphlets or in papers hke the
Soctafist Appeqd thun o the
words of Trotsky himselt whao
wips by no means o man of one
iclen”

Orwell wias not very complimen-
taey 10 the Trotskyises:

"The Trotskvist < against Swalin
Tust as the Communist s for him
. He wants not somuoch 1o alter
the external world as to Teel that
the hattle For prostige 1 romg i
Mis own favour)”

Why then dud Orwell regect
Trotskvism? Perhaps 1t was tor the
sitme reasen that jed im o reject
the working class s the ggents ot
chinpe — s extreme pessimism
and despair which led him to see
woorkers  usally  as o veetnms il
SORTCTIILE S as nuasses which Taad to
be led by mmiddbe class mmellectuils.

But for all that, perhiaps Orwell
Band 1 Pl i lis ceiticisms of some
carly Trotskvists,

Victar Scrge, ailer bemg i the
| et Oppasitian and escaping in the
tick oo time, Td this 1o say of sane
ot the Trotshyises he Tound i the
Wst:

‘Chur oppustiatll movement
Rus<ia hitd ot been Trotskyist,
since we had no inteotion ot
altaching 10 o a persanadily,
rebels such as ourselves were
aginnst the cult of the leader .
And now tiny parties like that of
Woalter  I2auge an Belgiam,
which has o more thaa a few
hundred wembers, termed hn
“our glormews leader™, and o
person i Lhe orgles ot e
“lrowrilh Internatienal™ wha
WL s {ar a% o objech to s
propositions was promptly ox-
pelled and  denounced i the
safme languaee hat the borea-
critey bad emplosed agamst ax
iy ihe Soviet Lonton,”

I e "Orthodos Trotskvises” it
Orwel] came aoross n Ias day bear
v relntien 1o the "Orthedoy
I rotskviem™  of the Workers
Revalutonary Party ol our days,
perhips wecan toroive Orwell when
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he wroate this of them:

“Lhe Fact that the Trotskvists are
evervwhoore a3 persecuted
MUERCHTTEY CTeAlUs a0 TS S5107
that Trotksvism is intellectually
and  morally superior 1o
Communism: bt it 15 doubtiul
whether there s much
difterence,  The muost typical
Troskyists, 10 any case, are ex-
Communists.”

A John Dleason savs, whal a
shame Orwel]l nussed mecting Keg
Crroves and the Balham Group. It
he had, perhaps hbe woutd buse
Jorined them,

Stephen Arthar,
Shefmersdale

Self
emancipation

Edward Stonchill™s leter (January
sspe o Soclalisc Review) neatly
sumtmed  up a view prevalent on
much =t "the left’. The reason this
viesy 1a tertally tneortect is that 1
springs  from g wrong  hases
Socialism. it s be anvthing,
must be the self~emancipaiion of the
working class.

Notonly cansociadism eafv resolt
frovm self-activity but nothing «lse
can overthrow capitalism.

1 div ot doubt thar the Fabour
left councils are well Totentiomed,
The tragedy s that they are blind ro
redlity.  All they are domg s
dttempting to provide palliatives
Poor the evils of capitalism. Mot only
i thes Dt — capitalinm will net 2o
awayv  bocause of a0 tew advice
centres — bt it msdends people
awayv trom the real strugpele, These
labenr councils  are necessarly
muanagees and landlords. coployers
and  rate-raisers. Thev, to thar
worThoers anich TEmints, are e v i
part ot the ruling class.,

Moreover, they poerpetiate the
Bl l Hhan the work ing cliass canen-
trust s destiny to the bew
enliphlvned beings who wit] ensure

aur salvatton, The self-genviey of

the swarking cluss comes down Lo
putting o cross m the nght bax an
clection tme — whae Ldward calts
Howal demecracy,” But the whole
point s that ‘democracy” wnder
capiba s, whether at paressh or
e ntary Jevels, 1 meaning-
e, Wohon the worker bas nachaice
bul 1o sel] his or her Libenar tor o
neoessarily ceploiative wige, what
Joes  freedem mean? Parlhiamen-
tary demoeriey’ s omerely one ot
capitilisan’s et suboie wayvs ob
placating the working class. Tt can,
N Lerin cireumstiinees, he o wsed
againsy the ruling class, but Tunda-
mentalis, o0 ane ol their toals.
Al thas s surely buasie. bt the
izhl v save the GLOC will show
[t o people an the et Like
Fdward Stoochl, Talling it the
saine ald trap, The bases will nod be
a0 Trehl bor worhery” coredicfonys but o

L d L AT VT TTrTTT T R rT e . —r—

leht Yor a meanmgless capitahist
slogan: “local demacracy”,. The fight
will bo rooted. not 10 the sell-
activity ol the workers, but in
attempting to change the minds ot
MPs af all parties!

There 15 no pomtim keeping silent
o this or other stmilar points tor
the sake of unidy. Any unity not
based around some sort of workers®
setf-activity 1s tutile, misguided and,
ftom a Marxist view, wrong.

Nick May
Rirminghain

P Asoo reguiest, Twould ke o see
further articles both factual and
analytic on the US working class, It
appears roane @ be the mast under-
reported  and  under-analysed 0
Socialist Warker Party  publica-
tiovs, or any other publications,

What 1s the reason for the sucoess of

S capital in repressing and divid-
ing s working class? What s the
rclalionship ot the US government
ro VS capital? Do small firms con-
linue o thrive. as the capitaiist
press  repartst  [Does this not
contradict Marxist analysis? Why
does  the palhiative of rebgion
continue  to Cast 1k nOXIious
shadow?

By
any other
name

| never reahised Pete CGroodwin was
50 0ld, He muost be in his eighties al
least if he knew Rasa Luxemburg
well enough (o call her by her first
name (sec Back Pgee in Socfafiss
Review of JTanuary [954).

If the arncles 1n Sociafisr Review
on past socialist leaders regularly
relerred to ‘Karl” apd "Viadimir’,
there  would be no cause for
comment. But T wouldn™t dream ol
suggesting  that  an  enhghtened
soctalist journal would digmiy men
with surnames  while  trivialising
warnent with first names.

Or 151t to he: “d7-vear-old mother
of two Klara Zotkin answered
vivacious brunette Rosa's telegram
. trom now ont

Maybe the [Leminist experts
should remember that Lenin him-
self, while frequently disagrecing
with l.usemburg, nonetheless
honoured her with o surname,

Ben Ross
Leyion

Harman’s innovation

Chrs Lharmam’s masterly summary
ot the balance of  class forees
(Secfalive Review February 84} 1y
mmuarred only by a4 strange mono-
vation

What 15 this ‘hurcaacratic mass
sitike’ e hus discovered? For us,
the nass strike & of the greatest 1im-
portance. By confronting the bosses
as a united class and theretore in-
evilubly the state as well, 1t raises
the guestion of workers' power.
Trade union leaders hate 1t hke
poison. As one of them said in
appisition o Rosa Tuxemburg:
‘Creneral sirike s peneral nonsense’
They never call mass strikes, they
never  Cpeneralise  (reststance] in
order to cantrol it as Chris puts it
(3o the contrary, generalising s thye
kev Lo class conselousness, o guest-
ionioe the role of the burgaucral,
Sectionahism s essential to the
STcE s power.

lnstead trade union eaders call
wlint Rosa Luxembury describes as
‘politecat demuonstration sinikes” —
v one-diy strikes ds oweo asually
reler to them, 14 May 1980 — the
TN cDday ot Action’, 22
Seplember 18952 — the day i
support ab the hospital workers,
and new 28 February, o support ot
e woorkers at GCHOQ. In truath,
these e ol strekes at all m the
proper sense of the word, A strike s
a trial of steeoeth: a battle, And by
detiniion, that means the outcome
must e, e sy extent, uncertim,
For that very resson, in their
conmservatism, ofticials hate them.
[Tow nive then w call something

YT - TR ST T

that looks like a battle bat involves
no risk,

Nor do Chris's historicual
examples do aovehing but prove the
opposite of his ¢ase. In [926, the
TUC General Council had not the
shightest inteneien of going throagh
with the General Strike when they
called 11, As the day drew close they
pul aftl their energlcs into trving to
call it off, It was Baldwin the Tory
Prime Minster who pushed them
into 1t, knowing they would lead 1t
Lo defeat and knowing that, inioally
al least. rhere was no danger of an
alternative rank and file Jeadership
wresting control from the General
Council,

In 1968, 1in France. it is true that
the national otficiats called a one
day stotke m support of the stadenis
an the Monday 13 May, What Chny
doesn't mention s that thooeh the
ane  duy  protest was tar more
successtul than the bureaucrats had
cxpected, on the Tuesday aver 95
percent of the sirikers were back al
work. Only a handiul of plants, Like
Sud-Aviatieen i Nantes,  had
occupied. Btowas they — not the
otticials — who plaved the key role.
generalising the strike Gl totatled
ten rmiblion workers.

Chris is right rn hes conciuson the
siluation  can  change  miost
sucldenly. We will see more muass
sitikes and we will seo the bureau-
cracy  destroving them. Bul the
sirikes witl have been created by
workers, ket be clear abour that,
Geoftf Brown,

Manchester

mocialist Review hMarch 1984
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Andy Strouthous managed 1o mar
an ctherwse cxcellent review, ialbhent
vitriohe, of ammal Lberationsts
and  vegetarans by oincluding ao
unsclentiiw quoete itom Eogels, to
whit: "l he meatl diet, howewser, had
s greatest effect on the briaen,
which noss received o far neher dow
of the muterials necessary tor s
development )’

Andy would nppear toagree with
this statement: *Man rose abaove the
other primates because be was the
only one oy oeat meat,” The rami-
lications of this propostlion are
mind-bogeling, 1t would explain
why Dndii, with o largely vegetarian
repuliation. saccumbed o the
meai-eaters o the BEust Todio
Company, It anty they had caten
meat, which presamably s footidied
with materials  which aid  intel-
lectual  development, then  they
wolbd have resisted colomsation,

Endeed, wssuming the propertus
of medl te be as stated, then surely
meat-caters” Tlesh would be ewven
e Fartiiled. Therelfore we
should, as @ party, sare & pro-
cramne ol canmbalism. Andy
could  make  the birst sucnifice.
(BLingquette de Strouthous?

Persematlv, T <hall b vatine for
Blel Pourrs twice o Jav, and Pm
THH i e e L.

J Fisher
Lonedon NI

Engels,
parrot fashion

[

Ihe review b Andy Strouthous i
g montths Rewen (SKO2) entitled
TArnamat Crackers” wis 4 sectirun
nbe st anmiad iberiationses tither
[an an attempt at g Marsisl
anabvsis ol the pamphlets con
cerned. The ek of Murxst methad
al sciemitfie investization,  the
clearly ncorreet analvsis ol the
development of the humon race.
and the condemmation of the anited
ront Lactic leaves v questioning
how such condrihabieoos wel ot
Nocdadiiy Hoview,

Phe so-called review of the pao
pavmphlers was o crwde attempn o
st cosectarim opoion ot aninl
Hborationists by o1 hest distor tiens,
el oworst plain dving and  pre-
udice, The quoted pamphler by
Frogels was The Pare Maved
Foetbrenir dn Fle Fransition From spe
Tov-Man, ol e part plaoved by
Maear, Adl promates eat soame meat

[Coeels gqune ciehtly points ot
the decrsive stepon the traosition
Frovmy ape Soeman was the adapracion
tir Dt ot the pround, The con-
s ey ab the move trom tree to
cround,  the
busitinge and pathering skills, the
ivention of toels and communic-
atton, all imooall the social

developmuent  of

orgarasaton of early man, 3 what
leed to the advancement ol the
human wabhove other animais, (Nore
the chewing of ruw beet!

Engels pamphlet s vorrect in s
cverall theme, bud 1 specitic con-
lent IS 1RCOrreCtin Tnany respects, 2
owtD Binds e the ooly anomals
that can learo to speak (other than
Humanslo, Lot no one say that the
parcol does mot understand what it
Ny, A

sceondly, the article’™s total
conde mnition of ull ene-1ssue cam-
PAlEns 4% 4 ‘widste of tme and
CRSTEY T 13 CTelinews to gy the Jeast,
Has  Strouthouws forgotten the
wntedt front tacne? Woere we
wilsiing our tiow in the RTWO,
ANL. or ONDocrg? I we are
sefioms]y L guestion whether we
can ivalve oelisebves noaay uniced
frent action. we should assess the
aotivities and  campaigns of the
arganlsalions  concermed  al the
given time and their relationship oo
the working ctivss. Ta condemn the
use of the united frone tactiv com-
pletely to justety ur disagreements
with the aoimii Hberittionists s
altri e,

The pomt ot tus letter s not La
suppart the animal hberationises or
bov cadl Dor united trosn action with
thenm, bt G Jdraw artenion 1o the
Fact that Streaghons’ article dones
not provide our members and con-
Lcts with g credibie Moarsst argu-
ment against the mogalbism of the
antnwt! Hheranon movement,

J Juackson
R Colver
Kilhurn

A vegi
strikes back

Speaking ax o0 aveggelarign, Andy
Strouthous probably thinks i
deticient 1 braw cells, Neverthe-
less, 'd hke ro make a couple of
st s on by ardcle oo amnsd
liberation in Febroary™s Revew.,

Muost ol wlut Engels wrote 15 sull

Wild about animals

FYeom, Cow, THE
ANIMAL L\BBERS

SHOT HER FoR
ColLLABDRATIN g

\

relevant today. He also wrote the
odd bit of noosense, intlueneed by
the provading wdeas o the suciees he
lived in. To argue that homan
heings developed lurger brining by
cating more meat, may have been
credible i the nincleenth century,
I s certaandy oo o Tuneh s, and
Andyv dees Engels oo credit by
resurreciing 1L Acluallv, o Andy
hasn't novced. (here are o Jot ol
other sources ol prodem besidey
meal. and many ather ammals con-
sume medt 10 large quantities wigh-
ot any noticzuble morease 1w brain
CHPRCLLY.

There was & serious article (o by
written dbout the rise of the amntal
liberatien moveemenl. A Tot ot
voung people huve beenatoracred o
s sLure of  reformsm, seii-
anarchism  and activiey, T s
strealdo’t particularly surprse us in
the downiurn, but 10 mers some
real eriticil argaomenes rather than
WS spaacye In the feview,

Pete Cannell
Flosrm erantith

Meat

and materialism

Andy Strouthoos”™ review. fwnngd
Cranchors, (Socialict Rerfon 63 0%
wondertul. cap toa pomnt. Samely,
where lwe turns troon basting the
Aaqumal Dibhers” single-iss e oy
tov dishing ap s own pecuhar and
indigestible Rodist Beet Theosro ol
Histors, garnehed as Marsesan,

Ay il his
ttorruraie sy for hwman
peinpes, the onls omeal-eating
srimate. developod  orgomsation
e weapons oolsplor hunting, A
ioresult, the outowens Tor o muorg
rapich deveiopment of the bumun
briamn wers scourcd, J8 woe new
Skills i controlling nuture. Thus,
humans Jdiflereniated themselves
from  the  rest of the  animal
kingdoo,

NOw s 15 o materidlist theory. a
very medly materabsin, But it s

asserry thal

also wrong.

FFirstly, 10 s factually incorrect,
Baboons, lower promates. like
Andy, ear meat,

Secondly, 1t makes two talse
assumptions: that food gsatheriog
does not regquire organtsation and
wools and meore aoportantly, tha
crgansateon  and  wool-using are
spoectiically bman fraers. [ hew are
pol hioth are pre-hnman, Whit
characterises ltaman  organisatien
and wool-wsing s oy rous
mgenuity.  Animal heliviour s
determined by nherted  phvse-
alogy, or insunct, That is whw we
have o self-owde istory and
antmals only o natural evolution,

This was Wars's position: “Whar
cistmguishes the worst darchitect
from the boest ot bees 1= thiss that the
architect  raises  Bis srrueture g
mtagrnuatien betore he ercers 110 1n
reality.’

Frsallv, woe come o the tliesis,
laken trom Engels that meart-cating
speeded  up brion desvelopment,
There s oot joueh te say bt oL,
exuept that i1 shows the limied
aature ol scweatifie knewledpe 1n
PETH Mot ane ab the 3 or .o
cascnlidl nutreerts for good healrh
0 tar descosersd  fwadter. tuls,
nrateqns, carbolndrites, manerals,
vitamiins. acids oand tihro
nevessilale woaeal Jiet.

Sraral lablers canmor he
Fauived  wn anthropoloeical  or
autrizenal areunds, Rather thei
cdoteat Lo 1 placing the needs o
danimals o oopar with o aheve,
b wheh  captatisn
sithordindres G the poolin drve,
destrovime oot stocks whilss 1en-

ITeread-

ol nndlions starve,

O course e Armal Libbers
pluy down this contrindicnesn, W
watl never hear ol them hinackime
lorey losnds ol Ty soray or
GURATISINE  Consuniel Bovootts o
de-lansing  shampoos, Bal o we
should ot be tooled, This s oa
reactionary suburban pcdeolaoy ot
the well-fed nuddbe class,

Rod Hudson
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Building BLOC?

You may well have written to George
Williamson over the past few weeks. Or
rather, you may well have asked your union
branch secretary to write 1o him,

If you haven’t then pull your finger out
sharpish and do so. For George Williamson
is the person you write to to get credentials
for the conference i Sheftield on 24 March
called by BLOC, the Broad Left Organising
Committee.

George 1s organising secretary of BLOC.
He is also Chairman of the USDAW Broad
Left and is known among USDA W activists
as an open and committed supporter of
Militant.

All of which makes George Williamson's
views con the BLOC conference of con-
siderable interest. They are set down in & full
page interview in Militan: on 10 February. It
Is worth quoting at some length.

Working class

The first striking thing about the interview
15 George's estimate of the current mood of
the working class.

‘According to the Tories, a “new realism™
exists within the ranks of the trade union
movement. They point approvingly to the
level of days lost through strikes in
1983-——the lowest since 1967—as con-
firmation of their claims.

‘The Tories are in for a shock. Their
“new realism™ theory will be blown
apart. Enormous anger 1s being
accumulated in the ranks of the trade

. unions. Fverywhere there are workers 1ry-

‘ jng to improve and extend their conditions

and 10 butld their organisations, but, first

and foremost, to get rid of the Tores.

They want their unions and their leaders

to act with the same determination and

tenacity which the Tories show on behalf
of the bosses.” (My emphasis).

That 1s one example of how George sees
the current state of the working class. To
make it quite clear that it is no slip ot the
tongue here 1s another,

‘Unfortunately for the trade union

leaders, the rank and file have no inten-

tion of letting their organisations, built
painstakingly over decades of struggle, to
be undermined and their gains trittered
away over beer and sandwiches at the

Department of Employment, AN the

atiacks will be forcefully resisted, postal

ballots, political levy restrictions, ¢n-
forced ballots on industrial action ete —

all of these present the Tores with a

potentially explosive minelield of

opposition.” (My emphasis).

Note carefully what George 1s doing. The
quite correct general argument that even-
rually in the long term, there will be a sharp
revival of industrial struggle is used to justfy
quite false assertions about what is happen-
ing at the moment or what 1s going to happen
in the near future. The result i1s statements

like the ones above that I have put 1n italics.
Just look at them again. if he believes them,
George is living in a dream world. It he
doesn’t, then he is engaging in a dangerous
bluft,

The second striking thing about the inter-
view is what George Williamson says about
the union leaders, Tt has its radical side;

‘{The NGA dispute)showed that the niore
vicious the atiacks on the working class
bBecome, the more unable to lead a fight-
back do the leaders appear to be. The
decision of the TUC General Council not
to support the NGA inthedisputc under-
lines even more clearly the need to cam-
paign in the trade union movement to
take the movement as a whole to its fun-
damental principles ot defending
working class rights: and the need to
transform the unions from top to bottom.”
(My emphasis).
Again, note particularly the bits I have put

in ttafics. I agree with them. But does George
Williamsan? he rest of the interview [nifl-

cates thar he doex not.

Firstly, for George the villain of the piece
in the NGA dispute was the TUC General
Council and he emphasises earlier that at the
1983 TUC the General Council was ‘rigged
to favour the right wing and the white collar
unions,” He adds that the Congress itsell "saw
the right forcing through an agreement to
have talks with the Employment minister.’
These events at the 1983 TUC were,
according to George, ‘the point of departure’
tor the BLOC conference.

Sa it looks as if when George refers to
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‘trade union leaders’ disparagingly that is
really a shorthand for right wing trade union
leaders. Sc he says earlier in the interview
‘the right wing TUC leadership have shown
nc willingness to fight." What of the lefi
wingers on the General Council? You may
well ask. They only receive one mention 1n
the whole of the interview. Here it 1s 1n its
entirety:

‘... Rodney Bickerstaff, Ray Bucklon and

Arthur Scargill have wished the {BLOC)

conference success,’

Which immediately prompts the question:
do NUPE, ASLEF and the NUM need
‘transforming, from top to bottom’? George
and the rest of the Broad Left Organising
Committee act as if they do not.

Serious discussion

One last point. George Willhlamson
explains why the 24 March conference has
been called as tollows:

‘This conference will bring together rank
and file activists to thrash out a strategy
to defend the working class against Tory
attacks.’

To ‘thrash out a strategy’ for the future re-
quires a serious discussion of the balance of
forces and a serious discussion of why past
strategics have failed. In other words it will
need discussion of exactly the sort of points
have raised above.

This makes me a hit disturbed by the fact
that in the interview, George keeps alterna-
ting between referring to 24 March asa ‘con-
ference' and as a ‘raily’. The two words do
not meuan the same thing. You do#'r ‘thrash
aul a strategy’ at 4 raffy. The ‘rank and file
activists® in Sheffield on 24 March will have
to be firm that it is a conference they have
been delegated to, and they want 1o talk to
each other, not be talked at.

Pete Goodwin




