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Sanctions and solidarity

SUDDENLY, CAPITALIST governments across the
globe are falling over themselves to support
sanctions against South Africa. On the surface it
appears that the Black resistance movement in
South Africa has everyone but Britain and the
USA on their side.

But imperialism’s interest in maintaining its
stranglehold over the southern African sub-
continent should not be under-estimated. Be-
sides wishing to safeguard their investments, the
West dreads any continued turmoil in southern
Africa, let alone it ‘going communist. Either
would have enormous implications for the Afri-
can continent as well as for the political
equilibrium in the Atlantic and Indian oceans.

At £ll billions, British capital accounts for 40
per cent of total foreign investment in South
Africa, more than this, the relative proportion of
British captial tied up in South Africa (ten per cent
of all British overseas investment) is many times
greater than any of its imperialist rivals.

The bedrock of British trade and investment
with Pretoria is finance capital and London’s
metals and gems market. Any dislocation of
British involvement therefore would entail a
major disprution of the bastion of British capital-
ism. Thatcher and her allies cannot contemplate
this kind of action.

Seemingly opposed to the Thatcherite posi-
tion that any measures taken ‘must not harm the
South African economy’ are the Commonwealth
states, the Non-alighed movement, the Or-
ganisation of African Unity and a handful of
‘enlightened ’ bourgeois governments like Den-
mark, Australia and Sweden.

They fear that Thatcher’s intransigence will
precipitate an unheaval that will jettison the very
system of exploitation she is seeking to protect.
Hence, Neil Kinnock warns the government’s
present course will ‘undermine British influence’
in southern Africa. The underlying unity of the
international bourgeoisie is revealed by the
supine posture of the EEC after the recent summit.

Amidst this wrangling one thing is clear: the
bourgeoisie has the initiative on an international
level. The Soviet Union and its allies are sitting on
the sidelines accepting the framework of ‘san-
ctions for peaceful change and reform’. The
working class internationally — the only force
likely to act in support of the Black workers of
southern Africa — has yet to make its voice heard
independently of these inter-governmental di-
plomatic manoeuvres.

Over the years the leaders of the British
labour movement have built up a shining record
of inactivity in the struggle against apartheid
from which the Anti-Apartheid Movement, re-
gretably, has done little to differentiate itself.
Why should they? The AAM’s strategy of esta-
blishing influence through its relations with
labour bureaucrats and international diplomacy

has meant that only recently has an element of
mass action become part of its thinking.

In contrast, the kind of solidarity the Black
resistance movement needs must be committed
to the conscious overthrow of the present system
at whatever cost. Independent solidarity initiat-
ives by the labour movement and the oppressed
are needed.

Direct links need building with the indepen-
dent workers’ movement in South Afria. British
trade unionists can and should impose their own
sanctions now, in the manner of Dublin’s Dunnes
Store strikers. Mass political action is required,
not simply to pressurise the Tory government,
but also to fight for a comprehensive programme
of action by the whole labour movement. This
involves recognising that:

* real economic warfare by Britain on apartheid
would cost jobs and trade. It therefore must be
linked to the fight against unemployment.

* A genuine break with the multinationals and
other institutions propping up Pretoria would
involve an outright confrontation with the City of
London.

* The British labour movement will be unable to
aid the overthrow of apartheid without challeng-
ing the racism in its own ranks — this involves
supporting and building links with Black struggle
in this country.

* Demands must be made on a future Labour
government — including the payment of com-
pensation to workers taking boycott action, to
the frontline states currently at the receiving end
of apartheid’s own sanctions and aggression,
and to an independent Namibia for resources
stolen by British companies.

* There is a crying need for an international
solidarity movement that will aid the overthrow
of South Africa’s rulers and not just sidetrack the
struggle into talks and settlements as today’s
international initiatives tend to.

How useful sanctions are therefore depends
entirely on their aims and content. Sanctions can
be a weapon in any war as US and British
imperialism have shown time and time again
when they really want to get rid of a regime.
Against Nicaragua, Cuba and Libya the US has
organised complete blockades, punitive action
against friendly states, companies and in-
dividuals; and has linked this with off-shore
military manoeuvres and the funding of terrorist
organisations. Neither the Labour leadership,
the ‘EPG’ or the Commonwealth would contem-
plate an equivalent policy in southern Africa
against Pretoria. But the working class in this
country can make it’s voice heard independently
— building on the massive sentiment that has
developed and the visible desire to take action in
solidarity with the Black working class of south-
ern Africa.




Murderers fall out with thieves

DEPUTY CHIEF Constable
John Stalker was appointed
two years ago 1o investigate
the shooting dead of unar-
med individuals by SAS-
trained RUC squads in 1982.
His attempt to find out who
was finally responsible and
what actually happened was
continually obstructed at all
levels right up the very top, as
it became apparent where
decisions were being made
concerning the incidents.
Those implicated included
senior RUC officers and
possibly RUC chief Sir John
Hermon himself.

In an apparent move 1o
further block the investiga-
tion or delay it — the British
securily establishment are
attempting to have Stalker
punished for associating with
criminals, as a cover for
pulling him off the RUC case.

So much mud is now being
thrown at Stalker and his
assoctates (now including top
Manchester busincssmen,
Tory MP Cecil Franks, - ifs
possible that even chicf
constable James  Anderton
won’t be spared) that the
state may succeed in divert-
ing atfention away from the
cover-up towards Sialker's
own alleged misder-
meanours.

Those thought 1o be invol-
ved — MI5 and the Special
Branch — have a good reas-
onto be covering things up. A
whole range of atrocities and
illegal praciices have been
integral to Britain’s war in
ireland since the carly 19705
- including under the in
struction of British Labour
and Dubiin government

leaders.
The present attempted
cover-up concerns three

shooting incidents in Novem-
ber and December 1982 in
which six unarmed peope
were killed by the RUC. The
idea of the original investiga-
tion was probably 1o throw
out a few 'bad apples’ and
prove that British justice in
Ireland extended beyond the
summary exccution of in-
dividuals simply on sus-
picion. Unfortunately shoot-
ing-to-kill as a policy dates

back to the 1970s and
presenting it as anything else
but deliberate policy would
be very difficult.

One of the 1982 cases
Stalker was sent to inves-
tigate also implicated the
Dublin establishment. Sea-
mus Grew and Roderick
Canoll were shot dead in
December 1982 afier being
followed by E4A, the RUC
undercover unit, as they
ravelled home to Armagh
from south of the border.

Any full revelation of the
facts would involve an ad-
mission that E4A were op-
eraling south of the border.
One of then other activities
was the employment of RUC
informers in the south — one
of whom, George Poyntz,
was involved in the Grew and
Canoll case.

Al the original trial con-
cerning this case, in April
1984, RUC constable Robin-
son was acquitied of murder
after revealing he was in-
structed to tell o false cover
story that Grew and Carroll

were shot alter crashing
through a checkpoint. He
also admitted to being

ordered under the Official

Secrets Act not to reveal the

true facts. This wall of ob-
struction was still firmly in
place when Stalker starting
delving into the issuce.

Like the recent trial and
conviction of the ’‘Brighton
Bombers’, the Stalker affair
and shoot-to-kill expose the
Anglo-lrish Accord for what it
is — summary justice. The
only trial takes place on the
front pages of the tabloids
while the nationalist popula-
tion gain nothing.

Few commentators have
stopped to consider that
British use of under-cover
squads, selective assassina-
tion and cross-border incur-
sions are only necessary in
the first place because the
Republican movement  has
mass support and other meth-
ods cannot beat them.

Two things we can remain
surc of. British terror tactics
like shoot-to-kill will continue
to be the order of the day;
and a the higher echelons of
the Police and the local Con-
servative Assocation in Man-
chester will continue to be the
dens of thieves we all knew
them to be anyway — what-
ever the outcome of the
affair.

PIERS MOSTYN
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Hundreds of}housonds demonstr¢

Wapping: who is going to lead?

DISMISSED PRINTWORKERS
fight on after a magnificent
vote by SOGAT, NGA and
AUEW members against the
£50 million pay-off that
SOGAT and TUC chiefs
Brenda Dean and Norman
Willis hoped would clear
theit decks of a stubborn
strike. But after the vote was
announced, the questions
that needed answering were:
‘Where do we go from here?’,
‘Who now is going to lead this
strike?’.

The Saturday night imm-
ediately after the vote saw a
reduced number of pickets
compared to the beginning of
the strike.

The vole itself demands a
show of solidarity from the
labour movement, especially
the Fleet Street union mem-
bers. Instead of demanding

such aresponse, Dean, at the
SOGAT Bi-ennial Delegate
Conference (BDC), attacked
the ‘wreckers’ of Fleet Street.
No, notf the media magnates,

but her own union’s members.

The London District Coun-
cil (LDC), dominated by the
Communist Party, had the
chance to become the de
facto leadership of the strike
having lead the campaign for
the rejection of the pay-off
deal. Regretably having won
the initiative from Dean, they
handed 1t straight back in
relurn for vague promises
and the same old strategy. To
call this a ‘compromise’ is to
prettify it!

The BDC passed a motion
calling for the failed boycott
campaign to be revitalised, to
push for the expulsion of the
EETPU from the TUC and to

stcp up the picketing at
Wapping.

Since then, the national
leadership has done nothing
to implement these decisions.
Rather, they are fixated with
what they regard as the
BDC’s key decision 1o keep
within the law while prosecut-
ing the strike. This means not
prosecuting the sirike at all.
Threatened with sequestra
tion the BDC voted to ensure,
‘the maintenance of SOGAT
as an independent trade
union’. The national leader-
ship proposed it, the LDC
agreed it, the conference
voted for it unanimously. The
dispute is now frapped by
legalitics. Murdoch, never
slow to see his opportunily,
immediately slapped down
affidavits for injunctions on

SOGAT members of the LDC.

(RN I P NP | . . [




wrerneniones JPRONT

Interestingly, the affidavits
lift one corner of the veil
covering the effects of the
strike. TNT scab transport is
costing News International
£200,000 a month, late de-
liveries £14,400 a month,
security at Wapping and Kin-
ning Park, Glasgow,
£100,000 and £67,000 res-
pectively. Murdoch also com-
plained of the acute psych-
ological stress affecting his
staff who have to cross picket
lines to get to work. These
snippets, together with the
vote, suggest how effective
increased action could be.

But the truth is the leader-
ships of the embattled unions
and the TUC are relying not
on the pickets and their sup-
porters to win the strike, but
on none other than Eric Ham-
mond to persuade Murdoch

T REGATIONAL Plo Wl A s,
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:fte uumst apartheld in London June 28

to re-open talks. Verbal att-
ack on the EETPU’s leaders
do not hide this appalling
fact.

To win the strike needs to
be escalated by getting Fleet
Street out in support. This call
has ever greater support
among the once hesitant
strikers, yet is still opposed by
the LDC and, of course,
Dean. The revived fortnighly
mass meeting of SOGAT
workers has now taken a
decision to picket parts of
Fleet Street like the Press
Association works. There is a
growing mood that an elec-
ted committee of strikers and
London branches should run
the dispute, rather than the
full time officials of the LDC.

Solidarity action remains
vital, but the strike will have to
find some new, more militant

leadership if such solidarity is
to be organised. Also, the
role of the Labour Party
leadership in isolating the
strike should not be over-
looked: from Kinnock's
chauvinist proposal to legis-
late against ‘foreigners’ own-
ing ‘our British media’ to
ignoring the presence at
Wapping of a scab prospec-
tive parliamentary candidate
for Stevenage. The left of the
party has been exiremely
lackadaisical.

One thing is certain, when
the media barons turn vi-
ciously on the Labour move-
ment and especially its left,
they will have been imm-
easurably strengthened if
Murdoch succeeds in deliver-
ing the crushing blow to the
print unions that he so clearly

intends. JOHN TUITE

Well done,
Neil!

IN ITS HEYDAY in the 1960s
the New Statesman sold
100,000 copies a week. lts
circulation has since fallen to
27,000. Doctors recommend
it to insomniacs. You will
therefore have been enthral-
led to learn that the journal’s
new editor is John Lloyd,
former industrial editor of the
Financial Times and Neil
Kinnock’s candidate for the
Statesman |ob.

Lioyd comes with sound
credentials. In Marxism
Today he advocated the elec-
tricians’ union’s style of
business trades unionism. He
promises that the Statesman
will be a ‘well-written voice
from the left, but not con-
strained by the left’. So well
done, John! And well done,
Neill

In the best interests of
pluralism, dabate on the left
etc, we now have the States-
man, Marxism Today, New
Socialist and Tribune all
chanting Kinnock’s chorus.

Over at Marxism Today, in
the CP's HQ, there’s editor
Martin Jacques who is seek-
ing to recreate the Popular
Fronts of the 1930s, seeming-
ly oblivious to the fact that
they spelled disaster for the
workers’ movements. At New
Socialist, ensconced in Wal-
worth Road, editor Stuart
Weir is cock-a-hoop that he
has halved the sales of the
formerly Bennite magazine.
He now plans to sell off the
Labour Party’s discussion
magazine to private inves-
tors. Tribune editor Nigel
Williamson is the proudest of
all, having converted the for-
merly Bennite paper into a
press release for the LCC
(Labour Careerists’ Commit-
tee), thus helping his buddies
to jobs.

For decent reads (the
papers of the farish left ex-
cepted) it looks as if we must
await the eclipse of Neil.
Shouldn’t be too long. Mean-
while. Zzzzzzzzzzz

HENRY SCHWEIK
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JAY NAIDOO, General
Secretary of the
650,000-member Congress of
South African Trade Unions,
(COSATU) has been detained
following the South African
government’s
state-of-emergency decree of
June 12. The speech below was
given by Jay Naidoo at the
University of Natal,
Pictermaritzberg, on 19 March,
1986.
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we as the independent trade unions, and
COSATU m parvcular, operate. I wall attempt
to locate COSATU in the present polinical
environment and explam the pressures under

What I would hike to set out here today
are the broad circumstances in which

\Vl]ich a rclﬂ[i\'cly new llni()” movement ('xi5(§<

In understanding the signiticance of
COSATU it 1s worth recalling that 10 vears ago
in 1976 the total paid-up membership in the
newly formed mdependent unions was probably
20,000 at the most. By 1979 it was probably
around 40,000. Today in COSATU aone there
are now 600,000 fully paid up members Jocated
in every industrial concentration in South
Africa.

But for all the strength that we have at
present, for all the experience of our worker
leadership and more broadly the working class,
COSATU sull 1s a relatvely new organisation,

Nevertheless we do believe we have
something to say and with this in mind [ would
like to share some thoughts with vou.

COSATU i« tirst and foremost a trade union
federation. ftis an organisation that unites
organised workers. [ts roots arc on the factory
tloor. [ts starting point is its organisational
strength at the point of producution s
members are the producers of the wealth of our
C()un[ry.

Political struggle
But experience has taught us that it is not

enough to simply concern ourselves with factory

wssues. Non-political unionism is not only
undesirable, itis impossible. And this basic
truth has become nereasingly clear o the

organised worker movement. 1985 was probably

the most turbulent year in the history of our
country. It saw the emergence of levels of
resistance to the apartherd state which have
never been seen before. Tt saw a ruling class
floundering, a government directionless and an
cconomy ravaged by intlation and soarinyg,
unemployment.

[t was aganst this background that COSA'TU
adopted an explicitly political direction. We do
not see COSATU as a political party but we do
believe that COSATU has a responsibility to
voice the political interests and aspirations of the
organised workers and also more broadly ot the
working class.

We theretore see COSATU as an active
participant in the liberation struggle. We see

Speech by Jay Naidoo
‘The Significance
of COSATUV’

oursclves as a pohtical foree at local, regional

and navonal Tevels. And we therclore are toreed
to confront the following questions.

What sort of polities?

What sort of hiberation are we seeking?

Who are our triends and allies i ihe siraggle?

What are we tighting for?

What are we highung agamsiz

The polivcal policy adopted recently by o
central executive committee states:

‘that workers expertence repression, hardship
and suttering not only at ther workplaces butm
cvery other aspect of therr hives and within the
communities where they live, Tois theretore
imperative that the Federation should playa
maor role m the struggle tor a non racial and
democratic society and that dhe Federaton will
not hesitate 1o ke polincal action o protect
and advance the merests of ity members and the
wider working class.”

Clearlv we sec ourselves as part and pareel of
the broad straggle against apartherd and racism.
We see ourselves as tull participants in the fight
tor democracy, justice and peace m Soutls

Atrica.

Exploitation and working class politics

And vet our experience as workers has taaght us
more. Justice tor us is not simply a beauutul
phrasc. Tt also means soctal jusuice, cconomie
justice and political jusuees Te means freedom
from hunger and poverty, the nighto work, the
right 1o proper housing, decent medieal tactlities
and a meaningtul education svsten that would
develop the human potental of our people.

It is our experience that aparthend racisin has
gone hand m hand widh our exploitation and
suttering at the hands of the bosses. Tree
enterprise has not been something separate and
hostile 1o racism. Despite the desperate attempts
by organised business to distance themiselves
trom the present diseredited regimie we have
Jearnt one important lesson, that the root and
fruit of the apartherd tree is the exploitation ot

workers in South Atrica. Our most recent
caperiences at Geneor, Rand Mines, Haggice
Rand all contirm this. It takes very hulde to
unmask these monopolies and reveal therr
ruthless puli\uil ol \upu'prniil\. The last 10 (ld)‘\
have come as a shocking reminder that nothing
has changed. Many lives of our members have
been sacriticed on the mines through the
brutality of the mine bosses and repressive
organs ot the apartheid state: the SAP and army.
To us the alliance berween big business and the
apartheid state is soaked inthe blood of the

workers,

IUis theretore clear that we see ourselves
expressing the interests of workers in the
struggle for our freedom. We see it as our duty
to make sure that freedom does not merely
change the skin colour of our oppressors.

We are not tighting tor freedom whieh sees
the bulk of workers continuing to sutter as they
do todav. We therefore see it as our doty
promote working class politics. A polities where
workers” interests are paramount i the struggle.

Alliances

At the same ume we recognise that no struggle
has ever involyved one social toree acting alone,
We therelore have to look caretully at our
society 1o see who are our allies.

This brings me 1o the other important aspect
ob our political policy: ... the independent
poliical interests ot the working class shall be
waged through C o taking up pohitical struggles
through ourmembership and structures at loeal,
regional and navonal levels as well as through
disciplined atliances with progressive community
organisations whose interests are compatible
with the mtersts of the workers and whose
organisational practices further the mterests of
the workimg class.”

Therctore our experience has taught us firsty,
toavord solating ourselves as workers and
detining our triends and atlies too narrowly, e
the danger of workerism; and secondly, to avord
subsaming ourselves in an incoherent mass
mood or populist desire tor anill-detined
Sreedom’, ie the danger of populism; and thirdly
to choose our alhies on the basis of what we
know, what has been our experience as workers,
and not on the basis of abstracted principles of
what is or is not a “correct” approach, ie the
danger of impractical but nice sounding theories.

Thus when we look at our society we can
broadly say that our allies tall into two groups.
Firsdy there are those that we regard as close
allies of the workers. These are the unemploved
(there are more than three million); the rural
poor (the landless, peasants and farmworkers):
and the militant black vouth. These are our
closestallies. We believe that they share with us
the desire for real freedom, for meanmgful
change. Tris our expenience that they are largely
the brothers, sisters, children and parents of our
very own members. Their tuture and that of the
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workers are inseparably linked. Like us they

want a nn‘aningl.u] transtormation ot our

society.

The second croup of allies consist of all those
who share with us a hateed of the present
system. [t consists of all those people oppressed
b\ racism ie the entire black people; as well as
all democratic forces amongst the white
populaton.

‘ Of course we may have ditterences with our
allies. But we believe that the widest possible
anity is necessary to rid ourselves of the evils of
apartheid. We may differ in the type ot soaety
we would Tike to see emerging in this country,
but we believe we have enough in common to
fight together.

Intcllectuals and working class leadership
. On this platform 1 would like 1o address atew
words to the intellectuals amongst us. We extend
our hand 1 vou. We ask vou to put your
learning skills and education at the service of the
. workers movement. H vou are a rescarcher then
carch that would help the workery’
movement. Look at unemploviment, look at the

(h) 13

housing crisis, the transport problems workers
tace. Help expose the poverty wages pad and
the pervasive influence of the big monopolies. I
vou are a doctor, serve the people, Jook at the
problems of the working class: malnutrition,
kwashiokor and health hazards at work.

But we believe that the direction of the
workers’ movement will develop orgamically out
of the struggle of workers on the factory tloor
and in the townships where they live.
Accordingly the role ol inteHectuals will be
purely a supportive one of assisting the greater
veneration of working class leadership.

As COSATU we believe that we have
generated a working class leadership thatis
competent enough to debate its position and o
direet the movement itselt.

Other organisations

What | have said up to now is fairly general, b
in thL' l‘(\ll \V(\l'ld we li\'(‘ in W h.l\'t‘ Lo come to
terms with organisations that exisr.

COSATU is forging
democratic community based organisations. In
particular we have a high regard for those
communitics which are building strong,
grassroots structures in the forny of strect
committees. We see this as a major step forward
and an important principle that is integral 1o
working class organisation on the factory tloor.

We encourage this development and see it as
COSATU’s policy tfor members and local
structures to plav an active role in building such
structures. In many arcas COSATU locals are

closer ties with

becoming a driving foree in the growth of
solidly based community orgamsation.

At the third fevel of our poliucal poliey we
have chosen, as COSATU, ‘not to affilate to
any political organisation’, but to retain our
independence. Nevertheless our commiment o
ending apartheid, the State of Emergency, the
release of comrade Nelson Mandela and all
political prisoners, the unbanning of the banned
organiations, the end to the pass Taws Tas given
as much in common with a wide range of
organisations.

Undoubtedly the most important of these is
the ANC | Atrican National Congress], a
movement whose stature and influence is
erowing daily in South Africa. In the hght of
this COSATU recently met with a high level

INTERINA TIONAG B S ey At 9

ANC-SACTU delegation in Fusaka. The talks
were open and conducted i a friendly spirit Tt
was recognised that COSATU, as a
representative of the working class, is seized
with the wask of engaging the general democratic
struggle, both as an independent organisation
and as an essential component of the democrate
forces of our country. Furtheritis clear that in
the specific conditions of our country itis
inconceivable that political emancipation can be
separated from cconomic unnnupuinn
Theretore while united n uppmnmn to the
entire apartheid system, there s a common
nnderstanding that victory must embrace more
than formal political democeracy, and must
involve a struggle for a society free from the
chains of poverty,
would require a restructuring of the present

racism and exploitation which

CCONOIIC SVaten.

Obviously there is much more 1o sav on this
pomt. However the democraue nature of
COSATU ensures that we first report back tully
o our membership before going into details on
platforms such as this.

[t was in 196C that Macmillan spoke of the
winds of change blowing across Atrica. In 1986
those winds have become a hurricane. Even the
corridors of parliament have tele them. When Dr
Slabbert resigned saving he saw no purpose in
parhamentary debate he was merely signifying
the decay and p()lltl\ al \\lldklll\\\ (I].Il cven lll(
isolated white political establishment tinds nselt
n.

COSATU resolves

As COSATU we believe that change 1s coming.

lhuchm as workers we have resolved 1o:
take the lead i organising and mobilising not
onlv in our lactories but m our tow nxlnpx
ln]n” the lessons of solid organising 1o our
people as a whole and L\]‘(Ll.!”) o our close
allies

-~ UPFRONT

raise the issues of soctal, pu]ili(;ll and
ceonomic transtormation now and not leave it
to some future unspculicd date

build workers 1o gain contidence
themselves and in their ability o lead our
struggle

understand the dual needs of workers”

L and 1o torm disciplined alliances
with all progressive forees

organise the unorganised and build powerful
national industrial unions

through our activity and education

autonomy

programmes to develop an increasingly

coherent political perspective and programme

tor our federaton.

In carrying out these many tasks we will ac all
times be guided by the following principles.
Firstly, our political and cconomic strength lies
in building powerful, militant and democratic
organisation in the workplace. This strength will
vuarantee that worker ;1xpir.uiun\ will not be
\Llppl(\\ul Such organisation is also the basts
for the real democrausation of production.

Sccondly,
representative of the working class as a whole

l)!‘ngliS(‘d \,‘\'Ul'k(‘l'S are not

but they constitute tts most powerful weapon.
The better the organisation the more powerful
therr weapon becomes and the greater will be
their contribution to the struggle of the working,
class and the oppressed people in South Africa.

Thirdly, we must draw all people into a
programme of restructuring the economy and
society as a whole in such a wav that the wealth
ol our society 15 democratically controlled and
shared by all s people.

Politics for workers is not only the matter of
changing governments. Forworkers it must go
much further to break the chains of poverty and
exploitaton that bind our people at present. It s
the struggle o liberate our people so that they
can realise their fullest potential as human
beings.

Feminism and Marxism

It is rather difficult to understand the cricisms
that Valerie Coultas makes of Engels in vour
fast issue (CWomen hold up half the sky?,
International No 4, Mav/June 1986).

One only has to read Engels even as far back
as the 1840s to discover that the integration of
temale workers mto the workforee s hardlv a
particular teature of modern caprtalisim. For
instance i 1850 Engels remarked that dhe
introduction of large scale mdustry deskilled
labour and that “industrial explottation at once
engulfed the whole tamily, imprisoning 1t m the
factorv: women and children were obliged 1o
work without ceasing dav and night until they
fell victim to complete exhaustion’. The
contention that Engels believed that women
would not be integrated into the worktoree
under capitalism is not serious.

On the contrary, Engels recognised that
womens integration into the worktoree whilst
remaining domestic slaves in the home was a
feature of class sociery that predated capitahison.
Engels statement that *. L the fiest prenuse for
the emancipation of women is the reintroduction
of the entire temale sex into public mdustry

is a demand for the abolition ot all torms of

domestic slavery ic a qualiauve change in the
character of women's labour. For Engels the
prerequisite for women liberation was not the
extent of women's integration into the
worktorce but an end to the role of the tamily as
the economic unit of class society.

Engels” argument therefore is not a tactical
preseription but the assertion that the abolition
of class socicty is a prerequisite tor the
emancipation of women. Many marxists
understand this 1o mean relegation of the
struggle for women's liberation to the indefimite
future. But it is also wrong tor marxists today to
narrow their view of women's liberation to
issues refating to women as wage carners. No
amount of reforms under capitalism will abolish
the role of the family as the cconomic unit of
society and likewtse there is no way that
marxists can avord the struggle now 1o
popularise a programme for women liberation
that explains that the oppression of women
neither started with the advent ot capitalist
property relations nor ends with their
climimation.

Roy Wall
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‘Style’ and the Left

Who are the real
philistines?

What is ‘style’? And does the
left need it? Where does it come
from? Does Neil Kinnock have
it? To MIKE MARQUESE and
TOM TREVELYAN the ‘new
look’ Labour Party does not
look that new at all.

WHENTHE LABOUR Party changed its leader
after the general clection debacle of 1983 it
soughtand acquired a ‘new look’. The duffel
coat in which Michael Foot had tarnished
the memory of the fallen at the Cenotaph
was consigned to the muscum of labour
history. The new leader revels in o his
youthful image and his smart Mark and
Spencer suits. Labour’s image is being
reshaped like a High Street window display
— and public relations experts are brought
in to manage the face-hft. They order a new
colour for Labour’s campaign (grey), a new
generaton of media-polished trade union
leaders, a new emphasis on professional
presentation. Those who do not welcome
this trend, they imply, will soon be joining
the duffel coat in labour’s muscum.

In the May issue of New Socialist, Robert
Elms, assoctate editor of The Face, pilloried
the left for its alleged indifference and ceven
hostility to something he kept referring to as
‘style’. Elms claimed that the labour move-
ment, under the aegis of the left, had
distanced itself from the aspirations of
ordinary people by its puritan rejection of
consumer values and its philistine contempt
for ‘presentation’. Tle dated Labour's de-
cline from the late 1960s, ‘when the radical
wing of the Labour movement gor hijacked
by hippiedom’. Socialism in the "60s ‘stop-
ped talking in the language ordinary people
could understand’, thanks to ‘drab anu-
materialism’.

Elms” vision is not burdened with any
pedantic concern for historical accuracy.
The industrial upsurge of the late 1960s and
carly 70s was preceded not by a golden era
of proletarian radicalism but by decades of
working-class passivity, The reviled youth
rebellion of the 1960s was more than ‘hippic’
indulgence; there were lirtde maters like a
war i Vietnam supported by a Labour
government, and an opposition to it which
became world wide. And a minor upset in
France in 1968 which threatened the overth-
row of the state. Elms’ notion that hippies or
revolutionaries ever dominated any part of
the British labour movement or the working
class 1s quaint, to say the least.

Elms would no doubt take Little interest in
such quibbles. After all, his posttion has
friends in high places. As presented in New
Socralist, it may appear licde more than a
bunch of inconsistencies, but it has been
employed by opportunists to justify an
increasingly ¢hust and in reahity philisune
political practice. Elms’ article 1s sympto-
matic of a wend of thought which s
currently serving as a figleaf for a rightward-
racing Labour Party and trade union
leadership.

Much of the Labour lcadership now
insists on the pre-eminence of the media. We
arc repeatedly told that we must learn how
to present oursclves and our policies on
television and in the press. We must enter the
magic circJe and acquire the tools of the
trade, the professional seerets known only o
the few. Kinnock and those associated with
him have relied heavily on this media
obsession to justty themselves. The miners’
struggle, for example, is criticised for being
old-fashioned, dreary, couched n a tradi-
tional trade union jargon which no longer
appeals to a working class vearning tor flair,

you cannot adopt the
campaigning style
without the campaigning
politics’

flexibility, fashion, as well, of course as
‘freedom and fairness’.

David Widgery has aptly labelled this
trend fdesigner socialism’, and his contempt
forits superficiality is well placed. However,
it does raise a number of critcial questions
for the left. What precisely is “stvle’? And i
it1s somethig we need, where will we tind
e

Style’ as used i the Elms arucle and
related pieces appears to mean, first, public
taste n consumer goods and  serviees,
notably clothes, haircuts, records and films,
houschold turnishings; and secondly, a less
specific and  more insidious notion  of
manner, vocabulary, personal or collective
“dentity?
mnotfensive stamp like a corporation logo
designed by an ad agency. In reality,
perhaps, Elms” idea of stvle boils down to
the mannerisms of a self appointed trendy
milicu.

mncreasingly  reduced to - an

Style, however defined, is a complex social
product, but a social product nonctheless,
and onc that is historically determined. Tt is
not a thing in itself, an autonomous entity,

which the fabour movement can pick up or
put down (or rather put on or take off) at
will. In the world beyond the pop video
dreamland inhabited by The Face and its
proliferating lookalikes, style exists as a
constantly shifting and overlapping multi-
plictty of choices available in different
measure to different people in different
social groups.

Any scerious consideration of the question
of style” should begin by acknowleging that
there are, n fact, many stvles current at any
one ume, and should go on trom there to ask
the crucial question: where do these styles
come trom? Are they created out of thin air,
as Elms seems o imply, to meet some
natural pre-existing demand ina consuming
public unatfected by historical change? In all
the dessons now being read 1o the left,
mention s rarely made of the huge economic
forces mvolved in shaping the  choices
available 1o the consuming  public, in
restricting those choices and consciously
creaung demands for styles that can be
produced and retatled at a profic. There is no
attempt to name, sull less analyse, the
manutacturing, fmancial, and commercial
factors which determine what is on the
market at any given time and to whom it is
available. What we tind when we scrape the
surface of the new designer socialists -—— and
their surface isn’vncarly as beguiling as they
thinkitis  isanaive but sinister faith in the
natural operation of the marketplace. “True
style’s Robert Elms informs us, ‘is implicitly
progressive’. As the Tories sav, the market is
always right.

Underlying this uncritical idea of ‘style?
and indeed much of Kinnock’s approach to
marketing the Labour Party, making it
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palatable to the media, is a coneeption of the
working class as merely an aggregate ol
individual consumers. Pcople are scen as
passive purchasers of off-the-peg identiues,
not as possible participants in a genuinchy
creative and collective project. Under the
guise of expanding the choices offered 1o
people they are actually reducing them —a
technique developed by capitalist market-
ing. More goods appcar to be available v an
ever increasing variery of packages, while the
ability of people to choosc for themsclves
the life and the accoutrements of life which
they would like 1s increasmgly circum
scribed by economic and social tactors.

Elms and others say that we on the leftare
hard, inhuman philistines who would be-
grudge the working class ther washing
machines and videos. Qur objection to his
consumerist approach to politics is other
wise. By treating people as individual
consumers of mass-produced goods vou
obscure the connections between  them.
When you introduce ‘style’ as a common
denominator for a poliucal constituency,
you draw a veil over the social and cconomic
relations which actually determine how
people in this constituency live. The relaton
between exploiter and exploited, which is at
the heart of capitalist socicty, cannot be
scen; after all, both are wearing the same
shades of pastel and white.

This is the politics of a new trendy clivism,
dressed up in a garb as falsely democratic as
the workshirts and overalls of the much-
reviled 1960s. They offer the working class
something ready-made and pre-packaged,
even pre-digested, like Macdonald’s, and
just about as nourishing. The illusion they
peddle is that if only we step into the right
fancy dress, adopt what is deemed to be the
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It 1s precisely because we are awarce of the
importance of the media, because we
recognise the immense weight of cultural
factors in shaping how people perceive the
world — and the possibilities of changing it
— that we reject the posturings of the
designer socialists. The language of the mass
media as well as its structure has to be
challenged and changed. The dominance of
the working class by capitalist institutions
and ideas must be fought on the cultural as
well as the political front.

What evidence is there that the designer
socialists are prepared to take up such a
struggle? They appear to believe that
revamping New Socialist in the image of The
Face, or recasting Labour Party propaganda
in the mould of a corporate retailing
campaign represents some serious meeting
of culture and politics. But is it any more
than just a ‘new look’ philistinism? The
power they ascribe to ‘style’ is principally
the power of the marketplace. How much
importance can they really give to cultural
and stylisuc concerns when they have
divorced these concerns from any attempt to
change the way people look at the world
they live in? They have shrivelled artistic,
cultural, and aesthetic factors into an easily
manipulable lump labelled as ‘style’ —nota
creative process in which the public par-
ticipates, but a uniform which politicians can
don as a substitute for political debate and
leadership

Allkinds of wild historical generalisations
and inaccuracies are drawn into the designer
socialist dressing room. According to
Robert Elms, who follows the more sub-

‘Reagan may be a
murderer buthe is a
“great communicator”’

stantial but also ahistorical footsteps of Eric
Hobsbawm, therc was once a homogenous,
united labour movement in Britain. The
leaders of this movement addressed the
working class directly and naturally because
they all spoke the same language, dressed in
the same style, shared the same culture. In
this rewriting of 20th century history, the
many national, racial, sexual, regional, and
generational differences which have always
divided the British working class and 1ts
movements are sublimated. The long-term
presence of variegated ‘styles” and different
cultures within the British working class is
ignored. The undemocratic, collaborationist
record of these leaders is shrouded in silence.

Now it is true that the composition and
culture of the workmg class today, par-
tcularly in the big cittes, is different from
what it was in the past. It is also true thar,
despite the many divisions that did exist in
the old days within working class culture
(not to mention politics), there was a greater
uniformity then than there is now. All the
more reason, then, it would seem, to reject
the prescription of a ‘style for the labour
movement’ which is imposed from on high.
The notion that we have ‘lost touch’ and can
regain it by the adoption of the dominant
marketing techniques of the day shows scant

Style — a multipli

regard cither for the current diversiy of
working class cultures, or for the capacity of
those cultures to shape instruments of real
social change.

Of course, the sources and subtleties of
this cultural shifr entively escape the designer
socialists. They prefer the simplicity of a
convenient scapegoat. Their assertion that
the hard lefeis responsible tor the alienation
of large sections of the working class from
the labour movement ludicrously overstanes
its influence and savs nothing ot the
detritus lefe behind by Wilson and
Callaghan governments. This has not kepr it
from becoming one ot the great journalistic
cliches of the mid cightics. The mvih of the
dogmaue, ‘boring’ hard lett cadre born of
1968 alicnating the authentic, consumerist
worker 1s useful to the designer socialists,

l|1v

partly, of course, because such tendencies do
exist on sections ol the lett. But it should be
exposed as the historieal fantasy itis, Flmy’
mnterpretation of the 1960s, which he defimes
as “hippies spurning materiabism’, is unfor

tunately madvertenty supported by David
Edgar's apology for that decade carvied

the same New Socralist. Onan
mternational scale, the
by an upsurge in ant-colonialist, anu
mulitarist and anti-racist struggles which had

issuc of
1960 were marked

all manncer of side ettects, one of which was
the advent of the so called counter-culture
and hippies. Elms” attack makes particularly
unpleasant reading at a when the
Hippie Convoy
are the working-class survivors of this once
largely middle class movement has be-
come the latest victim of Thatcher’s vendetta
against the ‘permissive society”. The irony is
that the hippies of the sixties were in fact
adherents of a “stylistic’ movement of the
type with which Elms would replace mass
political and industrial strugyle.

ume
some of whose members

And where did the anu -marerialism® of
the '60s come trom? The expansion of higher
educaton in northern Furope and North
America, which began in the carly 1960s and
which opened 1o the working class and
lower middle class what had onee been the
near-exclusive privileges of their betters, had
contradictory effects, one of which was a
widening of the horizons of personal choice
which cast the ofd values i a new light.
When unemployment did  not
pﬁr\mn] threar, who wanted 1o be dressed
up n a pin-stripe sutt or channetled into
policed by feudal  cestablish-
ments? W ]un mum and dad were being wold

P()\L d

pl«)lu\um\

they'd never had it so good, could anvone
blame you for throwing up when Corona-
tion Strect came on the box? I vou were a
woman, the new umversity place promised
much, but rarely delivered more than the
same old submission when it came o the job
market.

Theallusions of that era vanished with the

conditions which created them. Ina colder

sclimate, spurning acarcer and the material

seems such an
Sut this change

voods 1t brings no longer
attracuve ace of rebellion,

iselt shows that the choices we make

vu:;‘udmw our appearance and the whole

manner - which we choose 1o present

‘we are offered politics in
terms dictated by the
media and the
marketplace’
are ol mmmense

lllc \\’UI'H

As soctabsts we wish to widen

ourselves o
signtlicance.
and enrich these choices. Designer socialism
them. Socialism must hold
out the prospect of a transtormation in our

\\‘Ulll&l NArrow
[ives, a realisation of the ecnormous creative
capactties sealed up by the concrete facket of
capitalism, however fashionably atlored.
Instead of the mvolvement of people m
movements which would actuallv change
the conditions of our lives, we are offered the
passive consumpution of a polites presented
i terms dictated by the and the
marketplace  precisely the terms which we
must overturn b we are to rase te level of

Hlk'L{iJ

pohucal consciousness. nstead of recognis-
ing culture o all
bautdeground on

mantfestaions as a
which challenge
opponents” notions of the wav things work

s
we our
m this socicty, itis relegated w pure surface,
acloak we wrap round ourselves to hide the
uglv bits trom  the
revealing the wruth aboud the forces which

masses. tostead ot

‘\l_\]("
thc\' (lmuxc 10 .ldnpl —= tl]c.\c torces are

shape people’s ives  icluding the
takenas given. Thev are unchangeable. Their
products are endorsed.

Behind the snappy
modishness of the designer socialists can be
detected  the dc.ldcllillg hand of the old
labour burcaucracy. I'rom them we can
expect «Hll)’ a shadow ot the excitement,
diversity, and with which we
should present our ideas. The dutfel coat
may have been discarded, but the politicians
in the new suits are the servants of the same
old forces.

dress and sneering

freshness
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Labour’s Ministry for Women

The risks of
‘respectable feminism’

On the face of it, the Labour Party’s

plan for a Women’s Rights

Ministry could lead to a big step forward for women. The pl;m 18

inspired to a large extent by the Ministry for Women set up in 1981
by the MlllCllJnd government in France. But, as FRAN RAYNER
argucs, if the pltfalls of the French Ministry are to be avorded,

I &b()lll‘ proposals must be part of a wide plan of action for

women’s I'lgl][& ;Uld 1’()1 5()(.1&1151 Ll lange.

LABOUR'S SUGGESTIONS FOR a - Women's
Ministry, drawn up by MP Jo Richardson
and her working party, tirst reached Tabour
Party women’s sccuons carlier this year,
invitng their comments. The proposals now
scem likely o be ratfied by the party’s
National Exccutive and to be unvetled 1

Labour’s general clection manitesto s a
nd\l% dL\J\'md Lo AUract Women volers.

Praising  the Trench  experience of 2
Women's Ministry  Jo Richardson's plin
claims that ‘not withstanding the vecent
changes in the fortunes of the Mitterrand
government, the Ministry ... continues to
command the support of the majority of
I'rench women™

In fact quite the opposite 1s the case.
Because ol its sad record, the French
Ministry for Women's Rights finds iwselt five
vears on with its survival in the balance and
with no support from the femimist move
ment or from the French lefe Tehas been part
government  which  has
presided over cuts in creche provision,
mounted ml]m attacks on aborton rghts

of a ‘soctalist

and made it casier for employers to sack male
strikers during industrial disputes and
substitute part-time women workers on the
I()\\'t‘.\'l’ \\'.1:\_:&'\‘

Irom the start, the Ministry has been
accountable to no one but President Mitter-
rand. It has proved dmid and apy prehensive
atcach step, mtroducing cconomie planning
proposals, including quotas, mtended to
promote sexual cquality, yet lacking the
political will or clout 10 push for their
enforcement when the lmx\m complained.

[n any case, commitment 1o women’s
rights never became a central feature of the
workings of the other government depart
ments. For example the publicity push by
the Women's Ministry stressing contracep
tion rights was never backed up by the
provision of the necessary contraception
facilitics. Worse, it was cffectuvely negated
by inducements to women, introduced by
the government as a whole, to produce more
children and stav at home.

IR T N U TR

Minister for Women's Rights, Yvette
Roudy, smiled benignly in television adverts
promoting cquality i the workplace. Mean-
while the Prime Minister was busy taxing the
The Ministry
urged an end to wage differentals between

salaries of women cleaners.

‘the Ministry has been
accountable to no-one
but President Mitterrand’

men and women. Yet when women workers
came out on strike for this demand at the
French multunational firm “Effilor’ in 1982,
the government gave its blessing for the
COMPaNY 1o preserve its profis 1)\ moving,
some of its operations to the l’]nllppmu

The French Ministry for Women’s Rights
has been at best a bystander and at worst
complicit in a whole series of attacks on the
working class in France. These have been
conducted under the guise of government
and employers achieving greater ‘tlexibility’
of the labour force. Flexibility measures
have left young workers, immigrant wor-
kers, scasonal labourers and part-umers
extremely vulnerable and have hit women
especially hard.

As a concession to the employers in return
for an agrcement on a 39-hour working
week, the government and union leaders
allowed the lifting of previous legal restric-
tions which had protected women from
weckend and shift work. The Ministry for
Women passed over this in silence.

Most significant, it performed a complete
about-turn on the policy of part-time

Mmerrqnd wnh Yvette Roudy, Mmlster for Women’s Rights
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Yvette

Tart time work s a decon

working.  Before entering - otfice
Roudy clammied:
will lead 1o
Yot 1983
the Mitterrand government introduced tax
that enabled

them to create nore part tme jobs and sphi
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women becoming marginalised’.

mducements for cmplovers

‘Richardson’s proposals
present a largely
organisational package’

existing hull tme jobs into part nme. Yvetee
Roudy then dechued: “Formy part, Fmuch
WO part tume oo
Ihi\

lost

prefer working

woman not working at afls e was

response which,
the Minstry s

among women and with thelete ol the labour

more than any other,

support and eredibailing

novaement.

So what of the Mistry's futures Faen

Betore the Fronch Sovmlint Parny lose s

“ oy e thes vear's clections, the tae of

Iol!!\ Vhneans for Women's Rights was
k

Will working class women benefit from a ministry?
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Women's Rights.

Fowever, Jo Richardson’s proposals, as
they stand, present a largely organisational
package without any polmml tocus. They
acknowledge the growing strength  of
women's demands while conceding as litde
as pu\\ll\lx to them.

A “small but high-powered” ministry of
politicians, civil servants and lawyers is
They would  decide  political
prioritics “as appropriate’. Regional units
would bring together trade unionists,
women's  organisations, cmployers and
government bodics to decide and oversee the
regional implementation of  policies for
wWomen.

A small dose of ill-defined  contract
compliance would be introduced along with
moves towards cquality in jobs, training,
cducation and taxation. The achievement of
Al this depends on “political will’, say the
proposals, but they leave i at that.

A crucial omission from Labour’s plan is
any mention of abortion rights. Absent, oo,
is a clear commitment to oppose any future

SUgEe sted.

‘Labour’s Ministry, we are
told, would have
“resources”’

measures on part-time work which could
increase the vulnerability and explottation of
women in the labour foree.

[abour’s Ministry, we are told, would
have ‘resources’. But this has to mean a
budger. A Ministry for Women without
money of its own would be useless.

Positive discrimination and quotas should
beintroduced in training schemes funded by
the government. Powers of contract com-
pliance should be tightened up and should be
subject to effective sanctions.

The new Ministry’s policy-making would
have o involve women and be accountable
o them otherwise decisions would be made
by civil servants. Regional units should have
L majority  against employers with an
iportant say given to women represen-
Latives from the trade unions.

Unless we fight for these objectives and
develop them, Labour’s Ministry for
Women’s Rights would achieve the political
advancement of women at a superficial,
burcaucratic level only. This may sausty
some of the softleft. But it will do nothing to
aid autonomous  women’s  organisations
with a strong working class base such as
Women Against Pit Closures which are
raising far-reaching demands. Nor will
assist those raising feminist demands i the
trade unions.

The French experience shows that a
Women's Ministry operating in a political
context where the working class is suffering
anonslaught, is not only rendered powerless
to preventattacks on women’s rights but can
actually be used o provide a cover of
‘respectable feminism’ for these attacks.
Thatis why it is so vital for the left in Britain
1o hink the fight for women’s liberation to
the fighr for socialist change and make sure
that any future Women’s Ministry becomes
an ally, not an obstacle, in that process.
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Interview with Ralph Miliband

Pushing from the outside

RALPH MILIBAND is onc¢ of
the best known Marxist writers

in Britain® and has recently

been a tfierce critic of what he
calls “the new revistonism’ —
the abandonment of socialist
positions by many in the labour
movement. KATHY LOWE and
PHIL HEARSE talked to him
about the problems facing
socialists today.

It is widely held thae there 1s a “crisis of
Marxism’. Do you think this is so?

I think it is much more a crisis of socialist
conviction and socialist confidence.
Obviously ever since the beginning of
Marxism you have had questions,
controversies, pmlwinws‘ about it. From this
point of view there is nothing very new
about th( controversies Unm" on,
theoretical terms. What T think is much
more significant now is the attack on
certain fundamental categories which relate
to the nature of the socialist project. Take
for example the category ‘class”. This is a
critical category. \X/lmt is happening now is
a rejection of the notion r]mt the working
class remains the indispensable ageney for
socialist change. Most of the grounds for
this rejection are exceedingly questionable,
or simply false, encapsulated in the formula
‘goodbye to the working class’. By this
people mean cither the working class has
faited to carry out the revolutionary
project assigned to it by Marx, which is
truc as far as the last 100 years s
concerned. But is this a terminal, final
thing? This has to be questioned and 1
don’t believe it's true.

So if people mean by crisis of Marxism a
collapse of it, then 1 disagree. H they mean
the need to probe, discuss, 1o vo further,
well then Pve no objection.

What has given rise to the ‘new
revisionism’, the abandonment of socialist
ideas by a spectrum of people and
publications on the left?

It's a number of things, We are at a
difficult and important historical moment
msofar as the two major forces which have
dominated the labour movement of the
capitalist countries - social democeracy
and “orthodox communism’ have shown
signs of degeneration and collapse. Plus a
whole series of events have contributed to
this loss of confidence.

IFLEERMACROMAL fdes A 1

In the British case where the collapse is a
social democratic one, I think a good deal
has to do with the performance of social
democracy in the sixties and seventies and
the failure of the Labour left to “caprure’
the party between 1979 and 198172,

This has contributed to a foss of
confidence, an absence of perspective, and
people are falling back on a whole series of
gimmicks, looking for new agencies of
soctal change, trying o resurrect popular
fronts and so on. The thing which I find
dangerous is that this scarch seems to
represent a dilution and an evacuation of
the soctalist project.

Now the relative elecroral success of
Thatcherism — clectoral since in alimost
cvery other sense s been a failure = has
disheartened a lot of P(()Plt Bur that's
nothing new, vou get it in every
ceneration.

Can radical socialist idcas be made popular
m Britain? Surcly the argument that we
have to capture the middle ground to win
has some validity?

I disagree that vou have to move
rightwards to capture the middle ground.
One has to make a disuncuon. If vou say
that the ideas of storming the Winter
Palace and establishing the dictatorship of
the proletariat are unpopular, then
undoubtedly they are, for a whole series of
historical and other reasons. But the noton
that transformation of the social order, in a
democratic, egalitarian and co-operative
dircction is inherently unpopular strikes
me as nonsense and is contradicted by the
evidence, For example the Labour Party
has actually won clections on some fairly
radhcal programmes, promising ‘a

fundamental shift in power and wealth to
working people and their families’. So the
notion that the working class is inherently
against socialism strikes me as a curious
sort ol mystification.

On the notion of “alliances’ T've got
nothing against the notion that you've got

to geton your side a large part of the tower

middle class ntelligentsia which has
emerged m the fast decades, well absolutely
I’'m all in favour of that.

But that’s a different thing to saying
that you've got to enter into alliances with
anti-socialist forces like the SDP. That’s
not alliance, that’s capitulation.

On alliances with soctal groups other
than the working class, let’s start with the
working class itself. IU's a big constituency
you know; there’s white collar workers,
frayed white collar workers, industrial
workers, non-mdustrial workers and a
whole variety of other people. Now some
people talk as il there had been a time
when 90 per cent or more of the working
class had voted Labour and now 1t’s not
the case. But this is not true, it has never
been the case. In 1935, after slump,
unemployment and the means test,
Baldwin was returned with a 200-scat
majority. So while I'm not saying we’re on
the up and up there never was time when
the working class was unanimously pro-
Labour.

After 1959 there Wils an attempt to
explain the defeat of Labour at that general

clecuion by saving t]mt you had to move to
the middle ground, and I think something
of the same phenomenon has happened
today. I may add that a lot of people who
are talking this way are moved by
honourable motives. They’re worried by
Thatcherism, creeping authoritarianism and
the like and they want to constitute a
broad front. They are worried that a
sectarian emphasis will put people off —
and they are right about that. The problem
is how to preventit, and 1 think they’re
going about it the wrong way.

But what about the notion that the central
role of the working class has to be replaced
by an alliance of social groups, cach
fighting their own oppression, with no
particular grouping having a privileged
role?

But the question is not who has a
‘privileged role” in any metaphyscial way,
but which class grouping is most likely to
be able to achieve that transformation. We
shouldn’t say only the working class can
doit, that’s not right. You need the
working class plus a whole lot of other
forces and movements, in which women'’s
movements msofar as thcy are separate




from the working class are one, and in
which a lot of groupings are needed to
forge an alliance.

So 'm not giving a workerist emphasis;
but I am saving that the working class s
the central part, the indispensable part of a
constellation of forces, and it vou reject
that you are making a big mistake.

Anyone who is awarc of just how
powerful the structure of capitalist power
is, and how utterly determined the
capitalist class 1s to keep that power, must
base themselves on an alliance which
includes forces powerful enough to cffect
its overthrow. It seems to be obvious that
only an alliance with organised labour at its
core will have that power. Soif anyone
says that the working class will not, is not
capable of, plaving a central role in the
transition to socialism is really saving that
socialism is impossible.

Another idea that’s gained some popularity
is that nationalisation of the means of
production is inhcrently burca ucratic and
therefore we ought to concentrate on
things like co-ops and local enterprise
boards. Do vou think nationalisation can
ever be non-burcaucratic?

Well I certainly hope so! It not we are in
deep trouble, since T take it for granted that
some form of social ownership of the main
means of production is a precondition of

‘people are falling back
on a whole series of
gimmicks’

the socialist project. Of course
nationalisation in its Labourist form was
highly burcaucratic — it was never
intended to be a road to socialism atrer all.

But at a deeper level we're dealing here
simply with the problem of statism and
non-statism. I think that a revolutionary
socialist movement and a socialist regime
would need the state for a very long nime
to come, and that the noton ot the
‘withering away of the state” has to be
highly qualified. On the other hand there
a very good and important anu-state bias
in socialist thinking which ought to be
encouraged.

There is a genuine tension here, which

S

we have often tried to avoid. Pm not
saying that this is a problem which we
cannot solve, but it 1s a genuine problem
nonctheless. It's Bike the tension between
organisation and spontanceity. If vou stress
organisation too much you end up with the
apparatus and nothing much clse, and of
you only stress spontancity vou probably
end up i jail.

As for local intiatives, well that's fine.
But the idea that they can be the be-all and
end-all of socialism, and a substitute for a
degree of centralisation seems to me to be
an tlusion.

Do vou think that the Labour left has been

'2 d(‘(l-.\‘l'\ L‘/\' d(‘llﬁlﬂ‘(l’?
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illustrates the need

&

Thatcher’s Brita
for socialism

I worked in the late 1950s with a pressure
group in the Labour Party called “Victory
for Socialism’, which was promptly sat on
by the party leadership. From that limited
experience T tormed the impression that the
Labour left was really incapable ol doing
much more than putting a little pressure on
the leadership. So T underestimated rthe
Labour left that came up in 1979-81, which
was a much more vigorous and determined
Jeft. But after Benn's defeat in the deputy
leadership clection in 1981 the centre-right
gained the ascendency.

Now, the left is sull there, and 'm not
one to dismiss the idea that the Labour left
could pressurise a Labour government,
prevent it doing some the worst things that
it might do and so on. But 1 really cannot
believe that the Labour Party is an
instrument for socialism.

If you believe that the Labour Party IS at
best a party ol social reform, as opposed to
socialism, then vou have to decide whether
to push it from mside or outside, and for
some time | have been a partisan of
pushing it from the outside through an
organised socialist party.

How can the kind of socialist party that
vou want, a non-sectarian party firmly
committed to socialist change with some
thousands of members, come mto
existence? Iiven people who agree with it
cannot now join it, but Iave to make some
other choice.

Such a party cannot come into existence
untl people are convineed of the need tor

A

it That's what worries me about people
precipitating themselves into the Labour
Party when they are not convineed that it
is a socialist party, because 1t tends to
foster ilfusions. [t seems to me that to do
what sections of the revolutionary left did
after 1979 and join the Labour Party,
ultumately makes the formation ot a
genuine soctalist party more difficult.
Since a non-sectarian socialist party
doesn’t exist, well Pm not in a position to
give people advice. They should do
socialist work wherever they feel they are
effective. But unul a real socialist party
comes into existence, which can contain

‘until a real socialist party

comes into existence, we

are not going to get very
far’

within 1t a spectrum of different trends and
positions, then T don’t think we are going
to get very tar.

Haven't we already seen the kind of parties
which vou arc advocating, tor example the
Frenel PSU and the Tralian H Manifesto
group? Surely the balance sheet of these
partics, the Manitesto going back into the
Iealian CP and the PSU virtually collapsing
with many of its leaders going off to the
right, is a lamentable one?

A Trotskyvist might say this is what you ger
with centrist parties which can’t decide
whether they’re revolutionary or reformist.

You are right about the difficultics which
these kind of parties face —- of necessity
vou get very heterogeneous organisations.
But you have to ask yourself whether the
fate of the PSU and 1l Manifesto would
necessarily be the fate of all such
organisations — tor example thereis a
similar organisation in Denmark which
seems to be doing quite well.

[.ct me be clear though that I do notsee
the kind of party which I have in mind in
the British context as a replacement for the
Labour Party. I think the Labour Party
will continue to be the mass party of the
working class for some ume to come. 1 see
a socialist party as a formation which
would exist alongside the Labour Party,
engaging in class struggle, and injecting
socialist ideas into the culture. It would be
parallel to the Labour Party and put
pressure upon it.

What you seem to be saying is that the
experience of France and Ttaly renders such
a vision utopian and unworkable. If that is
right, then we are ina bad way. 'm
horrified about how weak the ideals of
socialism are in this culture, and how can
we change that outside or an organised
socialist party?

“ Ralph Miliband’s best known works are:
Parliamentary Socialism (1961), The State in
Capitalist Society (1969), Marxism and Politics
(1977), Capitalist Democracy in Britain (1981)
and a collection of essays Class Power and State
Power (1983).
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REVOLUTIONARY
POSSIBILITIES

Frery viars AGo on the Iherian
peninsula, the last workers” revolu-
tion of the inter-war years broke out.
In February 1936, the Spanish people
clected a Popular Front government
made up of bourgeois Republicans,
Socialists and Communists. By aprior
arrangement between the right-wing
Socialist leader Indalecio Pricto and
the Communist Party, the Republi
cans had been given a guaranteed
majority in the Popular Front, ther
candidates had 152 deputies whereas
the workers™ organisations had 6.
From the beginning the downtrodden
and the exploited attempted to stamp
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1936: the
Popular Front

1986 marks the 50th anniversary of two momentous

events in the history of the international working class —

the Spanish revolution which miuated the civil war and

the coming to power of the Popular Front government in

France. Both met cheir defeat at the hands of the policy

of ‘popular frontism’ — governmental allhances with

capitalist partics — pursucd by the working class leaderships,

and especially by the Stalinists. Here we publish an
account of the struggle in Spain by JEFF KING, and the

story of the workers” defeat in rrance by CHRIS BERTRAM.

their own mterpretation of the elec-
toral victory onto Spanish society.
Withim tour davs of the hberal
Anzana becoming president, the wor
kers and peasants started 1o take the
land. Across the country the despised
clergy were expelled from then
churches and by June 1936 there was
scarcely a church open i Valencia,

The government  was  transfixed
with horror at the sight of working
people making their own liberation
instead of accepting what the capitalist
politicians decided they could have.
Anzana promised he would stop the
strikes and scizures of land. e
prolonged the press censorship in-
herited from the previous government
and postponed the municipal elee

tions due to be held in April, when the
workers’ parties would have swept the
board. As the revolution swept across
Spain, the capitalists and their servants
in the Cortes were united n one single
destre: how best to crush this upsurge
of proletarian ‘disorder’.

A CHOICE FOR THE
SOCIALISTS

OF course the extreme right and the
reformist leaders differed on how best
to return the situation to ‘normal’,
Anzana and the liberal republicans
favoured using the reformist leaders
and urged the right-wing socialist,
Pricto, to form a government, but the
left led by Largo Caballero insisted
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UNLESS THE Popular Front
government could solve the agrarian
question; develop and extend Spanish
industry; break the hold of the
church; smash the power and
influence of the military and solve the
colonial and national question, it was
doomed to fail.

The attitude of the workers’ parties
to these matters was decisive. The
Socialist Party was to stand or fall on
them.

THE AGRARIAN QUESTION
Agriculture accounted for more than
half of the national income and nearly
two thirds of exports. Some 70 per cent
of the population worked on the land.

One third of the land was owned by
the big landowners. Another third was
owned by the middle sized
landowners. The final third was owned
by peasants and this was invariably
poor, dry land which was rarely
capable of supporting a peasant family.

With few exceptions agricultural was
conducted by the most archaic
methods and the yield per acre was
the lowest in Europe.

The agrarian problem could only be
solved by distributing the two thirds
held by the landlords to the peasantry,
and by a big investment in modern
farming equipment to raise
agricultural productivity which meant
cash from the state,

INDUSTRY

With fractionally over one percent of
world trade, industry in an even worse
position than before the 1914 war.
Unemployment was rife, accounting, if
you included dependants, for more
than a quarter of the population.

When the government of de Rivera
had introduced tariffs against imports
to protect Spanish capitalism, the big
powers had retaliated by cutting out
Spain’s agricultural exports, causing a
dreadful agricultural crisis which led
to the collapse of the internal market
for industry.

There was no way foward for
industry without the use of a
monopoly of foreign trade, but the
capitalists were hostages to foreign
capital and inseparably linked to the
landowners. This meant that it was
impossible for a bourgeois
government to create a monopoly of
foreign trade.

THE CHURCH

The Church had enormous economic
power. In 1931 the Jesuits owned one
third of Spain’s wealth. It ran a

that Pricto needed the permission of
the Socialist Partv. The Socialist

Party, however, faced o dilemma:
despite its efo progamme the
Madrid scction had carried a resolu-
tion which endorsed the theory of
permanent revolution it could
cither head the revolutionary wave or
divert 1t back into parhamentary
channels. [ts Teaders, schooled for
vears i the academy of parliamentary
soctalism, recotled from the Tawless
ness and disorder” of the workers and

peasants.

At ]()(Jl |L‘\ v] ]\n\\‘(‘\t‘l' llk' 1NASSCES,
often under soctalise Teadership
widened the struggle. In Badajor,
25,000 peasants families, mspired by
therr local Socialist feaders took over
the great estates. In Asturias, once a
powerful  base ot Pricto, 90,000
miners struck  demanding the dis
missal of the Mimisters of Agricubiure
and Labour. At the same ume [
Socialista, otheral paper of the Social
st Party was writing: “The svstem s
genumely anarclusue and provoking
the rritation of the rightists’

COUNTER-
REVOLUTION

Exasperated by the mabiliny of the
Popular Front government to curtail
the demands of the insurgent masses,
the Spantsh ruling class Taunched a
countetr [('\l)]l]li()”. I\l (l‘l\\'” o ‘]U]\'
17, General Franco assumed com
mand of the Moors and Legionnaires
of Sp.mixll Morocco. He called for the
establishment of an authoritarian state
and within three davs every one of
Spain’s 5C military garrisons joined
him. The Popular Front government
dithered.

Photographs of Spain courtesy of Judy Groves

To crush the fasaist rebellion meant
civil war which in turn meant arming
the workers. To the liberal bour-
geoisie, the “enlightened” servants of
capital, an armed working class was an
even more frightening prospect than
the armices of Franco. The workers’
demand for arms was met by a
statementon July 18 from the national
committees of the Communist Party
and Socalist Party which asserted
blandly about Franco’s rebellion:
“The government is certain it has
sutficient resources to overcome this
crimimal action”. They wenton to say:
“The goverment commands and the
Popular I'ront obevs.”

Thus from the beginning both the
Communist Party and the Socialise

‘by June 1936 there
was scarcely a church
open in Valencia’

Party leaders made a6 clear their
alliance with the liberal bourgeorsic
over ruled  anv considerations of
soctalist revolution. In o Barcelona,
Spain’s sccond iy, the workers
ignored the stalinists and soctal demo-
cratic Jeaders and  stormed  the
barracks by July 20 they controlled
the city. In Valencia the rank and file
troops shot their officers and distri-
buted arms to the workers. In Asturia,
acolumn of 5000 workers, armed with
dvnamite trom the mines began a
march to Madrid. In the capital ieselt
the workers attacked the ¢y bar-
racks. Acting against the advice of
their deaders the workers had saved
the situarion and stopped the counter-
revolution in its tracks.
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