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workers
gone?

HALF of the former British Leyland Cowley car complex is to

Waving goodbye? John Major

sey uyor :0joyd

workers earn less than the EC’s “decency threshold’ of £190 per
week.

be demolished next year. A site that once employed up to 10,000
unionised staff will be turned into a “business park’ of small
units, a hotel and a giant Tescos, employing a handful of low-
paid, mainly part-time staff.

In the 1960s under left-wing leadership the Cowley Assembly
Plant unions were nationally known pace-setters in the fight for
pay and conditions. ;

Now, under the thumb of hardline right wingers, the TGWU

has opposed any fight to defend the plant or the jobs being axed.

The story is depressingly familiar. Ten miles down the road the

former MG car plant in Abingdon now houses part of the Euro-
| pean grain mountain. In Cowley itself, the old Grove Cranes

plant is now a B&Q. :

The same is true all over the cduntry. Productive industry has
closed down to make way for a low-paid casualised service
sector that is largely responsible for the fact that 46% of British

Thatcherism has seen mining communities devastated, steel
towns gutted, docks and shipyards flattened and the engineering
heartlands demolished to make way for carpet warehouses, DIY
stores and shopping malls.

The latest slump shows yet again that the economy cannot
survive on the service sector alone, and that once manufacturing
jobs — and the pay and conditions won by workers — have been
surrendered they will not return.

In place of John Major’s rickety chipboard furniture economy, |
workers need a socialist plan of production. The industries that |
capitalism is so ready to dismantle for short-term gain, and the
banks and service sector, should be nationalised, under workers’
control and without compensation to prevent the whole country
turning into a giant burger bar.

A start along this alternative road would be the ousting of the
Tories coupled with a redoubled fight for socialist policies in the
labour movement. '
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wWho’s afraid of

International News

Jean-Marie Le Pen?

By Paul Clarke

The news that the two rival
leaders of French Toryism,
Jaques Chirac and Valerie
Giscard D’Estaing, are to
make common cause in the
upcoming French elections
is no surprise. Their alliance
is as much about fending of
the challenge of the far right
as making common cause
against Mitterrand’s
Socialist Party.

Given its very high opinion
poll scores, all the major politi-
cal are running scared of Jean-
Marie Le Pen’s Front National.

Ever since the Le Pen got his
electoral breakthrough at the
1984 European elections, the

issue of the precise political
character of the FN has been
hotly debated. Is it really a fas-
cist party? Or is it simply a re-
run of the 1950s ‘Poujadist’
movement, which rallied sec-
tions of the rural petty bour-
geoisie against big capital and
modernisation?

The Front National is not a
‘new’ party — it was founded in
1972. At its foundation it fused
two different trends — an ultra-
right alliance of ‘national
conservatives’ around Le Pen,
with strong links to the
Poujadist tradition, and the
hard-core fascist street fighters
who had been in organisations
like Occident and O:der
Nouveau.
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Key themes of Le Pen’s
movement were the virtues of
the French people and opposi-
tion to relinquishing French
colonies like Algeria. Occident
and Order Nouveau stressed
thedangers of ‘Bolshevism’ and
the Jews.

The Front National has seen
permanent internal struggles
between these two currents.
Anti-semitism was originally
not a key theme of Le Pen’s
wing of the movement, despite
Le Pen’s personal outbursts
about the Holocaust, of which
he claims he has ‘no
knowledge’.

In the late 1970s the move-
ment was strengthened by a
third trend, the Union
Solidariste led by the late Jean
Pierre Stirbois. This included a
strong Catholic fundamentalist
current, the Committtees of
Christian Solidarity, for whom
anti-semitism was animportant
question. Another important
aspect of the influence of the
Catholic fundamentalists is of
course the championing of

‘family values’ and hostility to-

abortion.

Atthebeginning of the 1980s
the movement was further
strengthened by right-wing
Gaullists, who wereadmirers of
Reaganand Thatcher’s brand of
economic liberalism.

Le Pen’s formidable political
achievement has been to weld the
different currents into a stable and
sizeable organisation, around a
common ideology and an un-
contested leader.

The ideology of the FN is
composed of three major ele-
ments — economic liberalism,
racism and an authoritarian
model of democracy’. On the
economy the FN has broken
with the old-style fascist cor-

orate state, in favour of ultra-
Thatcherite liberalism and hos-
tility to the welfare state. This is
a typical petty bourgeois
economic doctrine.

Its political model is what it
calls ‘direct democracy’, adirect
relationship between the
people and the president based
on referenda. The FN denoun-
ces_the ’ political, trade union
and bureaucratic oligarchies’
which disrupt the sacred
relationship between the
people and the leader. This
points strongly to the abolition
of the National Assembly if the
FN came to power, or at least a
drastic curtailment of its
powers in favour of presiden-
tial perogatives.

Front National racism is
primarily anti-immigrant, with
a strong flavouring of anti-
semitism. But the two some-
times clash, for example during
the Gulf war. Le Pen, and his
effective deputy Mdme. Stir-
bois, took a strong anti-US and
anti-Israel line. But this was
contested by many rank-and-
file members who wanted a
strong anti-Arab line.

The FN line on the Gulf war
was not just determined by its
anti-Israel impulses but by its

pationalism arnd st
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and defence of French capitalist
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interests, the response of Le Pen
was more coherent than that of
many of his rank and file.

Who supports the Front Na-
tional? Opinion polls have
shown that Le Pen has won
electoral support among all
ages and social classes. But his
electorate is primarily an urban
and middle class one, with
workers, especially skilled
workers, under-represented in
his electorate. But most of all the
vote of the FN is unstable.

Many FN voters vote once for
Le Pen, and then return to their
traditional party or abstain. But
most of all the FN vote is a
protest vote. Only a third of
voters who supported LePenin
the last presidential elections
said they were politically close
totheFNitself. A large minority
said they were politically ‘of the
left’, former voters for the Com-
munist Party or the Socialist
Party.

The political conclusion
about why the FIN has won sup-

ort is obvious from these facts.
Except for the brief period after
it came to power, the Socialist
Party government has applied
austerity policies for ten years.
Millions of voters are disil-
lusioned about the official left
parties, but have no confidence
on the old right wing Gaullist
and centre parties. In the ab-
sence of a mass radical alterna-
tive, Le Pen’s movement ends
up the winner.

Mitterrand did a lot in the
mid-1980s to boost Le Pen, by
changing the electoral laws to
benefit smaller parties. Mitter-
rand figured that a strong FN

vote would help keep the right
out of government. Nothing
could be more cynical or short
sighted. :

So is the FN fascist? Le Pen
has created a bloc of genuine
fascists and extreme right-wing
conservatives. But the political
character of the party is as near
to fascism as makes no dif-
ference. It is a different form of
fascism to that which existed in
the 1930s, in particular it lacks
the demagogic anti-capitalist
populism characteristic of the
Nazis and Mussolini’s move-
ment.

But Le Pen in power would
mean mass deportation of im-
migrants, a fierce attack on
democraticrights, and a furious
assault on the workers or-
ganisations. The instability of
Le Pen’s electorate shows that
he may have created a mass
movement with a lot of support
on the issue of immigration. But
heis far from heing on the verge
of power.

One opinion poll result
which bizarrely embodies this
contradiction is that more than
half of FN voters are against the
party forming the govemment!
The problem is that over time,
especially if Le Pen gets a vote
over 20 per cent in this year’s
elections, this could change.
Fascism in France remains a
dynamic and potent force. Anti-
fascist and anti-racist cam-
paigning is of course vital to
combat it; but in the end only
the creation of a viable socialist
alternative to French
capitalism’s crisis will provide
an answer.
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Anti-racists -
stop the mud

slinging

By Patrick Baker
THE LAST few weeks have
seen larger numbers
mobilise against racism and
fascism than since the late
1970s. But they have also
seen open conflict break out
between rival anti-racist and
anti-fascist coalitions.

The conflict centres on the
recent relaunch of the Anti-Nazi
League (ANL). The League has
attracted an impressive list of
political and media sponsors,
but its relaunch has been attack-
ed as a sectarian stunt by the
Anti-Racist Alliance (ARA).
Some black organisations have
called for a boycott of the
League, claiming that it is a
front for the Socialist Workers
Party (SWD).

The ANL, which played an
important role in the movement
against the National Front in the
1970s, has retorted that it has no
quarrel with the ARA, but
wants to Compl(?ment its work
with an organisation specifical-
ly dedicated to fighting fascism.

The quarrel is damaging — the
last thing needed by the fled-
gling anti-racist movementis an
internal punch-up. The Guar-
dian letters page is a bad
enough place for washing dirty
linen, but when it comes to
public scuffles on demonstra-
tions, things are getting
ridiculous. But is there any sub-
stance to the allegations coming
out?

Unfortunately, the answer is
yes. Despite the important role
played by the League in the late
1970s and the broad support it
had, the real decisions were al-
ways taken by the SWP. And the
League failed to take on one of
the most important forms of
racism faced by black people —
state racism.

But this neither justifies the

split, and nor does it mean that
the records on democracy of
those running the Alliance are
exactly spotless. A good few ac-
tivists can remember the past
antics of Ken Livingstone and
his cronies.

The attitude of anti-racists to
the conflict should be deter-
mined by two principles: for
unity against racism and fas-
cism; and for the maximum
democratic control by activists
on the ground.

For the moment it seems un-
likely that the two organisations
will unite. While this is the case,
activists should support both,
but demand that the publicmud
slinging should stop, as that
helps no-onebutthe opposition.

And we should demand the
maximum unity in action, with
the aim of asingle, united move-
ment against racism and fas-
ci1sm.

Photo: Sam inman
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Asylum Bill demo

200,000 unite against racism

Anti-racists mobilised in their
hundreds of thousands in France
and Italy on January 25 in a mas-
sive protest against the far rightand
state racism.

Austrian
fascists grow
despite arrests

Joerg Haider, populist leader
of the far right Freedom
Party in Austria, has dis-
missed fears of the rise of
neo-nazism as an ‘artificial
fuss’.

Not surprising, given that
Haider is the figurehead of
serious extreme right forces in
Hitler’s birthplace. But the ugly
face of the nazi groups now ap-
pearing in Germany and eastern
Europe was also brought out
intothe openwitha clampdown

This union, therefore, resolves:

campaigns.

Move this resolution
in your union branch

“The..eeeuee. union notes the growth of fascism throughout Europe and
across Britain. This is most notably demonstrated by the increase in
racist aftacks, whether against black people in Britain or against
refugees and migrant workers in Europe.

This trend has been aided and abetted by racist anti-immigration legisla-
tion, such as the Asylum Bill. Particularly worrying have been the secret
discussions in the Trevi Group about the restrictions on immigration as part
of the Single European Act, and the creation of ‘Fortress Europe’.

Fascists seek to divide working people and destroy their democratic rights
and unity ~ in Nazi Germany the fascists systematically murdered trade
unionists and set up their own scab organisations. We condemn their bogus
attempts to gain respectability as a ‘respectable’ political organisation.

Our union has made advances in supporting the struggles and rights of
oppressed groups. We recognise that fascists not only attack black people
but also women, lesbians and gays and Jewish people.

1) To demand the repeal of all anti-immigration legislation

2) To demand an immediate stop to thew closure of Europe’s borders and
the end of discrimination against immigrant and refugees

3) To support joint initiatives with local and national organisations of
oppressed groups which oppose the fascist agenda

4) To publicly denounce fascist organisations such as the British National
Party and the National Front and to work with local and national anti-fascist

5) To affiliate to the Anti-Racist Alliance and the énti-Nazi League
6) To call on the TUC and Labour Party to do likewise”

On neo-nazis.

The sacrificial lamb was Got-
tfried Kuessel, a leading figure
on central European fascist
scene. Within a couple of weeks,
Kuessel was linked to a substan-
tial arms cache found near the
Austrian border, in the Hun-
garian town of Gyoer.
Meanwhile, other neo-nazis
were hauled in after fire bomb-
ing a refugee centre.

Enthusiasm

But there has to be some
doubt as to whether this spate of
arrests is the result of a new-
found enthusiasm on the part of
Austrian President Kurt
Waldheim for harassing the
rightists.

Waldheim'’s personal record,
as well as his record in office, do
not inspire much confidence.
Kuessel's profile, including a
well-publicised broadcast on
American TV explaining the
ease withwhichthe]ewishcom-
munity in Austria could bedealt
with, made him an easy target.

Psychopaths

In addition, while the arrest
of psychopaths such as Kuessel
can only be welcomed by anti-
racists, they do not begin to deal
with thereal problem. Theracist
Freedom Party has gained sub-
stantial votes in recent years and
this is the real threat to Austria’s
immigrant and Jewish com-
munities.

A substantial mobilisation of
those communities, in tandem
with the labour movement and
other anti-racists, would deal a
more serious blow to the rising
tide of racism.

More than 100,000 demonstrators
filled the streets of Paris in the largest
anti-racist protest seen in France for
years. Thousands of youth, black and
white, joined trade unionists from both
of France's union federations, the
CFDT and CGT.

The demonstration was marked by
the militancy of its demands and the
unity of a broad spectrum of labour
movement and anti-racist organisa-
tions.

While the march clearly focused its
protest on Jean Marie Le Pen’s Front
Nationale, demonstrators also ac-
cused the government of fomenting
racism. ‘The left is just doing what the
right used to do. How can we vote for
it? said Mohamed Hocine, an Algerian
on hunger strike against racist legisla-
tion.

Despite the recent outburst against
Le Pen by Prime Minister Edith Cres-
son, the Socialist Party has little
credibility among anti-racists. The
Socialists’ problems were underlined
in an election defeat near Lille on the
day of the demonstration. Le Pen's
Front Nationale beat their candidate
into third place.

The hundred thousand marchers
answered the government's recent
asylum bill with the demand for an

unconditional right to asylum and the
right to vote for immigrants. Interior
Minister Philippe Marchand, author of
the racist bill, was not among the
Socialist ministers seen on the demo.

S0S Racisme leader Harlem Desir
warned the Socialist Party ‘The
manoeuvres of those who are trying to
manipulate today’s demonstration and
reduce it to an empty anti-Le Pen state-
ment will turn against them'.

At its final rally, anti-racist organisa-
tions announced the formation of a
united coordination, the CUP, to com-
bat the racist menace. The Socialist
Party did not join them.

In Northern ltaly another 100,000
marchers were on the streets of Milan
on the same day, demanding equal
rights for ltaly's immigrant community
and an end to the EC Schengen Ac-
cord, which enshrines the ‘Fortress
Europe’ policy, excluding immigrants
from the Euro-market.

Both set a good example for
Britain’s fragmented movement
against racism. It is such united
mobilisations, taking on both the far
right and state racism, that provide the
best counterweight to both the neo-
nazis and the racist policies of the
European Community.

President Waldheim, what have you to
say about reports that Neo-Nazism
T8 on the rise in Augtria’

.

Well, Im doinc
alt | can.
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Last

chance for
Labour In
cotland?

By Gordon Eastwood

The post-election campaign
began in earnest on January
17 with a special debate be-
tween the four main parties
on the constitutional future
of Scotland.

Although only 2,500 at-
tended, predominantly
nationalists, around 500,000
watched an hour-long TV sum-
mary. The Scottish Nationalist
Party (SNP) won the debateand
Labour lost, while the Tories
were battered but unbowed and
the Liberals, as usual, pleasant
but irrelevant.

I stress post-election cam-
paign, because barring a total
collapse of the Labour vote, the
outcome of the Scottish election
is certain. Ladbrokes are quot-
ing odds for the number of Tory
seats after the election — last
week it was 14 to 1 for none, 5 to
2 (joint favourites) for 3 or 4
seats,and 66 to 1 for them retain-
ing the present 9.

The Tory seats will be split
between the other three parties,
and very few are likely to
changebetween Liberal, Labour
and SNP. The SNP needs a
swing of 20 per centin Labour’s
most marginal two seats.

Superficially, this appears a
low-key campaign, butitislike-
ly to be the last ever in the cur-
rent constitutional framework.
Quite simply, a Scottish parlia-
ment of some sort will be set up
within the life of the next
Westminster government. This
will alter the shape of British
politics.

This election will determine
the options and strategies open
in the post-election period. In
this situation, seats won is likely
to be less important than votes
and issues won.

The SNP and independence
are the keys to the whole elec-
tion. The Nationalists are cur-

Features

rently polling 23 per cent
against Labour’s 45 and the
Tories’ 22. But in council by-
elections they have scored 31
per cent of the vote.

Because of the distribution of
seats, it is quite possible for the
SNP to get 30 per cent of thepoll,
but no seats. However, the clear
dynamic is that the Nationalists
are taking Labour votes, while
the Tories remain unchanged.

This reflects the shift in at-
titudes towards independence.
While 85 per cent of Scots want
constitutional change, this is
only three per cent higher than
at the last election. Basically,
some Tories are changing their
minds.

But within that, the propor-
tion favouring independence as
against devolution has in-
creased from around 25 per cent
to 40 per cent. When asked to
choose between the status quo
and independence, 55 per cent
chose independence. Polls also
show that about half of Labour
voters favour independence;
they are being targeted by the
SNP.

It is no accident that Labour’s
main campaign poster is ‘A
Scottish Parliament—Now’.Nor
do Scottish Labour leaders hide
their dismay over the Walworth
Road morons who put up
‘Made in Britain’ posters
around Scotland — the SNP
couldn’t have afforded it.

Labour knows that there is a
sea-change in opinion, and are
raising the profile of their pro-
Assembly stance. They are
sgying that only they can
deliver a Scottish parliament.

That may be true for this elec-
tion, but the Tories are begin-
ning to publicly debate devolu-
tion, so it may not be for long.
The ‘Only Labour can deliver
devolution’ strategy attempts to
marginalise independenceasan
option. But with increasing sup-

Conference
Which way for socialists in the

trade unions?
July

18-19

Manchester Polytechnic Students
Union
Speakers include Arthur Scargill,
Tony Benn MP

Details: Carolyn Sikorski, 53a Geere Road, London E15

port for independence and in-
creasing scepticism about the
prospects of a Labour govern-
ment, this can only partly stem
the tide.

A further measure of the
swing to the SNP is The Sun’s
conversion to nationalism. It
recently devoted nine pages to
promoting the SNP, including a
front page call to 'Rise now and
be a nation again’!

Clearly Murdoch has
switched sides for commercial
reasons, as part of an attack on
the Daily Record’s circulation,
hoping that more readers will
identify with them than the
Record’s Kinnockite line.
Whether the SNP will directly
gain fromitis questionable, but
it is their first endorsement
from the established, albeit gut-
ter, press.

They have targeted Labour’s
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social policy, fighting the elec-
tion around ‘Nationalise
Ravenscraig — Scrap Trident’.
Their official slogan, “Scotland
free in ‘93’, is not mentioned.
Their leaders describe themsel-
ves as socialists, and the SNP as
social democratic.

I would dispute this, but
most trade unionists see them
as an alternative with policies to
Labour’s left. Certainly few
would see it as a betrayal of
socialism to vote SNP.

Labour in Scotland is
hamstrung by its national
policies and London
dominance reduces its
flexibility. The major issue at
Labour’s conference will be
party devolution, or how to
transform themselves into a
Scottish Labour party.

Although we support the
return of a Labour government
and by implication a Labour
vote in Scotiand, there is a
widespread feeling that this is
Labour’s last chance — in future
independence will be the only
option. Many believe the last
chance has already been
missed.

Teamsters oust mobster

leaders

By Paul Clarke

In a stunning turnaround
the corrupt and mafia-rid-
den leadership of the mas-
sive US Teamsters union has
been a defeated in elections
by a slate backed by
Teamsters for a Democratic
Union(TDU).

The reform slate was led by
Ron Carey who won the Union
President’s position. The Carey
slate won 188,883 votes, as
against 129,538 and 71,227 for
two slates led by top union
bureaucrats; there was a 28 per
cent turnout.

Bill Urman of Minneapolis,
newly—elected vice-president
said: “The rank and file want
honest people running this
union, and all the things that go
with that; better representation,
more responsive leadership,
and contracts which aren’t sel-
louts.”

Notorious

The Teamsters have been
notorious since the war for
being a corrupt, mafia-ridden
union, delivering sweetheart
deals to the bosses and organis-
ing scabbing operations.

Among the most notorious
Teamster actions was the sys-
tematic scabbing on the 1970s
strikes of Latino agricultural
workers in California. The
Teamsters provided scab
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labour to keep the farms going,
and assisted the police in
brutalising immigrant workers
on the picket lines.

Teamsters for a Democratic
Union is a 15-year old caucus,
whose monthly journal Convoy
Dispatch is distributed to 60,000
workers.

The Carey slate did best in
the South and West, where the
TDU has strong local branches.
More than 35 percent of
teamsters voted in the Southern
Conference (region) and TDU
won around 54 per cent of the
vote. In Teamster branches in
Knoxville, Nashville and Mem-
phis the TDU-backed slate won
by 2-1.

Landslide

A similar picture was
repeated in the Western Con-
ference, which the Carey slate
sweeping California. In the
north and east of the country
the picture was more mixed,
with many big branches linked
to organised crime voting
heavily against the reformers.

The reformers victory comes
as a result of revulsion against
both the mob links of the leader-
ship and the large number of
‘giveback’ deals involving ac-
ceptance of wage cutting and
loss of holidays.

No less than 171 full time of-
ficials each earned more than
$1m a year under the old
regime, through holding multi-
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ple posts. Carey has pledged to
cut the president’s salary by 22
per cent and to end multiple
posts.

As a result of these things
union membership has fallen
from 2,215,000 to 1,450,000.
Teamster bosses have been
facing government lawsuits,
and the election was in part
forced by government inves-
tigators.

There should be no illusions
that the victory of the TDU-
backed slate will make the
Teamsters into a left-wing or
class struggle trade union. The
vote to oust the old bosses was
as much a vote to clean up the
union as to pursue militant
policies.

But the encouraging thing
about the election victory was
that it was led by a rank-and-file
campaign and not by a group of
dissident bureaucrats.

For the first time there is a
woman, Diana Kilmury from
British Colombia, on the execu-
tive. But the prospects for keep-
ing the union out of the hands
of the mobster bureaucrats in
future depend on the ability of
TDU to strengthen its rank-
and-file organisation.

The new model Teamsters
facetough challenges inthe cur-
rent US recession. However the
possibility is there for the
Teamster revolution to spill
over into a resurgent fightback
in a series of industrial unions.
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Can Labour’s leaders flght and win?|

THE TORY press has already launched
{ its pre-election blitz against Labour,

obediently repeating the Conservative
Central Office briefings that Labour is
the party of high taxes.
With the economy in endless recession,
with unemployment rocketing, and after
thirteen years of Tory government,
Labour ought to be able to make an effec-
tive reply. Yet not only is Kinnock in-
capable of pulling ahead in the opinion
polls, but Labour has been put on the
defensive in the debate over taxes. Why?

‘New realist’ policies have caught Kinnock
in a double bind. On the one hand Labour
denounces income tax cuts on the grounds that
money is needed for social welfare and invest-
ment; on the other Labour is rigorously avoid-
ing all promises other than that of a national
minimum wage. The refusal to make any
promises or commitments gives Labour a
tremendous credibility problem

Take the NHS. This is above all Labour’s
strong issue in terms of public perception. But
will Labour devote real new resources to the
NHS? From Robin Cook’s pronouncements it
is quite impossible to tell. Like everything else,
apparently it all depends on ‘growth

All opinion polls have shown that there is a
big majority in favour of more public welfare
spending rather than further tax cuts. But most
workers, hard pressed by inflation are under-
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GETTING R|CHER
AND THE POOR
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POORER.
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surance payments for no known benefits.

To say that Labour lacks a crusading alterna-
tive, or an inspiring vision of the future, is the
understatement of the year. The prospects for
a new deal in Britain, according to Messrs
Smith, Kinnock and Beckett, depend entirely
on the promise that Labour government will
deliver economic growth. But who, in their
heart of hearts, really believes that?

Labour’s electoral bind stems from the Kin-
nock leadership’s obsessive search for right
wing respectability. Under Kinnock there will
be no peace dividend through defence spend-
ing cuts; complete obedience to the deflation-

no re-nationalisation of public utilities to ease
the burden of escalating fuel, power and water
bills; no promises of substantial investment in
publicly-provided housing; and not a hint of
major public investment in industry and the
national infrastructure.

Extra taxes on the rich will be minimal.
Anyone with the least intelligence is bound to
ask whether Labour will actually makes things
better.

Labour’s only real strong point is that they
are not the Tories. But without a clear alterna-
tive Labour’s campaign is desperately vul-
nerable to the Tory accusation that they will
put up taxes in return for very little.

Meanwhile Labour continues to abysmally
fail to capitalise on Tory blunders. Where was
the promise to keep Ravenscraig steel plant
open? Gordon Brown pointedly refused to
make such a promise because it is a ‘business
decision’. And to capitall as the Tories hitnew
embarrassment on the Poll Tax, David
Blunkett promises a ruthless campaign against
defaulters!

And of course, ironically, in the face of an
elaborately co-ordinated campaign jointly run
by the Tory newspapers and Conservative
central office, Labour has nothing to say about
the structure of newspaper ownership and
control.

In a year when the defeat of the Tories is
vital, Labour is fighting with its hands tied
behind its back. Alas, it is the Labour leader-

ary diktats of the European Monetary System;  ship which has tied them.

standably not too keen on higher national in-

Tories turn back clock on
community care

health authorities and local
councils to prevent them
CAUGHT in a tangled web of con-  from providing actual care
tradictory Thatcherite policies, and support in the com-
John Major's government is rush- ~ munity.
ing around attempting to neutralise Heseltine himself is even
potential electoral embarrass-  NoW imposing even stricter
o e T e o
This is the reason why Environment
Secretary Michael Hese)lltme made his 2 V\I/ave of brutal ‘I:ué".:' in :"r?
unexpected intervention, announcing cnla serwcfe; tnciu lfng the
plans to reverse the policy of com- :]gse“r:; :n dofr::ifiti:; foer
;n:srgfy care for people with mental ill- me%]al ilness St}lffefhefs- t
Heseltine is of course not in the © cosmetic cnaracier
least concerned about the plight of Ofthelatest Toryinitiative on
mental illness sufferers, who have g"mmut"'ttyd bcatrhe f Ist
been shamefully neglected by succes- thertn?r?s r?t'feul Dy the tac
sive governments, with thousands cast ah tt? piu lnlfreats_es t'"
adrift in the 1980s. He is alarmed by fasl ey ;Ire a °°ta mgteg
the aggravation suffered by growing °‘ia' cotltjﬁms a{e. %rlge
numbers of well-hesled Tory voters Solely aithe most VISt yerrP-
who stumble over victims of ‘com-  0afrassing element - the

By Harry Sloan

Proposing to dump mentally ill back in bins: Heseltine

munity care’ policies in the streets and
shop doorways of London.

Two-faced

Heseltine's two-faced attitude is
shared by the Mail on Sunday, which
was the unlikely bearsr of the front-
page news of Heseltine’s unexpected
initiative, under the banner headline
‘U-Turn on Homeless'. The negative
results of the policy were blamed on
‘Mrs Thatcher's years in office’ - as if
a completely new government were
now in Downing Strest.

In fact Heseltine himseif was a
prominent member of Thatcher's
government, and the Mail its most ser-
vile apologist in the 1980s when the
current policies were introduced. They
consist in paying lip-service to com-
munity care while closing psychiatric
beds and capping the spending of

homeless mentally ill - ig-

noring the vast majority of the country’s
3.7 million severe sufferers, 99 percent
of whom live in the community, few of
them receiving any specialist help.
Only 350,000 attend psychiatric out-
patient departments.

A mere 60,000 are in-patients at
any one time, and hospital psychiatric
beds have been rapidly cut back from
89,000 in 1979 to just 50,000 in 1989.
In London over half the mental iflness
beds in the big psychiatric hospitals
have closed since 1984.

71 percent of the NHS £2 billion
mental health budget is spent on hospi-
tal care of the 60,000 in-patients, while
community-based services to another
25,000 costs just £200 million.

The Cogmons Social Serives Com-
mittee argues that to provide satisfac-
tory care in the community costs
£2,752 per person per year. This would

indicate that care for the 3.7 million
severe sufferers would cost £8 3 billion
— four times the total NHS spend on
mental health.

The same committee argues that it
is eight times more expensive to pro-
vide proper residential and day care to
people discharged from psychiatric
hospitals — £21,366 a year. No wonder
the government s reluctant to face up
the full costs of community care!

Pittance

In 1990-91 the government's new
Mental Health Specific Grant added up
to just £4.2 million across the whole of
London— an average of only £130,000
per borough. Meanwhile local councils
in the capital were offering fewer
places in day centres in 1989 than they
had in 1981, with council residential
places for people with mental illness
expanding unevenly at a rate of just 21

new places per year in Greater Lon-
don.

Refusing to face these facts, Hesel-
tine has begun uttering ominous
threats to the homeless mentally iil:

“We are coming to the conclusion
that we have a hard core of people who
won't accept any of the offers [of ac-
comodation]. ... We have all got to
tackle this problem All of us are af-
fronted and feel a deep concern for the
condition of these people”

The tacitthreat is that those who will
not voluntarily take up the Tories'
‘offers’ will be compulsorily dumped
back into institutional care, to clear the
streets in readiness for an election
campaign. This is not the voice of en-
lightenmentbut anew blast of Victorian
values, seeking to dump the ‘loonies’
back into the ‘bins’ that patients’ pres-
sure groups have been fighting to close
down.

Instead the crying need is for a big
injection of capital and revenue funding
into health authorities and local coun-
cils to enable them to put in place a
system of sheltered housing, work, day
centres and trained community-based
support for discharged patients and
sufferers who have never been in
hospital.

People with mental illness must be
given the legal right to care and sup-
port, and the existing legisiation which
theoretically obliges health authorities
and councils to provide services must
be enforced, with resources for com-
munity care ring-fenced, and super-
vised by a minister for community care.

Such a commitment involves far
greater resources than any Tory
government will provide: to win it will
also require a poiitical fight under a
future Labour government.
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not expect the student occupa-
tion movement to be so big. We
were surprised.

In Greece we also have our
own NUS. At first they were
against the occupations, but as
‘theactionspread they changedto
not saying anything at all. Be-
cause they were opposed to the
actions, we had to build our own
committees of struggle on the
ground. In every school and col-
lege these committees were
elected by general meetings.

But even if the NUS had sup-
ported the occupations we
would have had to build such
committees. Each movement
must be controlled by the ac-
tivists within the movement.
Nevertheless, things would have
been much easier had the NUS
supported us.

$0: Did the conduct of the
Greek NUS weaken its
support within the student
movement?

PV: For many years now, the
standing of NUS among students
has got progressively worse. It
has not lost support from stu-
dents, but it has lost their respect.
It is important to challenge the

leadership of the official union,

British students on the march in 1988

How Greek students won

PANOS VOVOS is a Graphic Arts student at
Athens Technological Institute. Last year he was a
leading activist in the wave of student demonstra-
tions and occupations that swept Greece. London

NUS invited Panos to Britain to speak at the Nation- |

al Student Activists’ Conference on 22 January.

Socialist Outlook spoke to him about the lessons of
the Greek student action.

Soclalist Outliook: What
sparked off the student
action last year?

Panos Vovos: The Socialist
Party government introduced a
new bill, the Multi-Bill, into par-
liament. It affected all parts of
education. High school stu-
.dents were threatened by a
separate bill which tried to im-
pose new disciplinary proce-
dures. So you had two move-
ments — one of high school
students, and one of furtherand
higher education students.

You have to look at what the
government was trying to do
with education. It was trying to
harmoniseits policy inline with
that of the EC. Following the
economic dictat of the IMF and
the EC, the Greek government
is trying to cut back what it
spends on education.

The restructuring of educa-
tion is designed to provide low-
level, over-specialised training
to meet the workforce require-
ments of industry. They are
trying to make education an or-
ganic part of production.
Market forces will determine
which schools and courses stay
open.

$O: Were the paolitics of
these changes understood
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by those students taking
action?

PV: It depends on what you
mean by ‘political’. Compared
with the occupations here, it
was more political. But, com-
pared with ten years ago in
Greece, it was less political.

Within the movement we
had big discussions on whatthe
government was doing and
why, what they were going to
do, and why we cannot wait for
a new bill on education but
must have an uprising. These
discussions affected many
people, but most supported the
occupations ona gut level.

S0: How widespread was
the student action?

PV: Around 80 per cent of
further and higher education
colleges were affected and
about 2,500 high schools. It was
the biggest movement since
1974 and the collapse of the dic-
tatorship.

Afterthe movementdeclined
we realised there would be
similar social explosions in the
future. Such explosions do not
automatically have any direc-
tion. It is important to seize the
opportunity from these situa-

" tions to give the movement a

socialist orientation.

“In Greece we also
have our own NUS.
At first they were
against the
occupations, but as
the action spread
they changed to not
saying anything at
all.”

Photo: Sam Inman

SO: What did the
occupations achleve?

PV: Both the Multi-Bill and
the discipline bill were
scrapped. But whilethegovern-
ment will not try and bring back
the latter, they are trying to re-
introduce the Multi-Bill - this
time in parts. One problem is
that, on the ground, thereareno
significant improvements.
During last year’s actions, we
did not push other demands to
the forefront — in the interest of
unity. If we had done this it
would have been a political in-
vestment for the future.

You have to realise that the
student unrest in Greece was
born out of desparation. After
the movement declined there
wasadegree of disappointment
because people had expected
much more to change.

$0: What advice would you
have for students In Britain?

PV: We were lucky because
the government made lots of
mistakes — the Multi-Bill was a
big mistake because it tried to
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deal with everything at once.
The police also made the mis-
take of killing a teacher which
brought out other teachers and
the General Union of Workers
onto the demonstrations.

This allowed us to build a
huge movement very quickly. I
don’t think the British govern-
ment will make these sort of
mistakes, they seem more
serious and pay more attention
to their own interests.

Students must look at the
facts of the situation in every
college, to counter the misinfor-
mation from the government
and from college manage-
ments. You also have to look at
the class composition of stu-
dents at different colleges —
whether they are mostly bour-
geois, mostly middle-class or
mostly working class. And you
have to look at student unions,
aiming to build these and orien-
tate them in the right direction.

Before the student actions,
the government had attacked
the right to strike, social
security and civil rights. As
there had been very little
response to theseattacks, wedid
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in elections and so on. But while
it is very important to work
within the official structures, you
cannot afford to have any il-
Iusions in them. Where there is
lack of movement in any or-
ganisation, the danger of
bureaucracy will appear. We
argue that we need the NUS, but
we also need the self-organisa-
tion of students.

S0: If you could go through
the experience again, would
you attach more importance
to building a left-wing within
the movement?

PV: Yes. But the big problem
we had in this respect was that
the movement grew so rapidly.
After the murder of the teacher,
the movement grew in a matter
of days. Infour days we had three
demonstrations. The first had
40,000 present, the second
100,000, and the third about
70,000.

Throughout these days there
was a big rise in consciousness of
the movement, but there was no
time to develop the discussions.
An excuse perhaps, but the time
was crucial. It is obviously im-
portant to take political and
ideological discussions into such
movements —in action peopleare
very open to new ideas. This is
necessary so that a left-wing base
can be built.

You cannot just shout slogans
about student poverty. Within a
capitalist framework, the changes
in education are necessary for the
functioning of the economy.
Socialists have to work out an
alternative framework — show-
ing that economics and educa-
tion are related.

You can fight and win on the
issue of student poverty alone.
Things may get better for a few
years. But without solving the
underlying crisis the problems
experienced today will keep
coming back.
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THE MASS action of tens of millions
of workers is the only force capable
of really finishing off the old ruling
bureaucracy in the Soviet Union. In
other words, a real popular, anti-
bureaucratic revolution is needed.

The Soviet bureaucracy is too vast,
has such strong social links, and canrely
onso much inertia and routine, obstruc-
tion and sabotage, for it to be decisively
weakened from above.

Mikhail Gorbachev did not want to
unleash such a revolution, nor was he
capable of doing so. His aim was to
preserve the system and reform it, not
to destroy it.

Gorbachev’s attempt to radically
reform the system was not primarily
motivated by ideological reasons, but
by the deeper and deeper crisis that the
USSR slid into from the late 1970s. This
was shown in a number of ways:

® The continual decline in economic’

growth, which had been lower than the
USA'’s for a decade.

® The impossibility, in these condi-
tions, of simultaneously maintaining
economic modernisation, the arms race,
a regular increase in the popular stand-
ard of living, and maintaining and in-
creasing the bureaucracy’s privileges.

® The defeat of the attempt to im-
prove the quality of industrial produc-
tion. That requires making a priority of
quality rather than quantity, exact cal-
culations of costs, glasnost in the
economy, and more say for consumers.
All of these are incompatible with
bureaucratic dictatorship.

This had a number of consequences:

@ A big social decline, with more
than 60 million people in poverty, the
deterioration of the health serviceand a
big drop in life expectancy.

® The regime’s loss of any political
legitimacy, with the development of a
broad opposition (oppressed
nationalities, intellectuals, youth).

® A deep ideological and moral crisis
in the bureaucracy, which went out of
control.

11l-conceived

Gorbachev’s defeat was the defeat of
economic perestroika. Il-conceived
from the start, changing direction fre-
quently, combining increasingly con-
tradictory aims, perestroika ended up
by dismantling the old ‘command
economy’ without substituting any-
thing coherent for it. After one or two
somersaults, economic decline fol-
lowed stagnation. ‘

For the Soviet people, this meant an
accelerating decline in their standard of
living. As a result, Gorbachev lost any
popular base.

Gorbachev’s foreign policy was
based around stopping the arms race at
any price and getting technological and
financial aid from the West to stop the
whole edifice from crumbling.

This translated into reactionary
regional agreements’, affecting both
the Cuban and Central American
revolutions and the South African and
Arab liberation struggles.

But closing one’s eyes to the positive
changes that took place in the USSR
under Gorbachev would be wrong.
These changes can be summed up as
glasnost — the massive expansion of
democratic freedoms enjoyed by the
masses.

They were certainly limited, partial
democratic rights which were not con-
stitutionally guaranteed. They were
also combined with authoritarianism,

which increased in Gorbachev’s latter

days.

But they were real rights: a larger
number of parties, political groups, and
independent workers’ organisations
developed. Uncensored publications
appeared. Public demonstrations were
allowed. Strikes multiplied. Elections
were held which gave voters a choic‘g
between different candidates. )
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Not much in the marketplace for Russian worké'r? ]

The irresistible
decline of

Mikhail

Gorbachev

more difficult, and
have much less chance
of success.
Gorbachev was
overthrown by a wing
of the bureaucracy led
by Boris Yeltsin, who
represents a wing of
the top nomenklatura.
Due to his past and his

The putschists of August 1991
wanted to severely limit, if not sup-
press, these rights. They aimed specifi-
cally to withdraw theright to strikeand
suppress independent workers’ or-
ganisations.

This is why they had to be opposed
by any means available. And it's why
the coup’s defeat was welcome.

The workers of the ex-USSR now
need to conduct a struggle on two
fronts: to defend and extend democratic
rights; and against privatisation. To
abandon either of these would be to
sacrifice the fundamental interests of
the working class.

There is no chance of developing, or
winning, the political revolution in the
USSR without the working class regain-
ing its organisational autonomy and
class political independence. It is im-
possible to realise these aims without a
long period of developing strugglesand
the emergence of a new vanguard.

Without real democratic freedoms,
this would take much longer, be much

training, Yeltsin is a
man of the apparatus. If one thing dis-
tinguishes him from Gorbachev, it is
that he 1is less evasive, more
authoritarian and so more dangerous
for the masses.

By contrast withGorbachev, who still
vaguely supports socialism, Yeltsin
openly supports the restoration of
capitalism.

But when judging politicians, what
they think is not enough. The most im-
portant thing is to look at what they do
in practice and the social interests they
represent.

From this standpoint, Yeltsin and his
allies in the liquidation of the USSR in
favour of the ‘Confederation of Inde-
pendent States’ represent a fraction of
the nomenklatura. This is quite distinct
from the bourgeois forces as such (the
nouveaux millionaires), even if the two
do intersect.

The classic case is that of the Presi-
dents of Kazakhstan and the Ukraine,
who with Yeltsin ‘betrayed’ Gorbachev

- OUfiook

atthe last minute (his words) to liquida-
te the USSR. Both have been regional
leaders of the stalinist apparatus since
Gorbachev’s early days. Bothrely on the
‘local’ KGB, which has hardly changed.

At the start of the putsch, both took
an expectant, if not favourable, attitude
to it. Both knowingly used the popular
feeling of revolt against national op-
pression to convert themselves into
‘nationalist leaders’.

And their cynicism was particularly
highlighted by the fact that they did not
hesitate to associate themselves with
Yeltsin, a genuine Great Russian
chauvinist — how long for is a different
question.

The only conclusion is that there is
still a three-cornered struggle. Fractions
of the top nomenklatura, forces that are
for the restoration of capitalism — bour-
geois in the social sense — and the work-
ing masses are three distinct forces with
their own interests.

A new putsch?

New putsches are possible. Yeltsin
risks rapidly losing his popularity,
given the anti-working class policies
that he is implementing.

Behind him there is already the
sinister figure of Vladimir Shirinovsky,
the Soviet Le Pen, who associates him-
self with the Tsar and Pinochet. He has
the support of some of the army and is
openly Great Russian, anti-semitic and
racist. His popularity should not be un-
derestimated. -

All this adds up to a situation which
is neither revolutionary nor pre-revolu-
tionary. As a social force, the working
class is infinitely stronger than its op-
ponents, and infinitely stronger than in
1917 or 1927.

But, for Stalinism to be overthrown
by arevolution, the working class has to
act as an independent social force. This
is not happening.

Stalinism discredited the very idea of
communism, marxism and socialism.
As a result the vacuum created by the
deep ideological and moral crisis of
Soviet society is not about to be filled by
the working class.

The workers are acting, but around
immediate, short term aims, in a frag-
mented way. Right wing forces have the
political initiative, contrary to the hopes
that one could have had up until 1980-
81 (the first rise of Solidarnosc).

Does this mean that a restabilisation
of the nomenklatura or a restoration of
capitalism are more likely? It means
nothing of the kind. They are just as
improbable as a breakthrough for the
political revolution.

Yeltsin’s pro-bourgeois government
has made a start on capitalist restora-
tion. But there is an enormous distance
between the beginning and the end.

For there to be a real restoration of
capitalism, an extension of the market
economy — which is much less
widespread today than it was under the
NEP - is not enough. The major means
of production and exchange would also
have to become commodities.

That means at least a thousand billion
dollars, which is currently as impossible
a sum in the West as in the USSR itself.
The labour force would have to submit
to the laws of the ‘labour market’.

That means tens of millions of un-
employed and a drop in the standard of
living of 30 to 50 per cent. That would
meet with strong resistance.

So the most likely outcome is a long
period of decomposition and chaos. But
there is a modest but real hope that
during this period the Soviet working
class will slowly reconquer its class in-
dependence.

The main task of the small socialist
forces consists of linking up with this
process to aid the workers in overcom-
ing the obstacles.
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