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The witch hunt
and the ‘cuddly’ left

THE DEFEAT of the miners has not only catalysed a realign-
ment on the Labour left, it has also enabled the party leader-
ship to move its drive against the party’s left wing into
another gear.

Since the expulsion of the Militant Editorial Board
members at the 1983 conference there have been sporadic
attempts by right wing local constituencies to expel Militant
supporters. The scale of these moves was consistent with
Jim Mortimers’s claim at the time that the expulsion of Mili-
tant’s editors was not to be the green light for a witch hunt.

That has now changed. Kinnock'’s frontal assault on both
Liverpool City Council and the NUM leadership at the Party
conference has opened the door to both nationally-co-
ordinated media campaigns against Militant, and local witch
hunts against prominent leftwingers. Supporters of Black
Sections, the Labour Committee on lreland, and Labour
Briefing have either been expelled or threatened with it.
And meanwhile the Liverpool City Council, despite its many
political weaknesses (analysed elsewhere in this issue), has
been unjustly framed up by the media. The result of these
processes is a rash of expulsions and a witch hunt at-
mosphere inside the party where anyone on the ‘hard left’
of the party feels under threat.

The witch hunt may at this stage be primarily designed to
bolster Kinnock’'s media image, but its overall and long-term
target is weakening and undermining support within the Par-
ty for those left wing policies which are unacceptable to the
bourgeoisie.

More interestingly though the witch hunt reveals the
contradictions and limitations of the much-publicised
‘realignment of the left’. On the one hand a mere 5 NEC
members stood out against the inquiry into Liverpool
District Party, yet on the other Kinnock was only able to
uptiold the expulsion of a Militant Sheffield councillor by the
narrowest of margins, 14-13, on the NEC. A petition spon-
sored by the Labour Left Co-ordination to oppose expul-
sions on political grounds has been endorsed by Peter Hain
of the LCC, Chris Smith of the Tribune Group of MPs and
Ken Livingstone. In other words the left wing of the ‘soft’or
‘cuddly left’ cannot and will not go along with wide ranging
expulsions for fear of weakening the left as a whole.

The project of the ‘soft left’ was articulated at the re-
cent LCC conference in Liverpool. It is ‘to detach the more
realistic and open-minded sections of the ‘‘Hard Left”’ from
the Trotskyists, entrists and ultras’; and to ‘pull sections of
the traditional “‘Tribunite’’ and trade union left towards
more radical positions’ especially on women and Blacks. This
is linked into the notion of surrounding Kinnock with struc-
tures and people sympathetic to the left to maintain the
left’s influence on him as party leader. Despite its initial suc-
cess the project is doomed to failure.

First the party leader does not need the ‘soft left’ as
much as it needs him. The leadership is determined to drive
out a large number of Militant and other left activists which
will create broad opposition from the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ left
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together. Second, the hard left can and should seek allies
within the soft left on policy questions such as the economy
and international questions where the leadership is weak.

Moreover, the black and women’s movements within
the Party, along with the other campaigning groups, are not
about to become adjuncts to the LCC. Their support again
spans the whole of the Party’s Left, with the ‘hard left’ in
practice providing the most consistent support. If anything
most of these campaigning currents feel more closely allied
with journals like Briefing and bodies such as the Labour Left
Co-ordination.

In reality the division between ‘soft’ and ‘hard’ feft is not
so simple. There is in fact a continuous spectrum of opinions
across the whole left with interconnections which will make
the LCC’s attempted isolation of the ‘ultras’ very difficult to
achieve. The active core of the Campaign Group has in-
creasingly found itself allied with the hard left despite its own
soft wing, two of whom recently defected to the Kinneck
camp. Even the LCC, despite containing many who are little
more than apologists for the parliamentary leadership, also
organises some who are opposed to any form of witch hunt
and who favour more radical policies.

The tasks of Marxists in the Labour Party over the com-
ing year are fivefold. First, the broadest unity must be built
within the party against the developing witch hunt. With the
merger of Labour Against the Witch Hunt into the Labour
Left Co-ordination, the role of the latter in co-ordinating
left unity becomes more important than ever. Second, the
left must take the initiative in the area of policy for the next
Labour government. On questions such as the economy,
Britain’s international policy and continuing presence in
NATO and ireland, and on issues of social policy and
democratic rights it is vital that the ‘hard left’ forces take
the initiative in pressing for more radical policies for the Par-
ty through broad forums of debate and discussion.

Third, the democratic reforms of recent years within the
Party must be defended and extended to take in the
demands of women and black comrades within the Party.
The Marxist left must show that it is the best champion of
these groups’ rights within the Party, not the late converts
round the LCC. Fourth, it must build up a serious network
of activists up and down the country organised through left
caucuses who are able to organise around these ideas and
projects within the Party. Fifth, this national network must
throw itself behind any groups of workers who come into
conflict with the Tory government such as the teachers,
Silentnight workers and of course the NUM.

Labour Briefing is the only nationally organised network
of such groups which is accountable to its supporters and can
work closely with the Labour Left Co-ordination and the
Campaign Group of MPs. The ‘hard left’ undoubtedly faces a
difficult period ahead, but it is possible that it could emerge
from the recent bleak past with a greater unity and strength
if it strictly prioritises the tasks outlined above.

DAVY JONES
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Silenmight

THE STRUGGLE at the
Silentnight bed factories in
Barnoldswick, Lancashire and
Sutton, Yorkshire is symbolic of
the employers offensive after the
miners' strike. The workers are
striking against the most cynical
provocation and attacks by the
firm's Tory owner, Tom Clarke.
If ever there were a struggle
which deserved the support of
the whole labour movement and
ultimate victory it is this one. If
the strike is not victorious, much

of the blame will lie with the ). ("

failure of their union — the CP-

dominated FTAT — to mobilise 47/

the necessary support and action.

In February 1985 the workers
were asked to postpone a 123“%\i
nationally negotiated pay rise m"'

return for a pledge of no
redundancies. In order to defend
the jobs of 52 of their colleagues,
the workers agreed. Eight weeks
later the management went
ahead with the sacking anyway.
The workers attempted to
demand of the management that
the pay rise now be paid, but
without success. On 10 July 1985
they started a work to rule; given
ten minutes to raise productivity
they refused and 200 were
suspended. In reply over 500
walked out in disgust. The strike
had started. On 22 July the
strikers were dismissed.

The strike brings together
many features of today's
industrial scene. The owner of
the company, Tom Clarke, is a
‘self-made man', described by
Margaret Thatcher on her visit to
the plant two years ago a ‘Mr
Wonderful'. He and his family
own the majority of shares, and
last year paid themseives £640
thousand in dividend — three
times more than the cost of the
pay increase demanded by the
workers. The local Tory MP s
also a shareholder in the
company.

Since the strike began the three
plants -~ two in Barnoldswick
near Colne, Lancashire and one in
Sutton, Yorkshire, have been
kept going by a small minority of
non-strikers and 200 scabs direct
from the dole queue. The DHSS
is doing stirling service for Mr
Clarke. When one striker wanted
to give up the strike because of
financial pressures, he went to

N

the dole office and was offered a
job — at Silentnight! When he
refused it he was refused the
dole. FTAT however has made
no attempt to approach the
unions at the local DHSS offices
to prevent this collusion in
scabbing.

Unfortunately the failings of
FTAT do not stop there. The
workers have only been
unionised for 18 months and are
inexperienced in challenging their
union officials. FTAT has not
attempted to organise solidarity
action at the other five plants in
the Silentnight group, and told
workers that picketing these
plants would be ‘secondary
action’ and could not be
supported. Contacts made have
been entirely at the initiative of
the workers themselves.

Until the march and rally in
Barnoldswick on 30 November,
there had been no mass meeting
of the strikers for three months.
And the march itself was
organised for 10.30am making it
difficult for London and other
supporters to attend.

Despite all the prevarication
and fudging from the ‘left wing’
FTAT leadership, self
organisation of, and solidarity
with, the strikers has built up

considerably. On the 30

November demonstration
miners' delegations came from
Scotland, South Wales and
Yorkshire. Links with the mining
communities have been built up;
Silentnight families have been to
stay with miners families to give
them a break.

Many of those organised in the
miners support groups network
have turned their attention to
supporting Silentnight, and
emergency resolutions of suport
were passed at both the Labour
Party and TUC conferences.

Some industrial solidarity with
the strike has already occurred.
Dockers in Hull, after being
visited by the strikers have
refused to handle parts for the
beds. In Belgum a company
which supplies raw materials has
refused to continue supplies until
after the strike is finished. And
the Co-op, House of Frazer and
Littlewoods, among others, have
frozen orders for the beds.

The central problem of the
strike however is that production
is being maintained with scab
labour. As is to be expected, the
police are providing huge
contingents to defend the scabs,
and at Sutton there have been
many clashes with the police and

Y arrests.  In this

situation the

strikers have understood the
“need for escalating solidarity
action, and have themselves

taken the initiative to go to the

JTUC and Labour Party
conferences and to get out round
the country speaking at labour
movement meetings.

The passivity and inaction of
the FTAT may well stem from a
belief that the strike is doomed to
defeat, and a hope that it will
quietly go away. Victory in the
strike requires precisely the
oposite approach — buiiding mass
pickets, trying to extend the
action to the other plants in the
group, trying to build the boycott
of Silentnight products in the
shops. In the new vyear the
strikers are hoping for a new
offensive around this type of
activity. It is vital that this strike is

raised as widely as possible
throughout the labour
movement.

Send donations to: FTAT

Cravendale 92 branch strike fund,
c¢/o Mrs Ann King, 10 Rainhall
Crescent, Barnoldswick, Colne,
Lancs. For speakers ring Terry
Bennet on 0282 603055 or
Heather Smith on 0282 813662.

(NICK WOLFE)

Black
workerson
the march

THE FORMATION of COSATU
(Congress of South African Trade
Unions) at the end of November
marks a big point in the develop-
ment of the black trade union
movement in  South Africa.
Welcomed by the Labour Party
and the TUC, the formation of
the new federation also offers
new opportunities to the labour
movement in Britain to build
solidarity with the struggle against
apartheid.

The founding of COSATU s
the outcome of unity talks bet-
ween the independent, non-racial
unions underway since August
1981. Discussions broke down
several times on points of dif
ference between the various
unions and federations during the
intervening period and a number
of issues remain to be resolved,
but nevertheless COSATU brings
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together the most organised
workers in the critical sectors of
the South African economy. All
the major unions are involved
save CUSA (Council of Unions of
South Africa, participants in the
early stages of the unity talks and
affliated to both the United
Democratic Front and the Na-
tional Forum) and AZACTU
(Azantan Confederation of Trade
Unions, affiliated to the National
Forum).

Together CUSA and AZACTU
represent about 100,000-150,000
workers, the main strength being
in the industrial unions of CUSA.
COSATU unites over half a
million signed-up unionists, though
the paid-up membership i< about
380,000.

One of the founding principles
of COSATU s non racialism, and
this caused problems for CUSA,
which has always inclined toward
support for  black leadership;
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similarly, AZACTU argued for an
anti-racist platform that did not
exclude blacks-only membership.
AZACTU was not involved in the
earlier stages of the talks, having
emerged more recently than
most of the other unions, and
coming out of the black con-
sciousness movement. AZACTU
has also made claims that the
feasibility committee for
COSATU was dominated by a cli-
que that excluded them. While
the non-participation in COSATU
of the ‘black consciousness’
unions is an important limitation,
agreement may yet be reached.
In the meantime, co-operation s
not exduded, since
organisational tensions of the past
have been reduced by the forma
tion of COSATU.

Previously, the issue of registra

some

tion with the state author ities had
proved divisive, but those unions
most importantly, FOSATU

that were not opposed to
registration have demonstrated
that this is a tactical question
rather than one of principle, since
registration need not lead to co-
option. The success of the in-
dependent unions in recruiting,
organising and leading effective
actions has also encouraged SAC-
TU (affiliated to the ANC) to
unite with other forces in the
trade union movement in support
of COSATU rather than counter-
posing itself organisationally and
politically to the newer unions,
which had sometimes been the
case In the past.

At present, COSATU does not
have offices at home or abroad,
and many questions of policy and
organisation including interna
fonal affliations  dare yet to be
A)‘)H“t‘d However, messages of
solidarity can be sent to, and in
obtained
convenor  of the maugural con

formation from, the

gress of COSATU:
Cyril Ramaphosa
General Secretary
National Union of
Mineworkers
P.O. Box 10928
Johannesburg 2000

or the General
COSATU:
Jay Naidoo
Sweet, Food and Allied
Workers' Union
3 Central Court
125 Gale St
Durban 4001 .

Secretary of

Speaking tours by South
African unionists are likely to be
organised in the new year, and
these and other details relevant
to building solidarity in the labour
movement in Britain - will  be
publicised by Internatiosiol.

(EF)
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Scandalin
the city

A RECENT report has calculated
that British companies are being
defrauded of more than £3
bilions a year. City fraud has
become a major political issue
with Labour using it as a stick to
beat the Tories. But the debate,
which centres on whether self-
regulation or legislation should be
used to control the fraudsters, is
a sterile one. Neither can deal
with abuses in the city at present,
let alone after the changes which
are currently sweeping the city
are complete.

In 1986 the so-called ‘big bang'
will de-regulate the city abolishing
the old barriers between banks,
jobbers and brokers creating vast
international financial supermar-
kets capable of dealing in
everything from mortgages to
gold options.

The Tories have been genuinely
shaken by Brian Sedgemore's
disclosures about widespread
fraud in the city — particularly at
Lloyds and Johnson Mathey
Bankers. It's not so much the
sums involved, but the potential
damage to the party that has
Thatcher worried.

The Tory party has extensive
organic links with the city. A high
proportion of the cabinet are
Lioyds underwriters. And the
normal route for a sacked
minister is straight into a lucrative
cty boardroom post. Geoffrey
Rippon, John Nott and Cecil
Parkinson have all followed this
route recently. And James Prior
has found himself a cosy niche as
chairman of GEC after being
dropped from the Northern
Ireland Office.

So the Tories are stemming the
revelations about JMB and Lloyds
as a priority. But both cases have
a lot more mileage in them.

JMB, one of the leading players
in the London gold market was
rescued from collapse by the
Bank of England in 1984. Since
then it has come out that bank
officials made large loans to
unworthy borrowers and in one
case received payment from
them. Brian Sedgemore has the
bit between his teeth on this one
and further disclosures about
illegal  currency - dealings with
Nigeria and bribery are likely.

At Lloyds, the world's premier
insurance market, the scale and
nature of the frauds are
astonishing. Leading members of
the market quite simply helped
themselves to millions of pounds
of other people’'s money. They
bought yachts, racehorses,
paintings, and in one case funded
the making of a pornographic film
out of the proceeds.

The troubles at Lloyds run right
through the market - at the crux
of the scandal, which is also a
problem in the rest of the city, is
the definition of fraud. Miscreants

X

Snivelling little. ..

in Lloyds cases claim with some
justification that they were only

following ‘accepted market
practices’. Lloyds have aiways
been resistant to  outside

interference, it's a closed society

the presence of three Lloyds
masonic lodges has helped, ds
have the hundreds of millions of
pounds in foreign earnings which
have prompted successive
governments to leave Lloyds to
itself.

Although Lloyds and JMB have
been the worst public cty
scandals in past months they are
only the tip of the iceberg. Insider
dealing and phantom share selling
are just two other practices which
salt away the missing millions.

International fraudsters dealing
in  non-existant shares, most
notably from West Germany and
the USA, have been attracted to
London because of the lack of

supervision.
Potentially one of the biggest
frauds that can never be

quantified is insider dealing. in the
present climate of mammoth
takeover bids, millions of pounds
can be made second guessing
who's going to be the next bid
target and getting in before the

.
Q
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share price rockets. Insider
dealing occurs when brokers with
prior knowledge of a coming bid
deal in the share. It's illegal but
almost impossible to detect.

The City police say that there
was a forty per cent increase in
fraud last year. But the Director
of Public Prosecutions doesn't
even know how many reports
have been submitted to him in
the last six years and there have
been no major prosecutions
concerning city frauds.

Now the government has set
up a ‘self-regulatory’ system to
police the City. Under the
umbrella of a Securities and
Investments Board Leon Brittan
expects the cty to put its own
house in order. In other words

the SIB anticipates the city
poachers becoming gamekeepers
overnight! By introducing this

system the Tories don't seriously
expect to stamp out fraud, but
they do hope to sweep it under
the carpet. Labour's push for
statutory regulations is no answer
either. The forces against any
effective regulation of the city are
immense. International communi-
cations technology allows vast
sums of money to be transferred
abroad at the touch of a button,

Companies don't want to
damage their reputation by
revealing fraud and the old boy
network still protects the
traudsters.

(DM)

Sinn Fein
Ard Fheis —
breaking
out

NOVEMBER'S SINN FEIN  Ard
Fheis marked a growing maturity
of the republican movement in its
development towards a serious
political party, willing and able to
represent the Irish working class.
The very openness of the Ard
Fheis, with student leaders, other
revolutionary organisations, and a
strong delegation from the Labour
left in attendance. underlined the
general political direction towards
breaking out of Sinn Fein's
isolation.

The leadership used the occa
sion to prepare the movement for

the outcome of imperialism's
latest offensive — the Anglo-Irish
talks. They discussed various
options, at different political and
organisational fevels, as a response
to what is essentialy the purpose
of this latest ‘solution’ - to
marginalise the growing support
for Sinn Fein among the ‘alienated’
nationalist popuiation.

In his Presidential address, Gerry
Adams explained: 'The talks are
about creating a political cimate in
which this party can be isolated
through a mixture of repression
and appeasement. The extension
of the repression will depend on
how successsful we are in the
continuing process of developing
our party and expanding our
support.’

Challenging the SDLP and Fianna
Fail must become part of this
more long-term strategy, and the
Anglo-lrish talks have given Sinn
Fein such an opportunity.
Although defensive in their
approach to the Forum, they have
contested the SDLP in the North,
electorally, for the allegiance of
the nationalist population. In the
South, the policy of abstention,
the effects of Section 31 — a law
which bans them from media
coverage, and the sell-outs of the
constitutional nationalists of the
Dublin government, all mean a
new political offensive is needed
for Sinn Fein to become a major
force. Adams’ challenge to debate
Haughey, and the approach to the
SDLP for unity against the loyalists,
both mark a heightened political
response to the situation.

The continued electoral strategy
was overwhelmingly endorsed as a
success. Adams praised the role of
their new ‘middle’ fayer of political
activists, 98 elected  councillors
North and South. They have
already shown the SDLP in the
North that they really will defend
the nationalist population, and
exposed the loyalists’ short-
sighted bigotry. They are also
entering local community politics,
touching a wide range of social
issues which were reflected in
motions at the Ard Fheis on topics

such as drugs, poverty and
housing.

While the current electoral
strategy is combined with the

traditional republican stance on
abstentionism, this was callenged
at the Ard Fheis. This political
challenge will continue as a debate
in the movement. Arguments put
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Ard Fheis
forward to drop ‘abstentionism’
highlighted the political situation
facing Sinn Fein today compared
with 1916; asserted that the
Stickies and all who went before
them were not socialists, not ‘real
republicans’ when they entered
the Dublin parliament; described
abstentionism as self-imposed
restrictions on their ability to
reach out to Irish workers.

The leadership's role in this
debate cannot be underestimated.
This was the only contentious
issue, however, on which the
leadership had a free vote. This
necessarily meant that the debate
was not directed and is not
resolved. In fact the core
leadership of Adams, McGuiness
and Morrison abstained on the
specific resolution defining
abstentionism as a tactic, while
voting for more general
resolutions which restated Sinn
Fein's existence as an abstentionist
party, participating in an electoral
strategy.

Sinn Fein is moving forward
because its leadership s
responsive to pressure from the
base of the movement, and from
forces traditionally outside of
republicanism. A significant issue
taken up at this Ard Fheis was the
commitment to a campaign of
education and information against
the AIDS hysteria. And
undoubtedly, the most important
political development at a

level the

programmatic
adoption of ‘a woman's right to
choose’ policy.

was

Today, particularly after the
constitutional amendment in the
South outlawing abortion, attacks
on Well Women centres, the rise
of SPUC, and the Kerry Babies
Tribunal, Irish women are under
serious attack. The impact of the
self-organisation of women on Sinn
Fein has been impressive, with the
establishment of the Women's
Department reserved places on
the leadership for women, and the
opening of women's centres. And
the shift in policy from a few years
ago, of complete opposition to
contraception and abortion, to
today’s policy which accepts the
use of various means of birth
control, not just for medical
reasons, but at the express choice
of women, now makes Sinn Fein
the most advanced party on
women in Ireland, in practice, save
revolutionary marxists.

The leadership opposed the
resolution, for a woman's right to
choose, in favour of more limited
extension of the policy, and were
defeated by the political offensive
waged by women at the
conference. They demanded that
Irish  self-determination  should
extend to women to exert their
own self-determination. It was a
victory for women and Sinn Fein
that the Ard Chomairle (National
Committee) was defeated on this
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issue. With Sinn Fein adopting
policy for a woman’s right to
choose, it is now the conservative,
catholic forces who will have to
organise to challenge that policy.

Adams’ televised Address began
and ended on a note of
international solidarity with the
black majority in Southern Africa.
‘We congratulate the Dunnes
Stores strikers. To the ANC, we
extend our unconditional
solidarity. To our black brothers
and sisters in struggle we send this
simple message of suport: “Fight
on!"" Irish foreign policy should be
based on a policy of neutrality and
non-alignment which includes the
promotion of nuclear
disarmament, the promotion of
peace internationally, and
independence in political,
economical and ideological
matters.’

Sinn Fein, however, still does
not consistently campaign for its
policies, despite its left wing
evolution, and Marxists have
played a role in filing this vacuum.

e ¢

Clearly Sinn Fein's leadership is
very interested in British politics.
In the wake of the miners strike,
they are following the
recomposition of the left, the
possiblity of a coalition
government, and how British
parties' attitude to the war in
Ireland fits in to this. The dialogue
and relationship between Sinn Fein
and the left in Britain, particularly
the Labour left,is becoming more
sophisticated. To break out of its
isolation, in order to confront
British imperialism, Sinn Fein s
looking to develop a serious
strategy which includes an
orientation to the Labour left.

Adams’ strategy is essentially for
an organisational transformation
into a political party combined
with opening up the political
debate. By standing in elections
they are making an organisational
challenge to constitutional
nationalism, but this remains to be
completely developed into an
overall political alternative. Since
the hunger strike, Marxists in
Ireland have raised this need to
challenge ‘constitutional’
nationalism on a political level. Sinn
Fein are on this road. While we
can analyse how far they have
travelled down that road our main
task as socialists in Britain is to fight
for an audience in the British
labour movement for Irish
republicanism, and to win British
withdrawal from Ireland on the
basis of self-determination for the
Irish people as a whole.
(STEPHANIE GRANT

& PIERS MOSTYN)

* Demonstrate for British
withdrawal and Irish self-
determination!

Sunday 2 February, London. Contact
International sellers for detalils.

* Support the Labour

Committee on Jreland

Benefit social with Pink Rince:

and Skiff Skatts

Brabant Road Community Centre,
Wood Green, London.

£3/£1.50 (UB 40). 7.30. with disco.
For more on the [ Cl write to BM Box

5355, London WCI 3XX

Sell (;UI'

The first issue of the relaunched International sold out, within
three days of publication we had to order a reprint. This issue we
offer a value-for-money 36 pages. After the March/April issue we
are planning monthly publication and features in the pipeline include
a special eight-page supplement on Leon Trotsky. Guarantee your
copy by subscribing now, the form is on the back cover.

Piers Mostyn




The Anglo-Irish accord —
the Labour-Tory accord

The Hillsborough Accord has
predictably roused the ire of the
Unionists and Kinnock has
pledged the support of the Labour
Party for this Tory initiative.
GEOFFREY BELL argues that
this return to Labour/Tory
bipartisanship on Ireland means
more not less repression for the
Nationalist population and
requires an urgent change of
tactics by activists in the Labour
Party on the question on Ireland.

FOR THOSE acquainted with the history of
the Labour Party and matters Irish there was
much that was tediously familiar with the
response of the leadership of the Parliamen-
tary Labour Party to the Anglo-Irish Ac-
cord. The phrase that springs to mind is one
used by Labour MP Patrick Duffy in
deseribing reactions to a  different  Irish
event. ‘Me-tooism’ he complained of, nearly
five years ago, when the then Labour leader
Michael Foot joined with Margaret That-
cher in condemning Bobby Sands on the an-
nouncement of the death through starvation
of the honourable member for Fermanagh
and South Tyrone. Then, as now, the House
of Commons spoke almost as one in defen-
ding the government’s policy from attacks
on 1t by sections of the unruly Irish. Then, as
now, such unanimity will have little more
than a momentary cffect on the evolution of
Irish reahties.

Which s not to say that the Accord 1is
without signifiance. In attempting to incor-
porate the government the South of
Ireland into sharing the responsibility for the
North of Treland the British government has
undoubtedly adopted a new course, although
it 1s one that the mandarins in the Foreign
Office have been urging for some years.

But that is really the limit of the policy
change, and it is not the case that this
represents the first time a British govern-
ment has ignored the Unionist ‘veto’. Just as
the Unionists are opposed to the Accord, so
too were they opposed to the abolition of the
Northern Ireland parhament in 1972 by the
Heath government and the Sunningdale
Agreement of 1973 which imposed a power-
sharing executive and a Council of Ircland.

In many ways, both these steps were of far
greater significance than the present Accord,
which, for the moment at any rate, does little
more than offer the Southern government a
consultative role in the North: in effect,

of

responsibility but no power. Furthermore, it
is worth remembering the promises that
were made in respect of the Accord. Various
teaks suggested there was going to be the
disbandment of the Ulster Defence Regi-
ment, Southern judges presiding over the
political trials in the North jointly with their
Northern counterparts, a Bill of Rights and
the handing over of billions of pounds by the
EEC and USA to turn the North into an
cconomic and social paradise.

None of this saw the light of day, and if it
had not been for the Unionists’ traditional
over-reaction to anything that hints of
change, the whole business may have gone
off like a damp squib. Certainly, in the
medium and long term it will have about as
much effect.

Nevertheless, for socialists, and especially
for British socialists, it is important to ap-
preciate what the support of the Parliamen-
tary leadership of the Labour Party and in-
deed of the PLP in generai for the Accord
represents.  In  doing  this it
remembering the developments that had
taken place within the Labour Party in
respect to its Irish policy since the ‘me-
tooism’ bipartisanship of the hunger strike
days.

is  worth

‘An Irish political war is
necessary in the Labour Party
and this time Tory/Labour
bipartisanship needs to be
broken beyond repair.’

Since then the party had agreed o support
the aim of Irish unity by consent, and to
campaign for Irish unity; it had voted for the
repeal of the Prevention of Terrorism Act,
party conferences had voted for the ending of
the use of plastic bullets in the North, for the
ending of the strip-scarching of women
prisoners and for the abolition of juryless
courts. Labour’s parhamentary spokesper-
sons such as Clive Soley and Peter Archer
had shown themselves to be willing to ad-
vocate these policies in public and indeed Ar-
cher had gone turther and suggested the
disbandment of the sectartan UDR. Tory-
Labour bipartisanship was, it seems, becomn-
ing little more than a bad memory. At times
the very mention of the name ‘Roy Mason’
was cnough to bring looks of horror onto the
faces of Labour Party audiences: remember
him, the man who presided over the
Castlereagh torture camp, the man who said
the SDLP was ‘extremist’, the man who said
‘anyone who talks about Irish unity causes
me trouble” — how could we have let all that
happen, we of the Labour left, and even cen-

tre, and Irish activists in the Labour Party
asked ourselves. And then we would pat
ourselves on our backs and reassure each
other that at least there would be no return
to those bad old days.

What now needs to be widely and clearly
appreciated is that on 26 November, 1985,
when Neil Kinnock stood up in parliament
to endorse the Ango-Irish Accord and when,
the following day, Labour’s parliamentary
opposition to the Accord was restricted to a
miserly 13 votes against, then the ‘bad old
days’ had indeed returned. Even the sym-
bolism was supplied when the first Labour
speaker in parliament to endorse the Accord
after Neil Kinnock turned out to be none
other than Roy Mason. ‘I do not think there
will be a united Ireland for as far as [ can see’
was his celebratory cry. ‘“The special position
of the Province within the United Kingdom
has been strengthened,” was his triumphalist
assertion.

Of course just because Roy Mason sup-
ports the Accord does not necessarily mean it
should be opposed, any more than just
because Tan Paisley opposes it means it
should be supported. And, in saying there
has been a return to the bad old days, it
would be wrong to imply from that that the
Labour leadership and vast bulk of the PLP
have consciously gone back to giving the
Tories a blank cheque for spending as they
wish in Northern Ireland.

Nor has a definite decision been made to
ditch the opposition to the repressive legisla-
tion and practices which the party is pledged
to oppose. But in supporting the Accord the
party leadership and PLP have, from that
point on, given their support to a govern-
mental, constitutional and decision-making
framework which is designed to substitute
for the party’s own policy of ‘unity by con-
sent’ and which will, at least in the short
term, see an acceleration of the repressive
machinery in the North of Ireland. What is
perhaps most disturbing of all, 1s that in do-
ing all this, the vast majority of the PLP are
probably unaware of the consequences of
their action or are too uninterested in the
Irish situation to be bothered to find out.

This is one way in which it is possible to
talk about a return to the bad old days —
when only 13 Labour MPs voted against the
Accord, what this represented was a majori-
ty of the PLLP, the left of the PL.P and even a
majority of the ‘hard-left’ Campaign group
returning to the ocean of ignorance,
banalities and apathy in which they swam for
so long in the 1970s whenever Ireland was
mentioned.

An examplc is the speech in parliament on
the Accord made by party leader Neil Kin-
nock in which he praised the ‘constitutional
nationalists” for deciding to ‘seek change
cven at the cost of indefinitely postponing
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their own nationalist aspirations’. When the
Tories’ Secretary of State Tom King said
much the same thing a couple of days after-
wards he was roundly condemned from all
sides, but there is a large element of truth in
such remarks.

The important point however is that there
is nothing new in this. As far as the main
party to the Accord in Ireland is concerned,
Fitzgerald’s Fine Gael Party, it was founded
on the very basis of postponing Irish unity
until the indefinite future. Its origins are in
those forces who, with the help of the British
military, secured by force of arms the accep-
tance by the Irish people of the Anglo-Irish
Treaty of 1921 which established limited
self-government for Ireland and the partition
of the country.

For Irish republicans all Fitzgerald has
done is to prove that Fine Gael remains a
pro-partitionist party; for what is probably
the majority of working class Catholics in the
North of Ireland all he has done is to suggest
yet again that a ‘Free State’ government is
prepared to sell their nationalist aspirations
short in return for a pat on the back from the
British establishment.

‘Fitgerald’s Fine Gael was
founded on the very basis of
postponing Irish unity to the

indefinite future.’

This is one, rather important, reason why
the Accord will not work — the Catholic
population do not, and indeed should not,
trust Fitzgerald and Fine Gael to look after
their interests in the consultative process
which the Accord has established, and cer-
tainly a lot of changes will need to take place
before the ghetto dwellers of Belfast, Derry
and elsewhere give up their reliance on Pro-
visional Republicanism in return for nods
and winks from Dr Fitzgerald.

What are the changes which are in the
pipeline? In parliament Neil Kinnock said
‘the most critical test of the credibilty and ac-
ceptability of the agreement is its effect on
security in Northern Ireland.’ As far as the
Unionist population is concerned this indeed
may be the case, but for the leader of the
Labour Party, a party pledged to abolish the
PTA, important sections of the Emergency
Provisions Act, strip-searching and use of
plastic bullets, to seek to apply the litmus test
of ‘security’ to the Accord is mind-boggling.

Security in the Northern Ireland context is
no more than a euphemism for ‘getting the
Fenians’. Kinnock himself suggested as
much when in condemning the use of
violence in Northern Ireland he listed the
IRA and INLA but declined to mention the
UDA, the Ulster Freedom Fighters or any
other of the Loyalist paramilitaries. The idea
that perhaps, at one time, the dear old
British might themselves have been a little
heavy-handed in Ireland and might
themselves have made even a minimal con-
tribution to the spiral of violence in Ireland,
was a thought that was not permitted even
for a second to enter the consciousness of the
Labour leader. No, for him ‘security’ meant
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smashing the IRA and INLA, and ‘ter-
rorism’ was an Irish Catholic disease.

It now seems highly likely that the British
government will take new measures in an
attempt to eradicate this disease. Indeed,
within a week of the deal being signed Fit-
zgerald was promising a new ‘security’
drive. What this will mean in practice as far
as the North of Ireland is concerned is in-
creased use of the PTA and of the Emergen-
cy Provisions Act and greater repression
generally of the Catholic working-class
population.

For, while the long-term aim of the Ac-
cord was to attract support away from the
Provisionals, and part of this wrs to be be
nominal reforms in favour of the Catholics,
the noisy opposition to the Accord of the
Unionists has meant that in the immediate
future, as Kinnock urged, it will be ‘securi-
ty’ which gets most attention from the
British and Irish governments. Thus the
Labour Party in supporting the Accord is, as
a consequence, supporting an agreement the
first effect of which will lead to an increase in
repressive measures the party is pledged -to
oppose.

The break with party policy goes even fur-
ther, and is testified to in the assurances of
both Tom King and Roy Mason that the Ac-
cord will strengthen the Union and postpone
indefinitely the re-unification of Ireland.
Neil Kinnock, while reiterating that ‘as a
matter of policy and commitment, the
Labour Party wants to see Ireland united by
consent, and we are committed to working
actively to secure that consent’, also said in
parliament ‘that is not the reason for our ac-
tion in approving the Hillsborough accord.’

Indeed it is not, and could not be, for sup-
port for the Accord is supporting an alter-
native to a policy of Irish self-determination
and unity, and it is supporting the most
undemocratic alternative of all: where the
people of the North of Ireland have their fate
decided by two governments in which they
have no say or influence.

‘within a week of the deal being
signed Fitzgerald was
promising a new ‘‘security

drive’’’
Socialists, in supporting Irish self-
determination and Irish majority rule,

thereby challenge the ‘right’ of the Unionist
minority in Ireland to decide the political
fate of .that country. That does not mean
they can therefore support an Accord which
completely disenfranchises both the Unionist
and the Nationalist community in the North
of Ireland. And certainly that is a very
peculiar way to be campaigning for Irish
unity.

The excuse offered by Labour’s leader for
supporting Irish unity while at the same time
endorsing the Accord is that the latter will
advance ‘the priority’ of ‘reconciliation in
the communities’. Even for a British politi-
cian like Kinnock who has previously shown
little interest in Northern Ireland this is
astonishingly naive.

It was almost inevitable that the Accord
would attract the wrath of the Unionists
while not rousing any great enthusiasm
among Nationalists. The Unionists oppose
the deal because it is a further challenge to
their ‘right’ to rule their ‘Ulster’ as they see
fit. But because it leaves the British presence
in Ireland untouched, indeed in many ways
it reinforces it, the Nationalist community,
especially that significant working-class sec-
tion which supports or has sympathy with
the Provisionals, is unlikely to see the Accord
as meeting its aspirations. Far from the Ac-
cord promoting ‘reconciliation’, it will
heighten the sectarianism of the Unionists
while bringing in its wake great repression of
the Nationalists.

So, the Unionist opposition to the Accord
should not be allowed to hide what Labour
support for it means. It means a return to a
bipartisanship the basis of which is to main-
tain British presence in Ireland, and to
develop a long-term alternative to Irish self-
determination. And although the immediate
consequence of the Accord has been to rouse
Unionist anger, its motivation was an at-
tempt to isolate radical republicanism; while
one important consequence of the deal will
be another Roy Mason-style attempt to in-
flict a ‘military solution’ on the rebellious
Irish Catholics.

This is where the new ‘left’ and ‘realistic’
leadership of Neil Kinnock is taking the
Labour Party. It is to the credit of Ken Liv-
ingstone, a much-publicised convert to that

Thatcher and Kinnock united against the interests of the Irish people

leadership, that he has come out in opposi-
tion to the Accord, but the question that
needs to be asked of Ken and others like him
is: when does his association with Kinnock
cease to be an influence for progress and
become a cover for reaction?

Yet perhaps the questions that need to be
asked with the greatest honesty concern the
tactical assummptions Irish campaigners in
the Labour Party have adopted in most re-
cent times. These were based on the view
that we had ‘won’ the Campaign group to
support for British withdrawal, that we had
‘won’ the party as a whole to support in
pricnciple for Irish unity, and that we had
‘won ’ the leadership of the party to opposi-
tion to repression in the North of Ireland. All
this has now been shown to be one massive
illusion.

Gains may indeed have been made, but
they have been easily trampled underfoot in
the Parliamentary Labour Party’s blind rush
to stand with Thatcher, Fitzgerald, and
Ronald Reagan in supporting the latest im-
position of a British solution to Ireland’s
British problem.

Which means, as far as those such as the
Labour Committee on Ireland are concern-
ed, there can be no more polite lobbying, no
more pressure group politics, no more cosy
chats with those in positions of influence and
authority. An Irish political war is necessary
in the Labour Party, and this
Tory/Labour bipartisanship needs to be
broken with such force as to make it beyond
repair.

time
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When politics rears its ugly head

The fall and fall
of Gerry Healy

The recent split in the Workers Revolutionary Party made squalid

fare for the media but Healyism was more than the personal
turpitude of its leader. BOB PENNINGTON points to the
characteristics that over the years has misled thousands of would-be

revolutionary socialists and brought the WRP to its present

ignominy and disaster.

Gerry Healy

HeaLy wmav have been expelled, but
Healyism still thrives in the leadership of the
WRP. Neither can a leadership schooled in
the WRP’s particular brand of opportunism
and catastrophism — basing its politics on
the belief of some impending event which
will change everything — be expected to
make a decisive break with Healyism.
Militants in the WRP who want to take the
road away from the grotesque sect politics of
Healy will have to come to terms with the
whole history of the SLL-WRP current. It is
a tradition which was flawed from the very
beginning.

Ever since its formation in the early 1950s,
Healy’s organisation — then simply known
as “The Club’ — has been based on incorrect
political perspectives and the victim of
undemocratic practices. Its malformations
date back to the crisis which beset British
Trotskyism immediately after the Second
World War. The united Trotskyist organisa-
tion which existed then — the Revolutionary
Communist Party — believed the war would
be followed by a massive economic crisis and
a weakening of Stalinism and reformism.
But the prediction was not fulfilled. The
slump did not occur, and reformism in the
working class was strengthened.

A collapse of perspective and a steady
decline in membership are sure fire recipes
for internal strife, and the RCP got its full
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share of that. But none of the internal fac-
tions could explain what had gone wrong
and there was no majority on what to do
next.

In such situations people become sucepti-
ble to panaceas and cure-alls. Healy claimed
to have the way forward. He forecast a
gigantic slump, which would split the
Labour Party. Only an entrist group, he
said, could take advantage of this. He com-
bined his schema with demagogy against
that faithfull old scapegoat — the ‘petty
bourgeoisie’, which meant anyone who
disagreed with him. He claimed that these
elements, with their endless discussion and
interminable bulletins, were paralysing the
RCP and stopping it getting on with its
work.

This denunciation of intellectuals struck a
chord in sections of the ranks who had been
attracted by the simplistic theories of Healy.
Anti-intellectualism is in reality anti-theory,
which is a deeply rooted tradition in British
bourgeois society. And unfortunately it is a
virus from which even the Marxist left is not
immune.

‘Since its formation Healy’s
organisation has been based
on incorrect perspectives
and the victim of
undemocratic practices.’

Healy’s analysis combined with activism
seemed to many to offer a way out of the
political ghetto of the RCP. The practices
which have bedevilled this grouping were
put down therefore at its very inception. For
you cannot have an organisation which is
made up simply of ‘doers’ — somebody has
to provide a political line, somebody has to
work out long-term strategy and immediate
tactics, and this can either be done collective-
ly or by individuals. Once the membership
put aside the ‘petty bourgeois indulgence’ of
discussion and debate, the more they vest all

authority in leaders. That is exactly what
happened in The Club.

Prior to 1953, as long as the British section
stayed in the Fourth International, there was
always the chance that with the aid of other
sections a change of course could have been
effected. But that was not to be. Healy in
1953 along with the American Socialist
Workers Party led a split from the FI accus-
ing its leadership of having ‘gone soft on
Stalinism’. This was really ironical.

For some vyears previously the Club’s
paper Soctalist Outlook never used the word
‘Stalinist’” once and studiously avoided
criticism of the Communist Party. This was
because on entering the Labour Party the
group had found a different scenario than
the one outlined in Healy’s perspectives.
The traditional social democratic left was
almost non-existent, its leaders and most of
its ranks had been won over by the apparent-
ly sweeping reforms of the 1945 Labour
Government. The only left dissidents of any
account were CP fellow travellers, and it was
to these people Healy turned to build a left
opposition.

The soft approach to Stalinism was dic-
tated by Healy’s need to make an alliance
with this left. It was a practice which over the
next 30 years was to become a constant
feature of the organisation’s politics. Later,
when a left social democratic current did
emerge around Bevan, Healy switched tac-
tics, turning towards them and breaking
from his old allies — Stalinophobia! became
legitimate once more. Then The Club
played down its criticisms of the Bevanites,
and the members sold Tribune. Healy even
informed one open-mouthed session of the
central committee that: ‘Michael Foot will
join this movement’.

From the beginning the members were
trained in opportunism. First The Club had
subordinated its politics to get an alliance
with the CP and its fellow travellers, then it
did the same again, but next time to ally
itself with the left reformists. It was thus not
difficult in later years to make an alliance
with the Arab bourgeois states in the Middle
East. This time there was an added reason to
ditch permanent revolution so they could
laud Gaddafi, the regime in Iraq, and even
the Ayatollah, whom the Newsline of 10 April
1979, described as ‘the man who symbolised
the revolutionary aspirations of the Iranian
people’. Now money was available from the
oil producing countries, money which could
finance the WRP.

When an organisation discards its political
principles for an expedient alliance it has slid
into political degeneracy. When it does that
for financial gain it has shthered into the pit

of corruption. As soon as money starts com- ,
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ing in through the back door to pay for
political favours, and its distribution lies in
the hands of an individual — invariably
justified on the grounds of security —
bureaucracy has got a firm social base. This
is why Newsline 31 October 1985 asked
Healy’s supporters ‘to explain why he secret-
ly purchased a £15,000 BMW car and main-
tained a secret fund of £20,000 in liquid
cash.” We can be confident that Newsline’s
revelations of flash cars and secret cashhauls
is only the tip of an iceberg of malpractices.
Just as opportunism led the WRP into its
unprincipled alliances with the Arab
bourgeois states, so did its catastrophic
politics strengthen the bureaucratic regime.

Lo - GR
Catastrophism is not without a base on the %

far left; it appears to offer small groups the
chance to catapault into the leadership of the
mass struggle and bypass all the awkward in-
tervening stages that have to be gone
through if a wide based Marxist movement
is to be built in Britain. The impending end
of the capitalist order calls for strong leader-
ship and frenetic activity at the base. After
all, if Armageddon is down the road that is
hardly the time for the ranks to be bothering
about discussion. Instead the time has come
to treble the sales of the paper, mortgage the
house to finance the revolution — via the
WRP treasurer of course — and  denounce
all those petty bourgeois groups which do not
understand the police state is nigh, or that
Thatcher is going to introduce a Bonapartist
state that very day.

‘When a political
organisation discards its
political principles for an

expedient alliance it has slid
into political degeneracy.

When it does that for

financial gain it has
slithered into the pit of
corruption.’

Such a regime with its emphasis on the im-
mediacy of the revolution cannot brook any
opposition, either within the organisation or
without. Its sectarian party building tactics
have no room for criticism — it delays action
in a period of ‘great crisis’ and challenges the
idea that the WRP is the sole agency of
revolutionary change. The members are
there just to carry out the line, whilst the
other leaders are there to organise the
members along the line of Healy.

This messianic concept ceded the ultimate
power and decision making to Healy, who in
turn ensured that his lieutenants had no in-
dependence from the political line and the
apparatus which he controlled.

Those leaders who refused to tolerate such
a regime joined the long list of ‘police spies’,
‘CIA agents’ and ‘members of MI5’. Such a
method innoculated the members against
Marxist critics of the WRP. Over the years
the deviations of opportunism and
bureaucratic practice have worsened to such

l° an extent that they became a built-in part of
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Catastrophism from Healy
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the structures and daily life of the WRP.
Healy’s sexual abuse of women comrades
only mattered when politics reared its ugly
head — ie when a new clique inside the
leadership decided it was time Healy went
and it took over. Significantly these leaders
cannot explain their years of silence over
Healy’s crimes against the membership and
against the interests of the working class and
the oppressed groups. Only an organisation
which had learned nothing about women’s
rights, and that had not only ignored but at-
tacked the womens movement as a ‘petty
bourgeois deviation’, could have allowed its
general secretary to rape and abuse women
comrades.

‘Once the membership put
aside the ‘‘petty bourgeois
indulgence’’ of discussion
B‘ and debate, the more they
vest all authority in
leaders.’

But we must remember that the present
leadership of the Slaughter grouping almost
without exception was trained in the Healy
school. Like Nikita Kruschev, who denounc-
ed the crimes of Stalin at the 20th Congress
of the CPSU in 1956, so he could get the
mantle of Stalin off his shoulders and take
over the succession, so do Slaughter et al
want to rid themselves of the mantle of
Healyism in order to inherit his
organisation.

The disease of the WRP is terminal. It will
either go into oblivion or at best be reduced
to a small isolated sect on the sidelines. The
leaders who for years justified the politics of
Healy, were often the leaders who acted as
guards at the Summer Camp show trials?.
They are by their past practices and training
incapable of building a healthy, democratic
Marxist movement. For those rank and file
members who want to build such a move-
ment there is no alternative to breaking away
from the WRP. They should join in the at-
tempt to construct a united democratic Trot-
skyist movement in Britain, which can take
place in the ranks of the Fourth
International.

its

Footnotes

1 Staliniphobia means to put the emphasis on the
fight against Stalinism above the interests of the
class struggle. During the Vietnamese War of
Liberation, the most urgent task was to build
solidarity with the people of Vietnam in their fight
against imperialism. Healy’s group, then named
the Socialist Labour League, left the Vietnam
Solidarity Committee because of its alleged failure
to denounce Stalinism, thus weakening the anti-
imperialist struggle. This does not mean that
Marxists should give up their criticisms of CP
policy, but it does mean anti-Stalinism must not
be used to undermine united working class action.
2 Robin Blick and David Caldwell writing in the
New Statesman tell how at the SLL Summer Camp
of 1966 Healy held a show trial of some of its
leaders. One of the defendants was a long-time
member Bob Shaw who ‘Healy kicked ...
knocked backwards onto the ground... Shaw
simply picked himself up and resumed his seat

and

endure further beatings.”

international, Neo 20 Tanuarv/Februam 108




The splitinthe NUM
Scab trade unionism

The defeat of the miners’ strike
has had bitter consequences in the
coalfields and throughout the
trade union movement. During
the strike the ‘new realist’ right
wing of the TUC was on the
defensive; now it is regrouping
and making its plans for the

consolidation of scab trade
unionism. JANE KELLY,

BRENDAN YOUNG and PHIL
HEARSE ask: can the left halt
the retreat?

THE spLIT in the NUM is now a fact, and the
Union of Democratic Mineworkers is
consolidating itself. Inside the NUM
leadership the left is beginning to split up,
with a rew ‘soft left’, semi-Kinnockite
group:ng beginning to challenge Scargill on
the executive. It would be foolish to
underestimate the gravity of the situation
and the depth of the retreat. Without openly
facing the facts of what has happened the left
will not be able to elaborate a strategy for a
fightback.

The split in the NUM

The defeat of the strike has been used by the
NCB to speed up the closure of pits and the
redundancy programme. At least 20,000
jobs have been lost since the strike began in
March 1984. The Board has closed pits not
on criteria of ‘profitability’ but on an overtly
political basis. The closing of the most
militant pits is both a revenge against those
who fought hardest during the strike, and
also makes any regroupment of forces in the
future more difficult. Kent, one of the most
militant areas, is threatened with total
closure and a ‘productive’ pit like Frickely in
West Yorkshire is to lose a third of its
workforce in the next five years. But the level
of demoralisation is such that even the most
solid areas have been unable to mount an
effective campaign against redundancy and
closure. Bold in Lancashire, Penrhiwceiber
in South Wales and, most tragic of all,
Corton Wood, where the strike started, have
all now voted to accept closure. There is
some resistance, but in general the defeat has
left the militant leaderships in the NUM
arcas isolated and demoralised.

The defeat has also led to the emergence of
the breakaway, scab UDM. At present this
is confined to the scab areas like Notts and
South Derbyshire, and includes 1500
members from the Colliery Trades and
Allied Workers in Durham and scab pits like
Agecroft in Lancs, and Daw Mill in
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Warwickshire. It is still an open question as
to how far it will be able to go beyond this
initial organisation, to penetrate into the
strongholds of the NUM and extend its
present membership of about 20,000. Partly
this depends on the response of the labour
and trade union movement. All indications
at the moment are that the Kinnock
leadership of the Labour Party will seek to
make a compromise with the scab union.
Right-wing MPs like Concannon in the
Notts area have been openly supporting the
right of individual UDM members to remain
on the general committees of local Labour
parties. This is being backed up by the
national agent, David Hughes, who is said to
be seeking ‘a form of words’ to overcome
their lack of TUC affiliation.

Resistance to the recognition of the UDM
is coming especially from the women’s
support groups in Notts. But the right-wing
Labour parties have been ruling support
group resolutions ‘out of order’, in addition
to refusing to hire out party rooms for them
to organise their meetings.

The centre and right in the TUC will also
be looking for some compromise with the
scabs. It is significant that the Leicestershire
area NUM is balloting its members on
whether to leave the NUM, but not on
joining the UDM. If the vote goes in favour
of leaving, an independent grouping could
provide of
compromise or conciliation with the UDM,
which the TUC could back without too

the focus for some form

much loss of face. Alternatively the
EEPTU/AUEW bloc may provide
shelter for them. In any case it is an

important 1ssuc for the left to be fighting.
The fact that the strike was defeated,

however, is not an adequate explanation for

the development of the UDM. In reality its

formation is the logical development of
whole areas scabbing during the strike, and
it is this scabbing that needs analysing. Any
analysis has to take into account a number of
factors, both recent and historical. No one
single explanation is enough; rather it is
necessary to point to a combination of
interwoven pressures and traditions which
produced scabbing on such a scale during
the ’84/85 strike.

Notts was the centre of Spencerism after
the defeat of 1926. The bosses’ union lasted
until the late 1930s, and even then was not
politically defeated. Instead the Spencer
union was incorporated into the Notts area
and Spencer himself given a job as a full-
time union official! More recently the Notts
area benefitted, as did others, from the
divisive bonus scheme negotiated by
Gormley in defiance of a national vote
against it.

Notts has traditionally had a ‘moderate’
leadership, most recently that of Richardson
and Chadburn. South Wales miners when
they went to Notts to try and win support for
their fight against the closure of
Tymawr/Lewis-Merthyr pit in 82, were
horrified by the lack of organisation in the
area: they found few meetings to address.
This lack of organisation was reiterated by
Notts striking miners during the strike. They
told how The Miner newspaper piled up in the
area offices, undistributed; how lodges often
failed to meet and that the sense of solidarity
with other, less well-paid areas, was very
low.

At the beginning of the strike the
leadership of the area was indecisive. After
some pits were picketed out, the strikers
were ordered back to work for a ballot. This
was lost and from that point on in Notts, the
momentum which in other areas built the

'acob Sutton/Reflex



national strike, was lost. The majority of
Notts miners saw militant action as a threat
to their livelihood and this overcame any
residual sense of class solidarity. In this
period of Tory attack on the labour
movement, the inability of the leadership of
the movement as a whole to combat the fear
and insecurity created by the Tory attacks,
has left .workers seeking individual as
opposed to collective solutions.

Compared to the debacle in Notts, the
South Wales area remained an apparent
model of solidarity throughout the year-long
fight. With its history of working class
solidarity and a tradition of militancy based
on a left leadership centred on the
Communist Party, 92% of the workforce
stayed out for the whole year. They also
received strong support from the local
communities, dependent on the survival of
the pits for financial security. Despite a ‘no’
vote in the area ballot, the pits in the middle
of the coalfield were able to picket out the
rest of the area which quickly became solid.
It seems contradictory then that it was this
same area which led the ‘back to work’ call
in March 1985.

Six to eight weeks after the strike became
solid in South Wales the area leadership took
financial control away from the lodge-based
strike centres and from that point on were
able to control the mass action of the more
militant rank and file. For example, after the
sequestration of the area funds, when there
were calls to resume mass action, the
executive were able to divert this militancy
into the adventure of the Port Talbot crane
occupation. The refusal by the leadership of
Emlyn Williams to organise and fund mass
picketing had the inevitable and perhaps
intended result of demobilising the strikers.
Trusting their leadership’s apparent support
for the strike, the strikers failed to build any
alternative leadership prepared to confront
the lack of action by the TUC and Labour
leaderships.

‘Mainstream is trailblazing
scab trade unionism’

The Wales Congress, based on support
from the church, nationalist, trade union
and Labour leaderships, completed this
wresting of the initiative from the rank and
file. The mass action strategy was replaced
with an attempt to ‘win public support back
after Orgreave’, and a condemnation of
mass action on the grounds that it ‘alienated’
such support. The hijacking of the area
leadership on the line of the Euro-
Communists became absolutely explicit
when Kim Howells led the call for a ‘return
to work’, even before it was agreed by the
executive of South Wales. His more recent
proposals of the need for ‘dialogue and
reconciliation’ with the UDM fit into the
same framework.

For many miners the role of the South
Wales area leadership has been an
educative, if tragic one. The election of Des
Dutfield, a Scargill supporter, against the
right-winger Terry Thomas for Emlyn
Willilams® place on the executive 15 a

I! significant victory

The development of a leadership fighting
to win the strike put a lot of pressure on the
Communist Party during the strike itself,
though it 1s clear too that the CP played a
key role against Scargill in playing down
mass picketing at Orgreave, for example.
Since the end of the strike, however, they
have launched a savage attack on Scargill
himself and on the methods used. They have
used their journal Marxism Today to link up
with the Kinnock leadership, and the centre
and right in the TUC, to isolate Scargill and
his supporters. The vote on the NEC on
whether the NUM should go to court to
purge its ‘contempt’, which went 5-8 against
Scargill, is evidence of the hardening out of
the soft left, led by George Bolton from
Scotland and Emlyn Williams from South
Wales, and the isolation of the left. The last
‘Scargill’ policy against incentive payments
has also been lost.

A whole series of decisions made since the
end of the strike also suggest Euro-
Communist influence. The dependence on
local negotiations to reinstatc sacked miners,
though successful in some cases, neglected
the need to try and regroup the defeated and
demoralised workforce by a nationally co-
ordinated initiative. Similarly the failure to
organise or back, until very recently, any
national amnesty campaign, and the
disgraceful rejection of the affiliation of the
Women Against Pit Closures to the national
union, organised from the Communist
Party’s miners’ advisory committee, also
reveal their reactionary role.

In the face of the shift to the right it is
necessary to try and regroup the left
militants in the NUM, along with all those
who supported them during the strike. The
Yorkshire Campaign Group, the Notts
Forum, the Co-ordinating Campaign of
Miners’ Support Groups and the National
Justice for Miners Campaign now given
substantial backing by the NUM and other
left trade union leaders — all represent
attempts to reorganise those militant forces
scattered since the defeat.

It is also essential that all such formations
link up with and support Women Against Pit
Closures groups. The women’s support
groups have proved to be the most solid in
the face of defeat. They e
often alone foy aronesis

Hammond of the EETPU with Lynk of the UDM: splitting the trade union movement.

redundancy and closure and against the
UDM, ever since the end of the strike.

If there is one lesson from the strike, it is of
the need to organise; not just at the level of
leadership, nor only in the NUM. The left
has to organise across the labour movement.
If resistance to Tory attack and resistance to
capitulation is to be mounted, it can only be
done in this way.

New realists on the offensive

If the Labour leadership is giving ground to
the UDM by trying to engineer Labour
Party membership for the scabs, the right
wing of the TUC is openly aiding them.
David Prendergast, treasurer of the UDM,
is vice-chair of ‘Mainstream’, a right-wing
co-ordination founded in April 1985,
Mainstream’s organiser is EEPTU research
officer John Spellar, formerly Labour MP
for Birmingham Northfield and front-rank
Frank Chapple hatchet-person. The other
vice-chair is Bill Jordan, right-wing
candidate for the AUEW presidency. Gavin
Laird and Eric Hammond are prominent
members.

The Mainstream supporters have been
cmboldened by the defeat of the miners and
are setting the pace inside the TUC in favour
of the acceptance of state money for secret
ballots, and the full-scale destruction of the
policy of defiance of the Tory union laws. At
this year’s TUC opposition to the EEPTU

‘The CP advisory
committee organised against

women’s support groups...’

and AUEW over state funding crumbled. In
reality, the unease of the other bureaucrats
was more over the ‘authority’ of the TUC,
than the actual issue of acceptance of state
money. A large number of unions are
preparing to accept the Tory union laws, on
the back of EEPTU/AUEW defiance.

But the trailblazing activities of the
Muinstream adherents goes much further
than shifting TUC policy to the right. They
aie pushing ahead the implementation of a
full-blown business unionisni.

Thus the EEPTU has recently signed
strike-1roe deals vith Inmos, Contred Lo
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Hitachi, AB Elcctronics, Toshiba, Sanyo,
Bowater Scott and, just to show their total
rejection of any of the normal attributes of
trade unions, HKEddie Shah’s ™ new daily
newspaper. The AUEW is not far behind. It
has signed no-strike
deals, the most notable being that with
Nissan for its new car plant at Washington,
county Durham.

There is a pattern to the deals which the
EEPTU and thc AUEW arc making. They
arc following new firms, especially anti-
union Japanese firms, into arcas which have
cither a defeated or a traditionally non-
militant workforce. The choice of
Washington for the Nissan plant is
significant in that respect. They are also
making a drive towards the high-tech
electronics industries, which are locating
themselves in areas with a high rate of non-
unionisation, especially the south and south
west —— the so-called ‘sunbelt’” from East
Anglia to Bristol. Prostrating themselves
before anti-union managcments is a vital
weapon for the burcaucracy to combat the
decline in union membership figures. For
example, it has been calculated that because
of redundancies and ‘natural wastage’ the
EEPTU nceds 60,000 new members cvery
year just to maintain its current membership
figure. The alternative of actually fighting
redundancies does not occur to the likes of
Hammond.

several  one-union,

‘Hammond is planning a

right-wing ‘‘super union’’’

Here the EEPTU has struck upon a
significant phenomenon. T'rade unionism is
weakest in the high technology and service
sectors, which given the pattern of Britain’s
economic development — or rather lack of it
— are the only growth arcas. Recent surveys
have shown that the closed shop, despite
Tory legislation, is still relatively popular
among cmployers. Many would prefer to
have a servile and cooperative union to
discipline the workforce. There is a real
danger that the new realists will firmly
implant themselves in these new developing
industries, while traditional manufacturing
declines. In other words the new realist
strategy 1s one to try to corner a greater
percentage of the diminishing pool of trade
unionists.

Mainsteam claims  supporters in  the
NUR, CPSA, ISTC and National
Communications Union (ex-POEU).
Although support in some of these unions
may not be great, it gives an indication of the
unions which they are sceking to target and
bring firmly into the new realist fold. But
there 1s an  even

more  frightening

development on  the horizon. FErie
Hammond has ben sounding out the
ASTMS and the AUEW about a fusion into
This would be a
conglomerate bigger than the TGWU, and
tar and away the biggest and most powerful
union. It could become the core of a new

a new  ‘super-union’.

‘Mainstream’ right-wing union federation
able to challenge the YUC, and with strong
links to the SDP/Liberal Althance. While the

merger 18 being opposed by the left in the
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ernrchin for the miners
AUEW, Clive Jenkins of the ASTMS is said

to be interested in it.

Resistance and the shape

of things to come

Scab trade unionism, like Spencerism after
1926, is a product of a period of defeats. It is
only strengthened by the timidity of the
Labour and TUC leaderships. Each new
capitulation  to the anti-union
legislation just gives more power to the new
realists. To ask how far Mainstream will go,
and how deeply it will establish itself, is to

Tories’

ask to what extent the working class will
suftfer defeats — which cannot be predicted
in advance. Most likely a lot will depend on
what happens to the economy. Any upswing
would almost certainly give a boost to
working class combativity, and work against
the new realists. This seems unlikely in the
short term. But of course it also depends on
the organisation and clarity of the left,
especially in the trade unions, and this will
be a product of political struggle, not an
automatic by-product of

developments.

economic

We should be under no illusions about just
how secure the new realists are in their own
unions. In the EEPTU the undemocratic
right is completely dominant. In the AUEW
the situation is more complex. In the first
round of the presidential elections, right
winger Bill Jordan got 75,000 votes as
against 50,000 for Broad l.eft candidate
John Tocher. Jordan will clearly win in the
second round. At the time of writing the
results of the AUEW ballot on state funding

have not been  announced, but  alinost
certainty there will be a thumping majority
for acceptance. The right  wing  have

cornered and won the argument about
democracy in the unions, largely because the
‘centre’ and ‘left’ burcaucrats have been
unable, quite understandably, to
demonstrate that the present systerm is itself

democratic. The new realist proposals on

‘...in the unions the far left
is in a total shambles’

secret ballots cannot be confronted without
challenging the lack of democracy in the vast
bulk of the British trade union movement.
The danger which we face, therefore, is
that new defeats of the working class could
be the prelude to a split in the trade union
with  the
American-style business union federation.

movement emergence  of  an
We are thanktully some distance from such a
development. Despite the loss of two million
union members in five ycars, the Briush
working class 1s one of the most massively
unionised in the world. There are still vast
reserves of militancy and sohdarity to draw
on to confront the Hamond-Laird-Lynk
mafia. But even this enormous strength will
count for nothing if the left 15 incapable of
ending the retreat before the Tory union
laws and incapable of defending the sacked
and victimised miners. Struggling te make
the UDM the pariah of the union movement
is central o this.

Finally, it has to be said that in terms of
strategy and implantation in the unions the
revolutionary left in this country is in a total
shambles. This is a not unimportant part of
the equation and one to which we shall
return in future articles.

Philip Gordon/Reflex




Glyn’s economics and
socialist strategy

In the first issue of International,
we published a short review of
Andrew Glyn’s Campaign
Group pamphlet ‘A Million Jobs
a Year’. Our review welcomed
the pamphlet as a riposte to the
right-wing statements of the
NEC, but only hinted at the

differences which revolutionary
Marxists would have with
Glyn’s approach. We continue
the debate here with a
contribution by JEANETTE
FINDLAY.

REGISTERED UNEMPLOYMENT In the UK is
currently runming at 3.2 million and is
expected by most forecasters to be around 3
million for the next four years. This means
that discounting any pre-election reflation
which the Tories may try to engincer, any
Labour government elected in the next few
years will come into office with real
unemployment  figures  of around four
million and rising. Consequently,
unemployment will be the single most
important issue which a future Labour
government will have to deal with and
therefore it must begin now to prepare plans
to bring down unemployment drastically
within one term of office.

Unfortunately the present leadership has
already abandoned any attempt to do this.
Roy Hattersley, in a speech last year
(Financial Times 26/9/95) announced that
Labour would not be able to ‘indulge’ in a
‘dash for growth’. Far from ‘indulging in a
luxury’ socialists should be emphasising that
bringing down unemployment is an absolute
necessity, and any failure to make a serious
attempt to do so within the life of the next
parliament will serve to deepen the apathy
and mistrust felt by many unemployed
people, especially youth, towards the Labour
Party and could lead to greater social unrest
of the type scen recently in Birmingham and
London.

The statement by the NEC to the 1985
Labour Party conference contains
Hattersley’s  proposed employment  and
industrial policy -— which subsequent
statements have begun to water down
already. The measures outlined in  the
statement are quite simply insufficient to

deal with the deep-seated crisis which the
cconomy is now in, even if they were
implemented fully. The proposals mark a
clear shift away from a policy of large-scale
nationalisation of major sectors of the
cconomy — a move which has not gone
unnoticed or unwelcomed by the capitalist
press (cf Economist 28/9/85, FT 27/9/85) —
and a move towards a policy: of encouraging
co-operatives and ‘semi-private’ small-scale
manufacturing units as an example of ‘real
social ownership’.

The main feature of Hattersley’s policy is
the setting up of a National Investment Bank
to provide long-term investment finance for
industry. The NIB would be funded by the
repatriation of funds currently invested
overscas and by requiring a certain
proportion of all pension fund and insurance
company investment portfolios to consist of
NIB loan stock. The stock which would be
used to force financial institutions to comply
with these regulations would be the threat of
withdrawal of fiscal privileges, ie. tax
CONCESSIonSs.

The investment funds created by such a
scheme would be used to regenerate British

Hattersley — architect of Labour’s future economic policy?

manufacturing industry and to rebuild our
industrial base. This, of course, is fine as far
as it goes, except that it is extremely unlikely
that the financial institutions are going to
allow themselves to be forced into the
scheme. As the Economist (29/9/85) points
out, technological advances in
telecommunications mean that capital
market flows are instantaneous and global,
therefore if a general election were to be held
this Thursday, most of the investment funds
Mr Hattersely wants to reclaim would be
registered in overseas funds as early as
Friday night. The idea of all those dealers
poised over their computer terminals waiting
for Vincent Hanna to give them the word on
clection night may seem far-fetched, but it is
precisely what would happen.

The current Labour leadership seem to
have no answer to this, apart from saying
that at least we will save on tax concessions.
This would be small compensation for the
drastic reduction in investment which would
occur at a time when UK investment in
manufacturing is already far below that of its
main competitors — in fact the lowest of any
OLECD country.
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Clearly, then, the deft has a cesponsibihy
with The
Campagn Group-sponsored  ponphice A
Million Jobs a Year™ by Oxtord cconomist
this

dircction. This pamphlet should be read and

to  come up SOMC O svers

Andrew Glyn Is a magor step in
studied by all socialists, but it is just the
beginning of the debate.

While

agreement

there  will probably  be  major
the
contained in this pamphlet, there are a

number of problems with it. For instance, in

with  many  of proposals

all the discussion of how jobs are going to be
created there s very little space given to the
kinds of jobs and who is going o wet them.
By which 1 mean that socialists are not
the
existing structure of emploviment and wealth

simply  concerned  with  recreating
on a larger scale. We should be trving 1o
ensure that the fruits of any expansion
should be divided equally and that those who
are presently disadvantaged in terms of jobs
and pay should be given their fair share of
any jobs created.

Conversely, an area in which [ think Glyn

puts too rauch stress s Iin attempting 1o
dispel worries about any expansion leading
to a inflation.  He
outlines how we would engineer a non-

Massive  merease  in
inflationary expansion using price controls.
While I am not agamst price contvols [ think
it would be hetter perhaps to look at the
question from another angle. For too long
both Labour and Tory governments have
made the running in convincing workers that
mflation is the most cconomic
However,

serious

problem. there is almost no

evidence to suggest that even very high levels
of inflation are costly. If it affecis the hving
standards

fixed mcomes

them: if

of those on we

should index-link i onakes us

uncompetitive  comnparcd 1o cun trading
partrers, we should lower the exchiange rate.

Only vartable inflatior has been shown by
academic economists 1o entail substanrial
costs by creating uncertainty and thereby
discouraging private-sector investment. But
we only have to look at current mvestment
ievels o see that we cannot n'ly on privau:
scctor anvestment anyway. The only real
costs of milation are the administrative costs
of imdex-linking and the physical costs of
changing prices in supermarkets. Tn any case
as Glyn correctly poins out inflation is a
phenocinenon of houlenecks in supply, and
with cthaently ran natonalised industries
and 4 pubiic drvesunent progrismnme o
meresse productivity such bottesechs can bie
eliminated.

Another weak poine v Glyvn's aalysis s
i his apparent shyimy away Tene ult ccad
Whilst

nationalising the banks and financs hooses,

nationahsation. darginng fos

he secmns conteit (6 resort o ‘u-mpizi:\ul'.

planning  sgreements”  for nona! o taring
mdistry with ot veerenis oo policed
by the worke = e e edes . Tho

N i

Tobernaee o I

ddastries would only

be taken mito i
antrol ot they fled to compiv wih thee

cgreed plans. This ac least gives o

atiention to the need to organise woikeis o
anplement sack plans, hut i seems o o
Teave too much voom for industrial Capital to
successfully  fvastrate  any Laboud
government commiited to a programme of
investment and expansion.

Glyn dismisses the argament about capital
Bring taken out of the country immediately
through the use of “clectronic transmission of
money’ on the basis that if there was a non-
nuclear war would cffective

we SOOI SCe

exchange controls, so it must be possible.

Surely he can see that a situation where
British capital has an interest in making

Salvador Allende — is Glyn's the Chilean
road?

exchange contrels work is not the situation «
tutire Labour government would be facing.
The sitaation we would be facing requires
that workers in the finance and banking
industry are orgamsed and ready to prevent
such a movement of capital when the time
COmes.

To come back to an carlier point, the
reason why it is so crucial that any plan to
expand the cconomy and ereate jobs must be
seen to be in the interests of all workers,
including black workers, women and youth,
15 because we need to organise these workers
in defence of the plan. Only by solid labour
movement mass action would we be able o
fend  off the kind of
government would face.

onslaught such &

What appears to underly some of the tlaws
i )
e Glyas analvaas s his fadlure 1o address

adeqguately the mobilisation ot workers

which would be requived o carey thiough
the kond ol coonomie policies necesny 1o

frel

cottrre o it o o ue Nin

government coanaited 1o cven the kind ot

drocramine onained o Gln's panaphider
b hnor < allonge oo

.‘,yzl.“: A v oy

conrnticd o soctdst policies woenkd fac

fromi it vere aception o omoassive attack by

st o mictnational capital,

Phiv coudd only be confronted by o
onesn e seehilisation of the working class 1o
nnpose reitionadisation, and to heesk the

resistance of the capitalists in every field. T
would require sweeping
workers” control and supervision of industry
and the banks to prevent sabotage, the
closure of plante and the massive political
campiign which the ruling class would wage.

The real character of the government
would be tested nosuch a confrontation. A
genuine  workers’ wonld
mobilise the working class to 1mpose its
power on the capitalists. But a left reformist

governme nt

government, like the Allende government in
Chile, would rely on the institutions ot the

capitalist siate to break the mobilisation of

.
5.

the worke
Maybe Andrew Glyn agrees with all this.

But Tony Benn's reaction when interviewed
on  Newesnight about the Glvn pamphlet
exposed the ambiguity at the heart of Glya's
Benn that the
multinationals and the big monopolies could
be forced to collaborate with the planning
agreements. Fhis is naivety.

position. argued

The British ruling class, backed by the
United States and the EEC, would mount
the most furious
compulsory planning agreements, let alone
full-scale
of forcing the capitalists to collaborate but of

resistance to ocven

nationalisation. It is not a question

mobilising the working class to break their

power once and for all.
Here
incscapable fogic imposing itself. Once vou

we o see a o quiteinevitable  and

say ‘A million jobs a vear’, then you sav
directing the investment of capital on the

basis of human need and not on the basis of

capitalist profit. Then you have to sav
nationalisation of the financial sector and the
big monopolics. You also have to say a
sliding scale of wages and bencfits, and
workers” control.

In other words, you have to completely
override the functioning of the capitalist
cconomy. And that leads you slap bang into
the
dedisive test of strength between Capital and
Labour. Once you say ‘a’, then vou have to

a  confrontation between classes,

say ‘b’ and ‘¢’. all the way to the barricades.

Now I am all in favour of the project of

proposing a plan for the next Labour
government to get full employment. through
sweeping  soicalist  measures.  Through
fighting for such a socialist cconomic plan we
can begin to explain what 1t would really
take to get people back 1o work, outside of a
new vaprtalist boormn . Bue Marxists cannot be
like the Militant, o imply that

SCTIeS O

content.
measures  legislated

through Parliament would be enough. Only

stinply  a

i based on the dynanue of the strugele tor
workers control, which feads inevitably 1o a

could even

strugele with the capitalist state
legislated measures be imposed
The tmplication of thix arguinent is thae
rothiva: ourside of a0 determined attack.
capitalisny and s institutions will start 1o
solve the problem of anemplovemnt We
exacth

oy

cladhv ehin s dogic T

i\ .\:[i\ B

micasures  of
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Lesbian and gay rights
inthe labour movement

No room for complacency

Last year the Lesbian and Gay
Movement won major successes
at the TUC and Labour Party
conferences. THERESA
CONWAY, a lesbian militant in
NALGQO, reviews the
achievements and the problems

facing the movement.

IN 198q lesbian and gay rights hit the
headlines at the TUC and Labour Party con-
ferences, with comprehensive  resolutions
passed at both. Behind this success story is a
long period of campaigning in the lesbian
and gay movement and  the labour
movement.

Over the last few years, lesbians and gay
men have become more vocal in demanding
that the labour movement recognize our ex-
istence and heed our demands. We have
made a series of alliances, most often with
other oppressed groups but also with those
scctions of the left who have come to accept
the significance of our struggle. The
development of Lesbians and Gays Support
the Miners (LGSM) and Lesbians Against
Pit Closures (LLAPC) both represented and
created enormous changes. Since the growth
of a radical lesbian and gay movement in this
country in the early 1970s there have been
lesbian and gay banners on every major
picket line and demonstration. But never
before has there been the same breadth of
support and solidarity among lesbian and
gay people for an industrial dispute. This 1s
partly explained by the nature of the miners’
strike itself.

The existence of LGSM and LAPC made
visible the support of lesbians and gay men
which would otherwise have been hidden in
an assumed hecterosexual solidarity move-
ment. The groups were able to demonstrate
that it was possible to fight the NCB, at the
same time as challenging discrimination
against lesbians and gay men; and so draw
into activity a layer of people who would
otherwise have been distanced from the
strike.

[t was not just the activities of lesbians and
gay men that different, but the
;csp(msc of the labour movement. Previous-
ly lesbian and gay contingents had been met
with verbal and sometimes physical abuse.
Thes attitudes did not disappear instan-
tancously. But the depth of the suuggle
made people from the mining communitics

were

more receptive to new ideas. The length ol

'6 the strike and the development of the twion

ing system meant that strong links were forg-
cd between lesbians and gay men and par-
ticular communities. Many people welcom-
ed our soldiarity with open arms, while be-
ing ready to admut their nitial fears and
prejudices.

Needless to say that openess and will-
ingness to change was most marked among
the women and reflected the nature of their
own radicalisation during the strike

It was not only at this level that our
solidarity was welcomed. The NUM leader-
ship, notably Peter Heathfield, welcomed
lesbian and gay support as a valid and
valuable contribution to the struggle. That
stance was crucial in holding back a reac-
tionary response from the base and in en-
couraging those who supported us. It was
true that the acknowledgement could have
been more prominent and that Women
against Pit Closures went further than the
NUM itself. Nevertheless the fact that it

happened at all is a tribute to that section of

the NUM lcadership.

“The motion passed at the
TUC will not, indeed
cannot, be fully
implemented unless there
are lesbians and gay men
organising to do this work.’

While the significance of LGSM uand
LAPC should not be underestimated, it is
important to understand that they were part
of a more general process. Over the past few
years lesbians and gay men have become
more  visible the
Labour Party. They have built a strong na-
tional organisation, the Labour Campaign
jor Leshian and Gay Rights (LCLGR)
which was able to organise for the debate at
party conference. We have fought to have

and organised within

our necds taken into account in the drawing
up of manifestoes to fight council elections.
Together with sisters and brothers in the
trade unions we have persuaded some
Labour councils to adopt comprehensive
equal opportunitics policies and others to
add  sections on  sexuality  to  existing
agreements. In some places the demand has
been raised for the setting up of lesbian and
gay subcommittees of the council as an ongo-
ing forum for consultation with leshians and
gay wen in the community. Tnsome coune ils
workers have been appointed o sttemgsd e
impleinent these policies Teshum and vy

centres. switchboards and  orbier renovaoes

have been given grants. Lesbians and gay

men have been  selected as MPs  and

councillors.

Many of these changes have occurred
because of the hard work of lesbians and gay
men; but some of the doors on which we
have knocked have been less firmly bolied
The left  which
developed  after clectoral  defeat in 1974
understood that the working class did not
comprise only white heterosexual  able
bodied men, and that therefore the Labour
Party nceded to reach out to the doubly op-
pressed. It is not surprising that it was in
many of the places where the left held sway
that lesbian and gay rights were taken up.
The same places set up womens committees,

than before, I.abour

and took initiatives around disability or racc.
Indecd it is in the ficld of ecqual opportunities
generally that the face of local government
has been most dramatically transformed
over the last five years by the risc of this left.
There have been difficulties and problems. It
is not possible to take up in detail here the
debates that have arisen over questions such
as Heterosexism Awarcness Training. But it
is important to acknowledge that such con-
troversies have arisen because we are mov-
ing very rapidly into unchartered territory
— with inadequate discussion as to what we
are trying to achieve. Lesbians and gay men
are beginning now to confront the argument
that heterosexistu is based on ignorance not
on privilege. We have to explain that our op-
pression is not accidental but is a fundamen-
tal part of this socicty, with its sexual divi-
sion of labour in the family and in the
workplace. Undoubtedly as these dcebates
develop they will lead to new differentiation
both within the lesbian and gay movement
and among our allies.

Despite these hmitations, the action of
Labour left leaders such as Livingstore and
Benn have been crucial in legitimising les-
bian and gay rights as an issue for the labour
movement. They have had a similar cffect to
the attitude of the NUM leadership. The fact
that the GLC increased its popularity despite
its prominence in taking up the issue gives
the lie to the notion that lesbian and gay
rights is a vote loser, as does the election of a
number of open lesbians and gay men. Cer-
tainly a whole laycr of younger activists who
came into polities during this period are
firtnly commited 1o advancing leshian and
gay rights, while not always very sure of how
to carry through this perspective,

In the trade unions o, there have heen
biz changes. From the carly 19704 anwards
feshian and gay caucuses were set un par-
{hese

dentzily i the white eoflar mong
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were able to intervene into trade union con-
ferences, get some basic policy passed and
launch useful propaganda camnpaigns — for
example the campaign to get the unions to
boycott places such as Scarborough who
refused to let CHE, a prominent lesbian and
gay organisation, hold its conference there.
These groups did build links with sections of
the left particularly around issues such as the
content of education in the teaching unions
or the treatment of lesbians and gay men by
the medical profession. They laid the basis
for actions such as the strike by NUT
members against the sacking of John War-
burton who was dismissed for telling the
children he was teaching that he was gay, or
similar actions by NALGO members after
Tower Hamlets council sacked Tan Davies.
One of the most significant breakthroughs
came with the developments in NALGO.
Until 1983 the situation was similar to that
in other unions. But in 1983 the London
District made a decision to organise groups
whose meetings would be open
member facing a particular discrimination.
Thus a leshian and gay group, along with a
women’s group and a black members group

to any

were set up as an officially sanctioned part of

the union structure.

The 1983 union conference took place in
Douglas on the Isle of Man where all gay
male sex iz illegal because the 1967 Sexual
Offences Act does not apply. NALGO
organised the submission of motions to con-
ference saying that it was incompatible with
NALGO:s existing policy on lesbian and gay
rights to organise its national conference in
such a place. They also organised a large
protest demonstration from the Conference
to the Manx parliament.

That autumn a national conference for les-
bians and gay men throughout the union was
organised which was supported by the Na-
tional Equal Opportunities Committee and
therefore had the seal of approval of the
General  Secretary. The conference
claborated a detailed policy motion for sub-
mission to the 1984 Annual Conference. 1t
went much further than any previous motion
passed by NALGOQO or any other trade union
in detailing the steps that should be taken at
all tevels in the union to combat discrimina-
tion. But perhaps most significantly, it
established lesbian and gay groups as an of-
ficial part of the unions structures to be en-
couraged and consulted.

The fruits of this victory have ben evident.
NALGO has produced a national campaign-
ing pack on lesbian and gay rights which is
available to  every and
member. A number of schools have been
organised at district level on  fighting
and  gay

men. Three national conferences for lesbians

branch every

discrimination  against  lesbians
and gay men have been organised which
have been advertised in union publications
and through letters to all branch secretaries.
NALGO was involved both at the Womens
TUC and the TUC itself in the debates on
lesbian and gay rights. At the same time,
through that official support, NALGO les-
bian and gay groups have developed at
branch and district level so that there are far
more lesbians and gay men contributing to
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the discussion on policy than in any other
union.

But again this process has its limitations.
Developments in London are far more ad-
vanced than elsewhere, and this creates dif-
ficulties in taking forward the discussion.
The right wing in the union has always been
hostile to these developments, and is now
feeling strong enough on the NEC to begin
to challenge them.

Regrettably the gains made in NALGO
have not been repeated elsewhere. The mo-
tion passed at the TUC will not, indeed can-
not, be fully implemented unless there are
lesbians and gay men organising to do this
work. The National Association of Probation
Officers which submitted the motion has on-
ly just affiliated to the TUC and is just
developing an equal opportunities structure.
NALGO will obviously be heavily involved
but cannot take on the full responsibility.
The LCLGR understands that it has a role
to play in the trade unions but this area of its
work is very underdeveloped. Tt will be
necessary for LCLGR to grasp this nettle,
and to find ways of working with existing
trade uniton lesbian and gay groups if the
achievements of 1985 are to come to fruition.

We must not be complacent. Lesbians are
losing custody of their children daily in the
courts solely because of their sexuality. Gay
men and lesbians are harassed by the police,
including by agents provocateurs, and this
will increase further with the new Public
Order Bill. The Customs and Excise have at-
tacked Gays the Word and other bookshops,
preventing  the sale of literature  which
presents positive images  of leshians and
gays. And the press hvsteria around AIDS
has increased harassment of lesbians and gav
men in the workplace and on the streets.

The question of ATDS provides a fairly ac-
curate marker as to where we have got in the
labour movement. On the one hand the left
bureuacracy has taken some steps to raise
the health and safety issues and the question
of resources in a crumbling health service
which are raised by the discase. But they
have been extremely reluctant to confront
directly the way lesbians and gay men are
being victimised by other trade unionists.
Some good literature has been produced par-
ticularly by NALGO and NUPE, but it is
necessary to go beyond this and into the

workplace  to confront ignorance and
prejudice.
The period of achievement in local

government was one when the left in the
labour party was on the ascendant and scem-
ed united. The disintegration of the struggle
against ratecapping, the victory of the Torics
over abolition and now Kinnock’s attacks on
the left make further gains at this level much
more difficult. The defeat of the
strike has had profound implications for
every single political struggle. Over the next
period, leading up to the general election
there will be increasing pressure to drop “fr-

miners

inge 1ssues’ and concentrate on returning
Labour at all costs.

The task of defending the gains of lesbians
and gay men in the labour movement is a
task that the left has to take on board, as part
of an alternative strategy to that of Kinnock.
Implementing  Labour Party and TUC
policy should be raised through every trade
union branch, and in every constituency
Labour Party. Lesbian and gay rights has to
be more than the favour of the month, it has
to be understood as an integral part of the
struggle for socialism.
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TIM RIGBY & NICK WOLFE

Tue rinanciar deal concluded in November
between Liverpool city council and the Swiss
banks represents an enormous defeat for the
struggle waged in the ¢ty against Tory-
imposed  spending  limits. Whatever
criticisms should be made of the role of the
city council and its Militant leadership, there
is no doubt where the primary responsibility
for this defeat hes — with the Labour and
trade union leaderships who did everything
in their power (o sabotage the Liverpool
struggle, and with the leaderships of the
other rate-capped
with the
capitulated to the Tory attack
when the crunch came.

The response of the “soft left’ within the

and hcavily penahlised

councils,  who exception  of

Lambeth,

party to the NEC enquiry into Liverpool
District Labour Party 1s a disgrace. For
whether or not expulsions divectly result
from the enquiry, the whole exercise s a
witchhunting one, which will prepare the
ground for expulsions at a future date.
Whether they like it or not. Tribune and the
Labour Co-ordinating Committee are com-
plicit with the witch hunt. Socialists within
the party must now close ranks to defend the
Liverpool Labour Party. Having said that,

there are important criticisms to be made of

the role of the city council; many of them
stem directly from the limitations of Mili-
tant’s political linc and conceptions of class
struggle.

The first phase of the struggle

T'he Militant-led Labour Group took control
of the council in May 1983, 'They inherited a
disastrous  financial  situation from  the
Liberals. Since 1979, Liverpool, one of the
most deprived cities in FEurope, had dost
£270m in government aid. Thus the council
were faced with a situation in which they
needed cither to raise the rates by 170 per
cent, or make cuts totalling 5000 jobs — or
alternatively to fight. To their credit they
decided to fight.

Substantial job losses would have been a
disaster for Liverpool; already the Liberals
had cut 4000 jobs in the city since 1979, The
response of the council was to make a deficit
budget for 1984/5, which, however, involved
a 9 per cent rate nse.

When the council made their first budget
in April 1984 there could be no doubting the
cnormous popularity of their stand. On the
day that the council decided the budget, the
streets of the city were thronged with tens of
thousands of workers demonstrating their
support for open defiance of the Tories. In
the May 1984 council elections, with a third
of the scats being contested, Labour increas-
ed their representation from 51 to 58 seats
against a combined total of 41 for the
Liberals and the Torics.

The budget which had been set was un-
doubtedly illegal, and could have been
challenged as such in the courts. But in the
spring and carly summer of 1984 the camn
palgn against rate capping was getting into

Liverpool Labour councillors on the march

The defeatin Liverpool

Tragedy and farce

Carlos Augusto Guarita/Reflex

Derek Hatton — a lot on his mind

full gear, and there is no doubt that the
Tories feared a head-on collision with any of
the defiant councils; a collision could have
resulted in sending in commissioners, and an
all-out strike by council workers, widely sup-
ported around the country. The Tories
preferred o bide their time.

Nonetheless, because Liverpool’s budget
was a deficit budget, the financial crisis soon

began to make itself telt. By the summer ot
1984 the council was faced with a choice:
cither to make a deal with the government
involving concessions on both sides, in a
situation in which the Tories were under
pressure to compromise, or to go for a full-
scale confrontation, an all-or-nothing batde.
In the ¢nd, in July 1984 the counal decided
a deal involving a large package of govern-
ment aid in rceturn for a 17 per cent rate
nereasc.

Given that 60 per cent of households in
Liverpool do not pay rates, probably in-
cluding something like 80 per cent of the
working class, this deal could not be called a
savage attack on working class living stan-
dards. But its tactical wisdom must be open
to question. The reason is simple: if there
was a time to go into confrontation with the
Tories it was surcly during the miners’
strike, at a time when mass enthusiasm in
Liverpool for the defiance strategy was at its
height.

As against that, the readiness of the other
rate-capped and heavily penalised councils
to support Liverpool in such a move o v
have been in doubt, for the simple reason
that they had by no means themselves reach-
ed the financial crunch. The ‘live to fight
another day’ approach of the July 1984 dcal
was based heavily on the assumption that in
spring 1985, when all the rate-capped coun-
cils simultancously adopted a ‘no rate’” op-

tion, Liverpool would be in a much better
shall see  this

situation to fight. As we
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With  the

honourable exception of Lambeth, there was

assumption  was l-founded.

no real will for a showdown with the Tories.

1985 — increasing isolation
Liverpool city council again decided upon a
deficit budget strategy for 1985, Technically,
this was again illegal, or subject to being
declared illegal, but the government decided
to bide its time and face down the rate-
capped councils which had declared for the
‘no rate’ strategy. I carried out, the ‘no
rate’ strategy would have had the effect of
confronting the government with around a
dozen councils going into illegality, and
eventually with no option but to send in
commissioners and face the inevitable strug-
gle and storm. But it scems likely that among
those leaders who declared for this strategy
of illegality there was at least an element of
bad faith. They doubtess hoped that the
very threat of mass defiance would foree the
government to back down and make a deal.

But Thatcher and Jenkin were not so casi-
ly bluffed. They counted on two things: first,
that if they refused to budge, a series of
council leaders like Livingstone, Hodge and
Blunkett would eventually cave in, and sc-
cond that where there were leaders deter-
mined to fight like Hhilda Kean in Hackney,
they would have difficulty keeping their ma-
jority for defiance in their own Labour
groups. This assessment proved a sound
one.

The ignominious capitulation at the GLC

was pivotal in determining the course of

events. Livingstone, in proposing the setting
of a maximum rate instead of urging con-
tinued defiance as did John McDonell] was
able to present himselt as the ‘realist”. After
all, he could arguce, there was no real majori-
ty in the GLC, given the sphtin the Labour
group, for the “no rate” option: it would have

Phil;p Gordon'Reflex

But this
wias a hopeless rehinquishing of - political

been defeated and a Tory rate set

responsibility.

If there was no majority for the detianee
strategy, then Livingstone should have voted
for it anyway and precipitated a crisis in the
G1.C Labour group. This would have put
the responsibility for the defeat on the right
wing of the Labour group. He should then
have resigned as GLC leader and refused o
take responsibilty for the debacle, as did
Hilda Kean in Hackney. By capiwatating, he
sent out the worst possible message at a
that

crucial time realism” (read: sur-
render) would prevadl i the face of the
sabotage by the right-wing minorites i the
Labour groups.

As the other rate-capped and heavily
penalised councils began to 0o down one by
one, IL.in (‘rpm)l became moreasigiv isolated.
But the Militant leadership in the conneil
were running into problems of their own
making  wheh alienated  sections of - the
workforce. There was the dispute with the

city NALGO branch

workers taken on under the job creation

about a

scheme and then downgraded, with a loss of

around £10 per week i wages. Derek Hat-

ton’s comment that ‘there are thousands of

workers in this city who would give their
right arm for a job of any kind® — with the
strong imphcation that the downgraded peo-
ple should be satistied with their lot — was
not exactly conducive to good relations with
the umons.

But important the
disastrous Sam Bond affair. The appoint-
ment of Militant supporter Sam Bond as
race relations advisor was a slap in the face to

much more Was

the black community in the ity and drove a
wedge between Militant and many fabour
left supporters who had backed the council
without supporting Mihitant. Hatton’s ob-
duracy in the face of the outery i the aty
only worsened this nmstake.

““There could be no doubting
the enormous popularity of the

Council’s stand...”’

The Sam  Bond  affair highlighted
something right at the heart of Militants ap-
proach — a manipulative attitude o the

me

s support for the council. They were
beginning to take this support for granted,

and  set their  face against  any  open,

democratic structures to the campaign. Real
decisions were taken in the Militant caucus.
Their manipulatve, undemocratic and sec-

tarian approach culminated in the ludicrous
decision in September 1985 to declare the
workforce redundant. This was a decision
not subject to any discussion or scrutiny by
the workforce themselves. By taking i, Hat-
ton and Mulhearn loaded a gun and handed
it to Baker and Kinnock — and Kinnock
promptly fired 1t ac the Labour Party
conference.

The

alienated the workforce

redundancy  decision  completely
It drove them back

mio the arms of their own unton leaders and

group  of

the Labour leadership, cager to produce a
climb-down compromisc.

The union leaders and the Association of
Metropolitan Authorities sponsored the pro-
duction of the Stonefrost report which came
up with a package of measures for “saving’
the city. This involved making the city finan-
cially viable again through a limited rate
vise, borrowing, and a partial ‘capitalisation’
of its spending funds — which would have
had the effect of limiting the house building
programme. The only alternative 1o this
Stonefrost approach would have been to let
the city run out of money, organise a general
strike in the ity and prepare 1o dety the
CoOmmissioners ’

There is no guarantee that the counail
workfoice, in the circamstances ot autumn

1985, would have agreed o this stravegy

““The Sam Bond affair was

disastrous...”

But it should have been put to them, for then
democrate decision. The factors working
against it were of course that the counal was
now nearly isolated in its defiance of the
government. If the council workforce had
voted against this kind of mass action to
defeat the government's spending hmiis,
then the council should have accepted some
variation of the Stonefrost report as the best
compromise which could be achieved. What
fact that the
presented the workforce with the ultimatum
of accepting the redundancy notices. When
this ploy failed, it then reverted to its deal
the hanks had
negotiating for months.

[t has to be said that in the medium and

happened  in was council

with Swiss which 1t been

long term the Swiss banks deal 1s infinitehy
than ot the Stonefrost
report. As the debts and interest charges
mount up, it will have a devastating eftect on

WOrse any variant

the capital spending programme. Militant
have been forced back into waiting for a
Labour government to bail them out — the
precise opposite of what they sought o
achicve, and indeed what all the other coun-
cil leaders are now relying on. It 1s a sorry
end to a campaign that won such support
among the people of Liverpool.

Vultures move in

By alienating their own workforee the coun-
cil leadership have now opened themselves
up to attack from all sides. Kinnock and the
T.abour NEC are determined to exact max-
imum revenge. Reactionary forces in the ¢i-
ty, supported covertly by the Tories and
Liberals, have organised Liverpool Against
Militant, which has organised big rallies. The
stage must now be set for an eventual defeat
of Labour at the polls, and the regaining of
the council by the Liberals or a Liberal-Tory
coalition. This would be a disaster for the
people of  Liverpool. But if it happens,
despite - Militant’s  sectarianism,  those
responsible will be all those who obstructed a
first and

serious fight over ratecapping,

foremost the Kinnock leadership.




The Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI) — Star
Wars to most people — is often depicted as
either irrational or solely about US military
superiority. But, argues OLIVER
MACDONALD, these are mistaken

impressions. From the point of view of the United States, Star Wars has a
rational and deadly political logic — the re-establishment and maintenance of
US hegemony in Western Europe. MacDonald here charts the course of
Star Wars, the outcome of the summit, and the crucial role of NATO

as a conduit of American power and influence in Europe.

Star Wars and the summit
The struggle for western Europe

Wirth THE EXCEPTION of a single article (by the former director of
Chatham House in The Times), the vast press outpouring on the
Geneva summit totally omitted mention of one of the most cen-
tral issues of dispute between the USSR and the USA: the strug-
gle over the future place in world politics of Western Europe in
general, and West Germany in particular.

Yet without grasping the nature of this issue, it is impossible
to make sense of US policy over the last six years, impossible to
understand the Reagan administration’s commitment to Star
Wars, and impossible to appreciate why the summit produced
the curious result of reaching no agrecment on anything except
to pretend, for the benefit mainly of West European opinion,
that some agreement had been achieved.

And it is only by understanding the political problem that the
US administration has been facing in Western Europe that we
can grasp why the US has been prepared to embark on a course
that threatens the world with nuclear war.

Press silence on the West European issue was neccessary
since discussion of it would have exploded one of the most
sacred taboos of domestic politics — the myth that the US-West
Furopean relationship is a free, collaborative alliance of
sovereign states whose relations are governed by reasoned
dialogue rather than power. In the 1950s and 1960s, this myth
had great force for the simple reason that US dominance com-
manded very wide consent, at least in the countries with strong
social democratic parties in north west Europe. Such stability
depended, however, on a number of factors that by the late
1970s had disappeared. First, a great capitalist cconomic boom,
coupled with massive American cconomic ascendancy; second,
Amnerican strategic superiority over the USSR, ensuring that
the West European states had to hinge their foreign policies on
Washington’s axis; third, the attempted integration of the work-
ing classes in Western Europe through social democracy, entail-
ing full employment, the welfare state and the replacement of
traditional right-wing Atlanticist
Furopeanism.

In the last decade, these bases of American dominance in
Western Euarope have disappeared. First, and most fundamen-

nationalism with

tally, the boom has gone and international capitalist competi-
tion has become a zero-sum game — simply to hold your share

Japan and Western Europe. But at the 1978

of a shrinking market you have to savage your competitor. And
in that game the US has been losing in many fields to its West
German and Japancse competitors, so that cconomic warfare
has become more and more the pattern, with capitalists enlisting
the support of their states to wage this war. In the mid-1970s,
there was an attempt to manage this warfare through so-called
trilateralism, involving the annual economic summits of the US,
suminit
trilatcralism broke down as Schmidt refused to do Carter’s
bidding.

From then on, the US has been secking ways to restore its
cconomic ascendancy by trying to re-organise the world market
in its favour, but this has run up against the problem of having
an adequate means to coerce its rivals into a new relationship.
The problem here was that the growth of Soviet strategic
military power made the American military asendancy over
Western Europe unbelievable — nobody could suppose that the
US would risk its own annthilation for the sake of asserting 1ts
interests in Western Europe. The second problem was that
detente in Europe had enabled the West German capitalists to
increasingly break free from other forms of US coercion: West
German dependence on the dollar arca for energy supplies and
strategic raw materials could be lessened by getting these from
the USSR. And as the 1973~74 crisis showed, Eastern Europe
and the USSR could be a vital, short-term substitute market for
West German exports In a recession. US attempts to find an
answer to this problem tell us much of the story of the new cold
war since the late 1970s.

T'he third factor of the old stability was social democracy and
the welfare state. In the new conditions, social democracy has
ceased to be a bulwark of American interests and is seen as a
serious threat to US objectives, especially in West Germany, for
the simple reason that to protect jobs and welfare, social
democracy is likely to oppose the cold war policies needed to br-
ing the West European states back into line. Thus, unlike in the
1950s and 1960s, US interests now involve backing the most
reactionary and militarist forces in north west Kurope, the sort
of forces they have always backed in countries like Greece, Ttaly
and the Iberian peninsula, not to speak of Latin America.

Against this background, we can now dispose of some of the
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myths that befog serious discussion of US policy. Myth One is
that the policy is the product of the ideology of the Republican
right: in fact, it began under Carter and is bipartisan in its essen-
dals. Myth Two is that the military build-up has no political ra-
tionale and is simply the mindless product of the military-
industrial iron triangle: in fact the military-industrial complex
was given the green light by a very wide political consensus in
Washington, and as Strobe Talbot shows in Deadly Gambits, it
was not super-militarist Perle who fought hardest for cruise and
Pershing, but the State Department’s chief of European political
affairs, Richard Burt (now, by the way, US Ambassador in
Bonn). We will look later at the political rationale for Star Wars.,
Myth Three is that the US doesn’t really care about Western
Europe at all and regards its military commitment there as a
waste of resources. This is an extraordinarily widespread idea,
often now coupled with the notion that the US ruling class has
shifted to the scuth west of America and is oriented to the Pacific
rim. It is a dangerously mistaken half-truth that needs to be
dispelled.

It is true a sizeable chunk of US capital now has smaller
stakes in Western Furope than was thie case, say, in the 1950s.
This tendency may continue, but in terms of both economic and
political power Western Europe remains the fulerum of the en-
tire US global strategy. If Western Furope swung out of the US
sphere and established a new security relationship with the
USSR, this would amount to a catastrophic blow to American
world power. We must not confuse long-term possible future
trends with current realities. As for the growing US desire to
pull US troops out of Western Europe, this is true enough but
does not at all signify a determination to et Western Europe slip
out ot US control. The new measures for organising such con-
trol in the 1980s will actually be strengthened by the removal of
US ground troops: ‘limited’” war in Europe would become
pohtically less costly in the US.

The recent history of US-West European relations
Turning then to the real course of US-West Faropean relitions
since the Tate 1970s, we can brictly suminarise the man phases
of the struggle:
Phase 1:

International, No U

1978 S0 Openi In 1978,

propagdnda war
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mmon 1983 — can the peace movement stop Star Wars?

Washington’s carlier pre-occupation with Eurocommunism in
Southern Europe suddenly gave way to a growing campaign
against what was called ‘Finlandisation’, with West Germany as
the target. At the capitalist summit that year Schimidt had refus-
ed to do Washington’s bidding on economic policy and the
following year Germany launched the European Monctary
System. Washington was aware of the growing cconomic links
between Bonn and Moscow and also of the potential for much
wider collaboration in key energy and raw material ficlds; the
slogan of Finlandisation became a code word for West Germany
frecing itself from US control through Ostpolitik. With a Social
Democratic government in power, Washington feared, the new
economic depression could lead Bonn to try to save jobs by big
increases in cxports to the East. Plans for economic sanctions
and trade embargocs against Moscow as part of a new cold war
were well advanced before the invasion of Afghanistan, which
was used as a pretext for trying to scuttle Ostpolittk. This was
followed in 1982 by Washington’s attempts to block the gas
pipeline deal and the resolution of the conflict by the West Euro-
peans agreeing to impose technology embargoes against the
USSR. Washington was meanwhile working behind the scenes
with sections of West German big business for the fall of the
SPD government, an objective achieved in October 1982.
Phase 2. 1983-84: Nuclear unity plus attempted European political
counter-measures. With the fall of the Schmidt government,
Washington was able to force through the installation of cruise
and Pershing in Europe. Given the nature of the threat these
weapons posed 1o Moscow, the US calculated that the arrival of
Pershings would blow the links between Bonn and the USSR
sky high. The Kohl government attempted to maintain Ostpolitik
on the same lines as under Schmidt, but emphasising closer
links with Fast Germany. By the autumn of 1984, however, this
policy lay in ruins as Moscow blocked Honecker's proposed visit
to West Germany. At the same time, attempts were being made
to establish a Franco-German military and foreign policy axis.
The talks on this. begun under Schmidt in 1982, produced pro-
posals for reviving the Western Furopean Union (WEU) as a
forum of seven West Furopaan states excluding the Americans,
where the milicary-political bnplicatons of the struggle between
West Furopean and Us capital could be discussed. Parallel o
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this were pluns to strengthen the Common Maket

Phase 301985 1o Genern: New UN peliicadd %onace Prom the
start of 1985, the Reagan administration his v orked saceesstul-
y to strangle the Franco- Gernan push. A ihe start of the year it
stued formal diplomatic notes warning that nalitaory discussions
from which Washington s excluded e vnaceeptable. The
WELU inmnative has thus collapsed. Washinaron has also the
sagisfaction of secing efforts to make the BEC more politeally
cohesive falll On the other hand| the Reagan administration’s
hopes that Reagan’s Bithurg visit would shore up Kohl clee-
torally and decisively cement a new Washington-Ronn con-
dominium in NATO also collapsed. The manssive SPD victory in
North Rhine Westphalia two days after Brburg led Kohl to

wobble away from his miaal endoisement of Washington’s

grand design for West Germany's and Western Furope’s
future. And at this point, the new Gorbachev leadership in
Moscow entered the scene.

To sum up, Washington’s drive since the late 19705 to re-
establish control in Western Europe has not yet sacceeded,
although it has been able to block, without much difficulty, at-
tempts to present a Kuropean capitalist alternative orientation.
How docs the Reagan administration plan to finally stabilise its
relations with Western Europe to ensure its long-term control?
The answer: Star Wars.

The Politics of Star Wars

Press comment on Star Wars does point to two of its possible ra-
tionales. First, SDLis ameans of state economic pump-priming
m the technology race between the US and its capitalist rivals as
well as the USSR, This is true up to a point, but it must be
quahified: the US s struggling very hard to drag the West Ger-
mans into the Star Wars programme and it is doing so on the
basis of promises that it wall share SDI rescarch with those who
participate.

The second rationale is milivary-strategic. it could, if suc-
cesstul, give the US a margin of militay superiority over the

JSSR in so far as it could protect key American installations
from a second strike. Reagan's stated aim that the US would
seek to “prevail” over the USSR in a noclear war would then
begin to make sense.

But why would any sanc US administration go for such a
dangerous option that positively invites a Soviet pre-emptive
strike in the transition period? The answer may be that given
the political objectives of the US towards Western Furope, the
administration may not have any choice. Fven a partial Star
Wars umbrella over the US produces the most elegant answer

imaginable 1o America’s Furopeasn prolidens.

The arrival of nucear “partiy’ beiscon dic suprr-powers
gave West Germany and other European states e basts for an
independent foreign policy, enabling thein to engage more effec-

tively in the economic struggle with the US. Parity meant that

the Buropeans could argue convincingly that the American
‘guarantee’ to fight @ nudear war i Europe was no longer
credible since the US 1tself was now threatened with annihilia-
tion for the sake of its European “friends’. Parity, the Europeans
said, meant Western Furope had o turn o the USSR for a
negotiated framework of agreed security -~ “detente” — since
the US had now become “decoupled” from Furope in terms of
SCCUrity guarantees.

. But Star Wars solves this problen: with i partial umbrella

over the US, Washington can promise the West Europeans that
it won't hesitate to wipe out Burope in a war that will remain
limited to Europe, since the USSR would face defeat if it tried to
make the struggle inter-continental, So now the West Furopean
bourgeoisies can stop all this nonsensc of doing busiess with the
USSR, under the guise of scourity worries. Thaose Gerinan
bastards can stop trying to make themselves independent of the
US-controlled zones of the third world for encigy by wetting 10
per cent of thenr enmched uraninm from the USSR They can
knuckle under and stot talking seriowsly about how they intend
to stop undermining American agri-business and US industry.
Because if they don™t they aim’t sean aothing et

Is there really any other way of tachling e problem shar o
seeking o Soviet Amerean condominin e Furope  tha

satee the USSR owoul

would v

fof iy To contlnae Litie s
with Wer Coornnny? Hchere v nobody has pubbished s

Gorbachey and Western Europe

he Sovict leaderstip s achievement ol “parity” with the USA 10
the 19708 was coupled with its repeated demonstrations ot ns
desire 1o privilege its relations with the bourgeoisies of Western
Parope and downgrade its suppart for West Furopean Con-
munist Partics. The accompanying detente of the 19705 was
found to be very beneficial for capitalist interests in West Ger-
many cspecially, but also m France and ltaly. As the US
counter-offensive at the end of the 19705 developed, the Soviet

lcadership was immobilised by 1ts own internal leadership decay
and transition, a crisis only beginning to be resolved in 1985
with the arrival of Gorbachev.

The new Soviet leadership is very frightened of the
American drive tor superiority and is desperate to modernise the
Soviet economy, especially to tackle its growing technological
gap vis a vis the West.There are three broad internal strategies
in principle open to the Soviet leadership in this situation. One
would be to go down the Hungarian road, greatly decentralising

All smiles in Geneva
and marketising the Soviet cconomy (o stimalate innovation
and at the same time opening up the ecconomy much more to the
world market. This  would involve attacking  important
egalitarian clements in the USSR alimost certaimly creating ture
moil within the working class as well as within the state
burcaucracy. It would also create @ forn of dependence on the
West that would be difficult {or the centre to adequately control

The sccond option would be to creite o political iberalisation of
major dimensions releasing the controls on ideology and nfor-
mation and generating a great pohitical mobilisation among st
both the working class and the itelligentsia, creating a spiric of
experiment and imvention and g acw social dyvnamism. But this
option, tried by Khrushchev is anathema o the burcaucragy
which fears Tike the plague dhallenges 1o its power from below

This leaves the diird option: a more technoeratic and o
corrupt secaor of Brezhnevism, leaving somciures basically cn
charged coupled with oo narn o the world macket on o maech
vader seales T can praoduce some quantiative Bnpro e bis
e the short term butitis anhikely 1o achieve any lasting succe s

.
unless omvolven o quitc now tvpe of close relationship with s

advanced capitalist coonomy
[eas thas Last option that the Gorbachiey feaderstip seoms o
Loove sedopred. Tedhimologicad vevolution witl come fron: thie s

ot freny g gor detpestie mastitational choneove, cosdawili vebs
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an cffort at close collaboration with some advanced capitalist
states. And it is against this background that we can see how dif-
ficult it would be for the Soviets to agree a deal with an
American administration that involved a self-denying ordinance
over its rclations with West European bourgeoisies. The US
Commerce Department has for long been cager to boost US

trade in non-agricultural goods with the USSR but the idea of

the US being the font of technological renovation for the Soviet
Union is a non-starter: it is the principal enemy, Congress prov-
ed unfriendly to stable trade expansion in the Kissinger days
and there is the subsequent experience of economic warfare. In
addition, the type of technology transfer the USSR wants from
the West — engineering in manufacturing industry — is at least
as advanced in West Germany as in the USA. And the Soviet
leadership also know it can offer tempting economic and
political carrots to the Bundesrepublik, not least in being able to
supply key raw materials that the FRG otherwise must acquire
from the dollar arca.

Star Wars, on the other hand, threatens such collaboration
in the long term, by making it possible for the US to turn
Western Furope into an increasingly menacing armed camp,

mobilised against the USSR. And in the short-term, its accep-
tance in Western Europe strengthens the sectors of capital there
most closely tied to the USA.

Geneva and the West European States

The glorious days of the late 1970s when Bonn seemed a central
actor in international high politics are long since over and the
Kohl government has been swinging all over the place, riven by
internal disputes over foreign policy and seeking to avoid mak-
ing an irrevocable choice between the threats and blandishments
of its three suitors — Washington, Moscow and Paris. The
government has swung in the space of a year from commitment
to a Franco-German military and political axis, over to the
Reaganite package and then back away from it. Both the SPD
and the Free Democrats (FDP) are strongly committed to main-
taining Ostpolitzk and resisting Star Wars this lince also has sup-
port among some elements within the CDU and the state
burcaucracy. On the other hand, the pro-American faction
around Stoltenberg is increasingly dominant within the CDU,
while Franco-German Gauallism (provided there is a German
finger on the French nuclcar trigger) remains powerlul within
the CSU. The only field of agreement between all these forces is
over “‘Deutschlandpolick™ although exactly what lies hehind
support lor dloser dinks with rthe GDRO differs between the
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groups.

But what the Reagan administration did know before
Geneva was that if the summit broke up in acrimony, the result
would be to tilt the balance in Bonn against the Stoltenberg
group, and West Germany would shift towards a renewed
Ostpolitik, probably, as the Economust pointed out, trampling on
the Cocom agreements concerning high-tech embargoes against
the USSR. This, morc than any other single factor, was the
reason why Reagan wanted to grin at the cameras and say
things had gone well in the Geneva talks.

French policy has also swung wildly over the last few years,
but not because of deep internal divisions within the political
elite over forcign policy. It has swung as external conditions
have sharply changed. At the beginning of the 1980s and up un-
til the clection of the Kohl government, the main French fear
was a rapprochement between Bonn and Moscow. Mitterrand

acted as a Reaganite vanguard in support of the installation of

cruise and Pershing missiles, or at least against the West Ger-
man Social Democrats staying in power. But the aim of French
policy was to create a Franco-German alliance with French
military dominance because of its nuclear weapons, an alliance
that would dominate Western Europe through the WEU and
FEC and that would act as a third force between Washington
and Moscow. Reagan has managed to crush this challenge
without much difficulty, leaving the French state very much
isolated. In such circumstances, Mitterrand has now gone back
to square one, pursuing his own Ostpolitik, very much in tandem
with the SPD and FDP in West Germany. French policy is
strongly opposed to Star Wars.

As for British policy, it doesn’t really count for anything
much because Britain is a client state of the US. It differs from
Washington only on one important point: its limitless hostility
to French power. Otherwise the Thatcher regime secks to do the
bidding of Washington in the hope of gaining crumbs from
Reagan’s table, only to find, all too often, that the Americans
are more concerned to placate the French, since the British state
is too dependent to require bothering about.

The political struggle after Geneva

The Gorbachev smile to the cameras after the summit meant
three things: first, he was not prepared to pay the cost of a
break-down since that would have weakened his leverage in
Western Europe; second, gestures of some sort of thaw in the

cold war make 1t caster for West European states to pursuc
Ostpolitik in defiance of the Americans; and thirdly, he was do-
ing a favour te the West European right by helping to damp
down war fcars in Europe and thus weakening the peace
movement.

So the Gorbachev smile was the cue for Mitterrand to play
host to Jaruzelski — the General’s first trip to the West since his
coup in December 198, which he used profitably as a cover for a
long-desired purge of intellectuals in Poland. By legitimising
Jaruzelski diplomatically, Mitterrand was doing a favour for his
new friend Willi Brandt who nipped over to Warsaw the very
next day to open up a new era in FRG-Polish relations. Brandt
was acting in many ways as a proxy for the Kohl government
itself, since Jaruzelski can clear the path for Honecker’s trip to
Bonn next year, thus beginning a new round of Deutschlandpolitik
and openings towards Moscow.

But the very same day that Jaruzleski was in Paris,
Weinberger was in London signing his SDI deal with London,
trivial in itscelf as far as Washington is concerned, but a vital
political precedent in the struggle for Bonn. And in the second
week of December Shultz was on the march through London on
his way to Bonn, stepping up the pressure. With disarming
frankness he used the occasion to stress how SDI greatly re-
enforces the credibilty of the US commitment to be ready to an-
nihiliate Europe in a ‘limited war’.

Infighting in the Kohl government over Star Wars has
rcached a new peak with one CDU leader declaring that FRG
participation has already been agreed, while Foreign Minister
Genscher, the FDP leader who made all this possible by break-
ing with the SPD in October 1982, still declares his strong
hosulity to Star Wars.

The signs are that the US will win the pohucal struggle to
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draw Bonn into the Star Wars rescarch programme carly in
1986. This will not necessarily mean Bonn endorsing the testing
and installation of a Star Wars system. No doubt Bonn will try
to maintain opposition to these steps and will try to continue
developing its economic and political links with the East through
continuing to press Washington for an agrcement with the
USSR on Star Wars and arms control through the Geneva pro-
cess. But by agreeing to participate, the Kohl government will
have allowed the Reagan administration to get at least a foot in
the door into the internal political debate in Bonn.

The new axis of West European politics and the future
Since the late 1970s, Washington has gone a long way towards
shifting the entire internal and external axis of West European
politics. Externally, there has been a massive shift in Western
FEurope’s military posture, not yet completed but well under-
way. We can simply list symptoms of this: cruise and Pershing,
the new follow-on-forces attack doctrine, the Bundeswehr’s ac-
ceptance of airland battle war-fighting methods, and so on.

Star Wars is simply the keystone in this arch. The logic of all
these changes is to turn Western Europe into a knife pointed
Fast, threatening vital Soviet security interests and inviting a
harsh Soviet hostility to the new order in Western Europe. This
change in Western Europe’s external posture is accompanied by
an Amecrican declamatory rhetoric 1s the nced to lhiberate
Fastern Europe and unite Europe ‘in freedom’.

This American drive to reorient Western FEurope’s relations
with the East is accompanied by an equally vigorous push to en-
sure its ‘allies’ ” dependence on US power in the third world,
particularly the Middle East. West European efforts to have
their own policy on the Palestinian issuc as a means of gaining
stable Arab markets (food, weapons, manufactured goods) and
possessing secure non-American sources of oil (West Germany
and Ttaly from Libya) have been under ferocious attack from
Washington. US policy in the Middle East is as much about en-
suring its own grip on Western Europe's economic jugular as
about handling substantive regional issues there.

We have argued here that this American drive is motivated
above all by the need to restore control over Western Europe.
Unable to do this through economic diplomacy, as in the early
post-war years, and unable to do it through direct control over
domestic political agencies, as in Latin America, the US has had
no alternative but to use the only weapon it does control:
NATO. This institution possesses two essential features: firse,
legitimacy within the political systems of North West Europe;
sccondly, it has a strong bureaucratic column reaching down
from Washington through the defence ministries, armed forces
and intelligence agencies as well as the capitalist military sup-
pliers of the West European states.

The US has had to use this instrument, and has been able to
use this instrument to wrench Western Europe back towards ef-
fective subordination. This has had a consequence — greatly in-

creased risk of war in Europe. For the US admmnistration this
consequence is no doubt unfortunate, but it felt it had no choice.

But secondly, the US drive since the late 1970s to regain
control in Western Europe has involved a transformation of the
domestic politics of these states. This has involved busting the
corporatist, welfare-state conscnsus in which social democracy
was so important and achicving what one might call an
[talianisation of electoral politics, in the sense of permanently

*excluding the main working class parties from office and trying

to delegitimise them in popular consciousness. This process is
well advanced in Britain, though it has some way to go 1 West
Germany.

The brilliance of the Reaganite operation has been to exploit
to the full the cagerness of the parties of the right to win power
and delegitimise social democracy in internal politics, in order
to force them into the Reaganite mould in external politics.
Washington forced the parties of the right to win power against
the left by defending US external policy. Far from fearing the elec-
toral polarisation over Reaganite militarism,  Washington
relished it as the only means of committing bourgeois forces in
Western Europe to an external policy that harms their own
economic and security interests.

Resistance to Reagan’s new order will continue  from

bourgeots forces in the future, but it will be a resistance of
manoeuvre, little conspiracies, foot-dragging and whining,
without principle or unity. Yesterday’s politicians and pundits
of the consensus centre and centre-right are learning the hard
way that you can’t both try to defeat the labour movment
domestically and effectively resist US militarism externally.
Some such people may try to move leftwards and seek to form a
modern equivalent of the Popular Front; the bulk will go all the
way down the appeascment road, hoping, as of old, that 1939
won’t actually arrive.

The Left tends to vastly over-rate the capacity of bourgeois
Furope to resist Raganism. (See the Bloomfield article in the
December Marxism Today for a classic statement of these illu-
sions). It ignores the fact that as a hard, political entity, Western
Furope doesn’t even exist: it is fragmented into little statcs,
seething with rivalries amongst themselves, easily exploited by
the US for its own advantage. US capital is itself a strong
political actor within Western Europe and Reaganism has a
natural ally in the military industries, which welcome the
political and ideological side of Reaganism, while opposing the
US arms competition. Important sectors of West European
capital are gaining their profits from the dollar area and will
resist strong moves that would lead to strong US retaliation
against them. Finally, any strong West European challenge
would have to take political and ideological forms that would
create chaos in the parties of the Right, at a time when the role
of these parties in the offensive against the labour movement to
restructure capital 1s more vital than ever. The hmit of the
capacity of bourgeois Europe in a struggle with the US in pre-
sent circumstances is foot dragging to stow down the tempo of
events. Only in the event of an American frontal assault on Ger-
man and French vital economic interests might a hegemonic
push for a Franco-German — and thus ‘European’ — super-
state emerge.

But what if, after regaining control of Western Europe,
Washington does seek to reduce the risks of war by doing a deal
that would institutionalise its relationship with Moscow? This is
in principle a desirable objective for the Reagan administration,
which does not, after all, want a war. The US has some carrots
that would not jeopardise its ascendancy in Western Europe: a
big trade boost with the USSR, crisis management ar-
rangements, regional security guarantees over Afghanistan,
over relations with China, in the Middle East, some restrictions
on the arms race in Europe and on chemical weapons. But none
of this scems cnough to placate and assure the Soviet leadership.
Would the two super-powers be prepared to do a deal whereby
Washington limited Star Wars in exchange for cast-iron Soviet
guarantces that it would buttress US control over Western
Furope, and West Germany in particular? This is perhaps the
only possible dezl that could be envisaged.

But in the meantime, the left must try to clarify its own
course of action. 1t really has two strategic options: either 1t can
try to hve within the new American order, dreaming that it can
return to the good old days when Washington was happy to do
business with European social democrats, and hoping that it can
somchow ‘humanise’ American pelicy. This 1s the politics of
yesterday’s people hike Denis Healey. Or it can defend the pro-
gressive elements in social democratic traditions — democratic
liberties, economic security, a strong trade union movement,
and face the fact that these values as well as a commitment to
peace involve a head-on confrontation with the new American
order, an attempt to defeat it and force Washington to retreat.

This strategy requires the labour movement to confront the
basic mechanism through which every step of the American
political offensive has been implemented: NATO. It must
repudiate the discipline of NATO and must also repudiate the
political basis of NATO — namely the subordination of
Western Europe to American political objectives, in the defence
of capttalism.

The development of an anti-NATO political force in the
labour movements of Western Europe, linked to a programme
for jobs and planncd cconomic growth, is the only viable option
for the leftin the late 1980s. The growth of such a movement is
also the only way in which Washington could be forced to re-
think its orientaton and seek to organise an orderly retreat.
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South Africa

The strategy of the A

The turmoil in South Africa has focused attention on the
organisation of black resistance, in particular the African National

Congress (ANC). Here ERICA FLEGG, initiating a discussion on

this topic, looks at the developing crisis and the orientation which the

ANC has adopted. Future issues will carry further contributions to

this debate. Photographs by Morrns Zwi and Jillian Edelstein/Reflex

For sociarnists in Britain today the task of

solidarity with the struggle against the apar-
theid system in South Africa assumes a
greater importance and urgency than  ever
betore. The political erisis in South Africais a
central question in the international arena,

as the Western powers debate the use of

measures to pressurise the Botha govern
ment to introduce reform, in ovder to siem
the tide of revelutionasy sarest. For the i

pertalist powers there o0 el aC stake:

Ionrcraneal IS TTTE TR IR

billions of dollars of trade and foreign invest-

ment, the supply of gold and strategic

minerals, the ‘security’ of the Cape sca
route, geo-political military considerations
involving the South Atlantic and the Indian
Occan... but, above all; there is the danger
of the unrest d("\’«'lnping«ninm a struggle
against the capitalist systemvitsel! in the most
advanced, idustrial, capitalist cconomy in
Africa, and the mternational repercussions

thu that would be Bound to entail

It is widely recognised that there can be
no permanent reversal of the mass struggle
in South Africa. Each time a new wave of
struggle has broken in South Africa, it has
reached a higher level. The defiance cam-
paign of the 1950s and sixties was quelled by
the suppression of the mass political parties
and organisations after Sharpeville. After a
period of relative quiescence, when the two
main liberation movements, the ANC and
PAC, went underground and adopted a
strategy of armed struggle launched from
bases in exile, industrial unrest broke out in
a wave of strikes starting in Durban in 1973,
This was preceded by a general strike in
Namibia, and the heightening pressure of
the liberation struggle there throughout the
seventies and eightics has made a key con-
uibution to the erisis of the South African
state, hoihi at home and abroad
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The 1970s saw not only continuing
outbreaks of labour unrest, but the birth of
the contemporary independent black trade
union movement and the wupsurge of
struggles by students and youth, which fed
into the growth of the ‘black consciousness’
movement and sparked off the 1976 Soweto
uprising. Because of the nature of the
apartheid system, struggles by any section of
the oppressed masses — workers, school
students, township residents in white areas
or the Bantustans — can rapidly become
generalised, confronting the migrant labour
system, influx control in the urban areas,
forced removals of people, the education
system, and all the ways in which blacks are
excluded from political and economic power.

Time of ferment
The last decade has been a time of ferment in
the black community in South Africa, as dif-
ferent ideologies and forms of organisation
have been thrown up and tested in struggle,
in the search for the best ways to advance.
The model of guerilla warfare led by a mass
liberation movement with bases amongst the
rural population, as employed in its various
forms in Angola, Mozambique, Zimbabwe
and Namibia, has not been able to take hold
in South Africa, the lynchpin of capitalist
domination of the subcontinent.

The Botha government has reached a
stalemate in Namibia: it cannot defeat
SWAPO, or legitimise an internal client
regime. Nor have the Western imperialist
powers, organised in the ‘contact group’,
been able to imposc a negotiated settlement.
At home, Botha has attempted belated
reforms — the progressive removal of ‘petty’
apartheid, the attempt to incorporate the
Coloureds and Indians through an extension
of the franchise; but these concessions have
been decisively repudiated. The unions have
used the space won through legal recognition
or recognition by the employers to organise
more widely and to press further demands.
Blacks seen as collaborators by the masses —
Bantustan leaders, municipal administrators
in the townships, black police — live today
in fear of their lives. In this context, the
attempt to buy off a section of the black petit-
bourgeoisie has been made too late, and no
longer seems a plausible political strategy,
since it is premised on the maintenance of
the essentials of the apartheid system: the
restriction of the franchise and the division of
the territory into segregated racial areas,
which is the basis of the South African
system of labour control.

The white, mainly English-speaking op-
position parties splintered in the seventies as
they searched unsuccessfully for an alter-
native acceptable to the whites while capable
of being imposed on the blacks. Their
relative political demise is reflected in the
demise of the Rand Daily Mail, the main
English-language alternative to the
Afrikaner hationalist press. Meanwhile the
Nationalist Party has also been riven by
splits and internal dissension: Botha is held
back in his reformist drive by the need to
placate his party’s political base, which was
built in the days of Verwoerd on the less
white,

privileged section of the mainly

' Afrikaner community. The privileged posi-

tion of white workers, farmers and civil ser-
vants rests on the exclusion of blacks from
the most productive land and the sections of
the labour market reserved for whites.
Botha’s strategy of minor reforms combined
with the intensification of repression — ex-
pressed in the declaration of emergency — is
failing, but he cannot find an alternative.
These are the ingredients of the political
crisis faced by the ruling class in South
Africa today and its foreign backers: they
cannot continue to rule in the old way, but
nor are they willing to risk the dismantling of
apartheid, because of the instability that
would result and the strength of the forces for
change that would be unleashed. Thatcher
and Reagan are resisting the international
pressure to impose effective economic sanc-
tions against South Africa, but the other

In a township seven kilometres from
Johannesburg

Western powers are also nervous: they don’t
want to intensify the crisis of the South
African regime without identifying an accep-
table political alternative — a provisional
government for a black South Africa, in the
last resort. A government that would main-
tain political and economic stability, protect
foreign investment, reassure the white South
African bourgeoisie, contain the aspirations
of the masses, and keep South Africa safe for
capitalism and for Western
interests.

strategic

Taking state power

There is only one serious contender, today,
that is poised to assume the role of a provi-
sional government: the ANC. In interna-
tional fora such as the UN the ANC already
plays that role: it has an impressive external
apparatus that has secured it an unrivalled
position, after years of consistent lobbying.
The PAC and the Unity Movement have
fragmented and declined; the black con-
sciousness  movement s politically  and
organisationally heterogeneous and amor-
phous. The emergent mass organisations,
however vigorous and popular they may be
in terms of support and activity, were not
formed to take state power. Their objectives
do not extend, as yet, to the development of
a full political programme, nor do they have
an m‘ganiszlti()nal structure or apparatus

developed enough to take power from the
forces they are challenging. In this sensc they
do not provide an alternative to the ANC,
although to varying extents, they are often
independent of ANC political leadership and
sometimes are even hostile to it.

The ANC and its imprisoned leader,
Mandela, do of course enjoy genuine,
widespread popular support; but so does any
black nationalist force or figurehecad
challenging apartheid. When the leader of
the PAC, Sobukwe, died, there was a
massive turnout for his funeral; but it should
not be inferred from that that the mourners
were all supporters, or under the leadership,
of the PAC. Similarly, Steve Biko enjoyed a
great popular reputation, but that did not
make all his supporters activists of the black
consciousness movement. Claims of the
ANC that the present unrest is a response to
their call to make South Africa ‘ungover-
nable’ cannot be taken as an index of the
level of support for the ANC inside the coun-
try or of the extent of their organisational in-
fluence over the mass movement. Many of
the actions and protests have evidently been
spontaneous and local in origin, and it is
clear that there is often little or no national
co-ordination: this is, In fact, one of the
limitations of the current wave of struggles.
Had the outbreaks of unrest in different
areas been centrally organised, moreover, it

would have been irresponsible of the
leadership concerned to have allowed
workers and communities in the areas

involved to take the full brunt of state
repression without supporting actions in
other areas to deflect government forces.
Although the traditions and leaders of the
ANC are a major source of inspiration in the
mass movement, and undoubtedly it is the
biggest, most influential organisation, the
ANC does not organise or lead all forms of
the mass struggle: nor is it capable, despite
its military forces, of defending the masses
against repression. One of the questions at
issue in the mass movement is, indeed, the
role that armed struggle should play in
advancing the revolution and defending its
gains.

The Soviet connection
The ANC is hampered in its international
diplomacy — its attempts to win universal
recognition and support as the
representative of black South Africa — by
two main obstacles: the reluctance of the
imperialist powers to envisage the disruption
and uncertain consequences that
follow the full extension of the franchise (one
person, one vote) to which the ANC is
committed, and secondly, by the
organisation’s historical and close political
links with Moscow and the Soviet bloc.
The first obstacle becomes daily less
severe as the pressure of the struggle inside
South Africa and the crisis of the Botha
regime increasingly points to the concession
of a democratic franchise as the only
potential long-term solution to the unrest.
The calculation is also increasingly made by
the more enlightened sectors of capital that
democratic demands will have to be met in
some measure in order to forestall the danger
of a socialist revolution; a prolonged process

would
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Police riot in Johannesburg

of radicalisation of the masses might produce
something ‘even worse’ than the ANC,
which does not have a socialist programme.
Social democratic strategists are also aware
of the dangers of allowing the Soviet Union
to champion the anti-racist cause in the
international arena, at the West’s expense;
they are aware that the ANC has been
pushed towards the USSR by the West's
support of apartheid.

Moreover, it is precisely the ANC’s
commitment to the aboliton of apartheid that
gives the organisation its main strength, not
only at home, but also in the sense that only
such a leadership would be capable,
hypothetically, of meeting another
requirement essential to Western interests:
that of being placed to contain the
aspirations of the masses, because of the
popular legitimacy that a government
including the ANC could expect to enjoy.
Muzorewa’s failure, and Mugabe’s success,
in this respect in the transfer of power in
Zimbabwe is a case in point.

The second obstacle, that of the Soviet
connection, is a different matter. In the cold
war climate encouraged by the Reagan ad-
ministration and 1ts allies, such as Thatcher,
this connection is a significant liability.
Right-wing propagandists make much of the
horrifying prospect of the VUSSR and an
ANC-ruled South Africa enjoving o world

P crnanonad . No NIRRT I

strategic minerals (in which South Africa,
and Southern Africa as a whole, is very
rich). A foreign policy document researched
by Philip Crowson of Rio Tinto Zinc for the
Royal Institute of International Affairs on
the theme of British foreign policy options
for the eighties based its argument on these
considerations. The document lists all the
mincrals concerned, the Southern African
countries that produce them, the strategic
end-uses of these minerals, and the
possibilitics — in most cases, poor — for the
development  of  synthetic  substitutes.
Similarly, it is argued in Western policy
think-tanks that the security of the Cape Sea
route, the only alternative to the Suez canal
for the transport of oil and other essential

commodities — already many tankers are
too large to use the canal — would be
jeopardised, as  would prospects  of a

Southern  Atlantic military  alliance to
complement NATO. The Simonstown naval
base in the Cape figures prominently in these
critical  strategic
significance, amongst other things, for the
use of the USA’s ‘rapid deployment’ force.

calculations, and  has

Reahistically, howevery the  assessiment
has been made i some quarters that: the
ANC’s ‘Sovicet connection” does not commit
the ANC (o socialist revolution, full-scale
other

nationalisation  or horrors  for

.
Morris Zwi/Reflex

international capital — rather the contrary
— nor does the USSR appear to be following
a course of a major upset to Western
‘spheres of influence’, despite considerable
provocation by the US in Central America,
the Caribbean and elsewhere. While the
ANC has stated that ‘we will remember our
friends’ (a carrot to the West as much as a
warning, perhaps?) it has also been at pains
to banish these nightmares of Western
strategists. Consequently, indications of a
Stalinist ‘infection’ of the ANC, such as the
ANC’s implacable hostility to the
democratic movements of Eastern Europe —
the Chartists in  Czechoslovakia, and
Solidarnosc in Poland — as well as towards
liberation struggles like that of the Eritreans,
should not be expected to figure prominently
in the considerations of the imperialist
powers or big capital.

Whether the coniradiction between the
ANC’s espousal of democratic demands at
home  while 1t allies with  the forces
suppressing  such  struggles  in Eastern
Furope or the Horn of Africa will strike a
note of discord with its mass base in South
Africa, or with its supportive milicu in the
litbour movement in the West, remains to be
seen. I, however, the ANC opposes
demands for socialist democracy in Bastern
Eritrea (o self-

Furope, the rnight  of

determinaton, and the right of workers,
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women and other oppressed layers to
autonomous political organisation, this must
raisec questions for socialists about what
forms of democracy and national liberation
they stand for. At the same time, it is the
duty of socialists in the West to lend support
to thec ANC and other forces that make up
the national liberation movement. We
should also not equate the rank and file of
the movement with its leadership, since it is

the mass struggle that we support.

The Communist Party

As 1s well known, the South African
Communist Party — historically, onc of the
most unreconstructed Stalinist parties of the
international movement — i1s deeply
embedded in the ANC, and has played a
central role in the organisation’s political
and ideological formation. This position
appears to have been strengthened in the
eightics. The elections to the ANC’s
executive at its congress last June — the first
congress for 16 years — confirined this. The
ANC’s lack of responsiveness to the
development of the mass movement at home
was shown most clearly by its failure to add

new forces from this movement — workers,
youth, women — to the leadership (there
are, for instance, only threc women on the
NEC).

The ANC’s connection with the SACP
has, of course, enabled Botha to link racism
with anti-communism, white
South Africa’s resistance to democratic
demands as a crusade against the
international Marxist conspiracy master-
minded from the Kremlin. The prominence
given to the likes of the God-fearing Bishop
Tutu by the ANC/SACP-sponsored United
Democratic Front creates a certain
credibility gap in selling this conspiracy
theory abroad, except perhaps amongst
some deludedRepublican senators in the US.
More sober analysts in the Pentagon and
elsewhere who have had the opportunity to
study the theory and practice of the SACP
have no doubt noted that the party has quite
explicitly excluded the struggle for socialism
from the agenda of the day. The receding of
the spectre of communism is the reason why
the ANC and its leadership — personified by
Mandela — 1s now beginning to cnjoy a
‘recuperation’ of its image in the bourgeois
media, as happened more belatedly with
ZANU and Mugabe at the time of the
Lancaster House settlement, when the gun-
toting, land-grabbing, black Marxist
terrorist  leader suddenly
respectable,  Christian  family
seven academic degrees.

In the analysis of the ANC/SACP, South
Africa is a fascist thercfore, it s
argued, the adopt a
‘popular front’ strategy in order to win
demands for basic ‘bourgeois’ democracy.
This involves a class with  the
democratic sections of the bourgeoisie and
petit-bourgeoisie — the United Democratic
Front being a new version of the old Con-
gress Alhance of the congresses of the four

presenting

became a

man with

state;

movement  should

alllance

main racial groupings in the 1950s; on the
basis of the Freedom Charter. The Charter
puts forward basic democratic demands but
stops short of calling for workers™ control or
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full-scale nationalisation of the means of
production.

As Oliver Tambo put it in his speech to
the last Labour Party Conference, the ANC
advocates an  alliance of ‘the oppressed
masses with the democratic forces’, or
‘workers, the rural poor, progressive
whites... and shop-keepers’. This strategy of
a multi-class alliance was backed up in the
South Africa debate at Bournemouth by the
speaker from TASS who argued against a
motion calling for political support for the
struggle of South African workers on the
grounds that support for a struggle for
socialism in South Africa was ultra-left and
sectarian, since the struggle is not for
socialism at this stage but for ‘democracy’.
Kinnock clinched the point by presenting
Tambo with a miner’s lamp, which, after his
broadside against the NUM the previous
day, one can be forgiven for thinking was not
intended to illuminate the struggle of black
miners 1 South Africa so much as to ex-
tinguish it. While it represented an advance
for the ANC to get a standing ovation at par-
ty conference, it nevertheless stuck in the
craw to scc Healy, Hattersley and Co. rising
to their feet despite their record of inactivity
in implementing party policy on Southern
Africa, which for some time has called for
support for the struggle against apartheid,
cconomic sanctions, the release of political
prisoners and so on.

Disarray on the left
The debate on South Africa threw the
Labour left into disarray, as the Militant-
sponsored resolution divided the left and the
issues became confused. Sharon Atkin spoke
against the Militant resolution, but without
motivating her opposition, so that it was not
clear how she distinguished her position
from that of the Labour right and the
Stalinists (if at all). No doubt the failure of
the Militant to support black self-
organisation in Britian — expressed in their
hostility to black sections in the Labour
Party — did not help. (To have Hattersley
refer to black sections as establishing
‘apartheid’ in the party is to compound
confusion with nonsense...!) But the
confusion goes deeper than this. What
attitude should socialists adopt towards the
ANC? Should we give it our unqualified
support or not? If we criticise the ANC,
doesn’t that put us in the same camp as the
reactionaries? If we support it, are we
obliged to support the ANC’s projection of
itself as the sole legitimate representative of
the South African masses? If the ANC
demands sole recognition as the basis for
support, how can we express support for
other mass organisations, as well as for the
ANC? And what, in fact, is the best way to
give concrete support to the struggle in
South Africa?

These, and the more fundamental
political questions they relate to, press for
answers 1n the labour movement today, and
will be discussed more fully in future issues
of International. As socialists, however, our
first duty is not to adopt this or that atitude
to the ANC, but to British

perialism: to understand, expose and contest

oppose 1m-

its attempts to hold back the struggles
against oppression and exploitation at home

and abroad. We need to build links interna-
tionally, to unite the forces contesting the in-
ternational rule of capital. This is not so
much a moral duty as a defence of the in-
terests of the British and the international
working class. A defeat for our movement in
onc part of the world is a setback for us all,
whether it be in Grenada, Nicaragua or
South Africa. Black people in Brixton and
Tottenham, or miners at Orgreave, know
there’s a link between the repression they
suffer and the repression in South Africa: we
need to give that link a political expression,
and find the best ways to make contact with,
and support the struggles that link with our
own.

We won’t build these links simply by
supporting the ANC or some other organisa-
tion instead. We need to build a mass, anti-
imperialist solidarity movement, that unites
workers and trade unionists, blacks and anti-
racists, students, youth, women, the peace
movement: a movement that can itself im-
pose sanctions against South Africa, impose
the oil embargo and halt the arms trade, and
not merely call on Thatcher to do so. We
must ensure also, that workers’ organisa-
tions, such as the TUC International
Department, are fully accountable to the
members who fund them, and serve the in-
terests of the international labour movement
rather than those of the Foreign Office.

In this campaign, we must work with the
ANC and the Anti-Apartheid Movement in
Britain, because they go some of the way in
this direction. But because they do not go all
the way, and sometimes provide an obstacle
to building the kind of movement that is
needed — both organisations want to
cultivate the TUC leadership, for instance,
and are totally opposed to challenging the
bureaucrats of the International Department
— we cannot limit ourselves to supporting
their political strategies for building solidari-
ty. We must take our own initiatives in
building the solidarity campaign, make con-
tact with the organisations of the mass move-
ment inside South Africa and give them the
support they call for. The independent
unions, in particular, have been calling for
such support, and the Labour Party has
committed itself to giving it. We should send
delegates to South Africa to make these
contacts, and invite delegates to visit Britain.
The formation of COSATU provides a
stimulus for this. Representatives from the

ICFTU and other international labour
organisations — many with very
questionable associations — the churches

and international agencies of different kinds
travel to South Africa every day; why should
we leave the field to them? The policy of
boycott must be applied to the institutions of
the apartheid state, not to the organisations
of the masses in struggle in South Africa.

® Future coverage in International will explore
further the relationship between  the  struggle
against apartheid and the struggle for socialism,
and discuss solidarity tasks in relation (o the
Labour Party, the trade unions and the Anti-
Apartheid Movement. We will also report on the
development of the black trade union movement
i South  Africa and the debate about the
independent organisation of the working class
within the hiberation movement.




No oNE ¢aN read the horrific reports of child
abuse and murder splashed over the front
pages this last year without feeling shock and
revulsion. Young children bitten, beaten,
starved, knifed and raped, usually by their
father, must surely make us ask what is hap-
pening and how it can bhe prevented.

The right wing media has its own answers.
Child killers are ‘evil monsters’. Coupled to
this, and clearly shown in the tragic cases of
Tyra Henry and Jasmine Beckford, is overt
racism — implying all black men are poten-
tial child abusers. The media arc keen to
mention illegitimacy rates and ‘live-in’
boyfriends, concluding that child abuse is a
result of the collapse of familiy Iife. The right
wing answer therefore 1s a return to a loving,
preferably white, nuclear family, coupled
with increased law and order, longer prison
sentences and minimal social services. There
is also a clear attack on local councils with
progressive child care policy and often, at the
time of media attention, involved in the rate
capping struggle.

Especially picked out for blame are local
government social workers, NALGO mem-
bers in the forefront in the struggle against
public sector cuts. Some Labour councils
such as Lambeth fell for this divisive tactic.
Brent NALGO members are currently at-
tempting to get reinstatement of workers
sacked in the aftermath of the Jasmine
Beckford inquiry.

Yet the left has remained alarmingly quiet
on the problem of child abuse. Tt avoids con-
demning what must be, like wife battering, a
social crime. T'he left’s only public statement
on the subject is to blame the huge increase
in unemployment and cuts in social services.
But 1s this the whole story?

Let’s start by looking at some of the
limited facts available about what we would
now call child abuse. It is certainly not a new
phenomenon and existed long before the rise
of capitalism. Early history documents child
slavery prostitution, and infanticide (par-
ticularly favoured by British royals). Girls
faced special mutilations such as foot bin-
ding, and infibulation is sull practised today.
The heyday of the British Empire with its
Victorian values, saw appalling atrocities in-
flicted on children — forced labour,
workhouses and brutal corporal punishment,
doled out by family, church, and state. In
1870 according to official records, 202
children died from manslaughter, 113 from
neglect. Children of the wealthy didn’t
escape — flogging and fagging were part of
public school discipline for boys, educational
and sexual deprivation for girls. The ‘golden
age’ gave rise to charities such as the Na-
tional Society for the Prevention of Cruelty
to Children (NSPCC).

But apart from a few social reformers and
charitable institutions, the problems were
left well alone until the tragic death of Maria
Caldwell in 1974. The press ran their own
trial on the family and social worker and
established a pattern for future reporting.
The enquiry that followed led to the
establishment  of registers, kept by the
NSPCC, of all children known or suspected
of being abused, and specialist NSPCC units
to treat abused children and their families.

In 1984 the NSPCC had over 7000 cases

Child abuse

risisin
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amily?
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Revenge strike
threat by union

on its register, with 600 cases of serious in-
jury and 59 children dead. The statistical
trends from the 70’s indicate an alarming in-
crease in moderate child abuse, while serious
and fatal cases seem to be on the decrease, in
spite of the press hysteria. The debate rages
in professional circles about just what all this
data means, but what is clear is that many
children in Britain are at scrious risk from
violence, and with increases in detection and
the social crisis, the numbers will increase.
The data show a significant correlation bet-
ween increasing unemployment and increas-
ing child abuse. This raises the thorny ques-
tion of are we seeing ‘lumpenisation’ of a
small percentage of the working class as a
result of the economic and social crisis? Full
employment, for men and women, would
obviously drastically improve conditions for
parents and children and start to relieve the
grinding despair that millions now feel.

However, the wealthy also abuse their
children, but usually avoid detection and the
courts, as American studies have shown.
And of course, the rich can buy their way out
of the pressures that can result in child abuse
— good housing, active social life and most
importantly a nanny for 24 hour child-care.

What is strikingly clear from statistics and
from the work of feminists is that the
biological family is not a particularly safe
place for women or children to live. ‘Scream
quictly or the neighbours may hear’ the bat-
tering, rape, incest — the horrors committed
against women and children in the name of
marital or parental rights. The left can’t just
turn to Marxist economics, we must look to
the oppressive nature of the nuclear family to
understand the socialist policy and practice
needed to start to prevent child abuse.

In today’s society children are privatised,
they are the private property of their
parents. There is an appalling lack of collec-
tive responsibility for children in Britain,
with the majority of socialists being no better
than the establishment — just look at the

lack of childcare at political events. And of
course the private daily responsibility for
children falls on women, the strain can be
unbearable. Feminists have long demanded
free, quality 24 hour child care as one of the
prerequisites for women’s liberation and
socialism.

Not surprisingly, child abuse experts find
that baby sitting circles, playgroups, and
‘crisis’ nurseries are central to the rchabilita-
tion and prevention of abuse in high risk
families. But few experts draw the conclu-
sions of the need for more and better child
care for all.

Monectarism is out to destroy what little
childcare there is and we end up defending
services which even in their heyday were
racist and inadequate in many ways. Some
left attempted to  extend
childcare and equally importantly tried to
provide services geared to the needs of
children and the vast majority of parents,
who do not fit into the white, heterosexist
two parent model. But even the most pro-
gressive authorities have a policy of keeping
families together. Again another difficult
arca for feminists: we know theoretically that
the family is not defensible, but without
women’s economic independence, without
reproductive rights, without socialisation of
domestic  production reproduction,
without an end to discrimination, what do
we do? And we need to understand how
racism and imperialism affects black families
resulting in black women raising many addi-
tional and sometimes different demands to
thosc of white feminists.

The recommendations from the Jasmine
Beckford enquiry also challenge ‘family is
best’, but of course it does not propose the
finances and equalities to cnable an alter-
native to the family; it however suggests
some working class families are not fit and
substitute (read white, nuclear) families will
do a better job. This report will have a big
impact, bringing with it more profes-
sionalisation, more management social ser-
vices and reinforces the concept of the unfit
working class family, which will be used, I
suspect, particularly against black families
and extended into the arena of deportation
and immigration policy.

Another theme taken up in the report and
again important for us to develop as
socialists is the rights of children. Children
are seen as parents’ private property and
therefore parents can do what they like to
children. There is also still the assumption
that children must somehow be dominated,
including by use of physical punishment, to
maintain discipline and teach them how to
behave. Hand in hand with this ‘breaking
the spirit’ i1s the assumption that children
haven’t minds of their own, hence disbelief
when girls reveal incest, ridicule when
children take up racism in schools.

councils have

and

Clearly then, child abuse poses many
questions for socialists and feminists which
we can’t  simply reduce to economic
arguments, crucially important though they
arc. We need to develop our understanding
of the family, including the effects of racism
and imperialism on the family in order to
struggle for the policy and practice needed to
end child abuse.
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To Russia
withlove

DAVID GRANT KEIR

ILLUSION AND escape are the themes of Let-
ter to Brezhnev, a new film currently showing.
The very title evokes an era which now seems
long past an eighteen year period when
Brezhnev ruled the roost in the Soviet Union,
detente was the order of the day, and when
Star Wars was just a film. This film deals with
the attempts of two young women to find
relief from their boring lives in the run-down,
depressed Liverpool of the 1980s. Elaine and
Teresa, having scorned the petty rivalries of
their local pub and boyfriends, make for the
nightlife-in Liverpool.

In need of money to finance their amorous
plans (they are long-standing ‘cobbing off’ part-
ners) Teresa steals a wallet from a man who
tries to chat her up in a bar. Caught red handed
they nigh-tail it to the city’s flashiest disco...
with ripped-off punter and his mate in hot pur-
suit. In the disco they notice two Russian

sailors, and Teresa, bold as brass, goes off te v

chat them up. For Flaine it is love at first sigh

From here on in the film deals with the
obstacles put in the way of Flaine's and Peter’
romance. First they have nowhere to take their
two Russian lovers. A hotel is eventually decid-
ed upon, despite the fact that this uses up the
last of their ill-gotten gains. Chicken factory
worker by day and disco queen by night,
Teresa is reluctant to ‘spend all her money on
men’, but concedes that a night with Serge:
might be worth it after alf

The relationship between Teresa and Sergei
is shown as being based solely on sexual attrac
tion - so much so that it doesn’t seem to mat-
ter that neither understands a word that the
other says. But the opposite is the case for
Elaine and Peter. Their love remains ‘pure” and
unconsummated. They spend the night literally
‘wishing upon a star’. Unfortunately, the film
rather labours the point. Indeed, whenever it
reaches a particularly romantic moment, the
camera zooms skyward to show ‘their’ star
twinkling in the firmament. This even happened
in one scene when it was raining. True love, it
seems, has the power to dispel clouds!

The morning after. bus trip round Liverpool
and a ferry across the Mersey later, it's time for
Peter and Sergei to go back to the ship... and
back to Russia forever. The last few minutes
are agony for Elaine. In the days and weeks that
follow, all she can think of is Peter.

But he is in Soviet Russia, and she is stuck in
Margaret Thatcher's Britain. Who can possibly
bring our star-crossed Invers back together?
Teresa suggests a letter to Brezhnev. The reply
from Pravda’s Marge Proops containg a one
way ticket to the Soviet Union. Will Flaine give
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Hello sailor!

up her life in Liverpool and voyage into the
unknown to be with Peter! With a love this
strong, clearly the answer is yes. But the open
hostility of her family, not to mention the
Foreign Office, have yet to be overcome.

The film returns to a high, dealing with these
conflicts with a sharp dry, almost vicious
humour. "Why don’t you go out and play with
your acnel’, screams an exasperated Elaine at
her younger sister, as the pressure mounts on
her to stay in Liverpool. But leave Liverpool
she must. It has nothing to offer her, as the film
makes clear. She has to escape.

This central message of the film s both its
strong point and its weakness. Life for young
women like Elaine and Teresa is pointless and
monotonous. A boring combination of dole
queues and soul destroying jobs broken only by
the shallow ‘excitement’ of Liverpool's night
life. There has to be more to life than this. This
is where the film disappoints and perhaps
betrays the soap opera background of the
team that produced it.

It is not so much that the escape offered to
Elaine is a prettified vision of the Soviet Union.
The film is an indictment of Liverpool under

Thatcher, rather than an apology for Stalinism.
Elaine could just as well be fleeing off to Ger-
many or France for all the difference it makes
to the solution that the film offers.

‘Escape’ for tlaine is a one-way ticket into a
strictly defined heterosexual relationship with a
man she hardly knows. 'Love’ is something
mystical that happens to people rather than
something that has to be build up through co-
operation and shared struggle over a period of
time. The film’s message is that love conquers
all, but the definition of love it presents is a
thoroughly romanticised and unreal version of
an emotion that Is so important to human
existence.

One or two misgivings aside, this is an ex-
cellent film and well worth the time and money
you'll spend on going to see it. After all, even
the most committed amongst us has to escape
from the pressures of the struggle once in a
while. if only true love did happen like it does in
the movies! If only life’s problems could be solv-
ed by wishing on a star! lllusion and escape. If
only Star Wars was just a fim! But that's
another fantasy altogether!!
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What price masculinity?

SOMETIMES IT seems as if the impetus that the
women's movement gave to the discussion of
sexual politics and gender relations in the late
sixties and early seventies has been dissipated,
that the issues raised then have lost their focus.
There are no longer the same certainties, the
sense of direction.

‘A woman needs a man like a fish needs a
bicycle’, defiant feminist graffiti used to pro-
claim in the loos at political venues. That meant
that if you went to the loo to sob your heart
out over your bloke going off with someone
else, you could cry a little harder with self-
recrimination because you knew you were a
failure as a feminist as well. 'Abolish the family!’
enjoined left-wing agitators, perhaps with the
thrills rather than the spills of the sexual revolu-
tion in mind.

Today this all seems somehow inadequate:
anyway it no longer reflects the mood of the
times. There's still the perennial battle of the
sexes, but few of us are quite so sure how and
where the lines are drawn. Separatist feminism
has lost a little of its charm, and gay liberation
fell short of abolishing the emotional and even
sexual traumas of straight society. The upsurge
of our expectations only made the disappoint-
ments harder and the unfulfiled needs more
bewildering.

The counterpart of defiant feminism was the
self-blaming mode of men against sexism, but
angry feminists and guilty (therefore resentful)
men didn't make a very productive partnership
either politically or as individuals. Many men on
the left ridiculed attempts to set up men's
groups, claiming that ‘oppressors’ didn't need
self-help, or would just sit around con-
gratulating themselves and each other on how
self-critical they were. The benefit of this at-
titude was that the critics were able to feel
superior politically (quite important for male
revolutionaries) as well as absolving themselves
of any responsibility to do anything (also quite
important if you don't want to confront
anything that makes you feel insecure). The
task of these men, then, was to support
women's demands as vocally as possible, and
try to remember about the washing-up.

The discussion of sex showed this most stark-
ly: it was for women to discover and assert
their sexual identity and needs, and for men to
learn how to give better sexual satisfaction to
women. Men's sexuality and their ability to find
satisfaction, according to this approach, was
unproblematic: they were assumed, even by
themselves, to take their pleasure at women's
expense, up to the point of indulging in por-
nography, prostitution and rape. Men's needs
and feelings weren't part of the discussion, and
if men felt they didn't conform to the
stereotype they were more likely to feel inade-
quate about that and keep their mouths shut
than own up about it. Women researched their
needs and feelings and gave them voice, while
men remained in a wilderness of silence and ig
norance of themselves. Learning to feel asham-

ERICA FLEGG

ed didn't teach them how to become more
emotionally open or self-aware.

These observations may be a simplification,
but most of us now in our thirties will recognise
them as part of the experience we went
through in the ‘counter culture’ and on the left.
The same attitudes still affect us today, but
they don't provide enough answers any more.
We are looking, for new answers, better
answers, to the old problems; and that entails a
reappraisal of some of the more glib positions
that we adotped a decade and more ago.

This reappraisal, and new initiatives, have
again come mainly from women. Landmarks
have been books like Sex and Love, in which
some brave women said how they really felt in-
stead of how they thought they ought to feel,
and What do Women Want? by Luise Eichen-
baum and Susie Orback, which came out of the
experience of women's therapy. Shere Hite,
after her world-famous Hite Report on

women, brought out a report on male sexuali-
ty. The Hite report on men may have failed to
make the same popular impact as the one on
wornen, but in many ways it was a more pro-
found and path-breaking study. It allowed men
to say, in their own words, things they had
never said before; no-one had ever asked.

Reading the Hite report on men, a fat tome
of over 1,000 pages, | was struck that a
woman, rather than a man, should have been
motivated to undertake the study, and that |,
as a woman, was more motivated to read it
than most of my male friends and comrades.
Reading it in public places like the tube, or the
pub during a lunch-break at work, | caught
enough odd looks from men to feel almost too
self-conscious to concentrate. A woman
reading a large, serious volume on men and
their sexuality: it unnerved them. If I'd been
reading the Kama Sutra, or even Masters and
Johnson, they might have leered or offered to
buy me a drink. It isn't yet accepted by men —
although they have the most reason to know
better - that it is interesting or worthwhile to
study and understand themselves. This, indeed,
is a large part of the problem.

What is happening today, then, is not that
the debate on sexual politics has petered out.
While it may not be as prominent a discussion

as it used to be — and needs to be - | believe
that it has reached a new level, a higher level,
that will prove more fruitful in pointing the
direction in which we need to look for the
answers to some of these old problems that af-
fect us all, whatever our gender or our sexual
orientation, in our everyday lives.

Pluto Press’ book The Sexuality of Men,
published last year, reflects this new process: as
Susie Orback says in the frontispiece, the essays
‘provide us with a new stimulus for the
desperately needed dialogue...” Dialogue,
because in the past there has been no real ex-
change of insights and ideas between men and
women on this subject, desperately needed
because without such a dialogue there can be
no real understanding, and consequently no
real change.

For men to read What do Women Want? (the
question posed rhetorically by Freud) must, |
imagine, be an enlightening more than a guilt-
inducing or threatening experience, because it
helps to explain. It apeals, | belive — although it
is addressed to women — to something in men
that might enable them to identify with
women. Something similar happens for a
woman reading the Hite report on men or
passages in The Sexuality of Men: it seems as if,
at last, we might become more intelligible to
each other. Our emotional needs, as human
beings, are after all not so different; it is the
way that those needs are experienced and ex-
pressed that is so different between men and
women, because of our socialisation.

At last, mutual understanding, communica-
tion, seem possible. Most importantly of all,
this dialogue points up the possibilties for
change, for men as well as for women: the
possibilities for transforming the quality of our
lives, our relationship with each other, and with
children. It points up the costs, particularly for
men, of failing to take the opportunity for
change.

This, perhaps is the most radical of the in-
sights emerging from this new movement: that
men, despite their apparent social power and
privilege, are in many respects impoverished
and inhibited by their masculinity. Most simply
put, their opportunities for emotionally in-
timate and rewarding relationships with other
people - each other, women, children — are
constrained by the social construction of their
gender. They are not the stronger sex: as Tom
Ryan, a therapist, argues in his essy on ‘Roots
of Masculinity’, ‘masculinity, not femininity, is
the weaker of the gender constructs.’

Ryan’s experience of men's problems as they
emerge in therapy has led him to view
masculinity as a ‘defensive construction’
developed to emphasise men's difference and
separate identity. Many men, he says, deny
feelings of need or dependency, which they ex-
perience as threatening self-annihiliation; they
develop an "exaggerated virility which is parad-
ed as autonomy. The result is a fear of in-
timacy, which can have a completely destruc-
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tive effect on the man's central emotional
relationships:

‘His most recent relationship,” Ryan writes of
one of his clients, ‘survived for several years, but
repeated discord and separations left him feeling
lonely, depressed and despairing. Away from his
partner he felt love and affection for her, but
while with her, especally during moments of in
timacy, he experienced feelings of rrdation and
anxiety. A pattern developed whereby when he

felt entrapped he behaved in a contermptuous or
rejecting manner, inducing Fus partnes to reject
and leave b, The patterr of reccton, separa-

tion and reconciliation wa< repeated mnumerable
times untl Dave s partner finally  dec ded o

disengage herself from the relationshp

The conradictory and confused nature of
masculinity, then, can have a paralysing effect
on the man and make 1t impossible for his part-
ner to love or help him. In this contect, while it
is the woman who is the most emotionally
abused in the relationship, it is really the man
who is most the victim of the situation, as long
as he can neitner confront, nor escape, himself.

Vic Seidler, in his essay on "Fear and Intimacy’
takes this argument a step further. ‘Socialist
men,’ he writes of the 1970s, ‘were learning
that they could analyse the fate of the interna-
tional capitalist economy but they were
speechless when it came to talking through
issues in their sexual relationships... The power
men carry in the structure of capitalist society is
at a considerable cost in terms of our own
emotional capacities, understandings  and
desires...” He describes the “angry, spiteful and
jealous’ reaction many men have had to being
challenged by women in sexual relationships:
‘We did not understand why they were bring
ing up pain from the past ... we didn’t unders
tand the need for the past to be opened and
the pain shared i 1t was to be purged... We
could only think that women wanted to hurt
and punish us.” Instead of working to resolve
the problems of such a relationship, Seidier
says, the man is impelled to seek another lover:
f we feel hurt and rejected the only solution
we know is to find another partner who ap
preciates us. It is because, at some level, we
have never learnt to take responsibility for our
emotional lives that we automatically assume
that if things go wrong we have been with the
wrong partner...’

Seidler also identifies male strength as an illu-
sion, being based on ‘brittle foundations'.
Feminists, he says, have often overestimated it,
‘even though they have experienced its con
tradictions’. However, seeing this more clearly
won't enable women to change men: only men
can change themselves. Seidler offers no easy
solution, but he shows that change can only
come through men becoming more self aware
- ... learning to take more responsibility for
ourselves.” Therapy, he says, can play an im
portant part in bringing men into doser contact
with their own emotions, and must be linked to
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a "collective practice’” (a political practice) that
challenges institutional power and definitions of
masculinity.

Again, many on the left
are critical of psychotherapy, which they see as
self-indulgent  and/or only available to the

particularly men —

relatively  privileged. It won't provide any
political answers, they say.-Yet, many of the
most  valuable insights  that  have been
developed on the subject of masculinity and
gender reldlions ave colnie out 0l the ex-
perience of therapy. Herb Goldberg's The

Hazards of Being Male, published nearly ten
years ago, talks precisely from the experience
of private practice for the executive class in
California, but nevertheless it points to most of
the same problems elaborated in The Sexuality
of Men. Goldberg also gives the statistics on the
price of masculinity: death rates, suicide rates,
institutionalisation for psychiatric disorders,
stress-related problems, behavioural
symptoms.

The Sexuality of Men and the other books
referred to give most of their attention to
heterosexual relationships, but not exlcusively
so. Another advance in the last decade or so
has been to draw away from seeing the
heterosexual and homosexual forms of sexual
behaviour as separate or exclusive worlds, and
to look more closely at the construction of
gender and social relations. Oddly enough,
however, it is the essay on gay sexuality in The
Sexuality of Men that has the most Iimited focus
in this respect, and does less to explore the
problems of homosexual relations than is at-
tempted in What do Women Want? or Sex and
Love. Another book published by Pluto last
year, Gay Liberation in the Eighues, by Jamie
Gough and Mike McNair, goes much further in
abolishing the division in its discussion  of
‘Beyond Heterosexuality”. The latter study,
however, is more concerned with th_ discus
sion of society than of personality; for the left,
it is critical to bring both levels of analysis to
bear on the study of what is experienced as
‘the personal’.

We spent the seventies defining men as the
problem, but analysing women instead.
Perhaps in the eighties we will come at last to
analysing the social construction. and the ex-
perience, of masculinity as a social problem that
is oppressive not only to women, and to
children, but to men themselves. For men will
never change purely out of gult feelings or
under pressure from the women's movement:
they'll only be motivated to uncerstand and
change themselves when the price they pay in
terms of the impoverishment of their own lives
begins to seem too high.

The gain of such pressure for change will
represent a gain not just for men but for socie
ty as a whole. In that sense, The Sexuality of
Men s an important book for the British left,
particularly since It attempts to integrate its
analysis with a political critique. The questions
addressed in these essays are at the heart of
our lives, where too many of us never look...
or else we feel that our personal experience is
not subject to analysis, it is isolated from our
politics. [t is to be hoped, then, that this book
will enlarge and widen the dialogue that it has
helped to start: that depends, in large part, on
the ability of the left to respond to the
challenge to open the discussion that is so badly
needed.

Andy Metcalf and Martin Humphries, eds., The
Sexuulity of Men, Pluto Press, 1985, £4.50.
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Farewell to Sartre

KATHY LOWE

FOR MANY Marxists who have followed the
work of French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre,
the 1970s was a time when he lost his politica!
bearings, when the intellectual energies that
made him one of the century's outstanding
thinkers and writers finally deserted him. For
Simone de Beauvoir it was a time when she
watched her comrade and companion of 50
years confront the anguish of illness and the
sudden shrinking of his creative world.

Sartre died in 1980, physically broken and
almost blind. Simone de Beauvoir's latest book
Adieux, a Farewell to Sartre is written, she ex-
plains, for those who would like to know more
about his last years. It is divided into two parts.
The first is a narrative, largely based on the
diary she kept in Paris during the 1970s. This is
followed by what she calls her ‘Conversations’
with Sartre — interviews she conducted with
him in August-September 1974,

Structurally, the two sections of the book fail
to hang together. Some of the Conversations,
by her own admission, are disjointed and
repetitious. Yet the book as a whole is as
disturbing as anything she has ever written - at
times so frank, so personal, that the reader
feels almost an intruder.

In recounting her day-to-day collaboration
with Sartre in Paris, the many projects and
pleasures shared, de Beauvoir sets the 70s
before us... in France the factory struggles,
police repression and the lingering influence of
Maoism... the Yom Kippur war... the stillborn
Portuguese revolution... the gradual disiflusion
and disorientation of left intellectuals Europe-
wide.

She describes how Sartre, while working on
his massive study of Flaubert, helped to
establish and to write for left journals like La
cause du peuple, Liberation and latterly his own
journal Les temps modernes. He joined
demonstrations, spoke at factory gates, cam-
paigned for the rights of immigrant workers,
for prison reforms, for the cause of the Bas-
ques and the Palestinians, Politically, he had for-
mally renounced Marxism, defined himself as a
‘socialist-communist’ but was moving towards
what Perry Anderson has described as ‘a
radical neo-anarchism’.

Insights into his ideological evolution are plen-
tiful in this book. But its scope is far wider, its
value of a very different kind.

Increasingly, the account of Sartre and de
Beauvoir's daily round of writing, reading, giv-
ing interviews, evenings spent listening to music
or dining with friends is overshadowed by her
anxious references to his failing health. Thus we
come to the heart of the matter. How does an
intellectual and activist so prolific, so long at the
centre of things come to terms with ‘decline’ -
with restrictions imposed by sickness and age
ing, and with the relative political isolation
those restrictions bring?

“‘;H?‘
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Simone de Beauvoir

Sartre suffered a series of strokes in
1970~ 72. With each setback his friends feared
that he would be left crippled. Even more, they
feared for his mind. Yet each time, to their
amazement, he managed to regain lost ground,
sometimes showing sudden bursts of his old
brilliance and vitality.

The blindness, when it came in 1973, was
quite another matter. It prevented him from
reading, writing, and, most painfully, from
developing his ideas. He knew moments of
profound despair, referring to himself on one
occasion as ‘a living corpse’.

He acknowledged his greater dependence on
those closest to him without ever being able to
fully accept it. De Beauvoir recalls how one day
when she picked up a book to read to him as
usual he remarked sadly: ‘Before, when | was
more intelligent, we didn't read, we talked.” So
they talked. Still, she started to notice a new
detachment in his manner. He would let discus-
sion drop after a short time, without asking
questions or introducing fresh ideas.

Towards the end of Sartre's life, many on the
European left became disturbed by what they
saw as his increasingly erratic political pro-
nouncements. In particular, an interview with
him conducted by his secretary, Bernard Henry
Levy and published in Le nouvel observateur on
the eve of his death, caused great concern. it
was seen by many as a sign that Levy, a former
Maoist student leader who later turned to the
jewish religion, had "taken over’ Sartre.

De Beauvoir, who often voices her own
political disagreements with Sartre in the book,
was horrified by this interview and told him so
However, she also argues that Sartre’s physical
disabilities (for example, being unable to read

back over what had been written rather than
simply hearing a tape recording) and his troubl-
ed state of mind left him more prey to
manipulation. Momentarily her stated vow to
merely tell Sartre's story breaks down as she
gives full vent to her anger against Levy whom
she despises as a political maverick, arrogant
and ambitious.

De Beauvoir's relationship with Sartre has
been extensively documented, not least in her
own four-volume autobiography. Adieux, a
Farewell to Sartre testifies anew to the immense
reserves of mutual respect and comradeship
built up over their half a century together and
which they now had to draw on to sustain
them.

Through the Conversations in the second
section of the book, a series of interviews
transcribed from tapes, she sought to help Sar-
tre to express himself at a time when blindness
had cruelly narrowed his world. The Conversa-
tions work best when she abandons stilted in-
terview techniques (‘What are your subjective
relations to your work as a whole?... Let us talk
about the literary and philosophical side of your
work..."} in favour of real debate. They discuss
literature, art, childhood, religion, revolution in
no particular order. Sartre is by turns self-
mocking, reflective, even mischievous. He
returns often to his theme of the need for the
‘new intellectual’ to become integrated with
the life of the masses.

Regrettably, one Conversation about his
‘sexual little capers’ and his attitude to women
strikes a very jarring note. The questions are
pointed, challenging to a degree. But the whole
exercise turns into one in which they intellec-
tualise together about his sexual experiences
and discuss almost clinically some of the young
women he has encountered over the years.

Most interesting are Sartre’s reflections on
the course his life has taken: 'Setting aside this
period of wearing away — which | don't grieve
over, since it's the common lot — | think I've
had a period, from the age of thirty to sixty
five, in which | kept a hold on myself and in
which | was not very different at the beginning
from what | became. A period in which there
was indeed a continuity during which | used my
freedom properly to do what | intended; in
which | was able to be of use and to help
spread certain ideas; and in which | did what |
wanted —~ that is, | wrote, which has been the
essence of my life...

With his death came the separation, the
desolation for de Beauvoir that she had long
dreaded. Yet the strongest images of Sartre
she leaves us with are not of suffering and pain
but of an unquenchable spirit who never ceas
ed calling himself into question. Her book is in
itself an act of courage, of striving, of question-
ing. Indeed a fitting farewell.

Simone de Beauvoir, Adieux, a Farewell to
Sartre, Penguin £4.95.
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CosmicPadin

COLIN MEADE

THE SURPRISE with which the literary world
greeted the selection of New Zealander Keri
Hulme's The Bone People as winner of the
Booker Prize for 1985 looks distinctly stage-
managed when you read the author’s details on
the dustcover. Published by a women's
collective the book may be, but Keri Hulme
you discover 'has been the recipient of many
literary grants and awards’ while the Bone
People itself ‘won the 1984 New Zealand Book
Award for Fiction and the Mobil Pegasus
Award for Maori Iterature.’

Far from raising a struggling unknown from
obscurity, the Booker Prize panel has simply
decided to set a British seal of approval on a
product of a developing New Zealand cuftural
establishment - also manifested on the TV in
the form of the serial 'Heart of the High
Country’ and underlined politically by the
independent anti-nuclear policies of New
Zealands's Labour government under David
Lange.

The Bone People itself however shows the
limits of the formation of a stable New Zealand
identity, exposing as it does the chronic crisis in
human relations which has arisen from the
multiple social dislocations involved in the
colonial settler experience.

The book has three central characters
woman, man, child — who, despite their
formal resemblance to a basic nuclear family
unit, are neither blood related nor legally tied
to one another. The style of the book - three
streams of consciousness, one for each of the
three main characters — emphasises their
separation from each other and from everyone
else.

The woman - very nealy almost the author
herself - is a dried-up artist of mixed race
descent who emactionally identifies with the
125% Maori blood in her veins. She lives alone
in a tower and is estranged from her famil; for
some unexplained reason. She defines her
natural self as being a 'loner on the fringes’.

Her relative equilibrium is upset one day by
the appearance of Simon Gillayley, followed by
his adoptive father Joe. Joe is a working class
Maori whose much loved wife and first child are
dead and who is also at odds with his elaborate
family network. He has adopted Simon, racially
a pure Aryan who was washed up on shore
after a shipwreck. Simon is deaf and dumb for
psychological reasons, gets buliied at school,
and has a reputation in the locdlity for being a
naughty child.

All three characters erupt at intervals from
their respective solitudes through outbursts of
violence usually accompanied by heavy
drinking (indluding by the child). Joe beats
Simon; Keri at one stage employs her Japanese
martial - arts training on Joe and Simon
precipitates the crisis of the book by murdering
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the child molester Biny Daniels, and then
wounding Joe, who reacts with an almost fatal
assault on the boy.

As the three are torn apart - the child into
care and the father to jail -- the book begins to
press for some kind of conclusion to the
tragedy it has unleashed. The author rejects
one escape root — for Joe at least — who
makes a return into his national past where a
dying old man offers him the task of watching
over a forgotten Maori religious site for the
rest of his life. Joe rejects this offer and returns
to the present. However it soon becomes
apparent that his return is essential in order
that another pseudo-solution should be
activated - this time by the Power of Love.

The stage has been set for this through the
presentation of the theme of pain.

Pain is revealed as the source of the violence,
in the sense that violence is a rejection of the
burdens which healing the pains of others puts
on the characters. One of the most powerful
scenes in the book is when Simon gets a hook
stuck in his thumb while fishing. While Joe
removes the hook, Keriis paralysed and unable
to help in the operation.

Specific pain, however, is constantly blurring
into abstract, cosmic pain. Thus at one stage
the killing of mice stimulates Kerwin to the
thought ‘You're a morbid subhuman bastard
Holmes... where were you when they built
Treblinka and Dachau?” One the one hand
cosmic pain justifies withdrawal from human
relationships and to some extent the violence.

On the other if pain is the result of love then
cosmic pain is the result of cosmic love; and so
a superhuman force of love is unleashed, able
to sweep over all the obstacles of class, culture,
and history as well as the effects of the

Keri Hulme

brutalisation that joe has inflicted on Simon and
to provide a happy ending in which not only the
three main characters but also their families are
reconciled.

This ending flatly denies the reality of the
body of the book! The world becomes
separated into the realm of cosmic forces and
that of history, and each can only dream the
other (there are a lot of dreams in the book).

And perhaps this reveals one of the reasons
why Booker Prize judges were attracted by
‘The Bone People’. If historical problems can
only be resolved in dreams then novels - - the
artefacts from which they make their living —
become the privileged site not only of the
exposition of real conflicts but also of their
resolution.

Keri Hulme The Bone People SpraliHodder &
Stoughton £9.95.

Stalinismin Europe

PHIL HEARSE

THE QUESTION of Stalinism is central to an
understanding of twentieth century history,
and to analysing the reasons for the survival of
the capitalist world system well beyond the
point where it had become ‘rotten ripe' for
sodialist revolution. Here are two books which
will greatly aid the socialist movement in com-
ing to terms with this problem. Hallas's book is
4 no-nonsense primer on the history of the
Communist International which charts its rise as
a revolutionary movement and its eventual
strangulation by Stalinism. Spriano’s book is a
more detalled and reflective account of the
relationship between the Kremlin and the Euro
pean  Communist movement  between  the

L ..

1930s and the death of Stalin in 1953.

With Hallas's book we have few arguments.
Anyone new to the socialist movement will
benefit from his lucid account, which mainly
sticks to Trotskyist orthodoxy. Spriano, the
central historian of the italian Communist Par
ty, is a different kettle of fish. While much of
what he says is a searing critique of the history
of the Stalinist movement, in a couple of his
central judgements he tends to justify the orien-
tation which the Communist Parties eventually
adopted.

First, though, it is worth paying tribute to
Spriano’s skills in marshalling a mass of detail
which damns the course adopted by the
Stalinist parties and by the Soviet government.
Particularly striking are, for example, his ac-

Michael Short
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count of the French Popular Front of the 1930s
and the gyrations of the Stalinists over the se-
cond world war. On France Spriano, covering
much of the same material as EH Carr's Twilight
of the Comintern, shows that the French CP
under Thorez went far to the right of the
Bium's Socialists in demanding the inclusion of
bourgeois forces in the Popular Front, and in
forcing the adoption of most right-wing social
chauvinist slogans. All this shocked left wing
militants in the Socialist Party. No one should
think that the right wing antics of Marxism To-
day are anything new: the spectacle of ‘com-
munists’ denouncing socialist militants from the
right is a tradition which goes back to the
‘nPopuIar Fronts of the 1930s.

Particularly gripping is Spriano's account of
the policy adopted by Stalin and imposed on
the Comintern during the period of the Hitler-
Stalin pact. To prove his sincerity, Stalin hand-
ed 500 German Communist exiles over to the
Gestapo. When France was invaded by Ger-
many, the French CP was instructed not to
raise any slogans against the German occupa-
tion. In 1940 the walls of Paris were covered by
CP slogans such as ‘The rich must pay! and
‘Long live Stalin!" — but not a word about the
minor fact that the country was occupied by
the Nazis or that thousands of working class
militants were languishing in jail, with all
democratic rights and liberties suppressed.

All this turned into its opposite when the
Soviet Union was invaded. Communist pro-
paganda was then turned towards the most
grotesque flattery of the 'democratic’ capitalist
powers, the virtues of Mr  Churchill,
Catholicism, Christian Democracy and so on ad
nauseam. Not surprisingly, socialist militants of
the PSI, in the Italian underground, regarded all
this as disgusting. Again, the bizarre spectacle
of social democratic militants denouncing ‘com-
munists’ from the left.

Spriano in my view makes a couple of errors
of judgement which despite all the damning
detail, tend to justify Stalinist policy. Significant-
ly they are on questions where he takes issue
with Trotsky and Trotskyism and indecd
these points will be very familiar to those who
have followed these historical debates.

First, while paying tribute to Trotsky's
analysis of the rise of fascism in Germany,
Spriano argues that Trotsky was wrong on
Spain and France in the mid-1930s, and grossly
overestimated the possibility of any revolu-
tionary working class victory in these countries.
The real choice for the working cdlass, says
Spriano, was not fascism or socialism, but
fascism or democracy (p125). Certainly this line
of argumentation cannot be sustained in rela-
tion to Spain where there was indeed a revolu
tion following the Francorst coup in 1936,

in the case of France, while nobody can be
certain that the 1936 occupation of the fac-
tories could have resulted in the conquest of
working class power, it is certain that the
Popular Front, just like the CP in May 1968,
demobilised the movement and prevented its
maximum development.

Aris Velouchiotis, leader of ELAS the Greek
partisan army, denounced by the Greek CP
for ‘adventurism’.

The point is this: if the real choice facing the
working class was democracy or fascism, and
there was no hope of any revolutionary
breakthrough, then why be so hard on the
Popular Front? All you can say is that it did have
dreadful rightist, class-collaborationist excesses,
but it was right on the central question - that
socialist revolution was oft the agenda.

Spriano judges it to be ‘an old Trotskyist
myth' that there was any revolutionary poten
tial in the situation in post second world war
Europe. That may be so. But is is not a myth
that taly was liberated by the Communist-led
Garibaldi brigades; that Mussolini's government
was brought down by mass working class
strikes and an uprising; that Paris was liberated
by Communist-led resistance brigades before
the allies got there;. and that following the
overthrow of the Third Reich factory commit-
tees were spontaneously formed all over Ger-
many; and that in the end the Communist Par-
ties ordered the armed masses to disband, to
turn in their guns, and to accept the bourgeois
order. Was there no revolutionary potential in
this situation?

Again, one canot prove that the conquest of
power by the working class in one or several
European countries was possible, but one can
prove without a shdow of a doubt that the
Stalinist line of restoring bourgeois order and
legality prevented any such struggle for power.

> developments.

If Spriano is right and there was no possibility
whatever of fighting for socialist revolution,
then the disarming of the masses at the behest
of the CP leaders can be justified: what ultra-
leftism to retain armed bands in a non-
revolutionary situation!

These points are not mere quibbles, because
they go to the heart of post-war pelitical
The restoration of world
capitalism after world war two and the long
economic boom which temporarily stablised
the capitalist system in the 1950s and 1960s,
was only possible because of the crushing
defeats which the working class suffered bet-
ween the Nazi seizure of power in 1933 and
the defeat of the post-war revolutionary wave
between 1945-9.

This raises the question that we posed at the
beginning of this review: the relationship bet-
ween Stalinism and the survival of capitalism
and the imperialist world order. It is often
argued in left wing circles that the European
working class does not have a revolutionary
history, compared with the masses of the ‘third
world" and the ‘East’. This kind of argument is a
travesty, even when peddled by the would-be
Trotskyists of Socialist Action.

Time and again sections of the European
working class movement have taken the road
towards socialist revolution, only to be
defeated or crushed through the perfidy of
their leaderships; and in all the central turning
points of 20th century working class history the
role of Stalinism has been key — from the role
of the KPD in allowing the Nazis to come to
power in Germany, to the defeat of the
Spanish revolution, to the post-war stablisation
in Europe.

As Duncan Hallas explains, the Communist
International had hundreds of thousands of sup-
porters in Europe during its revolutioanry
phase in the 1920s. There was a revolutionary
mass alternative leadership for the working
class. The breaking of that continuity, the result
of the Stalinisation of the Comintern, is the fun-
damental explanation of the temporary
stablisation of the bourgeois order in Western
Europe in the 'fifties and 'sixties. It is in this
sense that one can speak of a 'long detour’ in
the world revolutionary process.

The central task for Marxists today is to re-
link the new generations of working class
militants with the traditions of the revolu-
tionary Communist International, a tradition
which was only preserved through the long
period of bitter defeats by Trotsky and the
Fourth International. Two prerequisites for this
are a serious study of the political lessons of the
Comintern and an unshakeable conviction of
the revolutionary potential of the working
class, in Europe as much as anywhere else.
Both these books provide much material for
the first prerequisite, and ample evidence of
the second.

Paolo Spriano Stalin and the European Communists
Verso £16.95.
Duncan Hallas The Comintern Bookmarks £3.75.
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