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THE ECONOMY

No hiding
place

AS THE old saying goes, there are lies,
damned lies, and statistics. That’s certainly
the best way to respond to the latest set of
official unemployment figures released in
October, ,

The ‘seasonally adjusted’ total of the
number claiming unemployment benefit
(as the Financial Times, bui not the Tory
tabloids carefully put it) fell in September
by 22,000. The unadjusted total rose by
53,000 to 3,333,000 as this year's school
leavers were finally allowed to sign ox.

Even the higher figure is a joke. Since
1979 the Tories have made a grand total of
17 major or minor adjustments to the way
the calculations are made. According to
Labour Reseagrch, if the old methods of
counting had been retained the official
total would now be 3,900,000.

The old method did not include large
numbers of women who never bothered to
register because their husbands were in
work. Nor did it include those placed on
special schemes, such as YTS and the Com-
munity Programmes, There are now
690,000 on one scheme or another. So a
reasonable estimate is that there are at least
44, million people out of work.

Lord Young, the Employment Secretary
in charge of the Manpower Services Com-
mission, won this month’s prize for
hypacrisy when he commented that *“That
is the greatest monthly fall since April

He's B€enN Senmt
TO Hetrf US WITH
THE UNeMPLOYMENT
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1979, and part of the credit must be given to
the Restart programme which endeavours
to help the long-term unemployed find a
route back to work.™

To phrase it more accurately, the MSC
has been shovelling people as fast as
possible onto schemes and courses (on
some you get no more moncy than the dole)
to remove them from the register. The
letters which call the unemployed in for
interview contain warning that their
benefit might be stopped if they don't
attend. A significant number of cases have
been reported of claimants who simply
stopped signing on out of fear of
prosecution for some minor infringement
of the rules,

That is the ideal ‘solution’ to unem-
ployment from the Tory point of view. But
at the Tory Party conference Nigel Lawson
also had the nerve to claim a million jobs
have been ‘created’ since 1983,

Since 1983, the number of men in full-
time waged employment has fallen by
81,000, -and the number of women by
33,000. - Bat there have been 641,000
additional pari-time jobs, almost all for
wWOomen.

The Tory total of one million includes a
figure of 518,000 additional seif-¢ mployed,
which the Department of Employment
admits is nothing more than a
‘guesstimate’. They base the calculation
partly on the number of those who are
neither emptoyved or officially signing on.
In other words, if you've been frightened
off the register you're simply assumed to be
self-employed. |

Meanwhile, back in the real world,
October was another disastrous month for
the Tories’ economic strategy. The pound’s
value on the foreign exchange markets
plunged steeply. Interest rates were raised
once again to stop the pound falling even
further. This now after the Bank of
England had wasted over a billion dollars’
worth of its reserves trying to stop the
pound collapsing during the week of the
Tory conference,

Meanwhile, inflation has been creeping
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up from 2% to 3 percent and is due to go
higher. But ‘average carnings’ are still
increasing by around 7', a year, and evenif
that too is a dodgy statistic, there’s no
doubt that most organised workers are still
receiving wage rises well above the rate of
inflation.

In addition, October saw a small rash of
strikes in an area as depressed as the West
Midlands, with Lucas workers bringing
Austin Rover's Longbridge plant to a halt,
and Jaguar workers walking out
unofficially (just after the launch of the new
X.J6).

Of the events within the control of the
government (at least to some degree) the
rise in interest rates has damaged them the
maost.

Those with long memorics might just
recall how lower interest rates were a
central objective of what they used to call
monetarism. Getting them down was the
main justification for cuts in government
borrowing which, it was claimed, would
release ‘savings’ for the private sector, feed
an investment boom, and get the economy
going again.

Interest rates in Britain are currently the
highest in real terms (after taking into
account inflation) of all the major in-
dustrial economies. That in turn bhurts
many of the Tories' traditional
supporters—the upwardly mobile who've
just doubled their mortgage, the smail
business trying to get big, the big business
trying to stay alive, and many of those
who've been borrowing like crazy to
speculate on the stock exchange.

Yet Lawson had little choice. For the last
few months the Tories have been
desperately trying to engineer some sort of
pre-election boom, or at least prevent the
econtomy sliding even deeper into slump,

As the Economist commented recently,
“The government’s seermingly tough fiscal
stance hides a big dose of reflation.” This
has been covered up by the receipts from
privatisation. The public sector financial
deficit, which excludes those receipts, has
risen from £7.7 billion last year to £12
billion for 1986-7 (and will rise even further
if, despite falling oil revenues, taxes are cut
in the next budget).

In other words the government is busily
pumping extra money into the economy
(and allowing the banks to lend even more)
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ag if the word monetarism had never
existed. The big flaw in such a strategy was
brutally exposed by the trade figures for the
month of August which were in the red to
the tune of £1,486 million.

Combine government ‘reflation” with
rising wages and salaries, and a consumer
borrowing spree, and what you get is a
rapid rise in imports. Combine that with
falling North Sea Qil prices, and a manu-
facturing industry which still can’t compete
on world markets, and what you get is a
record trade deficit. Add in a strong
suspicion in the global money markets that
Lawson is taking unhealthy (for them)
risks with the economy in the run-up to the
election, and what you get is a good oid-
fashioned run on the pound.

How do you stop a run on the pound?
Well, for a while you can borrow four
billion dollars from the international bank-
ers, and jack up interest rates to try and
persuade the multinationals and pension
funds to keep their money in pounds rather
than deutschmarks.

But in the end what you have to do is
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what the last British Labour government
did back in 1976 and what Hawke's Labour
government in Australia has just done.
You stop reflating, slash plublic spending,
squeeze the money supply and lower wage
levels in order to cut back the imports and
increase the exports.

Maybe the Tories can hang on until the
next election. But unless oil prices rise
again {very unlikely) or there’s a dramatic
recovery in the world economy (equally
unlikely} no British government will be
able 10 escape that fate after the election. @

LABOUR’S POLICY 1

The
alternative
team

THREE WEEKS before the Labour Party
conference, Roy Hattersley spoke to a
rather more important, and distinctly less
credulous, audience. He was flown to New
York at the expense of Greenwell
Montagu, the investment management arm
of the Midland bank, to meet a select group
of American bankers and financiers.

Hattersley's” speech went down
reasonably well. He assured his audience
that Labour would not return o ““the very
high marginal rates of taxation" which
were levied on the rich before 1979. Nor
would they reintroduce controls over the
movement of capital. Their new appreach
was, he stressed:

£11.00
£14.50
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“a demonstration that we accept the
realities of the world in which we shall
become the government of Britain and
that we are already preparing to over-
come some of the difficulties which pre-
vious Labour governments did not
always anticipate.™

What that means was spelt out in an
interview he gave to the Financial Times
back in February:

“Will we ever have the courage to say
that this attempt to hold an industry has
failed and we must therefore abandon
it? I believe we will... We have learned
that being tough on questions of this
sort is essential for the c¢conomic
survival of the country and the political
survival of the Labour government, We
cannot go back to the old days when we
were weak-minded on these things—we
can't do it on pay, we can’t do it on
investment, we can’t do it on public
spending.”™

It couldn't be clearer. Labour’s leader-
ship are putting themselves forward as an
alternative management team for Great
Britain Ltd. If the shareholders demand
that a loss-making subsidiary (British Ship-
builders, what's left of the coal industry
perhaps, or even British Steel) be closed,
then it will be.

If the bankers put a stop on the overdraft
facility then services will have to be cut, If
workers get the mistaken tdea that a
Labour government means they should be
better off, they’ll have 1o be put firmly in
their place.

Of course, they don’t quite put it like that
at Labour Party conferences. The delegates
nced to be fed with platitudes they can
regurgitate on the doorsteps for the float-
ing voter.

Labour will not abolish poverty. But
they will care about the poor. They are not
going to frighten capital away from the
country, but they will encourage it to
return with tax incentives,

They are not going to take over the high
street banks, but they will insist that the
City is more patriotic. They won’t consider
ending unemployment, but they will take
one million off the dole queues by putting
them onto makeshift training schemes for a
year or so and providing low-paid jobs on
community programmes. They will not
repeal all of the Tories’ anti-trade union
laws, only some of them,

There are still one or two specific com-
mitments for Labour to abandon if it wins
the election. Even the technically sophis-
ticated proposals for buying back shares in
British Telecom are liable to prove,too
controversial. The Financial Times leader-
writers are not too happy with the notion of
a statutory minimum wage. Increasing
pensions, as the Tories keep pointing out, i
tust far too expensive,

In a recent letter to the Guardian,
Michael Meacher made it crystal clear
that there was ne possibility of any
increases in pension levels, however
measly, until economic resources
allowed. |

But for many Labour supporters none of
this matters very much. They don’t expect




miracles. They don’t even expect very
much in the way of reforms any more. All
they ask for is that Kinnock does a bit
better than Thatcher—that the welfare
state isn't cut back, that unemployment
falls.

Can Labour succeed even by the unam-
bitious standards they've set themselves?

Anyone who looks at the legacy of the
tast Labour government of 1974-9 {when
unemployment doubled from 600,000 10
almost 1'% million, and massive cuts were
made in the building of new hospitals,
houses and schools) might well be
sceptical.

The record in the last five years of
Mitterrand in France, Gonzalez in Spain,
Papandreou in Greece, and Hawke in
Australia (all of whom promised to make
reducing unemployment a priority) and
all of whom presided when in office over
job cuts and austerity measures) should
suffice to settle the matier.

But given the fact that Labour Party sup-
porters, even on the left, tend to suffer from
chronic amnesia, parochialism, and wish-
ful thinking, its worth giving some space to
the case that Labour cconomists are
arguing.

Firstly, they stress, unemployment is
higher in Bruamn than in any other
European country except Spain and
Portugal, Thatcherite policies have been
unnecessarily deflationary and are
responsibie for at least a third of the
increase in unemployment,

The CBI, the SDP, Tory weis and,
according to one poll, 80 percemt of

academic economists, all believe that there

is room for the government to borrow
more and expand the economy.

Secondly, Hattersley and his advisors
ciaim that they have learnt the lessons of
Mitterrand’s disastrous attempt to expand
the French economy toc quickly while
launching a radical programme of
nationalisation, increases in wages and cuts
in the working week. They will proceed
much more cautiously and avoid any
radical measures which might upset
investors, bankers or the multinationals.

Thirdly, they argue, only Labour can
forge a partnership between government,
industry and the unions. Labour would call
a National Economic Summit in which the
unions would commit themselves to volun-
tary wage restraint. Hattersley’s denials
that he would impose a *“statutory incomes
policy™ rest on his assumption that he can
get the cooperation of Edmonds, Todd and
the rest of the TUC to do the)job for him. In
return industrialists would agree to a pro-
gramme of increased investment.

Even if this scenario worked out as
planned, the benefits would go 1o capiial
rather than labour. The increase in demand
would be targeted at increasing investment
and exports rather than consumption,
Living standards would be held down n
order to increase the profitability of British
industry, and free resources for export.
Increases 1n public spending would be
focussed on capital projects to benefit the
construction industry.

None of Hattersley’s advisors seriously

expect even rapid growth in private
industry 1o generate many more jobs, More
investment will mean more tabour-saving
technology, more robots and automation
along the lines of the new Nissan piant in
the north-east.

If more iobs are created it will be
along the lines already set out under the
Tories. There will be more part-time jobs
employing mainly women tn the service
sector, The Manpower Service Com-
mission, which the last Labour governtment
set up, will be expanded even further,

The best most of the unemployed can
hope for is compulsory recruitment to a
temporary scheme which employs them 1o
clean the sireets, whilst earning the
statutory minimum wage of £80.

That is if the scenario worked out as

Kinnock lossting the Clty

planned. But the overwhelming probability
is that it wouldn’t. As the Economist put it
last month:
“Whoever 1s Britain’s prime minister
after the next election will lead the
country into a crunching economic
crisis in the early 1990s, perhaps

sooner.”
As Cambridge economist Terry Ward,

writing in the October edition of the
Labour Party magazine New Socialfist,
admuits;

* _.Labour cannot plausibly promise to

deliver high economic growth during its

first term in office. Financial con-
straints, continuing European
recession, declining North Sea oil
income and the well-documented weak-
ness of British industry, all combine to

dim the prospects and to limit the extent

to which borrowing can be increased (o

stimulate expansion.

“Constraints on growth could, in
principle, be relaxed by Bntish pro-
ducers winning a larger share of
European and woerld markets. But the
chances of this happening in practice
are remote. No country in Europe has
succeeded in increasing market share
enongh to avoid recession during the
past twelve years.”

Ward if anything understates the dif-
ficulties. The global economy 15 heading
into another serious downturn., The com-
petitive pressures for shares of the market
are increasing. The latest trade figures
show that British based capital is losing out
in that battle.

The British state is facing the prospect of
declining oil revenues, growing budget
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deficits and the collapse of the pound even
before the election, Not only are ol prices
liabte to remain depressed but Nortn Sea
producticn has already begun to decline
from its peak levels,

The key guestion i1s not really whether
Labour can provide growth, investment or
10bs, It 15 whether as one of Hattersley's
advisors put it in the New Statesman they
can “keep the IMF at bay" and avoid the
fate of the last Labour government in 1976.
If they succeed in avoiding humiliation,
however, it will only be because they’'ve
already done what the bankers will inevit-
ably demand.

The likelihood 1s that the next Labour
government, or Labour-Alliance coalition,
will be even worse than the tast, They will
have to impose more cuts in public spend-
ing, higher interest rates, and severe cuts
in the tevel of wages.

There are clements on the left of the
Labour Party who are finally waking up to
this prospect. But there are two problems
with their response.

-One is that their adherence 1o the Alter-
native Economic Strategy of Labour’s pgo-
gramme in 1983 remains as unrealistic as
most of the electorate believe 11 to be.

When Hattersley told Ian Mikardo
at the Party conference that anvone with
his “financial knowledge, expertise and
experience would be able to find his way
round the old exchange controls in [0
minutes flat” he was perfectly correct.

When Terry Ward in the article already
quoted ends up saying that even if Labour
cannat promote economic growth 1t should
stil] give “*the main priority” to **policies of
redistribution, to ensure that obtainable
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income and available work are shared out
far more equitably than at present, and that
social objectives are not sacrificed to the
pursuit of financial gain', one has to
admire the sentiment. But to believe that
any Labour chancellor could persuade the
Treasury, the Bank of England, the City or
the rest of British capital 1o cooperate in
such an exercise is sheer fantasy.

The second problem with the response of
event the Benns and Skinners is that theyare
still sitting on the same platform with
Kinnock (Hefter, of course, paid the price
for walking off) and are still giving a left
face to the party which throughout its
history has been emploved to do the dirty
work when British capitalism 15 in trouble,
What’s really needed is to prepare workers
for the onslaughts that lie ahead—and that
cannot be done in the ward meeting,
council chamber or House of Commons. R

LABOUR’S POLICY 2

Will they
reach first
base?

THE ONE bright spot apparently remain-
ing amid the gloom of Labour’s rightward
moving conference was Kinnock’s commit-
ment to a non-nuclear defence polic¢y and
to getting rid of atl the American nuclear
bases in Britain.

That commitment is just about the only
crumb of comfort for the Labour left. At
least with this they can provide themselves
with a justification that they still have some
infiuence inside the party. Socialists out-
side the Labour Party, however, are
entitled to a certain scepticism.

To start with, thereis the pressure of pro-
nuclear propaganda. Already, the Tores
are milking every oppertunity to turn
Labour's policy to their ¢lectoral advan-
tage. [f they succeed in doing se, and

6

Labour suffers badly in the optnion polls as
a result, Kinnock will undoubtedly back-
track. That, after all, was what the
‘inveterate peacemonger’ and CND
supporter Michael Foot did in the 1983
election.

Assuming, however, that Labour’s
commitment to getting rid of nuclear bases
remains intact, what are its chances of
implementation?

The record 1s not promising. Previous
Labour administrations have done nothing
to halt the nuclear menace—on the
contrary, they have contributed to it.

The first Wilson government of 1964 to
1970 constructed the Polans fleet. This
went against its one and only specific
election promise on the subject of nuclear
weapons. And the 1974 to 1979 Labour
government presided over the secret
modernisation of Britain’s submarine
missiles to the tune of £100 million.

All this was in flat defiance of resolution
after resolution at Labour Pariy con-
ferences. The reason has less to do with the
right wing nature of the prime ministers
concerned than with the overall situation
their governments found themselves in.

Both Wilson and Callaghan were
squeezed by financial crisis and saw no
alternative but to submit to the dictates of
the world economic system, Therefore they
were not in any position to pursue
independent national policies—Ileast of all
on the central question of defence of the
West-—even if they had wanted to.

Now the crisis i5s much deeper and the
pressure on th¢ Labour leadership to
pursue a ‘sound’ financia!l strategy is much
greater, That is already evident even before
Labour arrives in office. The US admin-
istration made threatening noises during
the Labour Party conference. It ¢an be
relied upon to do rather more when
Kinnock is presiding over the certain crises
which will hit his government.

Kinnock has repudiated anything that
smacks of socialism when it comes to social
and economic policy. His remedies for the
crisis wtll be equally right wing. It would be
absurd to expect anything different when it
is a question of facing up to Amencan
pressure.

However, all this presupposes that the
only pressure will be external. Yet many
examples from the past indicate that the
chiefs of the British armed forces will refuse
to let themselves be dictated to if they feel
that the vital interests of their class are
being sabotaged. |

The fact that the government will be
carrying out the mandate given it by the
British people or by parhament is guite
trrelevant, :
 Take, for instance, the Cuarragh mncident
of 1914. Independence for Ireland seemed
imminent. As home rule got nearer, the
Unionists in Belfast prepared to resist—by
force of arms if necessary. (uns were
smuggled illegally into Ulster, and the
Unionist teaders made it clear that they
would set up their own Ulster government,
even in defiance of the decisions of the
British parliament.

Faced with this threat, the Liberal
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government called on the officers at the
Curragh camp io be ready for duty in
Ulster should they be needed to quash
resistance to the lawful authonties.

Immediately, some 537 officers tendered
their resignations——and many more made
it clear that they were ready to follow suit.
This mutiny, which was supported by the
overwhelming majority of the officers in
the armed forces, was decisive, The Liberal
government backed down, stating that 1t
had no intention of coercing Ulster into
home rule.

The government’s surrender to the army
showed that the state machine was not
neutral, to be used by whatever political
party happened to be in office, but the in-
strument of the vital interests of the ruling
class.

It also showed that the British army
chiefs had no scruples about respect for
democratic niceties.

The second—and more relevani—
example concerns the post-war Labour
government. In 1947 a proposal to intro-
duce an 18 month period of conscription
{national service) was put before the House
of Commons. A large backbench revolt
took place. Seventy two Labour MPs voted
against the proposal.

As a concession the government agreed
to reduce the period of service to 12
months. The measure was to come into
operation at the beginning of 1949, But
with the Cold War getting worse, the army
chiefs were having none of that.

In October 1948 they made their move.

-As Lord Montgomery, the ‘hero’ of El

Alamein, and Chief of the Impenal
General Staff, later recalled:
“T assembled the Military Members of
the Army Council...and asked them if
they were all prepared to resign ih a
body, led by me, if anything less than
eighteen months National Service with
the Colours was decided upon by the
Government., They all agreed.” ¢
By November the government gave way.
Later they even extended the period of
service to two years. -
Thus we see that even the mildest of
measures founders on the rocks of army
opposition, It is difficuit to imagine it will
be any different when it comes to more
serious matters. Already, the top brass in
the army, questioned during the Labour
Party conference, have made it clear that
the decision by a future Labour govern-
ment to remove the American nuclear
bases would meet with their resignations.




If Attlee, with a massive parlamentary
majority and popular support, back-
tracked on the length of nation service,
Kinnock will certainly do the same about
the bases. He has already and explicitly re-
affirmed the Labour Pany's commitment
to NATO. So he will have no option but to
respect the ‘needs’ of NATO defence as ex-
pressed by the chiefs of staff.

Once again, the reformist dream of legis-
lating militarism out of existence IS
revealed for the utoptan nonsense it is.H

SANCTIONS

Ronnie
gets It
wrong

THE US  Congress delivered Ronald
Reagan his biggest foreign policy defeat
last month whep the Senate joined the
House of Representatives in e¢ndorsing a
package of sanctions against South Africa
over Reagan's opposition.

For Congress it was a rare assertion of
independence from Reagan’s foreign
policies—from Contra aid to the massive
arms build up—which it had been more
than happy to support since 1981, For
Reagan the vote was a clear indication that
on South Africa he is out of step with the
majority of the US ruling class.

Congress approeved the sanctions
package in September, but Reagan ‘vetoed’
i, preventing it from becoming law, In
expiaining his action Reagan claimed that
sanctions would hurt only black workers
and that US companies play a positive role
in weakenming apartheid.

Reagan’s statements were a capsule of
his televised August anti-sanctions tirade
in which he labelled the African National
Congress “‘Soviet-armed™ terrorists and
the township struggles “‘tribal warfare™.

Vetoed legislation becomes law if two-
thirds of each congressional chamber—the
Senate and the House of Representatives—
votes to ‘override’ the president. Though
overrides are rare, the subseguent con-
gressional action underscored the isolation
.of Reagan and other right wing politicians
like Senator Jesse Helms.

During the override debate, Helms, a
~ segregationist from North Carolina, acted
as a sort of ambassador for Pretoria,
arranging phone conferences between
senators and South African Foreign
Minister Pik Botha.

But when the votes were counted, only
21 of 100 senators backed Reagan. A
majority—including most of the senators
from Reagan's Republican Party—voted
for sanctions, joining the House of
Representatives which had overridden
Reagan, 313 to 83, days before.

“We must be on the side of history,”
declared Senator Richard Lugar, the
Republican chatrman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, in casting
his vote for sanctions. The vote opened the
way ‘‘for the last non-violent option for
change in South Africa,’ said Senator Paul
Sarbanes, a Maryland Democrat.

What ali this high-flown rhetoric meant
was plain enough: most of the American
ruling class had decided that its own
rational self-interest dictated it discard a
position that 15 as openly apologetic for
Pretoria as Helm’s and Reagan’s. It wants
to appear to pressure the South African
government today 50 as to retain *Western
influence’ tomorrow,

The Congress action followed the main
approach of most Western governments'

opposition to apartheid,
The sanctions themselves, though

stronger in some senses than those the
Evropean Economic Community
approved in August (stronger, most likely
because the US is less dependent on South
African exports than are some EEC
countries), are nddled with loopholes.

The sanctions bar South African atrline
landing rights; embargo e¢xports of coal,
steel, iron, uranium, textiles and agri-
cuitural products; and ban any new invest-
ment in South Africa. However, they do
not apply to the most significant US import
from South Africa—gold. And they allow
the president to void sanctions if they cut
imto  ‘strategic miperals” the American
military might require.

The investment ban comes when new US
investment in South Africa has slowed to a
trickle. The New York Times estimated the
sanctions would affect only 10 percent of
US wrade with South Africa,

Moreover, the sanctions package
includes calls for the ANC to suspend
“terrornist activities” and to commit itself to
a “free’ and “democratic™ post-apartheid
South Africa.

Nevertheless, the sanctions votle rep-
resented the repudiation of Reagan’s “con-
structive engagement’ policy which argues
the progressive role of US capital and the
effectiveness of “quiet diplomacy” in
relations with Pretonia. But the slow pace
of Botha's cosmetic reforms, the South
African government’s vicious repression
and the rising struggle since 1984 have shot
holes through Reagan'’s assertions.

The *Sullivan Principles’, the codes of
corporate behaviour that supposedly
guarantee non-racial employment
practices in American-based firms in South
Africa—a centrepiece of ‘“‘constructive
engagement’ -—are so discredited that their
author, a conservative black mintster, has
threatened to renounce them if aparthetd is
not abolished by May 1987,

Ironically the vote came when US anti-
apartheid activism has lost most of the
energy it demonstrated 1in late 1984 and
early 1985. Then several major US
campuses erupted with student blockades
and strikes calling for disinvestment of uni-
versity holdings in apartheid. Hundreds
picketed and sat in at South African con-
sulates across the country.
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Some US workers showed impressive,
though highly fragmented, solidarity with
South African workers. San Francisco Bay
Area dockworkers blacked South African
goods—until their union ordered them to
unload ships. Unionised postal workers
and non-umiomsed air freight delivery
workers refused to cross student picket
lines at the University of Califorma at
Berkeley during an April 1985 campus
blockade. In some cases workers joined
students in distributing anti-apartheid

leaflets.

Today much of that activism seems to be
spent. With the impressive exception of
Berkeley activists— hundreds of whom
waged a pitched battle last May with police
in defending a mock shantytown—the
movement seems almost to have
disappeared.

At the same time, the Democrats have
hijacked the sanctions 1ssue as an antt-
Reagan campaign plank for the upcoming
November congressional elections. As a
result, many of the same activists who were
arrested at consulate sit-ins more than a
yvear ago will be working to elect
Democratic candidates this fall.

Much of the US left, abandoning as
youthful folly the ‘party building’ days of
the early 1970s, have encouraged the drift
into the Democratic Party. Many activists,
espectally those atiracted to the Rev Jesse
Jackson’s Rainbow Coalition, argue that
such campaign work can gain a hearing for
progressive issues (such as anti-aparthewd
politics) in the Democratic Party.

This 15, of course, not the case. The
Democrats are no less concerned about
preserving Western  influence in South
Africa than are the Republicans.

But with sanctions now in place many
US activists will be discussing the nextstep,
For many that will be Jesse Jackson’s
or some other Democratic campaign. For
others—albeit a much smaller number—it
will mean discovering concrete ways of
orgamising solidarity and not simply show-
ing sympathy for the struggles of black
workers in South Africa.m

Additional notes by Pete Green, Gareih
Jenkins and Lance Selfu.
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NIGEL HARRIS

PRIME MINISTER Nakasone made some
jdiotic comments last month about how
inferior the level of intelligence is in the
United States because of America’s black,
Puerto Rican and Mexican inhabitants. It
illustrates yet again, despite the fabulous
material and technical advances of
Japanese capitalism, the backwardness of
Japan’s ruling class.

Its racialism could get temporarily hys-
terical as Japan is drawn increasingly into
the world system as the condition of the
future power of its rulers; kaikoku (the
internationalisation of Japan}is inevitable,
despite all the kicking and screaming of
Nakasone,

Integration is happening very quickly.
The vyen has increased in value
remarkably—Ilast October one US doilar
purchased 214 yen, this May only 168.
There has been mild panic in Tokyo as im-
ports cheapen and exports grow in-
creasingly expensive. Despite all the sell-
interested squeals of Western business, im-
ports are growing.

Andg in the export trade Japan’s power is
being dented. One estimate has it tha?
profits on Japanese exports are expected to
decline by 30 percent this vear.

Shipping and shiphuilding have been
particularly hard hit-—to the advantage of
South Korea and other shipmakers in
Newly Industrialjsing Countries. By
August the estimated {all in the value of
Japanese car exports to North America
was put at £6.25 billions—or more than the
combined profits of all Japanese car com-
panies in 1985, .

The problem is not simply the increase in
Japanese export prices, but also the
domestic effects of a rising yen. At the ex-
change rates of mid 1986 the wages of
Japanese steel workers were approaching
20 dollars per hour {or about £13), or
roughly the same as US levels {(where the
steel industry is crippled 2nd contracting).

As a result Japanese companies are
following their competitors overseas to find
cheaper labour—and doing so when a high
value yen makes it particularly cheap to
buy or create assets outside Japan. In steel,
Kawasaki is now importing a major part of

its sales from its Brazilian affiliate and.
considering the closure of one of its two

integrated steel works in Japan. .

Matsushita’s cutrent plan . aims to
increase overseas production ‘rom 14 t0 25
percent of its world output. |

Sony aims to double its overseas pro-
duction in three vears.

For many other Japanese companies in
electronic consumer goods the favoured
locations are Korea and Malaysia, but
utilising some components from the United
States and France.

The front runners pull their suppliers
with them, As Japanese vehicle producers
expand output in the United States—
US-based production of Japanese car com-
panies is expected to reach 2 million
vehicles in 1987, compared to US imports
of Japan-manufactured cars of 2.3
million—Japanese component manu-
facturers are obliged to follow their buyers

to the United States.
To compete with Japanese-made cars

their US rivals are obliged to patronise the
same component makers. Hitherto this has
meant increased imports to the US, or it
did before the ven began its steep climb,
The value of imported car components in
the United States increased from 480
million to 2.8 hillion doilars between 1980
and 1985.

As US car companies have been busy
developing joint ventures with their
Japanese rivals, so the same links have
been fostered with component makers—in
companies like General Motors—NHK
Spring, Delco Moraine etc.

The global spread of manufacturing
capacity of Japanese capital and its
increasing intermixture with non-J apanese
capital is only a small part of the process of
the internationalisation of Japanese
capital.

Japan’s rulers have an abundance of
capital seeking profitable outlets in con-
ditions where investment in Japan is
hecamj?g relatively unprofitable (at least
in cofiparison with the past), and in
conditions where the value of the yen makes
capital exports cheap. This is the back-
ground to Japan emerging as the largest
overseas investor in the world, and the
largest lender to the United States.

Japanese banks are poised to overtake
the value of assets of British banks in
Britain, and the Tokyo Stock Exchange has
become the third leg of the tripod of global

finance: New York-London-Tokyo.
Yet all this hardly affecis Japanese

society itself. 1t can still be seen as Japan
conquering the world and puiting down the
dirty foreigners—not as the world market
conquering Japan.

The second process is coming in 2
different form—the tiny first indications of
the internationalisation ¢f the Japanese
labour force. The big Japanese companies
can shift production capacity abroad as the

dollar value of Japanese wages rises, but -

the enormous mass of little companies, the
sweated trades and dirty jobs cannol. You
cannot clear Tokyo's garbage in Seoul or
Kuala Lumpur.

Some of the first segments of the
domestic labour market to be affected have
been—as in the United States and
Europe-—restaurants, bars, construction

Conqueror or conquered?

and farming. Barmaiding and prostitution
are now said to be dominated by the
Japayuki-san women from south east Asia.
They enter Japan on shori-stay visas pro-
vided by the underworld and then stay on at
pittance wages. Japanese farmers—with
their tiny-farm plots—are legally import-
ing Filipina girls to marry and set to the
farm work Japanese women are no longer
willing to undertake.

Illegal male workers, mainly from south
east Asia but also from Pakistan and Sri
Lanka, do the dirty jobs in restaurants
{dish washing etc) and on building sites,
Higher up the scale, doctors from Taiwan
and South Korea are sald to practise
illegally. An unofficial estimate puts total
illegal immigration at over 100,000 per
year.

Thus, as happened in Europe in the
1960s, the pace of growth is drawing the
more highly skilled Japanese worker into
higher occupations, leaving sectors where
conditions and wages are so poor there is an
inadequate supply of native labour to man
them.

The preblem is made worse insofar as the
Japanese birth rate is low and skill
acqujsition takes longer and longer.

In conditions of high growth a con-
tracting available labouwr force could
produce a wild labour scarcity and soaring
wapges—and still fail to man sectors of the
economy except at prohibitive costs,

Thus internationalisation of the labour
force could be the only way to prevent the
Japanese working class ‘“‘hoiding the
country to ransom™ and to ensore the con-
tinued world position of the Japanese
roling class.

Officially, the government is still
committed to the defence of the “racial
purity'” of the Japanese, and forbids the
admission of foreign woerkers.

But there are strong arguments within
the ruling class calling for kaikoka as the
condition for the survival and growth in
power of the Japanese ruling class.

What is remarkable about the process is
how fast it has come. What took decades in
Europe and North. America has
arrived-—like the startling economic trans-
formation of Japan itself—with breath-
taking speed. And the main direction s all
to the good. Increasingly Japanese capital
will lose its natienal specificity, becoming
indistinguishable from a non-national
global capital. That will assist the process
of the integration of the Japanese working
class into the world and weaken the
appalling hold of nationalism on workers.
Then Nakasone’s ignorant blathering will
be greeted in Japan with the derision it
descrves. B
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INTERVIEW

Which way for Labour’s left?

One of the most vocal opponents of Kinnock in the past year has been Labour MP Eric Heffer. At the recent conference
he lost his seat on the NEC. Lindsey German talked to him about the Labour Party today and the future for socialists.

SWR: This year's Labour Party conference
was the most right wing for years. There
was the massive vote for expulsions,
yourself geiting voted off the NEC. Why
has the right wing shift occurred?

EH: Since 1983 there has been a
feeling—particularly among the right wing
and the so-called cuddly soft left—that no
one can be critical of the leadership. We
must all unite behind the leadership to win
the next election. Anyone who puts their
heads above the parapet is going to get it
shot off. This is all because there is an
illusion that you win elections through a
softly-softly policy. There is a very real re-
treat from socialist ideas inside the Labour
Party taking place today.

The party has to have a firm, clear
commitment to the working class. [t is this
that is being undermined at the moment.
But you don't win elections by pretending
you're something you're not.

This is for two reasons. Firstly, your
political enemies will say that as long as
you have in your constitution Clause 4, you
can't believe them. So you don’t win any-
thing by pretending or actually deciding to
backirack on your basic principles. The
other thing is that you actually lose support
from your own people, who want to see you
coming forward with positive socialist
ideas for change. And so you lose from
both angles. .

SWR: The Kinnockites would say this is
what working class people want—they're
not interested in revolotion, they’re not
interested in the sort of socialism that you
would argue for. How do you srgue against
that?

EH;: Certainly the British working classasa
whole are not looking for the immediate
overthrow of the capitalist system. They
will accept some changes in society, but
have not yvet understood the need for some-
thing more fundamental. But it is the res-
. ponsibility of socialists to go out and make
socialists, and convince the working class
that it is their role to change—and that
they’ll never get the sort of changes they
want unless they fight for socialism.

In any case at given moments of history,
workers do respond. In 1945 there was a
real revolutionary upsurge among the mass
of working people. They demanded a
fundamental change. And the interesting
thing is, that at the ¢nd of that period, al-
though Labour lost the election in 1951, it
had the biggest vote of any party in history
before or since. I take the view that if the
proper leadership is given to workers in
struggle they respond. Hf you back away
from the struggle, then they become
demoralised.

SWR: The left claim several major victories
from the conference: defence, nuclear
power, the minister for women. Isn’t the left

Eric Mefier signing copios o P
being unrealistic? Do you think that any of
those things are really going to happen?
EH: Firstly, the so-called gains of the left
this year were not as clear or as powerful as
last year. Within one year they were
whittled down. Take nuclear energy. Cer-
tainly the NEC statement was better than
the earlier one from the shadow cabinet.
That was because Tony Bennand I putina
paper which was a very clear statement
calling for the phasing out of all nuclear
energy, as gquickly as possible. This,
together with the resolutions on a massive
scale sent to conference by CLPs, forced
the leadership to concede we had a case,
But within the NEC statement there are
areas which are grey to say the least—areas
which, once a Labour government s in, all
those who are opposed to phasing out will
use.

The NUM resolution which was passed,
unfortunately didn’t get the two-thirds
majority and was carried with the NEC
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talking about clarifications on certain
aspects. That means a Labour government
will be talking about getting rid of nuclear
power not even in say ten years—which is
what the German social democrats clearly
state. Labour are talking about decades
and decades can go on and on.

On nuclear weapons: ves, they've still
stood firm in saying we’ll get rid of nuciear
bases and nuclear weapons. In the past, we
used to talk about also putting forward a
policy which ultimately led to theending of
both NATO and Warsaw. Wetalked about
working for detente which would rell back
the frontiers of war in Europe, abowt
getting all foreign troops out of Europe
East and West, about a nuclear-free zone
throughout FEurope. This was a very
positive policy.

I didn't hear that being said at this
conference. I heard a lot about cur great
allies, the United States. The Labour Party
is more tied to the Americans than ever be-
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fore. Of course we were tied to them
through Attlee and Wilson. But in the last
few years there has been a very clear move-
ment away from that type of close altiance.

Now we're tied in more than ever, |
remember what happened in Greece and
Spain. Papandreou argued they would get
rid of the tie-up with America the day after
the e¢lection. In Spain they talked abont
getting rid of the NATOQO bases. When 1t
came down to it the Gonzalez government
supported the continuation of the NATO
bases with just a minor reduction of troops.

Who says that won't happen here? L hope
not but it could.

What we've got to do is to pin the leader-
ship down to what they've said and try and
keep them to it. But whether they will keep
to it, is a different matter.

SWR: The problem arises when you talk
about pinning down the leaders. One of the
interesting things in your book is where
Callaghan refuses {o put abolition of the
House of Lords in the manifesto. You say
that when it came to it, you were sitting in
the committee and there was nothing you
could do. You can't bust the thing wide open
and have a huge fight.

EH: We couldn’t at that stage. It was two in
the morning, and we were in Downing
Street. We could not have two elections, ie
once for leader and the general election at
the same time.

SWR: That's the sort of pressures that are
put ont people the closer they get to
government. -

EH: That's true. In any case, the executive.

now is being by-passed. The tielevision

launch of the new document Jwvesting in

People, the shadow cabinet were there,
the NEC were not even involved. What's
happening is that power is being moved
slowly but surely—and not so slowly
now—away from the NEC, Policy is being
made as we go along.

SWR: What control is there over Kinnock?
When you say we have to commit the
leaders to certain policies, how can that be
done?

EH: The position is worse now than it's
ever been. We fought very hard to get the
election of the leader by the involvement of
all sections of the party. I say in my boaok
it's a mixed blessing. The idea was to ensure
that the party would have a socialist leader
who was responsible to all sections of the
party. That would be a great strength. It’s
worked the other way round. The fact that
the leader and deputy leader are elected by
the whoie party and watering down policies
puts them in a stronger position than ever

before. o _
As long as they can maintain their

support through the union block vote, plus
the parliamentary party, the struggle for
socialism is weakened and it has had the
opposite effect to what was intended.
SHR: Youhave 3 very powerful leader and
deputy leader, a shadow cabinet which is
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accountable effectively only to them, or at
best to the parliamentary party.
EH: Individual members are responsible to

their constituencies. But the reselection .

process hasn't really had the effect it was
intended to have.

SWER: What you're really saying is that all
the changes of recent years in the party,
which by and large the left fought for and
welcomed, haven't resulted in a
democratised party-—or a party where the

left can make the sort of gains they thought

they could make, |

EH: People turn to organisational changes
when they find that politically things aren’t
going their way. They then try to control
things by organisational changes. But
that's anillusion, No one argued very much
that the leader of the party didn't consult
everybody in 1943, because the leadership
were putting forward policies that every-
one thought they could go out and fight
for. It's only when things start going
wrong, when socialist policies are ignored
or watered down, that people think they
need tighter control. It can have some
effect, but not a lasting one. What's far
more important is the political situation.
SHWR: The Labour left has always been very
weak in terms of taking account of what's
happening in the class struggle. The
movement around Benn was very much, we
c¢an win in parliament, we can win in the

- party as a whole, without asking, is there a

amponding level of struggle outside?
§t seems to me that because there was not

sach a struggle, that rise of the left wasat a
certain point bowsid to stop. It was bound to
come up against the block vote,

EH: 1 wouldn’ entirely agree with you that
it was divorced totally from the class
struggle in the country. To some extent

what the parhamentary party do is a
reflection of what happens outside. What
happened in the miners’ strike was that cer-
tainly some MPs wanted to reflect that
struggle in parhament much more than
they were able to do. The interesting thing
1s that during the Heath period the struggle
was reflected in parliament—very much so.
Every battle was fought out on the floor
of the House of Commons. Of course we
were defeated, but the arguments were put,
the siruggle was reflected in parliament.
With regard to the miners’ strike the
leadership were dampening down support
for it all the time, because they didn’t really
believe in the strike.
SHR: The Heath period was when I came
into politics and it strikes me that most
people in my generation didn’t look to the
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Labour Party at all.
EH: In 1968 the Labour leadership was
backing US polhey in Vietnam. I marched
in the great anti-Vietnam War demo and
my Labour Party banner was probably one
of the few. There I agree with you, but the
other side of the coin is that a lot of those
involved are now the backbone of the soft
cuddly left who have made their peace with
the right.
SHWR: The point is that a revolutionary left
was built outside the Labour Party. More
importantly in the early seventies there were
the struggles over Pentonville and the
miners’ strike. People could see the power of
the working class in that period and Labour
was much more irrelevant,
EH: You're only partly right. Of course the
movement is important. It was the
workers' movement which led to the calling
of a 24-hour general strike. But I did meet-
ings all over the country against Heath’s
Industrial Relations Bill. I'm not saying the
class struggie is conducted in parliament,
but it is reflected there, I travelled the
country. There were big demonstrations
called by the unions but supported by
Labour, with p:nplc from our front bench,

I agree though it was mainly the move-
ment of the workers themselves. Why you
don’t have that today is because of mass
unemployment and working class defeats.
We have to be realistic about these. You
can’t always resuscitate the exact same
spirit and movement at a different time in
history. The tide has gone out on us for a
bit. It'll come back. I hope it comes back
with a much clearer understanding among
workers, That’s up to us. We've got to
make socialists in the meantime.
SWR: You now hear a lot of people on the
left who talk as though there’ll never he an
upturn. It's nonsense. But what will happen
if in the next few years we do see a rise in
the level of class struggle—which is
certaindy possible, and 1 think lkely.
EH: Even today look at this dispute at
Sealink. [ think it’s marvellous—the first
minor victory we've had for a long time.
The workers themselves have said we've
had enough. We've got some power and
we're going to use what power we've got.
SHWR: When that struggle does rise then all
sorts of people now round Kinnock can move
to the left. You look at the way the Laboar
Party’s always govoe.

The argument that we have with you is
about the Labour Party, its electoralism
and parliamentarism. When vou have that
move to the left workers will look to Labour
and will be disillusioned becaunse Labour
¢an’t deliver genuine socialism. Only the
working class themselves can do that.
EH: Where | would disagree with the SWP
is over the question of whether we as
socialists think now is the time to build an
alternative party outside of the Labour
Party. That's the basic difference. I've been
through that experience. I tried with Harry
McShane to form the Socialist Workers
Federation [inthe 1950s]. Weendedupasa
small group cutside of the mainsiream,
With all due respect—your paper’s very
good although sometimes you get it
wrong—the SWP is outside of the




mainstream,
I'm not going to say that forever that
soclalists must use the same instrument,
There may come a time when that changes.
It won't come because we say we under-
stand what ts necessary beiter than every-
one else. It will come when the circum-
stances are npe and workers say, right this
old instrument is no longer usable. We're
not anywhere like that now. I still think we
can build in the Labour Party. Okay, we've
been clobbered. I know that better than
anybody, But that doesn’t mean the move-
ment’s dead or gone for all time,
I do think however, that the recent
changes are very significant. If they con-
tinue the way they're going we've got to
think very deeply because of the new dis-
ciplinary body. Now you have the charge
that can be used against anybody of bring-
tng the party into disrepute.
SWR: Are you saying that at a certain point
you would be in favoar of building another
organisation outside the Labour Party, or
are you saying that the party itself can be
- transformed into an instrument for
revolutionary change?

EH: What I'm saying is that the Labour
Party will not continue forever along the
present lines, It can still be transformed
into a party which can be the instrument
for socialist change. That's still what I
believe, but only time will tell. You argue
against that, so does Ralph Miliband. It’sa
very serious argument but I don't actually
agree with it at this time, I'll no doubt be
called an old reformist by some comrades
but I'll have to live with it.

SWR: The problem is every attempt by the
left to transform the Labour Party has
ended in failure,

EH: That's because of the character of the
party. What's happening now unfor-
tunately is that people are getting sick of
the party. A number are leaving it. That
happened during the Vietnam period, [ still
take the view that Labour at the moment
represents the mass organisation of
workers—because it’s based on the unions.
If not it would be a very different scene.
The individual membership increased for a
few years, but its now going down again.
Despite all the glossy image they're not
recruiting.

SWR: When you say it’s based on the
unjons you really mean the block vote.
That’s what is used as a heavy clob at the
moment by the right wing.

EH: It’s our strength and our weakness.
SWR:But is it really ever the strength? I
don't believe yon can change the nature of
the union bureawcracy virtually this side of
the revolution. Because Labour is based on
that, you ¢an't chunge it. Therefore at some
point if the left wants to keep its policies and
is sincere, it will then have to split. You talk
.about us being outside the mainstream. But
we have a more realistic assessment because
we don’t believe we're a mass party. I don't
believe it is poasible to control that block
vote.

EH: The Labour left has to work harder
than they’'ve ever worked inside the unions.
But I got a lot of support at the conference
from individual union delegates.

SHWR: Those people don’t control the votes,
It’s the Ron Todds and the John Edmonds
who do.

EH: Unfortunately it’s going back to the
old days where you counld almost predict
before conference opened what would
happen. |

SWR: A phrase you use in your book is
“revolutionary reformism™. What do you
mean by it?

EH: We have to use the existing par-
liamentary systém to get people into par-
liament and fight for the revolutionary
concept of transforming society. The
agenda is socialist revolution. But to get it
we have to use all the instruments to hand,
particularly in this country the par-
liamentary system. That doesn’t mean to
say it won’t change. We have to use the
reformist machinery to put forward the
revolutionary idea. I do say that at a given
stage that may not be possible. The forces
of reaction will turn to anti-democratic

means to try and stop us. We mustn’t
shrink from using any pawer we've got to
stop them.

The first thing in office anyway is to

totally change the character of the armed
forces, the powers of the state apparatus.
SWR: In your book you talked about the
state in two ways. On the one hand you said
that it was the instrument of class rule—the
basic Marxist idea. You went on to gquote
Keir Hardie talking about the siate as an
“environment” that you can use.
EH: The state has many facets, It’s not just
a repressive machine. There are aspects of
welfare which are positive. A socialist
Labour government should firstly demo-
cratise the police and army. We have to do
that very quickly indeed, giving those
workers the right to join unions, to elect
therr officials, to have greater control over
those who are put in positions of
responsibility.

I have no illusions that this will be
automatic. Many people will oppose it.
They'll try to destabilise the economy. This
is where the crunch will come. We have to
transform the state totally. I would like to
sc¢ the state disappear altogether, but
that’s not going to b¢ simple, .
SWR: The problem is there’s the strength of
the state on the one hand and the
powerlessness of parliament on the other,
Therefore you have to talk about resal

 workers’ power, about workers’ councils

instead of parliament.

EH: But parliament can change things, It
would depend on the strength of people
outside parliament to challenge
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parliament.

SWK: Parliament can legislate for example,
to get rid of the bomb. But as you've said, i¢
is virtually meaningless unless you have a
working class movement fighting. In which
case why would you need parliament?

EH: You need parliament to say vou're
going to do these things and to mobilise
people.

SWR: Why couldn’t workers themselves say
they want to get rid of it?

EH: Because they don't just like that! They
vote for governments and they want
governments to do things. If a government
says we are going to get rid of the bomb and
begins the process of doing so and then
other people say we're not going to do it,
you've got the authority of yourselves
elected to do it. You can mobilise workers.
They can mobilise themselves also of
course. Both are part of the process.

I didn't know that the SWP rejected
parliament to the extent that you do. You
can’t have a position where you've got a
political machine and you say we're not
going to participate in it.

SWR: That’s not what I'm saying. When
you look at what happens in every
revolution parliament becomes more and
more irrelevant.

EH: But its character will be changed.

Parliament changes because of the
struggle of the people outside. When we
have a socialist revolution part of that will
be the change of parliament uself. It's
bound to have elected representatives.

Rosa Luxemburg makes this point. She
saw this more clearly than anybody else:
you've got to have people elected into
positions.

SHWR: We're not against elections—-it’s
what people get elected to. Laxemburg
bears out everything we say about the need
to smash the state before it smashes you.
The whole history of her life is tied up with
the bankrupicy of the German Social
Democratic Party which she had to break
from in the end, the fact that she had to
build an organisation which had no roots in
parliament, which talked about building
workers’ councils.

EH: Yes, but she wasn’t very happy about
it. If they'd listened to her they wouldn't
have done some of the things they did.
SWR: She was certainly in favour of
operating totally outside of parliament at
that point.

EH: Yes, bui it was a totally different
situation. The parliament we have today is
not what we want in terms of a total
soctalist transformation, but it can help us
considerably along that road providing we
fight for and get a good socialist majority,
determined to carry through its socialist
programme . Hl

Eric Heffer's new book: Labour's
Future—=Socialist or SDP Mark 2 has been
published receniiy by Verso £4.95.
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MOZAMBIQUE

Machel’s sad legacy

“QUR COUNTRY will be the grave of
capitalism and exploitation. There is no
force capable of bringing down the
People’s Republic of Mozambique, from
whatever quarter’—President Samora
Machel, 25 June 1985, the anniversary of
Mozambican independence,

An article written barely a day after
Samora Machel's death can't settle
whether the plane crash in which he
perished was really an accident, What is
certain is that the chief beneficiary will be
the South African regime which had
already brought the ruling Front for the
Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO)
to 1ts knees.

The fact that news of Machel’s death was
first released in Lisbon, by the South
African backed National Resistance Move-
ment (MNR), is surely evidence of foul
play.

We need not take the words of South
African foreign mimster Pik Botha, who
mourned Machel as ‘““a great leader of
Africa® too seriously, even if they were
sincerely meant.

Botha's department has been ignored in
the past by the South African Defence
Force (SADF), whose Department of
Military Intelligence continued to arm and
organise the MNR after Pretoria's support
for the rebels was supposedly ended by the
Nkomati pact of March 1984,

Whatever the truth about his death,
Machel leaves Mozambique in desperate
straits, Godwin Matatu, a journalist with
close connections with the Zimbabwean
regtime, FRELIMO’s most important ally,
reported in the Observer the day before
Machel’s death that threethousand troops
had been deploved to protect the capital,
Maputo, from the MNR.

Matatu continued:
“While Machel tries to maintain a fory
around Maputo, the writ of the govern-
ment in the country’s ten provinces is
rapidly diminishing. According to
military sources, the MNR has captured
key towns in Tete and Zambezia and
virtually controls the area north of the
river Zambezi. Even Natola, eight miles
from the centre of Maputo, is controlled
by the rebels at night."

The economic situation is scarcely
better. Gross national product is nearly 40
percent lower than in 1982, In a brutal
escalation of their policy of destabilising
neighbouring black ruled states, the
apartheid regime announced on 8 October
that it would repatriate the 58,000
Mozambicans working in the South
African mines.

This move will cost Mozambique $75
million a year, a third of the country’s
foreign earnings. For a country which has
to import nearly half its food the result
could be mass starvation.
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[t 1s tempting to explain the scene of
devastation simply as a consequence of
South African destabilisation. But the

question rermnains: why has Pretoria been so

successful?

The MNR began as a gang of black
mercenariés in the Portuguese colonial
army. They were used by the Rhodesian
Central Intelligence Organisation in the
war waged by the settler regime of lan
Smith against Zimbabwean freedom fight-
ers basedin Mozambique. After Zimbabwe
became independent in 1980, the SADF
took. over the MNR. How is it that in six
short vears the rebels have reached the
gates of Maputo?

In part the answer lies in the fact that
FRELIMO, when it took power in 1974
after a. ten year war against Portuguese
colonial rule, inherited an economy that
was in no sense a vizble or independent
entity.

In fact, Mozambique was three
economies, each meeting the needs of a dif-
ferent set of exploiters. In the north peasant
smallholders produced cash crops—for
example, cotton for the Portuguese textile
industry. The centre of the country was
dominated by big plantations owned by
foreign companies.

The south was primarily a labour reserve
for South Africa’s mines and farms. The
ports of Maputo and Beira were built to
service the more advanced South African
and Rhodestan economies,

FRELIMO’s problems were com-
pounded by the transition to independence
itself. The mass of Mozambique's 250,000
Portuguese settlers upped and left along
with many of the more skilled blacks.

In the process they looted the economy.,
Boror, controlling one of the world’s big-
gest palm plantations, simply loaded the
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The historic compromise? Machel and P W Botha

entire 1975 copra crop onto four ships and
sailed away, FRELIMO therefore found it-
self presiding over an economy bereft of
capital and skilled labour with three
doctors and a population 97 percent of
whom were ilhterate,

Any regime would have faced enormous
difficulties in coping with this situation,
but it was the politics of FRELIMO which
helped to ensure that the outcome was the
present disaster,

FRELIMO is a revolutionary nationalist
movement of the classic type. It had waged
a guerilla war based primarily on the
creation of ‘hberated’ zones among the
northern peasantry, and took control of
the more developed centre and scuth only

after the collapse of Portuguese colonial

rule following the revolution of 25 April
1974,

FRELIMO’s aim was to develop an
independent national economy. In any
country this would have been utopian—in
one as backward and dependent as
Mozambique it was a recipe for
catastrophe.

The strategy was justified in ‘Marxist
Leninist” terms, using the state capitalism
of such much more developed countries as
Russia and East Germany as a model, Only
a Stalimst belief in the economic
omnipotence of the state can explain such
measures as the nationalisation of law,
medicine, education and funeral services in
July 19735.

This attack on petty capital could con-
ceivably have been justified as an attempt
to combat settler sabotage, but it undoubi-
edly helped rather to stimuylate the flight of
retornados to Portugal.

Worse was to come. The third Party
Congress in 1977, inspired by *Marxism
Leninism’, proclaimed heavy industry the
“*decisive factor’ in Mozambique’s
development, while in agricuelture big state
farms were to be “dominant and determin-
ant”. FRELIMO's planners thought big.
Their model was Cail, the Limpopo Agro-
Industrial Complex, into which massive
resources were flung.

The strategy was bound to fail
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FRELIMO's guerifla struggle was

Mozambigue's existing industrial base, the
eighth largest in Africa at the time of
independence, was heavily commitied to
processing raw materials for export. Ex-
ports  (primarily agricultural products,
prawns and coal) remamned crucial to
finance imported capital goods for
industry and the state farms.

A world economy in which there 1s a ghut
of raw materials can largely take or leave
Mozambique’s exports. The new state
farms proved disastrously inefficient. They
also undermned the peasant agriculture
which grows three quarters of the country’s
¢rops, and drove many rural people into
the arms of the MNR.

As the failure of FRELIMO’s neo-
Stalinist economic policies became clear,
Machel made various efforts 10 woo
western capttal, One came at the time of the
Lancaster House conference in 1979 when
Machel and his aide Fernando Henwana
{killed 1n the same crash) torced the Zim-
babwean liberation movements to accept a
. constitution which preserves foreign and
settler control of the economy.

Machel afterwards was full of praise for
the Tory government which convened the
conference, calling Mrs Thatcher *the best
British prime minister since Winston
Chur¢hl!™,

But western capital didn’t bite, The in-
fluence of the MNR spread, aided by the
terrible drought which gripped most of
southern Africa in the first half of the
1980s.

A Zimbabwean soidier described to me
how, in a battle with the MNR in 1982,
three of the five FRELIMO units involved
deserted to the rebet side and began firmng
on the Zimbabwean troops sent to aid
Machel. The FRELIMO soldiers were in
rags, unpaid, distinguished from peasants
only by their guns.

The regime’s response was greater re-
pression and hierarchy. Having en-
couraged a degree of immitiative from urban
workers at the time of independence as a
way of undermining settler power,
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FRELIMO clamped down in 1979-8{.

“Power is exercised by the manager,”
Machel declared. “It is the manager who
decides.” Military ranks were intreduced
in 1980 along with shoulder stripes and
medals (of which Machel, to judge by his
gold braided uniforms, got the lion's
share},

As the situation deteriorated, so the
measures became more brutal. In 1983 the
death penalty and public floggings were
introduced, and thousands of people who
had fled the starving countryside were
deported from the cities,

Comparisons with the old colonial
puimatorio (corporal punishment)and with
the South African pass laws were inevit-
able. Among the first executed and flogged
for economic crimes were workers in the
traditionally militant docks and railways.

Finally, in March 1984 Machel signed
the Nkomat: agreement with P W Boatha,
appropriately enough not far from where
he was to die two and a half vears later.
Under the pact the ANC was expelled from
Mozambigque, and in exchange Botha
promised to stop backing the MNR.

Machel hoped also to attract foreign
capital to revive the shattered economy.
Here he had a Iittle success. The western
banks agreed to reschedule Mozambique’s
debts, and there was some foreign
investment—Lonrho, for example, agreed
to take over part of Cail, which was
effectively bankrupt.

Politically, however, Nkomati was a
dead ietter. The MNR carried on its war,
backed both by rerornados in Portugal and
Brazil, and by at least sections of the
SADF. As suppert for sanctions against
South Africa grew, and as Pretoria became
increasingly alienated even from the pro-
ponents of ‘constructive engagement’ in
Washington and London, so Botha's
reasons for observing the pact became
fewer.

His decision to send back the miners,
and a threatening specch two weeks ago by
defence minister Magnus Malan were signs

Socialist Worker Review Novemhber 1986

that the apartheid regime was tightening
the noose.

Whether or not FRELIMO survives his
demise, Machel's legacy for Mozambican
workers and peasants 1s a bitter cne. The
wider consequences of his faidure could be
even worse. Already in 1979-80
Mozambique's economic collapse after
independence was used to justify Robert
Mugabe’s policy ot ‘reconciliation’ with
settler and foreign capital in Zumbabwe.,

Today the ANC uses the Mozambican
catastrophe to justfy its refusal to link the
struggle against apartheid to the struggie
against capitalism. Joe Slovo, chairman of
the South African Communist Party and a
member of the ANC executive, recently
accused advocates of a socialist revelution
in South Africa of wanting to create a “Pol
Pot economy™. Rather than expropriate
giant firms like Anglo American, Slovo
would preserve a variant of the present
“mixed economy’.

The real lesson is a different one.
FRELIMO’s fatlure lies in its pursuit of
nationgl  economic development. This
could not succeed, especially given
Mozambique's poverty and backwardness,

The resuit, internally, was growing class
differentiation, the rise within the state
apparatus of what even FRELIMO calls
the “‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie”, and
increasing repression of the warking class.
Externally it led to the betrayal of the
struggle elsewhere in the region, and
Lancaster House and Nkomati.

Those fighting apartheid in South Africa
should theretfore not reject socialism, but
recognise that their struggle can succeed
only through a revolution which spreads
throughout Africa, and then to the
advanced capitalist countries further
north.

Only one class can initiate such an inter-
national revolution—the black working
class, concentrated in the factories and
mines of South Africa. Only their conquest
of power can end Mozambique’s agony. B

Alex Callinicos
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GAY RIGHTS

THE FIRST time Joe tried to kill himself
he was just 13, The next time he was 17. Tt
was only after the suictde of his father and
the discovery that he, too, had been gay
that Joe began to accept his sexuality.

Joe is black, working class and lives in
the London Borough of Haringey, It 1s
stories like this that have inspired many
socialists, lesbians and gay men in and
around Haringey's Labour council to fight
against the bigotry facing homosexuals,

[t the 60s and early 70s the gay move-
ment, growing alongside successful
workers' struggles, began to challenge the
idea that homosexuality was somshow
‘unnatural’ and therefore wrong. Songs,
stickers and banners proudly proclaimed:;
“I'm glad to be gav™,

Now the air 15 thick with poisen: the
witch hunt against gays because of ATDS;
the witch hunt against Tatchell because of
his homosexuality; the moral right’s chal-
lenges to abortion, confidenuat contra-
ception advice tor under-16-year-olds, sex
education and so on.

So when Labour made the 1ssue prom-
inent in the May local elections in
Harnngey, It was a positive and courageous
move. When they set up a gay and lesbian
unit and discussed introducing positive
images of homosexuality into classrooms,
it was the logical next step of their
manifesto.

But when the scum rose to the surface
and the counctl ignored it, all the weak-
nesses of reformist politics were exposed.

The reaction came in the form of a right
wing local newspaper, five far right Tory
councillors, and a growing group of
hystenical parents,

Having faitled to get much response from
various racist ‘outrage’ campaigns, the gay
and lesbian issue, beauntifully combined as
It was with the education of innocent little
children, was too good a chance for the
right to miss.

it could potentially gather support
against the loony left” acrossclassand race
lines and, it unchallenged, strike a chord
with a large section of the working class.

[mmedtately after the gay and lesbian
unit was sct up, the right wing paper
launched a petitioning campaign, The Tory
councillors joined in calling the unit a
“bigper threat to famtly hife than Nazi
bombs®, and a tiny group of parenis,
spearheaded by a Catholic mother, set up
the Parents Rights Group (PRG),

The tesponse from the council and the
unit was deatening silence. Not one leaflet,
not one meeting, not one public statement,

The only response on the streets, where
the battle was nccessarily to be fought, was
fram the lacal branch of the SWP, which
broke up Tory petitioning sessions.

Only then did a handful of left Labour
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Blocking the bigots

and lesbian and gay activists set up a cam-
paigming group called Positive Emages.

When PRG threatened to burn the book
Jenny Lives with Eric and Martin before a
council meeting, a counter-demonstration
was organised.

It cutshouted and outnumbered the
right and was a positive demonstration of
the strength of feeling. This kind of protest
was, and 1s, impertant.

First, 1t wisibly opposes the bigotry.
Second, it puts pressure on the council to
stick by its brave words—even if it means
losing votes, And third, it galvanises and
organises the section of the left and gay
community that wants 1o fight on the issue.

The militancy of the demo brought pre-
dictable responses. It resurrected the argu-
ments from Greenham Common which
talked about peacefully winning over
public opinion and ended up reaffirming
the feminine’ qualitics of women. Capital
Gay, for example, damned the *“macho
tactics™ of the SWP,

Despite the council’s frantic assurances
that no changes have been made to sexedu-
cation and that none will be made before
next year and ¢ven then only after full con-
sultation with parents, the right has gained
support.

In early October two thirds of parents
kept thewr children awayv trom a school
picketed by PRG, and PRG meetings are
attracting 100-200. Beyond this active sup-
port there are many more sympathisers
who, if the ground 15 left unchallenged,
could well be mobilised.

They are being led by the Tortes who, in
their search for a popular anti-Labour
issue, have seized the question of sex edu-
catron and are unlikely to let it go.

In their recent conference it became the
rallying call agamnst Labour controlled
councils and education authorities hike the
[LEA.

After joining in the general gay book
bashing Education Secretary Kenneth
Baker promised that control of sex edu-
cation will be taken from teachers and local
education authoerities and given to indiv-
1dual schools’ governing bodies, which are
answerable to parents.

Combined with talk about giving
parents the right to organise independent
schools and the attempt to blame every-
thing from crime to rape on devialions
from *normal’ famuly life, it is clear that the
right’s offensive 1 Haringey 18 ncither a
one off nor 15 1t Likely to disappear.

For local Labour activisis the tempt-
ation 1s to fight this with tokenistic
campaigns.

It 15 a dangerous game. If the lefl i
unwilling or unable to mobilise active sup-
port for these 1ssues, then far from chal-
lenging the old prejudices it risks creating 4
backlash among those still waiting for a
leaky roof to be mended. B
kerry Frome

This is what terriflas the Torles! A picture from Jenny Lives with Eric and Martin
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WOMEN have asually been kept out of heavy skilled jobs.
In the technical industries, including electronic engineering, there are
2.3 millien empluyees—-wﬂmen are only a half million of these workers. Of
these wormnen oves hLalf are in low paid jobs and the rest are i unrewarding
clerical jobs.

Women were not allowed to be members of the engineering union until
1943 and are still a tiny minority, 6 percent, of those studying engineering

-+

and technology In further education.

CYNTHIA COCKBURN, the author of two hooks on womerl and skilled
work, Brothers and The Machinery of Dominance, Says that: ““We can't
expect womes to obtain power, to get even a fair deal, without men giving
ap Some things.”

ANN ROGERS, from the Socialist workers Party, argues she is wrong:
Recause Cynthia has a distinction betweeh class analysis and sex gender,
1 think she loses sight of why women are stuck in the rotten, horrible jobs.”

Here we reproduce the debate between Cynthia and Ani that took place
2t Marxism 86. |

Socialist Worker Review November 1986
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CYNTHIA COCKBURN

I'M AN cmpincal researcher. I go around
tulking and listeming 1o people about theu
work and what they think about 1t—in
particular, their relations with the opposite
sex in the context of work and training.

In Cardiff | saw an interesting project.
On the first floor of a building that used to
house a bra factory there (8 now a women'’s
new technology training centre. It 1s a
really nice place: brightly painted, coffee
bars, reading areg, and an under fives nur-
sery which 15 one of the best-equipped I've
ever seer.

All this is m addition to the main point of
the place, which 1 the computers and
electronic hardwarc on which women are
being trained for skilled work. There are
places for 25 children in the nursery and 56
women on the course, and the instructors
are women.

On the ground floor of this same build-
ing there is a printing company, The men
who work there were apparently very
irritated when they heard that the bra fac-
tory was going tc be converted into a
training centre, They had been told it was
intended specially for single mothers
returning to work and bringing their
children, And they said that these ‘un-
desirables’ would bring the area into bad
repute. I think they did not like the idea of
children associated with the workplace,

South Glamorgan Women's Workshop
15 one of about 2{0 women’s training work-
shops that have been sct up n the last two
or three vears, They mostly have financial
support [rom the European Social Fund
and help from local councils. But they are
only short-life projects—without any
security. They arc continually over-
subscribed by women wanting to get
trained in modern technological skills in a
sUpportive environment.,

I want to ¢xplore why these workshops
have come aboul. Why were they needed?
Why are they so popular with women?

Women’'s earnings today, ten years after
the Equal Pay Act, are on average less than
three quarters those of men, If you take full
time workers aged over 1§, the gross hourly
garnings of women are 74 per cent of those
of men, and thetr gross weeklyearnings are
a6 per cent of those of men.

Ome of the main reasons that women and
men get these unequal reward for their
work is that for the great majority of cases,
the work 15 quite different. Soi1t hasn’t been
easy to compare what men do and what
women do for the purposes of equal pay
and there have been relatively few cases
that have been able to be brought,

The work that women do can be summed
up very simply. Of full-time workers, four
out of every ten arg clerical, two out of ten
are n education, health and welfare, one
and a half out of ten are in catering,
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cleaning and sewing johs, That leaves only
two and a half out of ten which could be
doing anything else—ihe huge range of
other occupations that exist, In part-time
work this clustering effect is worse. As
many as nine out of ten are in those few

kinds of work that 1 mentioned.
Male woarkers on the other hand are

spread much more thinly over many kinds
of occupaticons, and in the higher grades of
mest of them. This s not a new
phenomenon, -

One of the things that strikes you about
this sexunal division of labour i1s the place of
technology in it. Technological skills are a
kind of watershed. Men have a whole layer
of jobs that involve technical know-how,
and women are involved in jobs that don’t
involve technical know-how. Not all of
men's jobs are technical, obvicusly, but

the women were working in this very tech-
nical industry had technical or manage-
ment skills, whereas more than half the
men did.

The same picture shows up in the higures
for technical traimng. In engineering and
technology further education courses in
1984, there werc a merce 25,000 women
cnrolted as opposed to 414,000 men.
Women were just six per cent. And they
were only one per cent in the craft level of
engineering.

How do we explain this absence, this
quite remarkable distance of women from
technology? It 15 very persistent over
several modes of production, over several
cenituries, over several decades, and now,
all those vears after the Sex Discrimination
legislation which technically opened up all
kinds of work to women.

Only 2.5 percant of women have managerial skiils!

when technological jobs exist 1t is almost
umiversal that men do them,

Even where technological change has
changed the pattern of jobs, when the dust
settles there 1s one aspect of the old pattern
which is centinually reproduced and that 1s
that men have the technically skilled jobs

and women don't.
Looking at the figures for the most tcch-

ical of industries, including electronic
engineering, out of a total of 2.3 million
employees, half a million were women.
Quite a few. Nearly half of these, though,
were in low-paid operator jobs. Almost all
the remainder were in equally ill-rewarded
clerical occupations. Only 2.5 percent of
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The facts are several, First it has to do
with employer demand. It s obvious that
emplovers find it profitable to have their
businesses staffed by a core workforce of
relatively skilled and relatively favoured
and steady employees, combined with a
peripheral workforce of less skilled
workers, These are often part-time or
temporary, sometimes they are agency
staff. They are in some Kind of category
that they can dispose of quickly when work
slackens off, and then recruit again quickly
when product markets pick up again.

As well as sheer money motives, of
course, the employers gain by being able to
divide and rule among their workforce.



They can keep the secondary workers at
hand ready to undercut each other and
more permanent workers, and technology
comes inte this because introducing new
technology and scrapping old machinery
and old skills often simplifies areas of work
and opens it up to less skilled labour.

In Britain the core workers tend to be
white and male, The peripheral workers
tend to be black and/or female. And the
quesiion for us is, why women?

Here the second factor comes into play.
Women come onto the labour market with
certain peculiarities, life in the family has
often developed in women some gualities
that can be useful to an employer, for some
kinds of jobs. Neatness and dihpence and
caring and the experience of having looked
after little brothers and sisters, for (nstance,
arg examples of the types of skills women
bring with them.

This often makes women a better bet for
an employer than, tor instance, young lads
with whom they might be competing,
because youngsters have a reputation for
wildness.

Besides this, women come nio the

labour market with one hand tied behind
them. We have domestic responsibilities

that make us seek out part-ume work,
work that doesn’t call for a lot of commit-
ment for training or involve that much
overtime, because we feel we couldn’ sus-
tain that because of the other commitments
we have. So we have to sometimes drop in
and out of work to deal with health and
emotional cnses 1 the family.

A recent survey showed that 73 per cent
of women work only with women in their
particular job and of their husbands, 80
percent work only with men in their par-
ticular job. There is men's work and there is
women's work, and everybody kKnows
which 1s which,

Some people would stop there and say
that that is a complete explanation of why
so few women have technical skills. But it
seems to me there are more questicens 1o be

asked. | | _
There are questions relating to this

division of labour that the class analysis
just does not get round to either asking or
answering. And that is not surprising as the
answers have not to do with class, but with
gender. Specifically, they have to do with

men, _
Why do women spend so much of their

working lives in the home? The reason why
women's lives in paid employment are so
patchy and inconsistent, the reason for
women’s absenteeism is men’s absenteeism
from work 1n the home. The guestion we
ought to be asking is not why women can’t,
but how can men work a 50 hour week for

50 vears at a stretch.
The answer is that even while they are

hearty workers, men are looked after by
women. Men seldom look afier anyone
else, they don't look after the elderly, they
don't visit mental hospitals in nearly the
nummbers women do. This 15 a tremendous
privilege for men. Whatever their class it
makes them in their little way an elite. They
are a little bit better off than somebody
else. They are not right at the bottom of the

pile. And this 18 something men are un-
willing to give up and one ¢an understand
why.

Secondly, why have trade unions for over
200 years—and this applies not only to craft
unions but to better paid sections—not
used their weight to get women out of the
low-paid ghetto and end the sexual
divisicns and inequalittes tn the workforce?

What lies behind this persisient comimitment
to maintaining pay differentials?

Quite simply, it is systematic, 1t 15 as old
as the hills; male self interest. There are
endless examples. Print unions at the turn
of the century, for instance. Women
wanted to work as compositors, employers
wanted to employ them. Instead of bring-
ing women into the union and fighting for
equal pay and equal training, the men
pulled up the drawbiridge and fought the
women off.

In engineering, women are only ad-

managers and some male trade unionists,

At the press conference which launched
this report the flanneling and evasiveness
of management were bad enough. But what

was far worse was the response of the
unions, Instead of welcoming this report as

helpful to their women members, they went
as cold as ice, They reacted as men in men’s
unions. Grey men fighting to the death to
protect the old way of doing things. The
men's way of keeping the railway a man’s
world. For a moment 1 was almost
ashamed to be a trade unionist.

To deny what is going on 1s to deny the
struggle of s¢ many women within the
trade unions, within the left. We have been
saying this for years. We cannot put this
down simply 1o capital and class, Men are

A scene from the past: how much has cha ad?

mitted as members of the AEU in 1942 over
the dead bodies of skilled men, angd after
women had been working in the industry
for over half a century.

And this is not water under the bridge
and gone. A recently published report on
the conditions of women in British Rail
shows that in the ratlways, women are only
&', percent of the 170,000 employees, even
now. Qut of 72,000 foot-plate workers,
guards, signalmen and technicians, some-
thing lLike 100 are women.

The reason for the disadvantage of
women on the railways 15 a kind of
informal law, a sort of tacit agreement
which has been struck over the years of
familiar struggle between the management
and the men. The aim has been to maintain
the traditional pattern of recruitment and
promaotion.

Sons of ralway men are favoured for the
jobs, a strict seniority plan applies for
promotion which can’t help but penalise
women who have career breaks to have
children, while men carry on working and
climb up the ladders.

This combines with a massive individual
prejudice and distaste for women
¢olleagues, a real misogyny among
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transparently interested in being better
earners than women, of having higher
employment figures than women. They
have always had these things and they will
fight to maintain them,

A final question:why is it that so few
women take maths and science subjects at
school or apply for technical courses in
further education or technical jobs?

People tend to assume that these are
genuing free choices and that women really
aren’t interested. Listening to what women
and girls say, | have concluded that the
truth 18 different. Women and girls are not
fools. They know what discomfort lies m
wait for them if they try to fly in the face of
gender rules and break into men’s work-
places. Men defend their corner by fair
means and foul, Women meet with hos-
tility and harassment. To succeed In a
man's world, women have to hiteraily stand
on their heads and do contortions.

Why should women bother on these
terms? So most of them don’t. Instead, a lot
of women's energy is put into another very
worthwhile struggle, and perhaps in some
ways it 1s a more worthwhile one—getting
women's own skills recognised and paid
for,
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And so finally, why women-only
workshops? 1 think this is by now clear.
They have been set up by women who have
been active in the women’s movement for
those women who they know really ar¢ in-
terested in technology. There are such
women but many have been put off not by
the difficulties inherent in the subject but by
the difficulties of surviving socially in a

i
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Employers swap low paid women for high skifled men

hostile male world. Remove the barbed
wire and the barbed atmosphere, and
women thrive. And in a space like that we
have not just the chance to learn about
technology, but to question technology.

Men's tendency to identify their mas-
culinity with technical know-how has made
them all too accepting of capital’s and the
state’s priorities. Space shuttles and
nuclear physics are much more enchanting
than safe contraception and invahd
carriages.

But women-only workshops can only
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touch a tiny fraction of technelogy, and
what we really have to have 1s change,
change in the social relations at work,
change it the social relations of technology
and that is change in gender relations as
well as 1o capital’s relations.

We don't expect the working class to
obtain power without the ruling class
losing it. We can’t expect women to obtain
power (who wants, reaily wants, power
anyway?) We can’t expect women 1o even
get a fair deal and some disposable fair
time, without men giving up some of those
things.

Men have something to gain tco, of
course. And arguably for us all it 1s more
important than men learn women’s jobs
than women learn men's jobs. And my
dream is that those printers downstairs in
Cardiff might one day ask f they can bring
their children to the day nursery and might
even join in helping in the childcare scheme,

ANN ROGERS

CYNTHIA AND I have one thing m
¢common: we beth believe that women are
oppressed. One form this oppression takes
is low pay, rotten jobs, sexism at work,

You've all heard the story about what
happened to the woman who worked as
one of the first women fire fhighters in
London, the way she was sexually harassed
out of her job. No socialist could be any-
thing but utterly disgusted by that sort of
thing.

It is extremely important 10 ask why this
happens, whe gains from it, and how to
change it. There is an area of agreement
between Cynthia and | on this. We agree
that the ruling class benefits from this
situation.

Cynthia said at one point in one of her
books that employers gain by operating in
a segmented labour market where women
are played off against men. This enables
employers to keep everyone’s wages down.
Employers also gain from a working class
weakened by rivalry.

We part company when she goes on 1o
say for example that as individuais, men
benefit from women devoting time and
energy to maintaining the home and
rearing their children.

Cynthia has spelt out that she holds two
ideas. She holds the idea of the working
class who are exploited at work and that
ruling c¢lass expioitaticn actually divides
people. She also holds the idea that nlen
exist as a class. She calls this a class analy-
sis, and sex gender analysis. She thinks vou
need two things to explain what actually
goes on in the world.

1 think that because she holds this sex
gender analysis, she actually falls into all
sorts of mistakes. So she will say that the in-
stitutions that organise men's power are
right there in front of us: the same old
newspaper firm, the same old printing
chapel, the golf club in the leafy suburb.

Now can we really talk about all these



things as the same? | am sure if you went to
a 20l club in the leaty suburb, 1t 1s Just as
likely that you would tind them discussing
and ploting how to get the men in the
chapel as to how they oppress women.

[n Cynthia’s book she contrasts the lives
of men and women. She talksabout women
having 20 years at home raising the next
generation of labour. She contrasts this
with men being at work for 20 years.

That doesn’t fit the reality of most
women's lives in Britain or any of the other
advanced capitalist countries . Sixty five per-
cent of women at any one time are th work.
Most working class women will now work
for most of their lives. The breaks they take
to have children have become shorter and
shorter,

Because Cynthia has a distinetion bet-
ween class analysis and sex gender, [ think
she loses sight of why women are stuck in
the rotten horrible jobs.

Il ts not to 1 1n with men, 1118 to it 1n
with child care. There 15 a very simple fact
which proves that. Married women with-
out children are as likely to go to work as
their husbands. There 15 no difference at all
until those women begin to have chiidren.
That s what pushes them out of work,
acinally servicing children, not servicing
mcn.

Then you'll find that after women have
had children, they will begin to return to
work. But they return to different sorts of
work than before they got married. They
bemn to return to part-time work, 1o less
skilted work. They begin toc work the
twilighy  shifts which we traditionally
associate with women’s employment.

This benefits capitalism tremendously—
in two ways, One, they've got this pool of

Women's wark ls magsively daeskilled

cheap labour, this army of part-time
women workers, that they can make
massive profis fram,

S¢condly, thongh, they can continue 10
reproduce the next generation of labour in
the privatised fammly. They don’t have to
provide decent nursery facilities, They
don’t have to provide the sort of state back-
up which would be necessary if women
were performing the same sort of fulltime
jobs as men do,

There is another very important factor
when we look at the pattern of women’s
employment. It’s the time women are
pulled into work. The great explosion of
women's employment came after the
Second World War. But at that time only
certain sections of the economy expanded.
They were what were commonly Kknown as
the service industries, and some sorts of
light manufacturing, It was in these new
and expanding industries that women
found work.

Immigrant men were pulled into exactly
the sarne sectors as women were after the
war. It was because of the needs of cap-
italism, not because of any peculiarities
related 1o sex,

One thing that characterises women’s
employment today is a massive de-skilling
after they have children. It is not true that
women never do skilled jobs, Many women
have skills, which mean they have better
money and a better time. Once they have
had children, however, they have a hellof a
Job getting back inte those sorts of jobs.
For example, 42 percent of nurses do not
return to nursing after they have children.
They return to & less skilled job because
they can’t get childcare. |

Something like 192 percent of teachers

T e
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find themselves in the same situaticon.
What this means 15 that those women’s
earning potential is fantastically hindered,
If you look at women’s earning, you will
find they earn more before they have child-
ren than they ever earn again in their lives.
Does this give men advantages? ! don't
think 1t does, What does this loss of earning
patential by women mean in the home?
First it means that working class families
are poor. It also means a very large number
of men work huge amounts of overtime.
Men who have young children tend to work
30 hours a week. Something like 18 percent
of manual workers work over 50 hours a
week. Their wives would if their wives
earned the same amount of money as they
did. It would improve working class men’s
lives if there were state nurseries. It would
mean more money for the working class
farmuly, it would mean more leisure for both

men and women.
At work, low pay 15 a threat to men be-

cause that pool of cheap labour is some-
thing that can constantly be used to make
men look over their shoulder and worry
about taking trade union action to defend
their job.

This seems clear in the field of technical
innovation, where employers sometimes
make attempts to swap low-paid women
for highly skilled men. They don’t do that
because they have any sohdanty with
women. They do it to further their own
profits,

An example of this today is in the print
industry. Behind what’s happening at
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Wapping and what happened at
Warrington are technological changes in
the print industry. ;

Rupert Murdoch and Robert Maxwell
would rather employ young giris to cperate
kevboards at £80 a week, than male
compositors at £700 4 week.

Have the struggles at Wapping gone
wrong because of the sexism of the
printers? [ don't think this is true. The key
thing taking the dispute in the wrong
direction s a woman, Brenda Dean. When
you analyse what 15 going on, you don’t

fook at the sex of the printers or of Brenda
Dean. You have to talk about the role of
the trade union bureaucracy, or the role of
Kinnock n ignoring struggle,

Because Cynthia holds a gender analysis
as well as a class analysis, in the end the
gender clouds the class.

She talks about software engineers, for

example. She compares them to people like
assembly workers. She quotes a personnel

manager who works with software

engineers. ‘They have a lot of freedom. Itis
a creative, innovative Job. It 18 not easy to
contral in comparison with the shop floor.

[t is impossible to exercise the same sort of
discipline.’

Daoes that really fit with most men’s jobs?
Dioes it fit with the man working on the ling
at Longbridge? Of course it doesn’t, It
probably does fit quite well with a woman
journalist or with a woman doctor. Some
middle class women have interesting jobs.
So do some middle class men. Inside the
working class there are differences between
male and female employment. But all jobs
ar¢ charactensed by workers having very
little control over what they do.

Cynthia says that women who work with
men will suffer some degree, olten a very
high degree, of sexism at work.

Most pecple, for most of the time, accept
the language of the ruling class. The ruling
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class mamtains its rule over society in two
ways. They have force—smashing people
up with the police and the army. And they

~ have thought—deceiving people that this is

the way things have always been and al-
waiys will be. It 18 very important for the

‘ruling class 1o convince the majority of the

working class that the main division in
society 1sn’t one of class, but is something
else. "

Because of this, all sorts of reactionary,
norrible and ultimately stupid 1deas grow
up and exist in the working class. Racist
ideas; the 1deas that the important thing is
that you are British. Craftist tdeas: the un-
portant thing 13 that you are a section one
member of the AEU. Sexist ideas. They all
fit in that pattern.

So all sorts of myths grow up among
working ¢lass men. Some of them are just
pure nonsense—wotmen can't do technical
jobs—there is something wrong with their
brains, Others are forms of distorted
truths, Women don't want this sort of job,
women don’t like doing this sort of work.
The reason they don’t like doing this sort of
work is often that they know that come the
lime when they have children they will be
pushed out of it, so there seems little point
in taking that sort of job in the first place.

Capitalism conditions people to see
things like this in gender terms, in race
tertms, rather that n class terms.
Education, advertising, Page 3of'the Sun, a
whole range of things are designed to
perpetuate just that sort of ideology.

The key 15: how do we change this? Given
Cynthia’s analysis, the answers she comes
out with are extremely weak. Women-only
workshops set up here and now. If you
think sbout the Tory attacks, and what
Kimnnock plans or rather plans not to do, if
and when he comes to power, really are we
going 1o get those sorts of women's
workshops? No.

Our solution is very different. On the
surface it sounds much more difficult, but
it 15 the only one which will work.

Sexism 15 in the interests of the ruling
¢lass and conly the ruling class. When the
ruling class 18 challenged on anything,
those ideas begin to shifl.

You could see that quie clearly in the
miners’ strike. Then all sorts of women’'s
ideas about their role in society began to
shift very, very quickly.

First women felt confident to go cut and
challenge all the ideas that they had been
told. The second thing was that the miners
realised very sharply that it wasn’t in their
interest to have their wives stuck at home
being housewives, being passive. It was ify
their interest 1o have their wives out on the
picket lines.

This change 1s not automatic. It means a
political fight, and means actually explain-
ing at every chance we get tc any workers
we can, thai the divisions in the class only
sgrve the ruling class, they don’t serve us.
You cannot do that if you believe men as a
class benefit, have some sort of interest in
having women discriminated against. You
can do it if you believe that those divisions
only serve the bosses.H



- Dictatorship

& democracy

ARX ONCE wrote to Engels: “All 1
know is that I am no Marxist.,” He was
referring to the many distertions
which his writing suffered at the hands
of supposed admirers. If it was a problem during

his lifetime, it is a hundred times worse today.
In the midst of all this distortion and con-

fusion then it 1s necessary to retrieve the core of
what Marx actually said and meant. A major aid
to this process 1n recent years have been the two
volumes entitied Karl Marx's Theory of Revo-
lution by the American Marxist, Hal Draper.

The two dealt with State and Bureaucracy and
The Politics of Socigi Classes. Now Draper has
brought out a third volume on The Dicratorship
of the Proletariar.

The first thing that strikes you about these
books 1s the sheer level of scholarship. Draper
goes back wherever possible to original sources,
finding out what Marx actually said, rather than
what people hoped he’d say, or thought he
should say.

He picks up on mistranslations and corrects
them, and blows holes through the hand-me-
down distortions—those which have lasted for
so long or been repeated so many times that they
become elevated to the level of fact.

Draper’s ability to cut through this confusion
is one of the outstanding features of his books.

The second thing that makes these volumes
great reading s the style in which they are
written.

Draper does not belong to that school of
academtc “Marxists” who use language which 1s
incomprehensible to all but the eniightened few.
He 15 not one to use five paragraphs where a
sentence will do, or to use the most obscure word
for a simple phrase.

Lastly Draper writes in a polemical style that
hits its targeis where it hurts. It’s a style that 1s to
the point and wiity and 1s a pleasure to read.

The first two velumes have played an
invaluabie part in rescuing Marx’s thought, and
thankfully the third maintains the high standards
of its fellows.

In this volume then Draper sets himself the
task of rescuing the ‘‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’. This 1s important, not just to refute
those who deliberately seek to mislead, but also
because for the vast majority of people today the
term dictatorship has nothing but unsavoury
connotations.

Visions of Hitler, Stalin, mihitary regimes or
authoritarian rulers will come to mind for almost
anyone if you ask them to describe dictatorship.

Draper starts by recognising this problem, and
sets himself the task of tracing the origins of the
term dictatorship.

ICTATORSHIP is a concept that has
taken on new meanings at different
points 1in  history. What was the
common usage when Marx first
coined ““the dictatorship of the proletariat™ in
18507

To understand this it is necessary to go back to
the roots of the word. Its origins lie mn the
Dictatura in ancient Rome.

The way in which this body operated tells us a
lot. It had three main features.

Firstly 1t was a legal body. A special provision
within Rome’s constitution allowed for this one
man dicatatorship.

Secondly it was a temporary body, the maxi-
mum duraticn allowed for was six months—in
practice 1t rarely lasted that long,

Thirdly although it could suspend existing
laws it could not create new ones, and it did not
control the purse strings.

The Roman Senate continually reviewed and
restricted the powers of the Dictatura.

This system worked for three centuries before
giving way to something more akin to modern
dictatorship, in the form of first Ceasar and then
Aungustus.

“Dictatorship”™ received wvarious interpret-
ations during the course of history. The next im-
portant stopping place for us hes in the great
French Revolution of 1789.

Here the term was bandied about and used
loosely. Sometimes it described the ambitions of
one man (usually Robespierre by his right wing
opponents). At others it was used to describe its
exact opposite, so that for one opponent of the
revolution, the act of insurrection where *‘society
would soon be dissolved if the multitude,
accustomed to blood and disorder, placed them-
selves above the magistrates and braved the
authority of the law™ was in itself a dictatorship.
Various critics of the Commune of Paris, the
most democratic form of rule to emerge during
the revolution, described it as a dictatorship.

The next key point on Draper’s route is the
founders of the first organtsed socialist group,
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What does the
dictatorship of
the proletariat
mean, how does it
difter from the
dictatorships we
see in the world
today, and does it

mean the denlal of
democratic
control? Pal
Stack reviews a
new hook by Hal
Draper which
attempts to
answer these
questions.
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the *‘conspiracy of equals”. Babeuf was the
movement’s founder and leader. His writings,
along with those of one of his ablest ieutenants,
Buonarroti, were to act as a guide and inspir-
ation to a whole generation of French Jacobin
communists in the 1830s and 40s, and io the
Chartists in England.

What then was the Babouvist formula?

First of all they believed that the existing
government must be overthrown and a new and
higher form of democracy must replace it. There
remained one fundamental problem to be
resolved—what form of power should be devised
in the immediate aftermath of insurrection?

The Babouvists argued for a dictatorship not
merely because of counter-revolution but also
because of the backwardness of those on whose
behalf the struggle was being fought.

Buonarroti argued:
““The experience(s) of the French
Revolution...have it seems sufficiently shown
that a people whose opinions have been
formed under a regime of inequality and
despotism is not well suited at the beginning of
aregenerating revolution to designate the men
charged with ieading and consumating that
revolution. This task can belong only to wise
and courageous citizens...”

In other words: the masses aren’t ready either
to take power or use it wisely, so we, the en-
lightened minority, will have to do it for them,
Draper describes this process as the Theory of
Educational Dictatorship.

It is necessary to remember thai these were the
earliest days of the socialist movement, and that
the potential role and strength of the working
class was far from clear.

Nevertheless these idcas represented both an
attemnpt to defend the revolution for a greater
democracy of tomorrow, and an essentially
elitist socialism from above.

The most prominent inheritor of Babeuf's
formula was Auguste Blanqui. Blanqui was a
committed French revolutionary who spent
much of his life in jail.

He believed strongly in the need for conspira-
torial secret societies. These would haveto act on
behalf of the masses. He believed that a dic-
tatorial power would of necessity have to take
charge immediately following the revelution.

He went on to argue:

“To be strong, to act quickly, the dictatorial

power will have to be concentrated in as small

a number of persons as possible.”

This coatrasts sharply with Marx’s view of the
self-emancipation of the working class.

Yet this didn™ stop many from arguing that
Marx’s theory of dictatorship of the proletariat
was a Blanquist deviation which had crept into
Marx’s thought.

Draper devotes a sizeable section of his book
towards nailing this lie,

The accusation was first made by the arch-
revisionist of the German SPD, Eduard
Bernstein, It was a lie, but a lie that has been
repeated by many since.

GDH Cole for example argued;

“Blanqui stated the doctrine of the dictator-

ship of the proletariat much more clearly than

Marx ever did.”

Many others have made similar statements
yet, as Draper shows, Blanqui did not state the
doctrine more clearly than Marx for the very
simple reason that he did not state it at all.

LANQUI earned the respect of Marx as
a self-sacrificing revolutionary who
represented, however haphazardly, the
revolutionary wing of the French
movement. He did however polemicise sharply
against those who sought through secret con-
spiracies and premature actions to provoke
revolutionary struggle.

Dealing with some of his own erstwhile sup-
porters whose political outlook had moved
closer to that of Blanqui, Marx wrote:

“In place of the critical cutlook the Minornty
substitutes a dogmatic one; in place ol the
Materialist, an idealist one. Instead of the
actual conditions, ‘pure will’ becomes the
drive-wheel of the revolution for them.
Whereas we tell the workers: *You have
fifteen, twenty, fifty years of civil wars and
people’s struggles to go through, not only to
change the conditions but in order 1o change
yvourselves and make yourselves fit tor pol-
itical rule,” you say on the contrary, "We must
come to power right away, or else we might 4s
well go 1o sleep.” ™

Marx condemns the notion of premature
risings., He believes that the working class needs
to go through a whole series ot struggles and
experiences 1n order to reach the point of
revolution.

Secondly Marx s arguing that the working
class must make ‘itself” fit for political rule
through its own struggie, a clear counterpoint to
the idea that workers must be educated to rule
only after the enlightened few have taken power.
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There was a world of difference between
Marx’s concept of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, and the various tforms of party or
individual dictatorships put forward by others
on the left at that time.

HAT THEN was the kernet of
Marx’s theory? The term first
appeared in Marx’s Clagss
Struggle in France. 1t appears
at three different periods in the writing of Marx
and Engels.

The first was in the period 1850-2 following the
revolutionary upheavals in France and Germany
in 1848, The second was between the years
1871-5 during and after the Paris Commune.
Finally, after Marx’s death, Engels again raised
the question in the years 1890-1.

The timing of the first two 15 of particular im-
portance. Marx was trying to deal with the
questions, why had the revolutions failed, and
how could workers both take power and hold it.

Dealing with the defeat of the French
proletariat in June 1848 in Class Struggle in
France, Marx argued that the workers went into
the uprising with illusions in the bourgeois
system’s ability to grant reforms, but

‘“*...only its defeat convinced it of the truth that
the slightest improvement in its position
remains a ‘utopia within® the bourgeois
republic, a utopia that becomes a crime as
soon as it becomes a reality. In place of its
demands, exuberant in form, but petty and
even bourgeois still in content, the concession
of which it wanted to wring from the February
republic, there appeared the bold slogan of the
revolutionary struggle, ‘Overthrow the
bourgeoisie! Dictatorship of the working
classt” ™

In fact there 1s no record of the slogan
*dictatorship of the working class™ appearing
during the course of the struggle. But here Marx
seems to be spelling out the only road which is
open and avauldable to the workers if the
bourgeoisie are to be “‘overthrown’.

The bourgeoisie will not hand over their
power, and if they lose it they will strive totakeit
back.

If the revolution is tc be safeguarded then
coercive measures wiill have to be taken. The
workers will have to establish their rule, their
state, or to put it another way their
“dictatorship™. This 15 the precondition for the
abolition of all classes and class society.

In a famous letter Marx explains this relation-
ship. He makes the point that he did not discover
classes or class struggles and goes on fo say:

“What I did that was new was (1) to show that

the ‘existence of classes’ is simply bound up

with ‘certain historical phases of the develop-
ment of production’; (2) that the class struggle
necessarily leads to the ‘dictatorship of the
proletariat’; (3) that this dictatorship itself
only c¢onstitutes the transition to the

‘abolition of all classes” and to a ‘classless

society”.”

50 for Marx the dictatorship of the proletariat
has a number of distinctive features. Firstly it is

temporary, a necessary transitional stage
towards a classless society. Secondly, unlike the
Babouvist/Blanguist variety of dictatorship, it is
not sometiing created from above by a minority,
but 1s rule won by and held by the working class,
a dictatorship from below.

It 18 certainly coercive but, unlike all previous
forms of class rule and state structure, this one
defends the interests of the vast majority against
a small minority.

Marx outlines this point in some notes he
wrote in response to aitacks from the anarchist
Bakunin (who incidentally had a view of
dictatorship from above which was much more
strident than even Blanqui’s view).

“...as long as other classes especially the

capttalist class still exist...the

proletariat...must employ forcible means...

[but] ...the proletanat, instead of struggling as

individuals against the economically priv-

ileged classes, has gained enough strength and
organisation to employ general means of
coercion in the struggle against them.”

Bakunin in his attack asks if all 40 million
German workers will be members of the govern-
ment. Marx’s answer is succinct and to the point:
“Certainiy!™

But how?

In answering this we come to the last point of
Marx’s “dictatorship™.

In common usage today the opposite of the
term dictatorship is the term democracy. Yet
Marx’s schema has as its prerequisite a form of
organisation of society that is far more demo-
cratic than anything that existed in his time, or
indeed anything that exists anywhere in the
world today.

Marx didn’t lay out blueprints for socialism,
but in the Paris Commune of 1871 he was able to
glhimpse, if only briefly, the form of democracy
that a workers® state would take.

In The Civil War in France Marx outlines the
characteristics of the Commune’s rule: universal
suffrage, the instant recall of those elected, all
officials of the Commune paid workers wages,
abolition of the standing army and police, all
judges elected, and so on,

Quite simply, when you cut through all the dis-
tortions you find that, as Draper argues, the
dictatorship of the proletariat does not mean
some special reign of terror, taking on special
coercive forms. It is simply another way of saying
working class rule, another way of describingthe
“workers® state’,

It 15 the prerequisite to classless society, and
real freedom. It is finally (this side of the
disappearance of classes) the most democratic
organisation of society known to humamity,

Draper provides us wtth an invaluable restate-
ment of these key points in a book that is a must
for your bookshelves. But only put it there after
you've read it.m

Karl Marx's Theory of Revolution; The Dictatorship of
the Proletariat

Hal Draper

Monthiy Review Press £10. 40

Special reduction from Bookmarx

Club £8.50.
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Engels returned to the
subject after Marx's
death
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Wages, Price and Profit

Karl Marx

Foreign Languages Press, Peking 35p
SOME OF the ideas we face today are very
old. 1 1865, Marx tackled two arguments
that still crop up with tedious regularity:
the idi:a that strong groups of workers im-
prove their pay only at the expense of
weaker greups, and the idea that higher
wages lead to higher prices and more
unemplovment, 1f these ideas were true,
wages <truggle would be both irrational
and unjust.

The pamphlet Wages, Price and Profit s
based on the notes of Marx's address to the
General Council of the First [nternational
in June 1865

Afier many vears of reaction i Europe,
during which Marx had concentrated on
his economic studies, the carly 1860s saw
an increase in both economic and political
struggle.

In 1his new climate the London Trades
Council proposed an international gather-
ing of workers’ representatives, A congress
in September 1864 formed the Inter-
national Weorkingmen's Association (the
‘First International’).

This [nternational was an amalgam of
many tendencies, Marx was to spend the
next period of his life fighting for political
and theoretical clarity inside it. There were
English trade union leaders {Marx’s allies
until they were frightened by a real revo-
tution in Paris in 1870-71), There were
French Proudhonists {muddled utepians},
Germun Lassalleans {petty bourgeois
‘socialists’), and Italian followers of the
Republican Mazzini—who had been in-
structed 1o resist any declaration of
opposition 10 the bourgeoisie!

There was also John Weston, a carpenter
b rrade, deseribed as “an old Owenite
whom everybody liked but whom most
people found it difficult to listen to™!
Weston had written the first draft of the
IWA's Address-——described by Marx as
“fult of the most extreme confusion™,

Marx eventually overcame this problem
by getting a sub-committee of the General
Council to meet at his own house where he
presented them with his own version. In
Marx’s final version ot the address he
stated, “The emancipation of the working
class must be conquered by the working
class themselves™.

Weston, as a follower of Robert Owen,
believed that workers' cooperation would
win out because it was 50 much more
rational, Weston did not support trade
union organisation or wages struggles.

Weston addressed the General Council
on his views in 1865 No copy of this
address survives, but his arguments can be
reconstructed.

He was almost certainly the author of a
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sertes of articles (*‘Sparks from the Work-
shop™) published in the radical paper The
Beehive,

In these articles he starts trom his
Owenite faith in reasonableness:

“When we discover an evil in a
machine...we generally set our heads to
work to devise a4 remedy or animprove-
ment and seldom fail to accomplish our
object; the task bemg entered on
without prejudice.,.no cne being
blamed for the existence of evil, or in-
terested in its conntinuence; and could we
pursue the investigation of social or
societarian evils...in the same calm and
quiet frame of mind, our labours would,
doubtless, be rewarded with stmilar
resuits.”

After this worthy beginning Weston
embarks on his economic argument. As
wage rises are followed by price increases
then “the advance in wages, if confined to
one particular section of the working
classes, would be a clear gain to them, only
it would be at the expense of other sections
of workmen”.

He argues “at the expense of’ other
workers because they must pay the
increased prices without the benefit of any
extra pay. He says that justice demands
that the lowest paid *are first entitled to an
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advance in wages’ .

But it is these worst paid who are least
able to become organised. The benefits of
wages struggle are restricted to  an
“aristocracy™ of labour.

Anyone following the current develop-
ment of the pay policy of the Labour Party
will recognise these arguments as the
bridge that will be used to move from *fair
wages' to pay restraint. Similar arguments
were central to selling the iden of veluntary
pay curbs during the Social Contract of the
1 570s.

Weston continues that even if all
workers couwld organise for increased
wages, the general price nise of all goods
would make this peintless. In fact it would
be worse than pointless as the money avail-
able to employ workers weuld not go so
far—Iless workers could be employed.

“Could employment at one half more
wages be found for the same number of
hands as are now employed...or would
not the scarcity of money cause asimilar
scarcity of employment and throw
thousands helplessly idle and
unproductive...?”’

Marx could not 1gnore these arguments,
He wrote to Engels, "I[f these...prop-
ositions in which he alone in our society
belicves, were accepted, we should be



turned (nto a joke on account of the trade
unions here and the infection of strikes
which now prevails on the continent.”
Marx persuaded the General Coungil to let
him give an opposing address—this
became Wages, Price and Profit.

The pamphlet is not a very easy read.
One major difficulty is that the first five
sections are structured as a reply fo
Weston. They are therefore negative, being
a thorough (sometimes painfully
thorcugh) demotition job.

Only in the second half of Wages, Price
and Profit does Marx put his own ideas.
Even here there were probiems. Marx
wrote to Engels of the difficulty of getting
his 1deas across in the available ume, **You
can’'t compress a course of poiitical
economy into one hour.” This com-
pression means that some things get over-
simplified.

[t is therefore a good idea to read Pete
Green’s ‘Education for Socialists’
pamphilet, or Alex Callinicos’s chapter
‘Capitalism’ in The Revolutiondry Ideas of
Kar! Marx befare you try Wages, Price and
Profit.

If Marx was worried about the problem
of compressing his views, then compressing
them still further would be absurd.
However, I will try to hightight some of the
features of Marx's argument,

Marx starts by cutting the ground from
under Weston’s feet. An assumption of
Weston, and of many today who talk of
“the national cake™, 15 that the amount of
national production is fixed. This, points
out Marx, 15 clearly false.

Even if it were true, it does not follow
that the total amount of real wages is fixed,
If the proportion of national production
going to real wages can vary, then one

person’s wage rise does not come from.

other workers, The workers’ ‘slice’ can
Increase.

Let’s look at what happens when wages
rise. When workers win a wage rise they
spend most of their extra money. This
increases the demand for the poods they
buy, and aliows the capitalists producing
these goods to raise their prices. Capitalists
producing basics for workers have to pay
more in wages, but they get more back
from their increased prices.

But some capitalists, those who produce
luxury goods, are not so lucky. They are
paying out extra wages, but without an
increase in demand they cannot raise their
prices. (Marx insists that prices cannot
stmply be altered at the will of the
capitalist.)

The profits of the luxury-producing
capitalists will fall (because capitalists have
less money to spend on luxuries),

The fall in demand for luxuries means
that the prices of luxuries will go down—so
the rate of profit of the luxury-producing
capitalists falls still further.

These capitalists wiil tend to move inte
producing essentials where the rate of
profit has held up. More essentials are pro-
duced, but with the increase in suppiy the
price of essentials now falls. The rate of
profit in the production of essentials falls to
meet that in the production of luxuries. To

sum up, the etfect of the wage nse can be a
tall i the rate of profit.

This argument 1s at a very high level of
abstraction—to see how it works out inthe
real world many other factors would need
to be taken into account. But it dem-
onstrates a simple point that we need to
stress in opposition to wage restraint: wage
rises are won at the expense of the class

enemy.
At the root of Weston’s 1deas is a very

old notion. This1s the idea that the price of
a commodity 15 made up of three
elements—the wages that go to the worker,
a profit mark-up for the capitalist and a
mark-up for the landlord’s reat. If this is
the case then wages determine prices.

It is central to Marx’s political economy

Do low paid
organised win?

that the value of a commodity is noet deter-
mined by wages. The commodity’s value is
determined by the amount of labour
necessary to produce it. Now these may
sound similar. Surely wages are just the
reward for the labour used in producingthe
commodity?

The key to all of the value theory is that
the reward for labour and amount of labour
are quite distinct. Saying that there is the
same amount of labour in 1 quarter of
wheat and 1 ounce of gold (Marx’s
example) tells us nothing about the wages
of the gold miner or of the agricultural
labourer.

It appears to workers that when they go
to work they sell their labour. In this view
wages are the price they get for their
labour. So the level of wages would be
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determined by the vatue of labour sold. But
there is no such thing as ‘the value of
labour®!

In fact workers sell not their Jabour but
their fabouwr power, their ability to work.,
Having sold their ability to werk (labour
power) the worker is then confronted by
the capitalists® use of foremen and bonus
schemes to translate that ability into actual
labour.

Once the commodity, labour power, has
been bought by the capitalist he gets the
worker to labour, and this labour creates
value. The amount of value in a commodity
15 determined by the amount of labour that
was negcessary {0 produce it.

This amount of labour (the ‘socially
necessary labour time’) is represented by
money when commodities are sold. The
money paid as wages 15 exchanged for
labour power. But the value represented by
the wages does not need to be the same as
the value created by the worker.

The incentive for a capitalist to employ
workers is that they can c¢reate more value
than the value returned to them as wages.
The difference, which the capitatist
pockets, 1s surplus value. Clearly the
capitalist also needs to buy raw materials,
machinery and so on, but this only passes
on its value, 1t does not create value.

The 1dea that workers sell their labour
(rather than their labour power) hides the
creation of surplus value. If we imagine an
employer spending £400 on raw matertals,
£100 on wages and selling the goods pro-
duced for £600, where does the £100 profit
come from?

It appears to be a reward for the clever-
ness of selting at £600, or a reward for
having the ‘initiative’ to organise the raw
materials and the workers.

If we see that the value of the raw
materials (£400) is combined with the value
produced by the workers (£200) to produce
the final value of £600, and that the
workers got only half the value they pro-
duced back as wages, we ¢an see that the
capitalist is a thieving bastard! :

Marx both defended wage struggles and
ais¢ pointed 1o their limitations. He
defended them because they can improve
the lot of the worker. In wage struggles
workers learn to fight, and this experience
15 essential in developing class conscious-
ness. Marx could not be ‘neutral’ between
the working class and its enemies. As he
expressed it: *“Trade unmions work well as
centres  against the encroachment of
capital.”

The limitation 13 that trade unions
operate inside capitalism. The exptoitation
of workers 15 not exposed by sunple wage
struggle. The fraud of the idea of *a fair
day's pay’, the fraud of the expropriation
of surplus value, remains unchallenged.

Trade unions **fail generally from limit-
ing themselves to a guerilla war against the
effects of the existing system, instead of
simultaneously trying to change it, instead
of using their orgamsed forces as a leverfor
the final emancipation of the working
ciass, that is to say, the ultimate abolition
of the wages system.” H
Derek Howl
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A REVOLUTION is not simply about the
ur.nsfer of economic power from one class
in society to another. It also involves an
upheaval in every area of life.

Nowhere was this more true than in the
Russian Revolution of 1917. The revo-
lution chalienged ali aspects of the old way
of life—including artistic, literary and
cultural areas.

The revolution and its inspiration threw
up new artistic movements. Thousands of
workers who had never thought they could
write or paint or act became involved in
those movements. Millions more found a
new enthusiasm for a range of bourgeois
*high’ culture—from ballet to fine art.

In the process of revolution too, large
sections of the intelligentsia, ncluding
many artists, were pulled towards the ideas
of Bolshevism.

Questions of art and culture were more
than just interesting diversions, however,
They also related to the question of the
political direction of the revolution.

It was for this reason that Leon Trotsky,
leader of the revolution, spent some time In
1923 writing the book Literature and Revo-
lution, and engaged in various polemics on
the subject.

There were two, sometimes apparently
contradictory, strands to Trotsky's argu-
ment about art. He reinforced the general
Marxist view of the relationship between a
society and the art it produced. Culture,
said Trotsky, was not independent. It did
not depend on the expression of timeless
truths, but on the given development of the
socicty in which it was produced.

So for Trotsky the social content of art 1s
crucial.

“The architectural scheme of the
Cologne cathedral can be established by
measuring the base and the height of its
arches...but without knowing what a
medieval city was like, what a gunild was,
or what was the Catholic Church of the
Middle Ages, the Cologne cathedral will
never be understoced.™

However, he alsc recogmsed that the
relationship between society and art was
not, and could not be, a crude or determin-
istic one, Art has a life of its own:

“Onecannot always go by the principles
of Marxism in deciding whether to
reject or to accept a work of art. A work
of art should, in the first place, be
judged by its own law, that is, by the law
of art.”

Writing elsewhere, Trotsky says that an
is the expression of a person's “need for
those major benefits of which a society of
classes has deprived him”, So, he therefore
argues, art is a product of class society but
not necessarily its direct expression.

This gives us some understanding of why
writers who certainly are not Marxists, and
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who often have reactionary ideas, can
appeal and be of use tc socialists,
Shakespeare can say something to us today
not because he expresses ‘universal truths’
(as we are taught at school), but because he
wrate in a world undergoing great change,
where all the old values were in a state of
flux. .

The great 19th century novelist Tolstoy
was reactionary in that he harked back to
the values of the past. But he did 50 pre-
cisely because of the realistic way he was
able to understand and portray the miser-
able oppression of the Russian peasantry,

“Tolstoy did not know or show the way
out of the hell of bourgeois culture. But
with irresistible force he posed the
guesiion that only scientific socialism
can answer.”

Specifically, Trotsky criticised the
concept of proletarian culture. This was the
idea that just as the bourgeoisie developed
its own cuolture, so the proletariat must.

On the face of it, this seemed an
attractive argument. The proletariat had,
after all, taken power. Why couldn’t they
create their own culture in the space of a
few years as well?

Yet Trotsky argued very hard against
any such idea. There is a major difference
between the bourgecisie as a ruling class
and the proletariat.

Bourgeois culture was already ferment-
ing inside feudal society, because the
hourgeoisie itself was developing as a class
inside feudal society. Even then, it took five
centuries—irom the Italian Renaissance to
the great novels of the 19th century—for
bourgeois culture to fully develop.

A painting of Leon Trotsky
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The proletariat as a ¢lass doesn’t even
have the advantage that the bourgecisie
had. It cannot develop its culture nside
capitalist society. It has to fight to over-
throw that society first.

This is because:

“*The proletariat was, and remains, a
non-possessing class, This alone
restricted it very much from acquiring
those elements of bourgeois culture
which have entered into the inventory of
mankind forever.”

The working class had to wait until it had
destroyed capitalism in order to even begin
to establish the dominance of its own ideas.

“The formless talk about proletarian

culture,..feeds on the extremely

uncritical identification of the historic
destinies of the proletariat with those of
the bourgeoisie.”

It is not possible for the proletariat to
develop such a culture, Trotsky argues. In
the years immediately following the revo-
lution, the working class concentrates its
energy on taking state power and on
reinforcing that power.

But holding on to workers' power is ap

immense task in the early years following
the revolution. This was particularly true in
Russia, where the revolution took place not
in conditions of advanced capitatism, but
in a backward society dominated by the
peasantry.
- The major problems facing the revo-
lution in its early years ranged from civil
war and famine to the teaching of basic
literacy skills to millions. Problems of
developing proletarian culture were of
necessity relegated to second place.

In any case, argues Trotsky, the job of
the working class is to ensure that it secures

for itself the material and spiritual heritage

of the past in order to be able to lead
humanity to a future without classes.

Its immediate aim 15 not to discard the
whole of bourgeois culture, The working
class has no chance to develop its own
culture fully until such a time as it has vir-
tually ceased to exist as a class,

This is because the proletariat, in taking
state power and in fighting for a sccialist
society, heralds the end of a society based.
on classes, and therefore the eventual
disappearance of itself as a class. This is
why Trotsky stresses the difference
between proletarian culture and genuine
socialist art.

*The formation of a new culture which

centres around a ruling class demands

considerable time and reaches com-



pletion only at the period preceding the
political decadence of that class."

In other words, genuinely ‘socialist art’
can only develop with the withering away
of the dictatorship of the proletartiat, and
the establishment of a socialist society.

It was for this reason above all that, in
Trotsky’s view, proletarian culture was a
nonsense, let alone the idea that
proletarian culture could be established
after a few short years of workers’ power.

He therefore regarded the supporters of
preletarian culture as utopians, people
who didn’t look at the real difficulties and
obstacles facing the attaining of socialism,

And because the proletariat could not
develop their own culture, those who
advocated it in fact were articulating the
feelings and ideas of the gerwal working
class., This led to a tendency towards philis-
tinism, backwardness and anti-
intellectualism,

Why were these arguments important?
In the 1920s Trotsky saw the debate as one
about how quickly socialism could be
established. He believed that some artists
wha supported the ideas of proletarian
culture made very interesting con-
tributions, both in terms of their art and
their ideas.

But he also believed that their ideas were
voluntaristic. They thought that the work-
ing class could create its own conditions for
self advancement, without any regard to its
material and cultural conditions, or its
historical level of development,

Much more pernicious, however, were
the developments of the late 20s and early
30s. The 1dea of socialism in one
country—which justified Stalin’s forced
industrialisation—was bitterly opposed by
Trotsky,

In the tield of literature the expression of
this 1dea was the doctrine of ‘socialist
realism’.

The theory that art should be judged by
how realistically it portrayed life was a well
established one. It explained the great
fondness Marx and Engels had for the
writings of the French reactionary novelist
Balzac, As Engels put it:

“Balzac was politicaily a legitimist; his

great work is a constant elegy on the

political decay of good society; his
sympathtes are with the class that is
doomed to extinction. But his satire is
never keener, his irony never more
bitter, than when he sets in motion the
very men and women with whom he
sympathises most deeply—the nobles.

That Balzac was thus compelled to go

against his own class sympathies and

political prejudices—that I consider one
of the greatest triumphs of realism.”

The theory of realism in art was
grotesquely twisted under Stalin to pro-
duce the theory of socialist realism., The
argument went that sociahsm had been
establhished 1n Russia, so the art produced
there could, by realistically depicting life,
directly reflect the interests of that society.
In fact this meant that art had to directly re-
flect the interests of the bureaucracy—a
notion which stultified and destroyed any
artistic talent which existed.

Russian Revoiution poster 1920

Trotsky bitterly attacked this
development.

“The current official 1deology of
‘proletarian literature’ is based on a
total lack of understanding of the
rhyvthms and periods of time necessary
for cultural maturation. The struggle
for ‘proletarian culture’—something on
the order of the ‘total collectivisation’ of
all humanity's gains within the spanofa
single five year plan—had at the begin-
ing of the October Revolution the
character of utopian idealism... In
recent years it has become simply a
system of bureaucratic command over
art and a way of impoverishing it.”

These lines were written in 1930, follow-
ing the suicide of of the poet Mayakovsky,
Already the 1dea of officially sanctioned
literature was widely accepted. Trotsky
believed that this rigidity in the field of art
could only destroy artists and the art they
produced.

The voluntarism inspired by the hope of
the revolution in the years after 1917 had
given way to a voluntarism which insisted
that art had to directly serve the Stalin
regime in its task of building socialism in
ane country,

Everyvthing, including art, was subjected
to the drive to harness all spiritual forces to
the goal of accumulation, and to the need
to climinate dissident views of Russian
society.

This was a far cry from classic realism, or
even the realism developed In the west in
the 1930s by writers sympathetic to social-
15t ideas. The equivalents in Russia were
writers who clashed violently with
Stalinism, like Victor Serge.
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Trotsky himself was the greatest victim
of this process. But his writings on art and
literature are some of the finest on the sub-
ject. He was able to steer a line between
those who wanted a completely libertarian
attitude to art and those who wanted art
dominated by complete rigidity. He saw
that art could serve the revolution, but
artists could not produce by diktat.

Unlike many philistines, both in his life-
time and in the present day, Trotsky also
saw the value of much of the culture of the
ruling class. It could express the contra-
dictions of society, It therefore could not be
judged simply by its immediate message,
but how it expressed a realistic view of
society.

Even in a workers’ state it could not be
under direct political control if it was 1o
flourish.

In the 1930s he wrote that “politics and
literature constitute in essence the ¢content
of my personal life”. To the end of his life
he maintained a real love of and respect for
revolutionary art, from the paintings of
IDhego Rivera to the novels of Ignacio
Siloneg,

But he also recognised that genuine free-
dom for artists could only come with the
freedom from constraint of capitalist
society. He therefore understood the limit-
ations on even the best or most revo-
lutionary artists,

All his ideas are valuable in understand-
ing the role of art and revolution today. M
Lindsey German

This article is the first in a series on art and
the Russian Revolution, based on g course at
Marxism 86.
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Workers pro ll against Suez
THE ANGLO-FRENCH

invasion of
Egypt in October 1956 was the last frantic
but farcical attempt by Britatn and France
to assert themselves as major imperialist
powers. [n July 1956 the Egyptian govern-
ment, led by nationalist Gamal Abdel
Nasser, had nationalised the Suez Canal,

built with the sweat and blood of
Egyptians, but regarded by the European
powers as their private property.

The invasion was launched in close co-
operation with Israel, imperialism’s main
ally in the Middle East. But within a week,
combined pressure from Russia and the
USA brought the declining European
powers to heel and a cease-fire was called.

The main inspiration behind the
invasion came from French ‘socialist’
prime minister Guy Mollet, who saw the
adventure as a second front in his bitter war
to keep Algeria part of French territory.
Nasser was suspected of aiding the
Algerian nationalist forces,

Mollet was a prime hypocnte, who cited
Marx and Engels in justification of his
policy. The role of the British Labour
Party, being in opposition to Anthony
Eden’s Tory government, was more
complex,

The Labour leaders had little sympathy
with Nasser. Gaitskel! compared him with
Hitler, while from the left Aneurin Bevan
denounced him for “*stirring the pot of
nationalist passion’. But as loyal sup-
porters of NATO they were unhappy at
Eden leading Britain into a war not backed
by the LJSA,

When the invasion came Labour ran a
campaign under the siogan ‘Law Not War’,
Gaitskell was apparently furious he had
not been consulted. But as always the
Labour leaders insisted that everything
should be kept within strictly legal and par-
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liamentary channels.

The National Council of Labour issued a
statement urging the British people to
“refrain from taking industrial action as a
means of influencing national policy in the
present crisis™.

On 1 November the chairman of the
TUC, Sir Thomas Williamson, declared:
“We will not countenance unofficial
industrial action, and we call on all trade
unionists tc oppose it,”

The fact that such warmngs were
repeated shows that there was some
pressure in the Labour movement tor
direct action. One group of people who
voted with their feet were the reservists,
recalled to fight the war. When the troop-
ship Asturias sailed from Southampion on
28 Qctober, 381 out of 1,295 reservists
failed to turn up.

The Daily Herald reported that “the War
Office was too shocked to hush it up™, and
claimed that it was “‘the longest absentee
list in army history™.

Mititary absenteeism was too hot a
potate for the Labour leaders to handle.
But demands for strike action were nearly
as bad.

The first call for “*ail steps (not excluding
a general strike)” came from the Socialist
Medical Association. In itself this posed
little threat, but the idea soon spread.

On I November a meeting of tally clerks
in the Royal group of docks called on the
TGWU executive to call a token one-day
strike against the war. The bureaucracy
sent Tim O’Leary, National Dock Group
Secretary, to tell workers:

“Many of your colleagues are in the
Middle East. Don't let them come back
and say, ‘We were short of tanks—we
were short of food.” If you den’t keep
them supplied they will die quicker.”
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Within the next few days the strike calls
spread. The executive of the Fire Brigades
Union urged the TUC to call a gencral
strike to make Eden resign, The Shetfield
District Committee of the Amalgamated
Engineering Union called for a total
stoppage of the engineering industry.

On 3 November the Dafly Warker re-
ported a whole string of calls for industrial
action—the Paisley districts of the AEU,
workers at Firth Brown and Shardlows
Sheffield, Sutton Trades Council, main-
tenance men at a Salford bus depot, and
many more.

By 6 November the list had been joined
by Selby Trades Council, Sheffield
painters, Merseyside woodworkers,
Lewisham electricians and others. A one-
day strike of Afro-Asian students through-
out Britain was called.

A delegate conference of South Wales
miners rejected industrial action after a
four-and-a-half hour debate. Dagenham
Labour Party also tock up the call for
strike action.

In fact the onlystrike action that actually
took place was at Crawley in Sussex. (If any
SWR reader knows of other strikes ] would
be interested to hear from them.) At 3pm
on 6 November hundreds of workers at the
APV and Edwards factories on the Manor
Royal estate walked cut to join an anti-war
demonstration. They were Joined by a con-
tingent of building workers. The dem-
onstration was limited in size—the organ-
isers alleged intimidation by
employers—but it showed the potental
that was there,

The cease-fire came almost immediately
after the Crawley strike, 50 there was nc
time for the example to be taken up, Had
the war gone on longer there might have
been more token stoppages. Certainly 1t
would be wrong to overstate the impact of
workers’ actions. It undoubtedly made
little or no impact on the course of events.

As always it is difficult to know how rep-
resentative were the meetings which issued
calls for action. Most groups of workers
confined themselves to asking the TUC to
give a lead rather than taking the riskier,
but more desirable, path of giving a lead
and seeing who would follow.

While the right wing aimed to stamp on
any direct action, the Labour left kept very
quiet on the issue. The Communist Party
put its weight behind calls for industrial
action but was obviously seriously dis-
tracted by its own internal upheavals
resulting from the events in Hungary.

But this page frem our history is worth
remembering. Though the actual achiéve-
ments were modest, it is clear that the
working class was not carried away by a
wave of jingoism.

Those who wanted to oppose the war
were able to organise and win support for
their ideas. If even a section of the Labour
left had given a clear lead, the results could
have been much more impressive.

Proletarian internationalism 1s not a
utopia or a meaningless abstraction. It can
and must be fought for in the movement.H

Ian Birchall



Saving the system

Bailing Out the System: Reformist
Socialism in Western Europe 1944-1985

Ian Rirchall
Bookmarks

“Between 1245 and 1985 social-
democrats were in power——alone or in
coalition—at some time in viriually
every country in Western Eurcpe... This
beok has been written toillustrate both
the resihience and the ultimately
reacticnary role of social-democracy,..”

This 1s an excellent book and it could not
have appeared at a better time. It rightly
concentrates on Britain, France, [taly and
West Germany but brings out the high-
lights of developments in practically every
other European country outside the
Russian bloc.

My only criticism on this score 18 that
rather more on the Scandinavian countries
would have been useful.

The years 1944-5 and immediately after-
wards saw a great resurgence of the social
democratic parties {and of the Communist
Parties as well) as a result of a massive
raclicalisation of the European working
classes.

There was a patiern. Left wing
rhetoric—often very left wing
rhetoric—and actual policies designed 1o
restore capitalist ‘normality’ as soon ds
possible.

The British story s probably the best
known to readers of this Review so little
need be said about it. [ cannot however
resist ¢iting one of the many superbly
apposite quotations from the book. It is
Dennis Healey speaking at the Labour
Party conference in 1945;

“The crucial principle of our foreign
policy should be 10 protect, assist,
encourage and aid in every way that
saocialist revelutton wherever 1t
appears.””

Social democrats were 1n government in
most of the countries at this time, typically
in coalitions which also included the Com-
munist Parties.

In Franc¢e the Socialist and Communist
Parties together had an absolute majority
in both votes and seats in the Constituent
Assembly elections in 1945, They tormed a
coalition with a new {(and supposedly left)
Cathoelic party, the MRP.

This government rapidly restored the
bourgeois state machine {largely shattered
during the liberation), presided over an
austerity regime in France, mounted a
massive repression in Algeria (where there
was a nationahist revolt) and sent (roops to
recover the French colony of Vietnam.

All this was accompanied by a cloud of
left phrases (and fairly extensive national-
isation measures as in Britain), Here s Guy
Mollet, general sceretary of the French

Sociahst Party (then called SFLO) speaking

at the party congress of 1946:
“We must condemn all attempts at
revisionmism, notably those which are in-
spired by a false humanism, the real
meaning of which 15 to disguise the
fundamental reality of the class
siruggle. Tt is this weakening of Marxist
thought n the party which has led it to
neglect the essential tasks of organ-
iIsation, propaganda and penetration
into the masses...”

The “neglect” referred itc means the
party leaders’ fear of betng marginalised by
the bigger and better organised French
CP—which was pursuing exactly the same
policies, But all this was soon to change.

The Second World War was, of course,
an imperialist war for the redivision of the
world. And the victors soen fell out.

The United States stepped up its drive to
dominate Europe, east and west, with the
Marshall Plan and NATO. The USSR
countergd with the Cominform and the
Warsaw Pact. The Cold War got under-
way.

The sccal democrats swung into the
American ccelumn, Naturally, the British
Labour Party (then in government) was in
the vanguard of the cold warriors, develop-
ing the first British nuclear weapons and
taking Britain into NATO. But most of the
others soon caught up. They had an impor-
tant role to play.

As Birchall savs: *“They could influence
many who would be impervious to
straightforward red-baiting.™ And they
did, moving raptdly to the night in the
process.

Talk about ‘socialist revolution’ or
‘Marxism® was out now. The CP were
thrown out of various governments in or
around [947 and moved left within limats.

The Cold War was enormously impor-
tant. It polarised the European working
class movements into pro-Moscow and
pro-Washington camps. US-sponsored
breakaways were created (with the help of
the British TUCY 1in 2 number of national
union federations—most importantly in
France and Italy.

Those who stood for the principled inter-
nationalist position— neither Washington
nor Moscow—like ocur forerunrer, the
Sociaflist Review group, became extremely
isolated.

Above all, reactionary ideas became
dommant-—ideas more reactionary indeed
than the social democratic leaders had
anticipated.

“By the early fifties the social

democratic partics had done their job

for capitalism and could be cast aside.

The next decade was a period of right

wing domination: in Britain the Tories

ruled for thirieen years from 19351; in
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Healy, rescuing British
capftalism?

West Germany the Christian Demo-

crats won the highest share of the poll at

five successive elections...in  Italy

Christian Democrats dominated the

government and in France no SFIO

minister served in a government be-

tween 1951 and 1956.

Leaving aside the special case of
Sweden and some smaller countries. .t
was a bleak period for reformists.”

They survived. For the arms-fuelledlong
boom of the fifties and sixties pretty well
excluded the development of a serious
organised threat from the left for a long
time.

The slowly developing crists of Stalinism
weakened their CP rivals (except in the
Italian case where the PCI succeeded in
becoming the dominant reformist party).
And the gradual but inexorable return of
crises in the capitalist economy meant that
there was an essential function for soaal
demaocracy.

[an Birchall puts it very clearly:

“The bankruptcy of Stalinism left social
democracy with the fundamental task
of mediating between labour and
capital... Social democratic  parties,
created by the working class but wholly
committed to the existing crder, are the
best possible organisations ffor this]...
This does not mean, of course, that the
ruling class sees social democrats as the
ideal parly of government... What suits
the bourgeoisie i1s a system that keeps
the social democrats in reserve as an
alternative solution.”

Inthelast 150r so years soctal democrats
have been in government, at various times,
in Britain, Ireland, France, West Germany,
Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain,
Portugal, Greece, Denmark, Swaden,
Norway and Finland.

Even ltaly, where they are now very
weak, currently has a ‘socialist’ prime
minister, And here i Britain, comrade
Kinnock 1s waiting (n the wings (o rescue
British capitalism yet again if the Taries
flounder.

This book is essential reading tor today’s
revolutionary socialists. It is very casy
reading too, and its concluding section,
‘Co-opting the Lett’, could not be more
relevant 10 cur immediate situation. B
Puncan Hallas
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The shadow
that remains

M arxists in Face of Fascism
Blavid Beetham

Manchester University Press £9.935

WHEN THE crooked cross cast its shadow
across (Germany in 1933 it marked the most
massive defear for the international
working class. How was it that the biggest
and best-orgamsed working class mowve-
ment in the warld could go down to deteat
with hardly a fight?

David Beetham’s book draws together a
series of articles and extracts from politicat
leaders and theorists on the left during the
inter-war years. They reflect the various
strands of thinking on fascism current at
the time. Many of the fifty or so0 extracts
have previcusly been unavailable 1n
English.

In his useful intreduction Beetham
brings out a number of implications from
the work presented. He shows how the
levels of analysis reached by Communist
leaders like Clara Zetkin, Gramsci and
Togliatti about the Italian experience were
later lost from Comintern analyses. This
was most notably through the disastrous
application of the Comintern’s ultra-left
‘Third Period’ policies by the German
Commumist Party, the KPD.

Clara Zetkin characterised fascism as the
punishment meted out to the working ciass
due 10 its failure to take the revojutionary
road. For Zetkin, the bourgeoisie was on
the offensive and the working class on the
defensive. Fascism, a mass, Semi-
anlocnomous terror movement based on the
petty-bourgeoisie, was wused and
encouraged by sections of the bourgeoisie
to smash workers’ organisations in a
period of severe crisis. It follows that the
working class was in a defensive situation.

But the Comintern and the KPD came 1o
precisely the opposite conclusion during
the Third Period (1928-34). They argued
that the working class was actually 1n an
offensive situation and so everything was to
be subordinated to the rapid building of the
party and the exposure of the social
democrats as class traitors. The need was to
split the presently reformist workers from

their leaders and this required the ‘united

front from below’—social democratic
lcaders were castigated as ‘social tascists’
and regarded as the main obstacle to
socialism.

There were Marxists and Social
Democrats whe reached the right con-
clusions about the necessary strategy for
the left. But they were either already
expelled and exiled from the Comintern
parties, or they reached their conclusions
after defeat. In cach case they no longer
commanded the influence and the forces
able to shift the polices of the mass
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workers’ organisations or the Comintern in
time.

Yet at the heart of such problems was the
degeneration of the Comintern itself, from
an international revolutionary sociahst
nerve centre into an arm of Russian foreign
policy, It was argued that fascism could
only triumph in the more ‘backward’
aconomies: thie idea that Germany, an
advanced, modern state, could go fascist
was unthinkable. Such complacent errors
were compounded rather than corrected
after the Naz1 victory by the Comintern’s
belief about the inevitability of fascism’s
cotlapse due to its internal contradictions.
It also led to Popular Frontism.

The lessons from all this are well illus-
trated by Beetham, but I think there are
some shortcomings in his introduction.

By his own admission, for exampie, he
uses a very broad criterion of ‘Marxist’.
There are extracts included from a number
of people (Stalin, Léon Blum of the French
Socialist Party, Karl Kautsky, Rudolf
Hilferding and others) who we as revo-
lutionary Marxists in the tradition of Lenin
and Trotsky would definitely want to
prefix with either ‘so-called’ or ‘ex-".

More seriously, perhaps, are Beetham's
final points in which he thinks it *improb-
able that a fascist movement could cometo
power in present-day circumstances’. His
reasons are, firstly, that the petty-
bourgeoisie, the mass base for fascism, are
“not available for mobilisation behind a
fascist movement to the same degree as pre-
viously". His second reason relates to the
decper implantation of parliamentary
democracies since the inter-war pertod. In
my opinion, neither of these reasons 18
sufficient to justify his conclusion,

There are millions of non-unionised,
self-employed people and small business-
men in Britain., Such sectors provided
much of the social base for the Nazi Party.,
Secondly, given a sufficiently severe econ-
omic¢ and political crisis 1t 1s by no means
inconceivabie that desperate sectigns of the

Leon Blum: a Marxist?
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bourgeoisie, trightened by the long-term
potential power of the workers” organ-
isatians, would give support 1o a tascist
movement. And it is not a question of ‘all
cor nothing” with fascism: a fascist move-
ment, evern though too weak to take powcr,
can shift the balance of forces sirongly
against workers and their organisations.

All of which 15 a recipe for vigilance,
study and building the socialist alternative
rather than concessions 1o pessimism ©n
the one hand and complacency on the
other. Fascist organisations in Britain are
very weak, though we necd only look to
France to recognise the threat inherent in
mass disillusionment with reformism n
power.

In that context David Bectham's book 15
well worth more than a passing glance. B

Howard Miles

When forces
defied theory

Russia 1905-07: Revolution as a Moment of
Truth

Teodor Shanin

Macmifion £9.95

EVERY GREAT revolution changes the
map of the world. For it always contains
much that is new. The 1903-7 revolution
was more than a rehearsal for 1917: that
metaphor suggests merely practicing a
given role. 1905-7 occasioned enormous
revisions in Marxist theory and practice.

Why? Because the 1905-7 expericnee did
not conform to the evelotionist theory of
stages into which Marxism had become
perverted. Real social forces refused Lo play
the parts allotted to them by theory. The
workers invented the Soviet, a form of
proletarian rule ina backward country. The
bourgenisie refused 1o play a progressive
role. The peasantry demonsirated enor-
mous independent revolutionary capacity.
Russia turned out less capitalist thanall the
Marxists had supposed, and maorte ripe tor
socialism too!

This is Shanin’s subject-matter. He s less
intergsting on the workers than on the
peasantry. But never mind: his two large

chapters -on peasant movemenls, organ- -

isation and consciousnass in revolutionary
Russia are brilliant and thrilhng. Shanin
helped me understand, as never before, wiy

Lenin, almost alonc among the Bolsheviks, .

wanted to participate in the Duma along-
side the peasant delegates, and why he
fundamentally revised the Bolshevik
Agrarian programie,

The latter part of the book asks, who
learned what from 1905-7? Some, including
Mensheviks, Kadeis, nobility, learning
nothing, proved irrelevant. Others learned,
and transformed their practice. One such



was the brutal Stolypin, the Tsar’s
minister, whose programme for recon-
struction of Russia from above was
defeated by the conservative stupidity of
the very torces he tnied to save.

Among the revolutionaries, two figures
are especially important: Trotsky, whose
experience led him to formulate the theory
of permancnt revelution; and of course
Lenin, who reshaped the whole Bolshewik
strategy and whose re-learning was more
complex and deeper than Trotsky's.
(Another was Luxcmburg, with her
brillhant account of the mass stnke, but
Shanin misses her.)

There are several things to quarrel with
in this book—a touch of soft Macism, in-
sufficient consideration of Trotsky's
theory of combined and uneven develop-
ment. But overall this book is rich, bold,
controversial and properly committed. ]
cnjoved it @

Colin Barker

Good at
games

George Thomas, Mr Speaker
George Thomas
Arrow £2.05

THERE 1S something pecuharly stomach-
turning about George Thomas’s appalling
carcer: from miper's son in poverty-
stricken Tonypandy to left wing Labour
MP, from mimister in the Wilson govern-
ment to  Speaker in the House of
Commons. He finally achieved a resting
place in the House of Lords with the
hereditary title of Viscount Tonypandy,
courtesy ot Margaret Thatcher.

The tragedy is so horribly predictable
and has been followed by s0 many since
that 1t hardly seems warth bothering to
read his sorry apology of an auto-
biography. Not so, however, for 1t remains
an unfortunate tact that considerably more
can be learned about the nature of the
Labour Party from reading the anecdotal
reminiscences of George Thomas and his
like than from reading Mifitant or even
Tribune.

Thomas, we have to continually remind
ourselves, was not a right wing Labourite.
He entered parliament 1n 1945 as a man of
the left, as a ‘backbench rebel’, He strongly
opposed government policy over Greece,
voted against the introduction of con-
scriptton and generally aligned himself
with Aneurin Bevan and later with that
other leader of the Labour left, Harold
Wilson,

His politics were a flabby Chnistian
socialism, more concerned with conscience
than with struggle. He was to faithfully
foliow Harold Wilson to the right after

1964. The spineless nature of even his left
reformism is beautifully iHustrated by his
account of a Mosleyite rally held in
Tonypandy in the 1930s. At Thomas’s
urging the local Labour Party decided 1o
boycott the meeting rather than join the
Communists in disrupting it. To make sure
that he avoided any of the trouble, Thomas
spent the afternoon at the pictures.

The extent of his shift to the right is
brought home by his reason for remember-
ing this incident: a dinner party at the Duke
of Devonshire’s country house in 1981,
when he sat next to Lady Mosley, ““a warm
compassionate woman'’'

Thomas became a juntor mirister in the
first Wilson government, going to the
Home Office, where Frank Soskice was
Home Secretary. ““We used to joke about
his views on racial issues,” he recalls,
Amusingly enough, the Labour Home
Secretary was a vicious racist., Thomas
recalls how on one occasion Soskice
responded to a propoesal to ease immi-
gration controls with the comment, ** If we
do not have strict unmigration rules our
people will socn all be coffee-coloured.™

What dominates all Thomas's memories
of political life from 1964 onwards, how-
ever, 15 not any of the major political
events, but how wonderful our royal famly
15, Reading Thomas leaves vou wondering
whether Lenin wasn’t being too optimistic
when he described Labour as a *bourgeois
workers’ party”. Thomas’s attitudes are
positively feudal.

When he writes of the Aberfan disaster,
which cccurred when he was at the Welsh
Office, his account 15 more concerned with
Lord Snowdon’s visit to the area than with
the causes and consequences of the
tragedy. He seems to regard the investiture
of Prince -Charles as Prince of Wales 1n
1968 as one of the great triumphs of the
Wilson vears (although on further
consideration he's probably right about
that). The Prince, we are told, has a better
understanding of ordinary people than the
present Labour left, among whom he still
includes Neil Kinnock!

In his years as Speaker he developed an
increasingly high regard for leading
members of the Conservative Party, cul-
minating in his unhealthy admiration for
Thatcher. Although professing pacifist
sympathies, he was a staunch supporter of
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Thomas and the fantasy world he joved best

the Falklands war, which showed the world
“we are still a tough little race™.

What Thomas leaves out of his memoirs
is just as interesting as what he includes.

There s no mention of the Vietnam
war—which the Wilson government
wholeheartedly backed, of the miners’
strikes of 1972 and 1974, of the struggle
against the Indusirial Retations Act during
the Heath years. Nor does he mention the
fact that during his term as Speaker, Bobby
Sands MP died on hunger strike.

On these occasions the real world in-
truded nto the games they play at West-
minster and George Thomas would rather
not remember. i
John Newsinper

King of the wild
frontier

The Artful Albanian: The Memoirs of Enver
Hoxha
Edited by Jon Halhday

Chatto & Windus, £5.95

I FEEIL. about Enver Hoxha, the late
Albaman leader, much as T do about Frank
Stnatra: I deplore what he stood for, but it
is impossible to deny that the man had
style.

Hoxha was not the sert of mealy-
mouthed Stalimst who dressed up his
crimes as ‘tragic necessities’; he was a thug
and made no attempt to hide it.

His c¢omment on the Hungarian
revolution was simple: “Have some of the
leaders of these counter-revolutionaries
shot to teach them what the dictatorship of
the proletariat 1s,”

When Hoxha's delegation in Moscow
found their rooms were buggzd, they
recorded a message calling their hosts
‘traitors’.

So when Hoxha came to write his
memoirs (from which Jon Halliday has
edited a selection) he gave us lies on a grand
scale. Thus the first edition of Hoxha's
volume With Stafin contains fulsome praise
of Mehmet Shehu, his prime mimister from

1954 to 1981.
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But 1in 1981 Shehu was killed and it was
claimed he had been an American agent
since the 1930s. A new version of With
Stralin was rushed through the presses,

For Hoxha the only function of the past
15 10 justify the present. So we learn with
some surprise m his account of Albama’s
relations with China that Mao Zedong was
“never a Marxist™.

For those ot us who remember the years
1n the sixties and seventies when (China and
Albania swore undying friendship, this is a
bit like Morecambe and Wise claiming they
never did a double act.

Even in his own terms, Hoxha's account
is riddled with contradictions. He
complains bitterly that the Russians tried
(o suUppress his viewpoint—but opponents
within the Atbanian CP got httle right of
free speech; in the words of Mehmet Shehu
at the Fourth Party Congress:

“For those who stand in the way of

parly unity: a spit in the face, a sock 1n

the jaw, and, if necessary, a bullet in the
head...™

And Hoxha’s professions of inter-
nationalism look pretty thin when he him-
self telts how, at the end of the Greek civil
war, Greek Communist refugees were
deported from Albania and their arms
confiscated,

As a result the documentary value of
these memoirs is negligible. Thus Hoxha
presents the Russian leaders (after Stalin)
whom he had dealings with as bemng not
only bullies, but degenerales preoccupied
with food and drink, This may well be true,
but since it is what we expect Hoxha to say,
his evidence 1s worthless,

Otten, indeed, the memoirs seem to be
pure Women's Own material; thus Hoxha
tells us that:

“Stalin has taken me by the arm and
walked with me in his garden, tired him-
self onn my behalf many times, taking the
greatest care of me, even over the hat |
should wear to avoid getting a ceold, and
going so far as...to show me where the
tollets were if [ needed them.™

What are a few million purge victims
beside this avuncular solicitude for Enver’s
bladder?

Jon Halliday’s commentary and notes
are scrupulous and helpful; he never
hesitates to point out Hoxha’s dis-
honesties. Yet he clearly retains a hking for
Hoxha, paying tribute to his “vigilant
Balkan wiliness and his hard schoolng in
post-Leninist methodology and ritunal.”™

Why this admiration for a man who

32

would be more at home in the Maiia than in
a Marxist erganisation? Toc understand
that we have to look at Halliday’s own
political evolution.

For Halliday is a former editorial board
member of New Legft Review, and was
concerned to present the intellectually
respectable face of British Macsm.

The bright-eyed young Maoists of 1968
wanted a superman, a Chairman Mao of
Marxist infallibihity.

Now, middle-aged and cynical, they
prefer those who are corruptible and
corrupted, a consoling reminder that
revolutionary change 1s impossible. R
Ian Birchall

A spectator of
defeat

The Polish Revolution
Timothy Garton Ash
Coronet £2.93

JOURNALISTS and sociolopists have
always been at their weakest when con-
fronted with the fast-moving paradox of
revolution. This would be difficult enough
tor a journalist ‘on The Times and The
Spectator in the best of conditions. Bur
Poland's revolution is a decper paradox
than most—a revelution against a
"workers® state’,

Garton Ash 1s a liberal—on the side of
the workers and against the state, for
democracy and against totalttarianism,
critical of Stalinist apologisis and
Reaganite false friends of Selidarity ahke.
This even-handed, sympathetic liberal
approach cannot explain the dynamic of
the revolution, far less indicate how.the
tragic defeat of Jaruzelski's coup could
have been avolded.

Take the attitude to Lenmism. Some-
times we are treated to the old cold war
equation; Leninism eguals Stalinism
equals the Soviet Union,

Yet, on other occasions, Lenin’s 1deas
are used to help explainevents. [tisasifthe
logic of the proletanan revolution over-
comes the ideclogical prejudices of the
author.

Again, when 1n the early stages of
Solidarity, the Governor of Gdansk refers
to Walesa as “the tribune of the people™,
Garton Ash recalls and quotes the relevant

passage from Lenmin’s What is to be Done?
The same contradiction is evident on the

question of the Catholic Church. On one
occasion we are given the obviously absurd
judgement: “It is hard to conceive of
Solidarity without the Polish Pope.”

But then, 28 pages later, we read:
“The Poles have a remarkable ability to
hear what they want to hear from ther
Church leaders and disregard the rest..,

Socialist Worker Review November 1956

The workers respect the Primate, but

cheerfully 1gnore his warnings against

the strike.” ‘

This confusion over how workers’ 1deas
change, the state capilalist nature of the
regime, and the real meaning of the revo-
lutionary tradition becomes fatal in the
section which discusses whether Solidarity
went too far or not far enough.

Garton Ash quotes the SWP’s analysis
which argued that Solidarnty could only
hope Lo survive by taking on the struggle
for state power. He concludes:

“If Solidarity had ‘gone further..at
would have abandoned the whole per-
spective of self-limitation. The most
probable outcome would have been
bloody, and far more costly for the
Poles and the Sowviet Union... This
would have been ‘better’ for the Inter-
national Socialists, and some of
President Reagan’s right-wing foreign
policy advisers—but for whom else?”

The first answer is that an Increasing
minority of Selidarity activists thought 1t
would be better.

[n addition, while Reagan was happy to
see the Polish and Soviet authonties
embarrassed by Solidarity, both he and
Thatcher were public in their support for
the moderate, Walesa wing of Selidarity.
They feared revolutionary developments
more than they feared the existence of a
rival ruling class.

Finally, our contention that the Russian
threat could be defeated is castigated as
“plain rubbish™ and risking “other
people’s lives”. Yet again, Garten Ash
provides his own rebuttal. Adam Michmk,
a leading Solidarity activist, 1s quoted as
supporting the view that Solidarity should
have fought, even if that meant fighting the
Russians—the difference is that *he, uniike
the International Socialists...has the right
to say that’.

So analysis is judged not by its truth or
falsity, but by the etiquette of who says 1t.
Nevertheless, the [act remains that a fully

mobilised. fully-armed Polish population
would have at best defeated, and at worst
stood a chance of beating, the Russians.
There is, after all, in the years 1918-21 a
precedent, when the allied armies of inter-

vention were beaten in Russia.
But Garton Ash does not subscribe to

the view that i1 is better to Light —with the
praspect of victory—than to accept defeat

without ever testing that prospect. It is a

perspective which says that if the ryling
class are prepared to defend their position
by force of arms, then we must pack up and
2o home. No battle can be cngaged with a
guarantee of success, but the balance of
forces can be assessed.

In 1281 the Polish working class was as
conscious, as combative as any since 1917,
What was guarantecd was that if it did not
fight it would be defeated. That 1t did not
fight is a result of a leadership which
thought like Spectarer journalists and not
like Bolsheviks. B
John Rees
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STATE RACISM has been increased with
the introduction of visas for immigrants
coming from the Indian sub-continent,
while the response of the media has been
horrible. Right to be Here: A Campzaigning
Guide to the Immigration Laws (published
by the Anti-Deportation Working Group)
could not have been produced at a more
appropriate time. It is full of facts and
though we may disagree with some of 1t {it
tries not to offend the Labour Party whose
record in office is awful) it is an extremely
useful and timely book.

Despite the disastrous failure of re-
formist economic policy in France, Greece,
Chile under Allende, Britain 1974-9 et al,
books wanting more of the same continue
to flow off the academic production lines.

One example which our reviewer found
“bad and boring”’ is Planning the British
Economy by Paul Hare, published as part
of the disappointing Radical Economics
series by Macmillan £8.95. Hare advocates
a “*Gradualist Alternative Economic
Strategy’’ which he believes should
“command widespread support for its

moderation and realism™. As our reviewer
put it—he’s a crawler.

Beyond the Wasteland by Bowles,
Gordon and Weisskopf (Verse £7.95) 1s an
interesting account of the relative
gconomic decline of the US, They ¢xpose
the appalling waste of human and physical
resources under capitalism but are pol-
itically naive—they attempt 1o convince
corporate America that workers would
perform better if they were invelved in
‘decision-making’.

A different type of reformism runs
through the collection of essays on States
versus Markets in the World System edited
by Ewvans, Rusachmever and Stephens
(publishcd by Sage £15.50 paperback). Our
reviewer found the politics to be “third-
worldist, confusing the nationalist goal of
economic development in the face of world
crists, with soctalism®™. But it does include
some (nteresting material such as an essay
on Cuba which despite itself shows the im-
possibility of escaping ‘dependence’ on the
world market—in other words the im-
possibility of socialism in one country.

Of the new alternative thrillers Death in

B Bookbrief

Leningrad by John Lear (Pfuto Crime
£3.95) our reviewer found disappointingly
too obscure and complicated. Death by
Analysis by Gillian Slovo {Women's Fress
£3.95) was disliked—"‘pretentious gurde to
yuppy London™ was the phrase used.

Zora Neale Hurston was a gifted black
American writer involved in the Harlem
renaissance during the 1920s. Zora Neale
Hurston, a Literary Biography by Robert E
Hemenway {Camden Press £7.95)as well as
examining her work in great detail delves
into wider issues such as the relationship
between folklore and black art. Itisa book
our reviewer recommended and found ¢x-
trmely interesting.

But by far the best value 15 the Education
Pack No 5: Women's Liberation and the
Class Struggle at only 50p and the latest in
our series of education pamphlets, Thisisa
reprint of Chrnis Harman's article from
International Secialism 2:23 (Spring 1984)
which outlines the argument fora class and
matenalist analysis of women’s oppression
as well as a critique of feminist theorics,. K

MNoel Halifax

Bookmarx

Club

The Bookmarx Club offers the best of
newly-published and remaindered
socialist books at consistent discount

prices.

TO JOIN, simply choose books from
the list below, to a minimum vaiue of
£6.50, and send a cheque with vour
order 10 Bookmarx Club, 265 Seven
Sisters Road, Finsbury Park, Londeon
N4 2DE, or hand to vour local 5WP

bookstall organiser.
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Bailing out the System

by Ian Birchall

Details the sorry record of
social democracy in Britain
and Europe since 1945
£4.9% {normally £5.95%

The Mass Strike

by Rosa Luxemburg

A new Bookmarks edition of
Rosa's classic work, with an
imtroduction by Tany Chff,
£1.65 (normally £1.95)

Rasa Luxemburg

by Paul Frolich

A biography of Rosa by one
of her fellow German
revolutionaries.

£4.75 {normally £5.95)

The Monocled Mutineer
by William Allison and John
Fairley

&

AN AREE

[

The book of the TV series
about the mutiny at Etaples
durtng the First World War.
£1.95 (normally £2.50)

Death is Part of the Process
by Hifda Bernstein

A novel based on the
development of MK, the
armed wing of the ANC, after
the smashing of open
resistance to apartheid
following the Sharpeville
massacre,

£1.95 {normally £2.50)

War and the International

by Sam Bornsrein and Al
Richardson

The second volume of the
history of British Trotskyisim,
dealing with the years 1937-
49,

£4.95 (normally £5.95)

Karl Marx's Theory of
Revolution: volume 3

by Hal Draper

Explains what Marx and
Engels meant by the
dictatorship of the
proletariat, and the roles
within it of democracy and

viglence.
£8.40 (normally £10.40)

The Heat's On
by Chester Himes
Crime thriller by one of the

best black American writers,

£2.40 (normally £2.95)

Fighting with Shadows

By Dermott Healey

A novel sct in the border
country of Northern Ireland
and the Republic.

£3.20 (normally £3.95)

Trotsky

by David King and Tamara
Deuischer

A magnificent large-format
photographic biography.
£9.95 (normally £23.00)

X

SPECIAL OFFER LIST B;

Hungarian Tragedy

by Peter Fryer

Fryer was the Hungarian
correspondent of the
Comumunist Party’s Daily
Worker when the uprising of
1956 broke out. This book is
his eye-witness account.
£2.40 (normally £2,95)

The Labour Party's Political
Thought

by Geoffrey Foote

A thorough history of the
development of political ideas
within the Labour Party,
£8.00 (normally £9.95)

The German Revolution and
the debate on Soviet Power
Documents dealing with the
debates to the early German
Communist Party, on
workers” power and Lhe
preparations for the founding
congress of the Communist
International,

£7.20 (normally £8.95)

SPECIAL OFFER LIST A:

Bailing out the System and Rosa Luxemburg—the
two together for £9.20 {normalky £10.90)

The German Revolution and the Debate on Soviet Power and
Kart Marx's Theory of Revelution: volume 3—the two
tiogether for £15.00 (normally £19.33).

PLEASE NOTE THAT Bookmarx Club orders should be
for a minimum of £6.50 unless made through an SWP
branch bookstall, in which case there 1s no minimum.
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N _ctters and debate

AFTER MY denunciation by
comrade Jamieson as a gay-
basher with a left face | must take
up the cudgels and deal sharply
with his muddled, incoherent and
plainly mistaken letter.

I do indeed agree that AIDS 18
a serious public health maiter. [
never said anything about AIDS,
Why on earth bring up this
irrelevance except to dishonestly
twist what [ said?

Though I am abused for
ignorance, let me say that it just s
not true that sexual politics has
always been an fmporiant part of
left ideology and tradition.

If comrade Jamieson would
read more widely and less
selectively, or even f he deigned
to speak to a few old-timers, he
would know that this area was
always in the past considered a
very subsidiary part of the left
orogramme, with the possible
exception of the struggle over
women's suffrage.

One may disagree with the
priorities of socialists in the past,
but the historical record is quite
clear. Personally I find
Luxermburg's priorities more
appealing than Zetkin's,

Is comrade Jamieson really
equating the problems of ethnic
minorities with those of gays and
lesbians? Surely there is & choice
as to sexual preference? Or
perhaps comrade Jarieson thinks
that it is, like skin colour, an
innate condition from the cradle?

Workers with different
coloured skins would be happy 1o
¢hange economic places with the
many wealthy and privileged but
gay people in the City, advertising
and the arts.

Sexual preference does not piay
a rale in selection far the labour
market that gender and race does.
Thus for capitalism prejudice may
play a minor but useful
idectogical role but not one that is
inirinsic to capital as 15 the reserve
army of labour.

One aspect of racial issues
includes the disgraceful and
growing sexual exploitation, the
bordelisation, of the Third World
so sharply dealt with by Nigel
Harris in October SWR,

Though Nigel did not make the
point, this includes the equally
disgraceful exploitation of local
peopie by foreign gays in
Thailand or the Philippines, as
wel]l as by heterosexuals. Without
apologies | maintain that the
comparison berween the
oppression of gays and ethnic
minorities is insolent,
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The question of the role of the
family would take up mote space
than is possible in a letter,
However it should be said that for
many (not all) working class
people the family 1s the ane place
that they have been loved and
cherished for their own sake and
not for what someone could
gxploit from them, o

If the SWP 15 to win workers to
its ranks it must treat this area
with great sensitivity. To put it
bluntly, comrade Jamieson's silly
attack on the institution of the
family is not likely to appeal to
working class coupies, since he 8
naive enough to proclaim that
people only have children because
they have been conned by
capitalist prepaganda into
preducing a future supply of
labour for their exploiters at their
own expense!

Socialists should proclaim that
it is they, not Mrs Thatcher, who
will defend the working class
family against the almost
insupportahle pressures bearing
down on it in an epoch of "
capitalist decay.

The bourgeois family of which
Marx and Engels sometimes
speak is an institution for the
inter-generational transmission of
property rights and class
privileges, Though the AManifesto
speaks of the abolition of the
family, this was always far more

in the anarchist tradition than the ™

Marxist one and Marx said
practically nothing about it in his
later work.

Engels, whose personal life
style was rather bohemian and
who relied on the now cutdated
work of the American
anthropologist Morgan, spoke of,
and attacked, the role of the
bourgeois family in the Origins of
the Family, Private Property and
the Stare, Perhaps Being
determined his Consciousness and
not Consciousness his Being!

Finally I think the crux of the
disagreement between us 18 the
distinction between Gay Rights, a
concept [ support, and Gay
Liberaticn, which I do no,

A recent article by Peter
Tatchell in City Limits drew this
¢lear and correct distinction,
though Tatchell himself, I regret
to say, is zll in favour of Gay
Liberation as well as Rights. Gay
Liberation is the celebration of an
apolitical life-stylism. Rights are a
tegitimate, if limited, political
demand.

Clearly some comrades have a
lot to learn as they have sealed
themselves off from anvone who
does not think like them, In other
words they live in the sub-culture
of a left wing ghetto, That is far
more worrying than its symptoms
which appear in this little dispute
over sexual preferences. B

Ted Crawford
Ealing

No Nigel
not unique!

MIGEL HARRIS spoils an
otherwise excellent article in your
last issue by asserting that the
Mexican PRI 1s unique in the
Americas and “*has ¢nsured there
is no cycle of military power in
Mexico'. Unfortunately he s
wrong on both counts.

Rather than being unparalleled
in the Americas as Nigel Harris
asserts, the PRI has to a large
degree served as a model in Latin
America. The American Popular
Revolutionary Alliance in Peru
and the Revolutionary Nationalist
Movement in Bolivia both share
many characteristics with the
FRI.

As Trotsky argued in 1938
these parties, along with the
Chiness Kuomintang, *‘are very
similar crganisations, It is the
People's Front in the form of a
party.”

By this Trotsky meant that
these parties contained within
them all the ¢class contradictions
of the People’s or Popular Front
as developed in Europe during the
same pericd. And, as in Europe,
the Stalinist parties were the maost
ardent practitioners of such class
collaboration.

What is distinctive and umique
about the PRI is that it was
founded as a government party in
1928, nearly two decades after the
prematurely stalled Mexican
revolution, and has enjoyed the
exercise of power ever since.

It should be noted that its
organisation and ideclogy were to
a large degree modelled on Haya
de la Torres APRA, founded in
1924 while in Mexico, and toa
lesser degree on the Bolshevik
Party.

Today the FSLN in Nicaragua
represents a very stmilar
phenomencm to that of the
organisations discussed above.
Like the PRI its regime is semi-
Banapartist tn character and like
ajl such parties its base among the
working masses has been won by
its anti-imperialism.

It is to the credit of the FSLN
that it seized the leadership of the
Revolution in 1979, But it is
evidence of its Popular Frontist
character that it, like the FMLN
in El Salvador, must constantly
try to reach an agreement with
American imperialism and its
Contra stooges.

That the Mexican armed forces
have remained relatively
uninvelved in Mexican politics 15
due firstly to the political capital
accruing to the PRI as the heir to
the revolution of 1911 and
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secondly to the relatively buoyant
economic situation Mexican
capitalism enjoyed until recently.
That there has been no cycle of
military power is despite rather
than due to the PRL

I1is the exhaustion of this
policy of verbal anti-imperialism
and mild state capitalism that has
led 10 the rise of the PAN and
potentially opens the read to
workers' power, The continued
attraction of populist parties such
as the PR and APRA will
continue 10 be barriers to the
revolution unless we can begin to
develop genuinely independent
workers' parties in Latin
America. @
Michae! Charles
Cardiiff

Best
of the
bunch!

[T IS a pity Donny Gluckstein did
not bather to read my article
carefully on the decay of
Labourism before he rushed 1o
criticise it (September SWE).

‘Nowhere does it characterise
the Clydeside MPs as
revolutionaries. Rather it
suggested that they were the most
militant, the most advanced
group of reformists ever to be
elected to parliament.

Many of them had been
imprisoned either, like Maxton,
for sedition (imterfering with army
recruitment in wartime) er for
invelvement in the riot that
became known as The Battle of St
George's Square (an event that
the Lloyd George government
misread and thought was the
beginning of the British
revolution).

Besides having gained their
personal reputations through the
stand they had taken in same of
the most Ferocious class struggles
experienced by Britain in the 20th
century, they were sent to
Westminster in a mass wave of
left wing enthusiasm.

On arriva! there they met
George Lanshury, just out of his
prison uniform, having led Poplar
Council's successful defiance of
the law, that resulted in the
povernment's defeat; a much
better performance than the
Hatton-led Liverpool Council
aver ratecapping.

Donny Gluckstein may
disagree, but it is my claim that
these Clydeside rebels had a
warking class credibility, a
working ¢lass foliowing, a
working class militancy
unsurpassed in the history of the
Labour Party, By companison the
Benns and Heffers of today are
tame and toathless tabby cats.

Yet what did they achieve? In
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his autobiography one of them,

Dravid Kirkwood, explained:
“We were going to do big
things. I'he pecple beleved
that, We believed that. Atour
onslaught, the grinding
poverty which existed in the
midst of plenty was to be
wiped out. We were going Lo
scare away the grim spectre of
uncmployment... Alas, that we
were able to do sa Iittle!™ |

Ray Challinor

Newcastle

Rebecca’s
ruin

TIM EVANS article about the
Rebecca events i West Wales
(Oclober SHR) begs as many
questions as ik answers, Not least
of these concern the signiticance
of *Rebecea’ and the canses of its
Llure.

The Rebecca events wete
significant, but they were nol
exceptional. All over Britatin in
the period 1800-65 workers were
adopting militant vielence as part
of sporadic, localised fightbacks,

Tim's references to “small
farmers® as being the banc of
Rebecea tells us very hittle, In the
rarly nineteenth century the
traditional class of furmers was
being irrevocably divided—one
proup being proletariamsed and
the other, by amalgamating
haldings, becoming prosperous.

The last point 15 important
becanuse the new industrial
workforce had to be found
somewhere. Principally it was
found amongest the bankrupt
famers of Carmarthen,
Connemara and Cornwall.

‘This areanic link to the
industrial workforce s vital. Tim
alludes to Hugh Williams®
attempts to forge links between
Merthyr and Carmarthen in 1843
but only sces in them a
burgeoning class consciousness.

Nathing could be further (rom
the truth. Williams {like his East
Wales counterpart, John Frost)
did nothing 1o build real
solidarity tor the insurrection of
textile workers at Llandloes in

1839, He must have known ot the
planned national rising, yet did
nothing ta prepare for it
Morcover, as a member of the
National Convention he must
have known of Frost’s
instructions Lo halt any mihtant
acts in South Wales.

The whole purposce tor middle
class radical Chartists iike Frost
and Williams was to deflect
radical {and olten viotent) protest
into a movement that could place
them in parliament, When
Williams finally chose to 1y Lo
build links between Chartism and

the Rebecca movements it was at
Merthyr, where the working class
had not vet recovercd from s
crushing defeat of 1831 and where
moral force Chartism held the
greatest sway.

What was the alternative”
From 1822 onwards, after the
dechne of *Rebecca’, the miners
and wonworkers fought through |
their *Scotch Cattle’, Tt was not
lawvers and shopkeepers who
died as a result of FrosCs folly in
Newport, but workers. The
trapgedy was that the
independence of the *Scolch
Cattle® and s practical plan for
an uprising was submerged into a
disastrous ‘proto Popular Front’
with middle class radicals like
John Frost.

A genuinely imdependent
working class organisation that
combined open activity with the
disciphne ol the *Cattle’, could
have been built with the kind of
links with their brothers and
sisters in “Rebecea’ that Tim
Evans talks about. That they did

not is 4 consequence of the lack of

political understanding.

The importance of all this lies
i the lessons for revolutionaries
today, nol least in South Atlrica.
In South Atfrica today, as in
Britain in 1839, reformists are
irying to delude workers, **...into
the hope that parhamentary
retorm would produce an
amelioration of thewr social
condition...the people are led to
expect social improvement from
the ingrease of abstract politicat
privileges.” (London Courier,

b/ XA 1839).
The “small farmers™ who put

INPWDUALL ?

REVOLUTIONARY ZEWAN OV DUE
TO0 T™ME onPARTIGwL Y oF

on their best suits to meet the
correspondent from the Timer
would have been rendered
irrelevant in Carmarthen in 1843
by an independently arganised
proletariat. As it was, the small
farmers showed theiw class
consciousness and {let us not
forget in the aftermath of a
general strike) sided with the
ruling class and property rights.
Rebecca was broken not by the
actions of small farmers, but by -
the deleats at Menthyr and
Newport that had seen the best
militants either shot down or
transported. On both occasions,
at Merthyr and at Newport, an
independent working class
leadership that had been built
helore the event could have
changed the course of cvents.
That is the lesson that rings down
the ages from the events in Wales
150 years ago. B
Gareth R James
Munchester

Genuine
Jacobins

INCHRIS HARMAN'S review
of Danron {(Scptember SR there
is one curions comment—that the
French Revolution was “caught
between the need to smash its
encmies and the tact that the
bourgeaisic i & money grabbing
class whase members are
mdividually prepared to sell
themselves to anyore who will
offer cnough™ which 15 why ‘“the

Joke  AlouT

nyY GALD Patew
NUT

AT

'LL ForMm
AN
INDEPENDENT
REvoLvnoNapy
PaRTY OF
™HE
FﬂaLETHatHT.'

_

Secialist Worker Review November 1986

revedution could only suceeed
through the interventions from
the Parisian poor..."

To explain the behaviour of a
class during a revolution in terms
of the compatibility of its
individuals seems a little flippant,
The most revolutionary of the
bourgeaisie, the Jacobins, were
undoubtedly genuine.

The king would gladly have
paid leaders like Marat enormous
sums of money—a set of cuddly
toys if necessary—ito change sides,
Instcad, Marat spent years
producing agitationat papers and
was slabbed 1o death by a night
wing assassin. Many lesser known
Jacobins made similar sacrifices,

The Jacobins were bourgeocis in
origins and aims. But they
attempied the first welfare state,
mass public education and the
destruction of the church. The
real problem was that alongside
their genuine belief in equality
and liberty they believed cqually
passionalely in private property,
which as we now know makes the
other impossible,

When it came o the imevilable
canfrontation between the poor
demanding cquality and liberty
and baurgecis respect [or private
property, the Jacobins, being
bourgeois, took the side of private
property.

Once they had attacked the
organisations of the workers and
artisans and had executed their
leaders, they destroyed the ane
power which could delend all
progressive lorees against the
right wing. The willingness of
individuals 1o sell themselves
ptayed a marginal rote.

After all, it there was a
revolution in Broitain, individuals
like Robert Maxwell and Roy
Hattersley might well ofter
themselves Lo anyone daft enough
to pay. We wouldn’t claim thal as
a reason for not trusting the
Labtour Party.

[n the French Revolution the
bourgeoisie had the most radical,
coherent ideas. They relied upon
interventions of the Parwstan poor
Lo destroy the old order and give
those ideas a chance 1o be
implemented. The ditfference
hetween then and now 15 that in a
sacialist revolution the class with
the most revolutionary idcas is
also the class that does the
intervening. Ml
Mark Steele 1
Croydon

We welcome letters and contrib-
utions an all issaes raised in
Socialist Warker Review, Please
keep your contributions as short
as possible, typed, double spaced
if you can, and one side of paper
onlty. Send to: SWR, PO Box 82,
Londan E3 3LH.
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OF ALL THE mass movements that have
been hidden from history, few have beenas
completely obscured as that of Palestine i
1936.

For six months the majornty of the
population supported a stritke which shut
down wvirtually all business and industry
and paralysed the transport system. The
movement was one of the most sustained
faced by British imperialism—yet today it
is largely forgotten. Its obscurity is the re-
sult of the fact that the movement was
crushingly defeated—and defeat soon led
to the triumph of Zionism and the re-
writing of Palestinian history.

The Palestinian movement of the 1920s
and 1930s was part of a response to im-
perialism throughout the Arab world. The
Palestinians were faced however with a
unique difficulty: while they struggled
against the British, who saw Palestine as an
important imperial base, they were also
locked in conflict with the settlers of the
Zionist movement,

The Jewish settlers had begun arriving in
large numbers after World War One. They
could call on the capital and resources of
the Zionist crganisations of Europe and
North America in their efforts to buy Arab
land and establish the basis for Jewish
communities in Palestine. Their leaders
were committed to the project of creatinga
Jewish-only state and aware of the need to
tie their efforts to the needs of the British,
As a result the Zienists constituted an
obstacle tc Palestinians, already con-
fronted by a colonial regime which used all
Britain's apparatus of repression to control
the movement for Arab national rights,

Agitation against Britain and the
Zionists had been going on since the end of
the war. By 1935 economic crisis gave it a
sharper edge—with thousands of Arabs
turned off their land by Zionist settlers and
urban unemployment growing, there was
intense pressure on the Palestinian leader-
ship, made up of land-owning families and
the new bourgecisie. In response,
Palestinian political parties formed a front
and issued three demands to Britain: an
end to Jewish immigration; an end to land
purchases; and an assurance that an Arab
government would be formed to end the
colomal Mandate.

In e¢arly 1936 Britain rejected the
demands and many Arabs concluded that
lobbying the colomal power—long the
policy of the traditional leadership—was
fruitless and direct action was needed.
After successive attacks by Jew and Arab
communities on each other, Palestinian
activists (n Jaffa and Nablus formed com-
mittees calling for a general strike until
Britain acceded to the Palestiman
demands. |

Within three days every town in Arab

The forgotten fight

Palestine had becen mobilised. In some
areas committess of nationalists took the
lead; elsewhere trade union branches,
sports clubs, women's committegs, Mushm
and Christian associations and even the
Bovy Scouts were the focus, This expressed
the strength of Palestinian national feel-
ing—it also betrayed the fundamental
weakness of the movement, From the very
beginning there was no political
organisation at the base which represented
the interests of the mass of Palestinians.

Activists saw the strike as a re-run of the
Syrian general strike which, in March 1936,
after 50 days of mass action, had extracted
a promise that the French Popular Front
government would enter into negotiations
over independence. Alas for the
Palestinians, they faced not only a colonial
oppressor, but a growing settler population
with its ‘paraliel’ Jewish economy, sealed
off from Arab society. They were also
unable to by-pass the leadership of their
country's traditional rulers, who were
quick to place their own interests before
that of the Palestinian majority.

‘The strike had exposed
the fatal weakness of the
national movement’

Within days of the ¢all for action, the
traditional leaders formed themselves into
an Arab Higher Committee under the
leadership of Hajj al-Amin al-Hussaini, the
country's leading religious figure and the
head of the largest land-owning family.
The committee’s intention was quite
cynical-—to take control of a movement
which had shpped away from the trad-
itional leaders and to use its energies to
strengthen their position 1 dealings with
the British.

But the committee could nor hold the
movement in check. The *strike’—in reality
a mass natienalist mobihisation
—overftowed into rebellion. By June some
5,000 armed fighters had taken to the
countryside and were confronting the
British and the Zionists. The British High
Commissioner telegraphed to the Foreign
Office that the country was *in a state of
incipient revelution™, with “little security
or contrcl of lawless elements...outside
principal towns, main roads and ratlways™,

The British now threw their full military
might behind a campaign of repression.
The British garrison was increased until

19361986

there were 30,000 troops in the country--to
contro!l a population of just a million.

At first the British action was double-
edged, for it removed many activisis who
were loyal to the Higher Committee, leav-
ing local groups under the controi of the
rank and file. A mood took hold which
threatened the interests of the traditional
ruling class—but which stimulated a
realisation in the Higher Committee that it
was time to seek a settiement,

The British now stepped up repression,
defeating the largest groups of rebels, while
the Higher Committee let it be known that
it would accept a call from the Arab kings
to end the strike. In October 1936 the
committee called off the strike *as a sub-
mission to the wills of their majesties and
highnesses™.

The strike collapsed; workers returned
to industry, shops were opened, farmers
went back to their fields, While the move-
ment exploded again a year later, launch-
ing a two-year campaign of guerrilla war-
fare, it had been seriously weakened. The
strike had exposed the fatal weakness of the
Palestinian national movement; its
political weight was insufficient to tackle
both the colonial power and the seitler
population. In particular, the smal! and
fragmented working class could not out-
weigh the influence of the national leader-
ship. The sma!l Palestine Communist
Party, larpely composed of Jewish
members and operating within a rigid
Popular Front strategy, failed to offer an
alternative to the Arab national leadership.

While the Arab population had been
battling against the British and against its
own treacherous leaders, the Zionist
communities had been taking the oppor-
tunity to plug the gap left by the with-
drawal of Arab labour. They operated
transport, maintained Jewish industry and
supplied the British forces, strengthening
their grip on the national economy and

doing much to coavince the British that

they could best serve imperialist interests in
Palestine.

When the Zionists confronted the Pales-
tinians in 1948, they faced a movement
which had been fatally weakened by its
defeat in the 1930s. Impenalism and the
Zionists themselves had presented an
immense obstacle to the Palestinian move-
ment but of equal importance had beenthe
wounds inflicted by the Palestinian ruling
class and its friends in the Arab Capitals,
The determination of the Palestinian
masses had not been enough to overcome
these twin enemies.

The tragedy of the Palestinian move-
ment 15 that 20 years later, when a new
leadership emerged, it proved unable to
learn the lessons of the 1930s, Liberation
does not lie in London or Washington, in
the palaces of kings or presidents, but in the
efforts of workers throughout the Arab
world to bring down the rulers who still
place their own class interests above those

of Arab workers and peasants.ll
Phil Marshall




