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Libya and ‘rollback’

REAGAN'’S ATTACK on Libya has been universal-
ly condemned on the left — and indeed well
beyond the left. Both the peace movement and
the far left responded in an exemplary way in
street mobilisations protesting the attack. But the
rationale for the raids on Tripoli and Bengazi has
been little understood. One socialist paper re-
sponded with the headline ‘Reagan is the real
Mad Man’. Let us give alittle license for agitation-
al slogans. But it is not true in any literal sense
that Reagan’s bombing of Libya was irrational or
insane from the viewpoint of American imperial-
ism. It was a deliberate and well-though out
escalation of the United States global strategy.
Briefly summed up, this strategy amounts to
asserting US economic and political leadership of
the ‘free world’ in a struggle against ‘terrorism’
and communism through a new, not-so-cold,
war.

No one should underestimate the lengths to
which the present American leadership is pre-
pared to go. While it is true today that it is ‘third
world’ opponents of the US which are the im-
perialists’ gunsights — countries like Libya,
Nicaragua, Syria and Angola — the Caspar
Weinbergers and Richard Perles of this world
have much more ambitious long term aspira-
tions. They are part of an American leadership
which is super-ideological and genuinely com-
mitted to ‘rollback’ — over-throwing every ally of
the Soviet Union, defeating every national li-
beration movement, and then moving towards
threatening the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe.

In a world of nuclear weapons ‘rollback’
poses immense dangers. Nicaragua and Libya
may be able io rely only on their own resources

and international solidarity, but the Soviet Union
would probably go to war over Cuba or Syria.
The stakes for humanity in the battle against
Reaganism are enormous.

It is now urgent that the British left takes up
the fight against British membership of NATO.
The NATO adalliance is the major conduit of US
military, diplomatic and political intervention in
the ‘free world’. It is the vital mechanism for
dragging the whole of capitalist Europe, espe-
cially Britain, behind US leadership in every
sphere. There is no hope whatever of any inde-
pendent, let alone socialist, foreign policy inside
this imperialist alliance.

Labour leaders like Kinnock and Healey are
either dishonest or naive, it doesn’t much matter
which, when they argue for a ‘non-nuclear’
strategy within NATO, and in favour of getting rid
of only American nuclear bases. NATO is all
about an imperialist world strategy against
‘communism’ and revolution, which has the use
of nuclear weapons as a central element of its
warfighting strategy. The socialist left much put
the Labour leaders on the spot — either they are
for a non-nuclear Britain and an independent,
socialist foreign policy, or they’re for NATO. It's
only in the Kinnockite world of dreams and
doubletalk that you can have it both ways.

Whereverthe next US terror raid comes, there
can be no doubt that it is a prime intermediate
strategic aim to overthrow the Nicaraguan re-
volution. Fighting against NATO goes hand in
hand with building solidarity with Nicaragua,
and demanding imperialist hands off Libya,
Syria and all the peoples of the countries oppres-
sed by imperialism.

The Socialist Action school of falsification

MANY READERS of Internationai will know that our journal
originates from a split on the editorial board of Socialist
Action. When we parted company we decided not to
engage in public polemics with our erstwhile comrades, but
just to get on with the job of building a Marxist current in the
labour movement. We have maintained our silence in the
face of Socialist Action’s attacks, because we know that
public squabbling between Marxists can be immensely
harmful.

In keeping silent on the disputes between us we decided
to ignore the attacks made on our journal in the
ever-more-rightwing pages of Socialist Action, and the fact
that Socialist Action supporters were visiting leading
figures in the labour movement accusing us of being
‘ultra-left’ and ‘sectarian’ maniacs. However so outrageous
have the lies and actions of Socialist Action in the labour
movement become, that we have decided to break our
silence.

One example will show SA’s method of deliberate lying.

The Labour Committee on Ireland decided at its recent
conference not to affiliate to Labour Left Co-ordination. SA,
in their 3 May copy, reported that this was because of the
bad reaction to the speech made by LLC secretary Davy
Jones, an International supporter. The article failed to
report, however, that Socialist Action supporters made a
bloc with the Labour Co-ordinating Committee to vote
down the proposed affiliation!

Other things which Socialist Action didn’t report recently
include a) how Socialist Action blocked with the Communist.
Party and pro-Kinnockites in the National Justice for Miners
Campaign; b) how Socialist Action blocked with the LCC
and the right wing in the Labour Party Womens Action
Committee; c) how Socialist Action blocked with the
Communist Party in North West Anti-Apartheid to defeat the
left; d) how Socialist Action has attempted to wreck the
Labour Left Co-ordination itself. In future issues we shall
document all this in detail. In this issue we publish an
explanation of the political issues in the split.
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Local election

victories —

now stand firm!

B R i -
AS PREDICTED there were
sweeping gains in the 8 May
local elections for the Labour
Party. The results were a
confirmation not only of the
general unpopularity of the
government, but specifically
of the Tories’ attack on local
government services and
democracy. In London in par-
ticular the Tories payed the
price for the massive un-
popularity of rate-capping
and the abolition of the GLC.

Contrary to what some ob-
servers had predicted, there
was no rejection of the ‘hard
left” councils and councillors
by the electorate. Labour held
Lambeth despite the surch-
arging and removal from
office of the previous Labour
councillors. Bernie Grant in-
creased his personal majority
and Labour held Haringey
despite the enormous press
witch hunt against Bernie
Grant in the aftermath of the
Broadwater Farm black upris-
ing. And in Liverpool, where
the Council and the District
Labour Party have been under
attack from the government,
the media and the Labour
leadership itself, there was no
general revolt against Labour
at the polls. Where there were
less encouraging results for
Labour, it has hardly the fault
of the left. For example, the
loss of Tower Hamlets to the
Alliance was a direct result of

2 years of the worst kind of

corrupt, right-wing Tammany
Hall style Labour rule, and the
fact that de-selected Labour
right-wingers put up their own
independent candidates.

There are now dozens of
new Llabour councils and
probably hundreds of new left
wing Labour councillors. The
stage is set for a renewed
confrontation between the
government and the labour
movement over the issue of
local authority services. The
next stage of the attack which
the Tories are preparing invol-
ves compulsory privatisation
and “tendering out’ of local
government services, ann-
ounced in the February 1985
Green Paper, and likely to be
included in next November's
Queens Speech.

But there is another side to
the electoral victories which it
would be foolish to ignore.
Despite the victories of the lett
Labour councils and coun-
cillors, there will be pressure to
put down Labour’s victories to
the ‘success’ of Kinnock’s new
moderate image for the party
and his witch hunting cam-
paign to marginalise the left.
There will be a pressure on the
whole left not to rock the boat,
to avoid struggle and con-
frontation with the Tories on
the grounds that it ‘creates
division and plays into the
Tories” hands’.

Sadly, the accommodation
of sections of the left to
Kinnock is proceeding apace.
The recent demagogic attack
on Militant published by Eric
Clarke, Michael Meacher and
Margaret Beckett is a case in
point. Their statement, which
calls on the party 1o defeat
Militant ‘politically’ is a de
facto statement of how they
are not going to resist the
witch hunt. They call for o
party-wide attack on Militant
because of its bad positions
on women's rights, black selt-
organisation and CND.

But even if everything they
said about Militant was cor-

rect [and it isn't: Militant stand
unequivocally for unilaterial
nuclear disarmament for ex-
ample, not ‘multilateralism’)
— why this cdll to “defeat
Militant now? Surely there are
rather more powerful forces in
the labour movement who
have as bad, if not much
worse positions, on all these
questions? Like the right wing
for example? Like Denis Hea-
ley, the Solidarity group of
right wing MPs, like the
leadership of the AUEW, don’t
you think? So why is there a
particular need to wage the
fight against Militante Why is
this number one priority for the
‘soft’ lefte To pose the ques-
tion is to answer it: the
‘political” attack on Militant is
needed as a cover for the
refusal of the soft left to stand
up and fight against the witch
hunt.

Betore the local wlection:
190 Labour canchicates m
London signed a /vihour Briof
ing statement
stand firm acennal the attock
on local authorities. At least
120 of these ¢ andhddates have
been elected, as well anmany
more who would hicve sigred
the statement il there hodd
been time. The hme hos o
deed come 1o ‘stand i

e fr;wv\] tey

agamst government atfa (9
but also against tiesse m thie
labour movement who oy

radical policies e inherently
unpopular somaething
which has been disproved in
Lambeth, Tiverpool apd Har-
ingey. And it we are 1o avord
the picture of a divided ol

strife-ridden party i the von

up to the General Llection
then the witch hunt will hove e
be defeated rather than ace

ommodated to.



wrernenienes [ PERONT

SOMETIME ON Saturday 26
April the most recently com-
missioned nuclear reactor at
Chernobyl nuclear power
station exploded. The nuclear
station just north of Kiev sent
a massive radioactive cloud
out towards Poland, Finland
and Scandinavia. It was not a
nuclear explosion, but the
destruction of the reactor
building and the reactor core
resulted in a massive release
of radiation, making the
Chernobyl accident the worst
nuclear power accident in the
history of nuclear generated
electricity.

The exact details of the
causes and consequences of
the accident are unknown
and will probably never be
known outside of a few Soviet

IMETERIATIONAL - No 4 MayJune 1986

leaders and engineers. The
Soviet bureaucracy takes the
same position of secrecy over
all things nuclear as the Brit-
ish authorities.

Interesting as it is to discuss
the differences between East-
ern and Western designs of
nuclear reactors and their
relative ‘safety’, that no nuc-
lear installation is safe, that
major accidents can and do
happen and the consequ-
ences of major nuclear acci-
dents are catastrophic. This
was already demonstrated by
the Three Mile Island acci-
dent in the United States in
1979 and by the Sellafield
leaks.

The economic consequ-
ences of the Chernobyl explo-
sion will be serious for the

CND rallies aé

The Chernobyl Explosion

-

ainst Chernobyl

Russian economy. With an
installed nuclear electricity
generating capacity of 21000
megawatts, the four 1000
megawatt units at Chernobyl
represent just under 20 per
cent of the country’s nuclear
generated electricity capac-
ity. The destruction of farming
land in the Ukraine must also
have serious consequences.

The Chernobyl reactors,
like the Magnox and Adv-
anced Gas Cooled Reactors
in Britain have a second use in
the production of plutonium
for nuclear weapons. In the
west the nuclear programme
has had a twofold purpose; to
secure electricity generation
from more militant sections of
the working class like the
miners and to provide a

source of weapons grade
plutonium.

Western leaders are clear-
ly concerned that the effect of
the Chernobyl explosion will
be to emphasise the anti-
nuclear power and nuclear
disarmament campaigns in
their own countries. Follow-
ing Three Mile Island acci-
dent was to almost new nuc-
lear power development in
the United States has been
almost completely halted for
the past seven years. Il is
unlikely, however, that the
same will befall the planned
Pressurised Water Reactor at
Sizewell which the Tory party
and sections of the Labour
lcadership so ardently sup-
port.

The Labour Party confer-
ence in 1985 called for nuc-
lear power stations to be
phased out in Britain. Stan
Orme, the Labour Party ener-
gy spokesperson reiterated
this Labour policy in the after-
math of Chernobyl, but John
Cunningham the front bench
environment  spokesperson
said simultaneously that the
option of nuclear power must
be retained.

Neil Kinnock seemed simp-
ly confused, opposing
Sizewell but supporting the
new reprocessing plants at
Sellafield and Dounreay. If
Labour policy on phasing out
nuclear power were fo be
carried through there would
be no spent fuel to reprocess
— unless Kinnock’s view is
that a future Labour govern-
mentwill need to keep Sella-
field open for its role us part
of Britain’s nuclear bomb fac-
tory.

It is obvious that a central
purpose of maintaining ‘civi-
lian’ nuclear power is in fact
to sustain nuclear weapons’
production. Once  that
rationale is removed, it is
impossible to sustain a case
for nuclear power on either
economic or safety grounds.
The left of the Labour Party
must hold the likes of Kinnock
and Cunningham to confer-
ence policy of phasing out
nuclear power. The safe de-
commissioning of the nuclear
power stations is essential
before the next, inevitable,
Chernobyl occurs.

SIMON MAY




South Africa — the crisis continues

THE ENDEMIC crisis of South
Africa’s racial capitalism
continues to provide daily
headlines. These deal over-
whelmingly with the social
discontent which manifests
isell in the black townships,
through a perennial state of
war between their popula-
tions on the one hand, and the
police, army and black colla-
borutors on the other.
Funerals of black victims of
state repression rapidly
provide a focal point for
united anti-government
demonstrations and a spark
for yet further clashes with its
agents, clashes which often
ihemselves provide further
victims for the spiral of
violence.

Botha's nationalist govern-
ment has just announced yet
another supposedly ‘radical’
reform: the pass laws that
provided a constant excuse
for the harassment of blacks
are 1o go. In future all South
Africans will be required to
botd an identity  document
crel il be formally entitled
© i o oomywhere — provided
e occupy an Capproved’
Foa oor sites And theid’s the

d - because the Choup
dooos A wlinch oo

rac b oregiegahion o
ane nsvres thatthare sy g
shouge of suitable i osoyg

for Bladks v urban areas
Mecawhite the six mdlion
supposed  ‘cihizens’ ol the
‘md-pendent homelands” - -
Tiarsker, Venda, Cister and
Rophiuthatswana remam -
rcigaers’. The lllegal Squat-
ting Act is to be tightened up
to eosure liftle changes

At this s typical ob
govornment which 15w
meshed in a woisening
tancle ol contradictions and
is incapable of a solution. a
government whose political
base in the super-priviteged
whites, half of them siate
emp:loyees, stands in ab-
solule contradiction to the
necd of South African cap-
italism for radical political
and economic changes which
will ensure stability in the
years ahead.

The development of

@_—7

COSATU, the federation of
the independent black unions
founded at the end of
November, poses starkly the
possibility of the formation of
an equivalent political forma-
tion. Indeed the wide-ranging
nature of the resolutions
passed at the COSATU con-
ference, many of which assert
unequivocally the central role
of the working class in the
struggle against apartheid,
along with its reluctance to
join the United Democratic
Front, pose the question of
how soon we shall see the
emergence of such a force.

In that context the exiled
teadership of the ANC and
~ACTU has moved quickly to
y 1o incorporate COSATU's
olitical leadership. To that
ond g meeting was held in
Lusaka on 6 March attended
Ly membaers of all three
creculives, The communique
wsued atbils conclusion, while
-onceding that the ANC “is
ccyarded by the majority of
e |n:up!u of South Africa as
e overall lecader and
guniuine 1eprescntative’ did
nol bowever concede any-
thing on COSATU’s pohitical
mdependence.

On that it insisted on the
necessity to ‘unite the entire
worktorce of our country
under the banner of COSA-
TU’ which would pursue ‘the
advancement of the interests
of the workers and the demo-
cratic struggle of our people’
by ‘working together with
other democractic mass or-
ganisations to build

i L —
On guard outside UDF offices in Johannesburg

disciplined alliances’.

The pressure extended on
the ANC's leadership by the
dynamic of independent
mass struggle in South Africa
is similarly demonstrated in
anarticle in the March edition
of the ANC’s Sechaba mag-
azine under the pseudonymn
Sipho Mila Pityana. This sug-
gests that the National

Forum, a body which has
insisted on the indivisibility of
the democratic and socialist
struggles, and which has
traditionally been denounced
as ‘Trotskyist’, ‘uliraleftist’
etc. should itself enter the
UDF as a recognised political
tendency to fight for its
positions.

The rapid political evolu-
tion in South Africa makes it
vital that Marxists in Britain
add their weight to the in-
dependent working class
component of the struggle.
This means fighting in the
Labour Party and the trade
unions for the sirengthening
of direct links with the unions
in South Africa, especially
those in the same indusiry or
company, organising tours of
COSATU leaders to meet
rank and file unionsists here,
raising financial support for
COSATU and its affiliates
and so on.

TONY SOUTHALL

The fall out from the Accord

FOR THATCHER, one small
victory arising from the US
bombing of Libya was the
implicit backing given fo it by
the Dublin government. This
is one of several political
developments since the Hill-
sborough agreement was
signed last November.

in January, 15US Congress
members indicated that the
promised aid package tied to
the Accord might depend on
Irish support for US sanctions
against Libya. The following
month, Irish premier Fitz-
gerald signed the European
Convention on Terrorism,
fundamentally compromising
Irish sovereignty by making it
subservient to British and
European security policy. In
April, after the bombing of
Libya, twenty-six county Fore-
ign  Minister Peter Barry
(along with leaders of all the
major parties) refused fo criti-
cise the US attack when ques-
tioned in the Dail. Given that
Reagan was only supported
by four countries over the
issue, the twenty-six counties’

neutrality between 1939 and
1945 and its refusal to back
Thatcher’s Malvinas war —
this was a significant capi-
tulation.

One return is supposedly
£34 million a year in US aid
over the next five years. This,
however, is only 2.5 per cent
of the profits exporied from
the twenty-six counties by
multinationals every yecar —
and that's before the repay-
ment of Dublin’s foreign debt
(currently well over 100 per
cent of GNP) is taken into
account. If the amount in-
volved is tiny though, purch-
ase of Irish support by im-
perialism is nothing new.

The Marshall Aid loans af-
ter the war were used to open
up the Irish economy on terms
very favourable to the multi-
nationals. They were con-
ditional upon the twenty-six
counties joining the Conven-
tion for European Economic
Co-operation (forerunner of
the EEC) in 1948. Britain and
the US used this in the 1950s
and 1960s to thwart Irish eco-

IR R VAN I P AT B WP T Y7
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WAPC conference

ON THE Hest weekend in
Aprid, about 250 representa-
lives from Women Against Pit
Closures groups from all of
the coaitields in Britain met in
Shelfield for their first nation-
al delegate conference. The
weekend was a tremendous
success and represented a
milestore in the history of the
movemeni. More than a year
after the end of the strike, the
attendance at the conference,
based on one delegate per
women’s group, reflected the
extent 1o which women are
stifl aciively  involved.

Most of ihe resolutions to
conference dealf with internal
orgamsational issues, affilia-
tion fees, the composition and
election of the nutional com-
ramittee, all essential to such a
relatively new organisation.
However, ¢l least a third of
the resolutions made propos-
als for future activity.

The first resolutron discus-
sed concerned the issue of

nomic  mdependence.  The
curreni set of agreements is
similariy being used to erode
ds  pobtical  independence.
Yoday this means Dublin can-
aot aftord 1o aiticise the US
bombing of Libya. Tomorrow
the pressure will be on to
abandon reutrality, sign de-
fence hreaties and even join
NATO.

There 15, howaover, an
obstacle. Historically, the li-
rmited independence of the
south of freland has been
symbolised by its constitu-
tional claimto the northern six
counties and its neutrality.
When Fiizgerald first advo-
cated removing this obstacle
a few ycars ogo, he was
rather isolated. One result of
the "Anglo-Irish process’ has
been the ending of his isola-
tion.

An example is Progressive
Democrals’ leader Dessie
O'Malley, who split from
Fianna Fail a year ago and
whose new party is gaining
25 per cent in opinicn polls.
He has argued for this consti-

R R Lobn

membership cards and pro-
voked a debate that clearly
set the framework for the rest
of the conference and reaf-
firmed the experiences of the
women organising during the
strike. It was proposed that
women should have mem-
bership cards with their hus-
bands’ pit numbers printed on
them. Did women have to
depend on their husbands for
membership? Where was the
autonomy in that? What ab-
out the wives of sacked and
jailed miners, not to mention
non-mining women suppor-
ters? The resolution was de-
feated.

An amendment proposed
by Barnsley women to a re-
solution opposing the entry of
scabs’ wives into membership
of warC, emphasised the
need for unity in the coalfields
against  future attacks. |t
askedthateach area have the
right to decide on mem-
bership. This generated a

tutional change and a de
facto recognition of partition.

All this backtracking by
constitutional nationalists has
been accompanied by in-
creased repression against
the northern nationalists they
claim to represent. There has
been a sharp rise in sectarian
loyalist attacks on Catholics.
This was ignored by the

predictably very heated dis-
cussion with the majority of
women arguing against any
involvement whatsoever with
scabs’ wives. Barnsley and
Notts women said again that
women should not be judged
by their men and that in areas
where the UDM had influence,
it is crucial to the re-building
of the NUM that contact now
takes place with those people
who may have scabbed dur-
ing the strike. It was unfortun-
ate that the amendment was
defeated since women were
not being asked to forgive the
scabs.

media until the RUC admitted
under Sinn Fein pressure that
their press office wasn’t even
keeping a record. The figure
of 79 attacks in April they then
produced was clearly an
underestimation. The number
of families driven from their
homes is already in the tens.

An IRA volunteer, Seamus
McEiwaine, is alleged by re-
publicans to have been sum-
marily executed by an SAS
under-cover squad after
being injured and captured.
Despite  the widespread
opposition to the repressive
and sexist practice of strip
searching, it has not ceased
with the transfer of women
prisoners from Armagh to the
new Maghaberry prison. And
the strip searching four times
a day of Martina Anderson
and Ella O'Dwyer in Brixton
has continued unabated in an
attempt to render them un-
able to defend themselves.
Neither has the killing of
loyalist Keith White by a plas-
tic bullet been any comfort to
nationalists. It only confirmed

There was unanimity for
stepping up the campaign
against the UDM and de-
mands that the Labour Party
should membership of the
party to UDM members.

A message of solidarity
was sent to the demonstration
in support of the printwor-
kers, which was taking place
in London at the same time as
the conference.

The conference drew up «
large agenda for wapc for the
coming year. Just as impor-
tant as the discussions and
decisions on resolutions was
the opportunity the weekend
provided for women from all
over the country to meet
socially. At the highpoint of
the social event on Saturday
night we joined hands and
sang Flaming Nerve our
song; ‘We are women, We
arestrong’ .. .wedidn’t need
to convince anybody!

TINA YEMM

the British trigger-happy wil-
lingness fo violently impose
their rule on the Irish. In Dub-
lin itself from the tarce of
Eibhlin Glenholmes's attemp-
ted extradition, Fitzgerald’s
willingness to collaborate on
repressive measures was a
far more important lesson
than any evidence of ‘British
bungling’.

Whether it is ever fully im-
plemented, the Accord has
been a concerted attempt to
drive down nationalist ex-
pectations and rehabilitate
Britain’s role os ’‘peace-
keeper and neutral arbiter’.

If this realignment were
successful in the long term, a
significant marginalisation of
republicanism would result.
But it still remains a very high
risk strategy. A combination
of increased repression plus
undelivered promises of re-
forms could lead to a new
wave of support for ‘Brits
Out" and Irish self-
determination and a spilling
over of the war into the South.

PIERS MOSTYN
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Reagan’s Libyan attack was not
the work of a madman but a
calculated part ot American
global strategy. OLIVER
MACDONALD looks at the
consequences for humanity.

PRESIDENT Riacaxs indisputable physical
trivmph over the several hundred people his
warplanes killed or mamed in Tibyva should
nor obscure his cqually spectacubar svmbolic
achievement sappmy those West Buro
pean embassies in Tripoli. No doubti was a
ship oi the tagger- binger, but iz was surely a
Freudian one, rich i widerlving meanings.

Attempts to explain the attack on Libva
by eterence to terrorism and Washigron's
forts 1o combat 1t can’t be taken senousty
because they suggest that the State Depart-
ment one ol the drerving torees behind the
cnure anti-Libvan policy Isorun byvoa
bunch of morons, oblivious o anv of the
political realities of the Middle tast Anu
Lerrorisen s very important o Washington
as o deology pusutving the use of American
anhitary LS.
Most ot these targets, however, have nothime
sth

HOWCr 12ainst a0 host ol

whatever o do LCITOTISILG 5N i

defimuon of the word, they wre pohinead
targets, hit to further Washingron's pohiical
ams.
One
exclusive politcal am behind the Re
anti Hibvan

should  not assume any sy

projeci. Fhe

admunistranon’s
vartous Washington burcaucracies and in
terest groups would all have thenr own per
pay-olfs from the programme. But et s
explore what scems o be the central parados
ol the rad: that tor the hitung
Craddattr and the Tibvan-Soviet connecuon.
' hoth

sake ol

Reagan was ready to deeply embarces
Arab uiates like Mubarai™s
Fovpt or the Saudis and also ‘the wihies” i
Does this make

the moderate
Western Furope. SCISC as
rauonal policy?

Conventionadl assumptions about the nat-
ure of world politics and US foraign poiiey
would suggest this policy mdeed makes ne
wense. The conventional
tirat Gorbachev plus Gaddaih cquals Red;
the moderate Arab regimes plus \\”t‘\l(l]’
Europe plus the USA cquals Blue, Buewha
it lhc Reagan admmistration doesa’toperate
em these conventional assumpuons? Whai it
its sees America as the suys
everybody clse as cither a probleny o
menace? With these assumpuons Fibsa
appears i a new Feht: not Red versus Blae,
but US power versus threats o US power.

Libyva then appears as a model not ot
cevolutionary radicalism in the Arab world
but of an o1l state outside US conurol,
shielded to some degree by Soviet military
power and able to sell oil as it hikes to whom
it hikes i fact mainly to West Germany
and Traly. Thus the customers are also not
dependent on US power tor thair ol
supplies. On our new assumptions, that is a
very unattractive model for the US. How,
for example, would they react it the present
Saudi regime switched alliances, brought n
the Soviet militarily and then shitted their oil
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Libya, Europe and Reaganite strategy

Appeasement,
Collaboration or
Resistance

viternauonal market as it
ated  dhem, without reference to US
sower? O course they would sell to Europe

cales and then

and the castomers there would wlso be no
songer dependent on US power tor the
ccurity of thewr ot supplies.

I these were the real concerns of the State
Drepariment, ihe paradox ot the ano-Laibva
prograimme disappears: the vaid was design-
cd vot only o get vid of Gaddatr and the
Sovier Libyan also as a
warnimg o Arab
moderates and the West Furopeans not o
clse. Tor

connecnon, but
Mubarakk and  other
follow rthe Libyan model, or
Washington, triangles involving non social-
ist Arab states, Soviet military power and
West Buropean concerns to be cconomically
mdependent of the US are not on these days.

American Strategy

What Washingon hus been secking o do is

cet a4 firm grip on certain vl levers of

control over Americd’s allies in order w lay

down the rules of the game witdun which
rivalry can proceed. These levers are, first
overwhelming military superiority over the
USSR; secondly a global military capability
tor action anvwhere in the Third World;
thirdly arrangements which preclude any
possibility of an uncontrolled  cconomic
and/or political axis developmg berween
Bonn and Moscow; fourthly, arrangements
precluding the nise of a4 West Furopean
super-state. And finally, the US wants 1o
begin roll-back against regimes allied to the
USSR in the Third World.

With such measures increasingly in place,
Washington need not fear cither of s
nightmares. The first of these is of a
quasi-super-state arising in Western Europe
with the capacity to create a mlllmrl]v secure
anti-dollar trade bloc in the Middle East and
other parts of the Third World. The other is
a tacit entente between certain West FEuro-
pean states and the Soviet Union enablhing
the West BEuropean states to use Soviet
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military power in the Third World as a shield
behind which they could maintain markets
and sources of raw materials outside US
control Gaddatfi’s Libya is a classic,
though rare, example of such an arrange-
ment.

Against the background of these controls,
the Reagan administration hopes to achieve
the reconstruction of the world economy
and international division of labour in a
pattern that ensures effective US hegemony
over 1ts allies-rivals into the twenty-first
century. Reagan is attempting to do the job
of global restructuring previously always
achieved through war without actually
having to engagc in that Third World War.

Problems of Reagan’s strategy

Itis likely that Reagan’s strategy will fail just
as much as other strategies failed before. But
what cannot be predicted with any certainty
is how. We can simply underline various
points of strain that could explode. The plan
involves attempting to establish undisputed
military hegemony in the Middle East, with
Isracl as junior partner, thus driving out the
Soviets altogether. This involves overthow-
ing the Assad regime in Syria and destroying
its treaty link with the Soviet Union. This
will not be casy and efforts to achieve it,
starting, for example, with an Isracli strike
against missile sites, could slip out of control
leading to superpower military confronta-
ton and nuclear war. In other words
necessary political objectives threaten Reag-
an (and us) with blow-out.

Decisively keeping Western Europe
under control means securely blocking
West German-Soviet axis, which in turn
means three things. First, returning Ger-
many to an aggressive posture towards the
East, giving NATO a new aggressive
military doctrine and offering some idea of
‘liberating” Eastern Europe to the German
right, as in the Adenauer days. This
undermines Soviet security, destabilises the
military ‘balance’ and threatens war in
Europe, by accident or design, especially in
the context of an internal upheaval in one of
the countrics of Eastern Europe.

Sccond, preventing or being able to
swiftly destabilisc a left reformist govern-
ment that might emerge in West Germany in
reaction to Reaganism. This could create
dangerous political uphcavals spreading
more widely in Western Europe.

Third, containing the trade war pressures,
particularly in the USA. A frontal assault of
West German trading interests could
produce virulent ‘Gaullist’ responses, ready
to throw caution to the winds and hit back
with the help cither of Moscow or of Parts or
both.

The arms race in space — Star Wars — and
the absence of arms control agreements with
the Soviets is likely to destabilise relations
with the USSR and propel the Soviet
leadership towards a more assertive use of its
own power. While one aspect of Reagan’s
rollback strategy in the Third World
undoubtedly to seek to provoke the Soviets
into cancelling future summits (thus obviat-
ing arms control) and even using some
muscle (perhaps on Berlin) in order to turn
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CND stops the traffic in Oxford
Street following Reagan’s attack
on Libya

West European and American public opi-
nion decisively behind Reagan’s cold war
politics, these efforts could backfire into
military confrontation and war.

Reagan’s rollback in the Third World as
well as his attempts to keep control of Third
World capitalist states strangled by the
imperialist banking system could backhire,
leading to cither Iranian or Vietnam types of
disasters for American power. Either type of

‘The US insisted on one
European collaborator —
Britain’

development would  produce  centrifugal
forces throughout the American global
system, with the medium-sized West Furo-
pean powers taking advantage of US
paralysis to stage at least partial break-outs
from the Reaganite straightjacket.

It any of these possible developments
were to occur, never mind a combination of
them, the effort of the US establishment to
assert US super-imperialism would  have
collapsed, whether or not it brought the
world down with it. Partial or wotal collapse

———_7

is at least as likely as success. In addition,
there 1s always the danger of a massive
cconomic crisis which will destroy  the
whole project.

The phoney alternative

In the face of the rise of this aggressive
American strategy over the last few years,
there has been great disquict in Western
Europe. One obvious political perspective
has emerged on all sides of the political
spectrum: for the European capitalist states
to collectively assert their interests and
sceurity requirements independent of, and
partially in opposition to, Washington’s
policy. This idea of collective action by
capitalist West European states has been
championed vigorously on the left as well as
by some quarters on the right. But most of
the discussion of this idea starts from a
phoney premise, namely that a thing called
Western Europe alrcady exists as an active
unit in world politces.

In various left-wing journals there is a
widespread assumption that the Common
Market is a substantial force. Such ideas are
false on two counts. First because interna-
tonal politics 1s about the wielding of force
— cocrcive power, both economic and
military. It is not about population size,
market size, standard of living or whatever.
Sccondly, as far as capitalist politics 1s
concerned, the wielders of force have to be
hard entities — great military -burcaucratic-
tax-raising machines under unthied com-
mand, not gaggles of clectoral politicians
struggling through the night to find a form
of words that will obsure their disunity.

Thus Europe cannot mount a ‘challenge’
in international politics for the simple reason
that Western Europe does not even exist as a
hard entity with the capacity to act as a
cocercive force in world politics. Instead a
collection of small, medium-sized and very
small powers exist that have managed to
reach very limited agreements among them-
sclves on some cconomic matters within
their region, on some aspects of their
cconomic relations with the outside world,
and on some principles of domestic social
order — notably a joint opposition to
socialist transformation.

There 1s also, of course, a supra-national
unity in matters that do really countin world
politics, namely military power, but that
unity is not West Furopean at all: ir s
American-dominated NATQO co-ordina-
tion. The entire pattern of military forces in
cach Western Furopean country is struc-
tured by the American presence, and by
American purposcs.

It is, or course, pertectly true that there
were various attempts to turn Western
Europe mto a significant polincal force
during 1983-85. On the military and high
tech side, the driving force for this was the
French government, while on the aspect
concerned  with strengthening Western
European political unity, the ITtalians took
the lead. But this set of efforts was roundly
defeated by the US and reviving it in the
foresceable future will be very difficult.

As for strengthened political co-ordina-
tion, the ltalian plan for a big step towards




Grosvenor Square 19 April: protest against Reagan’s war moves

greater politcal unity looked set for a
stitl-birth at the Common Market summit in
the summer of 1985, because the Germans
were being encouraged to drop 1t by the
Brinsh and the Americans. At the last
minute the Bonn government wobbled over
to the side of the plan, 1o the panic and tury
of Thatcher. But by the autumn of last year
the momentum behind the plan had dwind-
led away and the summit took the guts out of
1.

The US knew this only oo well before the
attack on Libva. They knew once the deal
with Bonn was finalised at the beginning of
March that they could hit Libya without any
threat of united European opposition. But
just to make doubly sure, they insisted on
onc BEuropean power — Britaim — being
drawn dircetly mto their aggression against
Libya as a collaborator.

Behind all these reasons the West Euro-
pean states will not turn themselves into a
coherent political foree, there are the deeper
structural factors. Such a ‘super” state would
have to have its own nuclear force, but it
can’t because the Briush nukes are in fact
controlled by the Americans; the cconomic
rivalries between capitalists in Europe are
often as intense or more so than their
common hostility o US capiralists, while
anyway the US capitalists are massively
present in Western Furope; the lduﬁlnglml
cement of the partics of the right in Europe
(exceptin IF mnu) would be shattered by an
attempt to make the US as much of an enemy
as the USSR and the intricate institutional

and tax deals that bind the ruling social blocs
m the different countries together would be
shattered l)\ create a
quast-state i Western Eurpoe.

ciiorts to uniform

The Consequences of Nonentity:
Appeasement and an internal
authority crisis

It then there are almost imsurmountable
obstacles to - capralist. Western Europe
becoming a real foree in world politics, the
conscquences need to be speltout. These can
be summed up i a single sentences: the vital
niterests .md sceurity of these capitalist
states are not under their own control, while
the middle classes of these states like 1o
believe that they are indeed tully sovereign
and m control of their own destinies.

Let us begin by brietly summarising the
mam headings of dependence. First ot all
there s dependence over the biggest ques-
tonof all - the capacity to decide on war or
peace. It used to be thought that this
question would be d
to prevent Moscow opting for war vou
needed overwhelming military steength in
NATO and thus the lack of ability to decide
on war in Western Iurope wouldn’t matter.
But now there s the realisation that this
question is most likely to be deaded i
Washington and logical thinking has been
turned upside down.

Then there is the cconomic security issuc,
which encompasses a range of problems
such as sccure access to strategic raw
materials which ar present can only be got

cctded in Moscow and

from the American powerzone, notably
sub-Saharan Africa (or, of course, the Soviet
zone). Then there is the security of capitalist
export markets to pay for oil imports and to
keep domestic big capital afloat: the bulk of
rlns again mvolves the American power
zone, notably in the Middle East and the
Amecricas, although Comecon also has some
impurt'mcc especially for sateguarding a
thick margin of sales in slump umdmuns
Then there s the sccurity of energy
resources themselves — above all oil and
uranium for the nuclear industries. This also
depends heavily on US power, although
there are parual alternatives: Libya for oil,
the USSR for gas and uranium and portenti-
ally for o1l as well.

The third broad arca of state sceurity
concern 1s the internal front. The West
Furopean countries are small and medium
sized capualist states with large, relatively
very well organised labour movements on
the Western rim of a vast landmass domi-
nated by post-capitalist relations  of
production. It is a permanent worry of the
West Furopean bourgeoisies that this geo-
political situation could end up one day with
the example of the Fast and the domestic
movements of the working class tipping
capitalism into the Adantc. Te was this fear
thattook these states to Washington on their
knees back in the late 1940s begging for a
massive US rescue operation.

As a result, they find themselves with a
deep US penctration of their socieities both
through dircct military presence (there are
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more American troops than British soldiers
in Britamm) through intelligence networks,
political penetr atton of state burcaucracies,
CIA operations in the labour movement .md
so forth. Without this structure the ruling
classes i a number of West Furopean states
would feel psychologically vulnerable, verar
the same tme in many ficlds of poliey it
makes them dependent on the US.

The absence of West European unity and
these crucial dependencies on the US in the
external military and cconomic ficlds and in
domestic politics created only oceasional
crises during the long post-war boom and
these came from either clashes between the
FEuropean imperialist powers and the US
during the struggles for independence in the
Third World (Suez, for example) or sudden
fears over East-West crises (the Cuban
mussile crisis of 1962, for example). But with
the end of the boom in the 1970s and the turn
in US foreign policy towards ‘unilateralism’
and ‘nco-globalism’, the West Furopean
states have been squirming and writhing in
the face of contradictory requirements and
pressures, unable to pursue any  stable
direction in lorcwn policy.

The overall effect of this has been to ereate
a sense of uncase and disquict amongst
scctions of the solid middle classes of
Western Furope — uncase about threats
posed by the US, fears of war, fears of
cconomic vulnerability and Jlmvc all a
feeling that their own states are far less
decisive and authoritative than they ought to
be in asserting their interests vis-a-vis the
US. The word s not used but the fecling is
widespread that in the face of US irrespon-
sibility and worse, their own states are doing
no more than trying, timorously, to appcase
the Reagan administration.

Until the Libyan crisis, this malaise within
the dominant social bloes in Western Furope
over foreign policy did not govern domestic
politics. I,wn at the height of the strength of
the peace movement, in 1983, the German
middle classes voted solidly against the SPD
and the pattern was, ot course, even stronger
in the British clections that vear, The fact
was that the domestic class struggle was in
full swing and the fight to push back the
labour movement had )richv over all other
issues. The shock of the Ill)v an crisis will,
no doubt, also pass, but the question is w 1|l
the malaise deepen?

Possiblc future developments

The long-standing and fundamental global
conflict between the Soviet Union and its
allied post-capitalist states and the imperial-
1st powers has become overlaid with intense
conflicts and tensions inside the imperialist
camp. Attempts to overcome these conflicts
under Ford and Carter failed. Irom 1979 the
US embarked upon a high risk (for every
body) strategy of ‘nco-globalism’, secking to
hem in the Soviet Union, score victories and
achieve some ‘roll-back’ in the Third World
and assert its control over the external
policies of the other main capitalist states.
In the carly 1980s, in response to  this
emerging strategy, some coalitions within
and between West European states sought to
form the embryonic beginnings of an
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mperiadist ‘third force’. These eltores were
failures and for the foresceable future they
could only seriously revive it an all-out
cconomic war on West Furopean capitalist
mterests was launched by the US, thus
generatmg a violent political response trom
bourgeors crireles in Western Fuarope,

The Reagan administraton s secking 1o
avert that possibility, but remains unable wo
both govern the behaviour of the West
Furopean states and simultancously avord
undermining the legitimacy of the state
leaderships within their own constituencies.

What then are the alternatives for solving,
this problem of controlling Western Fur-
ope’s external activities without a devastar-
g mternal polivcal backlash i one, two or
many  West Luropean countries? Two
alternatives are being openly canvassed i
Washington and o third can casily be
envisaged. The first is to revive Furopean
imperialist blood-lust by drawing the mam

Gaddaffi

West Furopean states into military adven-
tures with the US in the Third World. This
could be called the *French oprion” or indeed
the ‘Falklands option’. We have seen how a
strategic majority of the British population
lhrills to their own woops killing Third

World peoples, providing ()f course thC\ can
getaway with it succcs‘slull\

In Britain in the wake of the I ibvan affair
we can be sure that this option is being
strongly canvassed inside the Ministry of
Defence by clements in the Navy. The Times
already floated the idea back in 1982 after the

Falklands of pulling the British troops out of

West Germany (so much for the ‘Soviet
threat’) and  projecting military  power
outside the NATO arca. [It’s excellent
domestic politics and it hts perfectly with
US strategy: if only those FIs has been
Britsh!

The sccond alternative option is to move
n exactly the opposite direction, wving the
West Luropean military capability  ex-
clusively to the European theatre, forcing an
increased West European cffort in central
Furope by \\fi[hdnwing large numbers of
US troops, saving US resources for .lpphu
tion outside the NATO area while ensuring

ultmate military control in Western Europe
through Star Wars, the US curo-missiles and
so on. But the dangers with this option are
also great: the danger of greater West
Luropean military- p()lmul mtegration, the
danger ot West European unilateralism in ies
relatons with Moscow and the danger tharif
the US got bogged down somewhere in the
Third World it would be stuck there alone.

The third and final option is for the US to
divect s efforts not to changing Western
Furope’s basic orientation to the outside
world but to changing the region’s internal
politics. To a degree this option has already
been i operation in Washington’s drive
against the traditional social democratic
msututions of north western Furope over
the last five vears, an operation in which the
Reaganites could count on an alliance with
the rightin the countries coneerned, notably
m Brotun and West Germany. But more
would be needed for Washington to feel
really secure. It would be a matter of moving
down a continuum of direct intervention
that begins with penctration at an lralian
fevel, moves on through Greek levels to
Turkish levels and then on o various grades
of Laun American levels.

Outlines of a Left Alternative

The basic obstacles to unifving Western
Furope are not ‘natonal antagonisms’ but
capitalist antagonisms. The basic task of the
western left i the face of the increasingly
barbaric and potentially utlstrophu Crisis
of the imperialist system is to raise the
banncer ot a united socialist curope. Such a
task means first of all the double process of
removing American power and local capital-
ist power from Western Europe through
soctalist  transtormations. It involves a
strugele against militarism which is also a
struggle to socialise and rebuild the cconom-
ic life of Western Europe.

In the struggle to carry through this
transformation, the left cannot expect any
active support from the Soviet leadership in
the face of the American and West European
counter-revolution.,

But it can expect support from very wide
sections ol the peoples of EFastern Europe
and the USSR if the left here reallv appeals to
them on a principled socialist basis cham-
proning socialist democracy.

The transformation of Western Europe is
a gigantic task, made possible only by the
scale of the threat to humanity posed by the
militarist paroxvsm of |mpuulmn of which
the Libvan raid was simply a tiny symptom.
In this historic struggle the lefe must link up
with all those forces opposing nuclear
weapons and the American bases, it must
seek links also in the unions and all the
struggles against attacks on working peo-
ple’s living standards, 1t must make hinks in
the Third World and scck  principled
anti-militarist joint action with the Soviet
leadership on issues such as Star Wars,
chemical weapons and so forth. Tt must also
seck links with the American left in an
overall internationalist struggle to take the
world through and bevond the hysterical
violence with which imperialism in crisis
secks to rerrorise us.

*—__——



‘All left wing comrades
have a right to be in the party’

Interview with Eric Heffer

ERIC HEFFER has been one of
the champions of the left of the
Parliamentary Labour Party
since 1964, and has recently been
an outspoken critic of the witch
hunt and the move to the right.
JANE KELLY and DAVE
PACKER spoke to him.

What do you think of the new ‘Ireedom and
Fairness’ campaign launched by the party
leadership?

[ went to the launch of the campaign,
because I'd read various newspaper reports
saying that we were dropping our historical
red flag, and our party emblem and at the
annual conference we were going to stop
calling one another ‘comrades’ and so on. 1
was assured that the campaign logo was just
for this campaign, and all this wasn’t true.

[ watched the party pohitical broadcast on
the ‘Fairness and Freedom’ theme by Neil
Kinnock and John Cunningham. I don’t
think anyone could disagree with what they
said, it was what was notsaid that s
important. What's far morc important than
that campaign is for us to press home our
basic socialist policies. More to the point
than a slick campaign is what sort of policies
we’re going to campaign on up to the next
clection.

So what do you think those policies should
be?

I think that we have to say clearly that the
issue now, to solve the problems of
unemployment, poverty and the threatof
waris a clear socialistalternative. That
doesn’tjust mean more investment in the
construction industry and so on—you need
that, but you also have to have a totally
differentapproach. We've got to talk about
control of the cconomy, about extending
public ownership, about planning the
resources of the nation. We have to argue for
self-management by the workers in
industry. We have to argue not just for the
removal of all American nuclear bases, we
have to argue for the removal of all American
bases. We have to talk in terms of eventually
getting ourselves outof NATO. We have to
push for nuclear energy to be replaced in
time by other forms of encrgy. We've gotto
argue for proper conservationist policies.
Now we’ve heard alot about the necessity
of Labour beinga ‘party of production’.
Well Inever thought we were anything else!
The question we have to ask is “production

10 forwhar — production for use, or

production for profit? And all those people
who’ve argued over the years that the choice
is ‘socialism or barbarism’ arc right. The
currentalternative is socialism or
destruction. Idon’t believe that you lose
votes if you tell that to the people, T think
you lose votes if you pretend to be
somcthing that you’re not.

What role do you think the Campaign
Group oughcroplay?

Well the Campaign Group is doing quite a
good job, introducing aseries of Billsin
parliament. They've no hope of being passed
of course, they're propaganda measures. But
[ think we ought to do far more than that.
I've thought for some time we ought to pick
outdebates and get all our people in there
arguing for asocialist line of action. We used
to say thisin the carly Tribunce group. But
the Tribune group in this House is not the
Tribunc group that was. We haven’tquite
latched on to the importance of using
parliamentas a propaganda platform.

In the country we definitely oughtto do
more than we've done, and ’m going to
advocate that there should be aseries of big
mectings organised by the Campaign Group
with people like myself, Tony Benn and
Dennis Skinner speaking, to show a presence
and argue for socialist policies.

So you think it should be more than a
parliamentary caucus?

Well I think it should be in essencea
parliamentary caucus, butit’s gotto haveits
roots throughout the entire country. That’s
increasingly happening. We should
coordinate the left in the party far more, and
that would, L assume, include a variety of
groups and tendencies, as long as they were
generally on the left. 1 think if we failtodoie

it will be very serious for the party in the
long run.

You know there are people who say that
we shouldn’t do anything until the general
clection, and then after the election we’ll all
come out from our little holes and fight for
socialist policies. Well 1 don’t think we're
going to win unless we fight now for socialist
policics.

How do you see the refusal of people like
Blunkett and Meacher on the NEC to
support the minority in the battle against the
witch hunt?

Well they’re contradictory. On the general
principle of the witch hunt they secem to be
going along with the majority of the NEC.
But on the specific questions, like whether
Pat Wall should be endorsed as a candidate
or not, they voted the other way. But Fhave
to tell you, and I’ll be quite blunt abouti,
the people you mention arca great
disappointment to me. Once again ve seen
people come onto the NEC, and I've seenitin
the pastin parliament, with greatleft wing
reputations and within a short period of time
they’ve abandoned their positions.

Since I rejoined the Labour Party 've
never considered myself to be on the ‘ultra
left’ of the party. But I’'ve had a left position
and I’ve maintained my position, and simply
because of that I'm characterised as part of
the ‘ultra-left’. Well so beit. Ljust believe
that all left wing comrades in the party havea
rightto be in the party. If you don’tagree
with them, you argue against them
politically, and try to outvote them. But you
don’tsay onc thing onc year and when you
get a position of responsibility turn your
back on all your basic ideas — for purely
opportunistic reasons and in some cases
undoubtedly for reasons of personal
advancement. I you do that there’s no
future for any movement, certainly not for
the Labour Party.

The pressure on the left to fall into line and
no rock the boat is very great. It is creating a
drift to the right. Do you think this is going
to continue?

I think we arc in for a difficult period, and
this year’s conference is going to be a
difficult one. Some people on the NEC might
not maintain their position. But I'm
encouraged that in the constituency parties
thereisalot of unease and concern at
rightward developments.

I’ve been in Parliament for 21 years, and
I've always taken a view thatif you have to
differentiate yourself from the party leader
on aparticular issue, then you should do so.
[t’s the correct thing to do, it’s the moral
thing to do. If you disagree and you keep
your mouth shut, then you’re saying that
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vou'll go along with things vou know to be
wrong. And don’tbelieve that because the
leaderis Neil Kinnock, or because we
suffered aterrible defeatin the last election,
which wasn’t the fault of the left
madentally, weshould keep quict, forget
everything, keep vour trap shut, don’t
oppose things thatare wrong, just hide away
—wellit's wrong! U've read that Ken
Livingstone has made this kind of statement.
Wellit's opportunistand fundamentally
wrong. You'll sce when my book comes out
thatEhaven'tpulled any punches about what
Ithink, or where the parey should be going,.

Itthere's a hung parliament, what should
Labourdo?

Lthink it's quite clear. If we are the largest
party we should take control, pick out
socialist policies thatare popular, let
oursclves be deteated in parliament on them,
and gotoranother election. If vou make
deals with the other parties you getsullied by
them andin the end they winand vou lose.

Nearly 70 per cent of the population were
agatnstthe rards on Libva. Budin Labour's
oppostton the leaderstup has not raised the
question of NATO. What do vou think of
this?

Ithink it’s very interesting that opposition to
the bases is much more eredible to the people
than it was before. Aot ol people now see
what we're arguing about, whereas betore it
often scemed like atheoretical question. To
thatextent [think the party’s position about
the bases has been more eredible. But the
party position s a compromise because there
are some people on the right who don’t want
us to getrid of the bases without nuclear
weapons and who now sce thatic's popular.

I had adiscussion with an old Tribune
comrade whois in the shadow cabinet, who
U'msall friendly with, alchough we don'tsee
evetoeve on political issues anv more, and
hesad thathe was sorry to hear me raise the
question of getang rid of alt bases., because
tratonly gave people like Dennis 1 Tealey the
chance to raise support for nuclear weapons.
I'said no, they I say people like me are on the
looney left, butatleast we'll be locked into 2
pledge to gerrid of nuclearbases. The more
we demand, the more policy will be
aceepted, and wesstill have the opportunity
to argue for what is necessary -~ getting rid
of all bases and out ot NATO.

I’'m more convinced than ever that when
Tony Bennand Iputforward our paper
aganst NATO to the Nt which was
mmediately rejected, nevertheless it was
correct thing to do, and that opposition to
NATO will grow. The Scottish TUC has gone
ontecord againstall bases. Lregard thatas a
very important step forward.
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Wendy Savage case

An Enquiry into
women’s rights

The inquiry into Wendy
Savage’s “fitness’ to be an
obstetrician is minatory. The

result will have ramifications for

women’s rights in childbirth
extending far beyond the
borders of Tower Hamlets.
ERICA FLEGG 1nvestigates.

THE FINDINGS of the enquiry into the
competence of the consultant obstetrician,
Wendy Savage, who was suspended by
Tower Hamlets Health Authority, are to be
presented on 10 July. The campaign to
defend Savage has organised a demonstra-
ton i her support, and is also calling for
protests at her suspension to be made to the
Health Authority.

While the Savage case appears to be
concerned with questions of professional
competence, what is at issue is the approach
to the management of childbirth today. This
affects the rights of women, especially
women from the working class and cthnic
minorities, the standards of medical practice
within the National IHealth Service, the cuts,
and the accountability of doctors to society
rather than to their peers.

In the view of many of her supporters,
Wendy Savage has been victimised because
she supports the right of mothers to partici-

‘In Britain women’s rights
in childbirth are being.
eroded’

pate i decisions about the management of

birth, because she defends the interests of the
deprived residents of an inner city arca — the
Astan and working-class patients at the Mile
End branch of Whitechapel Hospital — and
because she s a female misfit in an elitst,
conservative and male-dominated medical
establishment.

Savage, 1t seems, 1s also too bright and too
bolshy for the comfort of her more benight-
ed and insccure male colleagues, and they are
determined to make an example of her. If
they daren’t actually call her a witch, they
nevertheless want her professional reputa-
uon burnt at the stake and her ideas
discredited. The Roval College of Obstetri-
crans and Gynecologists clecred Savage to
membership last year, a recognition normal-
ly extended o obstetricians ot her seniority,
but the professional bodies scem to be

, »
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Cuts in the NHS while £150,000 is
spent on the Savage Enquiry

willing to allow her to be singled out without
protest.
In Britain, women’s rights in childbirth

to home births, to ‘natural’ births in hospital
without undue technological or surgical
intervention, to participate in the managc-
ment of their labour and delivery — are
being increasingly croded. This is defended
in the name of increased safety for méther
and child, but evidence shows that greater
medical intervention does not, on the whole,
ensure safer births: in Holland, for instance,
where the rate of home births is much higher
than in Britain, the rate of perinatal mortality
is lower. The rate of Cacesarian section is also
increasing alarmingly, although this practise
is known to be detrimental to the health and
well being of the mother. There is a tendency
for Cacsarians to be much more common in
some parts of the country than in others, and
also to be more commonly recommended on

a Frday, for instance. than on a Sundy
facts which Wendy Savage’s detractors ha:
vet to explain in terms of good medic
pr(lclicc.

Tower Hamlers Health Authorine, n
time when health services are sorely presse
by the cuts, set aside €150,00C 1o {inance 1]
inquiry and morcover suspended Savag
from duty betore the inquin FUPOTLLS
leaving the Mile Fnd branch of the hospit
without a named consultant obstetriena
The Authority issoshortof funds that i als
plans to close half of the 22 macernity: bed.
Mile End and move the rest 1o Whitee hape
Apparendy the use of Large sums ol publ,
moncey to remove adoctor like Savage s see
as the best way 1o protect the interess o
expectant mothers of Mile Fod.

Savage has 26 vears” experionce as
obstetrician, and is 1 senior lecturer w hio ha

“Tower Hamlets Health
Authority set aside
£150,000 to finance the
inquiry’
taught at the hospital without criticim fo
seven years. She enjovs the confidence o

local women, so much so that one of ()
mothers whose case was used, withour he

permission, against Savage, came o publi
cally in her suppore. A highhy Commite
doctor, Savage is also 4 member of 1)
Socialist Health Association owd ol h
Labour Party. Like most cornsulianis, Sa ay
does not belong to a trade union, but thi
does not prevent the unions in the healt
service, and all those concerned to detend th
interests of women and public accountabil]
iy in social services, from organising againg
her victimisation and 1o protect our ow
mterests. Phe Savage case mav ideed ond

courage afew alarmed consultants to jonn thy
ranks of the trade union movement.
Further information on the campaign can
be obtained from Oxford House in Tow of
Hamlets, where mectings o the defendd
committee are held, The demonsuation i
calfed tor 10 July at 2pm to march from Mile
Ind to the London Hospial ao Whitechapel,
I'or the Labour Party, Peter Shore hag
spoken out in favour of Savage’s remstated
ment o the interests of his constituents i
Bethnal Green and Stepney, but the party
and the wider labour movement need 1o 1akd
a stronger stand  betore those wih oy

courage and commitment than Savage will be
prepared to put their reputations,  an
perhaps their jobs, on the line by speaking
out against present trends.




The General
Strike 1926 |



This month is the sixticth anniversary of the general

strike. The great strike has been recounted and argued
about over decades. Here BOB PENNINGTON looks not
at the detailed story of the strike, but why it occurred and

why the working class went down to such a tragic defeat.

Central to understanding this he argues, is the role of the
'TUC and the infant British Communist Party.

FROM BLACK FRIDAY
TO RED FRIDAY

WITH THE ADVANTAGE of hindsight,
the 1926 General Strike appears to
have been mevitable -—— nevitable
because the crisis of Briush capitalism
after the First World War, and in
particular because the erisis of the coal
industry immediately posed a ques
tion which all such crises pose - who
is going to pay, the working class or
the ruling class?

In fact, immediately after the World
War Britain went through a short
ceonomic boom. But this boom only
temporarily concealed the fact thar
British capitalism was in decline, and
had been for forty vears. The coal
mdustry was the country’s largest
single industry employing a million
people, and exporung a third of us
production betore 1914, Adter the war
Lurope was short of cnergy and
export prices were twice as ligh as
home prices. But then i 1921 the
bubble burst, export prices fell dra
matically, and the government
which had controlled the mines n
wartime - - pulled outand lefr the coal
owners to find a solution.

The coal owners™ solutton  was
simple - they called for a big cut in
wages, which the miners rejected. On
31 March 1921 the miners were locked
out. The Miners Federation invoked

1889 docks strike

W_—_—‘

the Triple Alhance the alliance of
engineers, miners and transport wor-
kers. The ratlworkers and transport
workers agreed to begin sympathetic
strikes on Saturday 16 April. But the
day before, Friday 15 April, the
railworkers leader JH Thomas de-
mandced  that the miners resume
negotiations  with the government.
The miners, knowing that the govern-
ment supported  the coal  owners,
refused. So Thomas and Robert
Williams of the transport workers
called off the strike, and the miners
were left out in the cold, on what has
become known in labour history as
‘Black Friday’. By the end of Junc,
forced into submission by their isola-
tion, the miners were forced to aceept
ficavy wage cuts.

But the wage cuts did not 1
themselves solve the crisis of the
industry. The coal owners belonged
to the *Neanderthal’ faction of the
capitalist class and were notoriously
backward. A warume government
report had commented: . we donot
wiscly commit hundreds of thousands
of workers to the charge of ill-
cducated men'. The structure of the
industry itself was anarchic. In 1918
there  were 1500 companies and
owners, plus some 4000 landowners

who got rovalties from every ton of
coal that was litted from their land.
The dragmented  character of the
industry acted as a barrier to moder-

nisation, and the British coal industry
had far fewer mechanical cutters than
its main rivals. As the short boom was
followed by another slump, the
owners used the uncertainty as anoth
er excuse for puttng oft modernisa
tion.

By 1924 international competition
was getting ever more intense the
writing was on the wall for the coal
industry, indeed the wall was falling
down. When Britian returned to the
Gold Standard in 1925 coal took
another body blow, as the effect of the
move was to overprice British coal by
another ten per cent. Earkier that vear
the owners had demanded another cut
in wages: Prime Minister Baldwin said
that ‘the coal industry must stand on
its own cconomic foundations’ and
added that there was no hope of
government subsidy.

But by 1925 there was a new moaod
afoot in the British trade unions. The
British Communist Party had begun
to build the Minority Movement
(MM), which organised left wing
groups inside the miners union, the
engincers and other untons. The MM

‘The Minority
Movement was not just
a “rank and file”
movement’

campaigned for the unions to fight the
employers offensive under the slogan
‘Stop the Retreat’. ft aimed to build
real unity inside the unions, and 1o
build up the organisation in the
workplaces, so that control lay at the
base - stressing that this was the only
way to avoid a repetition of “Black
Priday’.

The Minority Movement was not
just a ‘rank and fle’” movement: nt
amed to divide the unions not
between leaders and led, but between
lefe and right. Thus it numbered
AMONY Its SUPPOTLErs MINCrs’ secretary
A] Cook, along with other left union
leaders. The presence of the MM inside
the most powertul umons, an aware-
ness that the miners were only the first
in line for wage cuts, and the general
growth in militancy, all put big
pressure on the TUC when the miners
appealed for support.

On 30 July 1925 a conlerence of
trade union exccutives attended by
over 1000 people endorsed a proposal
from the TUC to place an embargo on
all movement of coal from midnight
on 31 July. It also empowered the
TUC to call a strike, on any scale
necessary, should the deadlock con-
tinue. At the cleventh hour the
government capitulated and agreed to
pay a subsidy to the industry until |
May 1926. The delegates at the *Red
liriday® conference had won — for the
moment.
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Government poster, 1920
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THE RULING CLASS
PREPARES FOR
BATTLE

The rating class had suffered a major
rebutt on Red Fridav, but as minery’
president Flerbert Smith commented,
G was ondyan armistice’. From that
Jav on e cmployers, their govern-
ment and ther state began prepara-
tons tor the magor battle that they
l\llL'\\ WS TTOnwW ill\'\‘i[(]l)l&‘. '”]C [l‘{‘lgc(iy
was that their preparations were much
more cffective and  extensive  than
those made by the working class
leaders.

Home Seeretary Sir William Joyson
Fhicks, whowas wo play amajor partin
government preparations,  described
thie coming batde as “this thing which
has sot o be fought out by the people
ol this Land’. He asked: *is Britain o
be voverned by parliament and the
cabinet or by a handtul of trade union
leaders e

Meanwhile, railworkers leader
Jimmy Thomas, who had sold oot the
miners on Black Fridav was wringing
his hands and arguing that *nothing
was more dangerouas tor the future of
thie county” than that the employers
and government “should be made w
concede by force what they refused
concede by reason’.

Baldwin’s concession on a subsidy
to the coal industry had been made in
the teeth of opposttion from the Tory
hackbenches and leer Street. But the
concession was not there to help the
miners - itwas to give the ruling class

ENAY

ATON OF COAL
COSTS 33 37t PITHEAD
WHERL DOT'S THE MONEY GO?

. s MINERS L
m waGks 24 J
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G i 21
Total 33 3

time to prepare for the coming
showdown.

Immediately after Red Friday the
government started making ready. By
August that year The Times was
reporting: ‘numerous  suggesuons
have been made from various quarters
for organising those citizens who
would be prepared to volunteer to
maintain supplies and services in the
event of a general strike’. Such an
organisation had alrcady been set up
and was at work in many London
boroughs. This body, the Organisa-
tion for the Maintenance of Supplies
(OMS) had been set up under the
benevolent direction of the Home
Sccretary.

The OMS was a so-called private
body mcluding Lord Hardinge, one
tme Viceroy of India, Sir Rennel
Rodd a former ambassador and Ad-
miral Jellicoe, along with other retired
personages from the high ranks of the
military. These stout citizens who had
spent their entire adult lives serving
the state could be relied on to defend
the nanonal interests, which hap-
pened to coincide with those of the
coal owners. The OMS got down to
recruiting  volunteers as special
constables, as transport drivers, as
messengers and so forth. When the
government took over the OMS on
the eve of the General Strike it had a
trained army of strike breakers to
hand.

The government itself organised an
emergency supply and transport ser-
vice and planned a detailed network

= N T

which covered the use of air, naval and
army personnel.

Behind the government stood the
Emergency Powers Actof 1922 which
gave sweeping powers if a crisis was
declared.

Although the government had the
powers to take over broadcasting,
Baldwin knew that was not necessary.
During the strike Baldwin's judge-
ment proved correet for not only
Reith, the head of the BBC, refused
Ramsey MacDonald permission to
broadcast but even delayed an appeal
for peace from the Archbishop of
Canterbury. Reith was utterly opp-
osed to broadcasting anything that
encouraged the surike,

Nor did the government content
itselt with administrative measures to
defeat the untons. When the Prime
Minister agreed to the subsidy he also
set up a Commission to mquire into
the industry which was headed by
Lord Samuel and included a host of
ruling class personages. These gent-
lemen, like their colleagues who led
the OMS, believed 1in defending the
national interest and keeping Britain
ona ‘sound cconomic footing’ — cven
if it meant cutting wages. The task of
the Commission was to sausty the
public that there had been an ‘impar-
tial’ and ‘fair-minded’ examination of
the coal industry which needed now
to reduce wages and/or lengthen
hours.

A powerful alliance was coalescing
against organised labour. It was an
alliance made up of the government,
the emplovers, the financiers and the
state, the civil servants, the judiciary,
the police and the military. What
united these forces was expressed by
Lord Balfour who said such people
agreed over ‘the foundations of soci-
cty’ which meant they thoroughly
believed in, and absolutely depended
on the continued existence of the
present social order. On the other side
there was anotable lack of preparation
by the unions concerned, although the
TUC president A Swales told the 1925
Conference at Scarborough “We must
now recover lost ground to re-esta-
blish and umprove wages, hours, and
working conditions’.

THE FAILURE OF THE
TUC

Yet all proposals to prepare for the
impending contlict were quietly refer-
red back to the General Council. As
the months passed, the TUC did not
start to prepare. Proposals for setting
up an Industrial Alliance were talked
about, hung fire and then drifted into
oblivion. Ernest Bevin later admitted
it was not until 27 April 1926 that the
TUC cven set up an Advisory Com-
mittee. The lassitude of the TUC was
not attributable to  powerlessness.
Their disinclination to act stemmed

5




from the fact that wking national
industrial action against the govern-
ment, according to their own beliefs
was almost certainly tllegal and prob-
ably morally wrong. I'urthermore it
meant rupturing and possibly des-
troying that network of class colla-
boration the union burcaucracy had
constructed between itself and the
establishment.

The fear of challenging the govern-
ment’s constitutional right to govern,
and the desire of the union burcau-
cracy simply to be mediators between
capital and labour, and not lecaders of
class struggle was clequently  ex-
pressed by JH Thomas. Speaking for
the Opposition in Parliament he said:
‘Tor ten days ... we said to the
government: “You force the coal
OWners to give us some terms, never
mind how bad they are. Let us have

‘Also haunting the
trade union leaders
was their fear of
“letting in the reds”

s

something to go on ... | have never
disguised that in a challenge to the
consutution, God help us unless the
government  win”’(1) Thomas was
expressing the convictions of most of
his colleagues on the General Council
and Labour’s front bench.

This 1s why in all those months
from August 1925 right into the
spring of 1926, the TUC clung
fervently to the hope that the Samuel
Commission would offer some con-
cessions and Baldwin would intervene
and soften the blow due to be inflicted
on the miners. Also haunting the trade
union leaders, was their fear of ‘letting,
in the reds and the wildmen'. Afrer che
Strike, Charles Duke of the Municipal
Workers complained ‘every day the
strike proceeded, the control and the
authority of that dispute was passing
out of the hands of responsible
exccutives, into the hands of men who
had no authority, no control, no
responsibility ...

The government suffered from no
such cquivocatons and doubts. It
knew what was involved and set its
sights accordingly. The preparations
it had made and the powers already in
its hands were unparalleled in a
country not at war. For them, the
1ssuc was who was going to pay for the
crisis — the working class or the
ruling class? Because they recognised
what was at stake, the ruling class
remained impervious to all pleas for
compromise. Baldwin would not
budge an inch. The coal owners broke
off negotiations on 13 April, saying
nothing less than a wage cut would
satisfy them, and insisted in future
they would only negotiate at district
level.

Prime Minister Baldwin

In face of this intransigence, JH
Thomas, who was on the TUC’s
Special Industrial Relanons Commit-
tee which was in charge of negotia-
vons, stll argued against ‘organising
and mobilising, and encouraging the
feeling that war was inevitable .. . and
suggested  people  ‘concentrate on
finding a solutnon honourable and
sausfactory to all sides’.

But nothing came to the rescue of
the TUC. The report from the Samuel
Commission came out on 10 March
and opposed the continuation of the
subsidy after t May. On wages and
hours the Commission favoured a
wage cut, but not as much as the mine
owners were demanding, and thought
the extension of the working week
was undesirable. Then came the sting
m the il The report suggested the
miners choose between bigger wage

‘the TUC were told the
Prime Minister could
not see them, he had

“gone to bed”’

cuts without an increase in working
hours, or an increase in working hours
without wage cuts. The miners rejec-
ted this.

At first the TUC opposed 1t, but
eventually shifted its ground em-
phasising its willingness to help 1n
anyway to reach a settlement - and
told Herbert Smith there was ‘no
room for negotauons’. The TUC
then had two choices. The hoped-tor
solution from Samuel’s Commision
gave nothing, so now they could
cither start organising for a show-
down or they could go back to the
table, begging bowl in hand. So, back
they went to beg again. Right up to the

very end the TUC did everything it
could to geta seulement, but all to no
avail.,

When they scurried round to see
Baldwin they were handed the final
mnsult. They were told the Prime
Minister could not see them, he had
‘gone to bed’. And so the reluctant
TUC, under the nstructions of the
union exccutives, called a national
strike. As the assembled delegates sat
waiting for the votes to be cast they
sang hymns like ‘Break of Heaven’,
which was undoubtedly very British
of them, but showed that they had
more faith in the almighty than they
did 1n the power and unity of the
labour movement!
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THE GENERAL STRIKE
General Strikes are qualitatively dif-
ferent to other industrial disputes, and
the British General Strike was no
excepuon. On one side of the divide
stands the state, the government, the
employers — all those who ‘agree on
fundamentals® along with their
allies in scctions of the middle classes,
and those groups of workers who
falsely identify their interests with
those of their rulers. On the other side
is the labour movement and its allics.
Both camps are confronted with
momentous decisions if they are to
win.

In Bricain, in May 1926, the ruling
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class knew it it defeated the strike
there would be no need 1o com
promuse with the miners, the rising
ude of working class militancy would
be stemmed and the burden of the 3
crists would be put on the backs of
working people. Despite declarations
that they had no intention of ever
Ch;l”cnglng lllc C()n.\lnn!i(m, l]]c

unions had no chance ol winning it
they failed 1o do just that.

The union leaders hated the situa-
ton. They would never dare to, or
even want to, take the steps demanded
for victory. Victory would demand

Miners’ president, Herbert Smith
Al the agreements, ofen unsaid, l’

breaking the law. Tt would undermine




invariably unwritten, which mediated
their day-to-day relations with the
emplovers and the state. A General
Strike destroys normality. The power
and assumed prerogratives of the old
ruling class are broughtinto queston,

not just by small numbers of marxists

and other socialists, but by whole

sections of the working class. Who

decides what trains shall run; what

food shall be distributed and to

whom; what scrvices operate, and

who has the mandate to operate them,

is decistve to victory. The strikers can

only leave these decisions in the hands
of the state and government at their

peril. But the moment the workers’
organisations step in and start taking
these decistons it has challenged the

right of the ruling class to run the
country.

A victorious General Strike in 1926
would have had three possible out-
comes. Whatever else, it would have
stimulated further working class mil-
itancy as it would have strengthened
the confidence of trade unionists, and
almost certainly strengthened the
position of the left. Victory could also
haveled to the resignation of the Tory
government and its replacement by a
Labour administration very depen-
dent on and much influenced by the
working class upsurge that had put 1t
mto office. Finally, a victorious
General Strike could have led 1o social
revolution, in that the workers’ or-
ganisations ¢jected the Tory govern-
ment and took power into their own
hands. In retrospect this scems a very
unlikely variang, given the policies of
the Communist Party in that period
along with its lack of a really wide
authoratattve base inside the labour
movement.

For the TUC leaders all these
outcomes were repugnant. At best
they involved an under-mining of
their positions, and at the worst the
nightmarish prospect that they might
even lose those coveted positions.
Thus from day one, the TUC entered
the Strike with no desire greater than
the one to get it all over with. Of
course they would have liked a
settlement that favoured the miners.
After all it would have enhanced their
own presuge and standing in the
unions, and most of them were
genuinely sorry about the hardship
and deprivation being suffered by the
miners and their families. Unfor-
tunately, the price for a victory was
t00 high for the TUC to pay.

THE STRIKE BEGINS

With this encumberance around its
neck, organised labour began the
General Strike. The over one million
miners that had been locked out were
joined by another one and a half
million striking workers, including all
types of transport workers, many

printers, secuons of the building
trade, and those in the iron and steel,
chemicals and power industries. Engi-
neering and shipbuilding were only
called out atter a week had gone by.

I'rom the beginming the response had

been magnificent. The Lighumen and

Stevedores who were not then affi-

liated to the TUC immediately

stopped work in solidarity. On the

railways, less than one per cent of the

engine drivers reported for work.

The Railway Clerks Union played a
vital role in defeating the OMS plans
to organise scabbing. Fifty one per
cent of their members came out on
strike, many of them senior grades
like station masters who purt at risk
their jobs and pensions. As the
Natonal Council of Labour Colleges
reported in their publication A Wor-
kers History of the Great Strike: ‘It
was the unexpected and heroic sol-
idarity of the RCA responsible grades

‘from day one, the TUC

entered the Strike with

no greater desire than
to get it all over with’

which broke the spine of the Compa-
nics resistance. Any plans that they
may have had for running an OMS
service under skilled supervision were
wrecked at once.” Many individual
workers not in unions joined up — the
RCA recruited 3000 new members on
the first day — and then walked out
on strike from their workplaces. In
arcas like Chorley in Lancashire,
considered then a graveyard for trade
unionism, there was a complete
closedown.

Inall the great cities and large towns
the response was magnificent cven
arcas like non-industrial Colchester,
reported a ‘splendid’ response. Al-
together over 82 unions had members
out on strike — the proportion
differed, according cither to the
instructions of the TUC, or the
militancy of the members, as some
told not to strike did so. A TUC
Bulletin reported ‘Never have the
workers responded with greater en-
thusiasm to the call of their leaders . ..
They have manifested their deter-
mination and unity to the whole
world. They have resolved that the
attempt of the mincowners to starve
three million men, women and child-
ren into submission shall not succeed.’

If only that determination had
prevailed at higher levels! As the strike
grew in strength — there were more
workers out on the ninth day when it
ended, than when it began — so did
the burcaucracy grow ever more
desperate to bring it to an end. From 6
May, Sir Herbert Samuel had been in

Troops in India Dock Road‘

contact with JH Thomas, and the nest
day a series of mectings began bt
ween him and the Negotating
Committee of the General Council.
These were held in the home of Sir
Abe Bailey, a South African mining
magnate who owned a string of race
horses and whose house was presum-
ably considered to be ideal “neutral’
ground! The talks were secret and the
miners were kept out of  them,
Meanwhile Ramscy MacDonaid was
assuring cverybody thathe .. was in
continual touch with the government
side ...

A new formula produced by Sam
ucl, which again did not rule out wage
cuts, was rejected by the miners.
Undeterred the TUC pressed on. On
Il May they wld the mimers they
must accept the Samucel proposals
which had not even been endorsed by
the government. The miners exceutive
refused, insisting they  were not
prepared to acceptany cuts. They also
knew if the Swrike stopped for new
negotiations 1t would be more or less
impossible to restart it the negoua-
uons broke down. A unanimous
decision of the TUC then deaided the
Strike could no longer be carried on.
Their representatives then trooped off
to Downing Street and without men-
toning the Samucl proposals, offered
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what Ralph AMiliband in his book
Parliamentary Socialism apthy descri
bes as “unconditional surrender’.

The outbreak of “proleterian dis-
temper’ was over, business could now
get back to normal for the trade union
burcaucracy. The miners were now
alone and isolated. Every single lett

‘meetings were held in
the home of Sir Abe
Bailey, a mining
magnate who owned a
string of racehorses’

winger on the TUC vored for the
ending of the strike and doomed the
miners to an eventual crushing defeat,
In their capitulation to the policies of
the right w ing, the lefehad behaved no
differenty then they had done on the
restof the nine davs, or for that mateer
m the period berween Red I'riday and
midnight of 3 May 1926.

In his book The General Strike,
Julian Symons writes: “The left trade
union leaders played what seems in
retrospect a strikingly timid part.” He
explains that while they were in a
minority on the General Council . ..
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they occupied important positions.
One of them Puareell, was chairman of
the Strike Organising Committec:
George Hicks, Ben Tillet, John
Bromely and AB Swales were all
leading figures on various TUC
committees.” Swales who had been
president of the TUC the previous
year must bear a heavy responsibility
for not resisting and fighting against
the downright failure of the TUC 1o
make any preparations for the inevit-
able showdown duc for May 1926,
Symons reports ‘... there s no
suggestion that opinion in the General
Council was severely divided at any
time.’

The apparent unanimity of the
General Council with the left raising
no criticisms of the traditional leaders,
helped to stifle any criticisms thar
might have emanated from the ranks.
Worse still, the Communist Party
who had done so much to build a left
inside the unions with its launching of
the MM, not only failed to criticise the
complicity of the left leaders, it
actually encouraged the idea that they
were the ones who would represent
and campaign for the interests of the
rank and file. In 1925 the Sunday
Worker, the paper of the Communist
led Left Wing Movement in the
Labour Party, was enthusing about

Swales, describing him as a person
with “the simple and rugged strength
ot afar-seeing and courageous leader.”

On 7 August 1925 the Communist
Party paper, Workers Weekly said:
“The leadership (of the events of Red
Fridav) passed into the hands of good
prolctarians like Swales, Hicks, Cook
and  Purcell. And this proletarian
leadership and the proletarian solidar-
ity it was capable of organising and
demonstrating was the real big thing
that came out of the struggle.” The
Communist Party  therefore en-
couraged the idea that a lefralternative
existed in the TUC and that the
workers should put their contidence
i these proletarian leaders’.

CP leader Harry Pollite spelt out
the implications of this line when he
wrote: *. .. the new General Counceil
will simplyv have o pursuc more
vigorously the fight on behalf ot the

‘Every single left
winger on the TUC
voted for the ending of
the strike’

workers”. Rehance on the TUC left
meant that the Communist Party
through the MM urged the workers to
subordinate cvervihing to the TUC
and m pracuce their slogan of ‘Al
power to the TUCT meant exactly
that. George Hardy who was at the
tume acting secretary of the MM wrote
i his book Those Stormy Years ..
we sent out from the MM headquar
ters mstructions for our members to
work for the establishment of Coun
als ol Action in every arca. We
was od. however, thatthe Councils of
Actuon under no circumstances were
to take over the work of the trade
untons ... The Councils of Action
were to see that the decisions of the
General Counctl and the union exee
utives were carried out L.

The MM was not thercefore seemy
the Councils of Action as a means of
extending the Serike, and as potential
alternative means of carrving on the
struggle m the event ot a betraval from
the TUC, instead they were given the
1ob according 1o Hardy, of policing
the workers on behalt of the TUC,

THE ROLE OF
MOSCOwW

The subordination of the Communist
Party and the MM to an alliance with
Purcell et als may have been a policy
applicd by the British Communist
Party, butit was a policy that had been
claborated in Moscow. In 1925 the
Briush and Russian "TUC General
Councils formed the Anglo-Russian
Committee whose aim was o pro-
mote world trade union unity and




All
photographs
in the
supplement
courtesy of
Judy Groves

AJ Cook

bring about closer relations berween
British and Soviet trade untons. Pur
coll, Hicks and Swales were members
of this committee and got areputaton
as being lefts, more or less because of
their alleged triendship for the USSR
L.eft or not, unlike Cook the miners”
teader, these worthies were not mem-
bers of the MM, But that- mattered
lictde to the Stalimist clique that was
beginning to esiablish its ascendency
over the Russtan Communist Party
and the Soviet state. They saw the
Anglo-Russian Committee as a bridge
to establishing berter Anglo Soviet
relations. Zinoviev even boasted “it's
one of the surest guarantees against
intervention’.

Most likely  the leaders of the
British Communist Party  were less
personally enthusiastic about Purcell
and company afterall none of these
lefrs had litted a finger when the
Labour Party conference of 1925 had
decided 1o ban from membership
members of the Communist Party.
Nevertheless, the Briush Communist
Party was beginning to grasp that
under Stalin their first task was work
for co-existence between their own
country and the USSR, and they
assumed  that the  Anglo-Russian
Committee could help i that respect.

So in the interests of Sovier diplo-
macy, the Communist Party endorsed
the 1\n~'ln Russian Commirtree lefts,
ﬂwmdmg them credentials as proleta-
rian fighters, an accolade (oncuctcd
up the party editorial offices, but
certainly never carned o the class
str u"glg‘ e blank cheque handed to
the TUC lefts was c\unuﬂl\ cashed
by the right-wing TUC
the peoy \IL whoms ulu Ilu ultimate gain

> leaders, and

was of course the British ruling gh\x

When the General Surike dld take
place the policies of the Communist
Party made sure that it could never use
the Councils of Action as an aleer-
native to stop the TUC sell our. You
just cannot say, month in and month
out - as the Commumst Party had
been doing  give “All power to the
TUC then at the Tast minute confess
you were wrong and argue vou need a
new leadership /\hhmwh the Com
munist Party did not want to end the

Strike, 1ts previous policies made sure
that it could do nothing o stop the
TUCs mstructions for a rerurn 1o
work being carried out.

This does not mean that if the
Communist Party in the period prion
o the Strike, and during the nime days
of the Strike, had had correct policies
victory would have been 1\\urul Hux
their uncritical attitude o the TUC
lefts  aleft, whose past history gave
an almost certain indication of where
they would stand i aclass conthict of
such o dimension as a General Strike

precluded any hope ol victory.

The task of the Communist Party
and the MM, o the davs trom May
1925 to May 1926 was to den wnd, and
demand again, of the lefts th the
TUC organise. It should have sisted
that the TUC letts report o the
unions what preparations had been
made and once 1t was clear that the
right were not preparing than i
should have ealled on the fefe 1o
themaselves take steps tor preparation.
This would have divided the TUC and
t{(\llh[lk‘&\ there are those who w ould
have claimed it would disrupe trade
unon unity.

The Communist Party could have
answered that by pninlinw out that the
unity which existed in those vital 12
mounths was a unity of torpor and
inacuvity a unity the hibour
movement could not attord.

It is more or less certain, that even
given correct policies, the sull rela
tvely weak base of the Commumst
Party amony the vanks of oreanised
labour, would have ruled out then
tie TUC sell out. Tha,

however, s not ajustibication for not

stopping

advocating what had 1o be done. Then

fatlure to do that made sure thewr own
members were nuseducated o the
greatest class srruggle e Britam
during the 20th century. It
sure that all those new people broughn

also made

around the Communist Party because
of the mdividual work of 1ts militants
— the Communist Pacty rank and be
were ivariably the most dedicated
and  hardworking members of the
local strthe commuittees were also
n)i\ulm\l!ad.

The role of a Marxist party is o be
the historic memory of the workers’
movement and 1t has to examine
objectively, and if need be ruthlessly,
its mistakes. At every big tarm and
\'I]J”‘:"(‘ in 1‘\ L'.\i&[('”k.\’ ll ”L'L'\{\ 10 (ll'.]\\'
abalance sheetof its pastwork. This s
the way it learns from its mistakes and
prepares tor the Tuture, The Com-
munist Parte could never draw up a
true balance sheet of rs work and
activity immediately prior o, and
during, the General Strike because to
do «o would have shown that it put its
lovaltv 1o the Sovier burcaucracy
above the WAL ol the class \ll‘llgg]t‘.

The trade union burcaucracy had
put is lovaly o the consttuton, and
all the paraphernaha o British bour-
ccois democracy above the interests of
the working people. At great cost to
labour
movement in general, and to all the

the miners i particular,

working class formany vearsto come,
the Steike had demonstrared the need
for the workers movement, along
with its alhies, o build organisations
and parties that purthe interests of the
anti capitading struggle above Al other
\nn\uh rations. Without that happen

iy, we shal I have repeats of 1926 over

and over again.




The ideas of feminism have entered the
consciousness of the mass of women, yet the
pattern of women’s employment shows
increasingly discriminatory gender
scgregation. VALERIE COULTAS argues that
the Labour left should make a priority of a
fighting strategy for women’s rights.

THEWORKING CLASS has always included women working both
m the home and outside. But, i present trends continue by 1990
the number of women working outside the home will aimost
cqual the number of men. Eng Ll\ wnlmgm the 1880s, puduud
that as tenmle workers were una;\mud mnto the worktoree, the
ceonomic freedom they gamed would provide the basis for their
lheration. Reality, however, has proved 1o be more complex;
although modern capitalism opens its arms to women workers,
it aceepts them into the labour market on a gender-segregated
Dasis.

The dual role of woman as housewife and worker ourtside
the home s reflected in the pattern of female employment.
Women do ditferent jobs from men, in ditferent industries, for
diferent hours and for ditferent rates of pay. To serve their own
needs in the cconomie recession, the unp]m crs have increased
the gender segregaton of the workforee in order to avoid
cquahity legilation and to maximise the tlexibility of female
labour.

In forming policy objecuves, the left must begin to come to
grips with this pattern of female employment and the way the
ruling class is so ruthlessly exploiting the divisions in the labour
toree.

This article examines the pactern of female employment in
Britain today, discusses its effects on the radicalisation of
women in society, and begins a discussion on the solutions the
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- Women hold up
half the sky

left should be advocating in the period leading up to the next
general election.

The new pattern of female employment
The rise in female employment can be accounted for by the
entry of large and increasing numbers of married women into
the workforce during the post-war years. About 60 per cent of
married women are economically active today, which is twice
the number working outside the home in the 1950s. In Sweden,
morc than 80 per cent of mothers with children under seven
were in waged work in 1985.

There were seven million women in waged work in Britain
in 1951. By 1990 the figure is expected to rise to 9.6 million.
Male employment reached a peak of 14.7 million in 1966, since

‘by 1990 the number of women
working outside the home will almost
equal the number of men’

whenithas declined. By 1990 itis expected to be 11.2 million. In
Wales 1t 1s likely that women will comprise over half the
workforce before the end of the decade.

The pattern of employment has changed in other ways that
affect women: full-time employment has tallen by two million,
while part-time work has increased by the same amount. Onc in
five employees worked part-ime in 1980, and by 1990 the
number s likely to be one in four. The vast bulk of these
part-time workers are women.

Part-time works means low pay. The pay of women
workers in Britain s between 20 to 35 per cent lower than men’s.
Itis a gap that is widening despite Equal Pay legislation. But this
does not reflect the total difference in wage packets because it is
calculated on an hourly rate, ignoring the fact that men work
much longer hours than women. This difference is dramatic,
because the male manual worker in Britain works much longer
hours and has less time off for holidays than his European
counterpart. Despite the huge levels of unemployment, ten




hours a week on top of the basic week remains the norm for
most men working in manual jobs in Britain because ot the low
wages pad 1t th()m hours are not worked. Thus notonly the gap
in hourly pay has to be taken into account butalso the enormous
difference in hours worked outside the home cach week.

Sclt-cmployment is also on the rise in Thatcher’s Britain.
Not selt employment to launch successtul small businesses, but
the growth of casualisation of cleaning and catering work, with
its low wages, few benefits and lack of job security. In 1979,
600.0CC workers were employed like this: temporary and
fixed-term contract work is on the increase as well.

Nor has the much heralded new technology brought
interesting, better paid work to women: new oftice hierarchies
are being created which place women in repetitive jobs m the
lowest grades. According to recent surveys, women just do not
have the necessary ‘pr()m()tinn;ﬂ characteristuey” post-entry
qu.lllhutmn\, an unbroken service record, geographical mobil-
I to take .1(1\‘1111‘14 of the new admimisrrarive and
manager tal uppor[umllcs or to gain access  high-level training
in computer science. Vhus are even lwlnU setup in the home o

rake huge profirs off women, many of whom arc black or
disabled and are tied 1o young children in their own homes.

Giiven the far ge numbers of women in waged work and the
gender segregation in employment, employers seek not to shed
female labour but to substitute female Tabour on a part-ume,
casual basis tor male labour on a full time, permanent basis, as
part of their response to the ccononne cenists. In carrying
through the restructuring and lengthening the dole queucs, the
emplovers are deepening the segregation of the workforee on
the basis of gender as well as of race and age.

Women now have greater access to emploviment than at
anyv ume siee the mdustrial revolution (other than the war
vears). With improved control over thar ferulity, more women
are k]]ﬂ()\l[]” LO o out to wor k to L;.lln cconomic lndeLndtlnL
But therr aceess to paid emplovment iy hmited 10 the
Jeast-skilled jobs with the
prospects, and it is getting harder tor women 1o escape the
female emplovment ghetto.

IU\\(\[ P‘llkl, WOrst PI()IH()UUI]

A fresh look at Engels
What are the mplications ol these new teatures ot the
emploviment pattern of female workers Tor the predicuons
Engels made about the basis for women’s hiberavon? “The first
premise for the emancipation of woman’, wrote Engels in The
Origins of the Familv, Private Property and the Stae, “is the
reintroduction of the entire female sex into public industry s and
this again demands that the quallt\ possessed by the individual
‘uml\ of being the cconomic unir of society be abolished.”
Too often, feminist crities have reduced Fngels’ statement
savs that the carly
Marxists argued ‘that capitalism would abolish sex ditferences
and wrear all workers equally® in her “The Unhappy
Marriage of Marxism and Feminism™

to A banahitv, Herdt Haromann, for instance,

Cssay

The problem with Engels” statement, however,is that while
the tamily has not been abolished as the cconomic unit of
society, women have been integrated into the worktoree. The
patriarchal tamiby has structured the options i women's Tives
and thar position m the labour market. As a strategic goal,
Engels’ challenge to the family remains valid, butitisinadequate
inanswering the debates of the feminist movement on solutions
for the struggle to end women’s double exploaton.

More attention must be paid by the Marxist movement to
the issue of the unpaid domestic fabour that women perform
the home. Men absent themselves from domestic labour partly
because it 1s conceived of as women’s work and partly because
ol the Jong hours that men work. Demands for a shorter
working day can begin to challenge the sexual division of labour
m the homes paternity Ieave does the same.

Butitis crucial that, within the framework of achieving the
coal of the socialisation of domestic labour, demands are
articulated which make it clear that men must share and not
.ﬂwmmtc these resporsibilities. The socialist movement has
glven support to programmes {or positive action in training and
unplmmcnt for women, but it has been slow o mgk]c the

questions raised by teminists about domestic labour, Thisis one
of the reasons why the women’s movement has always put sucls
stress on the fact that women do work in the home and that the
produce usc-values there that go unrecognised and unrewarded
by a male-dominated soctery

The response of labour leaders

There have been numerous struggles by women workers over
the last two decades and specitically under the Tory
government — tor equal pay, against low pav and in defence of
women’s jobs. There was a huge response from female trade
unionists, particularly in the public-sector manual unions, when
the U sponsored a demonstration in October 1979 agamst the
John Corric anti-abortion bill. There have also been consistent
campaigns by women workers to make the umons more
representative of women. The recruttment ol women workers
has prevented a dramatic decline in vrade union membership ot
the kind experienced during the 1930s. (Nevertheless, according
to the latest figures, over a seven-year period trade union
membership has fallen by 2.2 milhon.) Despite
pressure from below, however, the conservanve Teaders of the

women's

‘the patriarchal family has structured
women’s lives and their position in
the labour market

unions in Britain have faited to halt the emplovers” otfensive and
have proved incapable ot producing astrategy o challenge the
mstitutional divisions the emplovers are atterupting o dove
through the fabour movement.

The imtauve within the vade unton movement, with the
exception o the miners” strike, has lain with the right-wing
leaders of the trrpu and the auew
plough ahcad wirh then single wmon, o ser ik deals thar they
apitahsm Lhe

They have beenallowed to
detend interms of the frealines of modern «
cmplovers have consequently been given the green hehe to go
ahead and walk over dhe vubnerable secuons ol the
worktorce: it vou aceept the logic of Thatchernsm, vou cannot
solve the problems ol the most oppressed sections ot the

maorte

working class.

As cach group of workers has moved into struggle agaunst
the Tories, the 1uc has come behind them notwo support, but
to get them back to work. Such misteadership by the 160 has
produced a crisis of political perspective not only w the wade
unions but in the movements that were allied o them, i this
case the women’s liberation movement. The unitv - and
conscnsus among women in the 19705 around the st tour
demands of the women’s liberation movement has gone foreve
(Even that unity was raiher tenuous as it avoided the speaific
demands of lesbians and black women.) Today, the women’s
liberation movement s fragmented: 11ois no Jonger one,
organised natonal movement

New forms of organisation by women
However, while the organised feunmst movement fragmented.
the cadre of the femimst movenent remamed acuve: and the
ideas of temunism penetrated  ever more deeply e the
consciousness of the mass of women. This was graphically
demonstrated with the birth of the women's peace movement
and the Women Against Pit Closures during the miners” strike,
and the support these campaigns recerved from thousands of
women. The 1983 clection results confirmed that 1 gender
reversal had taken place in voung patterns: more women than
men were now voting against the Tores. Unfortunately, the
Labour Party only attracted halt ot the anu-"Tory vote among
women; nevertheless, this contrmed that women, exploited at
work and bearing the brunt ot the cuts, were moving to the lefu
Socialist feminists began to address themselves o the
labour movement's complacency over women’s issues by
challenging its domination by men. An entry project took place
into the women's secuons ot the Labour Party. Quite
spontancously, from 1980 onwards, women started o jomn the
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party to try and feminise i This project was linked 1o the

Bennite revolt against the Wilson /(¢ Catlaghan record in govern

ment which a]lcd for the leaders of labour and the
Parliamentary leadership of the Party

to the ranks of the movement.

Women, led by the Tabour Women's Action Committec,
qlml\l\ won ll]c “ase for positive action and greater re presenta
ton amony women. Left Labour administrations loc Al alse
ruxpundul. i most cases, by establishing wonmen's committecs.
It was to prove a much harder battle 1o convinee the men on the

- to become accountable

‘The unity around the first four
demands of the women’s liberation
movement has gone forever’

NEC and the main trade unton leaders, who wiclded the decisive
conference votes, that they should give way to women.

This brings us to discuss what solutions are now necessary
Feminists in the Labour Party are confronted by a le uiuxllm
moving further to the vight cach dayv. How can we fight for
policy that really tackles institutionalised discrimination Azt
women at work and in societv?

Some false starts

The blank wall that women have usuallv come Up against
encourages support for the adea that 1 1s not a probiem of
confronting the male burcaucrats but men in general. Bea
Campbell 11.1\ developed this idea since her fiest arteles on a
feminist incomes policy in Red Rag in the late 1970w o
solution is simple: take trom the privileged males and give to i
underprivileged females.

Campbell's approach falls neadv ia line with the argaments
of the centre, right and now “left leaders tike Ron Todd. who
say Labour’s onlyv chance of poweriies inanagreement that purs
jobs and low pay above incomes. The experience of Labour's

INTERRIATIORAL iy A

soctal contract” of

974-79 1s pushed under the carpet. The
positon of fow pwd workers deteriorated, the gap between
« pav widened and unemployment rose
dranuancails D becrse the abour leaders agreed not to challenge
capitabisny i erisis,

worer's and nin

the puwl‘m\‘\ [

Sections o oe Marase deft have responded to Bea
by cejecting femimism itself. This is clear with
ve Mo teaaenay bar wath the closure of Women’s Voicee, it
v abvo monw e case wath the swpe. In che name of Marxist
crthodeysy (v i thes mx\upn\cnt\ these groupings recruit
woren bes v f the ceneral radicalisation only to innoculate

thent avainst the ideas of "middie class feminism’. Inevitably,

Coamphetl's < Jox

they aho snconniges teminist women to turn away  from
Moasas

T i “u-n'im'v scem important for the attention of

the demming w

ol the hard lefuit the emplovers” offensive and
both retormism .\nd false orthodoxy are to be countered:
pohioy el e imisanon s and mass action indtiatives.

A Atindstry for Women's Rights

Jor Kaichodvan has circatated o discussion document on the
work b anew Aoy for Women's Rights. Tt argues that
Pabonr o Comnineent on women's rights must be central o
our noxt Coneral Plection Manifesto and must have the full
backie of the fcadership. “Modelicd on the French example and
the o evperience. the document demands a new high-
powersd Moo with representation i the cabinet. Richard-

sor proposes ew cqualine fegislation, a minimum wage; free

careteralbdiree andtowr -vear-olds; an end to diserimina-
trony i soond seciriny benetis: abolition of the married man’s
tiv aliow ance: ceducton ol the male retrement age to 60, and a
o week with shorter working days and
|<"1\f.‘,

nmore |1~)"'x \‘(H;‘.
i
i

bever pard pare:

Nuch of die sl be welcomed by women, but there are
onssiens and areas ai concert Labour and wrade union policy
on fernlny control and aborton rights s completely left out.
No posttive action programme on emplovment is laid our which
would comeel cmplovers, through quotas, to hire women and

arlos Augusto Guarita‘Refex
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Women organised autonomously during the miners’ strike

cthuic minorives. The inwoduction of the minimum  wage
appears dependent on tuc agreement. The provision  of
day-care for three- and four-vear-olds only is inadequate, The
proposal tor a shorter working day is good, but what .1|mu[ pay
levels? And how is job segregation to be tackled if no quotas in
training and cmplovment are

called tor. Above all, the

‘how is job segregation to be tackled if
no quotas in training and
employment are called for’

references to ‘support’ from the party leadership and “adequate
resources’, when Kinnock 1s domg his utmost to re-assure
capitalism that he sn't going to mmplement Clause 4, scem
unduly optimistic.

A fighting strategy
We need an offensive strategy agamst the emplovers inorder to
roll back gender segregation unp]mmml Such a strategy
would Im\( to have totadly difterent prior tties trom those of th(
capitalist class. To create jobs and resource welfare services, we
need to have a maximum wage as well as a mimmum one; we
need a wealth tax and control ot the banks and finance houses to
stop capital fleeing the country. Feminists much turn their
attention to the debate on cconomic policy to make Labour
tackle women’s oppression effectively and ensure that our
demands aren’t ignored by the left
Sceondly, as the mayjority vote by Labour MPs in favour of
Powell’s embryo rights bill clearly expressed, the Parliamentary

leadership remains committed to ignoring what women and the
Party want. Similatly, trade union burcaucrats voted down the
NEC recommendation at last party conference to put at least one
woman on every shortlist. This ycar’s Labour Party women’s
conference will elect a shadow slate of women for the five places
on the NEC. The left must campaign for this slate to make the
case, not only for women to choose women, but for the trade
union block vote to be democratised. This will give WAC an
opportumtv to establish strong links with women activists in
the unions — an opportunity missed during the miners” strike,
because most of WAC’s leaders have been too keen on waiting for
crumbs from Kinnock’s table.

Finally, the left must continue to pamupnc in the
initiatives and debates of the feminist movement, arguing fora
presence on the streets to counter the backlash against the gains
in sexual freedom and women'’s rights won in the late sixties and
carly seventies. The offensive against women controlling their
own ferulity is growing, and the mobilisation against some of
these attacks must be stepped up. The new reproductive
technology is being used against the interests of women in the

case of surrogacy. The institutionalisation of pornography as a
central feature of mass culture is offensive to women, and the
left — which has opposed censorship — has to work out
alternatives.

The political crisis on the left has produced an internalisa-
ton of all sections of the movement as the inspiration of 1968
and the hopes of the Bennite revolt of 1981 have faded away.
The left cannot afford to turn its back on women or the debates
of the feminist movement for women will play a central role in
the political recomposition now taking place in the labour
movement because of their increasing participation at all levels.
That is the new reality, and the left has to come to terms with it
in every aspect of political debate.
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From dutiful daughter to fearless feminist

Simone De Beauvoir,

Simone de Beauvoir died in
March this year. JUDITH
ARKWRIGHT pays tribute to
the woman who, with the
publication of her book The
Second Sex in 1949, laid the
foundation for the modern
women’s liberation movement.

THE MAIN  characters in Simone De
Beauvoir’s first novel, L’Invitee, written in
1943, arc women. Six years later, in 1949, she
published The Sccond Sex, the book in
which she challenged the whole female
condition. So it is as a fighter for women’s
rights and a feminist that she will be chicfly
remembered.

Her death on 14 April at the age of 78
brought tributes from feminists all over the
world and 5,000 people, mainly women,
urned out to her funeral procession in Paris
to pay their respects.

Across the political spectrum everyone
was claiming that her contribution through
The Sccond Sex was more important and
more lasting than all the philosophical works
of her life-long companion, jean Paul Sartre.
When the book was published, though, it
provoked a great deal of hostility from some
quarters. And well 1t might, for with
tremendous vision De Beauvoir had set out,

‘De Beauvoir embodied
the fearlessness by which
the women’s movement is

characterised’

almost twenty years in advance, the main
ideas upon which the women’s liberation
movement was to stand.

The principal arguments in the book were
new and shocking (and are by no means
accepted today). She explained that the
majority of women have always been ex-
cluded from running the world and have
been denied an autonomous existence.
Cultural myths have been perpetuated to
back this up and regencrate the subjection of
women through generations. The family and
marriage arc oppressive institutions. Taboos
and absence of sexual freedom are also the
results of this. The position of women is not
given but comes from society itself; in the
famous phrase from the book, ‘We are not
born women, we become it’. The book ends

1908-1986

on the notion that since the idea of *I'cternal
feminine’ is nothing but a trap, nothing is
pre-determined and everyviehing is possible.

When she wrote the book, De Beauvors
claimed that it was not meant to be an
agitational or propaganda work and confes-
sed herself ‘perplexed” at the hostile response
even from some of her closest collaborators.

When the women’s movement did finally
emerge De Beauvoir embraced it with open
arms for it gave true meaning to what she had
written. She praised that movement because
‘it wanted to act without waiting”. And this is
the key to De Beauvoir’s contribution. I'rom
herbooks there is asense of this being the age
of woman. Once you reject the notion of
womanhood as given and static, then every-
thing and anything does become possible
and women can act. Of course existentialist
themes are brought in but these do not
contradict a Marxist and feminist strategy in
this context. Women are objects, according,
to De Beauvoir, and they must become
subject and object, they must transcend their
position through action.

De Beauvoir’s female characters are not
victims, they act. Sometimes they act blindly
and mistakenly and in great solitude and
isolation but they change and develop. The
Woman  Destroyed, published in 1968,
shows most clearly the search for feminism
m day-to-day life. In an interview wich
Francis Jeanson published by Gallimard in
1966, De Beauvoir had already explained
how she saw feminism as “a way ol living
individually and a way of fighting together.

I this regard De Beauvoir embodied the
fearlessness by which the women's move-
mentis characterised. No subject was taboo
for her, including her long stamding rela-
tonship with Sartre. The Leteers to Castor
published after his death reveal, of course,
that the couple’s theory of contingent and
mam relavonships favoured his needs more
than hers and must have caused her some
pain. But whatever the suceesses or failures
De Beauvoir continually strived in public
and i her privace lile 1o reject the institu-
tons of marriage, the family and given
womanhood.

From 1968 onwards political acuvity
became more and more mmportant for De
Beauvow. With a small croup of women she
publically declared that she had had an
abortion when it was illegal in France.
During the Algerian war she spoke up not
only against the war but in support of the

‘When the women’s
movement emerged De
Beauvoir embraced it
with open arms’

NLEF and, along with many others some of
whom Jost their jobs and livelihoods, was
banned from the media as a cesult. In 1974,
she founded the Mouvement du Droit des
Femmes and was closelvinvolved in drawing
up legeslation with the ministry for women’s
rights, established by the Socialist Party in
government. (The new government of the
right have abolished this minisery and in-
stead setup a ministry for the rights of man!)

Finally, what Simone De Beauvoir offers
us as feminists and as socialists is hope. Ara
ume when the forces of reaction seem to be
on the otfensive and contemporartes of De
Beauvoir have renounced their left-wing or
femunist past (as s the case with Betty
Fricdan, author of another seminal work of
the movement, The Ieminine
Mystique), she remained a feminist and a

women’s

soctalistto the end. This is testimony itself to
tie fact that the women's movement will
carry on and will not die.

Apprecrations of De Beauvoir came from
across the political spectrum in France
mcludmg from Prime Minister - Jacques
Chirac, who claimed that her death marked
the end of an cra. As feminists we know how
wrong he is. What De Beauvoir stood for
will not be buried with her. FHer writing and
heractivity in fife marked the end of an era —

thebeginning of the end of male domination. ‘%
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sacked ~printworkers,
slence as the police ran
. Even the normally

their vicious

ite the genuine

ean, the print un-

“ions were back in court that very week

to purge their contempt. This act was

almost symbolic of the ‘softly-sofdly’

approach adopted by the print union

leaderships in the vain Em;se that this

would curry favour with ‘public opin-

ion’, It is precisely this appmzch which
sees the print unions sta

The possibility of such *feathmld
havebgeniacon, ivabie»

- movement as a
from the defeat of
brave face may be

) tights tothe
Wapping plant or to

- take k 1e militant workforce
that have been sacked, The result has

: dy _felt throughout Fleet
Street with each management in turn
imposing drastic cuts in the workforce,
__the introduction of new technology and
‘an end to traditional work practices.
' Each workforce has felt powerless to
oppose their employer, fearing that
walking out -ofi strlke would mean

start. their own paper. But. without
assive investment or subsidy, such as
International could provide ifitso

9 assuuli

“wished, any hbour movement p«pcr

produced from the plant, especially one
" born_from. such -inauspicious condi-
“tions, would be bound to falter. The

union management would end up sack-
ing its own members and the whole idea

of'a labour movement paper be dnscre-
codited in the process: 5

Needless to say the most keen on the
idea of the union selling out their
members in return for the plant has

been the Labour leadership. Kinnock’s

office immediately issued a statement
cautiously welcoming the idea, when
even “TUC. chief Norman Willis had
attacked the notion. Such an approach
is entirely consistent with the Labour
leadership’s ‘support’ for the print-un-
ions over Wapping. This has been as
unstinting and inspiring as the ‘support’

given to the miners strike. Labourhasa

sorry record on the media. Instead of
campaigning for its stated policy of
breaking up the media monopolies, the

Labour leadership kept silent when

Robert Maxwell launched his bid for the
Mirror. A press statement from Kin-
nock’s office attacking the bid was
abandoned after pressure from Hatters-
ley and a 'phone call from Maxwell,

Maxwell has returned the favour by

vicious campaigns against the. party’s
lefe wing. and of course numerous
sackings, lockouts and threats against
his workforce.

The Labour Party's wretched role in:

the Wapping dispute was not entirely
unexpocted, nor was the capitulation of
the TUC. Faced with the open conni-
vance of the EETPU leadership in Mur-
doch's unien-bursting operation the
only serious defence of the union
movement would have been to expel
the EETPU from the TUC, and if neces-
sarv organise those loyal to the TUC into
a pnew affiliated union. There is evi-
dence that the EETPU leaders were not
fully prepared for expulsion from the
TUC, fearing a revolt in their own ranks
and a damaging split with their other

_elections against the right’s ca
~Bill Jordan, possibly further i

“the principle of unity of the

ciple of basic union solidarity in

by the legendary wages and conditions

 titles actually registering an increase in

" campaign for escalating solidarity

equally ruthless class response against

rxght wing allies in the TUC. It
possible that such a move would have
influenced the balloting in the ,‘AUEW

the EETPU in the labour movemen

gle, ‘and the EETPU has been given
further breathing space to foster bﬁsin-
ness unionism within the TUC,
More disappointing has ‘been the
pathetic response of the print union
leaderships to the dispute. Years of
inter-union  bickering and  job-
poaching had ‘weakened the potential
for a united response to the Murdoch
gauntlet.  His heavy-handed style of
threats and sackings was a public rela-
tions gift 1o the print unions, whose
public image was somewhat tarnished

on Fleet Street. Yet their obsession for
staying within the law and sweet reaso-
nableness resulted in the central tactic
of a boycott of Murdoch titles. This has
been a complete failure, with some.

sales since the dispute began. Alterna-
tive approaches of encouraging bre
labour movement mass pickets,
drawing in the rest of Fleet Street |
been dismissed and. discoumg
one would pretend that
course of action would have be
given the clitnate of fear am
Fleet Street workers, But a.

tion from the union leaderships would
have generated much greater confi
dence than the empty calls to stop
reading The Sun. :

Now another traditional bastion of
the trade union movement stands on.
the verge of defeat, as a ruthless em-
ployer threatens it-with naked class
warfare. Union leaders will no doubt
conclude that even greater capitulation
to the employers is the only answer.
Others in the labour movement will
draw the opposite conclusion and b&gin :
to organise within the unions for an

the employers. Meanwhile with the
print unions weakened we can look
forward ‘to our daily newspaper diet.
being served up by ever fewerand more
powerful press barons freed from any
pressure from their workforce over
media standards and impartia!ity. We
can expect more Gotcha's,” Mein
Fuhrer’s and Thrilled to Blitz's and
more anti-union press crusades. We
must make sure that any future Labour
government notonly repeals the Tories’ .
anti-union laws which have been used
against the print unions, but alsotakes
radical measures to reform the media =
itself. v
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Just how far rightwards 1s
Marxism Today prepared to go?
The evolution of Britain’s
two-bit ‘curocommunist’ sect

would be irrelevant were it not

for the support for their
pernicious ideological
‘innovations’ in wide sections of
the labour movement. PHIL
HEARSE looks at the 1ssues.

MARXISM TODAY has become a byv-word in
the labour movement tor puttng forward
right wing ideas as o new and “creative’
strategy for the et Typically Marxism
Today has polemicised not only against far
left groups like the swr, but also against a
whole range of left wing torces, mcluding
Eric Teffer and "Tony Benn, the Campaign
Group of My, Arthur Scargill and the num
leadership and others.

But Marxism Today writers have
been coy about the precise political conclu-
sions ot their analysis. [n Lric
Hobsbawm’s articles 1t has seemed that a
coalivon with the sbr was being advocated,
and indeed Marxism Today recently carried
an article by Mike Rustin which g\pllu[]v
advocated such a course. Now it has begun
o spell out the consequences of its ideas for
the trade unions, i articles by John Lloyd
(March '86) and Communist Party industrial
organiser Pete Carter (April '86).

John Llovd, a writer for the Financial
Times, discussed the problems and opportu-
nities for the trade union movement in the
light of the print dispute at Wapping. Lloyd
suggests that there is a straight choice facing
the unions cither the road of Arthur
Scargill and confrontaton class struggle or,
alternatively, the road of Fric Hammond
and the verrv what Hlovd calls “market
based 1rade untontsm’. "The strong implica-
ton of Lloyd’s argument, since he makes it
very clear that he regards Scargill-style class
struggle as an unmitigated disaster, is that the
trade unton movement has no alternative but
Hammondism with all that it entails. Tloyd
adds that since Kinnock wants innovation
and cfficiency on the Japanese model, then
there s no alternative 1o Japanese-stvle trade
untonism as well -—— busiess unionism. He
says:

olten

some of

‘In cmbarking on a productivist crusade
whose slogan 1s citicieney, productivity
and output, and whose role model is the
Japanese, Kimnock ... will need as an
indispensable, but far from sufficient
condition, a collaborative style of in-
dustrial relations which -~ as the
Japanese one seems to do --- subordin-
ates nearly all economic needs to the
needs of the company, and above thar,
to the needs of the country.” (p.16)

This may well be the logic of Kinnockism,
but is it the position of Marxism Today?
Indeed it seems almost obscene for a journal
which claims to be Marxist to publish, at the

IMFERMA FIOMAL - Mo, Mayjune 19810

The miners’ strike created a real broad popular alliance

Marxism Today’s

‘New Axis’

height of the print dispute, an article which

appears to suggest that Hammond and the

EEPTU have the only viable way forward.
Evidently fearf ful of this, Cr industrial

organiser Peter Carter weighs in to give

Lloyd’s ideas a vaguely left gloss in the next
issue. No, says Carter, Hammondism and
Scargillism are not the only viable alterna-
tves: there 1s a ‘third way’. This third way
between the right and the ulera-left is ‘the
broad left of Britsh polities’. This group,
which has “an urgent need w0 assert itself’
mcludes the Labour Co-ordinating Com-
mittee, and a host of personalities like

Bickerstafte, Sawyer, Knapp, Livingstone
and B]unkctt. [1115 group is central to

winning the central ground of the labour
movement.

This broad left, according to Pete Carter
constitutes a ‘new axis’ against the ultra-left
which includes the ‘Militant tendency, the
(1.1mp(11gn group of Mps, the Communist
Campaign Group and the Morning Star’ -
an ultra-lefe coalition which has ‘no concepr
ot broader alliances outside the  labour
movement’. Carter suggests that the broad
lefe of which he talks will have the quality of
‘generating popular struggles’.

No doubt Carter’s idea of creating a “third
force’ against the hard left and the extreme
right of the labour movement is one which
many, including the Tribune group of MPs,
the new-style Tribune newspaper and even
Neil Kinnock himself might agree with. But
our objection to it is not basically that; our
objection is that putting this third force
forward as a viable grouping to lead the
movement in a socialist direction (we assume

that Carter wants some sort of socialist
direction) lacks any basis in facts. Indeed it
contradicts all known facts about the {orces
he names and the way in which ideas and
consciousness develop in the labour move-
ment.

Let's wake the question of generating
popular struggles. Doces Carter scrmusly
think that tlu. IJb()Ul Co-ordinating Com-
mittee, Tom Sawyer, Rodney BIL]&LI’S[JHC ot
al are genuinely interested i Cgencrating
p()pulm struggles'? The 1CC, being faithful
supporters of Kinnock, want to close down
popular struggle in order to concentrate on
clectoralism.  Bickerstaffe,  Sawyer and
Knapp will run a mile from the first sign of
struggle among the members of their respec-
tve unions. And Ken Livingstone helpfully
suggested recenty, inan interview  with
Marxism Today writer Bea Campbell, that
the hard lett in the Labour Party should be
shot. He and Blunkett are two of the main
people IL\p()ll\lblL for heading off the
struggle against rate capping.

It might also scem a little bit strange to
Carter, if he thinks about it, that the most
gigantic popular struggle in Britain in recent
years was led not by the motley crew of his
‘third force” but by the ‘hard lefr' ultras
round Arthur Scargill!

The miners’ strike is worth pondering on.
lt created the broadest popular alliance
outside the labour movement and the trade
unions seen n recent years. It involved an
alliance of political parties, tens of thousands
of women, whole communities, hundreds of
support groups encompassing people from
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every walk of life. This was par excellence a
broad alliance stretching beyond the trade
union movement. This was not because
Scargill is a strategic genius, but because the
struggle and the alliance were indissoluble.
The alliance was created by the exemplary
character of the fight put up by the miners,
its obvious justice and moral superiority
over the government, and the fact that the
miners, unlike so many sections of the
‘broad lefr’, were actually prepared to raise
the banner of struggle against the Tory
gO\'CrﬂnlCnt.

The miners” struggle also involved an
opcaness to support from other sections of
the community, including womens groups,
lesbian and gay groups, and black organisa-
tions, which was very far from the insinua-
tions of sectarian narrowness and crude
workerism which Marxism Today makes
about the very large group of people in
Britain it calls the ‘narrow, sectarian left’.

Simce Carter mentions Sawyer, Knapp and
Bickerstaffe, it is worth making the point
that only the NUM leadership has voted in
{avour of black sections in the Labour Party,
while Carter’s ‘broad left’, so keen to make
alliances, did not.

The thing which really unites the persona-
lities hsted by Carter as being the core of a
third foree 1s that they are all furiously
ac ommodating to Neil Kinnock. This of
course reflects Marxism Today’s own
accommodation to Kinnock. This accom-
modation has been signalled in two recent
articles n the February 1986 issuc: one by
Michael Rustin advocating a coalition with
the SDP/Liberal Alliance in the event of a
hung parliament, and the other by Sam
Aaronvitch saying ‘goodbye’ to the Alterna-
tive Economic Strategy — from the right.

‘there is a straight choice
facing the unions: Scargill
or Hammond’

Rustin takes the same line as Anthony
Barnett in a recent Guardian article — that
Labour should be a bit tougher in the
policies it puts forward in order to be na
better bargaining position when the ume to
create a coalitton with the Alliance comes.
Such a coalition is advocated as much
superior to ‘glorious opposition’.

Rustin’s strategy, again not contradicted
by Marxism Today’s editors and echoing a
series of articles suggesting coalition, s
hopelessly utopian. What on carth moves
Barnctt and Rustin to imagine that the
Alliance will be in the slightest bit prepared
to take on board any radical, anti-capitalist
elements from Labour’s programme if
coalition is formed? Surely the price tor such
a coalition would be the ditching of every
last remnant of radical policies? The picture
of messrs. Steel and Owen bargaining with
Kinnock over which radical policies will in
fact be implemented by a coalition is one of
the least convincing scenarios to be dreamed
up by even Marxism Today’s broad range of
contributurs

Sam Aaronovitch, one of the CP’s key

28 corises of the ALS during the 1970s, puts

i;,,

forward a new economic strategy which
makes significant concessions Kinnockite
thinking. Stressing the lmitations of what
any Labour government could have the
resources to achieve, he argues for the trade
unions to police their own incomes policy;
for ‘investment and modernisation” without
any measures of social ownership of indus-
try or the banks; and for a "reconsideration’
of the left’s opposition to the Lrc. Space
docs not permit a detailed discussion of
Aaronovitch’s positions, but they obviously
involve a sharp shift to the right on the
positions on the AES defended by much of
the Labour left and ¢P for the past fifteen

Hu g‘rAm‘d’“

Famined md\!n \’\ef

years. Compared  with  Aaronovitch,
Andrew Glyn’s Milion Jobs a Ycar pam-
phlet published by the Campaign group of
Mps looks like the last word in ultra-leftism
on the cconomy (which is doubtless what
Aaronovitch thinks it 1s).

The pro- Kinnock logic of what Marxism
Today 1s now saying v)uldn t be clearer. On
the one hand you have the bashing of the
hard left as unrealistic and sceetarian, on the
other hand a stressing of the policy objee-
tives of job creation and welfarism through
anCStn‘]Cnt ln [l](‘ C.\]f\tlng structures ()f
British capitalism. And on the international
level you have, through Aaronovitch’s expli-
cit questioning of opposmun to the FEC, and
a thoroughly false analysis by Jon Bloom-
ficld (Dccember ’85 1ssuc) that Europe i is
standing up to Reagan, a promotion of the
‘FEuropean’ option for British capitalism.

Despite Pete Carter’s invocation of the
‘broad lefr’ of British politics, it is obvious
that Marxism Today and through it the
‘Luro’ wing of the CPis expressing a marked
shift to the right even in its own traditional
positions. In fact they now occupy a political
position well to the right of a really broad
swathe of the British left. And let it also be
said that in additon to providing the
theoretical ammuniton for a rightward
moving section of the labour burcaucracy,
their chosen allies — the LC¢, the NUPE
leadership and so on are among the leading
witch hunters of the hard leftin the Labour
Party and the trade unions.

The agenda for the ever-more-right wing
thinking of Marxism Today was sct by Stuart
Hall in his article ‘Realignment — for what?”’
(December °85 issuc). Hall says that “‘the
ritual expurgation of the “hard left” 1s nor

what realignment s all about’. Neither, he
says, 1s 1t about supporunyg Kinnock. It is
about making socialism more relevant o the
cra in which we hive, and particularly o the
realities of modern day Briwan,
ates ona number of levels. Oneis the need to
“feminise’ soctahism,

lxll\ opal

Anothicr ts recognising,
the constraints under which am
government would realistcally have to oper

ate. But most of all it 1s about creating the
alliances which correspond o the real cha

acter of society today, and the workforce
which actually exists. We have to break with
a concepuion of which
corresponded to a period when the majoriny

[Labowu

socialist strarvegy
of workers lived in nuclear families, worked
in heavy industry, and lived i a period of
capitalist boom and prosperity.

Stuart Hall knows as well as anvone |
suppose that Marxists judge mdividuais and
political currents not by what thev say about
themselves, or even what they thmk abow
themselves, but what they actually doo So
one response to his ‘manifesto of e
alignment” might be o say that. despite his
protestations, Marvism Today s richosn s
obviously abour bashmy the hard lett and
supporting Kinnock. But we can’t eave 1t
there, because the probiems of making
socialism relevant that he mentons are real
ones. s self-evident that there has been g
recomposition of the workioree, with maore
intellectual fabour, the mise of a new, and
certainly  not impoverished whie collar
proletariat. IUs also true that the old nuclea
famuly the and
unigue form of family ot the working class.
Likewise, the \tmgq!o of women, bhick
people, lesbians and gays — and conscious
ness of their oppression JLave

is no longer pre-emiment

l»ukh)](‘
more central to socialist tunking.

These changes of many
challenges on the level of analysis and
strategy for socialists. Above ail they pose

COUPse pose

the challenge of building an anu capualist

whiance which can articulate the needs and

‘bluntly, Stuart Hall is
engaged in a con job’

demands ot broad sections of the population
who are neither indusurial workers, male or
white. All that is true. But what s not
selt-evidendy true, and what amounts 1o a
vigantic non sequitur o Hall's hine of
reasoning, is that such a reworkig of
socialist analysis and strategy leads to ashult
t the right and o an
Kinnockite political themes.

To put it blundy Stwart Hall s engaged m
a con job. It you define the “hard™ fefr as
inherently incapable of coming to grips with
new realities, and vou defme the creanve
application of Marxism as moving to the
right, that as sure as night follows day, tha
vou arrive at the neat equation coming, to
grips with new realiies — moving o the
right, QED. The irony is that a Kinnock
government, or a coalition, will have some
rude shocks tor anyone who wants 1o
champion the interests of the oppressed.
They'll have an awtul lot of ‘re thinking” to
do.

endorsement ot
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Why we left Socialist Action

The need

principled

The polemic below s published
in response to an article i the 7
February issuce of Socralist
Action to which the editorial
board ot International asked tor
the right of reply.

THREE ISSUES of Internatronal magazine have
appeared since October 1985 The magazine
was launched by members of thie editorial
board ot Socialist Action, who lett the
journal after diffecences had developed on g
range ot tundamental issues.

An account of these ditferences was given
in the 7 February Socialise Action by James
Francis. Franas clamed that International
supporters’ departare trom the ednorial
board was due o vctical ditterences on such
matters as whether a lert candidate should
have ramagaimst Neill Kinnock tor the post of
party Teader and dhat our supposed accusa
von that Socialise Acton were guilty ol
Stalinism’ or ‘proto - Stalinism™ was merely a
cover for our teal reasons for feaving,

This account is as fudicrous as it s Talse,
First we have never characterised Socrafise
Actionas ' Stalinist”, Secondiv, we have never
proposed moany mceting of the Tefv of the
labour movement like the Tabour e
Coordinanion or within the [ abowr Bricling
cditorial board orv in the paces of Lorcrma
uonad o support the running of 2 candidae

for the post of Labour Partv leader against
Kinnock ac this ume. This s anvaay ot
course a purcly tacueal decision.

Among those who left o launch Tneerna
tonal were a number ot comrades who have
been actuve for two decades msupport oi
revolutionary socialist policies i the labous
movement, mcluding a majority ol Socialist
Actuon’s former ediorial workers, design
and Tayour workers. The adea that they
would have saddenly decided ro fold therr
wents and Teave the editoral board of a paper
which they had plaved alarge role i actually
lamching and producig over questions of
tacties should have made readers of Francis's
artiele pause tor thought.

The sad fact ol the matter is that Socialise
Action 1s no tonger the paper it was when it
was launched thiee years ago. Then it was a
paper which declared s aim as fighung o
unify the fetom dhe labour movement around
a line of class suuggle, rather than class
collaboration, Avthe same time it combined
this line for unity with a patient explanation
of revolunonary Marxist ideas drawn both
front the history of our own labour move

AR

for

olitics

ment and from the experience of the world
revolution.

It was arcasonably successtul experiment.
While the newspaper’s sales never exceeded
6000, 1t diew a range o contributors inro a
sertous debare on thie tuture ot the Labour
left, and started a sy stemaie polemic with
the supporters of the ideas of  Marsism
Toda . at thar tine developing ity ideas of
coalmonsne feamed 1o mvolve its suppor-
rees i the hife of the paper, and ac that ume
could comton many hundreds of orgamised
papar sellers throughout the counury.

Today the number of sellers for the paper
has dechned dramataally . Hhe paper, which
was launched as a 16 page weekly, now isan
mregula 120 pager consisumg largely of
reprinted material and Tengthy articles wrie-
ten by Joho Ross under various noms de
cucric. Just before the departure ot the
supporters of Inernagonal the sales ot the

‘political and
organisational factors lie
behind the decline of
Socialist Action’

paper were reported to the editorial board as
having fallen to 1400,

A combination of political and organisa
vonal factors lie behund dhis decline.

[nthe st place the newspaper had
radically changed ity project of organising a
united Teft on the basis ol class struggle
movement. [ts new
POSIION Was most hnn‘|'\ spelt outm s 10
JTanwary ssues tinder the headline of “The
paper thie Tett needs’, John Ross concludes
that 1t 1y nov Socralist Action. But the real
interest of the artele is s analyvses of the Teft

action - the fabow

sistde the Libour movement.

The article divides up the Tefe into what it
called the “Kinnockie Tefe, the “class strug-
cle et and the culura lefe.
correctly castigates the "Kinnockite™ left for
its capitulation in tront ol the Labour leader,
and also notes the contradictory elements in
the posttion of such figures as Ken Living
stone and David Blunkett.

The author has more problems in his

The arncle

detinttion of the “class struggle et evident
v frome the nomenclature s preferred
As he confesses, he can't dearde
where o categornse the Militant tendency
(mor m fact can he find the righ sfot for the
Morning Star wing of the Communist Party,
A rather more significant omission).

\'|]UiL‘L‘,

But he reserves his special tre for what he
calls the wluadete
not class struggle torees. Ross singles out in

who by detimidon are

particular Labour Bricling, Socialist View-
pointand Socialist Organiser. Neither is this
fist exhaustive. [n previous issues it has also
taken i tendencies outside the Labour
Party, such as the Socialist Workers Party.
Yeu all these forees, whatever differences
exist between  them have  systematically
organised in support of the miners and other
working class struggles.

Accusations are made against this current,
in particular, that; “Politcally all accommo-
date to Briush imperialism to varying de-
grees’. Now those are familiar with the
history ol the internatonal working class
will know that vou can’t make a much more
serious charge than that. The great cross-
roads of the working class movement in
August 1914 wrned precisely on this ques-
ton. Such an attitude (social chauvinism) has
always been the line which has marked the
divide between reformism and revolutionary
Marxism. Butin Ross’s schemaall the far left
currents accommodate to imperialism, while
the honest left reformists who inhabit the
‘class suruggle” current do not!

Now until very recently Socialist Action
was very prominent in Labour Briefing.
Supporters of International sull are. T 1s
clear why Socialist Acuon has pulled out. To
be inany wav associated with what you
consider accommodatons to British im-
perialism would be mtolerable to anyone
who considered themselves a revolutionary
Marxist. But of course this is not the real
reason that Socialist Action has withdrawn
from Briefing as we will explain.

But tirst we would propose an initial
question to comrade Ross eral so that we can
establish the ground on which we are
debaung; are the supporters of International
part of this group which supposedly capitu-
lates to imperialism? [f we are, of course,
there can be no serious basis for any
reunification with Socralist Action or any-
body clse who holds such positions and the
appeals from comrade Ross to rejoin are
simply humbuyg,.

But there is another aspect to comrade
Ross™s views which s very dangerous. As
CVErY commentator on recent events in the
Labour Party has remarked, Neil Kinnock’s
cfiorts to drive out the left have a deadly
logic. He tiestaims to isolate the Militantand
expel their leadership and then proposes to
deal with what has been called the ‘patch-
work’ left, so-called because of their support
for many different issues and campaigns on
the left. Te then proposes o move on to the
hard left, in other words the tume-honoured
‘salami wactic” of slicing a powerful block
into smaller slices.




Now the problem is that Francis, whatev
er his intentions, plays into Kinnock’s hands
on this count. 'The original project of
Socialist Action, which remams that of
International today, was to fight tor the
unity of the whole lett in action, defending
the struggles of the oppressed against the
Thatcher government and, within  that
framework, tighting for socialist policies in
the labour movement. At the same ume,
noting the proliferadon of Marsist journals
within the labour movement, we were in
favour of encouraging the greatest possible
unitication process.

Ross cuts across both these mmportant
objectives. By crecting a schema ol the
divisions on the lett, he militates against
unity where it 1s most needed, an atutude
reflected in the more and more disruptive
tactics of Socialist Action supporters n
united lefr bodies. In doing this Socialist

“To build unity against
the Tories you have to
fight against the Kinnock
leadership’

Action plays into the hands of Kinnock and
his Labour Coordimaung Committee sup-
porters who, as we have mentioned, have a
similar analvsis of the left.

Qur atutude to unity on the left should be
governed by the time-honoured united front
approach of judging people by whatthey do,
not on whether they belong to a category
called “ultra-left’” or ‘class struggle left’. We
should be tighting for the unity of that whole
feft which supports the working class in
struggle and fights for an alternative to the
disastrous coursc in which Neil Kinnock s
leading the Labour Party.

There is no contradiction berween these
two things as Ross would pretend there is.
To build unity in the struggle against the
Tories today you have to fight against the
Kinnock lcadership, as the miners’ strike and
what has happened in the amnesty campaign
since has demonstrated  so  graphically.
Furthermore you have to explain thatis what
you are doing to the many rank and file
activists in the labour movement who sup
ported Neil Kinnock’s election as party
leader and who are puzzled or demoralised
by his violent switch towards the right.

Neither is there a contradiction at the level
of the next gencral clection between calling
for a vote for Labour and explaining that
unless an alternative lefois built in the labour
movement now which is ready to confront
Kinnock, the experience will be an cven
greater disaster for the left than that of
Mitterrand in France.

All this was evident even a year ago for the
majority of the cditorial board of Socialist
Action. The fact of the matter is that the
majority have, along with the general mood
in the labour movement, taken a sharp and
quite decided turn to the right in therr
politics. That is the reason that they avoid a
dircct clash with the Kinnock leadership and

3O nouth platitudes about the main enemy

being Thatcher not Kinnock. That is also
why they see the Marxistlett, Briefing, as the
main obstacle 1o their polites.

The swing to the right on domestic polities
has 1ts counterpart in Socialist Action’s
changed approach 1o internauvonal ques-
tions. In particular, with the new upsurge in
South Atrica, the now supporters of Interna-
tional, along with others, proposed to the
Socialist Action cditortal board that we
should not only build support for the
struggle of the South African masses and
espectally for the independent, non-racial
trade unions in the British working class, but
also we should explain that the victory
against apartheid in South Africa could only
be tinally and detinitely established with the
overthrow of capitalism in that country and
a sociahist revolution.

There was not a majority on the editorial
board for this view. Instead the largest
current of opinion on the editorial board
proposed that we should explain the necessi-
tv of a bourgeois parhamentary republic in
South Africa under the leadership of the
workers and peasants.

What cventually appeared in the paper
was an cditorial which wok a halfway
position between the two  counterposed
views, but with which the pro-parhamentary
democracy  current had  no problems
agreeing. This was only the lastin a series of
debates on the editorial board around central
quesuons of world revoluton.

Among the views put forward were those
which can be properly described as Stalinist.
In particular the view that the world today
can be divided into two camps: the reaction
ary imperialist camp and the progressive
anti-imperialist camp. This view, originated
by the Krembin ideologists, casts such reac-

‘Among the views put
forward were those which
can be properly described

as Stalinist’

vonary regimes as those of Khomeini, and
Iragi leader Sadaamy Hussein as being in the
progressive camp, because of past or present
disagreement these regimes have had with
US imperialism.

Atthe same time, in calling for unity of the
‘anti-imperialist’ camp, this view 1s antago-
nistic 1o, or plays down, the struggles of the
working class and oppressed against such
regimes. Not only that, but to maintain the
unity ol the “progressive’ camp, 1t is cither
openly hostile or fails to support dissident
movements in Fastern Europe or the Soviet
Union, even when, as i the case of Solidar-
nosc, these movements are based on defence
of the workers own interests.

It is interesting that Francis leaves out of
his account of Stalinism’s essential features
this world view of the Kremlin. Is it because
it was one of the central debates in the
Socialist Action editorial board over the last
period? Contrary to Ross’s view thatnonc of
the essential ideas of Stalinism are supported
by anyone associated with Socialist Action

this one 1s, and by the largest current on the
editorial board. Another such idea s the
‘stagist’ view of the revolutionary process im
the semi-developed countries, again de-
fended by this current in relation to South
Africa.

Now it 1s not true that holding a “campist’
view of the world or a ‘stagist’ view of
revolution makes you a Stalinist and con-
trary to what Francis says in his ardcle

‘editorial board meetings
have been characterised
by unprincipled blocs’

supporters of Internacronal have never made
such a claim. Howeveritdoes demand a fight
against such views. And here we cometo the
real causes of the spht.

None of the very substantial difterences
outlined above would necessarily lead to a
split in a journal. However unity is con-
ditional on being able to conunue to sertous-
ly debate the issues in question. In the past
Socialist Action’s traditions have always
been to urge freedom of discussion, but
unity in action on the basis of a majority
vote.

But instead of honest debate, the editorial
board mectings have been characterised by
unprincipled blocs, crosion of rights of
democratic discussion and autocratic edito-
rial decisions. Major articles have appeared
in the paper without discussion on the
cditorial board. Editorial board members
turned up to cditorial conferences to be
confronted with cnormously long docu-
ments on which they were required o vote
immediately. Worst of all the papers” sup-
porters were never given the opportunity to
express their opinion on the line of the paper
that they toiled o sell. T is principled
politics which has been the major casualry of
the decline of Socralist Acrion.

It gives us no pleasure to record these
events. In fact we would have preferred not
to enter into a public discussion with
Socialist Action and to try and sort out our
differences without recourse to public pole-
mics, which damage both journals. However
the Francis article has given us no alternative
but to ask for the right of reply.

‘supporters would turn up to
editorial conferences to be
confronted by enormous new
documents’
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Narrow lapels

IAN HAWKINS

NOWADAYS, teenage kicks ain’t what
they used to be. When a young one’s
options are YTS or broke it's little wonder
we want to look back to more cheery
days. The search for nostalgia has fixed
here on the late fifties: small-time, snob-

bish, Tony Hancock Britain where its
teenagers create their own style and
colour amidst the post-war drab.

Julien Temple's Absolute Beginners is
crammed with the bric-a-brac of the day.
Narrow lapels, cappuchinos, Vespas,
Strand cigarettes — the trinkets have as
leading a role as the characters. The film
is based on Colin Maclnnes’s novel of the
same name and has as its hero Colin,
nineteen - with-a-Rolleiflex and out to
enjoy the last year of his teens. Colin
makes his money with his camera and is
not particularly scrupulous about the
photos he takes to do it. He is in love
Crepe Suzette and spends his long, hot
summer wandering the streets and jazz-
dens of a vibrant if down at heel Soho.

It's a new and heady excitement that the
film tries to capture. From the opening
shot the camera makes giddy swoops
through Soho’s neon-drenched streets,
music seeping from the alleyways. The
pace and colour is non-stop all the way
through to the closing race riots. Quite a
spectacle but unfortunately a lot has been
sacrificed to do it. For in the tumble of
scenes very little is explained.

There are a host of celebrity appear-
ances — Tenpole Tudor’s hilarious Ed the
Ted, Ray Davis as Colin’s Dad, David
Bowie as marketeer Vendice though the
film hinges on these cameos and rather

loses sight of our teenager. In the novel
Colin’s carefree days are upset by the
brutality of the Notting Hill race riots, by
his horror at his friend Whizz turning out
to be a fascist, the uncertainty of his
romance with Suze and, very importantly
by the death of his Dad. It's sad that this
last relationship, written in such carefully
measured prose as Colin tries to brush
over the tangle of his emotions, has
virtually been omitted from the film. For it
ignores the thought that the heartache
and creeping responsibilities of these
events mark the end of Colin the
teenager.

So what of the music? Colin loves jazz
but despite arrangements by Gil Evans
(whose name is usually preceded by the
word ‘veteran’ like some old Bentley),
there’s actually very little of the stuff.
Nattily-dressed but routine songs from
the Style Council, Sade and Bowie don't
distract from this omission. Except for
Jerry Dammers’s ‘Riot City’, the best is
only snippets of Charles Mingus, Slim
Gaillard’s short appearance and some
Evans’ horn pieces, while Smiley Culture
does something dreadful to ‘So What".

Air-brushed colour and furious dance
there may be but with such little explana-
tion of the motives and emotions that
shape the story the overall effect is
confusion. Maclnnes’s novel’s sharp in-
sight is lost in the hubbub of 1986-style
image. It deserves a more thoughtful film.

Ran

DAVID GRANT KIER

RAN IS possibly one of the most interest-
ing and thought provoking films that you
could ever wish to see. Brilliantly crafted,
itis in every sense of the word a great film
— ‘the sum of my life’s work” according to
its director, Akira Kurosawa, who is
generally accepted to be the pre-eminent
director of Japanese cinema.

Set in the civil wars that wracked
sixteenth century Japan, Ran, which
translates into English as ‘Chaos’, draws
heavily on Shakespeare’s King Lear for
its inspiration. Studying the impact of a
fateful decision taken by the great Lord
himself, Ran unfolds a tragic tale of
despair, madness and death.

A story that is rich in complexity and
interest, despite the fact the whole au-
dience is aware of the inevitable end that
awaits the main characters, true to the
style of the theatre of la machine
infernale.

The critical error the great Lord Ichi-
monji commits is the division of his only
recently unified domain between his sons.
His regal disregard for the criticism of this
course of action, proffered by the only
son who truly loves and respects his
father, seals his domain’s fate, as well as
his own destiny and that of those around
him. His position as absolute ruler
prevents him from accepting a more
rational alternative to that of dividing his
kingdom.

Scorning true loyalty and respect, he
embraces the false praise that hides the
corrupting ambition of his two eldest
sons. Banishing his youngest son, Saburo,
he undermines the possibility that his
domain will be governed by a more just,
rational, benign form of absolutist rule,
under one enlightened ruler.

Civil war inevitably follows. Chaos
breaks out as society is deprived of a
central source of authority. Chaos also
ranges in the mind of Lord Ichimoniji. He is
driven mad through defeat, humiliation
and betrayal. The forces of destruction
and vengeance sweep on, personified in
the Lady Kaede's desire to avenge her

family’s humiliation at the hands of the
Ichimonji's.

The battle scenes conjure up the
essence of the ‘blind forces of history’
unleashed by the great Lord Ichmonji’s
original sin. His transformation into a
madman, lead around by a fool, the
scheming and the dilemmas that absorb
his friends and foes alike, really involve
the audience in the whole experience of
the film.

Hour-and-a-halfinto the film, Ichimonji
has suffered every humiliation imagin-
able. Forced to rely on his fool and a
blind man for company, he is a figure for
whom we feel genuine sympathy and pity.
With the return of his youngest loyal son,
a possible resolution to the terrible
conflicts opened up in Ichimoniji's mind
and kingdom presents itself. Saburo will
save the great Lord through a combina-
tion of deft political negotiation with
neighbouring warlords, and a demon-
strative assertion of respect and loyalty to
his father.

But fate has the final word yet to say.
Kurosawa leaves us in no doubt that the
fate of humanity, when it finds itself
incapable of asserting rational thought




over misguided absolutism, is to blindly
stumble towards the precipice. But is this
a prediction of a fate Kurosawa believes
to be born out of the human condition,
and therefore inevitable, or a call for «
rational intervention into the process of
history to prevent such an outcome?

And what of the nature of this rational
intervention? Kurosawa in a recent inter-
view as much as admitted that Ran had

been ‘taken over” by the message of King
Lear.Now it is one thing for Shakespeare
to advocate a benign form of rational
absolutism as the answer to English
socicty’s problems in the eaily seven-
teenth cenlury. But the transposition of
this idea to twenticth century Japan is
another matter entirely. What was histor-
ically progressive in Shakespeare’s day
is entirely reactionary under the con-

tradictions currently facing Japanese
capitalism.

Itis the mark of a major film such as Ran
undoubtedly is, that it should raise funda-
mental questions about the conditions ot
humanity and the great political and
moral dilemmas that face us. Ran is a film
everyone should take the opportunity to
see.

Disillusioned with Mao

VERONICA HELD

I COULD NOT find out what Mao had for
breakfast with Alan Winnington, bul in
reading Winnington’s book, Breakfast
With Mao, Memories of a Foreign
Correspondent, | was reminded of the
momentous influence of Maoism in
making the greatest single breach in
capitalism since the Russian revolution of
1917. The revolution, led by Mao Zedong
and the People’ Liberation Army, ended
century of imperialist intervention into
China that had begun with the Opium
War of 1840, and liberated a quarter of
the world’s population from capitalism.

The Chinese Communist Party was
formed at a time when the whole Third
International was already in the grip of
Stalinism. Unlike the Russian revolution
which was born in isolation, the Chinese
revolution became a member of the
‘Socialist Camp’, with the USSR as its ally.
Whilst the Soviet Union had to contend
with the invasion of 14 capitalist powers,
the Chinese, with the benefit of Soviet
military aid, did not. China could also
look to the Soviet Union for lessons in
socialising the means of production,
whilst the Bolsheviks took this course with
no other revolution to turn to.

In China, the civil war with the bour-
geoisie was waged before the revolution,
whilst in Russia, it was carried out post
1917. The Chinese masses could
therefore blame the Kou Min Dang for
their misery, and saw the revolution as the
conclusion to hostilities. The Bolsheviks
had to fight the civil war as a ruling party
and bear the brunt of the people’s horror
at the destruction caused by the war.

Despite the difference in revolutionary
development, and especially the Maoist
strategy of ‘country to town’, Maoism was
always, and remains, thoroughly Stalin-
ist. This aspect of Maoism is, unfortunate-
ly, avoided in Alan Winnington's book.

Breakfast with Mao is Winnington's
avtobiography, a life-long Communist
2 Party member and one-time foreign

correspondent tor the CP’s Daily Worker
in Bejing. He witnessed ihe closing stages
of the Chinese revolution, entering Bejing
with the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in
1949. He assisted Mao Zedong, Zhou
Enfar and other leaders with press and
information work, helping to set up the
Yinhua News Agency. Gradually, how-
ever, he became openly critical of Mao’s
positions and disillusioned with the Chi-
nese revolution.

Breakfast with Mao iraces Win-
nington’s early, working class life and
rise through the ranks of the CP bureau-
cracy, 1o become a full-time press officer
for the Party, prior to World War Two.
When asked by Harry Pollitt, the then CP
General Secretary to go to China as an
advisor to the Chinesc Communist Party’s
information services, he ecstatically
agreed.

Smuggled into China via the Soviet
Union on the trans-Siberian express, he
describes on entering the country the
state of the CP’s forces after the defeat of
Japon, and the precarious balance of
power held by the nationalist Kou Min
Dang troops and the People’s Liberation
Army led by the CPC.

He watched the CPC consolidate its
power in the early 1950s. In Korea he
exposed the British Government's sup-
port for UN action there — a mere
cover-up for American atrocities. For this
he lost his British passport, was dubbed a
‘traitor’ and subsequenily remained
stateless until he died.

After the Korean War he was posted
back to Bejing, where he worked in the
Chinese News Agency. He mentions
Khruschev's denounciations of Stalin at
the Soviet Congress of 1956 but states:
‘despite his errors which were terrible,
and the cult of his person which he
encouraged, Stalin had creatively ap-
plied and developed Marxism’.

Interspersed with clear statements of
his thoroughly Stalinist world view, Win-
nington attempts to describe the vividness
of Bejing before its cultural destruction
during the Cultural Revolution unleashed

by Mao. He also begins to analyse the
reasons for his growing disenchantment
with the CPC which began after Stalin’s
death.

After publically attacking Mao’s open
war on the Chinese intelligentsia during
the One Hundred Flowers Campaign of
1956, Winnington found his lectures on
journalism at Bejing University ‘can-
celled’.

The rest of the book remains a personal
tracing of Mao’s near downfall. Win-
nington describes, but does not analyse,
the challenge for leadership, launched by
the defence minister Peng Dehuai in 1958.
Dehavi favoured a modern army, sophis-
ticated weaponry and close technical and
military alliance with the Soviet Union.

After openly criticising Mao’s posi-
tions, Winnington could no longer accept
Maoism and was rejected as foreign
spokesperson for China by the CP leader-
ship. He ends inconclusively, with his
exile from China to East Germany arran-
ged by the British CP. This event, he states,
coinciding with the death of Pollitt, was
the end of an era. Which era, the Stalinist
era or the Maoist version of it, remains
unclear.

| cannot recommend this book for
theoretical analysis of the birth of the
Chinese Revolution. But if you want a
gripping, lively and descriptive account
of Bejingin the 1950s, Tibetan feudalism
before Chinese intervention and a Stalin-
ist's disillusionment with Maoism, then
this is a book worth reading.

Alan Winnington, Breakfast With Mao,
Memories of a Foreign Correspondent,
Lawrence and Wishart.
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Word Rhythms

PETE ROBERTS

AT A fime of great debate and argumoent
over cducation, ciass and lenguage, the
publication ol two collections of poeiry,
Becavse The Dawn Bieaks by Merle
Collins, and Woird Rhythms From the Life
Of A Woman, by Elecan Thomas, 1s an
important event worlhy of note far social-
ists. Forifthe intciestin poctry in Britain is
marginal, then perhaps this is because o
poetic expression that is popular and
recognisable to the majority has noever
been produced  Yet the wiihngs that
appeared during the British mmers” shike
indicate the presence of material born oul
ofthe experience of struggle though this is
not still recognised as real poeiry’

Ken Worpole, writing in New  [off
Review, inreference to the poetry of Tony
Harrison, notes that, ‘the discourses of
science and other technical languages,
the discourses ol stale burcaucracies,
have almost inflicied upon many people,
a felt sense of inadequacy that drives
them towards silence’. Silence certainly
does not inhabit the poetry of Elean
Thomas and Marle Collins, however, who
are both very much in the trachiion of
Alrican performance poetry.

[ hate the system

Which sucks our blood

I will one day

with my people

Overthrow that system

l'am a Black, African, Caribbean
Communist Woman

Elean Thomas

Blean was bornin Jamaica where she s
awtiter and political aciivist. This co'lec
ton of her work is a combmation of
poctry and shoit stories set in Jamaica,
southern Afiica, Cuba and Nicaragua.

Merle Collins, as a Grenadian, suf-!

fered the trauma of the American inva-
sion, and expresses a close yet defiant
understanding of the colonial mentality.

You use their words

to call

your sister

your brother

fetrorist

lcarnt so well

the lessons of your conquerors
that now you, too

feel certain

you are too ignorant

to determine yow destiny

So you welcome their invasions
cchoing their words
you call their rape

Merle worked as a teacher and later as
a rescarch officer on Latink American
affaivs. She is presently a member of
African Dawn, in London, a group whose
work incorporates use of the traditional
art forms of poctry, music and mime.

Benjamin Zephaniah and Linton Kwesi
Johnson are more familiar to us, but the
work of these two Black women descrves
to become just as well known. These two
books, which cie highly recommended,
are from Karia Press. This press, based in

the Black community in Hackney, has
been established to publish works of
history, poetry and finguistics, and novels
o give expression to afro- caribbean
culture and shuggles. Read these works,
but also order them for public libraries
and book shops as Karia Press, withoul
the backing of the money that the Max-
well’s and Murdoch’s of this world pos-
sess, will find it difficult fo get the support
that they so richly deserve.

Because The Dawn Breaks, Merle Collins
and Word Rythms From The Life Of A
Woman by Elean Thomas published by
Karia Press, BCM Karia, London WCIN
3XX.
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“The social development of our time 1s a continuous, accelerated
march towards collectivization, and for this reason the necessity tor
mural printing, the character of which is essentially collecuive,
becomes ever more urgent.”

DIEGO RIVERA, muralist and revolutionary 1886-1961
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