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NOTES OF THE MONTH

Labour left, the Powell Bill, Greece, Peruand Australia.

THINKING IT OVER

Famine is the subject Nigel Harris examines this month.

THE STRIKE THAT SHOOK A COUNTRY

Pete Clark reports on the recent general strike in Denmark.

SUDAN AFTER THE COUP

James Archer describes the political background to the recent coup, and looks
at the prospects for the Sudanese working class.

FROM REFORM TO REVOLUTION
Three recent recruits to the SWP exlain why they jomned and also talk about the
prospects for the lett.

WHAT THE PAPERS §4Y

The Daily Express is the latest subject to come under John Newsinger's
MICroscope.

IS THE PARTY OVER?
The forthcoming congress of the British Communist Party will almost certainly
end in a split. Pete Goodwin explains why.

THE PEOPLE’S WAR?
VE Day celebrations are under way but, as Chris Bambery cxplains, there 1s
little for socialists to celebrate.

OBITUARY: ENVER HOXHA

Ian Birchall looks back at the life of the Albanian leader.

THE TRUTH ABOUT ZIONISM

People who argue against zionism are often accused of being anti-semitic. Rob
Ferguson argues against this notion and examines the reactionary roots of
Zlonism.

WORKPILIACE NOTES
Workers from Ford Halewood describe their conditions, and the problems of
their union organisation.

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY reformism

Peter Binns provides the answer this month.

WRITERS REVIEWED

Sean Piggot looks at the works of Ernest Hemingway.

REVIEW ARTICLE

Lindsey German reviews two new books on the recent miners’ strike.
REVIEWS
DEBATE AND LETTERS

On women's scparatism, the state, after the miners’ strike, abortion, South
Africa and Lenin.

OUR HISTORY

The Mau Mau uprising against the British in Kenya s our subject this month.
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THE LABOUR LEFT

The boot
goes In

THE LEFT in the Labour Party is under
very serious attack., The attack comes not
mainly from the Healeys and Hattersleys{al-
though they must be delighted with it}, but
trom erstwhile leftwingers. In particular,
many of those who enthusiastically backed
the Benn for Deputy campaign in 1981, are
now distancing themselves from the man
himself,

An article in the May issue of the Labour
Party magazine, New Sociafist makes this
abundantly clear. Entitled *Bennism without
Benn’, the article marks the direction in
which the bulk of the Labour left is moving.
[1 states:

“The new left are trying to create room in
the Labour Party for a popular and
realistic democratic socialist politics, for
a third force independent alike of the
right and the ultra left. They are dis-
1ancing themseives ... from the positions
which Tony Benn, the former leader of
the left, has recently been adopting. They
are, indeed, preparing to recreate and
redefine Bennism, if necessary without
Benn!'

The article is very interesting, [t describes
a realignment where the bulk of the once
Bennite left round the Labour Co-ordinating
Commuittee and the Tribune newspaper in
particular are falling in behind Kinnock.
They do so, they claim in order 10 *try to
detatch him from the embrace of the
parhhamentary right.” Unforiunately the
realtlty 15 rather different, In effect the old
‘soft left” are themselves embracing many of
the policies of the right and centre in arder to
make their peace with Kinncoek. The only
way they can reclaim Kinnock 15 to move on
to his terrain,

Crucial to this realignment is the role of
the trade union burcaucracy in reasserting
the control of the block vote on Labour
policies. An alliance of NUPE's Tom
Sawyer, Michael Meacher MP and Sheffield
counctl leader David Blunkett has been

!
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instrumental in leading the left rightwards.
The invoivement of other union leaders like
Ron Todd of the TGWU and Jimmy Knapp
of the rallwaymen has also been key.

Despite all the sophisticated phrases and
lengthy justifications the realignment has en-
tailed a massive shift to the right on the part
of the ‘soft left’. Any close observer of the
Labour left coutd admittedly have seen that
coming for some months now. It has been
clear since the closing months of the miners’
strike.

The next election

Even more dramatic in terms of a whote-
sale shift to the right however, was the nearly
total abandonment of a principled opposi-
tion to ratecapping. This was led by Ken
Livingstone at the GLC, but has been
followed by all but a handful of Labour local
authorities.

But there is also one very obvious rcason
why the left rhetoric of last year’s conference
has been abandoned so rapidly. Labour’s
standing in the opinton polls has risen {not
since the end of the miners’ strike as the
Kinnockites claim, but since the final more
defensive phase of the strike). There is at
least a reasonable chance of Labour form-
ing, or helping to form, the next government.
Not only does this entail a move to the right
in order not to rock the electoral boat, it also
means hammering very hard those who do
want to raise left wing issues.

Both these elements are present in the new
sirategy of the soft left. The New Socialist
article puts this quite clearly, It lists a set of
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‘characteristics and assumptions’ common
to this strategy. These inciude ‘a willingness
te work with Neil Kinnock as leader’, a
‘heavy emphasis on  party unity’, an
abandonment of the left’s traditional alter-
native economic strategy in favour of more
up to date policies.

AH these assumptions and characteristics
serve one purpose: (o dress up the fact that
the former Bennites arc abandoning any
controversy and secking unity on the terms
of the right wing. Thar is bad enough. But
other potnts show a trend in the party which
will make life for genuine left wing socialists
who remain within it very hard,

In particular, the article argues: ‘thereis a
sirong feeling that Mifiranr and other
organised Trotskyist groups within the panty

cannot be left unchallenged’. The meaning -

behind this is quite clear. Although the soft
left are still slightly reluctant to call openly
for expulsions, they are likely to back any
witch-hunts that take place. Agamn, this con-
firms a lot of the writing which has been on
the wall recentiy. Mifitant have suffered a
number of purges and ¢xpulsions. In other
places their influence has been lessened.
George Wright is attempung to proscribe
Milirant supporters from holding positicns
in the TGWU. The forthcoming NUPE con-
terence has resolutions attacking Mifizant on
its agenda. The TOWLU and GMBATU in
Coventry are organising (o deselect Militan:
MP Dave Nellist later this year.

What is obvious te anvone looking at the
balance of forces inside the Labour Pariy
today, is that all the gains that the left won in
the early eighties, are now either gone com-
pletely or are being used not against the right
but against the left,

All the hopes that the democratic
processes could help to change the party into
a genuine vehicle for socialist change have
¢come to nothing. The power of the union
block vote has made sure that the ripht are
able to take the initiative, even over issues
which should favour the lett. ike reselection.

But while the bulk ot those who argued for
those reforms are now going along with
uity at any price, therc 1s alsc a sizeable
minority who must be teeling isolated and
disillusioned. 1t consists of the people who
betieve that Labour can be transformed into
a socialist party. Today they must find it
difficult to stick to such a beliet. They are un-
likely to pet anywhere at all inside the
Labour Party and in fact tace the danger of
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being witch-hunted if they fight for any of
their policies.

At least some of the arguments put by
revolutionary socialists, about how Labour
cannot be reformed, are being proved in
practice, The danger s that many in the
Labour Party will become demoralised and
drift out of politics. But there is an
alternative to the right wing drift. It consists
of a minority of socialists relating to the
fights that are taking place and trying to
build round those struggles a revolutionary
party committed to workers themselves
changing things from below. Although the
general mood is to the right, there are many
opportunities for such an organisation to
grow. It is this type of organisation that we in
the SWP are trying to build.

Those socialists in the Labour
Party—faced with such massive attacksfrom
the right—should really consider whether
they too should be bulding such an
organisation, rather than putting their
energies into propping up a reformist party
which doesn't even want to be reformed. g

THE POWELL BILL

noticeable
absence

A GOOD measure of the state of the
women's movement is the strength of its
mobilisations. If the demonstration against
the Powell bill 15 anything to go by, the
movement is continuing its decline. A bare
three thousand marched through London
last month to protest at a bill which threatens
to ban experiments on embryos and so,
through the back door, restrict the right of
women to have abortions.

Of that number, around a third were sup-
porters of the Socialist Workers Party.
Noticeable by their absence were not only
organisations of the Labour left and the
Communist Party (represenied only by
token banners), but also any sigmificant
number of feminists of any description,
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There are a number of reasons why this is
s0. The first is the organisational decline of
the women’s movement, There simply is not
a focus which can begin to channg! any
feminist protest. Compared 10 the previous
mobilisations against attempts to resirict
abortion, last month’s was tiny,

Some feminists will argue that the Powell
1ssue is confusing, and not clearly identified
as anti-abortion in the way that the cam-
paigns against White, Benyon and Corrie
were in the mid and late seventies, This is
true, but it still doesn’t explain the women's
movement's almost total failure to mobilise.
Where the argument has been put, the
response has nearly always been good. The
fact is that, aside from a smail number of
soclalists and feminists, the argument has
not been put.

Partly this is because the decline of the
movement has been heralded by almost total
sectionalism on the part of those feminists
still around. Ferminist assumptions that the
‘personal is political’ lead to a failure to see
anything but the personal as political. So
there is hittle compuision on anyone to do
anything. If you write feminist books or
work in a refuge you are making a con-
tribution to the women’s movement, even if
you do nothing else. There is therefore a
tremendous gap between the general
feminist ideas that some women hold, and
what they do.

This process has been going on for some
years. But it has become more prenounced
sice Margaret Thatcher came to power in
1979, and it has gone hand in hand with a
political decline, which also helps to explain
the lack of mobilisation over the Powell bill.
The ideas which were the bedrock of the
carly women's movement are by no means
taken for granted among feminists today,

The Greenham Common women argued

‘that ‘feminfine values® should be promoted,

as opposed to violent male ones, Other
ferminists argue that we shouldn’t necessarily
fight for abortion rights because some
women don’t want abortions {even though
the argument was never about forcing
women to do something they didn’t want).
Even the National Abortion Campaign has
dropped the slogan of ‘a woman’s right to
choose’ because some feminists believe it to
be racist.

In the face of a right wing offensive, unfor-
tunately, many feminists have begun to
retreat from politics which a few years ago
they would have taken for pranted as
asserting wormen's right to equality. This
retreat is the logic of two things.

The first is the domination of personal life-
style politics in the women's movement. This
means that for a number of middle class
women there are individual solutions to
many of their problems as women. The
second is the acceptance of Labour Party
dominated ideas which see pobtics in terms
of reforming ¢xisting society. Even some
Labour women are therefore prepared to
compromise on questions like abortion
being regarded as an issue of individual con-
science, rather than a class issue.

Such a retreat highlights the importance of
the revolutionary answer to women's liber-
ation, We fight for the right of women to
control their own bodies, as part of the wider
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fight to end class society. We also fight for
those not directly affected by issues like the
Fowell bill to take a stand on them, because
they have an impact on the lives of all work-
ing class people and not just the individuals
directly concerned.

In June there is another demonstration
which everyone concerned with women's
rights should support. It is against the court
ruling inspired by Victeria Gillick to stop
contraceptive advice for the under lés.
Socialists should be arguing now that those
who support women’s liberation will
actually have to do something about it and
turn it Into a major mobilisation for
women's rights.m

AUSTRALIA

From the
jaws of
victory

UUNION busting is on trial for Australian
employers, Their verdict will depend on the
state of Queensland government's Jatest
attempt to smash a well organised section of
workers.

In February, the right-wing state gavern-
ment of Joh Bjelke-Petersen announced
that contract labour would be introduced in
SEQEB, the state’s electricity authority, One
thousand linesmen and other power workers
walked off the job in protest. Bjelke-Petersen
responded by sacking them, announcing that
they would get their jobs back when they
individually agreed to radically worsened
conditions of employment. At the same time
SEQEB advertised throughout Australia for
scabs to take the place of the sacked
unionists.

Even the Industrial Court called for the
sacked men to be reinstated and for nego-
tiations to take place. The government
ignored it and legislated to outlaw unionism
in SEQEB.

The new law takes away the right to strike
or picket or to organise union activity Inany
way, or even for two or more people to dis-
cuss action which might disrupt the normal
work practices. It gives preference in
employment to non-union members and
removes the shorter working week that
power workers had won years before.
Journalists are to be prevented from report-
ing on SEQEB picket lines. It would be an
offence under the new law even to advocatea
strike and the burden of proof is shifted so
that workers have to prove that they didn’t
call for one.

Apart from about 100 scabs who agreed to
these slave labourcondttions and others who
applied for the sacked workers’ jobs, the
strike stayed fairly solid. Action by power
station operators meant that serious black-
outs were beginning to hurt the government.
A wave of solidarity spread throughout the
Queensland working class. Dockers, coal
miners, cepper miners at Mount Isa, telecom




workers and thousands of others came out or
placed bans in support,

Bjelke-Petersen has always been a right-
wing pace-setter in Australian politics. His
aim has been to prove to the ruling class in
the heartlands of Australian industry outside
Queensland that hard-line confrontation
with the unions works.

For the last two vears employers have
been happy to rely on a Prices and Incomes
Accord between the Federal Labor
Government of Bob Hawke and the trade
union leaders to hold wages down, Now,
with the Austraiian economy clearly coming
out of its two year boom and unempiloyment
rising, some bosses believe that theyareina
position to go further on the offensive.

Bjetke-Petersen aims to prove that all-out
attack 1s a better policy than relying on trade
union leaders to betray their members. Still,
in March, the bulk of the Australian ruling
class remained unconvinced. The main
establishment newspapers in Sydney and
Melbourne said openly that Bjelke-Petersen
had gone too far,

A determined fight, spreading the dispute
quickly could have exploited the state
government's 1solatton, forced them to back
down and warned other bosses not to try the
same approach. The solidarity agtions across
the state pointed the way to victory.

When just such a victory seemed likely, the
Queensland Trades and Labor Ceuncil
stepped tn and ordered back tc work all

those not directly invelved in the dispute,
That included the operators whose action
had caused the blackouts.

The Queensland Labor Party, worried
that Bjetke-Petersen might call a state elec-
tion, were desperate to avoid massive strike
action. Labor Party leader Warburton con-
gratulated the TLC on averting a general
streke. instead, the TLC and the ACTU (the
Australian equivalent of the TUC) have
undertaken a series of token actions. While
actions like these could be a start, they fall
far short of what will be necessary to get back
the jobs of the sacked men, to overturn the
anti-union law and prevent more of the same
in other industries,

Through atl this, the most serious attack
on unionism in Queensland in nearly 40
years, the Hawke Federal Labor gpovernment
has done absolutely nothig. In the past it
has used various methods to overrule state
povernment laws. It refuses to do so now.
Industrial Relations minister Ralph Willis
said that Labor couldn’t ‘condone a course
of industrial action to try to change legis-
lation’. Everywhere, the Labor Party leaders
advise that the wisest path is to wait for an
election to remove Bjelke-Petersen,

If they get their way, and unless the token
actions taken by the trade union efficials can
be turned into something a lot more serious,
then the price of Labor's reformism wil] be
1.000 jobs, much less confidence for mili-
tants, and a ruling class on the rampage. m
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LATIN AMERICA

Wind of
change in
Peru?

GENERAL elections in Peru have indicated
a dramatic shift in the pohtical mood. The
ruling right-wing party received a mere five

Marxism 85|

A WEEK of meetings, discussions and debates organised by the Socialist

i Workers Party 5-12 July Unlversity of London Union

The most important event of the last
year has been the miners' strike. It was
a strike which raised thousands of
people to activity and drew many of
them into politics for the first time.

In the wake of the strike many of
these people are asking all sorts of
questions. Why did the defeat occur?
Could Labour have done more? Would
the rank and file have fought if the
union [eaders had given a stronger
lead?

They are asking other questions as
well. Can women ever be liberated?
Can the working class win? |s there an
alternative to the Labour Party?

MARXISM 85 is about discussing
these and many other issues, 1tis
about exploring the past—the ideas of
Marxism and the experience of the
working class movement—to
understand the present and to
consider the possibilities for the
future.
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Most of the debates will be between revolutionaries and others
on the left. Some will include more than two speakers.

DEBATES * whichstrategy for the left? * Trade unions
and the tight against the Tories * Women and the struggie for
socialism * {s Trotsky relevant today? * Which way forward
for students? % Police and the state % Russia today

This year we are planning about 250 meetings organised into
over 30 courses.

COURSES * The Labour Party—a history * What makes a
revolution? % The rank and file and the Broad Lefts X Fifty
vears Of the popular front * Capital for beginners % Socialism
and culture * Racism and nationalism * Women’s liberation
and socialism * Labour in Irish history * Problems of Marxist
philosophy % Anarchism and syndicalism % The history of the
miners -

SPEAKERS * Ken Livingstone * Chris Harman * Tarig
Ali * Tony CIliff % Alex Cailinicos % Lindsey
German * Quintin Hoare * Nigel Harris % Paul Foot

The cost of Marxism, including entrance to all meetings, debates
and entertainment, is £16 for the whole week (in advance) and
£10 for the weekend. For further details write to Marxism 85, PO
Box 82, London E2.
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percent of the vote. The nationalist and
APRA (American Popular
Revolutionary Alliance) received around 50
percent, with the loose-knir United Left of
seven sccialist parties receiving around 22
percent.

[t seems likely that APRA, and its 36-year-
old leader Alan Garcia, will take office at the
end of July. The only issue is whether there
will be a second round of elections, if APRA
has obtained less than half the vote. Mean-
while the left has achieved 1ts largest support
for years under the leadership of Alfonso
Peru's equivalent of Ken

Livingstone.

Ideas that can win
Buy Socialist Wo
only25p
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The new centre government will take
office under extraordinanly severe con-
ditions. Peru’s currency devalued by 150 per-
cent in 1984. By the end of the year some 70
percent of the country’s savings were held in
dollars. Only about a thard of the ‘ccon-
omically active population’ have stable jobs.
The average national wage buys less thana
third of the food required to feed a family
adequarely. Inflation last year was under-
estimated at 11,5 percent. The Peruvian
budget for 1985 invoived an anticipated
$1.000 million in new borrowing—the
foreign debt currently includes at least $400
million n everdue interest payments from
last July,

The pressure on the new government to
implement the demands of the International
Monetary Fund—cuts in food subsidigs and
all—will be enormous. Equally, popular
expectations are high. Under the outgoing
government ihe most significant challenge
came from the orgamsed working class. A
continuous series of strikes and other
protests has taken place throughout the
country, with miners, teachers and govern-
ment employees to the fore.

Opportunities for the left

The militancy of these groups is a major
obstacle 1o the impositicn of an austerity
programme sugared with some sort of social
contract propaganda—which will cerainty
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be the favoured cption on the new regime.

There are thus considerable opportunities
for the left current to grow. But the left has
its own problems. What does it do when the
elections are over? How does it face up to the
continuing civil war in the southern prov-
inces between the army and the ‘maoist’
guerrillas of Sendero Luminoso? How does
it respond to the strong nationalist appeal
from APRA, a party with a considerable
mass base in the Lima shanty towns and in
some sections of the organised working
class—sugar, steel and fishing?

There 1s little to hope for from the dis-
parate forces of the left bloc which fought the
election. But last year, the ‘left of the left’
came together in an attempt to rebulid a
revolutionary organisation, the Partido
Unificadoe Mariateguista {PUM), named
after the founder of communist organisation
in Peru. Were such an organisation 1o focus
on supporting and strengthening resistance
io the employers and the government, a
major change could take place. Recent
strikes have been successful in winning con-
cessions and should encourage other groups
to fight back.

There remains, however, the serious prob-
lem of the war in the south. The maost likely
response of the army to the election resuits
(apart from the outside possibility of a coup)
is an intensification of the murderous
repression which has claimed well over 4,000
lives since the start of 1983, The response of
most of the left has been to deplore the
repression but to oppose Sendero Luminoso.

Te some extent this 15 understandable,
Sendero carries out its OWN Mass €Xecutions’
of peasanis, is suspected of being linked to
drug trafficking, and stands tor a return to
traditional Andean Indian civilisation and
the rejection of all external influences since

. the Spanish conquest.

But the army and ruling class are the main
enemy, Without a concerted campaign from
the left against repression, there 15 a clear
danger of the army taking over more and
meore control and, on the other hand, of
numbers of leftists becoming frustrated with
the situation and turning to urban guerrilla
activity as a solution. s

GREEK ELECTION

The more
things

‘change...

THE GREEK Socialist PASOK government
is going to the polls in an early election this

- June. The election has been precipitated by

the curious activities of the government and
its leader Andreas Papandreou.

In March, only ten days before Parliament
was due to hold elections for the presidency,
Papandreou announced that his party would
not support the re-election of conservative
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President Karamanlis.

Till then, it was regarded as certain that
Karamanlis, the grand old man of the Greek
right, would be unopposed and serve a
second five-year term as president.
Karamanhis immedhately resigned upon the
announcement and supreme court judge.
Christos Sarzetakis was elected, after bitter
parliamentary wrangles, on the strength of
PASOK's majority.

Papandreou's removal of a president who
had lent the PASQOK government a sense of
national vnity and continuity has baffled
Greeks and western observers alike, PASOK
had, after all, been working  in perfect
harmony with Karamanlis, the first prime
minister after the junta and a man of im-
peccable right-wing credentials, Conser-
vative president and ‘socialist” government
had had few real disagreements on the best
way to manage the crisis of capitalism in
Greece.

The Western press great devotées of
Karamanlis, bemoaned the move which they
saw as a weakening of Greek democracy.

(ireater obstacles ahead

The Greek reformist left, both supporters
of PASOK and the two Communist Parties,
had an egually facile understanding of
Papandreou’s move, They mterpreteditas‘a
positive step’, ‘a left turn’ and a furthering of
‘the gllaghi’. The slogan allaphi, meaning
‘change’, 1s PASOK's trademark. |

By applauding PASOK's tactical parlia-
mentary manoeuvrings as a ‘left turn’, the
reformists are boosting Papandreou’s
saclalist credentials and his ability 1o con
larger numbers of workers. As a result,
working class struggles, alreadyata low ebb,
face even greater obstacles.

Andraas Papandreou

In fact, it seems clear that Papandreou
aimed to achieve two things by ousting
Karamanlis.

Firstly, PASOK did not come to power as
the traditional party of the Greek bour-
geoisie, It rests, rather, on a loose coalition
of sections of the ruling class, the petty
bourgeoisie, the peasantry and even sections
of the working class. By pacifying the
wurking class with vague promises of
‘renewal’, PASOK also gains the: support of
the rulmg class.

As the pressures of the crisis threatﬂn to
break up this coalition, PASOK is forced
into greater efforts to present itself as the sole
able manager of a capitalism in crisis whilst
at the same tme maintaining popular
support. To do the latter it was necessary,
therefore, to remove Karamanlis and be seen
to establish overall PASOK control, al-
though Karamanhis himself was hardly a hin-
drance to Papandreou’s policies.

Secondly, Papandreou and Karamaniis
were heading for a clash over the question of
Cyprus. After the recent abortive nego-
tiations in New York between Greek and
Turkish Cypriots, it had become clear that
the Greek Cypriot -bourgeoisic are now
prepared to agree to a settlement of the
problem of the island.

Karamanlis and the oppositon party Nea
Demokratia (of which he is the founding
member) support the Greek Cypriot willing-
ness to settle. But such a settlement would
weaken Papandreou’s bargaining position
with Turkey over the Aegean dispute. It
would also deprive him of one of the
weapons in his armoury of nationalistic,
anti-Turkish chauvinism, Getting - rid of
Karamanlis was thus also necessary to pre-

¢mpt the coming, pote tltla“}' danmgmg clash -

over Cyprus.

Anti-Turkish chauwmsm and bigotry has
been a consistent strand of PASOK politics.
This chauvinism, which PASOK has taken
to. greater exiremes than any previous right-
wing government, has served two purposes.

On the one hand, it has whipped up
nationalism to divert .attention: from

domestic problems and the tack of any real

socialist response to them by the govern-
ment. On the other, the “Turkish threat’ has
been used to justify continued NATO
membership, to strengthen Greece'’s position
within NATO against Turkey and to proceed

with rapid militarisation, all of which are in -

direct contradiction with PASOK's 1981
election promises.

The recent purchase of 100 F-16, F-18 and
Mirage 2000 fighter planes has been dubbed

‘the sale of the century’ in Greece. The press -

has proudly proclaimed that Greece is be-
coming armed to the teeth.
It is an indication of the impoverished

state of reformist politics in Greece that the

pro-Moscow CP (KKE) opposed the pur-
chase of planes from the US and France.
They proposed that Swedish Vigen planes be
bought instead! Meanwhile another PASOK
election promis¢, to close. down .the
American military bases, has also been
reneged on with the ‘threat from the East’ as
an excuse, |

This growing militarisaiion has been used
by the PASQK government to counter the
effects of the crisis on the Greek economy.
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Unemployment has been edging towards
the half-million mark in a population of 8.5
million. Closures have followed one another,
with such major workplaces as the Iphestos
and Neorio shipyards and the Fix brewery
going out of business recently. In the textiles
industry alone, over 70 factories have closed
down and another 20 have applied tn the
government for help.

Workers 1n these and other ‘problematic

‘industries’ have demanded nationalisation,

no sackings and no ‘intensification’ of work.

Papandreown has indeed been undertaking
some natonalisation. This, however, has
been highly selective. Engineering factories
are being nationalised and turned to the
production of arms. In one such factory,

- PYRKAL, nationalisation was followed bya

massive attack on conditions. After indus-.
trial action by the workers went down to -
defeat, productivity was dragged up by 48

percent,

Preserving the government

The economic cnsis and rising unemploy-
ment has put the working class very much on

the defensive. The class struggle, already ata
low level, is further hampered by the red
s herring of a ‘socialist government’, Both the
.£CP and the trade union bureaucracy (which
~ consists largely of PASOK and CP members)

have consistently refused tolead a fightback.
Their main concern is the preservation of the
PASOK government. The interests of the
class come a poor set:nnd on theirr list of

'pl‘lﬂfﬂlﬂs

Although pnpular support for PASOK
has waned since its election four years ago,
the fact that the right is disorganised and
divided gives the government a good chance
of being re-elected.

Better a ‘left’ government than a conserva-
tive one. But that.doesn’t alter the fact that,
whatever the rhetoric, PASOK will make the
workers and peasants of Greece pay for the
capitalist crisis it is attempting to manage.

In those circumstances it is no goodtrying
to pretend that PASOK can be pushed left-
wards or that its catchword, the allaghi, can
be broadened. Rather, what 15 needed is
plain spcaking about what ‘socialist’
Papandreou is up to. Without that there can
be no chance of buiiding even the bare bones
of a movement capable of really taking on
the system PASOK claims to oppose. B

Additional notes from Daphnos Economou &
Ali Saffet, and John Minns.




Thinking
Iitover...

THE RAINS appear to be more promising
and already the newspapers have passed on
te other things; that is, until the next
famine arrives. The horror of Ethiopia,
Sudan, Chad, Mali, Niger, Mozambigque
and the others, joins a fitting series that
began with Hiroshima, and so recently has
passed through Kampuchea, Bangladesh,
the Boat People, Biafra, Bhopat,

The film of Mohammed Amin which, last
autumn, dropped the starving of Ethiopia
into every sitting room, was an uncanny
replay., For in 1974, Jonathan Dimbleby’s
The Hidden Hunger showed no lesser
horrors in Ethiopia, and was one element in
the overthrow of the emperor, Hailie
Selassie (but not before 260,000 had died).
In March, the United Nations Conference
on Famine in Africa likewise mimicked the
1974 Rome World Food Conference. This
time round, Mrs Thatcher refused amy
increase in aid (only a redistribution
between aided conntries). Last time, the
unlovely Fred Peart, Labour Minister of
Agriculture, told his Roman audience: ‘I
believe a lot of people in Britain are not
eating encugh. I do not want malnutrition
to appear in Britain." Watch this space for
the 1994 headlines.

We should be grateful for the film even if
the warnings came long before. In 1980,
one in four of the world’s population ate too
little for good health; every ninth suffered
chronic hunger; every 73rd died from the
effects of malnuotrition; twelve million
children died from protein deficiency.
Since 1973 the income per head in most of
Africa has been falling. Between the [ate
sixties and the early eighties, food pro-
duction per head in Africa has declined by
21 per cent—32 per cent for Mozambique
and 18 per cent for Ethiopia. In 1981, 29
pountries of Africa were notified as at risk
of famine, but Western governments paid
little attention.

Without Mohammed Amin’s film, few
people would have been any wiser. It linked
genuine compassion to the razzamattazz of
commercial exploitation, a media event
with a cast of thousands: charity is the
heart of a heartless world, even when the
heart is made of plastic. The Sun can
always he relied to transform the tragic
into the banal, to vulgarise the horror, and
this time was no exception with its slogan,
“Give a tiddler to save a toddler’. On the
other side, the Mirror shifted gear from a
one million pound bingo game to a one
million pound ‘mercy mission' (“Thank God
You've Come!’ was the absord headline
when the British, unable to send food, sent
instead Robert Maxwell). And everyome
visited—Charles Heston, Edward
Kennedy, Cardinal Basil Home and a

‘Robert Maxwsli: substitute for food

clutch of others.

This was merely the surface froth.
Underneath, the real horror penetrated a
mass ausdience with astonishing speed, and
released a flood of spontanecus generosity.
Yery little was raised in Britain up to the
time of the film, then £25 million in two
months. A Cambridge farmer appealed for
one tonne of wheat per farmer and raised
1,000 tonnes in November. In the United
States the average contribution was 540
per head. |

The mass compassion is sharply con-
trasted with the vicious parsimony and
hypocrisy of the governments. Just as
gl %Y g - | 35
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Hailie Seldssi¢ denied there was a famine
in 1974 (and wsed his army to drive the
dying out of Addis Ababa beyond the range
of the cameras), so did Russia this time.
That gave an opportunity to Washington
(and the little ves-woman in Londen) to
exploit the opportumity to discredit Russia
and Ethiopia. The press settled down to
identifying the military government as the
real villain even though it had done far
more than Hailie Selassie.

The key issue isthat Western Europe and
North America control seventy five per
cent of the world grain trade. 1t is a degree
of control far greater than that exercised
over any other commodity (much greater
for example, than OPEC’s share of the
world oil trade). Everyone knows of the
mountains of decaying cereals held in stock
in Europe—8.7 miltlion tonnes last year.
But Brussels offered only to divert grain
supplies from Bangladesh and Egypt to
Ethiopia. Mrs Thatcher did the same.

Famine relief is one thing, More impor-
tant in the medium term is the Common
Agricltural Policy of the EEC. It has
wrecked markets for agricultural exports
from Third World countries. The EEC
charges high food prices in Europe to sub-
sidise the purchase of food, its processing
and storage, and finally its export. Through

) The politics of famine

massive subsidies, it has tripled its share of
food exports in the last decade, In July
1984 the cost of producing sugar in the
EEC was £346.50 per tonne and EEC
sugar exports were priced at £93.50. A sub-
sidy of £253 wrecks the markets of all Third
World sugar producers. If the subsidies had
affected cereals in 1984, it would have done
far more to feed Ethiopia's hungry than
any of the relief. But grain prices stayed
high up until it was clear 1984 was a
bumper harvest.

There was no shortage of food in the
world, Per head of the world's popuiation,
more food is available in 1985 than ever
before in the history of the world, And the
estimates suggest continued growth to the

end of the century, well ahead of the growth
of population. The real problems are

elsewhere—12 million Americans in ill
health becaue of inadequate food intake,
while American farmers are bankrupted by
high debts and US agricultural banks
stumble.

American farmers, like Ethiopia, have
not been bankrupted by a shortage of food,
but rather by rising interest rates, declining
commodity prices, and rising imports (or
imput) prices, Africa—with a level of debt
equal to 58 per cent of its gross product—is
financing the advanced capitalist workd
with its interest payments. The problem of
Ethiopia, like the farmers’, is one of slump,
not food production.

The function of shump is to ‘restore
incentives’. That means raising profit rates
for capital by bapkrupting segments of
capital, cutting capacity and labour costs,
For workers, it means enforcing the discip-
lines of work through the enhanced fears of
unemployment, cutting back welfare and
trade union protections. And famine is part
of that process. Slhump is a time when the
rate of return on the sale of some forms of
labour power falls below the minimum
socially necessary income required to
secure survival. The physical elimination of
firms is paralleled by the physical elimin-
ation of part of the world’s labour force.

Famine also shifts the balance of class
power. Domestically, it redistributes land,
equipment, livestock and cash to the rich,
and it cuts wages. Internationally, the dom-
inant powers in the world are able to force
their wishes on the governments of hungry
countries, One US aid official expressed
the view succinctly: ‘In a sense, we're
talking about a kind of recolonisation—
about sending smart white boys to tell them
how to run their countries.'

The causes of famine have little to do
with a shortage of food. And its results like-
wise produce no abundance.m

Nigel Harris

Socialist Worker Review May 1983
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DENMAREK on the Monday before Easter
was like no other country in the world. A
million workers, frem a totai population of
just five million, were on strike. The strike
was illegal—the government had rushed a
special law through parliament just 48 hours
before to ban it. The strike was
unofficial—union leaders had urged a return
to work after offictal strikes the previous
week.

But on Monday in thousands of meetings
throughout Denmark workers voted to
strike. In nearly every factory, most offices,
docks, airports, the print, the brewenes,
many shops, hospitals, nurseries—hundreds
of thousands voted to strike.

The national radio broadcast four news
bulletins throughout the day, but otherwise
just played music. The workers refused to
allow normal programmes. Local com-
munity radio stations became organising
points for pickets. Requests for pickets were
rung into the programmes so the carloads of
pickets would know where to go next,

In the afternoon there were enormous
demonstrations. No buses were running,so
throughout the afterncon workers and their
famiiies streamed in from the suburbs to the
centres of all Denmark’s cities to take part in
the demonstrations.

In Copenhagen petrol ran short as oil
delivery and refinery workers joined the
strike. The national television stayed on the
air just long enough to broadcast news and
pictures of the size and strength of the strike.
Then at 7.30 10 the evening all programmes
stopped.

On Tuesday thousands more joined the
strike, Factories where workers had

The strike t

Pete Clark reports from Denmark

hesitated on Monday now joined in, The
home helps struck, The forestry wotkers in
the north struck, By Tuesday afternoon most
of Denmark was in the grip of an unofficial
and illegal general strike. From the strikers
came one clear demand—‘Kick out the
government.” The night wing coalition
government of Paul Schliiter was unable to
cope,

But by the next alternoon the strike move
ment was dying. Although many thousands
stayed out over Easter the unity and
momentum of those two days had becen
broken by Tuesday afternoon.

The story of the Damish mass strike 18 the
story of initiative and heroism by tens of
thousands of ordinary Damsh workers. Itis
also the story of muddle, cowardice and out-
right treachery by the official leaders of the
Danish trade unions and their allies.

The strike had its origins in a manoeuvre
by the trade union leaders. In Denmark all
wage negotliations take place every two
years, as the result of a peace agreement
signed between the Social Democrats and the
employers following the great strike wave of
1899. Most of the private sector unicns are
organised into a single federation of uniens,
the LO, and they negotiate with the national
private sector employers’ organisation. At
the same time parallel negotiations take
place for all public sector wotkers.

" Traditionally the Danish government has
intervened in the negotiations to suggest and
if necessary impose a compromise setilement
acceptable to both sides. The Social
Democratic governments of Denmark in the
1970s turned this mtervention into part of
the normal business of industrial bargaining.

Socialist Worker Review May 1983

This vear there was a difference, The right

wing coalition under Schliiter, elected just
over two vears ago, announced that they
would not intervene in the talks. Like
Margaret Thatcher in the miners’ strke
Schliiter said it wasn't his affair. The
employers refused to make any concessions.

After two vears of Schliiter Dantsh
workers had begun to feel under economic
pressure, For the previous 12 months expect-
ations about the next set of wage nego-
tiations had been rising. Trade union leaders
had headed off problems by saying, wait for
the tatks in 1935. There were fewer strikes in
Denmark in 1984 than at any time for 20

years—even an attack on unemployment .

benefits was greeted with quite small
demonstrations. But underneath the surface
the workers expected something out of the
negotiations.

The union leaders faced a problem. They
understood the pressure from their own
members; they wanted to find a way of
getting some concessions from  the
employers. Eventually, as the talks made no
progress, the leaders of the private sector
unions, the LO, decided to threaten a strnike
by all their members. The point in the threat
was twofold—either the employers would
give way to prevent the sirike or the govern-
ment would intervene and impose a com-
promise to prevent the strike. Either way the
union leaders would have siiown their con-
tinuing importance gven {o a government
like Schliiter’s., And they would have won
some concessions. The last thing most of
them expected was a strike, At the most they
expected a short, token action, under their
control, as happened in 1973,

r
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The government still refused to intervene.
The employers stiil refused to budge. The
deadline for the sirike approached. In the
public sector talks a similar deadlock had
been reached. A date for strike action in the
public sector was set for one week after the
private sector strike. Emplovers in the four
main areas not covered in either set of talks
announced a national lock out to coincide
with the start of the public sector strike.

The Danish unions continued to drift
towards the strike, still expecting the govern-
ment to step 1n. There were virtually no pre-

-parations, One office worker describes how

on the Thursday before the strike was due to
begin, ‘T went to my union branch, The strike
notice was read out, There was no discussion
on it. The meeting moved on to a long
wrangle about safety prowisions at work.
The strike didn’t seem real.’

Just 24 hours before the strike was due the
metal workers, one of the key LO unions,
held a national meeting where those present

talked as if the strike would still be averted.

But there was no way of backing out of it.
The government and the employers had the
LO ona hook. On Monday 25 March, to the
surprise and dismay of the people who called
tt, the private sector national strike began. It
was nearly 100 percent successful. But there
was little enthusiasm, One factory worker
described how people feit there was ‘no point
going on strike. We saw it as a way of getting
the government to dictate a compromtise to
the employers, We knew the LO would
accept. There didn’t seem to be anything to
fight for. After all it had been the same for
years—whatever the government came up
with, people would say, thars fair, that’s
reasonable.’

Leaders surrender

This time it was different. On Tuesday
night Schliiter said the government was
intervening. He announced a special law, to
be rushed through parliament by Saturday,
to impose a legally binding wage rise which
amounted to less than half the rate of in-
flation. It meant a wage cut for the whole
Danish working class.

But Schliiter had miscalcutated, On
Monday workers assumed they just had to
wait for a reasonable deal, By Wednesday
moerning they knew they had to fight. The
first sign of the changmg mood came in
Copenhagen. Some 1,500 workers from dif-
ferent factories, organised through an
unofficial grouping ol shop stewards from
diftferent factories, assembled on the bridges
which provide the only entrance to
Denmark’s parliament, Some half of the
MPs couldn’t get past the pickets as they held
off the police for two hours.

Inside parbament there was outrage. One
right wing MP called 1L *high treason’. But in
the homes of the strikers and in the thous-
ands of still working public sector offices,
hospitals and nurseries the response was
compietely differcnt.

A laundry worker described how they
heard the news on the radio: ‘It was
marvellous. Evervone started to cheer.” A
dairy worker said, "Evervone in the canteen
went quiet to hear the news and the furious
debate in parliament. People who the day

10

before would have been horrified said, good
for them. Evervone was talking aboutit, We
ail laughed about the MPs, It was the start of
what followed.’

There were more immediate signs of what
was 1o come. In Aarhus, a large industrial
city in the north, the dustmen approached
workers in the LO and asked for pickets.
They weren’t due out on strike for another
week, and they hadn’t the confidence to
come out themselves. But they wanted an
excuse to join the strike. Pickets arrived and
the Aarhus dustmen joined the strike.

But at this stape most workers still
foliowed their unmion leaders. Now the LO
leaders decided to organise mass
demonstrations for Friday in protest at the
government's action. This meant calling
meetings, getting people together to
organise. The leaders called the
demonstrations but the workers organised
them. In town after town groups came
together 1o discuss picketing, 1o make
banners, to get everyone there,

In the public sector most people went to
work as normal on Friday morming. But
there was nothing normal happening at
work. One hospital worker described how

*We heard on the radio inthe laundry that
another laundry on the otherside of town
was coming out. We discussed what 1o
da. There was no agreement. But then the
hospital porters said they were crganising
a meeting and anyone was welcome to
come. We went along. From all over the
hospital other groups came as well. We
decided to join the strike and marched
out to the demonstration. [ was amazed.”

The walk outs by some pubhc sector

workers on Friday afternoon were the first
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100,000 workers demonatrate in Copenhagen

sign that the official strike was going

unofficial. The demonstrations were
enormous—125,000 in Copenhagen, 30,000
in Aarhus, 10,000 in the small town of
Aalborg. Thousands of public sector
workers joined in. The slogans and demands
of the demonstrators were already shifting
from the question of wages to the ongallem-
bracing slogan, ‘Schliiter out”.

But it was the last day of the official strike.
TEe next day the government legislation
imposing a settlement and making the strikes
illegal would become law. The manoeuvre by
the leadership of the LO had failed. They
now faced a choice—<continue with the strike
Or cave 1n to the government,

The lid back on

The national trade union leaders did not
hesitate. They surrendered. The left wing
leader of the SID, the transport and general
unien, Hardy Hansen, announced on
Friday, *We¢ have made our protest. Now we
must return to work and establish normal
working conditions. But remember where to
place your cross at the next election.’

Other officials joined in. The leaders of the
Socizl Democratic Party added their voice.
The radio and television broadcast appeals
from the umon leaders to return to work,

On Monday morning throughout
Denmark meetings were held before anyone
went into work. Just one week before
workers went on strike without enthusiasm
because they had been told to by thetr union
leaders. It was a mass strike called by the
bureaucracy and controlled by them. No one
was asked to vote,

But now, just seven days later, the workers
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had to choose for themselves. Their leaders
had surrendered. The governmeni was deter-
mined to extract every advantage from the
failure of the 1L.LO. Across Denmark, in the
largest factories and the smallest offices, the
argument took place.

And in their hundreds of thousands

Danish workers voted to carry on with the
strike. The bureaucratic mass strike passed
over into a strike orgamised by the workers.
Pickets went to groups who still hadn®t the
confidence to join im. The dustmen who had
asked for pickets the previous Wednesday in
Aarhus now went and picketed the bus
depot.

One picket cutside the bus depot descrnibes
how:

‘We really controlled what was
happening. I was standing on the picket
line. This well dressed man came up to me
and 1 asked him—have you anything to
do with the bus company. And he replied.
Yes, but not today. Now I have no control
or influence, but normally [ am the
director.’

At the post office the manager approached
the pickets and asked them how long they
were staving and when could he start work.
Across Denmark therc were no newspapers,
and no buses; the docks, airports, factories,
hospitals and many shops were shut. Each
strike required a conscious decision by
groups of workers arguing out the issues.
Omne factory worker explained:

‘We always had before this the fecling

that even if we did something, no ong else

would. But once LO had called the first
strike, 'we knew we weren't alone, If you
like, the leaders called the first sirike, but
we, the workers, had to make it. And that

gave us the confidence to carry on when
the leaders backed away.’

The dairy worker describes how, on

Monday morning,

‘“We all assembled. There'd never been a
real sirike. I didn’t know what would
happen. Then one worker who had voted
for Schliiter in the last elections, lifted his
voice above the talk. “Now they have
passed this law we have to do some-
thing,” he shouted. Some of us went off
together to join other picket lines—the
previous Wednesday | hadn’t dared to tell
anyone ['d been on the dustmen’s picket.
Now this incredible change had come
Over evervone.’

A warehouse worker describes how:

‘We held this union meeting. Even on the
Wednesday of the official strike there had
only been about 4 people at it, Now
there were 400 or more. Stewards kept
walking up to the front and announcing
that their factory was on strike and at
each announcement everyone clapped
and cheered. Of 32 factories at the
meeting all but two were staying out on
strike. [t gave us a sense of courage. We
reaily thought we could get rid of the
government. It all seemed possible.’

A hospital worker said:

‘On that Monday, we Just kKnew we
couldn’t be the only ones to stay at work.
There was this excitement, this fever of
talk and hope. It was gripping everyone.’
Another oil factory worker said,

“We had this enormous feeling of security
on the Monday, this feeling that we
couldn't be knocked down, we couldn't
be stopped.’

In meeting after meeting the vote to strike
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was nearly unanimous. A few abstained.
Very few voted against, Some factories that
did return to work on the Monday morning
were out again in the afternoon or by
Tuesday morning when the workers realised
what was happening. The isolation, the
feeling that nothing can be done, that some-
one else controls you, was, for 48 hours,
broken down. Danish workers took control
of their own lives.

The movement went so far that in Randers

. the police met and voted by just 10 votes not

to join the strike. Either way, the vote
showed how rapidly the controlling
mechanisms of Danish society were slipping
away in the crisis. The moment was brief, but
it was there.

But even as the movement was sweeping
forward, plans were being made to end the
strikes. The plans were notbeing made in the
government. There was no plan they could
make. Instead those sume LO leaders who
had called the first strike, the one they con-
trolled, now searched desperately to end a
movement which had left them behind.

Dangerous argument

Early efforts to end the strike were a
failure. In Copenhagen the pro-Moscow
Danish Communist Party, the DKP, began
to argue for an end to the strike. Jan
Anderson, a metal workers' union local
official and a leading member of the DKP,
argued that the strikes should end to allow
local negotiations to take place. He was
shouted down. In Aarhus another leading
member of the DKP, Paul Erik Hougaard,
argued the same. He too was shouted down.
No frontal attack on the strike was going to
work,

Instead on Tuesday afternoon a far more
dangerous argument was put forward.
Sometimes the national unmion leaders,
emerging from their hiding places of the past
few days, made the argument. More often
the argument was put by the local fulttime
officials of the unions, particularly in those
unions where the DKP had a strong
influence.

The argument was simple and deceptive.
To qualify for Easter holiday pay In
Denmark you must work on the Wednesday
before Easter and the Tuesday afterwards.
Surely, the argument went, we should all
retem to work on Wednesday, the following
day, then take the five day Easter break,
return to work on Tuesday, get the holiday
pay, and then carry on with the strike

The effect of this argument was catas-
trophic. AH the doubters, all the workers
with hidden worries about what was
happening, found their voice. The atmos-
phere in the dairy changed dramatically.

‘People started hacking at ¢ach other.

The question of money at Easter changed

everything. We just couldn't hold the

strike. This social democrat argued, if we
are against the government, why should
we strike against our employer? It's not
his fault. You could see people nodding.

They thought it sounded sensible. Every-

one was so new to anything like this.

We'd never really talked at work before.’

In the Aarhus oil mill it was different.
The shop stewards fought back.

1
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"We held a long meeting. We went

through detailed arguments about holi- -

day pay and about the campaign against
Schliiter, We had to take up both. We'd
had an active strike from the very begin-
ning. Lots of us nad been on picket lines
at other places. We won the vote to carry

on with the strike.’ _ _
The trade union leaders, assisted by their

troops on the ground, the DKP members in
the lower reaches of the bureaucracy, gotthe
movement back under control in the only
way they could. They broke it. In the DKP
dominated nursery workers' union—a very
important union in Denmark where chiid
care is taken sertously—strike pay had been
paid out on the Monday and Tuesday. On-
the Wednesday it was stopped as part of the
effort to get a return to work.

Thousands staved out—shipyard workers
in Copenhagen, brewery workers across the
whole country, many factories, the national
newspapers. But hundreds cof thousands
returned. The warchouse worker says:

“Of the 30 factories on strike on Monday,

15 went back on Wednesday, seven or

eight held out until the Thursday after

Easter, We were united against the

government. But the question of

money—it just split the strike down the
middle.’

On Wednesday morning as the strike
crumbied, the police went into action., In
Aarhus they broke the picket line at the bus
garage, One worker described how:

*For the first time for three days the buses
were back on the street. You felt then that
it was all over, In the afternoon 1t got
worse. The local paper appeared for the
first tirne for days. They got the buses
back and the paper out to make things
look normal again. And i1t worked.”

In the huge city-wide shop stewards’
meetings which had taken place throughcut
the action, fulltime officials now began to
take a lead, One shop steward 1n Aarhus
describes how:

‘On Monday the officials stayed at the

back of the room. They were quict. By

Tuesday afternoon they worked over dif-

ferent sections before the meeting, and;

took it over. No one said it was a com-
plete return to work, [t was just to be over

Easter. It sounded so sensible to many of

the workers who were taking action for

the first time in their lives. After all, these
were our leaders, our union officials.

People wanted to believe them.'

On Wednesday, with the return to work
well under way, the next stage of the trade
union leaders’ plan became apparent.
Instead of continuing the strike after Easter,
there would be a *Day of Action’ the
Wednesday afterwards. The word strike was
dropped. Instead unicn leaders announced
that ‘action’ would continue after the big day
through the pursuit of local negotiations,

For strong sections this was appealing.
For the weak it was a diwsaster, The political
strike against Schliiter had begun on the
question of wages. Now the union leaders
and their allies in the DK P brought itback to
wages 1o break 1t. Sectionalism was being
used to break the movement.

But the decline wasn’t uniform—some
workers stayed out all through Easter. In
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Angry workers attack police van

some parts of the public sector the strike
movement grew, in some smaller towns the
trade unicon bureaucracy had more difficulty
m rewmposing control. In Randers, a small
town in the north, the strike was still growing
in strength the Wednesday before Easter,
when the unocfficial movement was breaking
down in most of Denmark, pickets organised
through an unofficial local picketing com-
mittee managed to stop most of the town
again. But this was an exception,

The demonstrations on the Wednesday
after Easter were the biggest so far. Every-
one stopped york. But the atmosphere was
already reverting to that of the first
Monday—the bureaucrats, not the workers,
were in control. And the bureaucrats had
decided 1o end the mass strike and steer it
into safe waters of local negetiations over
wages and conditions,

The 1id was back on. The DKP could con-
tinue its warm relationship with the bureau-
crats of the trade unions. The leader of the
Eurocommunist party, Gert
Petersen, could declare, ‘The press quote me
as wanting to see society shaken to its found-
ations, Such rubbish. I have never said. I
don’t want to see that. I prefer a more peace-
ful development.” The left wing par-
hamentary group, VS, raised a feeble mutter
on Wednesday. Their solution to the be-
trayal of the great strike wave was simple.
‘Election now,” they whispered, hoping they
wouldn’t be heard. |

The Social Democrat leader, Anber
Joergensen, said, ‘We must now build
patiently for the next election.’

But thousands of Danish workers saw it
differently. After years of Ilittle strike
activity, after feeble resistance for the most
part to the attacks of the Schliter govern-
ment m 1ts first two years in office, the
Danish working ciass fought back. In some
sections that fight will carry on. Schhiter has
not won an overwhelming victory.

But neither has the Danish working class.
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For a brief moment the collapse of the
government wasa real possibility. Fora brief
moment the strike went out of the hands of
the bureaucrats and careerists to the mass of

workers. The results were amazing,
Problems of organisation— information,
pickets, demonstrations—all were solvad by
-the initiative of different groups of workers,
often meeting together for the first time in
the course of the strike. Each immediate and
specific individual problem of the strike
could be overcome. But there was no way 10
solve the major questions,

A political leap

The only people with a plan were the trade
unicn leaders and their allies in the DKP.
And their plan was simple: end the action.
Groups of workers could win the argument
to stop their own factory. They could march
and stop the factory next door or the bus
garage down the road. But there was no way
of deciding collectively what to do next.

More than that, there was no way to resist
collectively, across the whole working class,
when the union leaders raised the question of
holiday pay., After all these were the
respected leaders of the trade union move-
ment. It took political confidence of a very
high order to argue against them when their
proposals seemed so reasonable. The union
leaders played on the instincts of the most
backward workers, and they encouraged the
sectionalism of the strongest.

Within a few days workers’ 1deas changed
to the extent that they were prepared to take
part in an illegal strike to overthrow the
government. But it required another con-
sclous politica) ieap to go beyend that, to
ignore and overcome the sirgn voices of their
own traditional leaders. To do that more
than marvellous 1mtiatives and fighting
spint were needed. Conscious revolutionary
pelitical organisaticn was  the missing
imngredient, |




SUDAN

TEN DAYS of rioting followed by a three
day general strike in Sudan last month
finally toppled President Numeiri. The
annouacement of a military coup, the day
Numeiri was due to return from America,
brought tens of thousands of jubilant
demonstrators onto the sireets of Khartoum.

The spontancous riots that followed
occurred in Khartoum and in all major
northern towns including Nyala and E!
Fasher.

Riots have been the usual form of
opposition in recent years Over varying
issues. They have mainly involved students
and the urban poor but usuatly only lasted a
few days. Last month's riots were far more
serious with 2,500 arrests in Khartoum inthe
first three days.

After the coup hundreds of people
pathered outside clubs and hotels shouting
what, in the circumstances, was a highly
political slogan: “We want beer, we want
beer'. The chant would previously have led
to imprisonment and floggings.

Whilst manual workers played little role in
the demonstrations a large number of white
collar workers attended. Army chiefs
warned that the soldiers could not be relied
upon. The leaders of the demonstration
called for an immediate general strike.

Growing opposition

The strike was largety solid and left
Khartoum without communications or €lec-
tricity and with little water. Government
concessions had no effect, and the ning
class had no choi¢ce but to support the
military takeover.

A leading opposition leader said: “There
are two ways Numeiri could go, the old way

with a military coup or a new one with the:

mob descending on Khartoum.’

The ruling class will be very relieved thata
coup proved to be enough to temporarily
calm the situation,

Numeiri’s aciions over the last few years
have not only angered Sudanese but also his
main allies, America, Egypt and Saudi
Arabia. Both America and Saudi Arabia
withheld aid in an attempt to force Numeiri
to moderate the brutal implementation of
Muslim law.

[t is estimated in one year of Muslim law in
Sudan there were more floggings and
amputations for drinking alcohol and theft
than in the past 25 years in Saudi Arabia. As
economic problems grew more serious
Numeiri used more and more repressive
measures to keep the population iIn
order.

Once seen as the future bread basket for
the Arab world, Sudan faces crippling
problems. Its annual interest payments are
greater than its export earnings. A civil war
in the Christian south against the Mushm
laws and for greater autonomy has stopped
oil production and halted the building of the

The coup and after

Jonglei canal, a massive drainage system in
the Nile basin.

Sudan's geographical position, bordering
Libya, Egypt and Ethiopia has meant that
the US regard Sudan as a useful ally.

The International Monetary Fund has
repeatedty urged Numeiri to withdraw food
subsidies. This has been attempted on
several occasions but widespread rioting has
resulted in the subsidy being restored.

Petrot and food prices were increased, by
50 percent and 33 percent respectively, the

“day Numeiri flew to America. As he left the

country the riots had already started. Sudan
has become more and more reliant on
America which In turn has become
increasingly embarrassed and frustrated
Numeirt.

Despite being one of the poorest countries
in Africa, with a predominantly peasant
population, Sudan has a history of a well-
organised labour movement and an influen-
tial Communist Party. Following a rail strike
in 1946 the Sudan Workers Trade Union
Federation was formed and by 1953 had a
membership of about 100,000

The SWTUF was closely hinked to the
Communist Party.

In 1965, 11 communists were elected to the
parliament but a year later were dismissed.
The CP was banned for calling for national-
isation and curbing the power of the state.

After Numeiri's military coup in May 1969
his first twenty-one man government €on-
tained five communists, although the CP was
still banned. While nationalising foreign
banks and major companies he succeeded in
weakening the CP by integrating some of 1ts
leaders.

Numeiri was rapidly pulled to the right by
the military, and the pressure from the ruling
class with its international links,
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In February 1971 Numeiri made a speech
promising to ‘crush the communists’.

‘Measures were taken to lure western and

conservative Arab governments to resume
aid to Sudan,

In July that year a left wing coup lasted
only three days before being crushed.
Numeiri was saved by foreign intervention.
Colene! Gadaffi and Tiny Rowlands played
important roles. The failed coup, provoked
by Numeiri, triggered a massive purge of
communists. The CP leadership were
executed and thousands of CP members and
supporters jailed.

Unfortunately the CP learnt nothing from
all this. In July 1977, just six years after being
practically destroyed, the Central
Committee adopted the following policy:

‘Concerning the naticnal bourgeoisie, we
stand for drawing it into the national
democratic alliance by a programme
which does not jump over the present
stage by posing socialism as the
immediate goal or advocating pre-
maturely the total liquidation ot
capitalist relationships.

“The programme should oppose the
domination of foreign monopolies, invite
the participation of the national bour-
geoisie and direct 1ts Investment (o
productive spheres which serve the
interests of the national economy.’

Following the recent coup, the CP has
been desperate 1o become part of the govern-
ment alongside the parties which bad
previousiy helped to destroy it. The actions
of the CP have alienated many workers, and
sadly while there is likely 10 be a growing
number of workers and peasants wanting to
overthrow the new junta there is no sign of
any organisation that could lead the
movement.

The mass movement has shown that after
16 vears of military dictatorship workers are
still prepared to fight.

But, whoever ends up in the new govern-
ment, its economic policies are unlikely Lo
differ greatly from those of Numeiri, B
James Archer
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FUTURE OF THE LEFT

Making the break

The end of the miners’ strike and the shift to
the right in the Labour Party has caused a
number of socialists to question their ideas. A
smail number have raken the step of joining
the Socialist Workers Party. John Rees
taiked to three of them: Paul Sugg, ex Labour
Party and Socialist League, Tony Randall,
Jormer branch secretary of Redditch
Communist Party, and Pete Noons, a

Birmingham hospital worker who was in the
Labour Pariy.

JR: What was your experience politically just
before the end of the miners’ strike and before
you joined the SWP? What were you thinking,
what were the argaments you were baving?

PS: 1 experienced the miners’ strike at two
levels. At one level I knew I was part of an
historic process and it would be no good
picking up a book about the miners’ strike in
ten years’ time and realising the way the
TUC and the Labour leadership were selling

the miners out. During the miners® strike 1 -

was part of that process and 1 had to make an
“intellectizal as well as physical break from the
Labour Party and the Socialist League.

In terms of the way I saw the miners’ strike
as a member of the SL and the LP Ifelt I was
trying to ride two horses at the same time. On
the one hand I was part of a party which was
committed to parliamentary democracy and
that meant obeying the law—although they
are obviously class laws.

But on the other hand I was part of a
group which worked within the LP but
preached revolutionary socialism. It causesa
great tension within yourself, so you have to
make the break and that is what attracted me
to the SWP. | realised the importance of
haviﬁg an independent reveolutionary
organisation.

PN: Through becummg active in the miners’
support group in the hospital, 1 was
becoming very much involved in the
activities, Yet within the LP itself T found
very, very little physical support of any

nature. There was a lot of posturing by indiv-
iduals within the branch—supporting th:
miners in spirit almost and there werepeuplc:

who were willing to criticise Kinnock.

But it seemed more important to them to -

debate smaller party issues rather than the
miners’ struggle as a whule And it showed
through in lots of insiances. Whenever
people tried to raise money through col-
lections or a raffle—it wasn't as Labour
Party individuals, it was sponsored by the
Trades Council, the party itself never came
out and tried to nrganis: anything for the
miners.

On the other hand 1 was being physically
active, but then when I turned round to the
LP for backing asking for support for issues
that the hospital was facing I got nothing
from them. The party itself was very
divorced from the physical reality of what
was going on. It was nothing more than
verbal support.
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PS5: In my LP there was tremendous support

for the miners. People were almost inevitably ™

pulled to the left, But there was a tendency
for people to see the strike as an isolated

thing and because of that they did not neces- -

sanly link the miners with the political
issucs. Because of the electoral pressure after
the sirike, these people have been active for
so long perhaps they are disenchanted and
disillusioned. Then they feel that they've pot
to toe the party line.

TR, Ifelt pretty isolated during the strike. In
the Communist Party branch there were 14,
and out of
meetings—but towards the end the active
members grew really disillusioned with the
way things were going within the CP with
divisions between the Eumcummumsts and
the Stalinists. '

JR: These divisions were there before the

miners’ strike, What effect did the strike have?
T'R: The miners’ strike probably held the CP
together—they had something they could
focus on and so detract from the issues with-
in the party. But now the strike has finished
the party is cnnccntratlng on pulling itself

JR: Part of the argument in the CP is about
whether or not the working class is still the
major force In any fight to chanige society.
How much did the miners’ strike give heart to

~ those who said it was?

TR: It played an important part in the way
people were raising money and working with
the miners—I think that did give heart to the
fundamentalists (Stalinists) in the party. It
proved their point and it made it easier 1o
argue for the role the party shoult play. So
the fundamentalists made the running and
the Eurocommunists had to go along with
them.

JK: How big a shock was it on the Labour left
when Livingstone collapsed after ratecapping?
P£5: Twas totally amazed by that.  went to a
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that srx used to attend

meeting he did in Brum with Tariq Ali and 1
totally believed the speech, and I totally
believed tus commitment to it at the time.
But with his capitulation over
ratecapping—again it was one of the argu-
ments that came owt over the miners’
strike—you ¢ither observe the law or you
break it. Again i is a contradiction that 1s
exposed in both these circumstances, which
LP members went through, but which they
couldn’t accept because one day they'd have
to use the same sort of law.

JR: What are the prospects fur the Labour left
now?
PN; There are a lot who will drift right wards.
The success that they are getting in the polls
IS going to attract a lot of people to
Kinnock’s arguments that what you've got
to gain is political respectability. A 1ot of
people are going to be pulled by the idea that
we wait three years to get Kinnock elected
and then, we'll get the goodsin the end of the
day. o
That’s going to end up isolating people
like the Militant. They used to have a base of
people who may not have fully supported
them but who were prepared to back them
against the onginal witch-hunts. They
gained a lot of sympathy and support from
people who weren't Mifitgnr members them-
selves but who were prepared to back them.
You ¢an see now the LCC and the soft left
who were once the allies of the Mifitant are
now the allies of the right wing. They will
isolate the Mifirant and the hard left and all
the advances of the last few years will be
undone,
JR: What will happen to the CP at the forth-
coming congress?
TR: Hf the rest of the party don’t accept the
party line they will be told to get out. I've
heard that about 1600 people are going to
¢ither get kicked out or are just going to
leave. In the Midlands there are aboui 500,
but out of that 500 quite a few are inactive.
Of the actual active members they'll lose
quite a few,

In Coventry, Derek Robinson will prob-

‘ably leave and he's got a following in

Longbridge. I think it will knock the stuffing
out of the party and the fundmentalists will

[ —




leave. They'll have no alternative, they can’t
stay and fight within the party when they're
not allowed to argue their corner.

A friend of mine was left with a dilemma,
He'd decided to leave the party but could not
decide where to go. I think that if the SWP
gets involved, talks o people and doesn’t
gloat over the demise of the CP but goes
alongside and shows the policies of the SWP,
we are going to get members. If youleave the
CP and want to join a party that’s based on
Marx and Lenin where ¢lse s there?

JR: How do you think the SWP is viewed by
people on the Labour left?

PS: T think a lot of people accept SWP
poiitics, as politics. But they say that it 18
alright having these theories and tactics on
building an independent revolutionary party
but what are you actually going to achieve?
Most people who are in the LP have been
involved in parliamentary elections, county
council elections and by doing those things
see themselves changing policies towards
education, defence, the health service, Also
people say that because the SWP is an
independent body, it’s got no responsibility
and therefore is always able to eriticise what-
ever happens. These are the two main argu-
ments that I come across. The paper sells
well. People I've sold it to are impressed

because it concentrates on the class struggle.

But they believe the faults of capitalism can
be reformed. They obviously haven’t read
the history of the Labour Party!

JR: One of the things that held the left
topether was the view that within a relatively
short number of yvears there could be a Jeft-
wing split in the Labour Party. That prospect
is now vanoishing. Is that something which has
thrown the left into confusion?

PS: For the Socialist League, that view of a
left split, some of which would follow them,
was always an illusion. Qutside the big
cities—Birmingham, London, Glasgow,
Cardiff—nobody knows them and they have
not had much influence on Benn.

PN: I think lots of people on the broader left,
people who support Militant and Benn were
horrified by the thought of any left wing
split. They really want to use the LP, to take
control of it. The loss, through the formation

of the SDP, of the right wing was se¢n as

getting rid of the dead wood. But they did.

not want io take it too far, lose too many
MPs, too many members of the right,

because they still wanted that broad party

but perhaps in a more left wing form. They
never held up the prospect of eventually
leaving the party.

it was a very demoralising experence talk-
ing to individual Labour Party members
when they saw the collapse of Livingstone.
They saw it as individuals selling out the
party—not the party selling out theleft. That
is why a lot of demoralisation sets in. This
left wing dream of the early eighties, that
people might finally be able to take control
of the party, make it their party, makingitan
accountable party 1s falling in around them.

JR: But there are a number of individuals who
at one point or another simply say, ‘I've had
enough’. They can take so much caving in, so
much ditching of first principles but then they
just can't take any more. The danger is that
they just sink back into their armchairs. That
is why the fact that there is an argoment isas
important as its outcome. While the argument
goes on we can become a voice and a pole of
attraction within it. .

PS: There are a lot of people on the left who
have a deep pessimism after the miners’
strike and, before that, after the election of

two Thatcher governments. It is because the

left in the Labour Party have kept on with
their old slogans and have not admitted that
there is a crisis and a problem. And until they
admit that they can’t put the problem right.
PN: Because the Labour Party 15 based
around a branch which meets once a month
and that is often the Limit of your activity, it
is not until you sec the massive splits at
Labour Party Conference that you become
aware of the problems and debates within
the party. It is very easy for a party com-
posed of 300,000 mostly inactive members to
slip into the argument that Kinnock has put
forward, |

Perhaps the individual groups realise that
they are getting into a weak position but they
are not a major enough influence withim the
party to bring about a debate on what is
happening. It is very easy now for the mod-
grates and the soft left to unne and silence the
debate. They have been able to quieten things
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down and promote this 1dea that Kinnock
has got a very united party, ‘a.party of
government for the future,

JR: So what you are really saying is that the

-people who are questioning what's going ondo

so in the privacy of their living room and that
there is no room for debate inside the party.

PN: 1 don’t think there is anymore. The
Labour Party itself has managed to quell
that. Obviously, the Mifitant are arguing
against that but they are becoming so
silenced that they are unable to transmit the
debate as they would have done three or four
years ago. Without that argument going on
they have got no platfiorm and they can be
passed off as a bunch of Trotskyists who
need expelling. '
TR: What you say about the Labour Party
applies even more to the CP. There have
been quite a few expulsions over the last few
months of people who have argued agamst.
the party,

PS: The sort of discussion thar we are havmg
must have taken place a million times singe
the miners’ strike. It 15 a reflection of the
crisis 1n society, Different groups trying to
analyse the system and looking for an orien-
tation. And if you take Hobsbawm's line
that the working class as a revolutionary
force 15 dead then the only way you can go is
to the right. The other path is to take a pnnﬁ
cipled class stand.®
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THE VOICE OF BRITAN

Dreaming of Empire

THE AUDIENCE the Express appeals to
are the lower middle classes and working
class Tories. It can in no way be accused of
being a thinking person’s paper. H it
doesn’t use the mad histrionics of the Sun,
it cap nevertheless be identified as the
paper that appeals most succinetly to petty
prejudice. It's great dream is to turn the
clock back to the halcyon days of Empire,
befere decimal currency, race relations and
all those other things that have stopped
Britain being great.

It is in this light that the various Express
campaigns must be seen. The *“Why Work’
campaign does its best to highlight the in-

justice of being ahle to earm as much on the.

dole as at work. This is needless to say, not
a campaign against sweatshop employers,
but for tax cuts, with a thinly-disguised
anti-scrounger element to it.

The reasons for unemployment— apart
from the workshy—are clear to Express
readers. One recent letter summed it up.
The cause for unemployment is rooted in
Labour's election victory...in 1945! They
‘nationalised everything, then the workers
were bosses and discipline disappeared’.
Bet you never knew that.

Disgusting

Other campaigns involve keeping a

- grammar school in Gloucester safe from

the ravages of comprehensive education
which, it wams, Neit Kinnock will intro-
duce as soon as he gets power.

One of its nastier hobby-horses is the
Whites Have Rights Too campaign,
Started by the disgusting George Gale, it
bemoans the race relations industry, and
shows how millions of perfectly nice white
people can’t get jobs because of all this pro-
btack prejudice.

Camden Council is singled out with the
following remarks from Gale. ‘Don’t
bother to apply...if you are a white, happily
married man with no criminal record.’ If all
white happily married men end up dis-
gruntled old reactionaries like Gale this
may be no bad piece of advice. It is however
typical of the Expresy that it should view
modern Britain as a place where only
foreigners and perverts can find work.

This may help to explain the Express’s
fond regard for South Africa, and that nice
Mr Botha who is deoing his best to change
things.

Militant blacks were to blame for all the
recent violence and innocent blacks were
the victims. The Expresshas even found it’s

I S EORCHACTREG

Immﬂmrm“mum

own black muderate hero Chief Gatsha
Buthelezi.

If the Mail outdid the Express in the
South Africa sports stakes with the Zola
Budd coup, the Express catches up by
having a sports corregpondent who has
done for sport what Wagner did for music.
He is affectionately known as Tommo and
has the most wonderful outlook on all
things sporting. Cricket rebels who played
in South Africa shouldn't have heen banned
from playing for England. ‘Why,” asks a
bemused Tommo, *what earthly good hasit
served?’,

On Chelsea chairman’s Ken Bates and
his famous electric fence designed to burn
the hands of anyone silly enoughto touch it,

Tommo is even more bemused. He is be--

wildered that ‘people start hleating about
human rights and wittering on about
concentration camps.’

On 3 April the Express welcomed the end
of the miners' overtime ban, the railmen’s
acceptance of a 4.85 percent pay rise and
the postmen’s return to work with the head-
line, “Three cheers’, These were three cheers
for Thatcher *as key workers pulled away
from confrontation’ and were a tribute to
the government’s policy of standing fast
against the militants.

Thatcher's successes at the expense of
the NUM, UCW and NUR were not
presented as a defeat for the unions assuch
but only a defeat for leftwing militants
within the anions. Her victories have been
‘victories for commonsense. For the
ordinary working men and women who
make up the membership of those three
vnions’. She has made it possible for
moderate union members ‘to make them-
selves heard above the leftwing clamour.
This is Mrs Thatcher’s achievement.” Here
we see the great Tory ideological con trick
at work.

The Express emphasised that Thatcher
was a militant-basher not a union-basher,

and proclaimed that ‘Maggie plans new
deal with unions’. The miners were ‘seen
off” as a way of strengthening the rightwing
within the unions. ‘She wants the
moderates to be more powerful’, the paper
insisted. Norman Willis, in particular, it
seems, impressed Thatcher ‘with his
courage in standing up to Arthur Scargill’.
What would she have done without him?

There has been one black spot for the
Tory press in recent weeks: the failure of
the Coal Board to shield the scabs who
helped defeat the miners' strike from the
anger and contempt of their workmates.
On 12 April, the Express carried a heart-
rending article by Irene McGibbon, wife of
a prominent scab at Beiteshanger colliery
in Kent, Here, she revealed the good news
that many scabs have not dared show their
faces at work since the strike ended and
that even a scab as highly motivated as her
husband has been forced to take
redundancy — shame!

The Express was outraged and launched
a ‘Save our Scabs™ campaign, or, as they
preferred to call it, a ‘Protect our Pit
Heroes’ campaign. An editorial [amented

-that having helped defeat the NUM, the

heroes ‘who defied Scargillism...have heen
forgotten’. After all, when the next miners’
strike takes place, ‘who will be the heroes
then if today’s heroes are driven out now?

Chauvinism

The Princess Michael affair showed how
deep the Express’s little Englandism goes.
George Gale made clear his firm con-
viction that Buckingham Palace had
deliberately covered up the fact that poor
Marie-Christine’s father bad been a
stamnch Nazi and S5 Major. After all, he
sneered, the Royal Family, ‘has always
been soft on Germany’ because ‘it is more
(German than English itself’. Even the
saintly Lord Mountbatten, we are told,
used to sign himself ‘Prinz von Battenberp
in Germany’. The national chauvinism with

-which the idiot Gale can override the
‘interests of his class is a terrible thing to

hehold.

The Express, tree to form, is not over-
fond of the Common Market and like many
socialists is appalled at the food mountains.

‘Unlike us it is not-the thought of millions

starving while food is stored that worries
the Express. They have a much deeper
worry, You see some of the surplus even-
tuplly gets sold off to Russia cheap. This
leads to subsidising the Russian economy
sé that (and this is g straight quote) ‘our
butter pays for their guns’. That one piece
of logic tells you all you need to know about
the Express.®

John Newsinger
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IS THE PARTY OVER?

HE battle lines at the Congress will be

clearly drawn. On the one side the

‘Eurocommunists’, on the other side the

‘Stalinists’. (Neither side, by the way,
would be happy about the labels, but there don’t
seem to be any better ones.)

The outcome of the Congress seems fairly
certain. By virtue of their control of the party
apparatus the Eurocommunists will have a clear
majority of delegates. The Stalinists, however,
will not accept that result, And so the stage will
be set for a split. Whether the Stalinists will jump
or be pushed is not yet clear.

The case has been forcefully argued that the
coming split in the Communist Party is of con-
siderable significance for the rest of the left, It
mirrors, so the argument goes, the split 1n the
Labour Party between ‘soft’ and *hard’ left. But
15 that really the case, and how far will the CP
split affect the rest of the left?

The Communist Party has been in almost con-
tinuous decline for the last twenty years. In 1964
the officially recorded membership was 34,281,
By the summer 1983 it was down to 13,691,
Those are the last availlable official figures.
Membership today must be less than 15,000, Itis
an enormous loss whose pace has quickened in
Tecent years,

Alongside the decline in membership has gone
a growth in argument inside the party, and the
development of permanent factional divisions.
The subject of those divisions was first, and most
notably, Russia.

Until- the mid-sixties the leadership of the
Commumnist Party defended uncritically every
action of the Kremlin. In 1956 that cost them the
ioss of about a quarter of their membership over
the Russian invasion of Hungary. It was a price
the Communist Party leadership were unwilling
to pay again. So when the Russians invaded
Czechoslovakia in 1968 the British CP
immediately condemned the invasion. It was the
first major break with Russia and a half-way step
to what was to become known as
Eurocommunism.

But this condemnation did not go unchal-
lenged. At the 1969 Congress, a motion support-
ing the invasion and attacking the party leader-
"ship got more than a quarter of the votes,
Because they supported the Russian tanks the
opponents of the leadership were derisively
christened ‘tankies’. From then on, a loose but
large Stalinist opposition to the leadership now
became a permanent feature of party life.

For the next few vyears, however, it was
another grouping that set the pace inside the
Communist Party. The mid 70s saw the flower-
ing of Eurocommunism. Criticism of Russia and
Eastern Europe became more systematic and the
party began to pay increasing attention to the
‘new movements' particularly the womens’
movement.

The leadership itself moved in these directions

with a new edition of the party programme The
British Road to Socialism, adopted after con-
siderable debate by the 1977 Congress. But there

also developed on the leadership’s flank a more
thoroughgoing Eurocommunist tendency, with

roots particularly in the student and academic
world who were far less cautious than the leader-
ship and in general tried to zoot up the party’s
rather stuffy image. Under the editorship of
Martin Jacques they took over the party’s
monthly magazine Marxism Today.

O by the late 1970s there were two well
defined and influential groupings in the
Communist Party, the Eurocommunists
and the Stalinists, with a leadership

- balancing in between. In 1977 the leadership was

leaning heavily towards the Eurocommunists,
and a small group of Stalinists around Surrey
District Secretary Sid French left to form the
New Communist Party, But the bulk of the
Stalinists stayed and by 1979 the leadership was
shifting back towards them.

The shift however was nowhere near enough
to satisfy the Stalinists, and as the party con-
tinued to lose members, so it seemed that the
Stalinists continued to grow in strength. By the
1981 Congress they were able to muster up to 40
percent of delegates for motions supporting the
Russian invasion of Afghanistan, condemning
Solidarnosc and criticising the Morning Star for
being too critical of Russia.

The leadership, which up to now had balanced
between the two sides now splitin two. In August
1982 the Morning Star published a virulent
attack by industrial organiser Mick Costello on
an article critical of some aspects of the shop
stewards movement that had appeared in
Marxism Today. The party executive committee
then proceeded to censure Costello for the attack
and Morning Srar editor Tony Chater for
supporting It.

In early 1983 Costello resigned as industrial
organiser and was rapidly appointed to the staff
of the Morning Star against the wishes of the
party executive. And by the summer of 1983
Chater was running his own slate of candidates
for the management committee of the Morning
Star against a party executive slate. With the
Staltnist grouping rallying heavily in support,
Chater’s candidates won.

The final lines of battie were drawn at the 1983
Congress in November when Costello, Chater
and Merning Star deputy editor David Whitfield
were thrown off the party executive as the bulk of
the party apparatus round general secretary
Gordon McLennan came down decisively onthe
Eurocommunist side.

So for some two years the Communist Party
Has been in a state of open civil war, with the
Eurocommunists controlling the national party
apparatus and the Stalinists the Morning Star.
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What finally brought matters to a head was
that towards the end of last year the Stalinists
gained control of the important London district
committee of the party. General secretary
McLennan then led a walk out of London
Eurocommunists, because of alleged vote
ripging. The national executive then suspended
22 leading London Stalinists. It followed that up
early this year by expelling a number of them
plus Chater and Whitfield, calling the special
Congress and launching a new weekly paper
Focus to carry its views.

‘The Stalinists have responded by stepping up
the number and viciousness of articles in the
Morning Star attacking the FEurocommunist
party leadership and organising a series of
meetings round the country at which the expelled
members have put their case.

HAT of the political differences
between the two sides?

On one issue there can be do doubt,
The Eurocommunists are for system-
atic criticism of violation of democratic rights in
Russia and Eastern Europe (although note that
they still regard these as socialist countries whose
faults can be reformed away). The Stalinists are
in practice completely uncritical. More than that
they see criticism of the ‘socialist countries® by
the rest of the party as a fundamental part of its
‘revisionism’.

But where do the two Communist Party
factions stand on the sort of issues that are
currently dividing the Labour left?

A succinct and revealing presentation of the
Eurocommunist position is contained in an
article by Jon Bloomfield in a recent Focus
entitled *Strategic choice for the left'. Bloomfield
argues that what is neces8ary is to ‘mobilise the
broadest range of forces around a...limited set of
demands that can isolate and defeat reaction’.
He cites as a prime example of this the campaign
against the abolition of the GLC. He then
continues:

‘In 1ts New Year editorial Tribune came out
clearly n favour of this approach. Recog-

nising the immense issues facing the left it
called for *the maximum unity around

winnable and realiseable aims™.

‘It rightly criticised Kinnock’s leadership
but said that to challenge it would be a futile
gesture which could only damage Labour’s
chances of winning the next election.

“The editorial, clearly critical of the
approach of sections of the Labour left, was
part of a move to realign the Labour left
towards a broader strategy. -

‘As such, it aroused the wrath of both the
Trotskyist press and the Morning Srar.”’

If there was still any doubt Bloomfield con-
tinues his argument by lumping together the
Morning Star, the Trotskyists, Tony Benn and
Eric Heffer as ‘fundamentalists’ who refuse to
face up to the existing state of political under-
standing and outlook among millions of
working people’ and therefore advocate
“leftist strategies’ which ‘can only push Neil
Kinnock even further into the (right-wing)

camp’. Instead what is necessary is ‘mass came-
paigning on the broadest scale’ which can
‘exert influence on the disappointing Kinnock
leadership’.
The same theme 15 taken up by Dave Cook
in his major article on the CP split in the
February issue of Marxism Today. He
concludes:
‘Increasingly, on all or several of the key
1ssues of controversy outlined in this article,
common cause is being made between
Communist Party hardliners and the Morning
Star, some of the Labour Party Left often
called the hard left and ‘entrist’ socialists who
have gone into the Labour Party since 1979.
This is being experienced within CND, some-
times within the trade unions, in theoretical
argument, and in ‘inner’ Labour Party
struggle.
‘On the other side are the Communist Party
majority, that section of the Labour Left dif-
ferentiating itself from more ‘fundamentalist’
positions, and a range of activists in broad
movements like CND. Similar trends can be
traced within the unions in the differentiation
between the broad left and BLOC.”
Elsewhere Focus singles out for praise the
opinion of Tribune andthe Labour Coordinating
Commuittee that there should have been a ballot
in the miners’ s strike, It also stresses Tribune’s
talk of the ‘trap’ of mass picketing and the LCC’s
condemnation of the NUM leaders’ refusal ‘to
speak out against violence on the picket iine’.

In the current debate then, the
Eurocommunist wing of the Commaunist Party
have clearly and proudly nailed their colours to
the mast of the Labour Party ‘soft left’, that is to
those former elements of the Labour left now
busily engaged in lining up behind Neil Kinneck.
Whatever differences the Eurocommunists have
with Kinnock are increasingly obscure to the
outside observer. '

HE Stalinists meanwhile have been quite

happy to accept the role of *hard left’ that

the Eurocommunists have assigned to

them. Alongside the articles on Russia
and those on party rules the Morning Star has
published 2 number of theoretical pieces crit-
icising the Eurocommunists for moving
rightwards.

In particular two large pieces by Tony Chater
have attacked the concept of ‘Thatcherism’
which Marxism Today uses as a central argument
to justify watering down left politics so as to ally
with just about everyone. And a rather more
sophisticated and sustained attack on
Eurccommunist politics from the left has been
produced tn the pamphlet Class Politics: an
answet 1o its critics by Ben Fine and four other
CP academics who support the Stalinist side.

At the same time the Stalinists have also had a
few stabs at the ‘soft left’ in the Labour Party. As
has already been mentioned the AMorning Srar
attacked Nigel Willlamson’s editorial which sig-
nalled Tribune’s move to the ‘softleft’. Kinnock’s
behaviour during the miners’ strike of course
came in for serious criticism from the Stalintsts
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and since the miners’ strike thcre have been
occasional pieces like the *Westminster Window’
column In the Morning Star which at the begin-
ning of April supported the Campaign Group of
MPs against Kinnock and rounded on Michael
Meacher for opposing an anti-Nato resolution
on Labour’s NEC.

But alongside these criticisms of the Labour
Party soft left, the Morning Star carries a larger
amount of material which supports that same
‘saft left’.

Take as a revealing example the Morning
Star's treatment of the GLC rate-capping hiasco,
Ken Livingstone's behaviour in facilitating arate
being set was seen on all sides as a key move away
from the *hard left’ by one of 1ts most prominent
figures. The Morning Star’s response was to pub-
lish a major feature article by GLC councillors
Valerie Wise and George Nicholson devoled to
defending Livingstone's position.

That sort of stance 15 more typical of the

Morning Star than its criticisms of the Labour
‘soft teft’. Indeed sometimes the Morning Siar
can get positively grovelling towards the
Kinnock camp itself.

On January 30, the day Larry Whitty was
appointed general secretary of the Labour Party,
the Morning Star published a glowing portrait by
deputy-editor Duvid Whitfield. The next day it
followed that up with this remarkable editorial:

‘Larry Whitly's appointment yesterday as

the next general secretary of the labour Party1s
welcome following the retirement this spring
of the much respected Jum Mortimer.. Mr
Whitty is the person to maintain and streng-
then the party’s links with the trade unions.
The Tories have made no secret of their strat-
egy to split the mass party of the labour move-
ment. Lacry Whitty recognises how disastrous
for Labour that would be. And he has madeit
clear that the party must work against dis-
unity at {tmes of major struggle, like the
present miners’ strike.’

This same tendency 1o grovel to establishment
figures 1n the labour movement is particularly
pronounced with regard to trade unton leaders.
[t reached a parucularly grotesque level on
January 26 when the Morning Star produced a
special three page feature on the anniversary of

the union ban at GCHQ. The lead article was
written by Norman Willis!

So far as the Morning Star's coverage of both
Labour Party and trade umion atfairs 15 con-
cerned, then, the general bias is to the “soft left’
rather than the ‘hard left’, with fairly regular
lurches even further rightwards.

HE same goes in general for the practice
of the Stalinists in the unions. Take one
of the most prominent trade unionists on
the Stalinist wing, Ray Alderson, senior
vice president of the CPSA. Until last vear he was
part of the heavily Milirant intfluenced CPSA
Broad Left. Alderson was one of the key people
1n engineering the split away of the *Broad Left
84’ organisation, carrving with him most of the
Broad Left's executive members.

Strce then he has, amongst other things, voted

to have a government imposed ballot (he didn’t
even catry all the Broad Left 84 executive
members with him on that) and seems to be
attempting some sort of rapprochement with
right wing national secretary Alastair Graham.

In other words, in the CPSA it is a Stalinist
who is leading a ‘realignment of the left’ against
the *hard left’, and towards the establishment of
just the sort of ‘soft” broad left that the
Eurocommunists would welcome. And there is
nothing odd-ball about Alderson’s behaviour. It
1s quite typical of the Stalinist camp.

So, once you probe behind the rhetoric, the
much-vaunted role of the Communist Party spht
in the realignment of the left disappears. It
certainly 1s true that the Eurocommunists are
firmly and openly in the *soft left’ camp. But, as
we have seen, so, more often than not, are the
Stalinists.

There is, however, one other thing, apart from
Russia which divides the Eurocommunists from
the Stalintsts. The Stalinists constantly go on
about the Eurocommunists ‘abandoning the
leading role of the working class’ and ‘neglecting
prganisation in dustry’, What this seems to botl
down to in practice is that the Stalinists feel more
comfortable in the traditional culture of the
union machine and the unton burecaucracy and
dislike the *trendiness’ of Marxism Today in par-
ticular., Even this divide shouldn’t be pushed too
far as of course a lot of very ‘untrendy’ trade
union bureaucrats, most notably Mick
McGahey, support the Eurocommunists.

So what is going to be the impact of the
Communist Party split on the rest of the left?

In reality probabiy not very much. Both sidcs
end up on the ‘soft left’. But there is a further
reason. The Communist Party simply does not
carry the clout on the left that it did even as late
as ten years ago. It has diminished in influence
even faster than it has lost membership. It has
simply been overshadowed over the past few
vears by the Bennite left and its oft-shoots.

It has also been in practice for years an
extremely undisciplined organisation. The tact
that it now divides into two also probably very
undisciphined organisations just isn’t going to
make much difference to'things. Both will prob-
ably decline in numbers and influence as fast
separately as they did together.

The one exception to that is likely to be the
magazine Marxism Today. That has been the
CP’s one success story, It has steadily grown 1n
circulation from 4,000 1n 1978 when 11 was
relaunched in its present format,.to over 12,500
today. It has developed aninfluential intellectual
justification for the left moving right with a
panache that neither Gordon Mclennan nor
Tony Chater came anywhere near.

In the current climate 1ts influence 1s likely to
continue to grow. However that success has not
pulled the Communist Party up behind it. And
Marxism Today's future success is not going to
save even a new 100 percent Eurocommunist
Party from continued decline. For the con-
clusion of the message that Marxism Todayspells
out with such skitl is ‘get stuck in behind Neil
Kinnock'. For that you join the Labour party.

wSocialist Worker Review May 1983



THE PEOPLE’'S WAR?

The celebration HERE are two great myths surrounding
of the 40th the Second World War. The first myth is
'“gr“r;‘?:ymuuf “;E that the war was a fight against fascism.
will b: mark ednby The second is that the whole nation,

a great deal of regardless of class, made great sacrifices for the
rhetoric. Chris Wwar effort. In those days everyone was ‘in it

Bambery looks at together’. L
what the war was That many thought (and still think) that the
aboutandin war was an anti-fascist one ¢an be shown in the
whose interests It  writings of many on the left at the time. Just
was fought.  weeks after Dunkirk, George Orwell was able to

write:

‘...if we can only hold cut for a few months, in

a year’s time we shall see red militias billeted

in the Ritz...and it would not particularly sur-

prise me to see Churchill or Lloyd George at
the head of them.’ -

Winston Churchill, of course, was not a
British Lenin, but a representative of the right
wing of the Tory party. He had earlier expressed
his regards for the likes of Mussolini, What
marked him off from the appeasers among the
Tories was not his progressive ideas or political
programme, but a different (and more accurate)
assessment of Germany’s threat to Britain’s
interests.

The history of appeasement towards Hitler
among Britain’s rulers is well known.

In 1939 Prime Minister Chamberlain and the
service chiefs hoped Hitler would be satisfied
with Poland and the war would simply peter out.
Indeed their attention focused on confrontation

'Mrnﬂﬂnnr for cannon-fodder

20

with Russia. In early 1940 Britain had plans to

" side with Hitler’s Finnish allies in their war with

Russta and to launch a bombing assault on
Stalin’s o1l wells in the Caucasus.

Even after Churchill replaced Chamberlain as
Prime Minister, Tory MPs continued to regard
Chamberlain as leader, greeting him with.cheers
and Churchill with silence. The first coalition
cabinet in 1940 was still dominated by appeasers.

Churchill and his followers (notably Lord
Beaverbrook) joined with Labour MPsto use the
anger generated by Dunkirk to toss out the Tory
old guard. |

The Daily Mirror—whose circulation
boomed—demanded the sweeping out of *the old
loitering gang’. Three of Beaverbrook’s
journahists—including Michael Foot—produced

a pamphlet Guilty Men at the urging of their
boss. In weeks it sold 200,000 copies.

The Evening Standard published cartoons
attacking ‘Colonel Blimp’, the archetypal
bungling upper class officer.

But above all the feeling grew that not only
were the ruling clas responstble for the defeat but
that they weren’t serious about the war and were

"determined to hang on to their privilege.

Churchill—the leading light of the Tory right
and defender of the Empire—found himself
ruling over a country where the Tory party and
its traditional ideas were becoming increasingly
isolated.

After Dunkirk sections of the ruling class
understood they had to fight to defend their
markets, They triumphed over the likes of Lord
Hahfax and the Duke of Windsor who stood for
surrender, But Churchill was never concerned

‘with destroying fascism. Throughout the war his

attention focused on the Mediterranean—key to
Britain's interests in the Middle East and India.
Later he would oppose an invasion of France
arguing for ‘an invasion of the Balkans’ to pre-
vent Stalin gaining control of the region.
Throughout the war Britain happily traded
with Franco and maintained close relationships

“with the Salazar dictatorship in Portugal—which

eventually joined the Allies,

A war against fascism must have seemed
something remote to the major troop units
stattoned in India throughout the war in order to
suppress the nationalists. It was even more
remote to deported Jewish refugees or former

fighters in the Spanish Civil War whose services

were rejected in 1940 because they were too
‘unreliable’.
- Jewish and anti-fascist refugees from fascism
found themselves rounded up and interned. One
German Jew told the managing director of the
firm he worked for he expected to be deported.
His boss answered, ‘that I deserved all I got
because “wasn’t it the Jews", he said, “who put
Hitler up to this—to declare war on England?”.’
Along with his family he was put on a ship,
having had all his valuables stolen by the captain,
which was to take them through U-boat infested

Soclalist Worker Review May 1985



shipping lanes to Canada. Canada refused to
accept them. The ship was diverted to Austrahlia.
They were lucky. Hundreds of refugees deported
by the government died when the Arandora Star
was torpedoed.

UT if the war was not an anti-fascist one,
neither was it one in which the ruling
class abandoned their privileges. Indeed
the preservation of this privilege, plus
the indolent and incompetent handling of the
early stages of the war effort, heightened much of
the resentment workers had felt after the
experiences of mass unemployment and low
wages of the previous two decades.

The rich were certainly determined that war
wouldn’t impinge on their lives. Working class
children evacuated to leafy suburbs and pros-
perous country houses found middle class
families wouldn't take them in, The first attempt
at evacuvation collapsed in the face of this
resistance,

The rich could also easily avoid rationing
either through black marketeering, produce
from their country estates or simply by eating in
unrationed restaurants,

A real contradiction existed between people’s
desire to defeat Hitler and their behef that the
ruling class wasn’t up to the job.

Mass Observation surveys carried out by the
government show that working class people were

extremely cynical about the Tory government’s
will to combat fascism. A common view was that
war would simply bring a fresh depression. One

government observer reported a Labour Party

meeting of 70 in Halifax voting unanimously for
peace. Twenty years of Tory rule had left a great
pool of bitterness.

The military fiasco of 1940 brought this bitter-
ness to the surface. The ‘Dunkirk spirit’ on view
was rather different from that which Thatcher 1s
fond of quoting. |

One Londoner recalled seeing troops return-
ing from France:

‘T saw literally hundreds and hundreds of
lorry loads of soldiers...Soldiers with no uni-
forms, in shirts, in a hell of a state...Us kids
were horror-stricken, not so much at the
thouzht of invasion or the Germans, but the
faci thac tiiis was the army..They were
starving... They were in a pittful state. You
couldn’t believe It was an army.’

Mass Observation surveys report waves of
anger as the soldiers returned and toid of the
military incompetence which had led to defeat in
France. The povernment had made no effort to
plan a campaign across the channel until well
inte 1939, Vital equipment wasn't avallable and
the officers were incompetent.

The catalogue of military disasters continued
through 1941t and 1942 with the blitz, the fall of
Singapore and Tobruk and the shipping losses in
the Atlantic.

The result of all this had a deep effect on
working class consciousness. The years 1939 to
1945 saw a major swing to the left among the
working class and sections of the middle class.

In March 1942 further cuts in rationing were
accepted but with much grumbling about the fact

that the rich were left untouched.

There were widespread fears that management
were deliberately sabotaging vital war pro-
duction, that they were ‘Little Hitlers’ and that
the army was staffed by ‘Colonel Blimps’.

While the vast majority of British workers
backed the war they had little or no trust in their
rulers.

FTER the victories at Stalingrad and El
Alamein this mood began to change
among a minority of workers to more
active resistance. Strikes in Clydeside,
Barrow and Tyneside sericusly worried the
government, This increase in strike action, which
in itself was illegal, reached its peak in the winter
of 1943-44,

Government surveys following El Alamein
show people ready to accept Churchill as a war
leader but a clear majority against his continuing
in office after the fighting. By early 1944, 62 per-
cent were against him continuing,

In October 1944 government intelligence
reported: ‘People dread and expect mass
unemployment.’

On the eve of D-Day Churchill visited troops
bound for Normandy. He was subjected to long
questions about what he would do to ensure jobs
for all after the war.

Unfortunately the left had little alternative to
offer beyond Attlee’s mainstream Labourism.
The left wing of the Labour Party did not oppose

Labour’s backing for the war or its entry Into

Churchill’s government. The collapse of Labour
Party organisation in the absence of elections
meant that the left even in 1945 was weak and
isolated having seen its former leaders like
Stafford Cripps go over to Attlee,

Until the invasion of Russia the Communist
Party oppased the war. But despite some left
sounding statements by the party leadership and
their organisation of the People’'s Convention
around such issues as the awr shelters, the
evidence suggests that this line was never pursued
inside the factories. After Russia’s entry into the
war all this changed.
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HE CP—which contained a number of

crucial stewards 1n engineering—backed

the war, opposed strikes and supported

the drive to increase production. Despite
that, widespread sympathy with Russia meant a
huge increase in CP membership to some 56,000
in 1942, That figure slumped by over 10,000 by
1945 but the party retained sizeable support par-
ticularly among shop stewards.

As redundancies began to affect workers in
1944 it still opposed strikes and snft-pedallcd on
opposition to Churchill’s suppression of the
Commuhnist led resistance in Greece. In 1945 it
entered the election campaignsupporting a con-
tinned coalition—a position to the right of
Attlee, | |

The revolutionary socialists numbered
perhaps two hundred during the war, far too few
to influence events. But they were able to win an
audience among strikers in Tyneside, Clydeside
and Belfast. In this they benefitted from the CP's
anti-strike position., But they also showed that
opponents of the war could play on the central
contradiction In the war effort—distrust of the
ruling class and what would emerge at the end of
the war.

In 1940 that meant turning the fire on the
ruling class who clearly toyed with surrender. As
the war progressed it meant connecting the
struggle against fascism with that against capit-
alism whether over opposition to management,
the suppression of the Greek resistance or repres-

sion of supporters of India’s independence.

But the reality was that the radicalisation of
World War II swung behind the Labour
Party...and a Labour Party which was far from
left wing.

The bitterness of the 1920s and 30s, the
memories of the 'guilty men” of 1940 produced a
real swing to the left among working people.
Labour’s gains were most marked in the West
Midlands, previcusly the stronghold of working

class Tory voters, suburban London and East
‘Anglia, |

One soldier recalls settmg up a Labour Party
in East Anglia’ involving himself, the co-op
manager and the station manager. Despite their
lack of organisation and no history of Labour’s
candidacy they won the seat.

‘The ‘them and us’ spirit of the war - survived
into the pdst war boom but as little more than
that. Workers coupled a high degree of union
organisation with loyalty to the Labour Party.

In July 1945 Labour was elected to office on a
landslide. The simple truth was that 1its pro-
gramme may have appeared radical in 1939 but
stx years later merely reflected a fairly wide con-
sensus on post war reconstruction.

Already in 1942 an obscure Liberal politician,
Beveridge, had become a popular hero. The
Beveridge Report outlined the post-war welfare
state. It had been commissioned in 1941 when it
had been clear the promise of reforms was
needed to maintain morale. -

At the same time the British economy had
undergone a major change. Rearmament only
got fully underway after Dunkirk. Only then
were financial controls swept aside as secondary
to the needs of war production.

The 1941 budget was drafted by the economist
I M Keynes. Six months earlier he’d produced a
paper which contained ideas which were central
to post-war Labour and Tory governments. The
need to maintain full employment was recog-
nised and tn order to achieve this a measure of
nationalisation and state/private sector co-
operation was needed. |

With Ernest Bevin of the TGWU as minister of
labour, management was encouraged to incor-
porate shop stewards into the production effort.
Much of the shop stewards’ organisation which
existed in the 50s and 60s was rooted in the war,
The mass intreduction of piece work encouraged
shopfloor organisation and women were allowed
into the engineering union for the first time.

ENTRAL sections of the ruling class
recognised both that things had changed
and that Labour and the union leaders
had shown their abiiity in administering
capitaiism,

That was what lay behind the present Lord
Hailsham’s warning to Tory MPs that *if you do
net give the people social reform they will give
you social revolution’.

Churcchill himself failed to get the Beveridge
Report shelved and in stopping ‘socialist’ broad-
casts on the BBC. He did succeed in blockingthe
nationalisation of coal.

In 1943 Churchill committed himself on the
radio to fullemployment. The newly pro-Labour
Daily Mirror saw its circulation ciimb from one
and three quarter miilion in 1939 to three million
in 1946, The News Chronicle, Picture Posi,
Observer and, even briefly, the Evening Standard,
switched to Labour.

The vast majority of workers had backed the
war but were now looking for change. Labour
fitted the mood. Tt also benefitted from the new
consensus on the economy.

But this new reformism masked the fact that
beneath the surface class society remained
unchanged.

In the absence of an alternative to Attlee the
radicalisation of the war years, while real enough
in itself, did not achieve fundamental change. It
did not point in the direction of workers
changing society through thewr own effort.

In this, British capitalism benefitted from the

lack of any real alternative to Attlee.
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OBITUARY: ENVER HOXHA

Albanian Communism, it cannot be denied,
has a certzin sectarian charm. When the
Russian Communist Party sent condolences
on the recent death of Enver Hoxha, the
Albanians promptly sent them back—a
pleasing contrast to the hypocrisy which
usually attends the funerals of world leaders.

A Party that can describe the late Russian
leader Nikita Kruschev as. ‘the greatest
counter-revolutionary charlatan and clown
the world has ever known® cannot, one
instinctively feels, be all bad.

But rhetoric butters no parsnips, and, as
the western press has hastened to point out,
after forty vears of Hoxha's leadership,
Albania remains the pooret country in
Europe. GNP per head is not much over
£600 a year.

Albania has natural assets. It is self-
sufficient in food, has some oil, and is the
world’s third largest producer of chrome.
But its efforts to industrialise have been
painfully slow, and it s in great need of
foreign technology.

But if Albania is poor, the fault lies with
those powers which have repeatedly
threatened its independence. In the Second
World War Albama was occupied by Italy,
and at the war's end Yugoslavia had plansto
annex it. Britain, too, is very much a guilty
party. Britain still holds Albantan gold, now
worth over fifteen million pounds, grabbed
at the end of the Second World War. The
pretext for this theft is the fact that in 1946
two British destroyers hit mines while within
Albagnian territorial waters. Albania has
always refused to pay compensation.

Between 1949 and 1953 Britain and the US
lannched a series of clandestine operations
to overthrow the Hoxha regime. Fortunately
these were betrayed to Albania by Kim
Philby.

It is against this background of poverty,
underdevelopment and foreign threat that
Albania's bizarre history of political align-
ment must be undersiood. While Stalin was
alive the Albanians hadjittle to be grateful to
him for. Albania was liberated from fascist
occupation without Russian help. And
Stalin seems to have felt little respect for the
tiny Balkan satellite.

When the Communist Information
Bureau (the Cominform) was set up in 1947,
Albania, alone among FEast European
countries where a Communist Party was in
power, was excluded from membership. But
when Stalin split with Tito's Yugoslavia the
following year, Albania lined up with
Russia, hoping this was the best way to
protect itself apainst a possible Yugoslay
take over.

After Stalin’s death Albania initially fol-
lowed Kruschev. In 1956, after Kruschev's
‘secret speech’ denouncing Stalin, Hoxha
addressed the Russian CP Congress, praising
Kruschev and not mentioning Stalin’sname.
But in the early 1960s, China split with
Russia. One of the issues at stake was

‘Death in the family

China's argument that Russia should give
more aid to poorer countrics in the
Communist blec, rather than spend it on
unaligned countries. As the poorest country
in the Eastern dloc, Albania had most to gain
from such a line, and sided vociférousty with
the Chinese.

The pro-Chinese line meant the develop-
ment of a grotesque cult of the memory of

Stalin. But this was only the icing on the
cake. Over the next 15 years Albania picked

up something like four thousand million

pounds worth of Chinese aid. But by the Jate

seventies Albania was developing differences .
with China. The Chinese policy of loving up .

to the United states had nothing in it for
Albania, -

Towards Stalinism
The final straw came in 1977, when China
renewed relations with Albania's arch enemy

Yugoslavia. Since then Albania has refused

any political alignment, covering itsell in
doctrinal purity and total dedication to the
memory of Joe Stabn. -

It is not hard to sec why Hoxha fostered
the Stalin cult. At the cost of enormous
brutality, exercised against the Russian
working class, Stalin succeeded int indus-
trialising Russia, Hoxha would have dearly
loved to do the same thing—but Albania was
too smail and too backward for it ever to be
possible. .

So the rhetoric lived on in a vacuum.
Radic Tirana and the party paper Zéri §
Populfitt churned out their endless clichés
about ‘revisionism® and ‘Marxism-
Leninism’. For those who like their Marxism
reai, real simple this had a certain appeal,
and for many Maoists in the sixties and
seventies Albania was a second motherland.

But the rhetoric had no roots in practice.
For all its talk of ‘internationalism’ Albania
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spread no revolution: it merely cultivated the
rag tag and bobtail of a handful of irrelevant
Maoist sects, On the one occasion when
‘Hoxha had a real struggle in his own back
yard he did little to help.

When Yugoslavia split with Russia in
1948, Tito's government cut off aid to the
Communists in the Greek Civil War and
closed the border. Defeated Greek com-
munists who took refuge in Albania were.
promptly interned by Hoxha,

" For despite the rhetoric about ‘fortress
Albania’ Hoxha could not keep his country
outside the world economy. In recent years
trade has increased, notably with Greece and
Ttaly. A railway link is to be established with
Yugoslavia, and a French ministerial visit is
expected shortly,

Throughout his forty years in power
Hoxha was impotent to achieve the world
revolution he may or may not have believed
in; impotent to achicve the national
economic development he certainly aspired
to. Behind the language of Leninism lay a
squalid struggle for survival,

Of the forty members of the first central
committee of the Albanian Communist
Party in 1944, Hoxha was the onlyone to die
in bed; ail the others were purged and
liquidated. One of his most recent victims
was Mehmet Shehu, formerly his Prime

- Minister for 27 years, In 1981 Shehu was said

to have committed suicide, but the Albanian
press has subsequently revealed that he wasa
‘secret agent of the Americans, the Soviets
and the Yugoslavs’—a heavy work load
indeéd. But we are assured that during 30
years as 4 member of the Party Politbureau
he never succeeded in ‘distorting or
modifying the Marxist-Leninist line’, Clearly
Enver took alf the decisions tumself.

Now Hoxha is dead, but powerstaysin the
family as his brother-in-law Ramiz Ala
succeeds him. There may be more policy

.Zigzags in store, but Albanian workers and

peasants will continue to suffer from poverty
and underdevelopment. The clichés may be
‘Marxist-Leninist’ or ‘revisionist’, but the
reality will remain.®

Iam Birchall
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ZIONISM AND ANTI SEMITISM

A

Mirror images

THERE IS a long standing argument
between those who support Israel and the
establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine,
and those on the left who are opposed to
zionism and support the Palestinian
struggle. Anti-ziontsts are often accused of
being anti-semitic, or against ail Jews.

The vast majority of even left wing Jews

today support the ideas of zionism, In the

West the vast majority of Jews and non-Jews
alike view Israel as representing Jewish
interest. |

The assumption of zionism is that anti-
semitism 15 the fevitabie result of Jews’
displacement from their historic homeland,
and their position as a minority an other
people’s lands. It accepts that the source of
conflict between Jew and non-Jew is race.
Anybody who disputes that the state of
Israel has the right to exist, is gulty of
exacerbating such a contlict and 1s
discriminating against Jews, so the argument
EOes.

What is the truth behind the arguments? [s
anti-zionism the same as anti-semitism?

As a political movement zionism began at
the turn of the century. Asa movement com-
manding mass support among Jews, zionism
is very new indeed. In 1933 out of 4 million
Jews in the United States only 88,000 were
ZiOnists.

From the 1880s up to the 1930s there were
successive pogroms (massacres of Jews) and
outbreaks of anti-semitism in Russia and
eastern Europe. Millions of Jews fled or were
forced to emigrate due to loss of livelthoed.

Most did not think of going to Palestine.
Out of four million Jews who emigrated
from eastern Europe between 1882 and 1929
a mere 120,000 left for Palestine. The vast
majority, 2,900,000 went to the United
States. Palestine held no appeal except for a
committed but tiny minority.

What changed this? First, the scale of the
Nazn holocaust, Six millien Jews died in the
gas chambers. European Jewry was
uprooted en masse. The holocaust reached
into the home of every Jew of European
origin. Jews outside occupied Europe
usually had relatives inside. Many non-
religious Jews changed their names as the
threat of Nazi invasion locomed.

[t is the argument that the Jewish state was
the Jews’ only refuge from physical exter-
mination that commands such massive
support. It 18 a very powerful argument.

It was not the horror of the holocaust
alone that laid the foundation for the
massive growth of zionism. To understand it
we have to return to the origins of zionism a
century ago.

These origins coincided with the develop-
ment of advanced capitalism in Europe.
Employment in the newly developing
industries was often not open to Jews. Mean-
while many of their traditional occupations
were degiroyed by the developing industries.
As capitalism moved into crisis, thousands
flocked into the towns only to find them-

setves unemployed. Competition for jobs
made it easy for the ruling ¢lass to foster anti-
semitism. The response of the Jewish
bourgeoisie was zionism,

Until the 1930s the last resort not only for
Jews, but also for millions of workers, was to
emigrate—mainly to the United States. But
the crisis now devastating Europe reached
across to every corner of the world. No
ruling class was prepared to allow a mass
influx of unemploved workers.

In 1943, when the extermination of the
Jews was at its height, the United States
admitted the vast total of 4,705 Jews..§
percent of its Jewish immigration pre-1930!

For the first time in history a hometand in
Palestine seemed to many Jews a logical sol-
ution to their plight.

The zionist solution to the experience of
the holocaust was a simple one—*Give to a
people without a country, a country without
a people’.

Simple solutions can be dangerous, First,
zionism assumes that anti-semitism 18 an
inevitable result of Jews living in non-Jewish
society, It implicitly see Jews as the problem.

This 15 false. Capitalism forced mitlions of
Jews out of their traditional areas of
production and the capitalist crisis threw
miilions of Jewish and non-Jewish workers
mto  poverty and unemployment, Anti-
semitism bred out of the ensuing
competition between workers and between
the petty bourgeoisie. There was nothing
mevitable about it.

Jewish revolutionaries

Those who f{ought for the socialist
tradition, for the unity of workers in the fight
agamst the ruling class have also always
fought hardest against anti-semitism.
Consequently thousands of Jewish workers
and students in Russia flocked to the banner
of the Bolsheviks. The proportion of Jews in
the Bolshevik party far exceeded their
proportion amongst the population as a
whole. This terrified the middle class
founders of the zionist movement far more
than did the antisemitic policies of the
ruling class,

Conversely, whenever the working class is
defeated or in retreat anti-semitism and
racism have flourished and Jews have paid a
terrible price. The fate of Jewish workersand
of non-Jews are inseparable, It was the
smashing of the (German working class that
laid the ground for the holocaust.

For the founders of zionism and for its
leaders today, the struggle against anti-
semitism was at best a waste of energy and a
diversion, and at worst would alienate the
ruling class whose support for the cause of
ziontsm they were always trying to win.
During the holocaust in fact, the ‘liberal’
leaders of the zionist organisation in the
United States pledged to the US government
that 11 would not campaign against US
immigration barriers against Jews. They
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believed that a mass influx of poor Jewish
refugees from Europe would stir up anti-
semitism.

QOutbreaks of anti-semitism have all too
often been welcomed by zionists as examples
of the futility of the attempts of Jews to hve
as equals amongst non-Jews,

Most Jews before the Second World War
either dismissed zionism as irrelevant or
actively opposed it. In the Jewish com-
munity elections in Poland (a country with
one of the worst records for anti-semitism)
just before the outbreak of war, most votes
went to the anti-zionist Bund.

Many socialists today find it difficult to
oppose the zionist solution—to give the Jews
‘a country without a people’. But Palestine
was not a country without a people, In order
to cotonise Palestine the Palestimans had to
be excluded. Their exclusion is the founding
principle of the Jewish state.

The Histadrut—the Jewish “trade union’
in Israel—was built on the principle of
building an enclave for Jewish labour and
Jewish produce. It organised pickets of any-
one employing Arabs and boycotts of Arab
producers.

Zionists claim that the Arabs left
voluntarily and secondly that “Jews made the

" desert bloom®. Arab lands in Palestine were

owned in the main by big absentee landlords
in Irag and elsewhere. Their tenants had
worked the land for generations. The Jewish
land agencies were able to offer prices far
beyond the income from their tenants who
were usually over their heads in debt.

There was a condition to the salk—the
removal of the tenants. No Arab was allowed
to live or work on land owned by the Jewish
National Fund. Arab farmers were pushed
off their fands, out of their villages and into
the towns where they fell victim to the Jewash
blockade of Arab labour and Arab produce.

In 1947 the United Nations came up with a
partition plan supported by all the major
powers including Russia. In effect it played
off the Arab rulers against the zionists with
Britain playing for maximum advantage in
an attempt to maintain its influence in the
region.

The result was war. The victims were the
Palestinians. By the end of the war Israeli
territory extended over four fifths of former
Palesting. Of the 859,000 Arabs living there
before hostilities began, 133,000 were left.
The Jewish enclave was established.

The flight of over 700,000 Arabs was
achieved quite simply—through terror. On 9
April 1948, units of the Irgun {whose overall
commander was Menachem Begin—later
Prime Minister of Isracl) and the Stern Gang

.
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massacred 254 men, women and children in
the village of Deir Yassein. Bodies were
found mutilated and thrown into wells. Arab
areas in towns were shelled; villages and

hemes looted then burned or blown up.
Once the Palestinians were dnven from

their land the Labour government intro-
duced the Law of Return. The Law of Return
is straightforward. Any Jew anywhere has
the right to setile in Israel. Any non-Jew
(except Palestinians) has the nght to wvisit
Israel. No Palestinian born in Palestine or
their descendants have the right to return,
It's racism of the first order. The Law of
Return s the mevitable conclusion of
zionism. Without it four million Palestinians
would return to Palestine—the Jewish state
wolld not survive.

It was the need 1o establish as many jewish
settlements as possible on the *vacated’ land
that led to the formation of the kibbutzim.
Since their origin they appealed to supposed
egalitarian and socialist ideals and many on
the left still regard them as an embodiment of
those ideals.

The kibbutz movement cannot be looked
at in isolation from the society in which they
exist, They excluded Arabs, Most were built
on Arab lands already drained for culti-

vation etc. They were a line of defence. After

the 1948 war they were strung across the
armistice lines facing the refugee camps.

In spite of the iHusions, however genuine,
of its adherents, the kibbutz movement is an
inseparable part of zionist colonisation.

Closing the cconomy to Arabs and the
expulsion of the Palestimans from their
jands was not enough on its own to
guarantee the survival of the Jewish state.
Zionism from its very beginnings went
begeing for support frem the impenalist
pPOWETS.

Today Israel is an armed camp in the
Middle East. It pays a price—the highest
inflation in the world, the highest per capita
foreign debt and the highest taxes in the
world.

US aid amounts to three billion US
dollars, 25 percent of Israel’s budget, 1,000
dollars per head of population,

One third of Israel’s manufactured
exports are arms. It is the world’s seventh
largest arms exporter with a population of
three million, Without its arms exports and
US aid the economy would go bankrupt,
unable tc payits short term debts or for more
than two weeks imports.

Israel's closest allies read like a roll<all of
the most brutal, racist, reactionary regimes
in the world. Arpentina, Chile, El Salvador,
Haiti...the list goes on. Closest of all is South
Africa whose troops Israel arms and rains.

Most shocking of all are the allies on
Israel’s border-—the Lebanese fascists. Their
founder, Pierre Gemayel, went to the Berlin
Olympics in 1936 and was so impressed with
fascism he returned to found the Phalange.
The Phalange are backed and armed by
Isragl and were sent by General Sharon into
the Sabra and Chatilla refugee camps to
‘cleanse’ them of ‘terrorists™;, 1,000 Pales-
tinlans were massacred. In 1976 the
Lebanese right murdered 3,000 men, women
and children refugees at the Tel al Zaatar
camp.

Israel is not only forced to pursue and

Arab youth in anii Zionist protest

attempt to destroy Palestinian resistance but
cannot allow the emergence of any pro-
gressive or revolutionary movement that
threatens the Arab ruling class.

Zionism maintains that only a separate
road to self-determination can deliver the
Jews from oppression. To oppose that road,
it argues, is to oppose self-deternination for
the Jews. This is why zionists are ted 1o
accuse aff their opponents of being anti-
semitic or Jewish “self-haters’.

But there is no path to self-determination
possible for the Jews separagie from that 10
free all workers and all the oppressed from
the yoke of capitalism and imperialism.

Socialists suppert the struggle for national
liberation in so far as it is won a7 the expense
of imperalism. The Jewish state can survive
only by winning th¢ backing, and acting o#
behalf of, imperialism.

It was the ‘left’ Labour zionists who
governed Isracl from its founding for 29
vears. [t was the young left zionist pioneers
of the Histadrut and the kibbutzim who
organised the boycott of Arab labour and
produce. It was Labour Prime Minister
Rabin who invited South African premier
Vorster to Isragl, and 1t was Labour who
armed the Phalange, and colonised the West
Bank. .

The most horrible irony is that Israel is
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today the most dangerous place in the world
for Jews to live. Its existence depends on the
backing of American imperialism. If United
States interests are threatened in the Middle
East the US will not hesitate to use Israeli
workers as a battering ram if necessary. They
care no more for the plight of the Jews than
they did during the holecaust.

Many supporters of Israel who regard
themselves as socialists believe it possible to
form an ideal version of the zionist state,
However, good intentions cannot get the
Jewish state out of the trap it has built for
itself. [n the end it is a trap that will snare ail
those who enter.

Many onthe left, both Jews and non-Jews,

support and defend the Jewish state outof a

genuine commitment to what they see as the
deliverance of Jews from anti-semitism.
Many are committed to the fight agamst
racism and anti-semitism 1n Britain and else-
where. In such circumstances it is difficult
for supporters of Israel to break from
zionism. But it is a break they have to make if
they wish to remain true to the commitment
that motivated them in the first place. The
two cannot march hand in hand. At the
crunch one will always be sacrificed to the
other. Zionism's adherents are faced with

that chowce.m
Rob Ferguson
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to two Socialist
Workers Pamty
members working at
Ford's Halewood
about their
experiences, and the
conditions 1n which
they work

VWORK
PLACE
NOTES

Many people think that working in a large
and traditionally well organised factory like
ours means that the working conditions are
good, and union organisation on the shop
floor is solid. In fact over the last few vears
union organisation has become much more
bureaucratised and management more petty.
This has led to worsening conditions.

The management have got 50 confident
that they will now tackle us on all sorts of
issues, some of them very basic. They.drive
round in these little orange buggies creeping
up on you, always trying to catch you doing
something wrong. And something wrong
these days can be somethings as simple as
going to the toilet without permission,.

When you want to go you have to ask the
foremarn. You get ten minutes.

In the summer it's murder, there's no
windows, The toilets are up 2 massive flight
of stairs, They're designed to make you want
to not go. Why else would they design toilets
suspetided from the ceiling? It’s like a cabin
suspended in mid air.

Each section used to have two relief men,
one to take overif you went to the toilet and
the other one to do repairs. They got rid of
one of them. You're not officially supposed
10 go to the toilet while the line’s running
anyway. If the relief man is doing some
repairs or relieving somebody else and you
are desperate and go—you can face the

Sociaiist worker

This month we talked

threat of being disciplined.

A dispute blew up over this. Two fellas
had been disciplined for going to the toilet
without the foreman’s permission, They
walked out and the section backed them.

There’s no doubt that Fords were trying to
use that disute as a test case to get rid of the
toilet reliefs. Although ofticially we're not
entitled to one, [ dor™t think that anyone has
been disciplined for going to the toilet while
the line 15 running since then.

Even so you can tell the management are
confident. When our disputes are reported in
the press, it’s portrayed like all these
militants are at it again. What they don't tell
you is that ai certain times management
acteally want and provoke strikes,

[t usually happens just before Christmas
and before the new registration comes in
August because the demand drops off.

After about a week of paving the way,
telling men to ‘get that tea boat out of the
way’, ‘what are you doing here? etc, the fore-
man starts demanding that we do extra jobs.
You know it’s going on because normally it
takes about an hour for the management to
come down if there’s a row, but now this
butcher 1s there straight away, and secnds
men who refuse to do the extra jobs home
without pay.

People know what’s going on but there's
nothing you can do. If you agree to their
demand you’ve then got to do it far the rest
of your working lfe. S0 you've got to walk
out.

We come back under the same conditions
that we had before. They've won because al-
though they haven’t achieved any atiacks on
conditions they have got rid of us for twe
weeks.

Many of the tricks that management have
developed were learnt when they spent some
time 1n Japan Jearning Japanese manage-
ment techniques about three years ago. They
came back trying to develop company con-
sciousness, pride in the preduct, all that sort

Soclallst Worker Review can be ordered from the
address below. Cover price is 60 pence {plus 20p post-
age) and yearly subscription rates are as follows:

Britain
Ovearseas Surface

£8.00 Europe Airmail
£9.00 Elsewhere Airmail

£11.00
£14.50

(Institutions add £7.50)

Send a year’s Soclalist Worker Review starting with the
issue to:

Name

ok 4 F & F &+ d ¢ o4 b Fodoaodd Ao

Address

(I L T R DN B B DL B DR B BN BN B

Make cheque/bank draft payable to SW Distributors
Return to Socialist Worker Review, PO Box 82, London EZ2

Socialist Worker Review May 1985

of stuff. One of the major thrusts of their
strategy has been to try and incorporate the
stewards, and to a large extent it's worked.

All the stewards have 100 percent facifity
time. They rarely call section meetings,
There are 47 stewards in the trim, one per 80
waorkers, They are the remnants of a strong
stewards commtiee. They are much reduced
in power because the pressure from the shop-
floor is no longer there.

When [ stood for steward, I stoad on the
platform of staying on the line. There’s no
job loss involved, because Fords would have
tc have a man permanently on standby to
cover me when [ was on union business.

The convenors are on permanent days.
The stewards hang around in the convenor's
office. It's all boarded up so that you can’t
see them. There's loads of easy chairs. They
don’t wear overails, Take our steward. He
never wears jeans but trousers, and black
shiny shoes.

There's resentment of the stewards, The
line starts at ¥ o’clock. At 9 o'clock you
might see a couple of them coming out of the
convenor's office. If they have to stay over to
deal with a dispute they take the night off or
claim overtime.

Poor attendance

As for the branch meetings they are very
poorly attended these days. About 15 turn
up. We've recentiy started to meet with halfa
dozen other left wingers beforehand, to plan
what to argue,

We've had a lot of mass meetings over the
last two vyears, mainly over the Days of
Action. They've been getting worse so that
now they don’t call for any action,

It’s got to the stage now where we don't
evcn have a vote. They just have a talk by
Derek Hatton or whoever and everyone goes
back to the plant, _

The stewards used to have a policy that if
one person gets laid off then the whole plant
comes ont, Now they have selected lay ofis
where only certain sections are laid off. It
came to a head. We had a plant vote in
favour of ‘one out, all out’ but later the
stewards said that it was only over that
particular instance and wasn’t plant policy.

Despite all this there are possibilities from
time to time,

There was a dispute in one of our sections.
It involved the loss of a job, Four men doing
the work of five. They refused management’s
demands and stopped work. One of us pulled
the rest of the section out.

Then of course there’s the important
routine work of bemmg an SWP member in a
factory.

We try and build ¢p our personal contacts,
Ford’s have this ‘loan system” where another
seclion might need extra labour. You meet

different people, show them articles in,

Socialist Warker. Sometimes people tell you
about others who might be interested.

We got two or three peopie to the NGA
picket at Warrington at the end of 1983, We
also tock half a dozen down to miners’
picket lines. We started collections for the
miners along with one bloke. This forced the
stewards to take it over immediately.

[t’s that sert of activity that can allow you
to begin to rebuild decent shopfloor
grganisation.m
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What do

- wemean

THERE ARE all kinds of reformists, Seme
confine themselves to seeking a deal for the
workers within present day capitalist society.
Others want to change the structure of this
society in a more hnmane direction. Still

others want to abolish capitalism altogether, |

and, like revolutionaries, to replace it with a
society run for the needs of the many not the
profits of the few.

A conventional wisdom on what separates
the latter of these people from revolutionary
socialists has it that the reformists believe in
*peaceful’ methods—conciliation, arbit-
ration, parliument—while we think vielent
means are negded.

But that is rather misleading. In 1914
reformist parties in Germany {the SDP}and
in Britain {the Labour Party) supporied
violence when it mecant millions going to
their deaths in the trenches. Labour govern-
ments used violence on a major scale when
they sent in troops to break strikes by dock-
workers in the 1940s and firefighters in the
1970s. Add to this the record of labour
governments in I[reland, and the sumple
equasion of ‘peaceful’ methods with
reformism becomes patently absurd.

S0 reformist parties, in spite of what they
claim, in practice believe in violence. What
they cannot abide is workers challenging the
state’s monopely of violence. At moments of
crisis they will even jeopardise parhamentary
democracy in the defence of the state and 118
apparatuses of army and police forces.

In 1936 an alliance of Socialist and
Communist parties demobilised a workers’
revolution is Spain. In 1973 in Chile another
alliance of Socialist and Communist partigs
worked with the generals who were plotting
a coup—indeed they even broughtthemino
the government and allewed them to
imprison workers protesting against these
preparations. In both these cases scores ol
thousands of workers were killed and
*socialist’ parliamentarianmism eliminated as
well.

However it is not just a matter of some
otherwise good socialists getting muddled
over the violence of the state. The prov-
isional IRA for instance, talk about a strat-
egy involving an armalite rifle in one hand
and a ballot box in the other; and our cnt-
icism of them is not that they should have an
armalite in both hands. In fact the bullews
and the ballots are both part of the same
strategy. As Trotsky once put it: “A terrorist
is a reformist with a gun.”

The obsession with parliamentary forms
on the one hand or terrorism on the
other-—or any combination of the two—I1san
expression of an underlying elitism and
pessimism, The working class cannot eman-
cipate itself and therefore another force is
needed to bring socialism-—whether 320
MPs or a terrorist army. The working ciass 15
seen as an object, and socialism assome kind
of operation carried out on this object.
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Reformism

This deep pessimism about the creative
potential of the working class s strongly self
perpetuating. After all the reformists’ vision
of socialism—captured in such slogans as
‘nationalise the top 200 companies’-—poses
the question in terms of the state versus
private enterprise. Is 1t any wonder that
there’s not too much enthusiasm around for
a society looking a little more like the Gas
Board and a little less like ICI? Is it so sur-
prising that workers are so apathetic at the
prospect of such a ‘socialism™ But for the
lcaders of reformist parties this lack of
enthusiasm tor their ideas makes them dilute
them still turther in order to win elections.

An alternative to Labour

1f workers’ ideas were unaffected by such
moves it would not matter so much. Unfor-
tunately they are, The alternative to
Labour—in the absence of a mass revol-
utionary current—is the Tories, Disiflusion
with reformism therefore leads workers {or
at least the mass of workers) to the right and
not o the left,

Furthermore the organisations that
warkers have created to detend themseives
against the employers—the unions—are
deeply imbued with reformism, and this 1s of
crucial importance. [t means that when win-
ning a sirike conflicts with the strategy of
winning a ‘consensus’ for elections, the
leaders sacrifice the strike.

When Norman Willis and the other TUC
leaders failed to deliver support to the miners
in the autumn of 1984, it was a particulariy
gross example of a phenomenon that is ail
too familiar. Tven the best of the reformist
leaders do the same. They may differ as to
how soon they do it, but inevitably at a
certain point they falter. s

Chile: the price of demobiilsing workers
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The reformism of the union leaders is not
confined to their ideas but built into the very
structures of the unions. It is reflected in the
separation between the bureaucracy and the
rank-and-file, and in the lack of rank-and-
file control within the unions.

The reformism that is deep inside the
unions is a built-in guarantee of failure to
lead the class struggle forward, at some peint
or other. As a result it undermines the co-
fidence of workers in their own capacities to
win. Furthermore, their inability to control
their own leaders also takes its toll: if
workers cannot control their own unions
what chance is there of them controlling
society?

For revoluticnaries, reformism i1s a ¢om-
plex problem to deal with, It is not simply a
matter of filling workers® heads with Marxist
ideas rather than reformist ones, Our task is
to show workers that they rhemseives have
the ability to run society,

And this can’t be done in isolation from
the class struggie. It is only there that the
glimmerings of this potential 15 experienced
by workers. This necessarily invoives us in
the unions. But here a further preblem
arises. If the class struggle is the means for
breaking the hold of reformist ideas on
workers and opening up an alternative based
on the self-emancipation of the working
class, what happens in its absence? The links
that we build with reformist workers has
effects in both directions. Where there are
defeats or when the struggle is at a iow level
or sactional, pressure will be placed on revol-
utionary waorkers to adapt to the reformist
environment.

That is why we need a revotutionary party,
to prevent the isolation of the tiny number of
revolutionary workers in their workplaces
and unions. Paradoxically, it is only by
building such a party with roots m the
working class and with clarity of ideas that it
ts possible for its individual militants to work
with reformist workers and win them to
revolutionary socialism,

Yesterday's reformist worker c¢an be
tomorrow’s revolutionary worker—but only
if dialogue is possible and only if the end
result is not the tail wagging the dog. B

Pete Binns
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WRITERS REVIEWED: ERNEST HEMINGWAY

[T'S HARD to review Ernest Hemingway
and resist the temptation to do a reai hatchet
job. A basin full of Honcho he-men and
fawning women is enough te turn the
stomach of any half decent socialist. Even
harder is the job of finding any politics in the
writing of a man who covered some of the
greatest upheavals of the century but could
only present them as woolly crusades where
social issues came second te individual
heroics,

None of this is surprising as Hemingway,
true to the society that made him famous,
saw the individual as paramount. From
wartime Italy, through the Depression, to
the Spanish Revolution, he produced a series
of wvery readable, boys’ own adventure
stortes that never drew any coherent
connection between their characters and the
social events they were set in.

Whether it was an ambulance driver sur-
viving the carnage of World War One, or a
lone saboteur fighting fascism, you're left
with the hopeless struggle of an individual
agalnst powers beyond his conirol. For
marxists, the ‘powers’ are produced by class
conflicts., For liberals, they're products of
fate, destiny or whatever word they use to
describe what makes the world go round.
Hemingway fell squarely into the latter
category.

But, hatchet well and truly buried in him,
it's important to highlight some points that
either directly or indirectly reflect credit on
him. As an ambulance man in the Great
War, he experienced the debacle at Capretto
that cost the lives of hundreds of thousands
of Italian workers.

Deserter’s late

After the war he wrote what was
considered his best novel, 4 Farewelf to
Arms, which, though packed with the usual
hunky veteran and one dimensional woman,
carries a vivid description of the horrific
retreat following the Ttalian army’s defeat.

Anyone with any lingering sympathy for
battered scabs should read what happens to
workers who desert the bosses” war, Well-fed
generals led the retreat in staff cars, while
conscripts, many of them wounded,
marched behind with little food or medical
provisions. Those wise enough to leg it were
rounded up like cattle and slaughtered b}r
firing squads,

Hcmmgwa}r continued to observe glarmg
inequalities in.a later novel, To Have and
Have Not, where he contrasts the squalid
existence of war veterans in the Florida Keys
to the middle class bobbing about in their
yachts. Unable to analyse the situation poli-
tically, he simply put it down to a vague in-
justice heaped on ‘real men’ by unworthy
parasites.

But it was this and his later involvement in
Spain’s civil war that brought his novels
closest to any kind of social content. The
deprivations of men who had fought the
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bosses™ war and the poverty of peasants
under brutal landowners drew out the liberal
in him. Workers' revoluticn in Spain also
brought him into contact with left politics
for the first time.

Unfortunatety by the time he got there the
dead hand of Stalinism had smothered most
of it under the Popular Front. Not that
Hemingway would have noticed, being more
mterested in the man’s world at the front
{though he hardly ever went there, and, on
one of the occasions he did, nearly blew him-
self and everybody else to bits by messing
about with dynamite).

Deserting the class struggle for the
trenches made him a favourite with the CP,
No politics and plenty of Gung-ho was what
the Stahnists wanted in the American press,
and that’s just what they got. His reporting
was so popular with the CP that they invited
him to speak at one of their meetings for the
Friends of Spain. It was the only political
meeting he ever attended, and that says more
about their politics than about his.

But even romantic liberals have their
ltmits. In 1940 he wrote For Whom the Beli
Tofls as an attempt to compensate for all the
rubbish he had reported. In it he gives
ghmpses of Soviet generals living it up on

Socinlist Worker Review May (985

A man can’t do it alone

supplies that were badly needed at the front,
and even the notorious CP assassin, André
Martel, gets a look-in. But old habits die
hard and the anarchists are portraved as
drunken, trigger-happy loonies — a far cry
from the million-strong CNT that made the
revolution. The bulk of the story is carried
away from the ¢ities where the revolution is
being murdered into the hills on a heroic
odyssey,

[t’s this constant theme in his writing that
belies the centrality of the individual. His
characters always try to go it alone and fail.
The inherent futility of fighting alone and
not collectively shows through every novel.
But a fog of destiny shrouds each attempt.
For Hemingway, Robert Jordan's lonely
battle in Spain 15 no different from the old
man and the sea hunting a marlin. Nothing
to do with the rest of society, just a man
testing his steel against nature,

Which brings out another undercurrent in
his machismo, his attitude towards women.
Hemingway is definitely not flavour of the
maonth in feminist circles, and quite right too.
There is always an imbalance of age and
experience between the men and women in
his books. The men are old and worldweary.
The women are young and nubile, with
nothmp better to do than look for old,

world-weary men 1o give their lives some

meaning. There is never a hint that women
might have a human identity of their own,
and they certainly never worry their heads
about life in peneral,

Manly image

This reflected a situation where women
had vet to enter the labour force in sufficient
numbers to exercise their muscle as workers
in fighting their debasement as pcople. But
even maore it reflects how machismo alienates
men from women and exposes the weakness
that underpins it.

The only novel where he came close to
developing a relationship between a man and
a woman was The Sun Also Rises. The root
cause of this was that the central character
had been castrated in the war, and, lacking
the ability to make the earth move, had to
build an alternative bridge to his lover,

Hemingway's own fear of impotence
comes through loud and clear. Beneath all
the macho bluster and actien-man posing,
there was a human being so isolated from
reality by an impossible image of manhood
that he was incapable of relating to women
or seeing any point in life after lost virility.
Which was why at the age of sixty-two he
blew his head off with a shotgun.

It ever there was need for an example of
how sexism cripples men as much as women,
then Hemingway’s lonely suicide should be
it. Still, for all that, there is one line from Teo
Have and Have Not that every socialist can
agree with: Harry Morgan's dying words, ‘A
man can't do it alone,” Too truell
Sean Piggott
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Digging in or striking out?

Digging Deeper: Issues in the Miners’
Strike

Huw Beynon ed

Verso £3.95

The Great Strike
Alex Callinicos and Mike Simons
Bookmarx £3.95

THE MINERS® strike has faded from the
television screens. But the debate among its
participants and supporters as to which
course the strike should have taken isas alive
as ever.

There are those, like the Eurocommunist
wing of the Communist Party, who see the
demise of the strike as signalling the end of
‘class politics’, and therefore the time to dust
off old alliances with the ‘movements’.
Others, like the Labour Co-ordinating Com-
mittee, have used the opportunity to put the
boot into the hard left. '

But there are also a surprising number of
people who still reject the options of aban-
doning class struggle, or uniting uncritically
behind Kinnock, Many of them will be turn-
ing to two recently published books which
attempt to analyse the miners’ strike. The
Great Sirike is written by two members of
the Socialist Workers Party.

Future of the left

It traces the beginnings of the strike, 1ts
background within British capitalism’s con-
tinuing ‘ rationalisation” of the coal industry,
the key turning points of the strike, and its
deep roots in the community. In a chapter
headed *‘The Unnecessary Defeat’, the
authors chart the bitter last weeks of the
dispute. They place the blame for the strike’s
defeat where it lies—not with an incredibly
courageous rank and file, but with the arca
leaderships and with the failure of the TUC
leaders to even try to mobilise support.

There are many facts and descriptive
passages in the book which will notbe found
elsewhere. In particular, the description of
the first few crucial weeks of the strike in
Notts is unique. It shows how the Notts
miners could have been shifted towards
supporting the strike. Thatcher's potice and
courts pius the timidity—or somerimes ¢ven
treachery—of the area leaderships prevented
this from happening. And much of the
story—unlike most descnptions of the
strike—comes through in the words of the
miners and their families themselves.

Digging Deeper is a different sort of book.
Many of its individua) essays are well

written and informative. This is true of John
Mcllroy's ‘Police and Pickets®, the essay on
women and the strike by Loregita Loach, and
the round-up of support work by Doreen
Massey and Hilary Wainwright.

But even the goed essays in the book are
full of pulled punches. The interesting
‘Where's Ramsay McKinnock? by David
Howell is a case in point. It spells out 2 com-
parison between 1926 and 1984, and between

the Labour leadership then and now,

Howell ends with a critique which few

socialists could disagree with of what is
wrong with Labour: the separation of
politics and economics, the limits of
electoralism, the acceptance of the capitalist
state. But he then goes on to say that social-
ists must attempt to reverse such policies. He
doesn’t say how. I doubt if he couid, since the
logic of his argument is to build an alter-
native revolutionary party to Labour.

Similarly the essays on muners’ support

groups. Massey and Wainwright start off by
saying that the strike proves the ‘old’
working class is still capable of fighting. By
the end they are arguing:

't is not a guestion of efther industrial

action or the new soctal movements...

what the strike has demonstrated 15 a

different direction for class politics.’

The problem is you're never quite suye
what they mean. They are representative ofa
muddled schoo! of thought which applauds
the fight of the miners, but which at the same
time is slightly tempted by the idea of
alliances against Thatcherism.

Some of the contributors are, however,
much more than slightty tempted by the1dea
of such a popular front alliance. They havea
clearly defined set of ideas which are in-
fluenced particularly by Eurocommunism.
For example, the South Wales NUM's

research officer, Kim Howells, reiterates the
standard Eurocommunist argument.

In an essay subtitled ‘“The birth of a new
kind of politics’, he manages to put forward
some very old style political justifications for
his role in heiping to end the strike.

Howells has never hidden his dislike of
mass picketing. He promoted the token
occupation as an alternative to picketing last
year and now has the nerve to write:

Socialist Worker Review May 1983

‘Unfortunately, it was the iatter type of
tactic [picketing] which came 1o
dominate the headlines and capture maost
people’s imagination. It never succeeded
in stopping a single lorry nor a scab and
taught us in South Wales a good deal
about what to do to win friends and

influence -’
Yet, as The Great Strike shows very well,

mass picketing was never seriously tried 1n
South Wales. The bureaucracy managed to
prevent it taking place, and relied instead on

‘a dangerous passivity to maintain the strike.

The problem is that the book tends to be
dominated by the arguments of people hike
Howells. So it tends to be a ¢ritique of the
strike not from the point of view of the
striking miners, but from that of the area
bureaucracies. S0 Huw Beynon says, on the
guestion of the ballot, *With hindsight, the
decision not to hold a ballot at that time
(May-June) might be sg¢en as a tactical

mistake.’ ‘ .
His argument is certainly a popular one

these days. It 1s also wrong. The strike began
hecause it was based on an gctfve munority
deciding to picket out otherareas onan issue
which affected them all, but didn’t affect
them all immediately. To have stopped or
retarded that movement in May and June
would have been a disaster for the strike.

Unfortunately, much of the argument put
forward in Digging Deeper reflects the notion
that the strike lost because it didn't hamess
enough public opinion. because the mass
picketing and lack of ballot were unpopular,
and because the positive case for coal wasn’t
argued hard enough. This means that despite
the good intentions and useful information:
which some of its contributors provide, its
niet effect is to fuel the arguments of Kinnaock.

Both books are informative, But The
Great Strike has the advantage of both being
totally commitied to the success of the strike,
and of providing an explanation of why that
success wasn't forthcoming.

Every socialist should buy the book, and
keep it as an excetlent record of the most in-
spiring strike most of us have seen. B
Lindsey German
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The glass menagerie

Test tabe women—what future for
motherhoad?

Ed Ruth Arditti, Renate Duelli
Klein and Shelley Minden
Pandora Press, £4.85

THIS BOOK 15 a collection of

essays by women from the USA,
Britain, India, Australia, New
Zealand and Germany. The articles
examine reproductive technology
from a feminist point of view, and
on the whole condemn it as yet
another way of men having control
over women's bodies.

According to Juliec Murphy:
‘Scientific advance in cgg
research could be exciting, even
liberating, for women in non-
patriarchal cultures. In
patriarchy, however, we have so
little control of our lives that
such reproductive techniques
threaten our very survival.'

The articles contain plenty of
horrific examples of the abusive
treatment women have suffered at
the hands of doctors and scientists.
These cannot be disputed.

It 15 absolutely true that women
are made to feel dirty when they
have an abortion, that women in
poorer countries are forcibly
sterilised, that drug companies
make fortunes out of marketing
depo provera, that contraception is
inadequate or dangerous, that
women who are infertile are made
to feel failures as wives and human
beings, and that the poorer fertile
ones are eiploited n surrogate
motherh ood.

But what can be disputed is who
or what is to blame. And what do
we do about it? All the contributors
to this collection lay the blame at
the door of patriarchy. Some also
implicate science itsatf. The resuit is
that none of them have any idea of
how you change this situation and
improve Women's rights. And
worse than that they actually end up
in the same camp as Enoch Powel
and other vicious right wing
moralists who use arguments about
the sanctity of human life to justify
batning experiments on human
embryos,

The arguments from the
feminists are different. Repro-
duction technology to them is ‘egg
snatching’. If ‘male’ scientisis are
allowed to keep fertilised eggs for
experimentation, who knows, they
may be able to eventually developa
real baby from a test tube, and do
away with the woman’s role in
pregnancy altogether,

Women would then be almost
obsolete—useful only for egg

. production--and when cloning

becomes possible would not evenbe
needed for that,

However, it is difficult to see how
this method of reproduction would
benefit capitalism, or how it wouid
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- increase male domination over

women. This. is about the most
expensive way imaginable to repro-
duce the population, and in a
perverse way, would actually relieve
women of the burden of
chitdbearing. |

“Om the positive side many of the |

writers do understand that social
cotiditions are the reason why
women don't have 5 real choice
about whether or how they
reproduce. Many women are forced
to' ‘choose’ childlessness and
abortion in the face of ‘inadequate
childcare facilities, low welfare
benefits, high unemployment, and
personal isolation’, But because the
aathors see men, and not
capitalism, as controlling repro-
ductive technelogy they do not see
the issue from a working class point
of view, which means they fail to
take up the fight in any practical
way.

Further to this they are actually
undermining the issue upon which
‘many working class men and
women are prepared to fight. If
Powell's bill successfully outlaws

experimentation on cmbryos of-

only a few days or weeks old, then
we can be sure that attacks on
abortion, which can be done at 28
weeks, will be next.

But instead of seeing the im-
plications of this, and preparing to
fight to defend abortion, the writers
prefer to opt out because

‘In patriarchial societies It
[abortion] has too often become
institutionalised as a weapon of
reproductive control.”

Unfortunately socialists too have
sometimes argued a similar pos-
ition, Since doctors and scientists
are the agents of capitalism, they
cannot have the interests of male or
famabe workers in mind. Thercfore,

any experimentation or new devel-

opment 15 of no benefit to us and

- actually poses a threat.

But this iz simply not troe.
Dociors may ‘well be part of the
middle class status quo, but that
does not mean they do not want to
improve the health  of ordinary
people, We benefit in thousands of
ways every day from scientific
rescarch: . premature babies who
would otherwise die are kept alive
in incubators until they can live
inde pendently; antibiotics too save
masses of lives, .

It is of course true that medicine
can be misused: some antibiotics

have been overnsed, and this hasled .

to resistant” bacteria developing;
contraception is not perfect, and so
on. But these problems are to do
with-who controls, directs and pays

for research, rather than with

science itself. Our task is not to
throw it away, but ta find ways of
getting science under our control,

so that it can properly service our
needs. :
Trotsky asked of technology:
‘Is it only an instrument of class
oppression? It is enough to put
stich a question, for it to be
answered at once: noa,
technology is the fundamentat
conquest of humanity and
although it has also served as an
instrument of oppression and
exploitation, it is at the same
time the fundamental criteria
for the emancipation of the
exploited,”
I do not believe he meant to
exclude reproduction technology.,
The book’s weaknesses are
¢ompounded by the fact that firstly
nowhere do the contributors
discuss how to organise, campaign,
make propaganda, get support etc.
And secondly, since they do not
wani any part of reproductive tech-
alogy at all, they don’t bother 1o

explain the issues properly. Women

who are infertile but still want to
have children are dismissed as

having an attitvde problem.

The advantages of experiments
on embryos for in vitre fertilisation
and in the fight against genetic
diseases like Down’s Syndrome or
sickle cell anaemia are hardly
covered.

Finally, in seeing all males as

~ either part of the patriarchal con-

spiracy o, at best, as passive bene-
ficiartes of women's oppression
with nothing to gain from change,
the writers do not see how male
workers ¢an be drawn into the
struggie for abortion rights etc. L is
worth remembering that the actions
of tens of thousands of trade
unionists in Britain contributed to
the defeat of the Corrie Bill in 1979,

Really it’s not worth bothering to
read this anti-male paranoia.
Instead start organising now to
fight against Enoch Powell's
Unborn Children Protection Bill,
and get prepared for the attack on
abortion rights that is bound to

follow.m
Lynda ¥ Avray

Up against the States

This mighty dream
Adamson & Borgos
Rouiledge & Kegan Pau!
£8.95

THIS BOOK covers over 120 years
of social protest by organised
farmers, workers, blacks and
communities.

The American ruling class have
never hesitated to use every method
of divide and rule possible to
maintain its supremacy. [t has used
immigrants and blacks to
underming the unions and radical
movements. '

The good thing about this book is
that it doesn’t show the mass of the
population as witless dupes unable
to do anything to overcome the
divisions, or fight back.

It is casy to lapse into believing
that social change comes about
automatically. As the authors state:

 *Social change once achieved

becomes part of the status quo and
seems unremarkable to those wh
come after.’ -

But if, in modern day America, it
is the case that some women get
equal pay, that blacks can use the
same rest rooms and restaurants as
whetes, that some workers arec
organised in unions and have pro-
tection from the worst of exploita-
tion, and that some tenants are pro-
tected by law, it’s not due to some
kindness from above, It is because
of past struggles,

There are those who look at the
existing order with complete

pessimism. They believe that racism .

and sexism run so deep that nothing
can be done. Unity can’t be
achieved, therefore evarybody
should organmise in their own

Sociatist Worker Keview May 1985

isolated corner ontheir own specific
prablem,

Yet in the 18805 the Kmghts of
Labour with a million members
demanded ¢quat pay, and in spite of
segregation laws held railies of
black and white workers. It wasn’t
until the defeat and decline of the
Knights that the more elitist, and
definitely racist American
Federation of Labour became the
major workers' organisation.

For a long time the big
corporations were quite happy to
us¢ the AFL, often in a sirike-
breaking role. - |

The AFL by behaving like a com-
pany union hoped to win con-
cessions, but with the growth of
mass production this became self-
defeating, and the only people to
gain were the bosses,

1n 936 American Labour broke
from 11s narrow confines of skill and
race, and buwit for the first time a
mass general union federation, the
10,

The struggle in steet is one area
that 5 well documented and iHus-
trated in the book. Unionisation
rose to 36 percent and only three
decades later dropped below 25
perceat. '

In 1956 it took a 381 day boycott
by blacks to win desegrepation on
Montgomery’'s buses.

“The Mavor said as soon as the
first rainy day came all the
blacks would be back on the
buses. The first day it rained it
was a sight to see people just
walking in rain, water dripping
off them, soaked but they just
kept on walking.’

" It was the late sixties by the time

civil disobedience had desegregated
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all buses and public eating places,
and broken down discrimmation by
some employers.

Yet today in Chicage unem-
ployment und segregated housing i1s
higher than when Martin Luther
King hnirst led campaigns in that city.

It is at this point that the book’s
weakness comes (o the fore. The
authors accept that there have been
setbacks and rightly insist on
remaining optimistic. They refuse
to join those who believe the
struggle isover, that active struggles
will never happen again.

But they give no satisfactory
answer 4s to why these movements
failed, and how organisation should
change for the future.

Though they note that often cam-
paigns have been cynically used by
those seeking the vote, or that the
farmers failed because they didn’t
build an afliance with Labour, they
draw no such conclusion for black
and community struggles.

The concentraticn on move-
ments and organisation means that
politics for the most part isignored.
Therefore they leave unexplatned
how it was possible to have the mass
growth of the CIO without the sub-

sequent growth of a Labour Party.

They believe that the main
political weakness of the move-
ments was their failure to mani-
pulate the power available in the
ballot box to their own ends, Here
we have a familiar argument, extra-
parliamentary action can be aided
by parliamentary activity. Not to
believe that is to reject politics, Of
course, that is to ignore the fact that
it is always parhamentary action
that comes out on top.

But it would be expecting too
much that this interesting book
should conclude that the preblem
has been the absence of a different
kind of politics. An independent
workers’ party based on struggle,
completely united irrespective of
race or sex. A party based on the
potential power of the American
working class, capabie of leading
and uniting the whole of America’s
oppressed.

At £8.95 the book has excellent
photographs, facsimilies af
bulletins etc and is a good intro-
duction to AmMErican grass-roots
strugple. ®
Andy Strouthous

A system built on slavery

Stand the storm
Edward Reynolds
£3.95 Alison and Busby

Stand the Storm is a short book
about the Atlantic slave trade which
probably would appeal more to
people who, like the author, rejecta
Marxist viewpoint. What the blurb
on the back refers to as ‘realistic and
balanced’, alt too often turns out to
be a2 middle of the road muddte,
Reynolds takes us from the
organisation of African socicties
before white slave traders, through
Jdetails of the trade itself, to the
abolition movement and finally the
legacy of the slave trade in both
Africa and the American continent.
One of the better chapters is on
the supply and demand for slaves,
Reynolds explains how the early
European colonists, having vir-
tually wiped out the indigenous
population, needed a cheap and
reliable form of labour which could
not be met by indentured servanis.
Masses of figures and deail
scarcely dull the clear refationship
between the sheer magnitnde of
staves bought and sold {(approxi-
mately 10 million), their brutal
exploitation and the vast profits
made by these eary capitalists.
Barclays Bank and Lloyds
Insurance company are but two
powerful institutions whose money
was first made from slave trading.
Reynolds becomes shaky
however, when he discusses the
ending of the slave trade. He starts
by alrmost reluctantly agreeing with

the theory which asserts that the
profits made by slave trading pro-
vided one of the main sources of
accumulation of capitalin England,
which financed the Industrial
Revolution.

This industrialisation had
economic consequences which
shifted the movement of labour and
resources from agriculture towards
industry. In other words it became
probably a more profitable invest-

- ment 10 own mills in Lancashire

than a plantation in Barbados,
And of course the slaves them-
selves weren't just sitting back and
taking it. The rebethon in St
Domingue led by Toussaint
L’ Ouverture immartalised in the

Black Jacobins by CLR James, was

not isolated. But Reynolds plays
down these pressures and geis
terribly bogged down in what he
calls ‘the philosophical ideclogy of
the 18th century’

We struggle painfully through
how public opinwon did or didn’
influence parliament and the efforts
of individuals like Wilberforce and
Granvilie Sharp till we reach ths.

*The notions that shaped the
attitude of western Europeans
...emanated from biblical and
historical beliefs which gave
substange ta an ideological
movement with an evangelical
and philosophical base that was
concerned with reform.’

- Now of course it was “ideas’ from
the French Revolution which
affected the Dominguan revolt, but
those same ideas were an ¢xpression

of the needs of an emerging bour-
geoisie and had a firm base in-class
struggle. '
The book does cover a wealth of
information and detail, albeit tn a

style redolent of an ‘A" level
sociology course, I'd rather recom-
mend the Bigck Jerobins 1o getus up
and fighting.

Lesley McBimey

Under the _carpet

The Most Contrary Region: The
BBC in Northem ireland 1924-84.

Rex Cathcar
The Rlacksraff FPress £5.95

THE MEDIA have to perform two

functions. Firstly they act as the
‘mouthpiece for our rulers. No one

cauld doubt that after the perform-
ance of the press and television in
the miners' strike.

But they also have to present a
product which the mass of people
can identify with. After all, to fune-
tion they need an audience. That
means they can and do reflect items
which are profoundly critical of the
way society functions. :

The BBC is a classic invention of
the Brtish tuling class. It s in
reality controlled by the state. That
is where it gets its cash. But that
rezlity is masked by the fictien that
it is a public corporation set up by
that wonderful device, 4 toyal char-
ter. Thus we are always told the
BBC is independent and free from
bias.

But in one area of what is termed
the United Kingdom the whole
basis on which the BBC operates
has been under challenge from i1s
inception.

Northern Ireland has always pro-
vided a tricky situation, One third
of the population doesn't share
“British values'. But what emerges
in this book is the ditficulty BBC
Northern Ireland has faced, ever
since it went on air, in providing a
product which reflected a Northern
Ireland culture.

After all Northern Ireland is an
artificial creation, [t is the resultof a
line drawn on- a map by a civil ser-
vant in Whitehall, and agreed tona
deal between the British and Irish
ruling class.

To'build an audience in Northern
Ireland the BBC had to present pro-
grammes with a locat flavour. In
this it immediately met with the sus-
picion of the new Stormont govern-
ment. As in Britain, top civil
servants and military chiets initially
opposed public broadcasting,
arguing that radio communication
should be used only for detence and
other purposes. But American
experiences and the threat ot radio
from Europe reaching Britain
changed that,

Even so, the Stormont govern-
ment demanded and go1 some exira
control aver the new Belfast station.
In its first broadcasts BBC
Northern Ireland simply used
English anncuncers and put out
Fare drawn from scrossthe channel.
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But there were demands for local
programmes and accents from all
shades of opinion In Northern
Ireland. Na effort was planned o
mark the first St Pairick™s day ol the
station’s existence. Linder pressure
the BBC relented and plaved a pro-
gramme of Irish music, Butin [92€
a concert from Dublin was abruptly
cancelled. A BBC official hinted to
the Catholic frisk Newy that the
decision was taken under pressure
from Lord Craigavon. pnme
mimister of Northern lreland.

In order to develop a separate
identity a new, English station chiet
was imported trom South Alnca.
He recalled:

‘I was invited to become a
member of the Ulster Club,
where almaost daily [ met
members of the government; Lthe
governor, the Duke of
Abercorn, was immensely help-
ful and friendly, and Lord
Craigavon, the Pnme Minster
was a keen supporter of our
work. [n effect 1 was made a
member of the Establishment..’

But in developing a local product
there was 2 problem—what exactly
was the cuttere of this newstate? To
the BBC in London it was clearly
just as Imsh as Dublin or Cork,
From London there was a steady
demand for Irish programmes. This
clashed with the determination of
Northern Ireland’s Uniomist rulers
to present a loyal, ‘Ulster” product.

When BBC Northern Ireland
used actors from Dublin or broad-
cast the world famous Abbey
Theatre it brought howls of protest
from the targely Protestant
audience.

In 1934 Craipavon intervened

again 1o stop the results of Gaelic
football matches being broadcast
on Sundav—the day they were
plaved. In 1936 the BBC deaded
there could be no Gaelic broadeasts
whatsoever. But despite this there
was also a continual campaign
about the Englishness of BBC
broadcasts,
" What really established the BBC
in Unipnist eves was its coverage of
the 1935 sectanian riots in Belfast.
After a period of working class up-
surge which saw a high degree of
Protestant and Catholic -unity.
bigots hke Craigaven had worked
hard 10 rebuild sectanan hatred.
When the pogroms against Cathohc
areas began the BBC simply kept
mum. It was part ol a pelicy which
would last to the 1960s of simply
sweepmg sectarianism  under the
carpet.
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Until the 1960s the BBC,
including the new television station,
lived in an artificial world. It 1ried
tc mirror home ccounties broad-
casting by putting ocut programmes
like A Week in Stormont and Any
Cuestions. But 2 whole battery of
cantrols existed. News from the
Irish Republic was banned. Issues
like partition couldn’t be discussed.
Instructions were drawn up trying
to enforce ‘Ulsterisation’.

Thus a series on greéat writers
could cover Shaw, Joyee and Yeats
as long as they were broadcast by
lesser known writers who were born
m Northermn Treland.

Through BBC Northern lreland,
the Stormont regime also tried to
camtrol coverage of Northern
Ireland from London. That could
be as petty as complaints about the
broadcasting of the Insh national
anthem. But in 1959 they did suc-
ceed 1n stopping a series of reports
inte sectarianism and other realities
of Northern Ireland life made by
Alan Whicker,

By the mid 1960s things began to
thaw. In line with British interests,
the Stormont povernment
attempted to adapt a liberal face.
Reports poking fun at Ian Paisley™s

beliefs were broadcast. Talk of
change encouraged a civil nghts
movement.

When, in 5 Qctober 1968, the
RUC batoncharged a peaceful pro-
test march in Derry, a television
crew from BBC London were there,
Their broadcast helped lift the lLid
on Britain's police state in Northern
Treland.

When a Unionist MP complained
of this coverage Haroid Wilson
gave the game about Northern
Ireland away. Turning on this back
bench bigot Wilson rephied: *Up to
now we have perhaps had to rely on
the statements of himself and others
on these matters. Since then we
have had British television.’

Since 1968 the BBC and ITV have
both scrapped programmes in line
with government instructions.
They've had programmes banned.
But they have had to recognise two
things. Northern Ireland iso™ really
part of Britain and isn’t a ‘normal
society’. That simply reflects the
beliefs of most people in Britain.
MNaturally a new mystical package
has been drawn up to justify
Britain's presence there. But thatas
another s1ory. g
James Barr

Not much heartbeat

Post War Britain: A Political
History

Alan Sked & Chris Cook

Pdican £4.95

ANY BOOQK written in a narrative
style which tries to compress 40
years of history into 400 pages is
bound 1o display the atmosphere of
the average game of bango. Reading
it 15 a bit like ‘Eyes down for a full
house’,

To be fair, the authors do not
claim anything more than to pro-
vide a chronological framewaork for
the major events since 1945, Within
this rather limited ambition, they
largely succeed.

But for Marxists, the style of this

baok will inevitabiy be supetficial: -

this is history viewed in what
Plekhanov once described as ‘the
mere outward connection of
events’. The central theme of the
bock is that the period around 1963
marked a watershed in British his-
tory ‘before there was stability,
afterwards failure and disorient-
ation’. But even this is not really
analysed in terms of inherent
CAUSES.

Let me give an example; at one
point Sked and Cook claim that
Brin did not benefit from the
Empire, and that the economy in
fact expanded moare rapidly once
the Empire had been dismantled.
Now this is a very controversial
statement. But, even if it is troe, a
thinking reader would surely expact
to see at least scme attempt to
establish a causal link between the
¢nd of the Empire and subsequent
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economic growth, plus perhaps an
assessment of the importance of
other factors that may have come
inta play, like, for example, changes
in the terms of trade. However not
one supplementary piece of inform-
afion is given to support this view,

30 even where ap interesiing
pomt crops up—like the fact that,
during the so-called ‘golden boom’
vears of the 19505 and carly 19605,
whereas workers’ living standards
rase by 530% in about 13 years, the
value of equity shares rase by
225%—no real development or
analysis occurs beyond saying
‘workers bepgan to see that the real
beneficiaries of the affluent sociefy
were those with the money to
mvest’. Yet all this is written within
the overall context of how bad
industrial relations bedevilled
attempts by the Tory governmentto
put things right.

The view that perhaps the only
bad thing about industrial rglations
was the weakness of the workers’
organisation in allowing the gap to
develep would not really be seen by
Sked and Cook as coming within
the sphere of ‘real polirics’,

There 15 ancther galling feature
of this book; the one reference to
the Socialist Workers Party is
factually incorrect. Sked and Cook
clatm that we, along with "CND,
Iranian students, Methodists and
Quakers’ demonstrated with
banners that proclaimed support for
Argentina in the Falklands War.
MNow while it may be true that we on
the revolutionary left have a ten-

dency to see curselves as the centre
of the universe, it still left me
wondering, If the one piece of
information in the book of which I
have personal knowledge is in-
correct, then how accurate is much
of the rest of the vast information of
which 1 have no persanal
knowledge?

So as a quick source of reference,
maybe this book has some value; it
will no doubt be widely read by "A’
level and under-graduate students,

For those who require a general
outline of how the various pat-
ricians of British politics have
plaved a part in the evenis of the
post-war period then again the
book has some merin,

But for anyone who recognises
that we live in a class divided
society, and that the heartbeat and
matter of politics lie elsewhere, then
this boek will prove to be a not
unexpected disappointment.g

Kevin Corr

A sorry sort of socialism

Soviet Power «= The Kremlin's
foreign policy from Brezhney to
Chemenko

Jonathan Steel

Penguin £3.50

JONATHAN STEEL'S book,
recently 1ssued in Penguin, is an
argument for detente. It is a
response (o the ‘evil empire’

demonology of the West's resurgent’

Cold War warriors, He argues that,
far from seeking world dominaticn,
the USSR has always acted prag-
matically,

QOutgunned both militarily and
economically by the United States,
it has had little spccess since the
19405 in extend:ing its influence, and
far from energetically promoting
subversion, or being pathologically
aggresstve, has intervened abroad
enly with the greatest reluctance.

The materiai on Soviet defence
policy will be familiar to readers of
SHWR. The tale of how the bogey-
man of Russian ‘aggression’ and
supposed military superiority has
been resurrected in the West to
support th¢ demands for arms
spending and repression by our own
rilers has been told before.

On Eastern Enrope Steel is at his
weakest. His narrow  ‘foreign
policy’ approach can explain little
about the continuing working ¢lass
revolts in the countries of the
Warsaw Pact. To say simply that
the USSR’s actions have been
prompted by the need ior a buffer
from the West, while fair comment,
1% to ignore any discussion of the
nature of the economic and political
systems of Russia and its allies and
te fail to look at what interests
uhderpin the actions and policies of
the ruling classes of the Soviet bloc.

Steel is most interesting on the
*Third World’, The left is bedevilled
by the tendency of many, even those
claiming to be the heirs of the
Marxist tradition of cpposition to
Stalin, to put their faith in the
vanous faces of ‘socialismm’ in the
developing countries.

The USSR's apparent support for
many of these regimes has been
used te claim a progressive role for
it in this, if in no other, respect,
while on the other hand, anti-Soviet
commentators use it to characterise
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the USSR as intent on world reveolu-
tion znd to portray Russian
influence creeping in atl over the
globe,

Stecl's emphasis on examining
the manoeuvring of the USSR in the
international arena, largely without
the gloss of ‘progressive’ or anti-
communist rhetoric means that
while his basic analysis of Soviet
motivations is suspect, his account
of the practical effects of the
policies is clear.

This is shown in the censiderable
space he devotes to Afghanistan.
The Karmal regime, he netes, 1s a
nationalist ane, composed of the
rising generation of the intelli-
gentsia and the armed forces who
were excluded from power under
the old monarchy. He also points
out that while the rovahst regime
remained friendly, the Russians
were only joo happy to support it!
The USSR may have made an error
in invading, he argues, but their
motivation was that of concern for
national security, not of spreading
‘spcialism’,

The question of the ‘stace
capitalist’ regimes {such as Angola,
Mozambigue, Ethiopia Egypt and
indeed China} supported by the
Soviet Union is perhaps of most
mterest to us. Steel begins in this
respect to arrive at an analyss
which he 15 unable and unwilling to
develop further.

“If the Russians had hoped that
nationalist regmmes that had em-
barked on the *‘non-capitalist
road te development’ with a
heavy state invalvement in
damestic industry would evolve
towards socialism, they were
disappointed. This stage—in
reality state capitalism rather
than socialism—did not
praclude a foreign policy switch
back to the west.”

His ¢comments beg the obvious
question—if this road 15 state
capitalism in Egypt of Ethiopia,
why is 1t socialism in the Russian
motherland? Steel’s reliance on the
pronouncements of the Soviet
leaders and his reluctance to delve
behind the Kremlin's turgid
*‘Mamxism-Lenimism’®, lead him 1o
give us only ghmpses of the forces at
work in today’s world system,
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Steel's is the wvoice of the sane
bourgeois commentator, anxious to
show the Jupacy of the
Thatcher/Reagan return to global
confrontaticn.

The probilem is that he sees the-
“question of conflict in the world

sysiem as being one of policy. We
have to recognise that the worid
gystem s not governed by reason
but by the blind demands of
accumulation. East and West,
nation-states are locked into a
world economy which increasingly
makes their decisions for them.
Steel believes that the world, as it
is, can be stable. He describes the
counter-revolutionary mmile of the
USSR in the world in order to show
that it is not the bloodied Bolshevik
monster of Reaganite fantasy—it is
a cemmon-or-garden pragmatic
monster, with appetites no more
bestial than most, and should be
treated as a legitimate partper in

international affairs,
The USSR has not supperted a

workers’ revolution for sixty years.

Time and again, it has shown that
the ‘national’ interests of the
bureaucracy, the ruling class, are
inimical to the interests of the
world's working class, For Steel,
this is acceptable pragmatism. For
revolutionaries, it is evidence of the
permanence of another war—the
class war in which c¢omrade
Gorbachev is as firmly ranged
against revolution as Margaret
Thatcher.

Steel is an accurate commentator
within his limitaticns, and socialists
wilt find Sovier Power an interesting
read. To understand the analysis
thar is sadly lacking, however, read
or re-read Nigel Harns® Of Bread
and Guns—where Steel hopes for
good intentions from the world’s
ruling c¢lasses, Harris recognises
that it is only with their overthrow,

East and West, thai we ¢an remove,

once and for all the barbarity and
the threat of destruction that their
system breeds, W

Tim Sneller

Animal attitudes

Man and the Natural World:
Changing Attitudes in England
1500-180{0

Keith Thomas

Penguin £4.95

KEITH THOMAS, though no
Marxist, is a historian whase
writings have generally been well
worth attention from Marxists. He
has written on the Levellers and
Diggers, and on women in the
Englisk Civil War. Some years ago,
in Religion and the Decline of Magic,
he broke new ground with an
examination of the relaticnship bet-
ween the ideas of the educated elite
and the attitudes of the peasantryin
garly modern Engiand.

At first sight, Man and the Natural
World seems to be attempting some-
thing similar, Its theme is changing
atttudes to biological nature, and
its starting point is the sixteenth
century, when the ideas of medieval
chnstiamty still prevailed. The
orthodox view then was that the
natural world was ¢reated by God
for the exclusive use of human
beings, and that human nature was
destined by God for a supernatural
fulfilment.

By the beginning of the nine-
teenth century, the foundations had

" been laid for a modern scientific

attitude to the natural world, a
world existing in and for itself,
having a history much older than
human history, and not specially
designed 1o be dominated by
mankind.

Keith Thomas tries to show how
popular attitudes, particularly
middle class attitudes, slowly

¢hanged with urbanisation and the .

growth of capitalism in England,

preparing the way (he claims) for
nineteenth century changes in scien-
tific understanding.

His attempt fails, and the resultis
trivialisation. The opportunity to
examine the relationship between
the ideclogy of grand theory and
the attitudes of everyday life is
simply missed, largely becanse there
i$ no discussion of grand theory at
all, Rousseay and Darwin, for
example, are both mentioned. fre-
quently and we are given to under-
stand that they were important, but
they appear only in scattered
quotations on various sub-topics
throughout the book. Much more
coherent accounts are given of pet-
keeping, country sports and
fashions in gardening.

Owverall, the bhook gives the
impression that Thomas is jumping
on the bandwagon of currently
trendy ideas such as ecology and
animal liberation. The story he tells
18 essentially one of ssmple progress,
of the rise of a set of improved atti-
tudes to animals and the environ-
ment. But his own paichwork
method of assembling guotations
from fifteenth to nineteenth century
sources suggests that perhaps the
story 18 more complicated.

Can a Marxist learn anything
from this book? There are fascina-
ting quotations and Suggestions
which may give comfort to those
who see the whole complex of
ecologism and animal liberation as
fundamentally reactionary. Kind-
ness to animals was often combined
with windictiveness towards the
working class and contempt for
other races of human beings.
Darwin proclaimed that he would
rather be descended from a *heroic

little monkey' than from ‘a savage
who delights to terture his enemies
.. and is haunted by the grossest
superstititions.’

When Thomas himself suggests
that ‘the preoccupation with
gardening, like that with pets,
fishing and other hobbies, even
helps to explain the relative fack of
radical and political impulses
amang the British proletanat. I can
hear the chortles of the Flippant
School of Marxists whose response
1o every mention of such subjects is,
‘Animals? Flowers? We'll get rid of
them under socialism!" Thomas's
offthand remark i3, of course, non-
sense, and one can hardly imagine a
working ciass with no hobbies
making a revclution.

But Keith Thomas alsc quotes
Engels, whe was fond of dogs and
horses, saying that ‘anyone who has

A noble cause

South Wales and the Rising of
1839

[vor Wilks

Croom Helm £15.95

‘TSHALL. this night beengagedina
struggle for freedom and should it
piease God to spare my life I shall
see You soon; but if not, grieve nat
for me. 1shall fall in a noble cause.’
So wrote 19 year old George Shell, a
carpenter, to his parents on the eve
of the Chartist march on Newport.
He was to be killed in the fighting,
shot down by British troops in front
of the Westgate Hotel.

Ivor Wikks' account of the 1839
Rising is a tremendous achievement
in recovering the history and
experience of the revelutionary
working class in South Wales in the
late 1830s. _

Wilks successfully restores it to a
central place and successfully lays
bare the nature of the working class
that could mount such a challenge.
The South Wales working class was
formed in the early decades of nine-
teenth century industrialisation.

The great strikes of 1816, 1822
and 1830 are testimony 1to
increasing working class strength,
The ScotchCatile,a secret society of
militant miners, were busy,
maintaining working class
solidarity by a combinaticn of
moral and physical force that inti-
midated the backslider and
punished the scab. Then in 1831 this
early phase of working class history
came to an end with the pgreat
uprising in Merthyr Tydfil.

Wilks provides an exciting and
detailed account of the develop-
ment of Chartist organisation
among the iron workers and coal-
miners of South Wales, at the end of
the 1830s. Thousands of men were
enrolled in secret armed conspiracy
against the state. Organised

Coralict Wiaker Raviaw Mav 19R5
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much o do with such animals will
hardly be able tec escape the
conviction that there are plenty of
cases where they now feel their ina-
bility to speak is a defect.” Many
well-known Marxists have been
friendly te animals (Lenin
apparentlty kept cats), and Rosa
‘Luxemburg, who bepan her studies
with botany and zoology, belicved
that no living creature should be
harmed unnecessarily.

Can all this be dismissed as
irrelevant sentimentality? Perhaps, .
somewhere between the flippant
approach and the false and in-
coherent ideas of animal liberation
(would they draw the Iline at
malarial mosquitos? or at harmful
bacteria?y there is a Marxist pos-
ition waiting to be worked out.m
Norah Carlin

attempts were made to subvert the
military and some deseriers were
actually enrolled i the rebek’
ranks.

Altogether some 7,500 men,
organised in fifteen brigades were
ready, hoping to seize control of -
South Wales, to take over the mines
and ironwerks and to establish a
Workers® Republic. They counted
on similar risings taking place in
Yorkshire and Lancashire.

On 3 November 1838, in
torrential rain, the rebels assembled
for the march on Newport and the
following day attacked the town’s
garrison. A frontal assault was
made on soldiers occupying the
Westgate Hotel with disastrous
results. The rebels were shot down
in the open with no way of
effectively retaliating.

The failure to capture Newpert
demoralised the rebels and they
soon dispersed, with their leadersin
prison, in hiding or fleeing abroad.
Defeat-and military occupation did
not end working class resistance
however.

When the employers tried to
impose wage cats the following
vear, while the iron workers
accepted the coal miners struck, in
some pits for fourteen weeks until
the cuis were withdrawn.

Wilks provides a masterly
account of this great challenge to
the state and surely gives the lie to
those such as Neid Kinnock who
deny any tradition of revolutionary
struggle to the working class,

It is unfortunate that he chose not
to place the Welsh Chartists more in
the context of the national move-
ment and does not dwell more on
those activists in Yorkshire and
Lancashire who were of like mind.
Nevertheless this is a book that well
repays reading .@

Bill McDare
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Don’t undermine the action

GARETH JENKINS' and John
Lindsay's article on South Africa
(April SWE) threatened to throw
out the babyy with the bathwater, Of
course 115 nonsense (o argue that
factory closures by multinationals
will advance the struggle aganst
apartherd. And i s the nise of the
black proletariat which has made
the Anti-Apartheid Movement
leadership™s  sanctions  seem 5o
Judicrous.

What side are we on when blacks
fipht tor the right to work against a
forcign buss? To ask the question is
10 answer it we stand with our class
against closures and redundancies—
auainst disivestment’,

But the article seemed to draw the
conclusion that socizalists should
therefore apposc all disinvestment
campaigns. The authors did not
actually say that ol course—instead
there was a clumsy bit of fudging,
Apparcorly “we will carry our arsu-
ments more suceessfully if we parti-
cipate tn protests’. The implications
of Lhis statement simply have not
been thought through. It would be
impassible to apply this in practice.

[et us take the example of a
collcge disinvestment campaign
{the most likely platlorm for the
argument}. Is 1t being supgested
that SW3S members should join an
occupation  only o go  around
arguing it should be called oft
because disinvestment is 4 bad idea?
Gareth and John were probably
only half-aware of the contra-
diction, so they glossed over it. But
unless 0 1B sorted out 1t could
cripple SWP involvement in anti-
apartheid actjvity,

The mistake is to assume that
argwng lor the sale of shares 15 the
same thing as arguing for factory
closures in South Africa. In the real
world  there is no connection
between the two at all. Very lew
stock market investors are open to
-anti-apartheid pressure, Shares sold
by a college will immediately be
purchased by someone else. Com-
panies are not going to be pulling
out of South Africa because of
collapsing share prices in the wake

of mass sazles. That is not—or
should not be— the argument in
favour of college disinvestment,
Indeed, 1o put the case in ihat
way enables the administration to
make tellmg counterpoints. It I
true that very few institutional
investors are hkely to disinvest. [t Js
true that British owners pulling out
of South Africa would simply make
raom for other capitahists, It &5 true
that black workers would suffer.

The basis on which socialists should -

demand disinvestment 15 not only
different to  that of the Anti-
Apartherd Movement leadership; it
is also unanswerable,

The crux of the matter is that a
disinvestment ¢ampaign is an
assertion of anti-racism. It raises
the political question, challenges
reactionary ideas, polanises opinion
and draws people into activity. A
victory for the campaign is a victory
against racism and for inter-
nationalism. The point 15 that
colleges which hold shares in
campanies operating in South
Africa—colleges which own
apartheid capital—profit from the
system. They are on the side of the
bosses and the sitate. Not in
words—but in deeds.

Qur argument is that their words
must match ther deeds. We
demand a clear-cut anti-racist, anti-
apartheid statement from
them—we demand that they cease
to be part of the apartheid system.
There need be no pretence that we
expect material gains from disin-
vestment. The campaign is a battle
of 1deas.

A college disinvestment
campalgm raises the banner of anti-
racism and international solidarity.
There can be absclutely ne
question: we wholeheartedly
support it, seeking to draw the
maximum number of people into
the most militant forms of action
until our demands are won, That is
how we wm an audience for our
iddeas among other activists—not by
putting forward arguments which
undermine the action. M

Neil Faulkner
Cruildford

In detence of Lenin

COLIN SPARKS's review, Lenin

andd the Patrions (April SHRY con-

Liiis o fow errom.
Colin weiles:
‘Lenin...began by opposing the
demand tor “peace’™ and
nsisting that to call tor anything
less than ¢ivil war was Lo cap-
Wulate to the muddle-heads who
did not sce the class lines clearly
and who wanted 10 join with
middle class pucitists. Reality
wius 10 knock his headapamst the
wall, too; by 1917 *peace’™ was to

become one of the key slogans!”

Lenin until 1917 quite nightly
opposed the slogan of ‘peace’ as
muddled pacifist nonsense. As
against this he argued that only cvil
war could put an end to the
imperialist war. However, when the
Soviet was established in Russia
after the February revolution,
naturally the slogan of civilt war did
not fit and the slogan of peace did.
To use Colin’s method ome could
say that the lact that Lenin was anti-
defencist until Qctober 1917 and

Zinoviev

then turned defencist was because
he ‘capitulated to the muddle-
heads’.

Colin describes Zinoviev's War
and the Revolutionary Crisiy as a
vulgar abuse of Trotsky. First ot all
one must npotice that the article
appeared in a book edited by Lenin
and Zinoviev, entitled Against the
Stream. At the time Zigoviey was
the closest collaborator of Lenin
while Trotsky, both at the
Zimmerwald conference and later
at the Kienthal conference, opposcd
the Bolsheviks sharply, while col-

% .
Trotsky

H i, u-

laboarating with the centrists. Colin

WIITeS:
“The Zimmerwald conferénce. ..
ended without a clear division
between the revolutionary
current, the “Zimmerwald lefi™
led by the Bolsheviks, and the
“centrists™ led by Ledebour and
his co-thinkers in the SPD/’°
This was not so. The main guide-

lines of the future Comintern were

torged by Lenin at the Zimmerwald

conference M

Tomy Cliff

London

Vicious red circle

YOUI AKFE absolutely right on the
prospects Tor socialists in lealy
{April SWAR) when vou say the out-
look is bleak. The employers arc
cleady an the oliensive and there
has been very little orpanised resis-
fance, An ominous sign ot the times
are the changes in union member-
ship in the key Lombardy region,
where  the CP-dominated teder-
ation, the CGIL, has declined whiic
the more moderate  groupings,
C1SK and UL, have actoally
gained members,

The article 15, however, mistaken
on one small but significant point.
concerning the recent murder of

- Ezio Taranteliiand the strength and

role of the Red Brigades.

Some years ago the Red Brigades
had o degree of working class
support and could be described as
having a lefl-wing orientation
(however confused).

As 1ls obld leadership has been
smashed, or ‘repented’, the Red
Brigades have, however, declined in
political significance and changed
their character, By now it is almost
certainly not a single organisation
(f mnedeed 1t ever was)y and 15 vir-
tually mdistinguishable trom the
vanous right-wing terror groups
and the pangs of gunmen controelled
by the Mafia and the Camorm. The
Tarantelll murder was in lacl
claimed bunth by the Red Brigades
and the so-called Armed
Proletarian MNuclei, a  grouping
clearly dentified with the lascist
right on Humerous occasions,

Tarantelll himsclf was, as the
article notes, involved in the nego-
tiations 10 scrap the seafa mobile
system of wapes linked o price
nses, He was not, however, 4 ‘right-
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wing trade unionist’. As economic
adviser Lo the Chrstian Democrat
union lederation, CISL, he had in
the past been known for his advo-
cacy of anagreement with the CP. Il
anything he was to the left of other
ruhing class economists,

This probably accounts for the
fact that he could be gunned down
50 easily n the university
precincts—nol having been given &
bodyguard he was a soft targel,

Tarantelli’s murderers were most
likely in the pay of the far-right of
the Christian Democratic party, or
possibly ol the Maha (he was a
Sicilian}. Even if they were nomin-
ally of the ‘left” they are almost
certainly  being  directly  mamp-
ulated by the lar-nght.

This may all sound absurdly con-
spiratonzl, but 1t would only be the
latest in @ continual series of bizarre
and grotesque operations carried
out by the right in Italy with the aim
of intimidating the relormist wing
of the ruling class, driving the CP
it calls for more repression, and
incidentally isolating the
revoluttonary left.

The rragedy of laly is that
socialists have been unable to
escape from this vicious circle, The
combination of soft Maoism,
Stalimism and mare recently
autonomism, has destroved what
wis omee easily the largest and most
inlucntial laver of revolutionaries
in Europe.m
Dave Beecham
West London
Nate: at the moment the
referendum on the scale mobife,
sought by the CP, is scheduled for
June Yth—unless the unions sel out
lirse,
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I Debate and letters

Separating the separatists

I HAYE recently bepun to be
disturhed by the way inwhich the word
‘separatism’ is used by 5WF mem-
bers in discussing women’s issues.
Although Socialist Warker Review
has for the most part avoided using
this word as anm all-purpose term of
abuse, | feel it is time that it was
discussed.

Women's separalism can mean
twio or three dilterent things. The
first, which 1 would call total
separatism, 15 the view thatfeminists
should have nothing o dowith men
in their personal lives: they should
live separately, moke love only with
one another, and rcpect male
children, Women who do live with
men and have sex with them are
‘collabarators’. 'This is the pasition
taken by a Leeds femimist group
1979, and the debute around it was
published as a pamphtet, Love vour
Enenn? {Onlvwomen Press, 1981,

Total  separatism  has  some
support in teminist ciecles, but it is
small and  highly  controversal,
Many ieminists are outraged at
sugpestions  that  male  toddlers
should be exclugded Mrom conference
creches or that being heterosexual
compromises their feminism,

itis elitist, because the majority ol
waomen are and probably always will
be *collabarators™, and a counsel of
despair, because it suys that no unity
ol women and men instruggic iscver
possible,

The second  position 15 that
women should orpamise separately
from men. through women-only
groups, campaigns and demon-
strattons. Clearly, total scpacatists
participate 10 this  kind  of
organisation, but so dowomen who
reject the el separatist
position—women  who  live  with
men. have sex with men and even feel
fricndly towards their teenage sons!

Many aof the women involved
Cirecnham Common for examph
tock a positive view— perhaps even
A too conventional vicw—ol the role
of women in the family, while
insisting that Greenham should be a
women-only agtivity.

We reject this argumentbecausc it
says that only by organsing
separalely can women intluence

Reply to editors and critics

MY ARTICLE What Do We Mean
By The State? in March YWR got o
bit mangled in editing. An
argument [ think importani
disappeared,

Lenin's lormal definition of the
state is tnsuificient. There is more to
the state than “armed bodies of men”
etc. We shoutdn't define the state by
a characteristic means it employs:
violence,

States do useful things. The pen-

men Lnoa pasitive way, and that
symbolic actions, like hanging baby
clothes on the fence at Greenham,
can win struggles. We insist that the
Fight lor women's liberation has Lo
be part of the class strogile 1o have
any hope of changing the world,

But many SWP moembers also use
the wond separatism to describe the
position that  within mixed
oreanisations  (polincal  parties
whether ref nrmist or revolutionary,
trade unions or campaigns like
CNLY) there should be women-only
Meetings, CAuCUses OF COMMITEesas
a matler of principle. This 5 not a4
‘separatist” position by comparision
with the two outhned above, and
many soctalists are puzzled at baing
accused of separatism when they are
neither political lesbians of the fove
your  FEaesny? stripe nor whole-
hearted advocates ot Greenham-
siyle separate orgamsalion.

Women's mectings, ciucuses and
commiliecs  are not always the
wrang tactic. I'or example. most
IINCrs wives who were acung inthe
recent strike began by setting up a
WOMen' s grouparcommittee, When
any aclivity takes place around a
women's issue which s also a class
issue (such as abortion)its hikely o
be  women  talking  together—
whether  tformally  or  informally
—whao start the ball rolling so that
men, oo, become  part ot the
campaign.

What we in the SWPdo notagree
with is 1the view that 1o an
corgamisation of women and mon,
WOmEn's issues can be hived off inte
women’s groups orcommitiess ona
permanenl  basts, because  this

pushes the issues out of the centre of

atiention on to the margin, and lels
men oft the hook because they cansit
baick and tet the women get on with
It

I really don’t know what to call
this third kind ot ‘separatism’
—wormen’s sectionalism?™ —but 1t 18
time the SWP found a namc for it
which doesn’t just alamgamate all
Llhaose who disagree with us under a
name which suggests (he mmost
extreme. B
Norah Carlin
North London

sioner going to the Post Office
doesn™ vicw the slate a8 ‘organised
viplence”. Nor does the NHS
patient, or the consumer of water,
The modern state’s “useful fune-
tions’ strengthen it, by making it
scem inevitable.

Reformisis, whotake the state lor
granted, assumg only ‘trained
experts’, ‘managers’, etc can organ-
is¢c key social  actvities.  Ther
“soctalism’ is alwavs ‘from abowve”,

Marxists, by cantrast, insist sociery
must reclaim control over all its
own necessities and tunciions, This
argument  applies cqualiy to
policing, production, distribution,
wellare.

To deline the state, we muost
follow Marx's method, and begin
with socia! relations. 50, where 1o
start? Wilth the fact, surely, that
eveTy state involves one class mona-
palising key processes ol rule-
making and rule-entorcement. A
society with a state 15, by detinlnon,
a class-divided society. Those who
comprise the state are a class, The
existence of 4 stale 15 an immuoediate
sign ol soviety™s affenared character.
People are still reproducing the
means of their own domination.

Fvery slate is an impediment to
popular self-government.
Certainby, every state protects ils
monopoly by organised violence,
but the monopoly itself, not the
violence, is the centre of the evil,

This 15 as true ol the ‘wellare
state’ as it 15 of the police, army,
judiciary, etc. To put the matter
extremely, tevolulionaries must
alm to “smash the welfare state’.
[est some daft eept seck to nus-
nnderstand me, of course we don™t
opposce public welfare. But welture
dnes need to be ‘de-statised’, e,
made directly subject (o popular
democratic control, Demunds for

just such democratisation ot all
state insitutions—health services,
schools, law and order, etc—have
plaved a erucial role in all madern
movements with any revolutionary
potential. Loak at France in 1968,
Portugal in 1975, Poland in 950!
What of a ‘workers” stale’
(Letiers, SHWAE April)? Certainly the
working class has to estabiish its
own democratic state power. But a
‘workers® stale’ has meaning only as
what Lenin brilliantly termed a
senui-state’, a state whose dem-
acralic form permits its dissolution
or *withering away’. What makes it
still a state 15 that, in some respects,
same partts of the population are
excluded. [n some measuare, ftom
contrel over the running ot socicty.
5o long as the term *state” stili fits
the situalion, there s stitl hierarchy
and subordination in social hie.
Marx was an implacable encmy
ot all forms of ‘statism’—and not
only in respect ot ‘capitalist’ stages,
Sacialism is the struggle for the des-
truction of the state, i g/ (ts mani-
festations and torms. The ‘sub-
ordination of the state to socicty™ 18
not the fmal goal; our ultimate aim
is the removal of all forms of mono-
polisation of social functions and
thus the end ol the state in tore,
without quahilication.m
Colin Barker
Manchester

Chasing public opinion

IN ‘PATTERNS of delcat’ {March
Review) relerence was made to the
wide currency of Marvise Todar's
ideas, outside the CP lsell and
ameong the ‘soft tett’ in the Labour
Party, among NUM aflcals ete. As
vou point aut, among these ideas is
the argument that a *Broad alliance’
15 the only way to deteat Thatcher,
that the waorking class along isn’t
strong cnough to win, and that
winning owver ‘public opinton® i
CrLcial.

In April’s Muarxism foday the
consequences of these ideas, in
coming to terms with the miners
defeat, becotnes apparent, In an
article written by Hywell Francis,
Chair of the Wales Congress in
Scpport of Mimng Communities,
both the absence of a national bailot
and the use of pickets are attacked
on the grounds that they alienated
‘public support”. This. theargument
rns, ‘intermalbised’ the struggle and
“diverted attention awayirom ... the
case lor coal”

Francis cven pocs so tar as to
believe that the only positive inter-
vention thal ¢id oceur was over the
‘initiative lasnched by the church
leaclers’. He sees workers' direct
action (¢ the .. archac strategy of
mass and flying picketing’) as being
1 principal reason for the faifure of
the strike.

Orgreave is secn as having tailed
not beciuse there was no really

sericns altempt Lo mobilise support
from trade unionists in the tactones
ol Shefticld and Rotherham to join
the picket, or because the leader-
ships consistently ignored Scargill's
calls for mass picketing of Orpreave.
Rather, it s secn as a consequence of
“Thatcherism® — ‘the Government
was better prepared’ and miners
were now picketing “against the
spate’.

This s nol new. Workers 1o
strupple over a period oftimealways
reach o point when the fact that they
are fighting the state becomes more
or less clear. The tragedy of the
miners” sirike 18 that the olticial
leaders ol the labour movement
were never prepared to 1ake that
stripgle against the state seriously.

Dnce you sce class struggle as
having an acceplable {GLC, CTNLY)
and unacceptable (Orgreave, picker
e violence) tace, then you become
capzble of abandonmg and betray-
ing the interests ol real workers in
the here and now., in Mavour of
pursiing some chimerical “public
opinion’ down the road to the next
general elecion. And vnce you do
that, you can even concolve, as
Hywel Francis does, of a situalion
whore “the price for ‘viclory® and
‘unity” will be acceptance ol the
ballot and the abandoning of mass
picketing.” B
Tim Evans
St Albans



OUR HISTORY

THE SUPPRESSION of the Mau Mau

rebellion was, without doubt, the most

brutal and blocdy counter-insurgency
campaign fought by the British Army since
the end of World War I1. The rebellion was
defeated; nevertheless 1t began the process
that was to lead to British withdrawal from
Africa. Its importance is difficnlt to exag-
gerate and yet today it has been virtually
forgotten.

The Mau Mau movement has usually been
labelied as some sort ot barbaric return to
witchcraft that held Kenya's black
population in the grip of superstitious terror.
This is a lie. Mau Mau was a response to the
increasing exploitation of the blacks at the
hands of a white settler minority that looked
to developments in South Africa as therr
model. Mau Mau was a national Liberation
movement that had the support of the over-
whelming majority of the Kikuyu, the largest
tribe in Kenya, which was beginning to gain
support ameng the other tribes. Thousands
of brave men and women dicd fighting in its
CALLsE. |

There were two great sources of unrest
that fuelled this rebellion. First, thg chronic
land hunger of the great mass of the Kikuyu
peasantry, many of whom were working for
white farmers on land they considered their
own. Secondly, the growing anger of black
workers in Nairobi at their starvation wages,
appalling living conditions, and the

repression of their trade unions.

The political direction of the rebellion was
provided by the workers of Nairobi. The
East African TUC {EATUC) set up by a
number of unions in May 1949, was the first
organisation to call for majority rule and
political independence in Kenya.

Revolt in the empire

The dramatic strike-breaking activities of
the 1945-51 Labour government in Britain
are not widely known, but even less well
known are its strikebreaking activities in
Britain’s colonies. In May 1950, the EATUC
was barred and its leaders were arrested, A

general strike was called in Nairebi and

eventually spread throughout the whole
country, involving over 100,000 workers.

A massive show of strength by troops,
armoured ¢ars and low-flying RAF aircraft,
together with mass arrests, broke the strike
after nine days. The Kenya Labour Depart-
ment observed that trade unions should be
encouraged to develop, but only ‘slowly’.
The general secretary of the EATUC,
Makhan Singh, an Asian socialist who had
great faith in the British Labour Party, was
piaced in detention without trial, where he
remained for the next eleven years,

After this defcat, union activists increas-
ingly threw themselves into the underground
revolutionary movement that wasto become
known as ‘Mau Mavw’. It was the rrade
unions, in particular the Transport Union,
that were to provide much of the
arganisational backbone for the movement
in Natroba,

At the height ot the rebellion, Mau Mau
virtually controlled the black districts of the
city. It wuas here that recruits, funds,
weapons, and supplies were collected for the
Land of Freedom Armies in the forests,
Nairobi was the hub of the rebellion.

When the British declared a state of emer-
gency in October 1952 they believed that the
crisis would be over in a matter ot weeks,
Within a little over a month over 8,000
suspects had been arrested, many of them
moderates apposed to Mau Mau, such as

Jomo Kenyaia roda lo power on the backs of the Mau Mau

Jome Kenvatta, Far from stamping out the
movement, this repression provoked a full-
scale rebelhon that was to be only findly
defeated at the end of 1956.

For a time, the rebels held the initiative,
but with few modern weapons they could not
exploit thts advantage. They had
overwhelming popular support, which left
the British without eyes or ears in the black
districts, blundering after the elusive rebel
bands in the dark.

Only after the arrival of General Erskine
in June 1953 did the Bntish begin to rcgain
the initiative. Nairobi was identified as the
centre af the movemenmt and sc on 24 April
1954 some 25,000 troops and pohice occupied
the city. They: screened its entire black
population, Over 15,000 peeple were
interned without tnal and thousands more
were deported from the city back to the
Afrncan reserves. Possession of 4 union card
guaranteed internment.

After he had broken the movement in

Nairobi, Erskine turned to the white settler
areas and then to the African reserves. The
black population was screened and
thousands more suspects were interned. The
intention was to push the Mau Mau into the
forests, to cut them off from their supporters
and then to hunt them down.

A million people uprooted

Altogether around 77,000 blacks werc
interned and another 100,000 were deported
from the city back to the African reserves
where they were left without work and ofien
homeless. In June 1954 the British began to
concentratce the Kikuyvu into guarded viliages
where they could be physically prevented
from aiding the rebels. By October 1953 over
one million people had been uprooted to new
villages where, under the watchful eye of the
police, they could sit and starve.

Cut off from therr supporters, the Land

and Freedom Armies were hunted down. A

crucial part n this was played by the
‘counter-gang’ technique, using renegade
Mau Mau, developed by the then Captain
Frank Kitson. He is, of course, better known
today as the author of Low lIntensity
Operations, a study of counter-insurgency
methods for use in Britain itself,

The defeat of the Mau Mau was ruthless
and brutal, Torture was routine and the
shooting of prisoners commonplace.
Alongside the unofficial terror, the British
launched an unprecedented official terror.
Over 1,000 Mau Mau were hanged. Most were

"hanped for offences less than ‘murder’,

including 290 for possessing firearms and 45

for admimistering illegal oaths,

Officially 11,000 rebels were Killed—the
real figure was much higher, Some 6,000
troops and police were killed, only 63 of
them white, and only 32 white civilians.

After Man Mau had been defeated, the
British government eventually gave indepen-
dence to a corrupt, collaborationist black
bourgeoisic headed by Jomo Kenyatta.
Although the Mau Mau did not gain the
fruits of their struggles, it was their revolt
which challenged the position of the white
settlers arid prepared the ground for British
withdrawal. B |
John Newsinger
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