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ONE

No consensus with the bosses

THIS YEAR’S TUC conference set the agenda for a
Labour government committed to austerity. In
his speech to the conference, Neil Kinnock said
two things to the captains of industry and their
fund managers in the city.

First, they have nothing to fear from a
possible future majority Labour government.
Secondly, the Labour leadership has wholehear-
tedly embraced ‘consensus’ as the framework for
policy-making whether or not Labour win an
overall majority. The message for the rest of us
was blunt: austerity, hard work and more
austerity.

Is this really the way to persuade the anti-
Tory voter to positively vote Labour rather than
for the SDP/Liberal Alliance? Surely the drive for
consensus, unity of the nation and the rejection
of extremists on both sides has been most
consistently represented by Steel and Owen?

True, there is a commitment to the creation of
one million jobs in two years. But this depends on
us not daring to ask for more. In addition to
junking the traditional commmitment to full
employment, also junked are demands for rena-
tionalisation, repatriation of capital and nation-
alisation of the wealth of the financial in-
stitutions. This is giving a free rein to the
managers of public services and industry — all of
whom owe their positions to Thatcher and have
faithfully done her bidding.

Congress’ decision in favour of a legal
minimum wage was equally inadequate. lts
implementation will follow the creation of those
one million jobs. The actual figure will be set only
after Labour has sat down with the bosses and
the TUC in the ‘National Economic Assessment.”
So, perhaps in three years time a part time
clearner must take her firm to the Low Pay Court.
Would she risk victimisation? Would she risk her
job? Should she rely on the Low Pay tribunal to
rule in her favour anymore than it has been
advisable to rely on the Equal Pay or Unfair
Dismissal tribunals to date?

A very low figure of £80 has been mooted. In
a period of recession with the unions severly
weakened the employers will either cut the take
home wages of weaker sections or cut jobs or
both. The TUC and Labour leaders have made it
clear that they will oppose anyone paid more
than such a figure taking action over pay. After
all ‘one person’s pay rise is another person’s
job.” Remember that. This version of a statutory
minimumis no lessthan abaseline for anincomes
policy.

Prevarication over job creation and low pay
is in contrast to the leadership’s resolute firmness
over trade union legislation. The introduction of
statutory rights to secret balloting before strikes
and for the election of national executives are a
massive extension of ruling class interference in
the unions. These measures — which are much

worse than ‘In Place of Strife’ — greatly stren-
gthen the bureaucrats against the democratic-
ally elected stewards and activists. They find the
trade union and labour leaders faithfully echo-
ing the two main lessons the bosses want to
hammer home from the defeat of the miners’
strike. Strikes don’t work and “‘extra-parliamen-
tary’ activists advocating collective class action
are indeed the ‘enemy within’ — the ‘saloon bar
revolutionaries’.

In attacking collective class action these
measures attack socialism. They setin motion yet
another conveyor belt of liberal, individualistic
ideas into the labour movement. The ‘new rights’
referred to are apparently collective but are in
fact those of the individual who must have them
guaranteed by the state and defended by in-
dividual secret ballot. They are not to be
guaranteed by strong collective organisation at
work and defended by collective action. It is
classic liberalism. The boss and the individual
worker are equals before the law. Tell that to the
miners!

The leadership and programme being off-
ered by the Kinnockite majority is the chief
obstacle to fighting back against the bosses’
offensive. They propose consensus with the very
bosses who have thrown four million on the dole.
With these ‘allies’ they propose to stabilise the
present situation and then to introduce with
infinite slowness ¢ smidgeon of reflation.

But this project is built on sand. It is not
acceptable to the owners of capital (except in the
immediate pre-election period). With an election
due and Labour coming to heel there will be a
very short respite in their frontal offensive
before relaunching big new attacks. The bosses
must claw back more and yet more of what they
regard as the ‘giveaways’ of welfarism, high
employment and reasonable wages. It will take
just one little economic squall after the election of
a Labour government to blow even Kinnock’s
pathetic promise of one million jobs off course.

Kinnock’s political project will breed further
demoralisation paving the way for governments
to the right of Thatcher’s. It will stimulate the
growth of far right forces in society as racism,
sexism and other divisions in the class deepen. It
is a recipe for the disunity of the class not the
unity we heard bellowed in Brighton.

Not that the Kinnockites have no differences
with full-blown new realists like Hammond.
While the spectre of the miners’ strike still haunts
Congress House and Walworth Road, however,
the centre and sections of the left will continue to
huddle for warmth around Kinnock temporarily
moderating Hammonds approach. At this year’s
TUC, the trade union bureaucracy tried — quite
successfully — to set the seal on the miners’
defeat.
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A weekend of debates and discussions

organised by International magazine.

7-19 October 1986
Kingsway Princeton College,
Sidmouth Sureer,
London WCl
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SPEAKERS INCLUDE: ® Ernest Mandel ® Hilary Wainwright @ John Palmer @ Jane Kelly
@ Valerie Couitas ® Dany Ahrens @ Joy Hurcombe ® Tariq Ali ® Robin Blackburn @ Patrick Camillier
® Gus Fagan @ Branka Margas ® Jeremy Corbyn MP @ Alan Thornett ® Gunter Minnerup @ Oliver MacDonald
® Erica Flegg ® and speakers from Europe including the Green movement, the Danish left socialists and SOS racisme.
PLUS FILMS, VIDEOS, BOOKSHOPS, CAMPAIGN STALLS

Creche provided. Places must be booked in udvance.
Booked as a conference with Britsh Rail.

The cost of a ticket for the entire weckend is £7 (i for unwaged).

Please write for further information on day sessions.
For programme and further details please send to: Sympeosium. PO Box 503, London N1 1Y

A socialist alternative in Europe

THAT'S THE theme of the first
International Symposium to
be held in London’s Princeton
Kingsway College on 17-19
October. The event will try to
break new ground indrawing
together experiences from a
wide variety of European
countries in discussing how to
construct an alternative to the
oerceived failure of social
democratic governments in
and out of power in the last
decade.

The task is an urgent one
for British socialists. Those on

the left like Tony Benn and
Eric Heffer have correctly
drawn attention to the right-
ward drift of the Labour lead-
ership in the approach to the
next election. Others have
pointed out that Kinnock’s
‘democratic socialist’
approach has resulted in the
evaculation of pro-working
class policies when applied in
France and the Spanish state.
But what is still lacking is the
sort of constructive critique of
these experiences that can
lead to the building of an

alternative which is credible
among hundreds of
thousands, let alone millions,
of working class people.
Such an alternative must
take into account centrally the
pan-European dimension of
this crisis of traditional work-
ing class politics. Since the
end of the 1970s the peace
movement has not only posed
the possibility of a united
European-wide movement,
but also the aspiration of a
united Europe without im-
perialist bases, a Europe

which dispenses with the
post-war division that has
shaped politics so pro-
foundly.

Itis also incumbent on Mar-
xists to fully evaluate the
growth and development of
alternative political move-
ments which have arisen in
consequence of the crisis not
only of the reformist parties,
but of many revolutionary
organisations which started
to flourish with the end of the
post war boom and the onset
of the political crisis marked
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by the events of 1968. Such a
friendly critique of broad
movements  which  have
based their programme on
issues of race and gender, or
around the issues of peace
and ecology, provides an im-
portant challenge for the
majority ot revolutionary
organisations, even if the
dominant reaction on the far
left has been defensive or, in
the case of Britain, hostile.
The symposium will teature
major  sessions on the
alternative to Thatcherite au-
sterity in Europe and on the
socialist alternative in Britain.
The rest of the weekend will
be organised info ‘streams’
devoted to particular topics.
Series of workshops will
examine such theses as:
* the crisis of reformist
strategy in Western Europe,
* European alternatives such
as the Greens, Sinn Fein and
the experience of the revolu-
tionary left since 1968,
* the last ten years of the
women'’s liberation move-
ment,
* o European agenda focus-
ing on the new technology,
campaigning against NATO
and other central political
themes vital to today’s social-
ist movement,
* European labour history
including evaluation of the
legocy of Hungary and Suez,
and the important develop-
ments in the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union.
Participants in the sympo-
sium can either follow one of
these streams, or pick their
own course from the thirty or
so forums on offer. Speakers
will include; Ernest Mandel,
Hilary Wainwright, John Pal-
mer, Jane Kelly, Valerie Coul-
tas, Dani Ahrens, Tariq Ali,

Robin  Blackburn, Patrick
Camiller, Branka Magas,
Jeremy Corbyn MP, Alan

Thornett, Gunter Minnecrup,
Oliver MacDonald as well as
speakers from the rest of
Europe.

The cost of tickets in adv-
ance is £7 and £4 concession-
ary (£8 and £5 on the door). A
creche is provided for which
places must be booked in
advance.

Write with registration fee
to: Symposium, PO Box 503
London N1 1YH.

Colonel Gadafi at the non-dligned summit

Dollars for the contras,
B52sfor Libya

ASWE gotopressthereare
persistent reports of US
preparations for a major
strike against Libya. B52
bombers, which can launch
massively destructive stand-
off missiles to hit Libya from
mid-Atlantic are being
prepared, and a Us-Egyptian
naval exercise is taking place
off Libya's coastline. All that
is needed is atrumped up
excuse for another attack,
maybe another attempt to kill
Gadafi, maybe astrike
againstoilfields or military
installations. One way or
another a further attack will
come inthe Usquestto
overthrow the Gadafi
regime.

These preparations follow

onjusta couple of weeks
afterthe us Congress
decision to send 200 million
dollars tothe counter
revolutionary contras
operating on the borders of
Nicaragua, as Reagan seeks
to deepen the push to
overthrow the Sandinista
government.

The project conceived in
the late 1970s, that of a major
use of usmilitary power to
defend Usinterests against all
comers—the Soviet Union,
the colonial revolution and
even the Us’ capitalist
‘partners’ —is being fulfilled
with a vengeance. Butitis
important for the leftio
understand what this open
display of us world-wide

military might means, and to
work through what the
necessary political tasks for
those who stand opposed to
the imperialistwar drive.

The offensive against
Nicaraguais of course
motivated not just by global
power considerations, but by
the fear of the example of
‘another Cuba’ spreading
through Latin America, a
continent wracked by the
debt crisis and the IMF-
imposed poverty whichis the
consequence. What stands in
the way of an all-out us
invasion in the short or
medium-termis the continued
popularity of the revolution
among the Nicaraguan
masses and the gains which it
has brought. Theusaimisa
long-term effort at
destabilisation through
bleeding the Nicaraguan
economy to death. Through
this they hope to create a
basis for popular disaffection
with the FSLNwhich can
prepare afinal blow against
the FSLN, eitherthrough a
directinvasion or substantial
military progress by the
contras, aided by US air
power.

The usstill has lots of cards
to play inrelation to
Nicaragua; the problem s
that the Sandinistas are
running out of options, as the
economic situation worsens.
The FsLN strategy of driving a
wedge between the
imperialist nations,
supporting the Contadora
peace initiatives and playing
for time is showing
diminishing returns. The
Contadora peace process
has groundto a half, and the
usis hardly inclined to worry
about what its European
allies think anyway. A major
part of the responsibility for
the grave situation facing the
Sandinistas lies with the
SovietUnion, whose aid is
givenoutwithaneye-
dropper and who have made
it perfectly clear that they will
lift a single finger to defend
Nicaragua from attack.

The loyalty of the
Nicaraguan massesto the
revolution derives not from
ideological conviction but
from the hard evidence of
material progress. But living
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Reaganiio mibin
adventurisia more surely than
acampaign against
European and British
complicity which won wide
supportinthe labour
movement. The use of British
bases to attack Libya
dramatically showed the
coreciness of the anti-NATO
banner raised by Tony Benn
and Eric Heffer in the Labour
Party. The fight to get nd of
the Usbases must be builtinto
along-term campaign which
can rcally do damage to the
interests of maniacs like
Casper Weinberger, Richard
Perle and the other cold war
ideologues, for whom the use
of usmilitary poweris, as yet,
just beginning.
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Ihe tistonc 1981 working
panty report established Irish
unity by consent as parly
pohcy and thus heralded
bab:our's Irish Spring with a
promise of continued debate
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and anend to bipartisan
agreement with the Tories on
the issve. When a further
working party was setup in
1984 itseemed a possible
vehicle for carrying this
debate through the party as a
whole and the unions, as well
as challenging some of its
inconsistencies. Such hopes
seemed underlined by the
presence of arelatively
progressive deputy
spokesperson—-Clive Soley.

But, by January 1985, Soley
had been sacked from his
post and the pro-‘troops out’
chair of the working party,
Joan Maynard, replaced by
Alex Kitson - rcknowned foi
his pro-unionist views.

Kinnock, anticipating the
generalised retreat ot the left
thatoccurred in 1985,
decidedto ensure that its
visibility on the Irish question
was also dealt with.

By the summer of that year,
the working party had all but
ceasedio funchion. With the
‘Anglo-lrish Talks’
approaching their
conclusion, there was no
needtorock the boat. The
working party had already
achieved something for the
leadership— co-opting
elements of the party that
wanted to see movement on
the unification policy through
a’harmonisation’ line that

Derry

remarkably resembled
Garret Fitzgerald’s
petceplion of the Accord.

Some of these figures —
like Clave Shortmp atthe 1985
Labour Cormmitice on lreland
AGM- hadalsobeen saying
thatthe argument for
withdrawal had already been
won, generating dangerous
illusions in the state of the
debate and disarming the left
in the face of developmentsto
come.

Atthe same time, the
leadership was engaged ina
crackdown on sections of the
party committed to
advancing a discussion on
British withdrawal involving
the Republican viewpoint.
Despite being agreedto by a
majority of 2210 3, a London
Region Labour Party
executive plantohold arally
on this theme involving Sinn
Fein was banned by the Party
NEC. And in the new year

WL LA IO A o e Do tobe T aoven b 18R
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prominent LCImember, Kevin
Scally, was expelled from the
party.

By November 1985 and the
signing of the Hillsborough
Agreement, Peter Archer,
spokespersonon ireland,
was claiming that the Party
was ‘united’ inbacking it —
going so far asto deny the
existence of a ‘withdrawal
wing’ when challenged on
television. Of course this
hadn't prevented him
engaging inafriendly
dialogue with the LCtand
sending it greetings at Party
conference.

Since then nothing has
been heard from the working
party other than vigorous
denials from Archer that it
had been wound up. It's total
inactivity, he told the 1986 LCI
AGM, was due to a lack of
resources at Party
headquarters. How
convenient! Thus, 18 months

Pt AT A T e Ok

tuber Tuovember 1986

afterithad been setup and
six months after a Labour-
backed agreement that was
unleashing a wave of Loyalist
reaction in Ireland forcing
hundreds of nationalists from
their homes, Archer was
promising ‘no full policy
review’ at 1986 conference.

He explained that a policy
package was being prepared
combining a commitment to
civilliberties and economic
reflation in the six counties
with backing for the Accord.
But this could only be
campaigned for in the context
of Labour being re-elected to
government. The important
thing was therefore to wait for
the General Election.

1986 has also seen the
Party’s leadership
predictably refuse to mobilise
its MPs to vote against the PTA
ortoimplement the Labour
Women's conference call for
ademonsiration against strip

searching—both party
policy, supposedly backed by
the front bench. Given these
developments, the Party
seems more likely to returnto
the vacuous and pro-
imperialist ‘Better Life For
All"-type policies of the 1970s
than any progressive policy
elaboration... and that's
before it'shad a changeto
sell outin government.

Of course very significant
advances have been made:
the National Union of
Students and Labour
women's conference
commitments to support for
withdrawal and opposition to
the Accord; the wide base of
supportinthe Manchester
and London parties for such
policies and very promising
developmentsinthe NUR,
ASTMS and NALGO
demonstrating thatit's not all
goingthe leadership’s way.
Butitwould be wrong to
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conclude that the pro-
withdrawal lobby doesn’t
face major problems.

The attacks on the London
Party in 1985 and women'’s
conference decisions this
year show that the leadership
will nottolerate progressive,
let alone anti-imperialist,
policies onlreland being
implemented under the Party
banner. The factthat in six
months the NUS has done
nothing visible to put its new
policy into effectis
convenient for its Labour
leadership—ifthey did they
would find their cosy
relationship with Kinnock
comingto ashort, sharp end.

Sections of the left
committed to fighting for
withdrawal have faced this
renewed offensive around
bipartisanship for over 18
months now but have tended
to duck the issue. Those in the
tcc—like Ken Livingstone —
are rapidly going to have to
choose between their Irish
policy and their support for
the Kinnock leadership. The
Campaign Group of MpPs is
going to have to sort out what
kind of policy on Ireland it
really has. Despite official
oppositionto the Accord, less
than athird of its members
could actually bring
themselves to vote against it.

Support for progressive
Irish policy is meeting
competition from other
priorities on a left agenda
thatis increasingly squeezed.
When the working party was
firstsetup in 1984, there were
18 conference resolutions on
ireland. This year there are 8.
In 1985 18 MPs and the
Campaign Group as a whole
sent greetings to the LCIAGM,
this year only 4 MPsbothered.

The favourable conditions
for Labour’s discussion on
Ireland inthe early 1980s
have changed. The left needs
anew strategy on Ireland that
both takes these conditions
into accountand enables itto
make use of the gains
undoubtedly made. Inthe
run-up to a general election,
a strategy based on dialogue
with the Party leadership isnt
going to work, because that
leadership simply doesn't
wantto talk and neither does
itwantusto.

_




TONY BENN RECENTLY rightly said that the
left often underestimates its own strength.
But that is no reason for not looking at the
strength of our opponents and our own
weaknesses. And the 1986 Labour Party
conference is a useful point to look at what
has occurred in the inner-party struggle
since Thatcher came to power. In the heady
days berween Benn’s resignation from the
front bench in 1979 and the deputy lead-
crship campaign in 1981, it looked to many
as if the party was about to fall to the left. If
these hopes have been dashed, it has been
due only partly to strokes of ill-fortune. The
main causes have been an underestimation of
the scope of the project of defeating the
centre-right in the party, and the left’s lack of
political clarity, especially in the 1979-81
period.

Perhaps the high point of the Bennite
offensive in the party was the February 1981
Wembley conference which crystallised the
drive for constitutional change. Here the
clectoral college for electing the leadership
was decided. But within two months the
Council for Social Democracy, the ‘Gang of
Four’, had consummated the split in the
party and founded the sDP. At the party
conference the following September Tony
Benn lost the deputy leadership clection by
one per cent of the clectoral college.

Despite the brave face put on this loss,
Benn’s defeat by Healey was a turning point
which revitalised the right and demoralised
the left. It was rotten bad luck — or was 1t?
These two events in 1981 — the foundation
of the $sDP and Benn’s defeat in the deputy
leadership clection were hardly just chance
events. In their own ways they showed
something fundamental about the structure
of the Labour Party and the political

© coalition which it represents. The sDP split

by a group of pro-capitalist right-wingers
show ed that a section of the parliamentary
party was prepared to break the party rather
than see it dominated by the left. They left
behind many in the PLPand beyond who had
identical political views, but who had a
different assessment about the possibility of
defeating the left.

Benn was defeated in the deputy lead-
ership election by the votes of the right wing
trade union leaders and parliamentary erst-
while ‘lefts’ who abstained or voted for
Healey. His defeat showed the weakness of
the constitutional reforms, which still left 70
per cent of the electoral college votes in the
hands of the union tops and the pLP. Given

Denis Doran/Reflex

The Kinnock operation

that Benn gained 80 per cent of the const-
tuency votes (or nearly 25 per cent of the
total), 46 per cent of the 31 por cent vote
against him came from the union teps and
the Pre. In the absence of left majorities i
most of the major untons, something vhich
presupposes a - very  high level of class
struggle and consciousness way beyond the
situation in 1981, the left will always collide
with this inbuilt domination of the PLP and
the trade union leaderships. The old adage
that the Labour Party is the ‘political
expression of the trade unions” — in some
versions ‘of the trade union burcaucracy’ —
has alarge clement of truth in it. Thus looked
at objectively, the ‘surprise’ can surely not
have been that Benn lost, but that he lost by
such a slender margin. His defeat was a
reflection of the current inbuilt burcaucratc
domination of the party by parhamentary
and trade union leaders. It was not “chance’
or an accident. It would be self-deception to
belicve so.

The next major shocks for the left in the
party were the Falklands warin 1982 and the
general clection in 1983, The two must be
considered together, because the outcome of
the latter was so affected by the events in the
former. As has  been  extensively
documented, the historical trend has been
towards a decline in popular support for the
Torics. In 1981 the Thatcher government
was, measured by the opinion polls at least,
the most unpopular peacetime government
ever. And yet in 1983 it won with a 140-plus

majority.
Three things decided Labour’s disastrous
showing in 1983 — two major and onc

subsidiary. Thatcher’s successtul prosecution
of the war, combined with Labour’s failure
to oppose it, and the failure of Argentinian
bombs to explode when they hit British
aircraft carricrs, massively boosted Tory
popularity. The second factor of course was
the clectoral showing of the spr/Liberal
Alliance. And third was the sabotaging
intervention of the Labour right against the
party’s nuclear weapons policy during the
general election campaign. Party policy itselt

How the right
fought back

The 1986 Labour Party conference is likely to mark the high tde of
Kinnockism and an apparent low-point of the ‘hard lete’. Whereas
five years ago it seemed that the left was taking the party by storm
now the trade union bosses and their chosen representatives are back
in control. How did we get to this point and what doces it tell us about
the future? PHIL HEARSE looks at the turning points of the struggle,
and argues that the hard left needs to reorganisc itself to face the tasks

ahead.
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scemed, in the hands of the compromising

Foot, mconsistent and incoherent - espe
cially on the cconomy and defence.
The 1983 clectoral disaster was also a

disaster for the left. For, despite the modera-
tion of the election manifesto for those who
actually read it, nonetheless it could casily be
presented as the defeat of aleft manifesto, the
defeat of the party because of the worries of
the electorate about Bennite extremism. The
‘common sense’ explanation of the clection
defeat was that the party lost because it was
disunited, and it was disunited because the
left had been on the rampage. The message
from the right was “we must never let this
happen agamn’.

From Llu moment of the election defeat
and Foots resignation as leader, the drive

was started to carry out the ‘Kinnock

operation’ — to put in place a new leadership

which would recentre the party mlmully
adopt the face of ‘moderation’, and roll back
left encroachments in policy. The result was
the Kinnock-Hattersley leadership, success-
fully installed at the 1983 Brighton confer-
ence. The extent of the shift in mood as a
result of the election defeat was signalled by
the poor showing of the left candidates for
the leadership — less than six per cent of the
clectoral eollege for Heffer standing as leader
and just 26 per cent for Meacher standing for
deputy.

In the following period the newly installed
leadership — the ‘dream ticket” of Kinnock
and Hattersley — received s blg"cst chal-
lenge not trom internal party opposition but
from the class struggle — above all from the
miners’ strike and the battle agamst rate
capping. A change of mood in the class
struggle was signalled in December 1983
when the NGA became locked into its ficree
battle with Eddic Shah over union recogni-
tion at the Stockport Messenger. It showed
that despite four million unemployed and
the ravages of four years of Thatcherism, big
reserves of resistance still existed in the most
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militant sections of the working class, and
thar workers given no choice but wo fight or
surrender wonld, if the feadership was there,
fight rather than roll over.

This showed something significant - that
if the ‘Bennite’ feft was being pushed back in
the Labour Party. thie torces on which 1t
based itselt, in two trade untons and the mass
campaigns, were by no means finished. Hard
on the heels of the NGA struggle came the
start of the miners’ strike, which itself set the
scene for the rate capping tight.

The miners’ strike was undoubtedly one
of the most difticult phases for the Kinnock
feadership and the whole of the trade union
burcaucracy which except for the extreme
right wing gave verbal support to the miners
but loathed Scargill and everything he stood
for. It was a difficult ughtrope to tread, to
support the miners but to oppose  their

leadership. A victory for the miners would
have created immense difficulues for Kin-
nock and his trade union backers. Their
whole strategy of re-centering the party
dcpuldul on a declining curve of class
struggle, itdepended on retreat and demora-
listion not on ascending victories. The TuUC
and Kinnock adopted the tactic of a negoti-
ated ‘defeat-compromise’ for the miners; but
in its absence, thanks o the intransigence of
Scargill, a simple defeat would do. The
eventual defeat of the mimers set the scene for
the crumbling of the defiance to ratecapping,.
But before we discuss that we have o go
back a bit and discuss some of the other
consequences of Kinnock’s accession to the
leadership in 1983.

The outcome of the 1983 general election
and the change of leadership set in tram two
linked and vitally important processes —
political recomposition on the left and the
witch hunt. The “recomposition” of the left
meant the emergence of the ‘soft-left” axis in
the party and its detaching of a scction of the
former ‘Bennite’ coalinon from Benn him-
sclf and the hard lefe in general. The soft left

——

opcerations was spearheaded organisation-
ally by the Labour Co-ordinating Committee
(at onc ume, Bennite
operation) and politically spearheaded by
the ideologues of Marxism Today, who
however to this day remain on the extreme
right wing of the process. Key factors in this
were the emergence of the “Blunkett-
Sawyer’ axis on the Labour NEC, and the
eventual defection of Livingstone from the
hard left camp. As opposed to the hard left’s
simple oppositionto Kinnock, the 1.CC prop-
osed what might be called a strategy of
‘unity-contradiction’ - given critical sup-
port to Kinnock but trying to influence
policy to the left. This has, as it turned out,
been a hopelessly utopian ploy, as Kinnock
took the support but not the eriticism, as has
recently been recognised in a shame-faced
way by the Lo iwself in a recent internal
newsletter.

lest we forget, a

The final stages of the fight against
ratecapping were pivotal in the emergence of
the soft left bloc including Livingstone and
Blunkett, and thus in finally breaking up the
‘old’ Bennite left. At the G1.¢, the decision of
whether or not to set a rate encapsulated the
divide between ‘realism’ and ‘confrontation-
ism’, or morc precisely between a class
struggle and a parliamentarist-

‘the miners’ strike was
undoubtedly one of the
most difficult phases for
the Kinnock leadership’

constitutionalist’ approach. Livingstone’s
argument for ‘giving lcadership” and setting a
rate was that it was the only realistic option
to allow the GL.C to continue, and prevent its
functions being taken over by government
|cplcscnmt1\c.. A year later thc GLC was
abolished, and its functions dispersed or
taken over by the government appointed
‘residuary body’. Livingstonc’s capitulation
had an important effect in strengthening the
soft left in a dozen or more Labour councils
which had promised to fight to the end.

But the collapse of the rate capping tight
was not just the responsibility of the Living-
stone and Blunkett, and all the liutle lem;;
stones and Blunketts in Labour councils, but
also of the local government trade union
burcaucafts who had never wanted a fight
but found it necessary to go along with the
‘no rate’ demagogy. In this context it s
necessary to record that the Militane-led
Liverpool council, despite some appalling
tactical errors stuck to a policy of defiance
until it was completely isolated and over-
whelmed. The  parrotng  of  Kinnock’s
attacks on Liverpool by the soft left and the
union leaderships is sickening hypocrisy.
Those who didn’t fight and who never
wanted to fight are not in a good position to
attack those who fought but made some
mistakes along the way.

The success of the soft-left operation has
to be recognised and analysed. Why did a
section of the formerly Bennite left crumble?




Simple-minded explanations of betrayal and
carecrism, while containing an clement of
teuth, will not suffice. The truth of the
matter is that the 1.¢¢ homed in on the
different strands of opinion inside the old
Bennite left itself, its contradictions, political
fudges and lack of clarity. For the left which
fought for constitutional reforms was never
homogenous or totally united. It included a
section of the left trade union burcaucracy
which could go along with left policies a
certain distance but never all the way. The
old Bennite left was a partial and temporary
political alliance around certain minimal
reforms. As new cvents presented them-
selves in the class struggle and inside the
party a scction of the Bennite forces, today
represented by the active core of the Cam-
paign group and the forces which supportit,
radicalised and moved to the left. Benn’s
own political development has undoubtedly
been in this direction, as his policies on
questions like NATO and Ircland shows.
Another section of the old Bennites pola-
rised in the other direction, towards the
right.

Something else has to be recognised here
however. The soft left operation was only
made possible by a certain style and
approach from Kinnock himself. The in-
stallation of the Kinnock-Hattersley team
was a stroke of inspiration. Kinnock did not
simply repesent areturn to the old-fashioned
right. He was not Callaghan reborn. He had
a long record as Tribune MP and CND
supporter, as Wilson had had in 1963 when
he beat George Brown in the clection for
party leader. He showed the truth of the old
adage that the party is ‘best led from the lefe’.

The ploy of putting Kinnock in the
leadership was one which implied not a
return tothe right, but the stabilisation of the
party on the basis of acceptance of the
constitutional reforms, and no major rolling
back of the left wing policies accepted by the
party conference — and thus a leader who
could create ‘unity” in the party. Of coursc
this implied stance contained within 1t a
‘hidden agenda’, an agenda of the very
careful, deliberate and little-by-little margi-
nalisation of the left and creeping assault on
left-wing policies. Two things happened at
the 1983 conference which installed the new
leadership which indicated crucial mechan-
isms for this process. On the one hand a new
statement on a ‘socialist orientation to
Furope’ was adopted  which effectively
scrapped any vestige ol opposition to the
11C, and on the other the expulsion of the
Militant editorial board was confirmed.

The choice of Militant as the tendency in
the party to attack was an obvious one,
because Militant could simultancously be
presented as big enough to be a ‘danger’ to
the party, while its policics could be attacked
from a supposcdly “left’” stance, the better to
disorientate scctions of the left. Thus Jim
Mortimer’s conference report on Militant
singled out its lack of support for ¢CND and
womens rights as crucial evidence for its
sectarianism and dogmatism. In the light of
the politics of most of those situng on the
platform next to Mortimer this may secem
bizarre, but it was typical of the way that the

8 leadership used the political sensitivities of
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President Mitterrand — a lesson
in austerity for Kinnock

the left, and especially of the LCC-soft left, to
push forward 1ts project.

Subscquently, it has been on the crucial
terrain of economic policy where the lead-
ership has scored some of its biggest succes-
ses on policy questions against the left, and
this has been done by quite openly picking
up the ideological themes of the soft left.
Roy Hattersley has for eighteen months
been attacking nationalisation, but on the

‘the leadership want to
avoid the U-turn that
Mitterrand made by
starting off where he
ended up’

grounds that nationalisation is bureaucratic,
insensitive to the needs of ordinary people
and so forth. In its place he has argued for
more stress on co-ops and ‘new forms of
social ownership’ like employee share own-
ership schemes. These policies were lifted,
word for word, from the LCC and soft left
theoreticians like Geoff Hodgson.The irony
of the whole thing is that it has always been
the Marxist left in Britain which has attacked
the shortcomings of capitalist nationalisa-
tion, and argued for a socially-owned eco-
nomy under workers control. The LCC
theoreticians  provided the theoretical
ammunition for the right wing to take up left
wing themes, gut them of their radical
content, and present them as ‘new’ (start-
lingly radical) policies. On economic policy
the role of the soft left in this process is
amply demonstrated by the fact that co-
author of the NEC’s document on employce
sharc ownership schemes, a warmed up
version of the Liberal Party’s long-standing
proposal for ‘co-ownership’, is none other
than David Blunkertt.

The effect of the witch hunt against the
Militant and others has not been primarily

f

organisational, but idcological. Militant, de-
spite nearly forty expulsions, has not been
prevented from operating in the party. The
bulk of the hard left has not been expelled.
But the witch hunt has very effectively
drawn a dividing line between the ‘accept-
able’, ‘constructive’ left and the hard, ‘irre-
concilable’ and above all ‘anti-democratic’
left which moreover is damaging to Labour’s
electoral prospects. The objective of the LCC,
quite openly stated in its manifestos, to
‘isolate’” and ‘marginalise’ the hard left have
been the perfect foil to the witch hunters and
the right wing. It has provided another
crucial ideological implement, taken up in
Kinnock’s Fabian lecture, and due to be
codified in an overall statement of ‘democra-
tic socialism’, that the main divide in the
party is not between right and left, or
between pro-capitalist and anti-capitalist,
but between ‘democratic socialists’ and
‘vanguardist sectarians’. In Livingstone’s
first public statement of his defection from
the hard left, his Marxism Today interview'
with Bea Campbell, he utilised this distinc-
tion as that between the ‘vanguardist’ left
(otherwise the “Stalinist” left) and the ‘parti-
cipatory’ left. This outrageous caricature
came directly from the pages of Marxism
Today and from the LCC, and makes Living-
stone’s recent adherence to the LCC perfectly
understandable.

To say that to date the witch hunt inside
the party has had primarily an ideological
rather than organisational effect does not of
course mean that in the future it could be
utilised to try to inflict real damage on the
hard left’s participation in the party. Indeed
the leadership shows every sign of wanting
to bring all parts of the party structure under
its own control. The proposals for the future
of the Young Socialists, effectively putting a
large section of its membership outside of
the LPYS, is one indication. And Kinnock has
been quite ruthless in driving the left out of
crucial NEC sub-committees. But it has of
course been the balance of power on the NEC
itself which has been vital to pushing
through Kinnock’s assault on left policy in
the party. That takes us on directly to a
consideration of the motor forces of the
leadership’s project.

We have identified three crucial events
which acted to push back the left — the
defeat of Benn in the deputy leadership fight,
the general election defeat, and the defeat of
the miners strike. We have also discussed the
crucial role of the LCC-soft left. But the most
powerful allies of Kinnock and Hattersley
have not been the right wing thinkers of
Marxism Today and the LCC, but the trade
union bureaucracy who have held the deci-
sive power in the party, and exerted a key
role in course of the mass struggle, and
especially during the miners strike and rate
capping struggles.

Kinnock has constructed an alliance of the
trade union bureaucracy, left and right,
around his leadership and the project of
getting a Labour government installed which
they can again ‘do business’ with. Inside the
party he has linked up directly with the right
wing trade union leaders on the NEC,
exemplified by the role of gross right winger
Ken Cure on the Organisational Sub-
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Committee. But he has, with the notable
exception of the NUM, brought the ‘lefv
bureaucracy into line, with Ron Todd of the
TGwU playing a vital role, and the soft-left
influenced NUPE leadership as a uscful out-
rider. Even in the NUM, there is a crystallis-
ing bloc, led by the ¢P and encouraged by
Kinnock, which wants to drive Scargill out
of the leadership. This role of the trade union
leaders, able to produce the bloc votes ar
conference, is of vital strategic significance
for the left; a left which fails to confront this
question will always be defeated.

The upshot of the whole process which we
have been discussing is that the hard lefe
inside the party is more isolated than at any
time since 1979, and that we have in place a
leadership which, with strong backing from

‘few of the policies the
left fought for are going
to find their way into the

manifesto’

the trade union burcaucracy, is driving
towards the formation of a right wing
Labour government which will maintain
some crucial aspects of Thatcherism. Against
that, we have to note the continuing strength
of the hard left both in the party and outside,
still  of a qualitatively  organisational
strength, with a larger social base than exited
before 1979.

What are the conclusions which we must
draw from this process to arm us for the
tasks ahead, about the character of the
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Labour Party, the Labour left, and the forms
of organisation which we have to adopt? 1
would put forward four points as a basis for
understanding what has happened:

* The ‘Bennite’ left which arose in the
1979-81 period, was a coalition with con-
flicting tendencies within it, which remained
dormant so long as they fought together for
the inner-party constitutional changes. The
main contradiction in this left was between
those who wanted to base themselves on the
class struggle and mass action and those
who, while rejecting the right, mainly based
themselves on inner-party manoeuvering
and a left-parliamentarist perspective. The
conflict between these different tendencies
only crupted at a later stage of the class
struggle, and especially over the miners
strike and the rate capping right. It was,
however, inevitable, that this coaliton
should break up; the emergence of the “soft
left’, and the radicalisation of a section of the
Bennite leadership (including Benn himselt)
was the result.

* During the 1979-81 period, and especial-
ly during the deputy leadership campaign,
Benn’s base inside the party and the wade
union’s was able to exert pressure on the
trade union burcaucracy. Thus, for example,
a series of unions were compelled to vote for
Benn in the deputy leadership  clection.
However, with the sole exceptionof the NUM
lcadership, none of the left trade union
leaders based themselves on a class struggle
perspective. When the pressure at the base
slackened they quickly swung behind Kin-
nock.

* ‘The constitutional reforms adopted 1n
1981 have not reversed the inbuilt structural
domination of the Labour Party by the trade
union burcaucracy and the right-dominated
pLP . Breaking this hold requires a huge level
of class struggle and class consciousness; 1t
cannot be achieved through mner party
manocuvres. Given the character of the
Labour party as the ‘political expression of
the trade union burcaucracy’, the destruc-
tion of the burcaucracy’s grip on the Labour
Party would require the level of class
struggle which resulted in huge conflict
between the burcaucracy and the rank and
file inside the trade unions, probably leading
to a split in the Labour Party itself.

* Constructing a left wing which does not
suffer the fate of the 1979-81 Bennite left
means learning two lessons. First, a left
which fights must basc itself on policies
which cannot, like those of the LeC-soft left
by co-opted by a right wing leadership, but
on the contrary are anti-capitalist demands,
which break with the interests of capitalism
on the economy and on foreign policy, and
which support and extend the struggle of the
working class.

Sccondly, if a lett which fights on anu-
capirtalist policies wants to confront the right
wing in the labour Party, it has to confront
the right wing union leaders. While not
abandoning the struggle inside the Labour
Party itself, the left has to pursue a fight for
leadership inside the wade unions. Any
policy which is based on pursuing the
mner-party struggle, and relying on the
good offices of ‘left wing friends’ inside the
union leaderships is bound to be defeated.

AsTony Benn makes clearin his interview
clsewhere in this issue, few of the policies

‘the “Bennite” left was a
coaltion with conflicting
tendencies within it’

which the left fought for are going to find
their way into the manifesto for the next
clection. Whatever the outcome of that
clection, the hard leftin the party 1s going to
have to sharpen up its policies and organis-
taion. It has not ‘won’ the fight in the party
since 1979. But anyone thrown into despair
or resigntion by that fact can only have a
light-minded and hugely over-optimistic
view of what ‘winning’ the right cntails.
Breaking right-wing burcaucratic domina-
tion of the Labour Party means renovating
the entire Britsh labour movement. It is a
gigantic task, historic in its aims and
scope.The lefe faces the period up to and
beyond the general election with much of its
human and political capital intact.

The key thing is not to throw our hands up
in horror at the defeats we have suffered, but
to grasp that the left in the British labour
movement is stronger than for decades; that
Kinnockism can neverworkas a governmen-
tal project; and that if we raise our sights to
the necessary strategic objective — an anti-
capitalist left which fights in the party and
the unions — the onward march of the hard
left can be resumed with a vengeance.




In South Africa, the state of s h ® '
emergency has taken its toll. out A rl ca s
But, as CHARLIE VAN '
GELDEREN shows in the o o e O
organisations of the Black I n U I ng crISIs
working class new leaders are B

replacing the old as quickly as
they can be arrested. The crisis
of white rule continues.

‘THE OLD ORDER is dying but the new
refuses to be born..’. Gramsci’s phrase
accurately depicts the South African crisis
today. Despite the state of emergency the
masses remain combatative. The ruling class
is divided, uncertain of its next step. Neither
reforms nor brutal repression has succeeded
in cooling the revolutionary spirtt of the
black people in the urban townships and the
mood of revolt has now spread to the rural
areas too.

It is widely expected that Botha will stage
a general election for the white chamber of
the tri-cameral parliament before his rivals
on the right can increase their influence.
Central to this project was the success of the
state of emergency. With an estimated total
of between 10,000 and 15,000 detained under
the emergency regulations the regime hoped
that it had decapitated the mass movement.

There can be no doubt that the repression
with the almost permancnt deployment of
security forces within the townships and
armed combat troops inside the schools, has
taken its toll of the liberation movement. But
the crumbling of the restrictions imposed on
the media under the emergency regulations
has revealed not only the extent of the
bloody actions taken by the security forces,
but also the continuing resistance of Black
workers.

Despite the fact that trade unionists from
the Congress of South African Unions
(cosaTU) and the Council of Unions of
South Africa (CUSA) figure prominently
amongst the detainees there has been a
continuation in the pattern of labour mili-
tancy. According to Work in Progress (Wip),
the radical South African labour monitoring
magazine, a partial survey of the industrial
relations scene between May and the middle
of August revealed that 35,810 workers had
participated 1n strikes and disputes. The
penalty was heavy for some workers— some
740 workers were detailed en masse at their
factories while on strike at Nels Dairies.

But according to WIP the unions coped
with detentions and unionists on the run by

shopfloor workers taking over union admi- ¢y was dcylargd was obviously an pndcrcsti— this may turn out to have been an LIl‘ldCl'Cbtl:-
nistration and assuming direct responsibility (EUMEUS According to the South A‘fncan [nsti-  mate, since many B.lacl\:s do not take therr
for negotiations while office bearers took tute of Race Relations a total of 754 people  injured to hospital for fear of arrest.
annual leave to fill in for negotiating teams. died in political violence between January The other aspect of the massacre 1s that it
This reaction has shown the deep roots and May alonc. also represented a repulse of the evictions
which the new independent unionism has But the pretence that the emergency has mpaign, a mMajor government initiative.
sunk among Black workers. ‘stabilised’ the townships received the final  Rents are the principal source of income for
The true situation in the townships is also blow with the Soweto massacre of 27 the local authorities in the townships. The
beginning to emerge. The official figure August. The government was finally forced  people do notrecognise the legitimacy of the
issued in mid-August from the government’s to confirm the statements of anti-apartheid  councils and regard all who serve on them as

Bureau of Information (sic) of 221 people organisations that 21 people had died and  stooges of the regime. As a Sowcto pamphlet

( 10 «killedin T R T T T RIS s O N over 200 were injured in the incident. Even  putit: “We won't pay rent. We won’t pay thy




salaries of our enemies, the puppet council-
lors and their police.”

The nation-wide rent boveott has already
cost the state more than R250 milhon,
According to the Johannesburg Weekh Mail
aspecial body the Gesamentlike Bestuursen-
trums made up ol representatives from
business, community councils, ex-
development boards and the security forces
was set-up to undertake the campaign. The
flight of the 30 1own coundllors out ol
Soweto on 29/30 August marked a decisive
set-back for the government campaign.

The rent strike marked the
complete fatlure ot the whole project of

has also
creating pro-government Black local coun
cils. Our ot the 34 elected
December 1983 (with only ten percent of the
clectorate voting, in townships ke Soweto)
only three were stll tunctioning at the end of
1985. The collapse of the local councils was

councils

paralleled by the decsive rejection of the
Black population as a whole of the -
cameral parliament and the artempts o
divide and rule through enlisting Indian and
Coloured support.

Botha's reforms have thus been spurned
by the Black people of South Atrica. But
FCPression 1s not an alterntive to reform. An
important section of the South  African
capitalist class, as well as international capital
with a big stake in the South African
cconomy continues to press for much more
radical measures.

One  hundred  important  corporations
under the auspices of the American Cham-
ber of Commeree in South Africa have taken
out full page advertisements in major South
Alrican newspapers calling for: the frecing
of political detainees; unbannimyg of political
organisations; negotiations with acknow-
ledged leaders about power-sharing; politic-
al vights for all; the repeal of the Population
Registration  Act;  the granting of  SA
citizenship o ally the repeal of the Group
Arcas Act; common cqual education and the
equalisation of the health service. This heady
programme anms, according o its authors, to
save South Africa tor ‘free enterprise’. So
where does the ditterence with the South
African government arise?

Botha accepts that the Verwoed model of
apartheid s ‘outmoded’. The contnued
existence of capitalism in South Africa
demands major modifications of the system.
His problems are pohtical - based on the
reactions of the black and white popultions.

The government is acutely aware that the
implementation of a programme like that of
the American Chamber of Commerce could
spell not only the end of apartheid, but also
of the capitalistsystem itselfin South Africa.
Precisely because apartheid has consciously
fimited the development of a Black middle
class of any importance, the only alternative
today to the white capitalist regime would be
a government based on the working masses.
There is no guarantee that such a govern-
ment would be able 1o control the aspira-
tions for social justice voiced by a large,
strongly organised and cconomically power-
ful working class. Botha knows that the
pattern of neo-colonialist regimes which
exist in the rest of South Africa is highly
unlikely to be repeated in South Africa.

e b PR

s ER &
AU

pasitdh

o g

Diepkloff Workenhostel, Soweto

The other side of Botha's dilemma rests in
the white population. The ideology  of
apartherd is deeply rooted, not only among
the  Afrikaans-speaking  section of the
whites, but also among a large proportion of
the English speaking population.

Nadime Gordimer, the well known South
African novelist, explains that theres “an old
misconception still current abroad: the Afri-
kaaners are baddies and the English speakers
the goodies among whites in our country ...
[n November 1983 the then prime minister,
Mr PW Botha received an overwhelming
“Yes' vote for his new constitution with its
i cameral parliament for whites, Indians
and so called Coloureds, and total exclusion
of the Black majority. The referendum held

‘shopfloor workers took
over union
administration’

was open to whites only, Afrikaans and
English-speaking. Mr Botha could not have
received a mandate if the English speakers
had voted “no”. “Yes” they said, voung
along with Mr. Botha's supporters in the
National (sic) Party. “Yes™, they  said,
twenty three and a half milhon Black people
shall have no say in the central government
of South Africa’. (Nadime Gordimer, Apar-
theid in Crisis Penguin, 1986.)

All white South Africans, with a few
exeeptions, enjoy or have the potential to
enjoy the enhanced social and economic
status which apartheid hs conferred on them.
They will not give it up lightly.

In fact it is from those whose living
standards tend to converge with those of the
Black population that the strongest reaction
to Botha’s reforms have come. The abolition
of job reservation coming at the same time as
deep cconomic recession has allowed indus-
try and commerce to shed costly white
labour and replace it with cheaper Black
workers. White workers are now competing,
with Black workers for unskilled jobs and
even, horror of horrors, queucing up for
soup kitchens. The downturn in the eco-
nomy is also atfecting the smaller farmers

Nigel Dickenson

and it is these elements who now are flocking
into the NWP (National Resistance Move-
ment), the fascist organisation waiting in the
wings to serve the cause of white supremacy
when the time comes. Thousands of former
supporters of the government National
Party are likewise rallying to the parties of
the extreme right, the Conservatve Party
and the Herstigte (Reconstituted) National
Party.

Thus, while also being a serious attempt to
crush the mass movement, the reign of terror
launched against the townships and the
Black trade unions is also a signal to the
faithful that the government is quite capable
of controlling the situation with a policy of
kragdadigherd, the exercise of brute power.
And as Botha made clear at the recent
national congress of his party, his policy
remains defending the essential cornerstones
of apartheid — the Group Areas Act and
race-based ceducation.

While these are still enforced the dropping
of the pass laws, the Mixed Marriage Acts
and the granting of frechold rights for all are
simply gestures designed to mollify liberal
domestic and foreign opinion, while defying
the world to do its worse with sanctions.

There is no doubt that this strategy has
temporarily increased Botha’s  support
among the white population. But the con-
tinuing heroic resistance of the Black masses
in the beginning to undermine this approach
and ensure the continuing crisis of the white
ruling class. Not only has the mass move-
ment not been crushed, but the reports
which have inevitably leaked out depicting
the reign of terror in the South African has
further aroused world opinion against the
apartheid regime and strengthened the call to
isolate South Africa with etfective sanctions.

South Africa is not on the eve of a
successful Black revolution today. The de-
gree of political crisis of the regime has not
yet affected the repressive capacitics of its
formidably modern army, nor has armed
struggle of the masses yet come onto the
agenda. But the contradictions inherent in
the white body politic cnsures that its
convulsions will continue, while the new
order continues to dig below the surface.
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Why do you think that the left farled to
capture the Labour Party for socialism
berween 1979 and 19817

It was the high point of the Labour Party
because, in my view, it looked as if it was
going to be possible to getbeyond an
sbr-type of Labour Party, and change the
situation wherby the Parliamentary Labour
Party comes to power free to do whatit likes
without consulting the movementas a
whole.

I think this frightenced the British
establishment to an extraordinary degrec.
Although they have never liked the Labour
Party, in the past they have known that if
Labour came to power, nothing much would
change. But they saw the possibility that, if
the left won inside the party and Labour
came back to power, then all that would
change. They saw the possibility of a Labour
government which would bring aboutas big
aswing to the leftas Thatcher has brought
about on the right.

The cvents between 1979-81 also
frightened the Labour leadership because,
like the establishment, they wanted no such
thing. And what we witnessed during that
time was a combination of the British
establishment, the Labour establishment and
the media getting together to snuff itout. But
they did notsucceed in snuffing itout.
Everything that’s happeed since is rooted in
what happened during those years.

Now if the deputy leadership campaign
had gone the other way 1 think the results
would have been different to what people
expected. The Parliamentary party would
probably have elected their own deputy
leader — they would nothave accepted the
decision. There were probably also errorsin
the way the campaign was conducted. Was it
right to focus on the deputy leadership
campaign? Theissues might have been better
focussed by pushing the constitutional
reforms to the point where the shadow
cabinet was clected. 1 think that’s open to
argument.

Justas we criticise the party for being an
clectoral machine, is there a danger of the left
becoming an elctoral machine, where
everything is concentrated on getting power
within the framework of the party?

Ithink the deputy leadership campaign was
the highpoint of the left; people knew the
issue was about policies and began to
organise in the unions in support of left
policies. But just on the issuc of the reasons
for the defeat of the left, some people would
argue that it was incvitable because the
institutions of the right —— the Parliamentary
party and the trade union leaders —— have

always combined to stifle revolt inside the
party.

Well we got nearer to it then than atany
other time. P’m sceptical about the ability of
asingle candidate to encapsulate the whole
argument of the left— 1 don’tbelieve these
things are doncat the top anyway. But it’s
truc that the simple question of who to
support for deputy leader did bring into
focus lefupolicies and did radicalise the
movement.

I’m not sure L agree that the leftcan never
win in the party. There’s anote of scepticism
in that. Not a scepticism about the Labour
Party, which [ can understand, but ot the
idea of the British working class movement
ever adopting - through its institutions —
policies which lead to real change. Afrerall
the ‘Labour Party” is only aname for the
constitucncies and unions. Are you saving,
and 'm sure I wouldn’tsay this, that 650
c1.ps and thousands of unions branches
could never develop enough unerstanding
and pressure to bring about real change? The
establishment would never believe that,
because they’ve been scared of itsinee 1649,
since 1789 and since 1917 in particular. Of
course there are powerfal ¢entres of
resistance to such change, thepLl and the

TuC General Council inpar ,lg;ml’m

not sure that they areas strmaﬁ;&iff‘ e

You said yourself that if you'd wonthe
deputy leadership election thePLr might
haveset up its own deputy leadcrship. All
I'm questioning is whether the Labour Party
as it is can be a real agency for change.

Well — there are two Labour parties. The
relationship between the two was
highlighted by the democratic reforms. The
pLP, unlike every local party, does not have
its own standing orders or constitution
incorporated into the constitution of the
Labour Party. The pL.Pis based on the
Burkeian idea that when you getthere you
represent everybody. Youareonty aparty
person when you are sefected as a candidate.
When you get elected youkick away the
ladder. ;

The problem of the Plj’hasnojtgoi;to&é" ¥

confused with the nature, characterand
potential of the Labour Party. The PLPis
going to be different after the next clection.
When an incoming Labour government =
we hope — comes forward with policies that
might be unacceptableto the labour
movement. For at leastthe first 18 months
there is going to be a very high degreeof
accountability before the re-selections come
through. We cstablished the beginnings of a
change that would be really important but
we never completed it.

OK. Let’s talk about what’s going on now.
What chance do you think we on the left
have of a Labour government coming to
power that really changes the lives of
working class people in this country?

Well the manifesto for the next election will
be within the framework of whatis
acceptable to the establshment, with the
possible exception of cruise missiles. ftisa
manifesto that will merely lead to a Labour
team replacing a Tory team. Electoralism
isn’t the be-all and end-all but the displacing

of Mrs Thatcher is a very relevant question.
The one change that will be encapsulated in
an clection victory for Labour is the electoral
defeat of Thatcher, the throwing back of the
Torics into opposition. We will then havea
new and different labour movement team in
power. The questionis what does the labour
movementdo then?

I'm moving away from theideaofa
manifesto of promises to amanifesto of
demands. You've seen the Chesterfield
Manifesto. The idea that the role of the
labour movement is to make demands on
whoceverisin power. The policies as now
forecast become less relevant than what we
do when thereis Labour government.
Labour, in this phase, would operate morein
the way capital operates — as a pressurc on
society, and on the government.

But business has a lot of auromatic power in
oursocicty. The working class has to
organisc to have any say atall. Going back to
what vou said about 81 threatening changes
on the leftas radical as Thatcherism was for
the righe, I belicve that’s just what's needed
— aradical Labour government. The sbpr has
no alternative o Thatcher, Labour’s NEC1s
moving towards amanifestotht will differ
very lietle with thespp. How docs the left
hold up the banner ofthekind of policies and
the kind of labour movement we need to
fight Thatcher and her allies? Some people
want that deabrecompletély squashed.

But they have not succéeded in quashing that
debate. There’s something else about the
political situation in Britain - ashared
analysis among a very large number o
peopleabout what's going on, The mai
factor in bringing about that shared analys
~which I supposc you would calla class
and socialist analysis — was thé miners’

i the miners’ strike wasable to

p the Greenham women, the Black

struggle, the democratic reforms in the
* Labour Party. 1 think thereisashadow

socialist party in Britain inside the Labour
Party, notexclusively inside. [ think it’s that

whmh the establishment fears.

very important we don’taccept the
iadefinition of the left which is thatit’s
is’appcax‘ed‘becausc that’s designed to

- ‘fiémoralisé us. What makes the

establishmentfrightened is that they know
the lefthas notbecn destroyed. The arming
ofthe pOIi{:e, the S gas, the water capnons, the BBC
isonelong campaign against socialist idcas.
The facethat Fleet Street opens firc on
anyonethatputs their heads above the
parapet— beit Bernic Grant, Derck Hatton,
Arthur Scagill or myself —all this is an
indication of their concern about the left.
lagree with you— weneed a Labour
government with socialist policies if we are
going to carry forward any transformation.
It may be that the deteat of Thatcher at chis
moment— and I don’t want to sound like
Marxism Today because don’tagree with
them —and the achievement of a Labour
victory will open up prospects for change
again. Hope is a very important factor in
mobilisation. Fear is a very negative factor.
Capital is much more entrenched in our
society. Labour is an external pressure and
capital is aninternal pressure from the top.

INTLRNA TIONAL No. 6, October/November 1986

I




Carlos GuartaReflex

But I do not believe that the defeats we've
suffered, even the rightward drift on the
NEC, is any sort of indication of the strength

of the leftin Britain which is really quite
strong.

Yes but there are still major policies that are
left-wing and the tcam at Walworth Road are
going to ignorce them. Why can’t the MP’s
that you say arc to the left of what is likely to
be in the Manifesto commit themselves to
campaigning on left-wing policies in the next
election?

Well they are. The campaign for the policies
is fairly well entrenched. The Million Jobs a
Year pamphlet that the Campaign group has
produced is a fairly radical policy. If you
take the question of NATO, the Us bases and
non-alignment, that is another very radical
policy. The problem for the left is how to
advocate those policies in a way thatis not
sectarian and confrontational. People arc as
switched off by sectarian internal politics as
they are by inter-party politics. We must
address working people directly. Tt makes it
more likely Labour will win.

Ifyou look at Mitterrand in France, the
Spanish Soctalist Party and the Greek
Socialist Party in power and the Wilson/
Callaghan government here you say thatthe
victory of Kinnock will lead to the
emergence of hope but if the left is not
organised we could sec a repeat of those
experiences which do not show so much
hope. The left didn’t organise against Wilson
and Callaghan.

Well I think the left has organised. There
were various attempts after 81 to get
organised — Labour Liaison, Labour
Representation Committee, but the
shattering cffect of the 83 electoral defeatand
the desire to get Thatcher out, which was
beginning to operate by early 82, and even
more the Falklands war which the Party
leadership failed to oppose, made the
electoral victory impossible.

I don’t want to overdo it but I think the
Campaign group of MP’s provided a
convenient starting point for what is now
10C Campaign groups all over the country,
including in the unions. Labour Left
Liaison, combined with this, does reflecta
left organisation in the Labour Party thatis
probably the strongest in my lifetime.

Now what will happen when thereis a
Labour government? In the case of
Mitterrand he had to have his common
programme with the French Communist
Party because it was there. He tried to use
the CPto get into power and then kicked it
away.

Now the Labour leadership have taken the
Mitterrand story and come toa very
interesting conclusion. They want to avoid
the U-turn that Mitterrand made so let’s
start off where he ended up. That just won’t
satisfy people because of the crisis we're in,
because of people’s expectations and because
of the existence of the labour left. There’s
nothing inevitable about a repeat of 1964 or
1974.

You’ve talked about struggle being the
baseline for the left. How can you square
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that with supporting Michael Meacher as a
candidate for the NEC when he has refused to
support the miners and voted for the witch
hunt?

That’s not such a difficult question. When
you have vacancies to be filled you have to
see who is the best candidate. T could ask
myself the same question about standing for
deputy leader after all the mistakes I've made
in my life. ’m notin the business of heroes
and villains.

People are being expelled from the Labour
Party. It’s not nit-picking to ask why the
Campaign group 1sn’t supporting a slate of
those who will vote against those expulsions.

To concentrate on the merits and de-merits
of individuals is a diversion at this stage. |
was uneasy about the joint slate with
Tribune last year. If you try to negotiate
with the trade unions it involves supporting
people who have voted against us on the
NEC. These are problems associated with
electoralism.

OK. There are two candidates being put
forward by the Black sections for the NEC.
Why is the Campaign group supporting
neither of them?

Itis a problem and it also applies to the
Women’s Slate elected at Women’s
conference, which is slightly different from
our slate negotiated with the unions. I
suppose in terms of the NEC we’re saying
who are the best candidates with the greatest
chance of electoral success. I’'m not sure I can
give you a satisfactory answer to that
question.

Just on the trade unions demanding support
for certain candidates. The T&G have
conference policy of opposition to the
witch-hunt. Yet the delegation will put its
hands up for the witch-hunt and for
candidates who supportit. If the left is going
to make principled alliances with trade
unionists Isn’t it going to be necessary to
break with such deals?

Well I think you have to deal with that
problem in the T&G. Butit’s fair to say that
whether its the electoralism of a General
Election or the inner-party elections there
are all sorts of problems and inconsistencies
arising from it. The way to escape from thosc
problems is not to escalate the importancc of
individuals as much as you do. If you’re
arguing about policy it’s a different
ballgame.

This year’s conference is going to produce
amuch more right-wing NEC. Many among
the trade unions will use their bloc vote to
remove people from the trade union and
women’s section of the NEC who they regard
as having been critical of the party
leadership. I think they’ll keep their heads
down on the grounds that if they were to
raise qusetions about this new Industrial
Relations legislation they might adversely
effect Labour’s chances of being elected.
This conference can’t be judged by people
who get to the top of the NECbutinstead it
must be used to spread an understanding of
what needs to be done. This time we need to
deepen and strengthen the arguments of the

left.

-

Right wing policies, aright
wing election manifestoand a
right wing NEC are the likely
outcomes of the Labour
conference. But, argues TONY
BENN, the left underestimates
its strength in British society
and in the Labour Party. The
rightwing will nothave itall
their own way up toand
beyond the general election.

The second part of this
interview with VALERIE
COULTAS on Poland and
problems of socialist
democracy will be published
in asubsequent edition of
International.




What prospects for

women under Labour?

After all that women have
suffered under this Tory
government their demands for
radical policies, properly
resourced, to meet their needs,
have become more urgent than
ever. Are Labour’s leaders
prepared to deliver if they come
to office or will they fall back on
token gestures? A lot depends on
how women organise right now,
argues BARBARA GREEN.

THE TORIES HAVE ploughed their way
through their first term of office and into
their sccond promoting the joys of family
life and Victorian values whilst doing their
damnedest to further isolatc women econo-
mically and socially. The extreme right-wing
ideas of noch Powell and Victoria Gillick
have gained ground. Playing on the fear and
insecurity that unemployment and low
wages bring, the ‘Moral Majority’ has be-
come bolder in advocating reactionary solu-
tions.

The law courts have been used increasing -
ly, not simply to crush industrial disputes
like those of the miners and printers, butalso
to attempt to gain control of women’s
fertility nghts. Even though the House of
Lords overturned the Gillick ruling, that
ruling has left its mark. The fear of young
women that doctors will tell their parents has
deterred and will continue to deter many
from secking abortion and contraceptive
advice.

The cconomic reality of women’s lives has
changed dramatically since the seventies. To-
day women make up 42 per cent of the
workforce. It is predicted that by 1990 they
will represent half of 1t Yet the pay of
women workers is between 20 and 35 per
cent lower than that of men.

Since the carly seventies 2.3 million part-
time jobs have been created while 3.5 million
full-ume jobs have been lost. Women are
being pushed primarily into low-paid, part-
time jobs. The growth of part-time work, far
from being a positive step towards a shorter
working week for all, leads to a weakening of
the whole labour movement. In particular it
exploits women’s real difficulties in working
full-time because of child care and forees
them into the workforee at cheap rates.

The future, even under a Kinnock govern-
ment, looks as if it will hold more part-time
work. This would mean more unemploy -
ment for men, and for women low wages and
bad conditions with littde if any union

l4 organisation.
|

There was real excitement in October
1979 when the women’s and trade union
movements together defeated the Corrie Bill
with its attack on women’s aborton and
contraception rights. The record ol victory
since then is not so impressive. Nonctheless
the experience of that campaign against
Corrie proved not only that the women's
movement and the trade unions could work
together but also showed what an ctlective
and victorious unity it could be.

Where has that unity gone? What does the
Labour Party and trade union movement
offer women todav?

‘the economic reality of
women’s lives has
changed drastically since
the seventies’

The Equal Pay and Sex: Discrmmation
Acts introduced under Tabour previously
have proved woctully inadequate, while the
cains of the 1967 Aboruon Act are slowly
béing whittled away. The well
overdue for radical cconomic and social
measures 1o ensure women’s ccononite inde-

tme s

pendence and ther fundamental vight o
control their own bodies.

In response to these damands, Jo Richard
son, women's rights spokesperson for the
Labour Party, has recently initated a discus
sion within the party and its Navonal
Executive Committee (NEC) on the setting
up of a future ministry for women’s rights.
The proposal tora women’s mnistry offersa

—<_

way ol mtegrating the demands of women,
their veeds at work and within the home,
into the coming clection manifesto of the
Labour Party and of providing a mouthpicce
for women underany future Labour govern-
ment. But if it is not to be a half-hearted
attempt to co-opt a section of women in the
party and in the unions or to win the votes of
women without actually doing anything,
some hard questions need to be answered.

T'or example, Labour’s national women’s
conference has virtually no decision-making
power. So how would a women’s ministry
have more power? Would 1t have 1ts own
budger and, if so, who would control its
funds? Would the ministry be accountable to
the women’s conference in any way? How
would it give a voice to women in the
affiliated unions? What mechanism would
be used o integrate women in unions which
are not presently affiliated to the Labour
Party? How would the ministry be account-
able to, and serve the needs of, women
throughout the community?

Feminists in the labour movement must
insist on a wide-ranging discusston ot the
ministry through all the structures of the
Labour Party, the unions, and the broad-
based women’s movement.

It is possible to win women’s support and
their votes, but only if attempts to meet their
demands are followed through. Women can
hardly be blamed for their suspicion when
Neil Kinnock spends much of his ume
explaining what the Labour Party cannot
promisc to fulfil if clected. Tor example,
while stressing Labour’s commitment to
addressing unemployment he has gone out
of his way to warn against expectations of a
sharp reduction in the number of jobless
people. And he is ambiguous about whether
Labour would renationalise all the industries
sold off by the Tories.

These sorts of non-policies are bad news
for women. Only radical cconomic and
soctal measures will reduce unemployment,
rebuild industry and public services, and
produce a crash programme in nursery and
creche facilities to allow women with chil-
dren to work.

The contemptuous attitude of Labour’s
lcaders to the existing forms of  scli-
organisation of women in the party and in
the unions hardly provides grounds for
optimism about any future Labour govern-
ment’s response to the demands of women in
general and to a ministry for women in
particular. 1f the National Conference of
Labour Women can be patted on its head and
its views ignored when Labour is in opposi-
tion, how seriously would Kinnock in
Number 10 treat a women's ministry?

The powerlessness of Labour women’s
conference was clearly scen at this year’s
gathering. A card vote supported Irish
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sclf-determination, opposed the Anglo-Irish
Accord and called for a national demonstra-
tion in November this vear against the
practice of strip searching Irish women held
in jail. What happened to that decision
exemplifies the real situatton of women in
the Labour Party.

Opposition to strip scarching 1s official
party policy. There is genuine support for it
among women and the Irish community in
Britain. The proposal was forwarded to the
women's committee of the National Execu-
tive which in turn ook it to the NEC itself.
The NEC not only opposed the demonstra-
tion but even rejected the idea of organising
an “appropriate event” instead as moved by
MP - Audrey Wise. It agreed only to issuc a
statement on 15 November! (Despite the
lack of otficial party backing a rally will take
place on that day and the fight for a
demonstration as agreed by Labour women
will continue, aiming for International
Women’s Day 1987.)

‘Labour National Women’s
Conference has virtually
no decision-making
power’

It the Natonal Conference of Labour
Women 1s to become an clfective lever of
accountability for a future women’s ministry
the relationship of the trade unions to the
conference is another issue which must be
resolved. Trade unjon  delegates to the
conference hold many less votes prop-
ortionally to the vast number they represent.
At this vear's conference women from NUPE
did i fact put forward a resolution —
defeated on a card vote — which partly
addressed this problem. Unfortunately the
resolution also included an attempt to water
down the existing policy of Women’s Con-
ference that it should have the right to clect
women members of the NEC. It proposed as
well giving more power to the predominant-
ly male, predominantdy right wing Labour
and trade union leaders in sclecting the
delegations.

The Dblame for this situation cannot,
however, simply be laid at the union’s door.
It is a product of the existing division
between trade union and constituency dele-
gates — a division which is dangerous and
damaging for the strength of women
throughout the labour movement and the
community.

Labour Women’s Action Committee
(WAC), while being in favour in theory of
integrating trade union women has in prac-
tice sull to organise effectively in the unions.
Nevertheless, this year’s women’s confer-
ence reaftirmed itssupport for WAC’s de-
mands. WAC is now campaigning for the
clection of the five women on the NEC to be
organiscd through an clectoral college repre-
senting 50 per cent women from the consti-
tuencies and 50 per cent from the unions.
This should be supported as a step towards
giving trade union women more power
within the Labour women’s conference.

Whether or not the trade union bloc vote
should apply to women’s conference is a
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thorny question. The idea that the trade
unions should get the number of votes
proportionate to the number of women
within their unions seems fair enough. The
trouble 1s, who then would decide on the
delegations and policies taken to the confer-
ence? So long as women are still completely
under-represented in the leadership of their
unions there is a real danger of the Labour
women’s conference being handed over to
the men at the top of the right wing trade
union burcaucracies — the last thing most
women would want.

The debate goes on and at present it is
virtually impossible to advance one across-
the-board solution. But at the very least
conference itsclf must be satisfied that the

trade union delegations are democratically
elected by the women in those unions.
There is every sign that women will go on

striving for the kind of measures — socialist

measures — that will make a real difference
in their lives. Because these are so far-
reaching, would affect every area of policy
and would cost money they are unlikely to
be won as a matter of course even under the
Labour government. Similarly it will take a
fight to secure a Labour women’s conference
and a women’s ministry powerful cnough to
serve in this process. So much depends on
Labour women working right now to torge
stronger links and organise joint action with
trade union women and women actively
campaigning in the community.

Interview with sacked print worker

'The strike is still
winnable’

Liz Short

THE PRINT DISPUTE grabbed centre stage at
the first day of the TuC Brighton Confer-
ence. Delegates voted by 5,823,000 to
3,132,000 to condemn the failure of the TUC
General Council to order the electricians’
union (EETPUto instruct their members not
to work at Rupert Murdoch’s Wapping
printworks.

The Conference decision was both an
expression  of the wide-spread support
which has been built up by the print workers
and the failure of the TUC leaders to deal
decisively with scabbing in the trade union
movement.

The evidence against the electricians’
union was overwhelming. Sacked Sunday
Times journalists writing in the Wapping
Post of 30 August 1986 provided conclusive
cvidence that EETPU offices in Southampton
and Glasgow directly recruited scab labour
to work at Wapping and Kinning Park,
Murdoch’s Scottish plant.

Liz Short believes the EETPU should be

The TUC conference provided a
welcome boost for print workers
engaged in the cight month old
Wapping dispute. Butitis the
outcome of the currentsecret
negotiations between employers
and unions in the Wapping
dispute which will have the most
enduring effects on the trade
union movement. JUDITH
ARKWRIGHT discusses some of
those implications with LIZ
SHORT, acting deputy Mother of
the Chapel (MOC) of the Times
clerical branch of SOGAT.

expelled from the TUC. ‘If you refuse to act to
defend members’ interests because you are
afraid to split the trades union movement,
then what purpose does that movement
really serve’, she asks. ‘It is Hammond and
the EETPU that are provoking a split in the
trade unions and sabotaging any real fight
against the Tories’ trade union legislation.
They are trying to lead us towards the new
company unionism.’

The role of the TUC in the dispute, says
Liz, has been worse than useless. The TUC
and print union leaders have consistently
claimed that the law must not be broken but,
as she points out, the only way to win at
Wapping is through all-out industrial action
which under this government automatically

-means conflict with the law. She points out

that: “The TUC quite rightly talk about the
plight of detained trade unionists in South
Africa, but what about the more than 1,000
arrests at Wapping and police brutality
towards trade unionists on their own door-




step? They are not really serious in support-
ing South African trade unionists either.
Think what could be done to support them if
you had strong fighting print unions here.
The struggles could be really linked up’.
But the entire blame cannot be laid at the
door of the electricians and the TUC, Eric
Hammond, the electrician’s union leader,
has already pointed out the hypocrisy of
print union leaders, who while simul-
taneously condemning him, have asked him
to negotiate on their behalf with Murdoch.
The leaderships of the other unions in-
volved in the dispute have themselves consis-
tently undermined the action, not least in

‘Itis Hammond and the
EETPU thatare provoking
asplitin the trade unions’

negotiating deals with other newspapers on
Fleet Street which all but concede the sort of
demands that Murdoch is making.

* A deal with the Daily Express was worked
out at Easter which involved the loss of 2,600
jobs and a massive undermining of ¢ondi-
uons of service.

* At the Daily Telegraph a move to West
Ferry Road in Docklands has been agreed
along with massive redundancies and an end
o branch level negotiations. Instead a
system of joint negotiating committees is to
be set up, which given the current level of
demoralisation amongst the rank-and-file,
will severely undermine union strength.

The  Observer  newspaper  recently

announced tht it must lose 550 jobs and
envisages putting out printing to four re-
gional centres.
*In the case of the Mirror group of
newspapers, SOGAT workers have initially
rejected a package from Robert Maxwell
which offered a 3Y2% pay rise over two years
n return for ‘unlimited flexibility” requiring
members to cover any job including non-
union positions, a move to a new site,
changes in shifts, rotas, working hours,
holidays and stipulating members be re-
quired to work on any of his publications.
This was coupled with restrictions on chapel
representation. This follows the reduction of
the workforce by one third last January.
Maxwell has clearly taken his cue from
Murdoch and the outcome of the Wapping
dispute will obviously influence his ability to
push the deal through.

Liz points out that all these proprictors
have boasted that they have not had to use
‘Murdoch-style’ tactics, but have achieved
what they wanted through negotiation. In
fact Murdoch has paved the way for such
deals. And the fact that the unions have been
negonating such deals will only serve to
turther undermine union strength. “Why
should you join a union if it does not
represent your basic interests,” she querices.

According to Liz, the leaders of her own
union, SOGAT, have been searching for ways
to run down the action and force a settlement
on the print workers ever since the over-
whelming 2 to 1 vote to reject the Murdoch

. 0@ oficr of £50 million and the usc of the Sunday

Times building.

At the SOCAT annual conference in Scar-
borough, carlier this vear, Brenda Dean and
her national exccutive were given a helping
hand by the key London District Committee
(LDC) of the union. Afrer having successfully
led the moves to reject the Murdoch offer,
against the Nauvonal  Exceuuve recom-
mendation, the London leaders then failed to
take the initative and demand a stepping up
of the dispute.

Instead they agreed merely to pursue the
dispute as long as the independence of
SOGAT was not in jeopardy and to continuc
the boycott of News International papers.
The effect was to run the action down.

Liz views this whole episode as a critical
turning point in the dispute. ‘Now  the
national union is negotating at a national
level,” she explains, ‘thereby cuting out
chapels and branches. The 1D managed in
the lead up to the ballot to assert some
authority but then they bortled out in
Scarborough.

‘In any case, since the agreement the
national leadership have not even done the
minimal things they agreed to. 1t ook them
s1ix weeks to come up with a new leaflet for
the boycott campaign. The executive have
leftus to rot until we're so demoralised, we'll
accept any deal’

Since July 31 the national exccutive have
also taken to policing the dispute themselves.
On this date, Murdoch obtained injunctions
against the unions placing severce restrictions
on picketing and dLl]]()]]\Ildlll]L, at Wapping.
INT obtained similar injunctions against
flying picketing. Brenda Dean sent a circular
outto branches all over the country of which
main concern was how not to be re
sequestered.

Dated 1 August the circular is an extraor
dinary document to come from a trade
union. Itstates that: ‘the NECGwishes to make
it clear that it cannot countenance an action
by any officer or member which constitutes
a breach of any of the undertakings. In
accordance with the legal uquuumms of
the undertakings to protect the union the
socicty will be required o take disciplinary
action against any officer or member who
takes action which infringes any ol the
undcrtakmg,s and thereby plaus the position
of the union in ]u)p‘ud\

It 1s not clear whart “disciplinary action’
means, but here is a situation where scabs are
being tol(raud within the TuC, in the shape
of [hc EETPU and yet trade unionists who
want to fight for basic demands are being
threatened. This is the extent to which the
Thatcher  government  has
undermining and dividing the trade unions
through lcglslatlon.

As against this the soGaT ballocand some
ot the mass mectings that have been held
show a willingness to fight. Towever Liz
believes that some kind of challenge 1o the
national leadership of the union would have
to be implied in this. She regrerred that the
London leadership had ‘bottled out’ ar
Scarborough since this was the only real
existing alternative to the leadership dlnnw
the dispute. She herself has participated in
the Fleet Street support unit which she
describes as the only real rank-and-file voice

succeeded 1n

in the printunions. She does notsee thisas an
alternative to the leadership butas ameans ot
putting pressure to get t]u right policies o
win.

What policies? “The primary function ol
the support unit was to mobilise other Fleet
Street chapels and to put pressure on for the
holding of more mass mectings and the
setting up of a strike committee.” Liz points
out that there had only been six of these
during the dispute. At very well
attended meeting which she chaired a good
discussion developed, but none of the offi-
cials turned up o it to be accountable o the
members. Needless to say less people turned
up to the next meeting.

Women print workers have plaved a role
cqual to the men. “At the beginning of the
dispute,” says Liz, ‘public svmpathy was not

one

with the print workers so they used us as an
example of low-paid workers. There are 800
female staff on strike and women showed
themselves very willing o fight and people
began to realise that women could fight.
One of the biggest mistakes of the surike,
and Liz thinks it was deliberate. was that
there is no real attempt to Link up with the
prinlgrx’ families. "Bur if rying to
contan adispute | suppose the last lhm” vou

vou're

want 1s a force hike the miners” wives.

Liz reports that locally Labour Parties
have been very supportive and that support
could have built on to a far greater extent.
‘But navonally the Labour Party has the

same line as the soGAT leadership don’t

‘800 female staffare on
strike and have showed
themselves willing to
fight’

rock the boat, wait for the next election to
change things. Despite this Liz has joined the
Labour Party. ‘I know that there is no
afternative but o carry on highting 1or owr
rights.
the nexe clection.”

A defeat for the primtworkers was and s
clearly not mevitable. Murdoch’s provoca

That's why it is no good waiting tor

tive action was a gamble and he has faced
losses amounting to £20 nullion. Like others
in the Fleet Street support unit she believes
that Murdoch could have been defeated
through industrial acuon in Fleet Srreet,
pointing out to the labour
movement that the issue is not just new
technology, but trade union righus.

‘I think the strike i sull winnable” says
Liz. “But of course even if we had taken
industrial acton in Fleet Swreet and orga-

rest ol the

nised mass picketing the torces of the stae
She s brueer
mto the
ran riot

would have hit us even harder.”
that there was no 17U cm]uiry
events of 3 May, when the police
against the Wapping pickets.

She is candid about her disappointment
with her union and their lack ot determina
ton to win this dispute. *But the alternative
to not fighting is a future with no jobs and no
rights for working people and increasing
state repression. You cannot put the hid on
pressure from below.”
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I'ris wirn great p]cnsurc that we are
producing here some of the photo-
graphs from the new book Troesky,
by David King, with acommentary by
James Ryan, duce to be published by
Basil Blackwell in October. David
King’s book is a re-worked edition of
the photographic collection published
by Penguin in the 1970s, subsequenty
republished ina much extended edi-
von in France, with a text by Pierre
Broud.

Dyespite the fact that he outlived
nearly all the *Old Bolsheviks’, mainly
victims of Stalin’s purges, only frag-
ments of Trotsky on film or sound
recording survive. Inattempting to get
a feel of Trotsky the person, and
recording the development of his life
and political struggle, the photo-
graphic record is invaluable. This new
book is also testimony to the immense
service to the historical record done
by David King in establishing the
largest photographic  collection  of
post-revolutionary Russia outside the
USSR 1tselt.

Trotsky’s political legacy continues
to reverberate 46 years after his death.
With the demise of Maoism, in many
countries the revolutionary left con-
unuces to be “Trotskyist’, cither by
choice or by the accusation of its
enemies. But why ‘Trotskyist’, as
opposed to just ‘Leninist” or *Luxem-
burgist” or, given the recent efforts of
Stephen Cohen and others, ‘Bukhar-
nist’? Indeed, there have been some in
the Trotskvist movement itsell who
have recenty questioned this con-
tnued centrality of Trotsky’s legacy
over that of other great revolutionar-
1es in the thinking of the revolutionary
lett.

Trotsky, uniquely among the great
socialist revolutionaries of the first
part of this century, continued to
analyse and write about events until
1940, when he was assassinated by
Stalin’s agent. His exile from the
Sovict Uniton in 1929 meant that he
wrote, often 1 difficult circumst-
ances, butalso in relatve freedom. e
was thus able to observe world events
and analyse them over a much more
protracted phase of the imperialist
epoch than Lenin, who died in 1923,
or Luxemburg, done to death in 1919,
or Gramsct, imprisoned and cut off
from cvents by the lalian fascist
regime.

Trotsky's vantage point, that of one
of the key leaders of the Russian
revolution and of the Communist
International, enabled him to observe
the unfolding of the historical legacy
of the Russian revolution and the
post-war revolutionary upsurge i all




Trotsky with his first wife, Alexandra Sokolovskaya

in 1902 before his escape from Siberia.

its splendour and tragedy. Fle wasina
unique position to develop and com-
plete the theoretical and political work
begun by Lenin, Luxemburg and the
Communist International.

What then was his development of
the theories of the Communist Inter-
national, which make the most highly
developed  revolutionary  theory
“Trotskyist’? First, and most obvious,
is Trotsky’s theoritation ol the degen
cration of the Russian revolution and
Stalinism. Trotsky’s analysis of this
process was not of course that of an
outsider but of a militant struggling 1o
prevent the tragedy which has marked
the whole course of political develop-
ment in the wwentieth century.

Today, it is impossible to be a
revolutionary militant anywhere, or
have an understanding of the develop-
ment of world politics, without grasp-
ing the character of the Stalinist
movements and the character of the
Stalinist states. Even those on the far

Natalya Sedova in Munich 1904

left who reject Trotsky s theory of the
Sovict Union — those who hold
theories of “state  capitalism’  and
‘burcaucratic  collectivism’ —  feed
from the crumbs of Trotsky’s theore-
tical table. There 1s hardly any serious
discussion of the Soviet Unton in the
world workers movementand Eastern
Furope which does not deal, favour-
ably or otherwise, with Trotsky’s
analysis.

Through his theory of Stalinism
Trotsky performed the essenual task
ol providing the theoretical basis for
the  maintenance  of  revolutionary
communist polities when Stalinism
threatened to destroy themaltogether.

Sccondly, Trotsky maintained and
developed the theoretical heritage of
the Communist International on the
strategy and tactics of the struggle for
working class power in the advanced
capitalist countries. His work on this,
again the work of an active militant
tighting to orientate the revolutionary
vanguard 1o the key tasks of the day,
represents the most developed and
detailed account of any Marxist think-
cr. From the foundation of the Com-
munist International in 1919, through
o 1940, Trotsky wrote on all the
major struggles in the advanced capi-
talist countries.

Probably the high points of this
work are lns writings on Germany and

the rise of facism (collected mn The
Struggle Against Tascism i Ger-
many); his general exposition of the
role of the revolutionary Marxist
vanguard in his critique of the Draft
Programme of the Comintern (avail-
able in the book The Third Interna-
tional after Lenin); his writings on
France both in the carly 1920s where
he formulated with unparalleled pre-
cision the tactic of the united front, his
analysis of the Popular I'ront berween
1934 and 1936; and his writings on the
Spanish revolution. In passing, he also
wrote some of the finest Marxist
analyses of the British gencral strike
and the British labour movement.
Trotsky’s work is unmatched in its
concreteness and theoretical richness,
in its understanding of the struggle of
conflicting classes and political ten-
dencies in advanced caprtalist coun-
trics. Indeed in Luxemburg and
Gramsci it 1s virtually impossible to
distinguish, whatever latter day fol-
lowers might say, any general theories
of the laws of motion of the struggle
for working class power and the role
of the revolutionary vanguard. "The
ditference with Lenin'’s work s that
Lenin did not live to employ the
categories of his Marxist method to a
long period of struggle in the adv-
anced capitalist countries. fr was lett
o Trotsky to complete Lenin's work.

After the trial the defendants were sentenced to deportation to
Obdorsk, a village deep inside the Arctic Circle in Siberia. Here the
deportees are en-route to Obdorsk, January 1907. Trotsky is second

from the left. The fourteen prisoner were guarded by

52 soldiers, who

could not conceal their sympathy for the Soviet. Secret policg guarded
the guards. On 12 February Trotsky escaped and reached Finland

before the authorities realised he was gone.




On arrival at the Finalind station, Petrograd, 4 May 1917, Trotsky
exhorts the crowd to prepare for a workers’ revolution.

A Red Guard Unit in 1917. These worker volunteers were the shock
troops of the revolution.

Within two and a half years Trotsky had created a Red Army of five
million soldiers. This force defeated several major
counter-revolutionary offensives backed by armies of fifteen countries,
including Germany, Britain, France, USA and Japan.

»~

Lenin addressing a demonstration in Sverdlov Square, Moscow in 1920
while Kamenev and Trotsky await their turn to speak. Later Stalin’s
propagandists painted Trotsky out of this scene, attempting to delete
him from the history of the revolution.

Contemporary phot ge of leaders of the Bolshevik Revolution,
Lenin and Trotsky are in the third row from the bottom. Look, no Stalin.




Trotsky the principal leaders of the Left Opposition in 1927. From
left to right: front row, Serebriakov, Radek, Trotsky, Boguslavsky,
Preobrazhensky; standing, Rakovsky, Drobnis, Beloborodov,
Sosnovsky. However brief the association of some were the Left
Opposition it cost them all their lives at the hands of Stalin.

Trowsky's third great theoretical
achievement  was 1o establish  the
theoretical basis for an independent
struggle tor power by the working
class in the less developed countries.
This of course was Trowsky's famous
thests of permanent revolution, de-
veloped and refined in the struggle for
and retlection on the Russian revolu-
ton, and sul)xcqucmly claborated
especially in relation to the Chinese
revolution during the 1920s.

[t was Trowsky who most clearly
saw the mmpossibility of the ‘natonal
bourgeotsie” breaking with imperial-
ismoin less developed countries, and
the necessity for the working class w
fight for leadership of the democratic
revolution which would grow over
towards the task establishing working
class power and socialised property
relations.

Finally, Trotsky (for example in his
Critique of the Dratt Programme of
the Comimntern and the Preface of the
German edition of  Permanent Re-
volution) established more  clearly
than any other thinker the dialectical
unity of the world revolution — and
henee the need for a world party, the
Fourth Tnternadonal, to fight

Trotsky’s work and life speak to us
dircetly on the problems we face
today in fighting for socialism; prob-
lems of retormism, of Stalinism, of
burcaucracy, of socialist dcmocr‘lc‘v,
and of the fight for working class
power. Tobea*Leninist’ ora*Luxem-
burgist’ today is also to be a Troes-
kyist. David King’s book will, we
hope, encourage thousands of people
to study the political work of Trotsky,
and jomn the tight to complete it.

Published by Basil Blackwell,
October 9th.




Trotsky is dead, 21 August 1940.

Trotsky’s murderer, Ramon Mercader - alias Jacques Mornard - alias
Frank Jacson, GPU agent and son of a GPU agent.




TESTAMENT

For forty-three years of my conscious life | have remained a revolutionist:
for forty-two of them | have fought under the banner of Marxism. If | had
to begin all over again | would of course try to avoid this or that mistake,
but the main course of my life would remain unchanged. | shall die a
proletarian revolutionist, a Marxist, a dialectical materialist, and con-
sequently an irreconcilable atheist. My faith in the communist future of
mankind is not less ardent, indeed it is firmer today, than it was in
the days of my youth.

Natasha has just come up to the window from the courtyard and
opened it wider so that the air may enter more freely into my room. | can
see the bright green strip of grass beneath the wall, and the clear blue
sky above the wall, and sunlight everywhere. Life is beautiful. Let the
future generations cleanse it of all evil. oppression and violence and
enjoy it to the full. » ,

L. Trotsky

Coyoacan /
27 February 1940 7/
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This book is based on David King's unique
collection of photographs illustrating the
life and death of one of the twentieth
century's most controversial political
figures.

‘ Without flattery or evasion, but with

insight, understanding and humour—the
reader is guided through the dramatic
events which took Trotsky from his
birthplace in a small Ukrainian village to
the head of the world’s first workers'
state and then, as Stalin slowly strangled
the Revolution, through opposition,
persecution and exile to his assassination
in Mexico City by Stalin's secret police.

David King has spent almost twenty years visiting friends, comrades and
supporters of the great revolutionary across the world to accumulate the
photographic evidence. Now, with meticulous attention to detail, this book
reconstructs a life story which has been distorted, falsified and suppressed more
ruthlessly than any other in history.

L Tamara Deutscher has provided an introduction outlining the enduring
significance of Trotsky's life and work while James Ryan recounts the events and
H summarizes the contributions Trotsky made to political theory and practice.
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Land reform and
the Nicaraguan revolution

The progress of the agrarian reform in
Nicaragua mirrors the progress of

the revolution itself. STUART PIPER shows the
Sandinistas’ new course is changing radically

THE STARTING POINT for an analysis ol the revolution in
Nicaragua is the agrarian reform. This is the crucible on which
the character of social changes undertaken, and the level of
popular participation in such change can be assessed. The reason
is obvious. For several centuries, supplyving  agricultaral
products to the market of Europe and later North America has
shaped Nicaraguan society. Agriculture accounts for more than
807% of the material product and of the value of exports, and it
engages more than halt the cconomically active population.

In Nicaragua, also, this quite typical pattern was based on
a particularly Tow level of development of both material and
human forces of production: a small oligarchy making big

NERRLS ONAD T e Ot Bloe by s

the relations of production in the
countryside, though while the threat of direct
US intervenuon escalates the FSLIN’s options
are narrowing.

profits out of extremely inefficient production, by means of
keeping the vast majority short of even bare necessitics. As a
result, when the revolution triumphed in 1979, Nicaragua had a
less developed industrial sector and a lower level of agricultural
productivity than cven its Central American neighbours: 5.7
quintals of coffee per heetare, for example, compared with 9 in
Ll Salvador, 10.3 in Guatemala, and 14 in Costa Rica.

These figures were reflected in other ways. Illiteracy in the
countryside was much higher than the national average of 56%
(for women it was in ctfect total); infant mortality was 130 per
thousand; clectricity reached less than 30% of the population
and only 700,000 people had access to drinkable running water;
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basic foodstulfs for home consumption were always in short
supply. This history also had important consequences, as we
<hall sce, for the class structure of the Nicaraguan countryside.

It is not surprising, then, that after the immensely
cuccesshul literacy campaign of the revolution’s first ycars,
accompanied by extensive health and welfare programmes, it
should be agrarian reform that became the centrepicee of
Sandinista efforts to reorganise the priorities of Nicaraguan
sactety and restructure its abject dependency on world
commodity markets. Inevitably, the character of agrarian
reform was affected by the conerete features of the historical
legacy. In an important summary of Sandinista economic
strategy, the Minister of Agricultural Development and
Agrarian Reform and member of the FSUN National Leadership,
Jaime Wheelock, has said that these material features made it
impossible cither to undertake a classic agrarian reform, or to
begin an smmediate transition to socialism; instead, they meant
Jooking for the factors which would guide us towards an
appropriate social transformation, one both objective and n
line with the revolution’s interests™. !

But, as Wheelock also points out, the character of the
agrarian reform  programme  was determined by another,
politcal factor, as well: the breadth of the anti-imperialist (or
anti- dictatorial) united front which had enabled the Sandinistas
to take power in the first place. Wheelock notes that the
principal actors inoverthrowing Somoza  were less the
organised, industrial workers — who were few in number and
not highly concentrated — than the peasants, the urban poor
and the student youth, The balance of torces within this alliance
has gone through successive changes. Between the murder of
liberal opposition leader, Pedro Joaquin Chamorro, n January
1978 and the aftermaths of the first insurrection in September the
same year, the FSIN decisively wrested leadership of the
opposition movement from the anti-Somoza bourgeoisie. With
the collapse of the National Guard in July 1979, the same
bourgeoisic found itself berettotany remaining coereive power.

The bourgeoisie walk out
By the time the Council of State was sworn in, in 1980, the two
bourgeois ministers on it had concluded that being in the
government didn’t actually bestow on them any political
power, so they walked out. The Sandinistas have always been at
pains, however to ensure that responsibility for cach rupture lies
with the bourgeoisie. They have judged that any unilaterial
break by themselves from the framework of the anti-dictatoral
anited front would be used to further isolate the revolution
internationally and provide pretexts for dircct US invasion.

Since the withdrawal of their historic representatives into
overt or covert political support tor the armed counter-revolu-
tion, this ‘arrangement’ with the bourgeoisic has survived only
in teems of the so-called ‘mixed cconomy’ strategy. Again it is
Jaime Wheelock who describes its principles most clearly: the
basic condition for capital’s reproduction during this period of
reconstruction is, ‘that the bourgeoisie only produce, without
power, that it be able to limitieselfas a class to a productive role;
thatit limit itself to exploiting its means of production and using
these means of production to live, not as instruments of power,
of domination.’?

To many Marxists this scems a novel idea: a class which
owns but does not rule. Whatever the theoretical validity of
such a concept, however, it refers to the central dilemma facing

Bridge destroyed by guerrillas in El Salvador.

the Nicaraguan revolution: how to deal with a substanual
private sector — the often cited figure of 64% in agriculture 1s
statistically correct (or was at the end of 1984), but misleading
since it lumps together completely different kinds of private
property — a private sector which is at least partly responsible
for the country’s deteriorating economic situation (aggravating
the cffects of the war), but which nonctheless is regarded as a

‘agrarian reform became the
centrepiece of Sandinista efforts to
reorganise the priorities of
Nicaraguan society’

reservoir of skills and resources unavailable clsewhere, and as a
guarantce that essential foreign markets and credit lines remain
open, thereby helping to safeguard the very existence of
revolutionary power itself. This is not merely an interesting
point for armchair analysis; it carries with it the whole chain of
complicated choices facing new revolutions in small, backward
countries Jike Nicaragua.

The example of Masaya
There is no better place to look at how these contradictions have

unfolded than in the region of Masaya. It was here thatin June
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A successful revolution in El Salvador is key to the survival of the Nicaraguan revolution.

last vear the 1si N finally gave in to the demands of a disgruntled
poor peasantry announcing, that 7,457 manzanas of land would
be handed over 1o 1,300 peasant families, including 2,032
manzanas cxpr()prinrcd from SAIMSA, a cotton-export cntcrprisc
owned by Enrique Bolanos, the president of Nicaragua’s main
bosses” association, the Superior Council of Private Enterprise
(CosEP). Tewas the tirst big move in a major re-orientation of the

‘the co-operatives have proved most
dynamic, contributing to a continuous
increase in overall agricultural
production’

agrartan programme, designed to benefit landless peasants and
ncrease the weight ol individual small-holdings producing
basic foodstuffs at the expense of large-scale agribusiness
producing export crops, a move that was formalized with a
reviston of the Agrarian Reform Law in January this year. For
the American Embassy - overjoyed with outrage — here was
living proof that the Sandinistas would certainly break any
promises made to the private sector, that the whole business of
a ‘mixed cconomy’ was just a tactic on the road to total state
control, and that the ISEN were “Marxist-Leninists’ taking their
orders from Moscow. The truth is more subtle, of course.
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The land 1n northern Masaya is good quality. The fact that
itis close to urban markets and export outlets means its value is
high, and so is the population density: 0.6 manzanas per head
(the same as tiny El Salvador), compared with 7.5 manzanas per
head for Nicaragua as a whole. It also means that the class
structure has been more polarized than in most of the
Nicaraguan countryside. More land has been concentrated in
the hands of a few large cotton, coffec and cattle farmers, whilst
in 1978 75% of the economically active population were
proletarian or semi-proletarian (that is, they cither had no land
or didn’t have enough to live off, and therefore had to try and
scll their labour for at least part of the year), compared with a
figure of 66% for Nicaragua generally. In short, there was
intense objective pressure for land reform.

Masayan peasants had played a militant role in the
overthrow of Somoza. Many had been won over to sympathy
tor the ISLN years before by Carlos Fonseca’s promise, “In
Nicaragua, no peasant will be without land, nor land without
people working it’. In 1979, Masaya had been liberated several
weeks betore the July 19 triumph, and many Masayan peasants
took partin a small “socialist republic’ of peasant co-ops formed
to keep up the flow of food to those stll fighting. Their
independent peasant identity remained very strong, however,
and people would equally turn out in droves for their patron
saint or some reactionary bishop. Indeed, by 1985 this latter
aspect appeared to be eclipsing sympathy for the FSLN. People
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were not participating in the National Peasant Union (UNAG) or
attending ISLN  political ceremonies and response to the
Patriotic Military Service was poor, where in 1982 and 1983
Masaya had had the highest participation of any department in
voluntary military service. Finally, the results for Masaya in
November 1984°s elections must have rung alarm bells among
the Sandinista leadership. The FSLN got only 55% of the valid
votes cast (admittedly high compared with most bourgeots
clections, but well below their national average), and in villages
where less than tenth of the population had received land under

 the agrarian reform, the opposition parties received a notably

higher share of the vote than they did nationally. How had it
come to this?

The Sandinistas” agrarian reform has gone through three
phases. The first phasc, immediately following victory,
reflected the contours of the anti-Somoza united front. Without
introducing a full-blown agrarian reform law, a series of specific
legislative measures expropriated only lands belonging to the
Somoza family and immediate cronies, mostly made up of large,
relatively highly capitalized, agro-export establishments. Par-
adoxically, this first phase was also the most collecuivist.
Confiscated Somozaist land was turned into state farms, going
to make up the new Arca of People’s Property (APP).

Jaime Wheelock has said that this did not necessarily reflect
a burning desire on the part of the Sandinistas to proletarianize
the peasantry; it was simply not possible to split up large sugar
farms complete with processing plants and so forth. Nonethe-
less, an clement of Sandinista hostility to the idea of individual
peasant small-holdings also played its part.

The poor peasants of Masaya were not too happy with this
new arrangement (even if their overall support for the FSIN
remained enthusiastic). At the beginning of 1980 their
co-operatives were dismantled; the land belonging to ‘non-
Somozistas’, they were obliged to return to the owners, and the
rest was turned into state farms where they were invited to sign
up as labourers. Against this, they argued that production on
individual peasant plots would be more efficient (and they were
probably right, given that the state sector in Masaya was very
fittle specialised, and looking at subsequent productivity figures
for the various private and public sectors). Their discontent
helped feed a march by thousands of peasants to the ministry of
Agriculture in Managua in February 1980 with a series of
demands for aid to poor peasants. The government met all their
cconomic demands (to do with credit, rent controls and so on)
but ignored their central demand for individual plots of Jand.

A similar pattern was repeated over and over again during
the next five years. For example, the National Food Programme
(PAN), begun in 1981: the Sandinista agrarian programme had
always intended a shift away from agro-exports towards the
production of basic foodstuffs, but although peasant small-
holdings had always been the best producers of such goods, PAN
concentrated on state-sector projects co-funded with eastern
bloc countries. The results were not spectacular.

The second stage of agrarian reform
The second stage of agrarian reform, inaugurated with the
Agrarian Reform Law of 1981, represented a new incursion
bg{y()nd the boundaries of the original anu-Somoza alliance.,
Any large property (over 500 manzanas on the Pacitic coast, or
over 1000 manzanas clsewhere) would be subject to expropria-
tion in the case of being insufficiently or improperly utilized. In
Masaya, the poor peasants were not impressed. The few
remaining large landholders were still regarded as *pawriotic’,
whilst the majority of propertics were less than 500 manzanas.
As they putit, ‘In Masaya the law passes through the clouds, it
doesn’t touch anybody’. Two further demonstrations followed,
including one at the end of 1982 that demanded expropriation of
some of Bolanos’ SAIMSA lands. The government, anxious to
maintain ‘national unity’ in order to block the newly aggressive
threat from the Us and encourage the emerging Contadora peace
initiative, refused. Instead they responded with co-operatives.
Throughout 1983 and 1984 the Agrarian Reform Law was
used to turn idle or under-used land over to some 33,000
Nicaraguan peasant families, 22% of the total. Here was anew
model of collective ownership to meet the needs of landless

e

peasants, the Sandinista Farming Co-operatives (CAS), backed
up by the even more numerous Credit and Service Co-opera-
tives (CCs). [t marked an important break with the Sandinistas’
previous concern to assure an abundant supply of labour for the
large-scale agro-export sector, but it continued to reflect their
antipathy towards increased ownership of land by individual
peasants. It also involved a perhaps idealistic belief that such
co-operatives would find an echo in the collective memory of

pre-colonial forms of communal ownership. Either way, this

PRIVATE SEC
Earmy over

co-operative sector has proved most dynamic, performing more
efficiently than cither the large private farms or the Arca of
People’s Property, and contributing largely to perhaps the
single most remarkable achicvement of Nicaragua’s agrarian
reform, a continuous increase in overall agricultural production
(where cvery other agrarian reform in Latin America has scen
production fall by between 20% and 50% in the first five years).
However, the co-operatives still didn’t cater for the entrenched
‘peasant mentality” of those who wanted to own and work their
own land.

So why did the Sandinistas change their minds about
peasant smallholdings last ycar? Obviously there were objective
factors: the increased pressure for land from peasants displaced
by the contra wars the need to stem the exodus from the
countryside to the cities, and to improve the supply of basic
foodstulfs from the former to the latter; the dimishing returns
from big cotton farms like Bolanos” SAIMSA, and the shortage of
public money to keep adequately servicing more co-operatives.
But there were more important political factors. Like any
cerious revolutionaries, the Sandinistas have been learning from
their mistakes.

By 1985, 1t had become obvious that the disaffection of
sections of the peasantry made them potential prey to the
contras and their civilian arm in the Catholic church hierarchy.
[n Masaya, for example, 1t was FSLN militants in the
communitics who first began to respond to the peasants’
concerns at a grass-roots level, and then argued with the
national leadership for the need to change course. Daniel
Nuncz, the President of the National Peasants Union (UNAG),
recalls the mistakes of that carlier period: ‘we began to abuse the
word “bourgeois”, and to use it for any small peasant with ten
cows or 200 sacks of coffee, without realising the struggle it had
been to get them . .. This made many peasants feel serapart from
the revolution.” He cites the case of middle peasants the
northern mountains, seen by UNAG as a priority for organising,
in order to undermine the social base of COSEP and the
counter-revolution in one of the main areas of ‘contra’ activity:
‘they used to call the Agrarian Reform officials ““cave-dwell-
ers™ because they spent all their time in their offices, cut off
from reality. We explained this to the ISLN national leadership,
and that's why they made changes ... We need to strengthen
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ourselves mternally in order to defeat the counter-revolution at
home and abroad.”

A new cardinal

There was also an immediate tactical reason for the Sandinistas
changing course when they did. Following the failure of
Reagan’s first attempt o get contra aid voted through ¢ JONEIress,
the other command centre of imperialism’s counter-offensive,
the Vatican, had pointedly promoted its lTocal ficld officer,
Archbishop Obando y Bravo, to become Central America’s
first ever cardinal. The new cardinal celebrated his first mass on
the way back from Rome, in Miami, before a
congregation ol comtra leaders: he promised 1o make a
triumphal return to Nicaragua, to make war on the government
and the Patriotic Militay Service, in favour of negotations
between government and contras and against the Agrarian
Reform. Some 150,000 people were in the streets 1o welcome

select

him when he arrived, not a few Masayvan peasants amongst
them. Perhaps many did not fully grasp the political significance
of “their” archibishop’s promouon. The 1SIN could hardly
ignore it.

It has Tong been a principle of revolutionary Marxist
strategy, especially in poor countries where the proletariat is
often a small minority of socicty, that the revolutionary classes
(the urban and rural working classes, and their immediate
periphery) must win the support of the vacillating middle
layers, the “petit-bourgeoisic’, particularly  the peasantry,
otherwise these will be won over by the other side.

Although the Sandinistas do not come out of this tradition,
and do not speak i ies terms, the new direction of the agrarian
reform clearly corresponds to this conunuing cruption of class
struggle within the boundaries of the original anti-dicratorial
alliance. Along with other, so far less successful measures to
curb speculation and promote production in the towns, it is a
further move towards defending and strengthening the alliance
between workers, peasants and artisans, against the counter-
alliance between big capitalists and small owners that s
certainly being sought by the us low mtensity” strategy for
counter-revolution.

By 1985, the revolution had already transformed property
relations in Nicaragua. The ‘revolutionary bloc™ comprising
state sector (APP), small individual and co-operative production
already provided three- quarters of the country’s total output.
(This is politically a much more significant figure than that
showing 64% of agriculture sull in private hands.) The new
measures will obviously increase the contribution of small
individual producers.

It may seem odd 1o deseribe measures which strengthen
small-scale private property as ‘incipiently socialist’. Margaret
Thatcher, for one, would have a fit. Be that as it may, onc thing
is clear. The new course runs directly counter wo the interests of
large capital, both at home and abroad., in the AGro-CxXport secror
that has tradicionally  dominated Nicaraguan society and
imprisoned the majority of its people ar the most wrerched
levels of subsistence. It does not signal a break with the so-called
‘mixed cconomy” path, but it does mark a readjustment of the
ISLNS “arrangement” with what is left of the anti Somora
bourgeoisie, similar in kind to that which accompanied the
walk-out of bourgeois ministers from the Government of
National Reconstruction in 1980, but several miles further
aong the road 1o popular sovereiginty over the private sector.

How much turther along this road will the revolution
proceed, and how quickly? Will we soon see a decisive rupture
with  the  bourgeoisic,  wholesale expropriations  and  the
consolidation of a planned cconomy?

The future of the revolution

Detailed evaluation of the possibilities is bevond the scope of
this article. One would need o look at the more worrying
developmentsin the urban cconomy, where a rampant informal
sector accounts for over a quarter of GhP, fuelling inflation and
speculaton, driving down the incomes of espectally blue collar
workers, and causing an  actual shrinkage of the urban
proletariat, with workers quitting their jobs for more lucrative
lumpen activities. How long can the support of this vital base of
the revolution be assured, solely on the basis of its political
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commitnent and the admittedly very great social benelits
ganed i the carlv vears of the revolution?

Mostcrucially of all, we would have to look closely at the
possibilities for mass participation in formulating, ratifying and
applving the policies needed w0 confront America’s low
mtensiny wartare, The example of agrartan reform has given
some indication of the dvaamic interaction between  the
grass-roots and the 1seN leadership, with the mediating role of
mass orgamsations like UNAG. It is understandable that in a
sttwation of undectared war, the arming of the people in popular
militias should wend 1o displace the role of civilian mass
organisations like the Sandinista Defence Committees, and
become the backbone of mass mobilization and participation.
Nonetheless it should be clear that this does not offer any sort
ol long term <olution o the questions of proletarian demo-
cracy, mdependent organs ol popular power, workers control
and so torth. Nevertheless, it certainly is true that the immense
suceess of the multi-party elections in 1984, and the current,
very open, public debate about the new draft constitution serve
asan important cheek on any possible crosion of democratic
rights, and show the Nicaraguan experience as a real ‘example to
humaniny ™, breaking further with the burcaucratic, authorita-
rian or paternalistic examples  available  than any other
revolution i the last 60 years.

In general, however, the Nicaraguan revolution only has
three options, and the Sandinistas” freedom to choose between
them s limited. Fiest, thev can try and hold things where they
are, in an effort to use the splits in the international bourgeos
camp as ashield against US invasion. They might adapt to their
own domestic sicuation what the veteran British counter-insur-
seney specialist, Sir Robert Thompson, said to his American
hosts at Fort MeNair in January: “where stable peace s
unobtainable, a state of stable war is better than defeat,

Sccondly, thev can decrsively break with the private sector,
probablv lose their Latin American and European ‘defenders’
and suppliers, and rely on the Soviet bloe to plug the gap and
trighten ot the marines. The problem being that icis far from
clear thar the Soviet Union would be prepared to pick up the
tab, and if they did, what would they want in return? In this
sitwation, despite the Sandinistas’ mtentions, the pressure
towards burcaucratic degeneration would be very great.

The third option is w0 bank on an extension ot the
revolution to other countries of the region. In a sense this is the
only revolutionary solution o the problem. El Salvador
remains the most likely candidate, and this will be the subject of
an articke in a future International. But such a development is
noton the immediate agenda, and the amount of direct influcnce
the Nicaraguans can have is slight. Faced  with  these
halt-choices, and given their consummate pragmatc skills, the
Sandmistas will probably continue to opt for an evolving blend
ol all three. After all, the over-riding priority in the short term
ts that the revolution survives,
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VUi TDEAL TFADER of the loyalist petty
in the occupied six counties
hould be a shrewd,  charmless,  tun-
anentalist, sectarian thug. 1o Peter Robin-
" prcscnt\y the deputy Jeader of the
o \ppmpri‘ucl'\* named Democratic Union-
it Party, they have found such an ideal
teader. Without question he is also the man
hat the majority of the working class
“ovalists see as their leader.

I was Robinson whom the lovalist terror-
s ;mpr(mchcd o negotiate on behalf of the

! mnrgcmsnc

tisoners during their campaign for segrega-

qon from chublican pOWs: he has fre-
ently appeared in public at marches and
Alies with leaders of the loyalist murder
sanpss he was aso the man whom Shorts’
Torkers chose to negotiate for them in the
Jispute over the display of sectarian, trium-
phalist regaliain the aireraft factory. Robin-
con is the new leader for anew period in Irish
politics. An cxpl;m;nion of what he 1s, what
he represents and where he comes from is an
important contribution not only 10 under-
standing the apparent changes in loyalist
behaviour in the past year or so-— itisalsoan
important clement in understanding  the
changes in the Inish situation since the
Anglo-lrish Agreement.

In their journal, An Reabhloid, (Summer
1986), the Irish revolutionary socialist orga-
nisanion Peoples Democracy makes  the
lollowing points about the aims of the
British strategy in Ircland:

Britain wants to maintain a presence n
lreland and extend imperialist cconomic and
political domination.

Britain wants to preserve Unionism in the
North as the only firm base tor their military
presence and as a bulkward aganst [rish
revolutionary forces and the unity of the
working class.

Britain wants to defeat the Republican
mmovement and crush the aspirations for
unity and  independence Irish
W(H‘kk‘l”&.

Britain also wants to develop a new role

among

for the Irish capitalist class as managers of a
new Treeland’,
rationalised and restructed to pm\'idc max
imam benefit from imperialism.

whose cconomy has been

One would imagine that at least the hirst
vhree of these tour poInts would give
considerable satistaction to Unionists, but
this is manifestly not the case. The essential
reason for therr marches,withdrawal trom
Jocal government, murders, beatings and
burnings is that what Britain wants out of the
North of Ircland, and what the loyalists
want out of their statelet 1s not exactly the
same thing. Put crudely, Briain wants to
remain in Ireland as an impcrialist power,
keep the place peaceful and stable enough to
make money. Tt is not concerned with the
political and social structures that allow this
1o happen, just as long as they function
velatively smoothly. The people who live
there, however, cannot aford such detach-
ment on the question of how imperialism
affects their lives.

The group which suffers most
British domination is the Catholic working
class. In every sphere of its existence, from

{from

3O i mortality rates to having their homes

gutted by petrol bombs, this is so. The group
which benefits the most s the loyalist big
bourgeoisic. Somew here in between s the
Protestant and  petty
bourgeoisic. These are pople who sense that
they may  have the most to loose from
imperialism’s masterplan. Since the 1920s
they have believed that their police force,
their marches, their jobs and their unques-
tioned supremacy were inviolable. They
may have lost the B-Specials, but they were
given the UDR. There may be a Fair Employ-
ment Agency butithas no real powers to do

working  class

anything. Indeed, so close was the identity
between the Orange State and its supporters

RUC with arrested Orange
bandsman

results of certain Protestant Acuon lorce
operations in recent weeks . Infact the
loyalist LCrroTist groups sce themselves as the
unofficial auxiliaries o the state’s repressive
apparatus, doing what the average police
constable would like to do if only his hands
were untied. So does everyvone clse.

What has changed is that while Britsh
imperialism could withstand the TRA'S milit-
ary struggle, Sinn Fein's growth and the
mass radicalisation of the nationalist work-
ing class means that the Republican move-
ment must be destroyed.One of the pre-
conditions for the destruction of the Repub-
lican movement is the existence of something
to replace it Clearly, British imperialism and
the Trish capitalists can not replace 1t with a
body which is committed to uncomMpromis-
ing anti-imperialist struggle. It will have to
be the spLy, itself heavily dependant upon
Dublin’s Department of Foreign Affairs
(s1¢).

Strangely enough, even Robinson and
James Molyncux of the Official Unionist
Party (0uUP) also reached a similar conclu-
sion. Molyneux wrote: Tt is to be hoped...
that we can consider rationally and maturely
how co-operation can be developed between
genuine political parties in Northern lre-
land’. (Fortnight, 17/12/84). Robinson
wrote: ‘Not everyone in the Province identi-
fies with the constitutional actuality. Ways
must be found and mutually agreed which
encourage and gain their confidence’. (Fort
night, 4/2/85). 'This, cveryonc agrecs, 1s the
best way to ensurc the survival of the six
county state.

What neither the sbtp nor the Britsh or
Irish governments, nor even apparently the
Unionist political leaders had predicted was
the reaction the attempts to rationalise the

state would cause from the loyalist working

obinson sefts
he pace

"That Peter Robinson, deputy leader of the DUP, 1s the rising star

of loyalism heralds an era of super-violence against the catholic

community in the north of [reland. In the aftermath of the .
Anglo-Irish Agreement, Robinson’s ascendancy also signifies
conflict between the loyalists and Britain. FRANCIS DEVINE
assesses the outcome for the republican struggle.

that an Ulster Volunteer Toree, (UVE),
spokesperson could say:

“There is no cssential moral difference
between  official government action and
anotficial lovalist action the struggle
against terrorism and subversion’.

Equally truc is the statement: ‘Many of
our contacts with “Charlies” and “Delta”
Royal Ulster Constabulary, (RUC), divisions
have reported that the vast majority of grass

roots constables  were overjoyed at the

class and petty bourgeoisic. These are the
people who are in direct competition with
Catholics for jobs, housing, hospitals, even
leisure centres. Itis anirrelevancy to point ot
that the Anglo-lrish Agrecment will not
provide a single job for working class
Catholics or disband the UDR. The point 13
that the sb1UP and Free State government are
spouting rhetoric about reform and equality.

Now the Orange SUPFCMACISTS, the small
business owners who lined their pockets
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through the Orange, Black and Masonic
orders, the factory foremen who hired and
tired through the lodges, the Orange labour
aristocracy with their near monopoly of
skilled jobs are all revolung against what
they see as a threat to their position. For all
those people their ascendancy in much more
important  than the union with Britain
becuse that 1s what got them the job, the
promotion, the nursery school...

However, Unionism 1s extremely heter-
ogenous. There are dozens of loyalist poli-
tical, paramilitary and religious organisa-
tons. With every new crisis “there arc more.
This stems from the deformed nature of the

Northern economy, trapped as it is between
Britain and Ircland. A small local market
caused an outflow of capital to Britain and
limited the size of local enterprises. Hence
the commonness of Victorian-style family
firms which are ncither petty bourgeois nor
typical of twenticth century  capitalism.
Robinson, a former estate agent would
belong to this group, and this is one of the
groups that would be in direct competition
with Catholic small capitalists.

The very existence of these Protestant
petty bourgeois groups is tied to the fate of
their state. They are its Councillors and local
government officers. They nced to retain
their petty powers and privileges and their
best ally is the Protestant workin;, class.

The other i important faction in the loyalist
camp is the big bourgeoisie. This is tradi-
tionally rcprgsgntcd by the Official Unionist
Party (OuP), of James Molyncux, Enoch
Powell and Harold McCusker. In the cam-
paign against the Agreement the OUPhas also
been echpsed by the DUP because it s
essentially a parliamentary - organisation.
Molyneux himself appears to have given up
the ghost and now refuses even to give press
conferences. Furthermore, it is historically
the organisation of the big Orange capitalist
and landowners, more closely integrated
with British capitalism than those repre-
sented by the DUP and with much less to fear
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Gerry Adams leading this year’s anti-internment march

trom the possibility of Catholic competi
uon.

Howecver, since the mid-1970s its fortunes
have been dechining as the puP’s sear has
risen. This 1s the result of the fragmentation
of Unionism since the fall ot the Stormont
parliament — to date the high point of this
phase of the struggle.

The 1979 clection was the first concrete
evidence that Paisley’s bupr had won a tirm
base in the Protestant working class at the
expense of the Official Unionists. To do so
they had to prove themselves sufficiently in
tune with the psychology of their voters.
Councillor Charles Poots is a good example:

‘If 1 was in control of this country, 1t
would not be in the same state that it is now.
I would cut off all supplies, including water
and electricity to Catholic arcas. And |
would stop Catholics from getting social
security. It 1s the only way to deal with
enemies of the state’. Such is the authenuc
voice of lovalism and how much sweeter it
must sound to unemployed shipyard work-

‘the DUP won seats by
being even more blood
thirsty than the
competition’

ers than some middle class politcian prat-
thng about integrationwith Britain.
However, in 1979 the Dur was sull «

largely rural organisation. Paisley himself is
from a farming community and sat on the
Northern Ireland  Assembly’s agriculture
committee. He is also a very good farmers’
advocate in the Westminster and European
parliaments.  His  principle  licutenants
tended to be cleries from agricultural areas
such as Ivan Foster and William McCrea.
The reason for this lies in the origins of the
BUP which began as a loose confederation of
groups. The central figures in many of these

were  fundamentalist  ministers,  mini-

Paislevs, who would have been seen as the
natural local feader by many of therr con-
gregaton. (There have been a number o
such figures in loyalist history, generally o
the most extreme fringes.) Robinson was
founder member in 1975 and as the firs
full-ume  secretary  was instrumental in
transforming it into a mass party. During
this time he built up his power base in Easi
Belfast.

Robinson was clected Mp for East Belfas
constituency in 1979, onc of three DUp Mmps,
along with Paisley and John McDuade from
the Shankill Road. (Even by the very stiff

standards of unionist polmuans McDuade

was remarkably unsophisticated. An ex

boxer, his only contribution to the clegant
cut-and-thrust of Westminster debating was
to shout, “Whatabout the Shankill?") Thus in
1979 the bur had won seats in two strong |y
working class constituencies by
more blood thirsty than the competition
One of the decisive factors in Robinson’s
victory was the support of the
Defence Association, (UDA), whose mu -
bers canvassed tor him. In return he has beess
more candid about the extent ot his collusion
with loyalist terrorists than Paisley has. This
may be because they operate mainly in
Belfast, Portadown and Armagh and ])U\'(\
has to rely less heavily on them. More
probably, however, itis because the forees
that Robinson represents instinctively grasp
that therr hite is near its historical end.
social class 1s never more vicious than when
it s facing extunction, hence the
working relationship between the Robinsen
win;; of the DU, the terrorist gangs and the
Ulster Clubs led by Alan Wright
Robinson s more typical of the new
generation ol second r;mk DUP leaders; men
like Jin Alister, Alan Kane and Jim Weils.
Within the next few years (if their luck
holds), they will be the big names of
Northern politics. None of them are clerics,
although a large proportion of them are in
the lcg‘ll profession. (Perhaps this s

being ¢ a

close
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Loyalist demonstrator on top of RUC barricade

co-incidence, but this is an arca where
Catholics are well represented, particularly
amongst solicitors.) This is the generation
that believes that it will see the long
predicted civil war to exterminate Republi-
canism. The difference between this civil war
and that threatened by Carson carlier in the
century will be that the big bourgeoise
would have no decisive role to play. In effeet,
it would be a series of large scale pogroms.

‘in the campaign against

the Agreement the OUP

has been eclipsed by the
DUP’

Northern Catholies are already getting a
aste of what could happen. Indeed, the
ultimate political response of extremist
loyalism has always been the pogrom against
Catholics. Tt is not possible for them
target individual 1RA members, so they
artack  the communities in rebellion. Tt
matters little whether or not the victim s a
Republican supporter.

Should such a situation develop — not
even a full scale civil war — but only an
escalation of the current wave of ann-
Catholic attacks, the British Government
will be forced to take sides. During the 1970s
Britain made no attempt to suppress the
loyalist murder gangs because they had a
central  part in o its counter-insurgency
strategy. But if Britain takes on the loyalists,
it will also immediately face taking on the
Republicans at the same ume, as nationalist

3’ resistance tends to go over into an offensive

e

against imperialism. A defeat, even at the
hands of Britain, of the extreme loyalism
now led by Robinson would strengthen the
anti-imperialist movement immecasurably.
But without the butfer of loyalist extremism
the anti-imperialist movement could not so
casily be contained. Britain cannot remain in
Ireland without toyalism and the loyalists
can not retain therr positon of supremacy
without Britamn.

Consequently, one of the central ques-
tions in the coming period in Irish politics is
the resolution of the conflict between 1m-
perialism and loyalism. In the past, loyalists
have shown themselves to be willing to kill
RUC men and engage the British Army in gun
battes. Shoud a widespread upsurge oceur,
the DR will almost wotally go over to the
Jovalist rebelhion. Despite its recent per
formance, the RUC would be too rooted
the insurgent population o be trusted by
imperialism. Such a situation would lead o
the creation of an independent state, which
at the moment looks as improbably as its
impractical.

Much more likely, given the degree o
which the sbirand Free State government
are willing collaborators and the weakness of
the Republican movement’s pohucal re-
sponsc to the Anglo-Irish Agreement, is that
the Briush government will submit again to
lovalist reaction. Every important demand
being made by the forces that Robinson
represents will be conceded. This doces
several things. It preserves the position of
British imperialism i Ireland. Ttis a substan-
tal victory for the most vicious and reaction-
ary forces i Furopean politics. It 1s a
catastrophic defeat for the Irish bourgeoisie,

Al Redfos

including the spur.

A victory on such a scale would give the
loyalists two options as regards nationalism
and the six counties. Either disregard the
shipas a political force completely and seck
to destroy the Republican movement or,
secure in their position after the triumph,
attempt a modified version of the Anglo-
frish Agreement. The difference would be

‘should a widespread
upsurge occur, the UDR
will almost totally go over
to the loyalist rebellion’

that they would insist upon the sbLpP being
the loyal opposition in the six county state’s
new parliament, assembly, convenuon or
whatever name is given to it. This was the
message being given two  years ago by
Molyncux and Robmson. Then Molyneux
could have expected to be Prime Minister.
Now it would be Robinson.

By the strength of the resistance that he s
Jeading, Robinson has managed o cut the
ground from under the feet of three parues
o the Anglo-Irish Agreement. He  has
ensured the he will be able to bring the spLP
into the new Stormont on his terms, forcing
them to be more or less willing partners in
the new government’s campaign to climinate
the Republican movement.

The only problem is that nothing will have
been solved. Should this perspective be
proved correct in the short to medium term,
it will only be preparing the way for another
phasc in the anti-imperialist struggle.
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Who will win the next election?
The question animates the Tory
Party as much as the labour
movement. JEANETTE BAKER
and JANE WELLS suggest that
while Thatcher will not change
course, a growing number of
tories are counting the days till
her demise.

THE CONSERVATIVE PARTY is clearly in
crisis. It no longer enjoys the uncritical
support of the ruling class which it held in
1979, nor is there enough popular support to
make Thatcher’s re-election certain. No
longer, does the Tory Party offer a strong
and compelling ideological vision and unity
of purpose behind which to rally the often
conflicting interests of capital.

A succession of policy and personality
wrangles (usually held behind closed doors)
which have hit the headlines over the last few
months, indicate the depth of the problem
facing the Conservative Party. Far more
serious than the superficial problems of style
and presentation, central questions of policy
and politics are at stake. The divisions in the
cabinet and throughout the Tory back
benches are based on real political differ-
ences about how to conduct the run-up to
the next election and reflect the different
assessments of the “Thatcher project’ and its
continued usefulness to the long term aims
of British capitalism.

The country’s economy is in decp crisis,
and the Tories do not have the answers —
nor can they convince the electorate that
they do. Without the answers, the ideology
or the conviction to carry the Tories
through, they are confronted with these
deep internal policy divisions. The ruling
class are casting about for new solutions and
alternative leaderships. And the chances are
that they may not back Thatcher for a third
term. Why?

The rise of Thatcherism in the mid-1970s
represented a new force in the Tory party
and a break with the old traditions of
paternalism and ‘noblesse oblige’. Thatcher-
ism contained within it quite radical depar-
ture from traditional Tory politics: an
aggressive espousal of one particular econo-
mic theory —.i.e. monetarism; an abhorr-
ence of almost any type of public spending; a
head on attack on working class living
standards and rights, and a rigid ideological
commitment to private enterprise — not
necessarily to free enterprise, as there is often
a willingness to intervene in the market to
assist private (privatised) firms when ncces-
sar;

All this, more brash and ‘ideological’ style
of politics was quite a shock to the old Tory
system — bringing as it did, in politics and
personnel, lower middle class interests to the
forefront in the Conservative Party. Within
a decade it seems, the party of Jandowners
and prosperous industrialists has been trans-
formed into an altogether slicker twentieth
century machine run by ambitious cstate
agents, PR people, financial consultants and
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small business people and their new money.

For as long as it worked and won the votes
it was tolerated. But — as we could have
warned then — monetarism can’t solve the
crisis of capitalism.

The unemployment figures for July show
a seasonally adjusted rise of 4400, bringing
the total number of people unemployed to
3.22 million — or nearly 12 per cent of the
total workforce. Thisisarecord level —even
without taking into account the endless
statistical tricks which the government have
introduced (16 changes since 1982) to reduce
the figures. Without these fiddles the figures
would be over four million. And while
unemployment is falling in the other big
European countries, it is continuing to rise in
Britain and is expected to do so until at least
1988. With no substantial reduction in
unemployment expected before the next
election, public opinion is quickly turning
against the tories. A recent Gallup Poll
found that 71 per cent of those polled
thought that the gap between rich and poor
was too big and 58 per cent favour redis-
tributive measures to correct this.

The Thatcher project hasn’t worked. The
crises of confidence and policy — usually so
carefully guarded, headed off or simply
stamped on in the Conservative Party are
now available to public scrutiny. Over the
last year we have been treated to some
spectacular errors of judgement, U-turns in
policy, cabinet rows and the gratifying sight
of a Tory party scrabbling for an election
strategy and strategist. These divisions with-
in the Cabinet and Tory back benches
generally on economic policy are becoming
more and more pronounced as the crisis
deepens and the next election draws closer.

Thatcher herself seems determined to
continue with more of the same. She is
totally opposed to the increases in public
spending which are fast becoming the wet’s
rallying cry. This is clear from the autumn
cabinet re-shuffle. She is expected to go fora
team made up of her loyal supporters rather
than the ‘balanced ticket’ favoured by people
like John Biffen. The team contains people of
the calibre of the present Empoyment
Minister, Kenneth Clarke, whose only re-
sponse to the crisis is to hope that th world
economy will have an upsurge next yecar
which will drag the British economy with it.
Thatcher’s only concessions to the next
election are plans to increase spending in
certain areas such as schools, the inner city
and the NHS. Fowler’s plans for the NHS are
probably the most important of all in terms
of vote catching — yet all these amount to is
an attempt to temporarily cut waiting lists
inthe run up to the election.

For people like Walker, Whitelaw and
even Biffen, all this amounts to is too little,
too late. This is a view shared by a number of
back benchers, if the rash of Tory MPs (35.at
the last count) announcing that they are not
going to fight the next election is any
indication.

Privatisation — what, when and how — is
another major line of divide between wet and
dry, poll-panderers and purists in the Con-
servative Party. Thatcher’s conviction that
her plans are correct in spite of all evidence to
the contrary is giving the traditionalists yet
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Norman Tebbit and fried

more causc for concern, and contirms their
feclings that something has got to change.

The tactic of selling off profitable bits of
nationalised industry at knock-down prices
is partly explained by an ideological commit-
ment to private industry, and partly by the
necessity for the Treasury to get its hands on
large sums of money in order to mitigate,
however slightly, the effects of the govern-
ment’s disastrous economic policies.

In this light it is hard to explain the recent
events surrounding the ‘privatisation” of the
Trustee Savings Bank. The legal ownership

of the surplus assets of the TSB was certainly

not clear when a share issuc was first
suggested. The government took the view
that no one owned the shares, and that the
money raised by the sale of the shares should
stay with the bank after privatisation, instead
of going to the Treasury, as would normally
be the case when the nationalised industries
arc sold off. However it is now clear that the
*state” has full rights over the assets amount-
ing to £800 million — and yet the govern-
ment is pushing ahcad with the flotation on
the same basis.

This can only be explained in tems of the
effect of the ‘sale’ of the TSB on the plans to
scll British Gas in November of this ycar.
This explanation, denied by the Treasury-
Jbut favoured by the Financial Weekly
(24/7/86), goes like this: the government’s
dream of a share owning democracy has
slipped a bit since the sale of British Telecom
in 1984 the ‘sale’ of the TSB would revive the
campaign and serve to popularise the notion
of share ownership before the sale of British
Gas gets underway. So the government reaps
the benefit of the 158’ £5million flotanon
campaign for its own privatisation policies,
in return for giving up all claims on the
bank’s £800 million worth of assets. Mrs
Thatcher has recently suffered a reversal
with the shelving of British Airways’ priva-
tisation while a trans-Atlantic air deal is
worked out, and she is determined not to let
Britsh Gas get away — not if she is to keep
alive the possibility of delivering the prom-
ised tax cuts. And all this despite the nature
of British Gas as a natural monopoly, and the
strong opposition to the sale from the Chair

of Britsh Gas, Sir Denis Rourke.
Pathological hatred of the public sector
has never been a featurc of traditional
Toryism. Many Tory councils have resisted
the pressure to privatise council services.
Only 30 Tory councils privatised anything
in 1985-6, and nine Tory controlled councils
have recently brought back in-house some
services which were previously delivered by
private contractors. Taking this together
with the failure to push through the priva-
tisation of water and the British Leyland
landrover division” (and the last minute
rescue of the Cornish tin industry, requiring’
a massive injection of government subsidy)
— it is clear that the Prime Minister is not
having it all her own way inside the cabinet.

‘the economy is in deep
crisis and the Tories do
not have the answer’

Foreign policy has proved to be another
mineficld for Thatcher and has brought her
sharply — and perhaps most publicly —into
conflict with influential sections of ruling
class opinion.

Central to current British foreign policy
(and rows in the Tory party about it) is the
relationship of British and American capital.
The Westland scandal, of course, had more
to do with a strategy of building an economic
and defence alliance with America as
opposed to Europe within the NATO block,
than with the simple accounting of takcover
bids for a west country helicopter company.
Heseltine, along with other sections of the
ruling class, favoured a policy of building up
a power base in Europe. Thatcher, as we
know, preferred instead to throw in Britain’s
lot with Reagan and resorted to dirty tricks
to make sure she won. The fact that
Heseltine should pick this issue and this time
to launch his bid to build an independent line
and base in the Conscrvative Party is
significant: it suggests that there is substan-
tial support both inside the party and within
the ruling class as a whole for an alternative
to Thatcher — the tide is beginning to turn

against her.

" Even the hard right in the Conservanve
Party is beginning to question the wisdom of
a policy which ties Britain to so dependenta
relationship with America. If the Westland
row brought out the dangers in this policy
and the electorates suspicion ot it, the British
co-operation in the American bombing of
Libya brought it home. At this point cven
Tebbit had to doubt, if not the correctness of
the policy, at least the wisdom of pursuing it
so vigorously.

The Tory ‘doubters” had more success in
stalling the proposed sell off of the British
Leyland Landrover division to American
nterests. Again, even Tebbit, mindtul of the
potential damage of a re-run Westland type
exposure of Britain crawling to America,
pitched his misgivings in along with the
lobby arguing that the eclectorate just
wouldn’t want to sce Landrover go private
(and with indecent haste) at all. Internal
Tory party opposition to Thatcher over
sanctions has been more organised (around
Heath and the 1922 Commitree) even if, so
far, less effective. Again the Tory lead-
ership’s insistence on tail-ending America’s
political lead in order to cementan cconomic
and defence alliance (and all in the face of
Commonwealth, clectoral and cven royal
opposition) has led them into conflict wichin
the party ranks.

So if Thatcherism isn’t working (and it
isn’t), and will have difficulty deliveries an
clection victory — what are the options for
the Conservative Party  and  for  the
bourgcoisie?

Thatcher’s hold on the leadership of the
Tory Party looks increasingly insceure
both from her own faltering grip on policy
direction, and from the apparent attempts of
others to unscat her. ‘

Some sections of the left have identified
the Thatcher project completely with the
interests of capital. That might have been the
case in 1979 - and undoubtedly some
substantial gains have been made for the
bourgeoisic since then (the slashing of living
standards along with inflation, the attacks on
the trade unions ete.). This was Thatcher’s
important — and accomplished — nussion.
Her project fulfilled the recurring need of
capital to tackle a relatively well organised
and militant working class in a time of
cconomic decline head one. But with the
continuing failure of the ecconomy to recov-
er, and the almost complete erosion of the
country’s manutacturing base, even the CBI
are now calling for some limited reflation
measures. The ruling class is therefore taking
another look at its options — and they aren’
necessarily so keen on a third term with Mrs
Thatcher. Not only can she not solve the
present crisis of capitalism, more important-
ly in the short term, she may noteven beable
to win the next election. The ruling class
neceds awinner to back. If the Alliance were
not so lacking in credibility and policies the
mould of British politics might indeed have
been broken with its emergence as a real
challenger for government. But — though
it’s still quite carly to say — it secems most
likely that the next year will sce moves to
restore the old policies of traditional Tory-
1sm to grace.
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Brookside:

the rape
and the
ratings

Following the rape of Sheila
Grant, Brookside’s audience
increased by 20 per cent. JANE
WELLS asks why?

RAPETS usually used in films and television
programmes to excite men, or to deliver
crude moral judgements on women who are
sexually active, independent, or who just go
out too much on their own.

The recent treatment given to the issue in
Brookside (the Channel Four soap setin
Liverpool), was different.

The central character in this drama— the
victim-—was Sheila Grant: a socialist,
Catholic, middle aged, mother of four.
Sheilamoved with her family from a nearby
council estate into Brookside Close and up
in the world —and found an expanding
circle of friends and new experiences. With
her older children moving on and out of the
Close, anew baby born and a bout of
post-natal depression overcome, Sheila
joined alocal history class. An old family
friend, Matty, joined too.

This might have been quite a
straightforward and edifying experince. But,
remember, this is soap. Matty teams up with
afellow-student, Mo, for a study project and
ends up sleeping with her and leaving his
wife. Sheila disapproves, finally precipitates
their separation, and Matty starts a hate
campaign against her. Sheila herself,
meanwhile, has become the object of the
(unsolicited and unwelcome) romatic ideals
of her class tutor, Alan Jones. On top of all
this, Sheila befriends another class mate —

married to a violent man — and encourages
her to leave him and move into a refuge. The
husband subsequently harrasses and
threatens Sheila in his search for his
estranged wife.

All this adds up to three men witha
motive: two with straightforward hate, one
with a misplaced passion bordering on an
unhealthy obsession. A fourth man, Pat (a
young resident of the close), joins the list of

suspects: he was roaming the area drunk
afteraviolent row with his partner at the
time of the rape. Sheilais attacked following
aviolentargumentin a pub with Alan Jones
and Matty. The identity of the rapist s not
revealed for some weeks.

The portrayal of the attack on Sheila and
her subsequent reactions, and the behaviour
other famuly, friends and the policy, was
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compelling television drama. It was also
unusual. Rape is nota subject normally dealt
with in programmes with a wide audience
appeal broadcast during peak viewing hours.
Neither is it generally dealt with ina way
which reflects in some way women’s
experience of rape (as opposed to men’s
interestin it).

But the treatment of the rape in Brookside
raises questions about men’s power over,
and often hatred of, women, centrally in the
dramatisation (and in fact pointed to these
factors as common elements in men’s
relationships to women —even in ‘non-
violent” and ‘non-sexual’ relationships).
Sheila was not blamed for staying from homc
on her own (and, recovering from the attack,
Sheila expresses her determination to
continue her studies).

Ttalso looked at rape as a crime: what that
means to women as victims of the crime,
how the police deal with it, and what support
is available to women. Discussions were held
at the planning stage of production with
various interested agencies— from the
police to rape crisis centres — to get the
details right, and to ensure that the treatment
was responsible. Sensitive scriptwriting and
strong acting meant that the twin traps of
sensationalised or sanitised portrayal werc
avoided to a large extent.

At the same time Brookside reached a high
in the ratings — at number 47 in the
‘National Top 100’ programmes, with an
audience of over six million.

This is by no means a huge audience for
soaps — East enders regularly tops the
national poll with well over 20 million
viewers tuning in cach week. The other big
three in British soaps — Coronation Street,
Crossroadsand Emmerdale Farm, regularly
attract, in that order of rank, a total of
another 30 million viewers. But for
Brookside the figure s significant even if
comparatively small. In January of this year
(about the time when the story-line for the
summer would be under discussion),
Brookside was atonly 91 in the Top 100
ranking, with 5.10 million viewers —
narrowly beating the St Ivel Ice Gala, and
losing out to The Best of Birdwatch and Dot
and the Kangaroo by a fair margin.
Eastenders meanwhile, with Angic and
Den’s marriage under some pressure, was
still at Number 1.

Itis undoubredly true (whether it was
included for this reason or not) that the rape
of Sheila Grant contributed to an increase of
nearly 20 per cent in Brookside’s audience
figures.

This isn’t so surprising. In asocicty which
makes a fetish of crime (especially of violent
crime, and particularly if the victim is a
woman) the portrayal of rape and its cffects
is sensational even when itis not
sensationalised. People want to watchit. The
highly intimate view which fiction affords
(contrasted to the anonymity accorded to
rape victims in real life), adds another
dimension to a prurient, or even genuine,
interest. Many women must have watched
the drama with horror, interest, sympathy,
anger. Some, undoubtedly, would have been

3@ informed by it (some episodes were

DI

accompanicd by the transmission ol contact
numbers for rape crisis centres cte.).

All programme-makers like to get cood
ratings because itshows that their productis
popular, and some like to feel that they are
covering an importantissuc, well.
Brookside’s treatment of rape (as well as
numerous other ‘social issues’) has been, on

the whole, responsible, as wellas

informative.

‘the treatment of rape in
Brookside raises
questions about men’s
power over women’

But therc is another dimension.

Ratings are particularly important for
commercial (independent) television
programmes because they set the price for
advertising space between the programmes
— sold at varying costs per minute,
depending on the number of viewers
delivered to the advertisers. Anincrease in
viewing figures therfore makes the product

more valuable and increases the
broadcasters’ profits. The factthatrape,
portrayed many form, can be ‘entertaining’
and profitableis disturbing,.

In this case, allowing {o the male voyeur
clement in the audience, the fact that the
programme (whichis watched by many
more women than men) attracted so many
more viewers during this period pomts toa
strong interest from women viewers. Clearly
apowerfuland informacive portrayal of such
apainful experience is compelling — and
many women may have no other means of
exploring theissuc on this level, nor have
casy access to information about support
available cte.

But television is nota social service
(though there are some minimal
requirements placed on companies to
‘inform and educate’) — so there are some
‘brownic’ points to be earned by this kind of
programme. Mostimportantly though,
there is money to be made, and thisis why
programmes like Brooksideare made, and
why audience grabbing storylines hike rape
arc used. The very fact thathigh ratings bring
greater advertising revenue (high enoughin
one episode which features the rape storyline
prominently to attracta tasteless advert for
Samantha ox’s latest single, “Touch Mce?),
means that women’s bodies and experiences
—already reduced to victims ina whodunnit
puzzle,are,in effect, simply being sold for
profit.

This isn’tan argument to say that coverage
of this sort is pornographic, or thatit
shouldn’t be broadeast. Butitdoes mean that
in the struggle for socialism, women have to
fight foranew order of social relations
where men’s power over women, and its
attendant sexual oppression and violence,
arc overthrown. And part of thatinvolves
ensuring that ‘social concern’ doesn’thave to
come wrapped up in profit-making
‘entertainment’ which feeds off the
cxploitation of women to make that profit.
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The verdict on KAL 007

GRAHAMRICHARDS

RW Johnson, Shootdown — the verdict on
KAL 007, Chatto and Windus, £10.95.

THE DESTRUCTION of a Korean Airlines
Boeing 747 by Soviet fighters on 1
September 1983 marked a turning point
in the American cold war offensive. The
outrage at the deaths of 269 people was
fully utilised by the American anti-
communist publicity apparatus, and com-
ing on the eve of arms control negotia-
tions was very useful to the right wing in us
politics who wanted no agreement with
the Russians. The chorus of condemnation
of the Soviet Union was virtually unani-
mous, from right to left. The Soviet
counter-publicity was so inept that the US
won the publicity battle hands down.

The most influential explanation of the
shootdown, expounded at length by Au-
stralian journalist Murray Sayle in the
Sunday Times, was that of instrument and
pilot failure, which took KAL over Soviet
territory accidentally, where the callous
Russians shot down the innocent passen-
ger plane. But o detailed examination of
the known facts virtually excludes this
explanation.

RW Johnson’s book is the first full-scale
and serious examination of what hap-
pened. Mr Johnson, a liberal academic
with no known Soviet sympathies, simply
presents the facts and the possible con-
clusions which can be deduced from them
— leaving readers to come to their own
conclusions. As it happens, what he
records confirms large chunks of the
Soviet case.

It is impossible in a short review to do
justice to the story which Johnson tells,
every bit as exciting as a Le Carré novel,
and besides it would be unfair to give the
whole story away. However salient facts
for those unwise enough not to borrow or
buy this book include the following.

There is a long history of United States
aerial incursion into Soviet territory. In-
deed, such incursions have taken place
thousands of times, but Us technological
supremacy has made the shooting down
of Us aircraft a rarity; the downing of the
U2 spyplane piloted by Gary Powers in
1962 was a spectacular exception. The Us
today possesses a spyplane, the SR-71
Blackbird, which flies so high and fast that
it is virtually impossible for the Soviets to
stop it, or even defect it.

KAL 007 was piloted by the senior pilol
of Korean airlines Chun Byong-in,
former airforce pilot who had worked
with the Us airforce. From taking off at
Anchorage in Alaska it flew the wrong
route throughout, although it made regu-
lar reports during the flight that it was on
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course. Given the type of sophisticated
instruments and checking procedures
possessed by airliners today, such an
error is virtually impossible.

Many of the reports of KAL’s position
were relayed to ground control from
another Korean airlines plane which
followed at a distance; this was an
unusual procedure, which minimised
direct contact with the ground. The even-
ing of the shootdown was a time of
intense US aerial activity off eastern Rus-
sia, and KAL 007 crossed the path of a US
spyplane just outside Soviet territory.

It took a long time for Soviete aerial
defence forces to find and chase the
Korean plane. It was shot down just as it
was about to leave Soviet airspace hav-
ing overflown for an hour. The Soviet pilot
who destroyed the plane claims that
warning tracer bullets were fired, and an
attempt to signal the plane was made. US
tapes of his converation with Soviet
ground control confirm this. When the
Korean jet was hit, it made no Mayday
alarm signal, which is standard and
compulsory in an emergency situation.

Finally, given the huge amount of us
radar and other surveillance facilities in
that tense part of the world, it is virtually
certain that the whole episode was moni-
tored in detail and minute-by-minute by
us military forces. Why did they not signal
KALOO7 that it was about to be chased and
shot down. Why was no alert to rescue
services given?

This is a very brief account of the facts
that show something very unusual with
KAL flight 007. RW Johnson piles mystery
upon mystery.

But, when all is said and done, why

should the United States and their Korean
allies bother with the whole combersome
procedure of sending a civilian airliner to
overfly some of the most sensitive Soviet
military installations, when spy satellites
could do a much better job with much less
fuss, and in total secrecy.

The answer to that question is of course
the punchline of the book, and that part of
the story at least | am not going to tell,
except to say that RW Johnson provides
irrefutable evidence of the surveillance
advantages to the Us which could be
obtained from a deliberate and provoca-
tive overflight of Sakhalin island. But then
to give credence to the whole story you
have to be able to accept that the United
States would, in collusion with its allies,
deliberately endanger the lives of 269
civilians to obtain a military advantage.
And who, besides the most hardened
leftist, is going to accept that?

RW Johnson argues, again with meticu-
lous attention to the facts, that it seems
certain that US naval vessels found kAL
007’s flight recorder in the sea off Sakha-
lin island, but that knowledge of this has
been suppressed. Mr Johnson has himself
been the victim of suppression. His book
has been virtually ignored by the media.
Television and radio interviews have
been almost invariably cancelled at the
last moment. And Magdalen college has
beentold by establishment figures that Mr
Johnson is not fit to be a don there.

But then, as a certain John Stalker
found out recantly, it can be very danger-
ous to uncover the facts, especially when
they point the finger at intelligence agen-
cies.

Revisionism

revisited

JULIAN ATKINSON

Ellen Meiksins Wood, The retreat from
class—anew ‘true’socialism, Verso,

£6.95.

SINCE THE early Seventies we have seen
the emergence of a political current that
has used elements of Marxist ideas to
produce a right-ward moving ideology
which has down played the importance of
the working class in favour of new social

movements and has set itself the task of
establishing an alliance between the
labour movement and other ‘progressive’
forces. Both eurocommunist and euroso-
cialist variants exist and in Britain the
major forum for this current has been
Marxism Today. Ralph Miliband has
polemicised very effectively against this
New Revisionism. Ellen Meiksins Wood
attempts a similar, but more detailed and

more narrowly focussed, attack on these 3’
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forces. Wood calls her opponents New
True’ Socialists and echoes the polemics
of Marx against those ‘true’ socialists who
rejected class struggle in favour of uni-
versals such as Truth and the interests of
Man in general.

Wood carries out a searching analysis
of the work of writers such as Laclay,
Poulantzas, Mouffe, Hirst, Hindess, Kitch-
ing and Stedman Jones. She argues that
these new ‘true’ socialists (or revisionists),
in spite of obvious differences, have in
common a series of similar beliefs. The
working class has not produced a revolu-
tionary movement. This flows from the
fact that there is no necessary corres-
pondence between economics and poli-
tics in general. Economic interests cannot
be simply translated into political terms.
The working class has no necessary or
priviliged relationship to the aftainment
of socialism.

Consequently the socialist movement is
independent ot class. The aims of social-
ism are univesal human ones that trans-
cend class and should be addressed to all
people irrespective of their material class
situations. The struggle for socialism is
seen as the linking together of democratic
struggles against various oppressions
and inequalities. Socialism is radical
democracy and can be seen as an
extension of liberal democracy.

This bald summary does violence to the
detailed care with which Wood dissects
the ideas of the various writers under
scrutiny. In doing so she makes clear the
theoretical basis that underpins the right-
ist political practice of new revisionists.
Take, for example, the attitude to a strike.
No socialist automatically endorses a
strike. When some dockers struck in
support of Powell and immigration con-
trols, socialists opposed the strike. But let
us suppose a factory goes on strike for
more money. We support it. Life is not as
easy for a consistent new revisionist. The
strike should not be supported if it were
merely a simple sectoral economist reac-
tion of the working class. If, however, it
fell within a popular democratic
framework and was therefore relevant to
the needs of people, then it would be
legitimate for a socialist fo support this
particular strike. Obviously a properly
and independently held secret ballot
before the strike would be a useful
precaution if the workers concerned had
serious aspirations to win the support of
the editor of Marxism Today.

Most of the new revisionists believe in
the ‘non-correspondence’ principle. This
argues that material interests do not exist
independently but are constituted by
ideology and politics. The process of
constitution has to involve the theoretical
‘discourse’ of intellectuals. For something
to meaningfully ‘be’ political the new

B8 cvisionists have to theoretically propose

that it is. Wood makes the point about the
mind boggling elitism of this theory. It has
all the arrogant vanguardism of Lenin’s
theory of the party according to Beatrix
Campbell. If non-correspondeice is cun-
ried to its logical conclusion, it incans that
no class has a privileged intercst in
socialism. All people have an equal
interest and so perhaps there may be no
need for class conflict.

Some of the new revisionists take this
even further. The manual working class is
so much under the constraints of econo-
mic necessity that it does not have either
the leisure or the economic well-being of
the progressive middle-class that allows
these layers to contemplate the general
good of all society and to be periodically
seized by attacks of altruism. These
deficiencies of the working class mean
that it has to have an alliance with the
professional classes if it is to be rescued
from narrow economist selfishiness. Sted-
man-Jones insists that this alliance has 1o
transcend the material interests of class
and aspire to the distribution of non
material goods such as knowledge, grea-
ter democratic control, a morc healthy
environment and a better quality of hife
for all.

This is a very nice idea of socialism and
should appeal to all truly nice people. On
the assumptions that there are larger
numbers of nice than nasty pcople, then it
should be possible to assemble an elec-
toral coalition that will sweep into power
a good government based on this
alliance... if, socialists can get away from
class based narrowness. Kitching ex-
plains: ‘To be a socialist is not to support
the working-class’s economic intciests
against those of the capitalist class it is to
believe in a particular conception of the
general interest through abolishing clas-
ses themselves’.

It is a paradox that the new revisionists
admire the Thatcherite ‘ideology” and its
populist overtones without relating itto its
class-based material interests.  The
Thatcherites are not squcamish about
their references to class. Peregrine Wor-
sthorne made the point: ‘we are class
warriors and we expect to be victorious.’

Wood makes a series of very valuable
points about this new revisionist current.
She highlights how many of the writers
had a Maoist background und reminds us
of the democratic deficiencies of both
yesterday’s red guards, playing sheep-
dog to the masses, and of today’s self
appointed field-marshalls of the electoral
alliance of all progressive peoples.
Wood also makes a very sharp analysis
of the evolution of this trend. Obviously
the defeats imposed on the working-class
in the immediate past have induced a
despair and a failure of nerve amongyst
some of the left.

Wood, however, argues that new re

—

visionism is not solely a response to the
New Right but is also a reaction to the
same causes as those which produced the
New Right. The miners’ strikes of 72 and
74, the 79 ‘Winter of Discontent’ and the
strike of 84-85 all pushed new revisionism
further to the right and increased its
insistence that the working class was not
the agent of socialist change. Wood
comments acidly, ‘The militancy eagerly
awaited in theory becomes far less
agreeable in practice.” Certainly the re-
sponse to the 84-5 strike by some of this
current was half-way between Cassandra
and carrion crow and strengthened their
peverse judgement that class politics had
come tfo its end.

Wood has written a thoroughly useful
book. This review can only hint at the
rigour with which she has covered the
books of the new revisionists. But | do
have some criticisms. It is not sufficient to
logically extrapolate the ideas of the new
revisionists and show them to be absurd
without also attempting to grapple with
the real problems to which these false
solutions have been given. Wood correct-
ly hammers the new revisionists for de-
moting the working class to playing a bit
part in the great alliance. She correctly
refuses to go along with the ‘'workerism’
ihat shrinks the working class to a rump of
industrial manual workers who produce
surplus value and are a small minority of
society. But it is also necessary to carry
out a concrete analysis of the changes
that are occurring within the working
class, to disentangle which are features of
the current economic crisis and which are
of long term structural change, and to
realise that on a world scale the size of the
working class is vastly increasing. The
history of capitalism has also been one of
perpetual change in the structure of the
working class which produces necessary
changes in a socialist intervention.

Not to engage in some of these prob-
lems actually gives credence to the new
revisionists. Similarly not only do the new
social movements have to be recognised
as a part of the working class, but also it
must be recognised that the integration of
the whole of the working class requires a
political fight against racism, sexism and
other types of oppression. Wood allows
herself some awkward passages that
appear to subsume new social forces as
part of the health food movement.

The book focusses narrowly just on
those writers that Wood sees as being
thorough and complete practitioners of
“true’ socialism. This means that, unlike
Miliband, she does not deal with Hall,
Hobsbawm, Campbell etc. | can under-
stand the necessity o take on the best
coherent ideologists of this trend and to
draw out all the implications of their
theories. But there is also a problem if too
much time is taken on such household
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names as Hindess and Hirst whose major
‘practice” was to exert enormous influ-
ence over a scruffy little magazine deal-
ing with semiotics. The influence of those
who merely fellow travelled with the pure
"frue’ socialists but often refused to go all
the way has actually been feltin important
sections of the labour movement.

Wood deliberately excludes Hobs-
bawm from her survey since his political
approach is based upon the popular front
and there is ‘no sign of any explicit
departure from Marxist theoretical ortho-
doxy as he has always understood it’. The
quasi-caveat of ‘as he hus always under-
stood it cannot save this section from a
profound ambivalence towards the
popular frontism which is re-echoed
when Wood appers to endorse this
strategy in relation fo confranting fascism
and other forms of dictatorship. | think |
am not just indulging in knee jerk ortho-
doxy on this point.

Laclau, whom Wood flays for substitut-
ing ‘radical democracy’ for socialism,
started his argument exaclly from the

MICHELE LEE

JonHalliday (ed.), The Artful Albanian:
The Memoirs of Enver Hoxha, Chatto,
£5.95.

ENVERHOXHA, the head of the Albanian
party and state for more than forty years,
died in 1985 a committed Stalinist. It was
Stalin, of course, whose timely interven-
tion in 1948 had saved Hoxha from
demotion (or worse) under Yugoslav
pressure. Yetitwould be wrong to ascribe
Hoxha's devotion to Stalin to purely
vher |Gk
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point of the popular front. He amalga-
mated third periodism and the united
front as being examples of ‘class reduc-
tionism’. The popular front was con-
trasted favourably with both of these
options with the minor quibble that the
role of ‘democratic interpellations’ had
not been sufficiently grasped. The ‘radic-
al democracy’ of Stedman Jones and
Laclau is not massively different in con-
tent to the ‘advanced democracy’ of
Stalinist orthodoxy.

There are distinctive features to the new
revisionism but Wood does not sufficient-
ly grasp the continuities with such older
ideas as the ‘parliamentary road’, ‘pop-
lar front’, and ‘advanced democracy’. Itis
this older tradition that has allowed ‘more
orthodox’ members of the Communist
Party to at least coexist with the more
extreme new ‘true’ socialists and to be
able to utilise a number of their concepts
fo justify an increasingly right wing poli-
tical strategy for the labour movement in
general and a future Labour government
in particular.

The artful Hoxha

self-serving motives. Hoxha was a fol-
fower of Stalin out of intellectual convic-
tion and as a result of personal experi-
ence. Like Stalin, he too came to identify
politics with factional struggle for person-
al power, personal power with the new
state’s well-being, and narrow state in-
terest with socialist internationalism. This
outlook then defined his domestic and
foreign policies — as it did Stalin’s.

Jon Halliday’s The Artful Albanian is a
compilation of extracts taken from eleven
volumes of Hoxha's memoirs. It provides
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a useful introduction to Hoxha's relations
to the outside world and in a sense also to
the ‘Albanian road’. The reader is not told
what guided the editor’s choice: there is
on the whole a preference for the irreve-
rent gossip, the neat anecdote and the
cynical comment rather than for themes
that would help one to understand the
domestic parameters of Albania’s fore-
ign policy, stormy and consistent at the
same time.

For the central enigma is not the
character of Enver Hoxha, but how a
fully-tledged ~ Stalinist  system  could
cmerge out of a popular revolution and
maintain itself unchanged for four de-
cades. Hoxha's rule was characterized by
two central features: the ready recourse
not just to ‘discovery and removal of
enemies’ (as Halliday somewhat dising-
enuously suggests), but to frequent and
thorough bloody purges of the entire
party leadership, a process which, over a
period of time, denuded the party of all
the original wartime leaders (Shehu was
the last to go, in 1982), leaving in the end
only Hoxha himselfto symbolize continui-
ty with the original revolution; secondly, a
degree of internal repression and lack of
party democracy that seemed inconsis-
tent with the regime’s popular support
(that this support remains very 1eal has
been proved on several occasions, as
Halliday documents). The break with
Yugoslavia in 1948 provided the first
occasion for a really major purge, and
they continued at intervals until the very
end of Hoxha's life, draining all the
vitality and spontaneity from the system.

Whereas in its isolation, after 1948, the
Yugoslav party set about broadening its
base (by suspending the brief and dis-
astrous attempt at collectivization, intro-
ducing self-management into the factor-
ies and liberalizing the cultural sphere),
Albania by contrast exhibited a further
consolidation of the power of the appar-
atus and a remarkable tendency of its
leadership to settle political differences
by violent means.

Hoxha, like Stalin, feared democratisa-
fion not only within Albania but anywhere
in the communist world. After his ‘secret
speech’ at the 20th congress of the CPSU,
Khruschev joined Tito as Hoxha's most
hated enemy: ‘The opportunist “new spir-
it” which Khruschev was arousing and
activating was apparent in the way in
which the proceedings of the congress
were organized and conducted. This
liberal spirit pervaded the whole atmos-
phere, the Soviet press and propaganda
of those days like an ominous cloud; it
prevailed in the corridors and the con-
gress halls, it was apparent in people’s
faces, gestures, and words. The former
seriousness... was missing. Even non-
party people spoke during the proceed-

ings of the congress... Khruschev’s de- 3@




nounciation of Stalin was a villainy which
had gone beyond all bounds, with catas-
trophic consequences for the Soviet Un-
ion and the movement...’ Khruschev, ‘a
disgusting, loud-mouthed individual’, a
‘charlatan, clown and blackmailer’ and
Tito were ‘two revisionists, two agents of
capitalism’, revisionism being ‘the idea
and action which leads fo turning a
country from socialism back to capital-
ism, the turning of a communist party info
a fascist parly, it is the inspirer of
ideological chaos, confusion, corruption,
repression, arbitrarity, instability and put-
ting the homeland up for auction.’

Gomulka was a “communist” who
‘after a number of ups and downs and
writhings of a heterogeneous leadership,
in which the agents of Zionism and the
capitalist powers were not lacking’ be-
came ‘Khruschev's friend” — perhaps at
the price of Bierut's life? The 1956 Hunga-
rian ‘counter-revolution’ was master-
mined by Tito, Khruschev, Nagy - and
Kadar, aided — naturally — by Western
imperialism.

Similar hatred is reserved for Chinese
‘revisionism’: ‘What rubbish will be intro-
duced into China! How many of them —
i.e. the bourgeois ‘wasps’ — will marry!

How many legal and illegal societies will
be created! How many churches and
cathedrals will be opened! How much of
this rubbish will be granted Chinese
citizenship and how much of it will enter
the ranks of the Communist Party of China
and fight for the CIA, the Soviet KGB and
for world imperialism, under the banner
of Mao!” And so on.

One of the most remarkable features of
Hoxha's voluminous political testimony is
the near complele absence of any theore-
fical insight info the Albanian experience,
indeed of any substantive thought on the
political events he had witnessed. Halli-
day’s billing of Hoxha as “far too intelli-
gent’ to be compared o most other Third
World leaders’, ‘very cultured’, ‘by far the
best-read head of any Communist party
in the bloc’, is quite inappropriate, when
set against the background of the great
dearth of analysis (as opposed fo person-
al and sectarian invective) spread over
the many thousands of pages of his
memoirs.

In the end, of course, a comparison of
Hoxha and Stalin is of limited value.
Hoxha was the leader of a small and poor
country and as such was often at the
receiving end of the arrogance and

Yellow Earth

GILLLEE

YELLOW EARTH has been described as
the most beautiful Chinese film to date
and also a film which could not have been
made during the cultural revolution. In-
deed its director, Chen Kaige has created
a film of awe-inspiring beauty, a synthesis
of barren Chinese landscape and of
music which echoes across windswept
hills and barren valleys. Yellow Earthis a
product of the ‘fifth generation’  of
Chinese film directors who graduated
from the Peking Film School which
reopened in 1978. The Chinese author-
ities withdrew Yellow Earth for o time
after its release.

The theme of the film is the relationship
between communism and peasant tatal-
ism, between tradition and change, and
on another level about the morality of
interfering in something you cannot
change. The story is set in 1939 and
centres on Gu, a Communist Party soldier
who is sent to the remote and barren
mountains of Shaanxi province to gather
folk songs, the words of which will later
be changed to serve as propaganda in
the war against Japan. Gu insists upon
being billeted with the poorest family in
the village and so finds himself in the
home of Cuigiao, her prematurely ageing

40O :cther and heryounger brother. Cuigiao’s
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mother has died and her sister has been
married to a middle aged man who
violently assaults her but with whom she
must live in order to eat.

Gu joins the family in their daily chores
and in their intense poverty. He helps
Cuigiao haul water four miles from the
river and helps her father and brother till
the yellow dust with their half starved ox.
And he gathers the songs they sing:
Cuigiao sings of her dread at her forth-
coming marriage to a man twice her age
whom she does not know and cannot
love. Working with the family, Gu gains
their trust and love and tells Cuiquiao how
the Communist women crop their pigtails,
weild pick axes and choose for them-
selves who they will love and marry. But
Cuigiao’s father is adamant that she must
marry the man he has selected for her —
how otherwise can he pay off her
mother’s funeral, her brother’s engage-
ment and how else can Cuigiao live?

After a time Gu decides to leave the
village and return to his army unit.
Cuigiao is determined to go with him to
fight against the Japanese, to crop her
hair and escape her marriage. But Gu
insists that she must stay as he does not
have his officers’ permission to take her
with him. He says that he will return
before her marriage and take her with

egoism of his larger and more powerful
allies. Charcteristic here is the complaint
registered after a Comecon meeting:
‘Socialist Albania was treated with dis-
dain by others, as if we were @ nuisance.’
(Only the Czechs are remembered with
affection, for their hospitality and civil-
ized manners.) Indeed, behind the verbal
bravura, the endless recounting of victor-
ies in countless verbal battles, the con-
stant profestation of revolutionary fer-
vour and Marxist-Leninist orthodoxy,
there lies buried the injured pride of a
small nation which — against all odds
and largely by its own efforts — in the
great cataclysm of 1941-5 (which, in-
cidentally, it entered as a colony of lialy)
won its national independence, secured
its territorial integrity and conduct a
socialist revolution that in turn provided
the most solid guarantee of its security
and progress.

If one looks at history through the prism
of this kind of achievment, then Albaniais
entitled fo its pride. The durability of the
Hoxha regime can in the last instance be
explained only by the depth of the social
consensus established by the revolution.
The Albanians do not need Hoxha's
extravagant myth-making for their very
real achievements to be recognized.

him to join the army. Gu does not return
and we see Cuigiao’s hovel trimmed with
the red of celebration as she is forced to
marry the man she dreads.

Cuigiao’s brother is left alone with the
old father and one night as he is drawing
water from the river Cuigiao appears.
She has left her husband, cut off her hair
and decided to cross the Yellow river to
join the communists on the other side.
Rowing and singing across the swirling
waters to the freedom Gu has taught her
of, Cuigiao’s song is cut off and her
brother is left on the bank crying in vain
for her to answer him.

Gu returns to the village but finds the
house empty and derelict, with the red
marriage streamers flapping in a dry
breeze. Walking on through the fown he
comes upon the peasants dressed in
leaves, performing a dance to the gods
for rain to save their meagre harvest. In
the final scene with the anthem of ‘the
Communist Party will save us all’ playing
in the background Cuigiao’s brother runs
to meet Gu but cannot break through the
dancing barrier of peasant reaction to
reach him.

Yellow Earth is a visually stunning film.
The mountainous area in which the family
live is so poor that the fish in the wedding
ceremony are wooden replicas and the
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river from which Cuigiao gathers water
and her destiny is a sludgy yellow. Yet
Chen Kaige's direction gives this baiien-
ness a strange and imposing  beauty
which is enhanced by the haunting folk
songs which begin and end cach scene.

The character of Cuigiao is intriguing
~= a youny woman who has only cves
known one way to live, whose wholc
experience ol life should conspie 1o
convince her 1o resign herself to the fate
of all ithe other women around her, but
whe shil ciutches af the only straw she s
offered to ry and take conbrol of her
destiny. Yet shimaicely she is betayed by
Gu, and by the direcior, who having
opened up a world of possibilifics for her
feaves herto be desiroyed by the quest for
auvtonomy, like so many other haioines
betore her.

Rosa

Politically the film is by no means made
inthe simple propagandistic style of those
produced during the cultural revolution.
While its condemnation of arranged mar-
riages, ftrust in rain gods, and the
hopelessness of reliance on “fate’ are
clearly aimed against any romanticisa-
fion of peasant culture, Yellow Earthis nol
soft onthe role of the Chinese Communist
Party either. Gu is painted as a sensitive
younyg man, yel his formalism in obeying
parly regulations is responsible for Cui-
pac’s forced martiage and  ultimate
death. His intrusien into the lives of
Cuigrac’s family - which for the first ime
raises i the minds of the gl and her
brother the possibility of an alternative
way of life — appears as aiuelly because
it s not backed up by the material
resources fo realise those alicinatives.

Luxemburg

COLIN SMITH

A film by Margarethe von Thotia

A RECENTLY published book of essays
on Marasm has a cover design that
depicts, as on o bookshelf, various
seminal works by the major figures of the
revolutionary  socialist  movement

Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky. These are
broadbacked, chunky tomes. On the left,
almost pushed onto the spine, is a book

slimas a velume of poetry._ It is ‘Reform of

Revolution” by Rosa Luxemburg. It is
upside down.

There is something typical, if inadver-
tent, about this. Perhaps more than any
other great revolutionary Rosa Luxem-
burg’s lifc and work have been the victims
of careless caricature and deliberate
distortion. Her books arc now thought to
be of marginal use in the education of
Marxists. This is a great pity and tho-
roughly unjust to her memory. In the
words of Victor Serge she was ‘the one
figure in western socialism capable of
cqualling in intelligence and the spirit of
frcedom the leaders of the Bolshevik
Party’.

This may be a bit of an exaggeration
but it gives some idea of her stature at the
time of her death and it is a more correct
assessment than will be found in most
opinions of her work today. Her voice
does not have the authority rendered to
the words of Lenin and Trotsky by
revolutionary success (an authority often
attached to their mistakes as well as their
‘truths’) but her work is not less rewarding
of study.

Rosa Luxemburg was born in Poland in
1871 and became an active socialist in
carly youth which lead 1o her fleeing the
country to avoid arrest by the Czarist
authorities. Five years later with Leo
Jogiches — a life-long political colla-
boraior and erstwhile lovel she
founded Polish Social Democracy {Social
Democracy was then the common name
for ievolutionary parties) for which she
was the main intellectval voice and
Jogiches the organiser. In 1896 she
moved to Germany and joined the
German Social Democracy, then the
largest and most powerful Marxist or-
ganisation in the world. Aimost imm-
ediately she became one of the leaders of
the opposition to the reformism of Eduard
Bernstein. It was in this struggle with
Bernstein that Luxemburg began to de-
velop some of her major concerns.

For Bernstein, as others dominated by
turn of the century evolutionism, capital-
ism was essentially progressive. What
was needed was a ‘realistic’ strategy, to
pursuc a programme of reforms based
on day-to-day trade union and par-
iamentary activity. Calls for revolution
were utopian and unnecessary. This
sounds familiar and as Luxemburg cor-
rectly diagnosed what Bernstein was
proposing was not the pursuit of social-
ism but a reformed liberal capitalism.

Rosa Luxemburg at this time began to
develop a theory which she later ela-
borated in her major theoretical work The

Accumulation of Capital in 1913, that as
mperiahsm engulfed the world capital-
ism would breakdown through its own nal
contradictions. She did not sce this
eventual capitalist bicakdown leading
avtomatically 1o socialism fike the mam-
mals replaced reptiles after the extinclion
of the dinosaurs, but 1o a catushrophic
breakdown of civilisation mto a specics
of barbarism.

Although she perhaps took her theory
to arather cataclysmic extreme it allowed
her o posit to the workers movement «
revolutionary alternative to Bernstein and
his reformism. In her famous phrase
‘sociahism or barbaiism’ she summed up
the choice that siill confronts humankind.
It was not o casc of feaving socialist
revoluilon to some disiant future o
ditching it altogeiher, as Bernstein
proposed, but of finding ways io fink the
‘minimal’-day to day shuggle 1o the
‘maximal” revolutionary  overthrow  of
capitalism. For Luxemburg the solution to
this problem was a matter of urgency.

It was not in purely theoretical work
that she found what she considered 1o be
the sced of the solution to this problem of
programmatic dualism, butin the study of
actual events in the class struggle - the
revolution i Russia in 1905, In her book
Mass strike, Parly and Trade Unions she
analysed that such upsurges of the
oppressed did not occur at the behest of ¢
party but in response 1o changes and
movements deep inside class society.
What to both bureaucrat and police chief
would seem like chaos and disorder was
to Luxemburg the very face of creative
proletarian revolution. It is the natuie of
such upsurges that partial demands
overflow and coalesce, economic de-
mands merge with political demands,
immediate demands with more historic
ones. In this Rosa Luxemburg saw the
‘bridge” between the day-to-day struggle
and revolution; that through the ex-
perience of its own emancipatory efforts
and its mistakes, the working class will
learn to confront and overthrow capital-
ism. This view has lcad to charges of a
naive faith in the spontancous activity of
the mass of workers and a dangerous
undervaluing of the role of a revolution-
ary party.

But this was not a just criticism. Her
championing of this self-activity was «
vital antidote to the bureaucratic inertia
and commandism that can infect even the
best of workers organisations at times,
and was certainly infesting German
Social Democracy in the period before
the first world war. As its leadership came
to rely more and morc on a politically
timid efectoral strategy, Luxemburg
fought for a party which would ceaseless-
ly attempt to prepare for, deveiop and
lead such workers’ self activity in a
revolutionary direction.




Although she perhaps did not have a
full Leninist conception of a vanguard
party, she was almost alone among
Marxists in pointing out the limitations of
such a party. ‘The liberation of the
working class must be the work of the
working class itself’ rather than the result
of party fiat on behalf of the working
class. There may be a taint of utopianism
here but the pressure of her thought was
towards an understanding of the impor-
tance of the broadest form of democracy
for building socialism. The right to a
plurality of tendencies and parties within
the dictatorship of the poletariat. Later, in
her book on the Russian revolution of
1917 written in full support of Lenin and
Trotsky, she did not begrudge the Bol-
sheviks their leading role and saw that
some of the measures they took which
curtailed forms of workers’ democracy
were forced upon them. But she warned
against ‘making a virtue of necessity’, of
making a principle out of what should be
temporary emergencics. Lenin and Trot-
sky could have benefitted by the presence
of Luxemburg’s sharp insistence on this.
She had after all lived through the
bureacratic degeneration of what was
once ‘the great machine’ of German
Social Democracy. They had not.

Before the world war one Rosa Luxem-
burg, together with Karl LiebKnecht lead
the opposition to German militarism and
war at the outbreak of which she was
imprisoned while her one-time comrades
were voling to support their ruling class in
the war. She was freed from prison in
1918 becoming the main intellectual
leader of the SpartakusBund (later the
German Communist Party) and of the
1918 German revolution. Here was a
mass revolutionary upsurge about which
she had long thought and fought. What-
ever crilicism of her tactics we may have il
did not find her wanting. She was
murdered in January 1919 after the
crushing of the Berlin uprising by officers
of the right-wing freikorps with the
complicity of the then leaders of German
Social Democracy.

| have dwelt rather inadequately on
only a few of the more controversial
aspects of Rosa Luxemburg’s politics
because they are either not well known or
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subject to distortion and Margarethe von
Trotta’s film unfortunately does not great-
ly illuminate these matters and adds a
distortion or two of its own.

The film is consciously not a study of
Rosa Luxemburg’s work and film is not
the best medium for this, it is rather a
personal tribute or homage which
through a sort of mosaic of scenes
attempts to build a portrait of Rosa’s life
— its tensions, struggles, endurances and
moments of happiness. In this it is quite
successful and shows considerable subt-
lety. It is, of course easier to hint at such
things as the tensions in her relationship
with Leo Jogiches; the warmth of her
fricndships with other women in the
revolutionary movement such as Klara
Zetkin, Luise Kautsky and Sonia Liebk-
necht, the problems faced by women ina
predominantly male party and the ten-
sions for a women between political life
and ‘normal’ life with children, as such
things are experienced, in one form or
another, by most people.

However, this is not so successful when
it comes to Rosa Luxemburg, the revolu-
fionary. What is- someone without much
knowledge of Rosa or the politics of the
time to make of the scenc where Rosa
refuses to dance with Eduard Bernstein? It
may be because of her trenchant opp-
osition to his reformism, but it may be
because he will tread on her toes. This is
not an adequate way of dealing with what
were important issues for Rosa Luxem-
burg as well as the whole revolutionary
movement.

More importantly there is little sense of
the mass revolutionary struggles of Lux-
emburg'’s life. We are given a few minutes
of the political power of a couple of her
speeches but there is hardly a mention of
the 1917 Russian revolution and the
German revolution of 1918 is scen merely
as a backdrop, in one scene while Karl
Liebknecht plays the piano. The German
revolution failed but in terms of numbers
involved it was the greatest proletarian
uprising western Europe has ever seen.
Even in a film so focussed on one
person  von Trofta does not do justice to
her subject by dealing with this revolution
so scantily.

There is a further difficulty. The open-
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ing of the film describes Rosa Luxemburg
as a pacifist; she is seen disapproving of
a cache of arms held by Polish revolu-
tionaries, and later repudiating Karl
Liebknecht for calling for a premature
uprising. These scenes together with her
campaigning against the coming world
war are not adequately balanced by
other aspects of Luxemburg’s politics and
career; her full solidarity with the armed
Bolshevik revolution; with a clear asser-
tion that the working class will have to
arm itself if it is to overthrow German
capitalism successfully. So while the
scenes shown are true the overall im-
pression given is that Luxemburg was
against violence as a general principle
which is not true.

Many of my friends did not care for that
part of the film which dealt with her
imprisonment during the war and what
Trotsky called ‘her passion for art, nature,
birds and growing things’. To them it
seemed a bil wet. Present day revolu-
tionaries seem to be trenchantly urban
and support Mayakovsky’s pronounce-
ment at the time of the Russian revolution
‘nature is obsolete’. Well, nature might be
about to show us just how obsolete itis. A
familiarity if not a burning interest in the
workings of nature seem to me to be quite
important for those dedicated to struggle
for a socialist and rationally planned
society. Her language may not be one we
would use but just as there was more than
a touch of the great Russian novelist
about Trotsky, there was a touch of the
poct about Rosa Luxemburg. Such things
strengthen their politics.

In the end Margarethe von Trotta’s film
is moving, especially in the performance
of Barbara Sukowa as Rosa and the final
scencs of her murder arc — although
restrained — truly appalling. It should be
seen.

At the beginning of this article | made a
cheeky jibe at the design of a book cover.
It was The Literature of Revolution by
Norman Geras, a book well worth
reading itself, but ironically he is also the
author of the best account of Rosa
Luxemburg’s politics written in English,
The Legacy of Rosa Luxemburg. Hope-
fully, after secing the film people will be
sufficiently inspired to go and read it.
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