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Workers Action — what we stand for

Workers Action is a Marxist tendency in the labour move-
ment.

In the present situation, after two decades ol defeats, with
strike action at a very low level and a leadership all too
happy to accommodate to the pro-free market climate,
Workers Action believes that the most important task is a
struggle to renovate the existing labour movement, politi-
cally and industrially, so that it can fight cffcetively inits
own interests.

This means a struggle in the labour movement as it is, with
all its problems and weaknesses. Most workers continue
to support the Labour Party in clections or by union affili-
ation. At present, attempts to get round this political fact
by mounting clectoral challenges to Labour are, n most
cases, futile and sectarian, and are likely to lead to greater
demoralisation. Most importantly, they represent an aban-
donment of any scrious political struggle against the La-
bour lcadership. Workers Action supporters arc therefore
active in the Labour Party as well as the trade unions and
political campaigns.

Capitalism condemns millions to exploitation, poverty, dis-
case and war, so that when its lcading international bodics
meet, they have to do so behind lines of police. However,
Workers Action believes that the relative importance of
the anti-capitalist movement over the last few years is a
sign not of the strength of the left, but of'its weakness and
marginalisation. The new free market world order is based
on 20 years of defeats for the international working class.
Protests outside the conferences of organisations such as
the WTO arc important, but must not be a substitute for
building a socialist lcadership in the working class.

Workers Action supports all progressive national struggles
against imperialism, without placing any confidence in the
leaders of such movements. Neither bourgeois national-
ism, nor petty-bourgeois guerrillaism, nor religious fun-
damentalism can advance the interests of the oppressed
workers and peasants. We are for the building of a social-
ist leadership on an international scale.

The collapse of Stalinism in 1989, compounded by the
move to the right of the Labour Party and the European
Socialist partics, has resulted in an idcological crisis for
the left. Some, like the SWP, deny that such a crisis exists
_indeed, they claim that this is the best period for a gen-
cration in which to fight for socialism. Others question
whether the socialist project, fought for by the working
class and its allics, is still viable. Workers Action believes
that it is, but that to rebuild a fighting left relevant to the
concerns of workers means rejecting the methods of sect-
building and sclf-proclaimed vanguardism.

However, Workers Action has a non-dogmatic approach
to this crisis of the left. We sec it as an opportunity to cvalu-
ate critically many of our previously held conceptions in
the light of experience. Marxism is a critical idcology or it
is nothing. Socialists cannot march into the 21st century
with their programme frozen in the 1920s.

If you arc interested in joining us or discussing further,
write to us at PO Box 7268, London E10 6TX or c-mail us
at workers.action@btintcrnet.com




Editorial

Troops out
of Iraq!

The criminal invasion of Iraq by US and
British forces is under way. However long
the war lasts one thing is certain, the peo-
ple of Irag will not be free at the end. The
belcaguered population will find them-
selves under US military occupation un-
til such time as a US-friendly dictatorship
is established.

Another safe bet is that Tony Blair will
not have a ‘good’ war, at the end of which
all his problems will be resolved. His cra-
ven support for the Bush administration
has done significant, possibly fatal dam-
age 10 his credibility within the Labour
Party, the UK population, Europe, and
probably also the US. His strategy for the
last few months lies in tatters.

Blair is absolutely convinced of his pow-
ers of persuasion and the righteousness
of his views on pretty much everything.
Following Sceptember 11, 2001, he saw a
vacancy for a world statesman and, though
too modest for shameless self-promotion,
immediately offered to stand ‘shoulder to
shoulder’ with George Bush.

A year and a half ago the reaction to the
terrorist attacks on the World Trade Cen-
tre allowed the US to gather an unprec-
edented alliance of governments around
it under the guisc of a ‘war on terrorism’.
The US administration jumped at the
chance to unite world opinion against the
states that it had in its sights — with Af-
ghanistan, Iraq, Iran and North Korea at
the top of its list.

Many were convinced of the argument
about Afghanistan. The Taliban regime had
done little to win fricnds on an interna-
tional level, it did harbour many central
figures within the al-Qaida nctwork and,
apart from the desire to build an oil pipe-

" line from Uzbekistan, it was of little stra-

tegic value to any other country. But some
of the other countries making up the ‘axis
of evil’ were a different matter. It rang
alarm bells that the US government was
embarking on a course of aggressive mili-
tary intervention around the world.

This is where Blair stepped in. Behind
his offer to support Bush was a plan to
promote himself by rallying a sceptical
world behind US aggression. Thus Brit-
ain’s usual role of being the US stooge
within Europe would place Blair at the cen-
tre of world atiention. On the face of it, it
seemed plausible, as the UN generally
will accept whatever the US demands,
however grudgingly. It certainly has
placed Blair at the centre of world atten-
tion, though one can’t help thinking that
it’s not in the way that he would have cho-
sen.

Some have commented that Margaret
Thatcher would have automatically sided
with the US, and wouldn’t have cared less

what the EU or the UN thought. It Blair
had done that it would have been far less
damaging. Instead he has convinced the
US to hold back a war for months, assur-
ing them that he would be able to deliver
support from the UN Security Council.
He is now widely seen as the individual
who staked everything and failed to con-
vince the EU, the UN, Nato or even his
own party of the need to support a US-led
war of aggression. Blair’s strategy
throughout couldn’t have failed more dra-
matically or more publicly. He has helped
to create the most significant split within
world opinion since the cold war, and has
united the largest anti-war movement in
the history of humanity. In the absence of
any real allies to defend him, Blair has
resorted to enlisting the support of his
‘Christian conscience’ and ‘history’ to be
his judge.

While Blair’s supporters argue that a
short, ‘successful’ war will show Blair to
be a great statesman who has risked eve-
rything for his convictions, they really are
grasping at straws. From his reputation as
‘Teflon Tony’ a fcw months ago, he has
now re-invented himself as the man with
the anti-Midas touch. Everything he
touches scems to go wrong. Blair’s angry
condemnation of the ‘ecxecution’ of two
British soldiers and his subsequent retrac-
tion and apology may have seemed a spin
too far. But within days of this he appcared
on Arab TV to claim that it was an Iraqi
missile that killed 15 Iraqi civilians in a
Baghdad marketplace, after the serial
numbers of the US missile had been
widely published in the media throughout
the world. There is little that can happen
now that won’t mean Blair cmerges much
weaker than he was before.

Many within the US administration are
quite happy for the UN, Nato and the EU
to becorne weakened and divided, though
this is unlikely to be Blair’s position. For
many right-wing US Republicans, being
bound by international agrecment and the
rule of law is merely an annoyance that
gets in the way of US hegemony. Through-
out the last 50 years the United States has
done pretty much what it wanted on the
world stage, though the perceived mili-
tary power of the Soviet Union did act as
a restraining influence to an extent. With
the US left as the world’s only superpower,
many right-wingers have begun to ques-
tion the need for the US to be subject to
any intcrnational legal framework. Al-
ready, Congress has passed a bill enabling
it to send military forces to the interna-
tional court in the Hague should any US
citizens be tried for war crimes. The Bush
administration has torn up the Kyoto
agreement and reneged on its commitment
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to non-proliferation treatics.

It doesn’t take a genius to join up the dots, but for anyone who
needs help figuring it out, many central figures of the Bush ad-
ministration have published their plans for world domination on
the internet.

In September 2000, the right-wing think tank ‘Project for a
New American Century’ published a rcport called Rebuilding
American Defences. The project, supported by Dick Cheney,
Paul Wolfowitz, Donald Rumsfeld, Jeb Bush and many other
figures central to the US administration, argues for the US to
extensively assert its world military dominance: ‘At no time in
history has the international sccurity order been as conducive
to American interests and ideals. The challenge for the coming
century is to preserve and enhance this “American Peace”.” The
report outlines what it considers to be the key tasks in estab-
lishing this ‘Amcrican Peacc’, including:

Defence of the American homeland; fight and decisively win
multiple, simultancous major theatre wars; perform ‘constabu-
lary’ duties associated with shaping the security cnvironment in
critical regions; transform the US forces to exploit the ‘revolution
in military affairs’.

It goes on to argue for a massive increase in military spending,
adding a further $15-$20 billion to the annual budget, for the con-
trol of space and cyberspace and for the creation of a new military
service, the ‘US Space Force’. Whilst all this might have seemed
fanciful, 9/11 gave the right wing an ideal chance to implement
their most bizarre plans.

Now Bush has given up cven paying lip scrvice to international
legitimacy. In the build-up to war, Bush always said that the US
goal was regime change, whilst diplomatic wrangling within Nato
and the UN was purely about disarmament. Throughout the proc-
ess, Bush and all senior members of his administration have made
it clear that they would do what they liked, with or without the
support of other countries. The British government is attempt-
ing to blame the French for the failure of diplomacy, but diplo-
macy was pretty much doomed to fail from the time the US made
it clear that it didn’t care what the outcome of that diplomacy
was since it was going to war anyway.

The megalomaniacs that control the White House may be able
to start wars and colonial invasions, but none of them has the
power to control the results of such a policy. The new far right
in Washington aims to destabilise the Middle East, impose a
US-friendly government in Iraq, then proceed to do the same t0
Syria, Iran and anywhere else that might stand in the way of us
goals in the region, leaving Israel as the regional power that
maintains order. The problem with all this is that it relies on the
population of the Middle East fitting in with their plans. We have
already seen that the Iraqi population have been somewhat less
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than enthusiastic about their ‘liberation’. Indeed, the colonial in-
vasion is proving a rallying point for resistance across the Arab
and Islamic world.

The central reason that Britain was forced to abandon its colo-
nies was that, as societies develop, it becomes less possible to
rule by brute force. It might be possible to rule a small, cco-
nomically weak country by military force, as with Israel’s domi-
nation of the West Bank and Gaza, though that in itself is hardly
without its problems. But to attempt to re-colonise Iraq and then
go on to sort out a number of other countries is purc fantasy.
The Britain and the US will almost certainly win the war. They
will then be left in a quagmire, unable to sustain the occupation,
and unable to leave for fear of exposing how weak their position
really is.

We shouldn’t be despondent in the face of the enormous mili-
tary might of the US. In the process of this falling out of thieves,
we have also seen the creation of a phenomenal political power
across the globe that can start to challenge US imperialism. The
anti-war demonstrations on February 15 have had an enormous
jmpact throughout the world, and have opened up a new era in
politics.

Whilst many have pointed out that this imperialist war will
actually increase tensions and make Islamic terrorism more
likely, the anti-war mobilisations are having the opposite effect.
After February 15, the leader of Hezbollah in Lebanon, the or-
ganisation that for years kidnapped any Westerners left in Bei-
rut, said that Muslims needed to re-evaluate their attitude to
Westerners. A year ago there werc numerous Islamic groups on
anti-war demonstration marching as segregated blocks. On the
demonstrations in Britain, Muslim contingents have visibly be-
come more and more integrated over the months as the demon-
strations have become larger and larger. That is not to say that
desperate people won’t be driven to desperate measures, but the
demonstrations are showing to a wider audience of oppressed
people across the world who is and who is not their enemy.

Equally, the anti-war movement has attracted significant new
layers of young people who see that political activity can make
a difference. The movement amongst school pupils is the first
time we have seen anything like it in at least a generation.

To creatc a mass movement such as this, that is not just in one
or two countries but genuinely spreads across the globe, and is
strongest in countries where the government is in support of the
war, is without paraliel. For ordinary people to be able to work
simultaneously on all contincnts to defend the people of Traq
can lay the foundation stones of a world movement capable of
posing a real challenge (0 imperialism and (o capitalism. The
‘anti-globalisation’ movement, important as it has been, has up
{0 now been rather unfocused, divided and propagandist. Now,
opposition to the war has given a sharp focus and has built a
world movement with a genuinely mass basc. WA

Who opposed arming lraq?

In February 1987, a number of MPs signed a strongly
worded Early Day Motion, which condemned the sale of
arms to Irag by the Thatcher government. Who signed
it? Dave Nellist, Ron Brown and Dennis Skinner, among
others vilified, marginatised and purged by the Blairites.
How many of the present Cabinet, whose consciences
so urgently dictate that we must go to war to rid the
world of Saddam Hussein and his weapons, were pre-
pared to put their names 1o this motion? Not a single

one. J
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‘Stop the
war’ or
‘Defend
lraq’?

Anti-war

contacts

Stop the War Coalition
PO Box 3739, London E5 8EJ
www.sfopwar.org.uk

tel: 07951 235915

email: office @ stopwar.org.uk

Labour Against the War
PO Box 2378, London E5 9QU
tel: 020 8985 6597

fax: 020 895 6785

email: latw@gn.apc.org
Affiliation/sponsorship of LATW is
£10 for organisations, £5 for
individuals

Faced with the invasion of lraq, the pri-
mary task of socialists in Britain was clear
—it was to help develop the anti-war move-
ment, with the central aim of bringing the
war to a halt as soon as possible. With the
victory of US and British forces looking
to be in a matter of days rather than weeks,
and the prospect of a lengthy occupation
of the country, our main activity must be
to fight for the withdrawal of those forces.
Beyond that, we should give whatever
support is possible to socialist and anti-
imperialist forces in the country, and de-
mand that the Western trade union move-
ment assists the rebirth of independent
trade unions in Iraq.

Although support for the anti-war move-
ment remains impressive and substantial,
the forces of the left are relatively weak.
By intervening in the movement, and giv-
ing it leadership, the left has already dem-
onstrated that it can influence far wider
forces than its usual periphery. By direct-
ing this influence towards the labour
movement, and linking up with a far
broader current of opposition, it can have
a decisive role.

Although our main responsibility lics in
Britain, inevitably the issue arises as (o
what our attitude is towards the military
conflict in Irag. Should socialists have
called for the defence of Iraq, or even for
the victory of Iraq? Those who make such
calls hark back to classical Marxist texts
such as Lenin and Zinoviev’s Socialism
and War:

‘For example, if tomorrow, Morocco
were to declare war on France, or India
on Britain, or Persia or China on Russia,
and so on, these would be “just”, and “de-
fensive” wars, irrespective of who would
be the first to attack; any socialist would
wish the oppressed, dependant and unequal
states victory over the oppressor, slave-
holding and predatory “Great” Powers.’

The real problem with transposing this
and other quotations from the Marxists
classics doesn’t lie in the noble sentiments
expressed by Lenin and Zinoviev. Rather
it is the completely different context.
Marxist tactics in relation to the anti-co-
lonial and nationalist struggles of the
twenticth century assumed the existence
of nationalist movements espousing pro-
gressive demands with a strong popular
base of support among workers and peas-
ants.

Saddam Hussein’s Ba’ath Party has no
such progressive demands or popular
base. As the fighting has shown, the only
forces to put up consistent and detcrmined
resistance are those who owe their privi-
leges directly to the regime — Ba’ath Party
cadres, the Republican Guard and Special
Republican Guard, and the fedayeen.

There is little evidence that any other sec-
tion of the population has much inclina-
tion to defend the regime.

The Iraqi leadership indicated well be-
fore the coalition attack began that it
would rely on a strategy of drawing US
and British forces into street fighting in
the cities, and turn Iraq into ‘another Vi-
etnam’. Even on its own terms, this strat-
egy has been woefully poor. Tanks de-
ployed in desert arcas were easily picked
off by air strikes. Bridges across the Tigris
and the Euphrates weren't blown up. The
main highways into Baghdad were lightly
defended and not mined.

At the beginning of the war, Iraq’s regu-
lar army was said to number 160,000. By
April 5, over 8,000 Iraqi soldiers had sur-
rendered. Even allowing for thousands of
casualties, where were the rest? Many
more, it appears, have simply deserted,
taken off their uniforms and melted away.
Reports of some Iraqi exiles returning to
fight, and of 4,000 Arab volunteers for
suicide bombing cannot hide the reality
that this is not scen as a ‘national’ strug-
gle by large numbers of Iragis.

To be sure, the degree of opposition
coalition forces encountered took its
military planners aback. Talk of the fight-
ing being over within a few days was
quickly revised. Some on the left then

War chest

George Bush has demanded a to-
tal war budget of $77 biltion (£51 bil-
lion) to pay for the war against Iraq.
The breakdown is as follows, and
shows some interesting priorities:

Military operations $44bn
Aid to Israel $10bn
Reserves call-up $10bn
Munitions $6.5bn
Reconstruction $1.7bn
Coastguard $1.5bn
Aid to Jordan $1bn
Aid to Egypt $1bn
Humanitarian aid $750m
FBI $500m
Aid to Afghanistan $400m

Meanwhile, the Royal United Serv-
ices Institute says that the war in
Iraq could cost Britain £5bn, three
times as much as the Chancellor
has allowed, while according to
Deloitte and Touche it could plunge
Britain £12bn deeper into debt.
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swung to the opposite cxtreme. Victnam
syndrome would set in; Baghdad would
become another Stalingrad. Emboldened
by George Galloway sounding off, the
SWP issucd posters calling on protestors
in its typically ambiguous way to ‘support
the resistance’.

Proponents of the ‘Defend traq’ line will
no doubt argue that the purposc of a mili-
tary bloc between anti-imperialists and
the Ba’athist regime would be to defend
the country rather than the regime. But
while a hypothetical military bloc is com-
paratively easy to build from the safety
of London, any group of Iraqi socialists
who approached Ba’athist high command
would suffer the same fate as Iraq’s once
powerful Communist Party and its trade
unions. A repcat of China in 1937, when
Chiang Kai-shek’s Kuomintang, which had
butchered thousands of workers in putting
down the 1925-27 revolution, was obliged
to form a military alliance with the Chi-
nese Communist Party against the Japa-
nese onslaught, has never been a remote
possibility in Iraq.

Sometimes those on the left who are
inclined to grand strategy argue in favour
of anti-imperialist united fronts with the
likes of the Taliban and Saddam Hussein
from the standpoint that a defeat for US
imperialism is in the interests of the world
working class. Abstractly, of course, such
a proposition is true. Nevertheless, Marx-
ists don’t proceed simply from what is
desirable. In relation to war, they take ac-
count of the likely military prospects, and
of the consciousness of the masses.

Some of these latter-day Marxists seem
to have forgotten that Frederick Engels,
the co-founder of Marxism, took a keen
interest in military affairs — sufficiently
keen to be nicknamed ‘The General’. A
dosc of Engels’s realism is needed today.
In a war between the United States and
Britain on the one hand, and Iraq on the
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other, Iraq’s poorly equipped and demor-
alised forces never stood any chance of
success.

For the past three decades, the left has
repcated the mantra that each coming
struggle could become ‘another Vietnam’.
In the Vietnam war, the Communist Party
headed an anti-imperialist liberation
struggle that had broad support among the
masses, and represented a continuity of
struggle for national independence going
back over decades. Its forces were able
10 offset US technical and aerial superi-
ority by mastering the densc jungle ter-
rain.

In Iraq, the Ba’athist regime is based on
a narrow caste and is widely hated, most
of the terrain is completely open, and the
balance of forces overwhelmingly
weighted in favour of the US and British
armies. Saddam’s only hope of prolong-
ing the fighting was that his elite Repub-
lican Guard would defend Baghdad, street
by strect. But this ‘best case scenario’ for
Saddam would in all likelihood be a dis-
aster for the civilian inhabitants, and
would result in large numbers of civilian
casualtics.

Many reports speak of the Iragi popula-
tion being sullen in the face of its ‘libera-
tion". Civilians display mistrust, fear and
hatred towards the invaders. Little won-
der after years of sanctions, weeks of ter-
rifying bombardment and a desperate
shortage of food and water. But it would
be a mistake to see this as cvidence of
support for the regime, excepl among a
minority. Given the nature of the regime,
it is not surprising that others — another
minority — have cautiously welcomed the
invaders. The truth is that most Iragis are
caught between a rock and a hard place.

Those Iragis not connected to the re-
gime who want to defend their country
against invasion deserve our solidarity.
When the invasion becomes an occupa-

tion it is likely that opposition to the very
forces responsible for starving the coun-
try for 12 years will develop on a much
wider basis. In this context, we applaud
those left-wing lraqi oppositionists, such
as the Worker Communist Party of Tran
and Irag, who opposed both the Ba’athist
regime and a US/British attack.

But those on the international left who
call upon Iragi soldiers to ‘stand and fight’
have learned little from the war in 1991.
Then. in spite of its huge size on paper,
and the reputation of the Republican
Guard, the Iragi army folded within days.
When Iraqi conscripts fled northwards
towards Basra, the Allies, who held back
from removing Saddam {rom power, in-
cinerated thousands of soldiers using air-
fuel bombs. Since then, the Iraqi army has
declined both in numbers and in techni-
cal capability, while US forces have even
more fecarsome weapons.

Given the inevitable military catastro-
phe awaiting Saddam’s regime, the best
course of action for Iragi soldiers. work-
ers and peasants is Lo attempt to take ad-
vantage of the situation when the regime
begins to crumble. Better 1o deal with the
secret police and other Saddam loyalists
than to be mown down by the forces of
the coalition.

Whatever happens, the US and Britain
will not be able to maintain a permanent
garrison in Iraq. After the military strug-
gle, social struggles will emerge, as West-
orn interests look to gain control of Iraq’s
oil wealth, and privatise its economy. By
forming soldiers” and workers’ commit-
{ces, the Iraqi people can attempt to fight
for control of their own future - against
the Ba’athist dictatorship, and against a
post-Saddam regime installed by the
Amcrican and British occupation army.

Hats — or should it be baseball caps? -

results that elect fictitious presidents.

orchestra struck up to drown him out.

what they believe in,” he said.

-

Prize-winning protest

off to Michael Moore for hitting the spot in
the most memorable protest ever at the Oscar ceremony.

“We live in fictitious times,” he said when picking up the award for best documen-

‘We live in a time with fictitious election
We live in a time when we have a man
sending us to war for fictitious reasons.

“Whether it is the fiction of duct tape or the fiction of orange alerts, we are against
this war, Mr Bush. Shame on you, Mr Bush! Shame on you!’, he shouted as the

tary feature for Bowling for Columbine.

-—

When he went backstage, Moore was unrepentant. He told reporters: I'm an
American, and you don't leave your citizenship when you enter the doors of the
Kodak Theatre. What's great about this country is that you can speak your mind.’
He pointed out that far from being appalled, many of those present had stood up to
applaud him. 'l say tonight | put America in a good light. | showed how vital it is to
have free speech in our country and all Americans have the right to stand up for
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Build the
Labour
opposition

Neil Murray

The campaign against the war has been
incredible — the biggest demonstration in
British history, the biggest wartime dem-
onstration (at five days’ notice!), the big-
gest parliamentary revolt since it meant
anything, and a new generation drawn into
political activity.

We didn’t succeed in stopping them go-
ing to war, although not for want of try-
ing. The slaughter goes on, and although
progress has been slower than many ex-
pected and mobilisations against the war
continue, the overwhelming superiority of
US weapons means that the real question
is not ‘who wins’, but how many deaths,
how quickly, and what sort of a mess will
Iraq be in when it’s over?

No-one who has participated in demon-
strations over the last 20 years, including
against previous wars, could have failed
to be astounded by the exponential growth
of the anti-war movement and the size and
impact of its protests. From fairly small
beginnings, the movement exploded, re-
flecting the level of opposition to the war
in opinion polls, sprouting protests in
small towns and Scottish islands which
had never seen their like before, and shak-
ing up the political situation.

The heroes of the movement have been
school students, who, largely on their own
initiative, have taken up the ‘no war’ cry
and organised walkouts, city centre pro-
tests and participated in large numbers in
organised demonstrations. Together with
action taken by college students, it marks
the end of the long. dark night of Thatch-
er’s children — the passing over of a gen-
eration which did not become politically
active in significant numbers. Politicians
have repeatedly claimed that they want
young people involved in politics, but of
course they didn’t mean this kind of in-
volvement. Instead we have seen condem-
nation, charges of truancy, arrests and
school authorities calling the police, lock-
ing gates (and fire doors!) and suspend-

ing and giving detention to those who de-
fied their authority.

Could we have stopped it?

Tony Blair was always determined to link
up with George Bush Jnr and go to war
against Iraq. The question is whether the
movement could have prevented this, forc-
ing Blair at least to pull back, if not Bush.
While the level of opposition in the US
was also high, it did not reach the same
levels as in Britain, and with the lack of
any kind of workers’ party, did not have a
parliamentary expression.

Protests against the Falklands war in
1982 and against the first Gulf war in 1991
were tiny compared with the present
movement. But to prevent Blair going to
war — given his determination — would
have required an extraordinary level of
opposition, combining protest and parlia-
mentary opposition. While we reached
unscen heights, we never quite got that far.

The parliamentary and extra-parliamen-
tary opposition helped build each other.
Without the scale of demonstrations on
February 15 (notjust in London and Glas-
gow, but world-wide), it is unlikely that
the rebellion in parliament would have
been as large. On the other hand, several
MPs (from the Socialist Campaign Group
of Labour MPs and George Galloway)
were al the heart of the anti-war move-
ment {rom the start and played an impor-
tant part in building it.

Overall, the Stop the War Coalition
acted imaginatively, reacting positively to
new levels of support and building new
alliances, such as with the Muslim Asso-
ciation of Britain. Without downplaying
the demonstrations, direct action and
street protests, the key to actually stop-
ping Blair’s war plans lay with the labour
movement. If Blair was not going to bec
moved by the unprecedented level of
streel protest, then he had to be forced to
recognise the damage to his political ca-
reer and the ‘economy’ which proceed-
ing with the war would cause. The scale
of the revolt by Labour MPs would have
to be so large that it would force Blair to
back down, and/or there would have to be
strike action on a scale he could not ig-
nore.

Parliamentary revolt

Opposition to the proposed war in parlia-
ment began on a small scale, among the
‘usual suspects’ who opposed the war
whatever justification of ‘second resolu-
tions’ was obtaincd. It grew considcrably
when it became obvious that such justifi-
cation did not really matter to Bush, and
Blair only wanted it as cover for a deci-
sion to go to war anyway. This ‘second

wave’ of parliamentary opposition (which
included the Liberal Democrats, but who
are now, opportunist as ever, ‘supporting
our boys”) showed all their illusions in the
United Nations, still arguing when they
rebelled a second time that they would
have supported the war il it had obtained
UN support, as if a second resolution ob-
tained by bullying and blackmailing the
smaller countries currently represented
on the Security Council would have le-
gitimised the action.

Regardless of these reservations about
its limitations, the level of revolt in par-
liament was amazing by any standards,
rcaching not quite half of the Parliamen-
tary Labour Party, with Blair losing a Cabi-
net minister, junior ministers and minis-
terial aides in the process. 1t had Blair
worried enough to impose a three-line
whip, resort to extremc arm-twisting
(with even the unelected Cherie Blair
ringing women MPs to plead with them
to ‘stand by her husband’).

With the decision to proceed to war hav-
ing been made (though not yct enacted),
Blair hoped the second major revolt, on
March 18, would be smaller. Despite a
smatl number of MPs returning to the loy-
alist fold, this did not happen — most res-
ignations took place before this second
vote and the new MPs rebelling out-
weighed those backtracking.

Blair expected Robin Cook’s resigna-
tion before the final vote; what he couldn’t
have hoped for (though, no doubt, went
out of his way to secure) was Clare Short’s
farcical performance. Having gone as pub-
lic as possible in describing Blair’s push
to war as ‘reckless’ and stated categori-
cally that she would resign if Britain went
to war without UN backing, she did a com-
plete about-turn on the basis of vaguc
promises about the ‘roadmap’ to a solu-
tion of the Palestine/Israel conflict and
UN involvement in the reconstruction of
Iraq (and, no doubt, her love of the trap-
pings of officc). While all this made her
look a total idiot in the eyes of everyone,
whether pro- or anti-war (which she her-
self acknowledged), hers was an impor-
tant scalp for Blair. If she had resigned,
there is little doubt the parliamentary re-
volt would have reached Ievels that made
it difficult for Blair to proceed. Blair will
probably show his gratitude by ditching
Short in his next reshuffle.

Opposition in the unions

Almost from the start, several national
trade unions (including Natthe, CWU,
RMT, Aslef and the FBU) announced their
support for the Stop the War Coalition. -
This was due to the personal conviction
of their general sccretaries, backed up by
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their national exccutives. Some of these
unions made their position known to their
members, though never 100 prominently
or effectively. Even when holding a view
passionately, general secrelaries are not
well-practised in convincing their mem-
bers to act, not least because they might
hold them to account over them in the
future.

Of course, some of the largest unions,
such as TGWU and Amicus, have been
strangely silent on the war. Roger Lyons,
general secretary of the MSF section of
Amicus, sent out a letter as late as the
week of March 17 banning branches and
regions from affiliating to the Stop the
War Coalition.

Five supportive unions, representing
750,000 members, did push for a recall
congress of the TUC on the basis of its
Rule 8(k), adopted in the aftermath of the
First World War, which states: ‘In order
that the trade union movement may do
everything which lies in its power to pre-
vent future wars, the General Council
shall, in the event of there being a danger
of an outbreak of war, call a special Con-
gress to decide on industrial action, such
Congress to be called, if possible, before
war is declared.” This was kicked into
touch by the general council, deferring a
decision and sticking to the line that war
was only permissible with a second UN
resolution, despite deploring Bush’s rush
to war. After war was started the general
council came out with the line that ‘while
many trade unionists will want to continue
to show their opposition to the war, the
public will expect us to give support (o
our soldiers’. .

Elsewhere in Europe the picture was a
litde different, and the European TUC
actually called for 15-minute work stop-
pages on March 14 o protest against the
threat of war. Ignored by the British TUC
and its affiliated unions, this call was fol-
lowed in several countries, Greece even
experiencing a four-hour general strike
when war broke out.

With the failure of the TUC to act, it
was down to individual unions Lo organ-
ise action against the war. Several did call
for protest action, and gave the impres-
sion they were calling for strike action,
only, in most cases, to backtrack rapidly.
The worst, perhaps, was Billy Hayes, gen-
eral secretary of the CWU, who made a
strong speech at the ‘People’s Parliament’
on March 12, saying: “When war breaks
out we want Lo sce as many CWU mem-
bers as possible out on the streets pro-
testing against this war . .. isn’t it about
time that the TUC said “On the day war
breaks out, every trade unionist should get
in the street?”.” This was understood by

all present to mean strike action. Yet Hayes
never made any serious cffort to convey
this message to CWU members, and later
put out a press rclease saying, "Billy cx-
pects any such actions to be organised at
about six o’clock in the evening, and he is
not calling for members to take illegal
industrial action.” He even had the kind-
ness to inform Royal Mail management
of this, thus making it virtually impossi-
ble for postal workers to take action.
Other general secretaries opposed 1o the
war did not go so far; Dave Prentis of
Unison, for instance, mercly poimcd out
in a factual statement that industrial ac-
tion would be unlawful.

Getting industrial action against the war
(first mooted by Tony Benn last year) was
never going to be easy in the best of cir-
cumstances. Even with the support of the
national union (and cven the TUCY), such
action would be unlawful (as is all “politi-
cal’ strike action under the anti-union laws
which the government refuses to repeal),
laying local representatives open to vic-
timisation and national unions which en-
couraged or supported such action liable
to the seizure of their funds. Most unions
are committed to the repeal of these laws,
but few are willing to challenge them, even
in the case of war. This made the call fora
‘global general strike’ exceptionally silly,
since it was either an cncouragement for
people to walk out individually, or, in fact,
was totally ignored as being impractica-
ble.

However, this inability to win signifi-
cant strike action at the height of anti-war
feeling did expose a weakness of the left
and the shallowness of its roots in the
unions. Too much credence was placed on
the declarations of union leaders, with-
out backing it up with aclivity in the un-
ions and workplaces to win the argument
against war and for strike action. ‘Union
work’ is too often seen as sccuring union
positions and branch (and national con-
ference) policy without the more arduous
task of taking the arguments to the rank
and file. Few local anti-war groups targeted
workplaces for leaflets and meetings.

Faced with the reality that strike action
without the support of the national union
would only be possible if it involved the
active participation of a Jarge majority of
the workforce (able to fight off attempted
victimisations), it is hardly surprising that
action, in the end, was restricted almost
exclusively to schools, collcges and some
local government workplaces, with lunch-
{ime protest meetings organised by oth-
ers. The left is not to be condemned for
not exposing its forces to mass victimi-
sation, but has to draw lessons about how
it functions in the unions.

The fight in the Labour Party

Since war against Irag was first proposed,
opposition within the Labour Party has
grown. At last year’s Labour Party con-
ference a leadership-backed resolution
(the least they could get away with) sup-
porting “war within international law” was
only passed by 60-40 against one oppos-
ing war (the same margin, with the same
policy difference, as at TUC congress two
wecks carlier).

Since its formation in October 2001,
Labour Against the War has been building
up support among MPs, branches, CLPs
4nd affiliated trade unions. In the last few
months there have been many reports of
Labour Party bodics (many in arcas not
known for their opposition) passing reso-
lutions against the war and condemning
Blair. In many cases such opposition has
moved on from passing resolutions to
active participation in protests and dem-
onstrations. Pressure from these CLPs
undoubtedly helped boost the number of
anti-war MPs, not lcast through the threat
that they might be deselected if they did
not show any backbone.

There has been some criticism of
LATW for mainly consisting of the ‘usual
suspects’ — the Campaign Group of MPs
and the known left. Apart from the fact
that many of the branches and CL.Ps af-
filiating are¢ not among the usual suspects.
this criticism comes down 1o a failure to
involve that ‘second wave’ of MPs who
voted for the amendments in parliament,
and some ‘Old Labourites’ such as Glenda
Jackson and Peter Kilfoyle, who have
opposed the war from the start. Efforts
need to be made to draw in the likes of
Kilfoyle and Jackson, but we cannot un-
derestimate the political gulf that exists
between the Campaign Group and many
other MPs, cven critical ones. Glenda
Jackson was invited to speak at the La-
bour Against the War conference on
March 29, but declined. Building trust
between the two groups will take time. It
is difficult to see how the ‘second wave’
could be involved while they were still
arguing that war would be all right if a sec-
ond resolution were passed by the UNLIf
it had been, they would cither have sim-
ply faded away or, alternatively, wrecked
Labour Against the War. Nor should it be
forgotten that many of them voted for
both the anti-war amendment and the sub-
stantive resolution on March 18. Now war
is underway, of coursc, it is a different
matter and every etfort should be made
to bring them on board, although without
doubt many will take the attitude that we
must now support the war effort.

Some sections of the Labour Party have
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rightly taken up the call for a recall La-
bour Party conference to determine
policy on the war, in the strong belief that
Blair has proceeded in the face of oppo-
sition by a large minority, if not a major-
ity, of party members. Unfortunately, to
have any chance of becoming a reality,
such a move will have to gain the support
of major unions, which they are ducking
at the moment. Indeed, the actions of un-
jon represcntatives on Labour’s NEC has
been one of the weakest spots of the anti-
war movement — at the January meeting
not a single union representative was pre-
pared o support the anti-war resolution.

Blair out?

A slogan taken up by much of the anti-war
movement, including the ‘People’s Assem-
bly’, has been ‘Blair out!’. Rather more lim-
ited than the vague ‘regime change’ fa-
voured by some on the left, it at least rec-
ognises the reality that the most that can
be achieved at the moment is a change of
Labour Party leadership, and that Blair
alone has been largely responsible for Brit-
ain’s support for Bush’s war drive. Those
who arguc this is insufficient have a duty
to say what they would replace the present
government by, and how.

Yet, if Blair is not willing to bow to the
pressure ol massive demonstrations, and
strike action on any scale was
unachievable, then the only way he can be
forced out is by action in the Labour Party.

Many anti-war MPs and some sections
of the party opposed to the war have been
horrificd at the fact that some of the Cam-
paign Groups and some anti-war CLPs
have raised the need for a challenge to
Blair’s leadership. Yet it is ultimately the

Keep that card!

Many Labour Party members have torn
up their membership cards —or threat-
ened to — in horror at Blair’s drive to
war. Many union members are threat-
ening to withdraw their political levy
and are talking of disaffiliation from the
Labour Party.

Yet there is an ongoing fight in the
party over its future course. Does Blair
escape with a bloody nose from his
encounter with the anti-war movement
and rebel MPs, or do we hold him to
account? Those most opposcd to the
war have the most responsibility to
challenge him, not walk away.

Biair and his acolytes would like
nothing better than for all those op-
posed to his policies, in particular, the
war, to lcave and enter the political wil-
derness. Better to stay and challenge
him, and above all get organised!

only consistent way to stop his war lust.
Indeed, if the anti-war forces in the party
had managed to achieve their aim of get-
ting a majority of Labour MPs (o vote
against the war, Blair would more than
likely have had to resign (or form a na-
tional government). Blair himself said, in
the run up to March 18, ‘Back me or sack
me’, and Robin Cook, in his resignation
speech, while praising Blair, called on
MPs (0 vote to stop the drive to war — if
they had succeeded, Blair’s position
would have been untenablc.

Many say that Blair will now go ‘in the
fullncss of time’. Maybe, but that allows
for the Blairites to organisc a smooth tran-
sition, the last thing that is needed. A drive
is needed to force Blair out. A combina-
tion of pushing for a change of policy on
war and for a leadership challenge is
needed.

Others say that forcing Blair out would
only see him replaced by Gordon Brown
or some other member of the Cabinet who
bears equal responsibility for the war
policy. Perhaps, although if it came to an
election the left would undoubtedly put
up a better candidate, and even if Brown,
for example, were to replace him, the very
fact of forcing Blair out would mean that
his successor had to pay more attention
to the concerns of the party and union rank
and file than has been the case to date. It
would be a significant defeat for the ‘New
Labour’ project.

The technical hurdles for forcing a lead-
ership clection when Labour is in govern-
ment are immense — conference, by a
majority, has to pass a resolution calling
for such an election, and any candidatc has
to have the backing of 82 MPs. Yet nei-
ther of these, nor winning a change of
policy, are impossible if the forces are
actively fighting for them, and Blair might
go sooner if he rcalises the way the tide
is turning. Many more MPs now have the
taste of rcbellion, as seen over the issuc
of ‘foundation hospitals’, and they should
be pushed to generalise that opposition.

However, as the saying goes, there is
more than one way o skin a cat. Unity
needs to be maintained between those
forces in the party opposed to the war. If
the question of a challenge to Blair’s lead-
ership is a barrier to that (and it patently
is), then it should not be part of the plat-
form of Labour Against the War. Instead,
the emphasis has to be on building oppo-
sition to the war (and future ones in Bush’s
‘crusade against terrorism’) at all levels
in the party and the unions, with an attempt
to win that policy at conference, or a spe-
cial conference if that can be achieved. In
fact, were this to be done, there would be
more chance of getting rid of Blair than if it

is seen as an aim from the start. Winning
the policy would mean Blair had threc
options: accepting the decision of con-
ference (extremely unlikely); resigning; or
ignoring it, in which case a Icadership chal-
lenge becomes an immediate issuc for all
the anti-war forces.

Winning the policy will be hard enough:
getting a majority of CLPs and affiliated
unions to back anti-war resolutions, and
getting delegates to stick by them against
the inevitable smooth-talking and arm-
twisting. Winning the same support for
an immediate challenge to Blair would,
unfortunately, be impossible, particularly
as some of the most anti-war unions arc
opposed to such a course.

The Labour Against the War conference
on March 29, attended by about 380 del-
egates, was a show of strength by party
and union anti-war forces. However, it
mainly reflected the left anti-war forces
in the party rather than the wider opposi-
tion. This was shown primarily in the way
the question of a leadership challenge
dominated discussion, whether from
those opposed to it being part of LATW’s
platform or those in favour. An indica-
tive vote showed a majority (roughly two-
thirds) in favour of such a policy. If
LATW is to grow and organise wider op-
position to the war in the party, then it
needs to recognise reality and adjust its
prioritics accordingly.

The alternative to any fight over the war
is 10 follow the advice of Peter Hain, now
posing as the Cabinet’s token lefty, who
argues we should support Blair over war
while pushing for a greater cmphasis on
policies such as the redistribution of
wealth. Yet Blair would be strengthened
in his other policies if he gets away with
his performance over lIraq.

Where now for the anti-war
movement?
War against Iraq is only the latest instal-
ment of Bush’s drive for military (and eco-
nomic) dominance of the globe. Both the
British and US governments have been
explicit that they will move on o their next
victim once Iraq is subdued. Blair’s hope
that he would have a ‘good war’ ~ that it
would be over quickly with as little blood-
shed as possible and the ncws would be
able to show Iragis dancing in the streets
welcoming the British and US troops — is
encountering more problems than were
envisaged. It is clear that the spin doctors
swallowed their own linc that all Iragis
would welcome the invasion, neglecting
the fact that many who have no love for
Saddam Hussein resent their country be-
ing occupied.

We have to continue to oppose this war
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as long as it goes on, calling for the with-
drawal of the troops. The statements from
Robin Cook, before his retraction, calling
for withdrawal, and from George Galloway,
calling on soldiers to refuse to serve in an
illegal war, should be supported. We also
have to opposc the US/UK plans for the
‘post-war reconstruction’ of Irag, involv-
ing an American governor, or at best a
puppet Iragi government. The anti-war
forces have a duty to support those in Iraq
who will argue for democracy, including
for the right of self-determination for the
Kurds, for the right to form free trade un-
ions, etc.

While continuing to oppose this war, we
also have to prepare for the next. Some
of the public opposition to this war has
melted away through a misguided ‘patri-
otism’ (although the longer and bloodier
the conflict, the more likely it is to re-
emerge). But it is likely to come to the
fore again when Bush decides on his next
target.

For the movement to be stronger next
time around, is needs to firm up and
deepen the alliances made in the course
of the campaign, but it also means the left
winning people to an analysis which draws
the connection between imperialist war
and imperialist policies morc generally,
convincing people of the need for class
politics and that such wars will only ulti-
mately be abolished when we have abol-
ished capitalism.

Left organisations will undoubtedly re-
cruit out of the anti-war movement (al-
though not necessarily in the permanent
numbers they hope), but that recruitment
has to be linked to drawing lessons from
our failure to stop this war —a turn to con-
sistent work in the unions and workplaces,
and a recognition that the Labour Party is
a significant, if difficull, terrain for the
battle against Blair.

Within the Labour Party (the CLPs and
the affiliated unions), the weak forces of
the left have to organisc themselves 10
attract those drawing wider lessons from
the fight over the war. We have to make
the connections with party democracy,
with policy issues like the anti-union laws,
the attacks on asylum seekers, privatisa-
tion and public sector pay (the firefight-
ers!), drawing in those who have become
critical over the war into building a left
force within the party which can challenge
the whole range of New Labour policies.
Part of the reason why delcgates wanted
LATW to adopt a policy of challenging
Blair was undoubtedly the weakness of
left organisation in the party. But this
needs to be rectified by building that left,
not substituting LATW for it. WA

Unrepresentative

and disorganised

The Pcople’s Assembly for Peace, to give
it its full title, was held on March 12 at
Westminster Central Hall, London, across
the road from the Houses of Parliament.
Billed as a “people’s parliament’ to keep
up the momentum created by the huge
February 15 anti-war demonstration. it was
more of an anti-climax.

The most inspirational specches were
by the numerous school children who had
organised their own walk-out and were
going to take part in another walk-out on
March 19. Union general secretaries Bob
Crow (RMT), Billy Hayes (CWU) and
Paul Mackney (Natfhe), and an Aslef as-
sistant general sccretary, called for walk-
outs on the day that the war started. Butat
best they were talking about a walk-out of
15 minutes. and even then nothing was
done to organise it. There was a very mov-
ing contribution {rom a Falklands veteran.

The Stop the War Coalition had said
there would be 3,000 people present at
the assembly. There were, in fact, just
about 1,000, and it was badly organised.
Motions were put to the assembly for vot-
ing immediatcly after they were moved.
Many of the motions weren’t available for
distribution and had to be read out. Oth-
ers were only provided just before the vote
was taken.

There were only a small number of La-

bour Party Speakers — all of them MPs. 1
tried to spcak three times but was not cho-
sen, even though | was a delegate of a bona
fide trade union body (unlike some that
could be mentioned). Alan Simpson MP
didn’t mention the Labour Against the War
conference on March 29, despite being
one of its main organisers.

The trade union speakers were mostly
full-time officials, although Fred Leplat
spoke on behalf of Unison London region,
and called for a new political party to chal-
lenge Blair — which is most certainly not
London region policy. Most Unison mem-
bers 1 recognised were either SWP or
Socialist Party members, and therc was
not much in the way of ordinary union ac-
Livists.

Certain groups present werc very keen
on the sound of their own voices — par-
ticularly Workers Power and the Social-
ist Party, who moved ridiculous amend-
ments to the declaration and were ‘reso-
lution happy’. Speakers {rom the Social-
ist Party introduced themselves as repre-
senting that party, rather than a trade un-
ion or other body, with the exception of
Dave Nellist.

Only two amendments to the assembly
declaration were passed — one moved by
1SG/Socialist Resistance which deleted
a bit that seemed to give full support to
France’s position and another adding a call
for Blair to be sacked if war was declared.
Andrew Berry
Deputy Secretary, Islington Unison (in a
personal capacity)
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We’ve been
here before

Nick Davies looks at Britain’s
shameful history of brutality and
colonial exploitation in lrag

Until 1918, Iraq, then known as Mesopo-
tamia, was part of the Ottoman Empire.
As long as the Ottoman Empire was secn
by the British as a useful ally in thwarting
Russian ambitions, British propaganda
was happy to extol the virtues of piucky
‘Johnny Turk’. But when, at the start of
the First World War, the Ottoman Empire
found itself on the opposing side to the
British, the cry of the propaganda machine
became ‘The Turk must go!” and a whole
number of ghastly tales of Turkish brutal-
ity, many wholly untrue, were fed to the
tame editors of the popular press. The
British suddenly had a burning desire to
‘liberate’ Mesopotamia from Ottoman
oppression, partly because of its strate-
gic position at the head of the Arabian Gulf
and on the frontier with Persia, but prin-
cipally because of its huge oil reserves.

Although the various ethnic and reli-
gious communities which inhabited
Mesopotamia — Sunni Muslims, Shi’ite
Muslims, Kurds, Assyrians and Jews —had
never seen themselves as part of a single
nation, the British, in 1920, created one,
Iraq, and ran it under a League of Nations
mandate. Against the clearly expressed
wishes of its inhabitants, the League of
Nations kept the Kurdish inhabitants of
Mosul in Iraq, not Turkey, so that its oil
reserves could be under British control.
At the same time, the people of Syria, who
expressed no wish for the former Otto-
man province to be divided, were par-
celled up by British and French imperial-
ism into Syria, Lebanon, Palestine and
Transjordan.

Despite the divide-and-rule policics
pursued by the British, all the pcople of
[raq rose up in revolt. The Kurds, for their
trouble, were subject by the Royal Air
Force to one of the first ever systematic
aerial bombardments of a civilian popu-
lation, and were also attacked with chemi-
cal weapons: poison gas. (Clearly, the test-
ing of state-of-the-art military hardwarc
on Iraqi civilians is becoming a habit.)
Even the Times asked how long Britain
would impose on the Iragis ‘an elaborate
and expensive administration which they
never asked for and do not want’. Gertrude
Bell, the assistant to Sir Percy Cox, chief
political officer of the ‘liberator’ of Iraq,
Sir Stanley Maude, declared, without
irony, that ‘we cannot leave the country
in the chaos we have created’. The impo-
sition of a British puppet regime cost an
cstimated 98,000 Iraqi lives. Many morc
were (o be killed in the revolts which
flared up during the 1920s and 30s. Blair
is not the first Labour prime minister to
have the blood of Iraqi civilians on his
hands. During 1924 and from 1929 to
1931 it was a Labour government which

was trying to gas and bomb Iraqis into sub-
mission.

Once the natives had been subdued by
their ‘liberators’, the creation of a puppet
state was completed when the son of
Sherif Hussein bin Ali of Mecca was para-
chuted in as King Feisal I. This was no
doubt to console his dad who had been
told by the British during the First World
War that a British victory over Turkey
would give the Arabs independence and
unity. (This promisc was made at about the
same time as the British were promising
Palestine 1o the Zionists.) In case he got
jealous, Fcisal’s brother was given
Transjordan. Formal independence for
Iraq followed in 1930.

Over the next 28 years, Feisal and his
descendants, aided by the pro-British
prime minister Nuri es-Said, acted with
unimpecachable loyalty towards their Brit-
ish guardians and paymasters. Their rule
was buttressed by landowning sheikhs, se-
lected for their loyalty to the British, and
on the basis of this new landowning class,
tribal structures which had becn on the
way out under the Ottoman Empirc were
actually strengthened. Occasionally this
British-made apparatus needed hclping
out. When, in 1940, a nationalist govern-
ment camc to power, based on the mili-
tary and inspired. in part, by the 1936 Pal-
estinian intifida, the British came to the
aid of the king, hanging four prominent
members of the government, as a warn-
ing to the others no doubt. During the
carly years of the cold war, the British had
little difficulty in persuading the Iraqi
monarchy that its natural enemy was the
USSR and so Iraq joined the Baghdad Pact,
a kind of south-west Asian satellite of
Nato.

In 1958, only three years after the Brit-
ish felt confident enough to close down
the last of its military bases, the Iraqi peo-
ple decided that they wanted a say in the
running of their country and effected a
regime change of their own, which left the
statuc of the ‘liberator’, Stanlecy Maude,
torn down, and the bodies of King Feisal
[1 and Nuri es-Said dismembered. WA
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The
degeneration
of Ba’athism

Nick Davies

As Saddam Husscin and his entourage
crouch in their Baghdad bunker, waiting
for whatever the US military-industrial
complex throws at them, they might look
back at 1979 as the year when everything
started to go wrong for the Ba’ath party
and its project of building a modern, sta-
ble and powerlul Iragi statc.

In 1979, the Ba’ath party had been in
power for 11 years, following ten ycars
of unstable military rule after the over-
throw of the monarchy. In that time it had
used Iraq’s oil wealth to modernise dra-
matically the infrastructure of the state,
creating health and education systems
which were probably the best in the Arab
world. Women had the right to an cduca-
tion, 10 a job, and to participate in public
life generally. By the end of the 1970s
women constituted 46 per cent of all
teachers, 29 per cent of all doctors, 46
per cent of all dentists and 70 per cent of
all pharmacists. The Ba’athist regime had
followed Algeria and Libya in nationalis-
ing its oil industry, and it had embarked
on a programme of industrial develop-
ment. Most importantly, the rcgime had
carricd through a scrious programme of
Jand reform that improved the lot of the
peasant [armers considerably. The newly-
created welfare state improved living
standards for the urban working class and
urban poor as well.

The regime handled the ethnic and reli-
gious divisions in Iraq with a surprising
amount of sophistication, offering the
Kurds in the north better terms than any
previous Iraqi government had contem-
plated: an autonomous region with its own
parliament, official status for the Kurdish
language, and Kurdish language schools
(although not full sclf-determination nor
control by the Kurds over their own oil
fields). Significantly, these concessions
were rejected by the Kurdish leader
Mustafa Barzani, himself a powerful land-
owner, whose prime motivation appeared
to be fear of the regime’s land reforms.

The Ba’ath party was denounced by the
main Islamic party, the Dawah, on the
grounds that it was atheistic (the founder
of the Ba’ath party, Michel Aflaq, was a
Syrian Christian), that it admired the
USSR, and allowed such laxities as the
public consumption of alcohol. The
Ba’athists combined repression against
Muslim critics of the regime with in-
crcased spending on religious buildings
and shrines, as well as increased spend-
ing on social projects in the Shi’ite south.
A recognition of the cultural centrality of
Islam (in line with Ba’athist ideology) was
combined with a defence of secularism
in public life, and tolerance towards the
Christian minority. The Deputy Prime

Minister, Tarig Aziz, is in fact a Chaldean
Christian.

This is not to say that everything in the
garden was lovely, however. Economic
development and an improvement in liv-
ing standards were combined with vary-
ing degrees of repression, including im-
prisonment, torture and execution. In
theory, the Ba’athist regime was based on
popular sovereignty and representative
democracy, and although in the beginning
the regime had a degree of popular sup-
port, this was never really allowed to op-
erate, duc to a more or less permancnt
state of emergency. Instead, power lay with
the Revolutionary Command Council,
which ruled by decree. Even when there
were attempts to organise local, clected
councils, there was a stifling control over
who could or could not stand.

But after ten years of military rule, pre-
ceded by 30 years of a rcactionary mon-
archy propped up by the British, it is hardly
surprising that participatory democracy
and civil society had shallow roots in a
country and society as fragmented as Iraq,
or that the instruments of political inte-
gration were the army and the party appa-
ratus. The regime was conscious of the
relative narrowness of its base. The roots
of Ba’athism were neither in the urban
capitalist class nor the working class but
among intellectuals, state employces and
merchants, particularly those from Tikrit,
Saddam Hussein’s birthplace. The regime
was worried about the threat from Kurdish
separatism, and worried about the threat
from the Shi’ite south where not only the
Dawah but also the very large Iragi Com-
munist Party (ICP) had a bigger base than
the Ba’athists. The Ba’athist regime had a
rigzagging relationship with the ICP, based
in part on the state of Baghdad’s rclation-
ship with the USSR. The Ba’athists legal-
ised the ICP in 1963, tried to persuade it
to join the government, but then dished
oul cven more savage repression against
it. The principal political difference be-
tween the two parties appears to date back
10 the early 1960s, when the ICP lacked
enthusiasm for joining the short-lived
United Arab Republic involving Egypt and
Syria. The gathering together of all Arabs
in a single independent state was a found-
ing principle of Ba’athism, although this
was hampered, to say the least, by the hos-
tility between the two branches of the
Ba’ath party in the states where it has been
in power, Iraq and Syria. In tacit recogni-
tion of the immense practical and politi-
cal problems involved in the unification
process, the Iraqi Ba’athists instead em-
barked on the project of creating a pow-
erful, cohesive state, the better to provide
political leadership in the Arab world.
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So what happened in 19797 Firstly,
Saddam Hussein became president. On the
one hand, this was not such a profound
change in that Saddam had been general
secretary of the Ba’ath party, and had been
otherwise prominent in the regime for
many years. Tariq Ali talks in The Clash
of Fundamentalisms about a ‘gangster
wing’ of the Ba’ath party. While Saddam
Hussein is a gangster, he had been at the
heart of the regime for so long that it is
fair to assume that he was as much in fa-
vour of building hospitals as torture cham-
bers. However, the ascent to the presi-
dency of Saddam Hussein was the signal
for the start of a grotesque cult of the per-
sonality, which strengthened the repres-
sive, absolutist tendencies in the regime.

Also in 1979, there was an absolutely
crucial, pivotal cvent: the Iranian revolu-
tion. At a stroke this removed the corner-
stonc of the USA’s system of alliances in
that part of the Middle East. It also
destabilised Iraq’s most fearcd enemy
which had provided support to Kurdish
guerrillas in the north until 1975, and
whose military strength had constantly
forced Iraq back onto the defensive. It gave
rise to a regime which claimed leadership
of the Muslim-inhabited world and thus
threatened the hegemony of the Wahhabis
of Saudi Arabia, also cnemies of the
Ba’athists. However, there was also the
danger posed by the religious appeal of
the Iranian revolution to the Shi’ites of
southern Iraq. The Iragi Ba’athists saw the
obvious opportunity — to take advantage
of the turmoil in Iran to establish military
dominance in the Gulf region, and thus
forestall any threat to Iraq’s integrity
posed by militant Shi’ism, and at the same
time, become Iran’s replacement as the
USA’s client state in the region, giving the
regime access to loans and trading ar-
rangements to build up its military
strength, and to develop Iraq’s industrial
and technological base.

Of course, we know what actually did
happen: the first prong of this strategy was
a brilliant success. The USA could not
resist the anti-Communist, anti-Iran
Saddam Hussein, and armed him to the
tecth with all sorts of horrible weapons,
no doubt on the understanding that they
be used only against Iranians and Kurds.
We know the result of the other half of
the strategy: the Iran-Iraq war of 1980-
88 — a barbaric, futile adventure, which
did not achieve its military objectives, and
involved both massive loss of life and the
squandering of resources. The failed gam-
ble of the invasion of Iran was followed
by another, the invasion of Kuwait in
1990, itself a result of Iraq’s debt prob-
lems following the end of the war and a

quarrel over oil quotas with the Kuwaiti
ruling {amily.

Saddam Hussein believed that in invad-
ing Kuwait he was acting with, if not the
approval, certainly the agreement of the
USA. Itis ostensibly for the Iraqi regime’s
breach of the ccase-fire terms at the end
of the war over Kuwait that thousands of
Iraqis will be killed in Bush and Blair’s
war. The liberal and not-so-liberal justi-
fiers of the war against Iraq call Saddam
Hussein a tyrant and a gangster, and cite
numerous abuses of human rights by the
Ba’athist regime. There is no doubt at all
that the majority of these allegations are
true (although the ‘Kuwaiti babies thrown
out of incubators’ stories from the first
Gulf war demonstrate that when the CIA
tells horror stories about Iraq, it is tempt-
ing sometimes to give the regime the ben-
efit of the doubt). However, Saddam
Hussein’s atrocious human rights record
is not why the USA and its allies wish to
destroy him. Saddam’s real crimes were
that he misjudged the master-servant re-
lationship which exists between the USA
and its local henchmen, and that he and
the Ba’ath party attempted to asscrt Irag’s
cconomic, military and political inde-
pendence of imperialism.

The rise and fall of Iragi Ba’athism tells
us two things. Firstly, it reminds us of the
problems and difficulties when a party or
movement with a limited social base at-
tempts to force-march the economic de-
velopment of a given country from a low
level, without allowing the democratic
participation of the workers and rural poor.
The only way in which the resulting ten-
sions can be contained is by more repres-
sion, as when Saddam Hussein turned on
the Kurds, and then, in the 1990s, com-
bined terror with reaction in adding the
inscription ‘God is Great’ to the Iraqi flag,
and implementing a limited form of
sharia, in an opportunistic attempt to ap-
peal to conservative Muslims. When, in-
evitably, the whole project brings the state
and the regime into conflict with the pri-
orilies of imperialism, then ‘democratic’
imperialism can employ a liberal justifi-
cation for overthrowing it. And replacing
it with what, exactly?

This bring us on to the second lesson to
be learned from the rise and fall of Iraqi
Ba’athism, which is that now, since the end
of the cold war and the risc of the WTO,
there is no longer the same, albeit lim-
ited, space for a government to marshal
the resources of a country for the benefit
of its population. In Venezuela, the gov-
ernment of Hugo Chavez is called
‘Castro-communist’ for having the effron-
tery to attempt to impose some sort of
cquitable taxation system and utilise the

country’s oil wealth in order to put right
the grotesque inequalities which exist
there. Saddam Hussein and the Ba’athists
nationalised the Iragi oil industry. That
means that it is run by Iraqis and not from
the boardroom of Exxon. Anyone who
believes Colin Powell when he says that
Iraq’s oil will be kept in a trust for the Iraqi
people should take a reality check. The
least surprising news to emerge recently
was that only US companies are to be of-
fered major contracts in the reconstruc-
tion of Iraq, and one outfit with its snout
firmly in the trough is Dick Cheney’s
Haliburton.

We can shed no tears for Saddam
Hussein or his henchman, but the pcople
of Traq have been reduced by years of war,
sanctions and air strikes from, in the
words of a Humanitarian Panel established
by the UN Sccurity Council, ‘relative af-
fluence to massive poverty’. The slaugh-
ter, destruction, and environmental dam-
age caused by sanctions and war put the
bloodthirsty activitics of Saddam Hussein
in the shade. In so far as the country will
be rebuilt at all, that process will be tai-
lored to suit not the Iragi pcople, but US
corporations and the strategic interests of
the US government. For ornament’s sake,
a puppet president on the CIA payroll will
sitin Baghdad and play at running the coun-
try. That is what bringing ‘democracy’ to
Iraq will mean. WA
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Turkey
threatens
the Kurds

Nick Davies

-

George W. Bush’s ‘coalition of the willing’
has certainly taken some putting together.
Eavesdropping, bribery, threats and intimi-
dation have been the order of the day, and
this was only the allies! Nowhere did the
USA’s coalition-building come more un-
stuck than in Turkey.

Turkey is a longstanding member of Nato
and an ally of thc USA. In Washington it
was taken for granted that Turkey would al-
low the US military in, to establish a north-
ern front against Iraq. The increasingly ir-
relevant Nato was split when France, Ger-
many and Belgium refused to agree to
measures taken by the USA to ‘defend’ Tur-
key. Defend Turkey from what, exactly? The
anti-Bush camp in western Europe cor-
rectly saw that preparations for war with Iraq
which, for their own reasons, they did not
support, and which their own voters were
also against, were being dressed up as ‘de-
fence’. Moreover, most people in Turkey
were showing a marked reluctance to be
‘defended’ by the USA. Public opinion in
Turkey is overwhelmingly againsta war with
Irag, partly because it is seen as an attack
on another Muslim country, and also be-
cause of the obvious fear of the political
and economic impact of war in a neighbour-
ing country.

The USA tried to hurry things along by
dangling its chequebook in front of the
noses of the Turkish government. Although
the Turkish cconomy is depressed, the Turk-
ish government proved surprisingly expen-
sive. Various figures were bandied about,
from $15 billion to $26 billion. Whichever
figure was correct, it was a lot of money.
The government agreed to deployment, sub-
ject to the ratification of parliament, which,
it was assumed, would act as a rubber stamp.
But parliament failed by a mere six votes
to ratify with the required majority, and in-
dicated that any further vote on deployment
would be dealt with at its leisure.

These developments have caused tension
between the Turkish parliament, the govern-

ment, and the military. The last election was
won by the Justice and Development Party
(AKP) which projects itself as a ‘moder-
ate’ and ‘democratic’ Muslim party, and is
anxious for brownie points from the USA
and the EU. Its leader, Recep Tayyip
Erdogan, has only just been allowed to take
office as prime minister after winning a by-
election. He was previously banned from
parliament because of a conviction for in-
citing race-hatred. The army, although
firmly on the right in Turkish politics, sees
itself as the guardian of Turkey’s secular
constitution. It got rid of the previous Is-
lamic-leaning government, headed by
Necmettin Erbakan of the now defunct
Welfarc party, in 1997. It supports a war,
having no scruples at all about a conflict
with another Muslim state, or about public
opinion, for that matter. In a stand-off be-
tween the pro-war army and the pro-USA
prime minister on one hand and the parlia-
ment on the other, there could only be one
winner. Or could there?

In fact, the parliament left most of the
USA’s military requirements unfulfilled,
passing instead a fall-back motion, allow-
ing the use of Turkish airspace 0 US air-
craft flying in from Europe to Kurdish-con-
trolled northern Iraq. This allows the US to
open up the all-important second front, but
does not allow the US to usc Turkish bases,
even for refuclling. US ground troops will
not be able to cross into northern Iraq from
Turkey. The question was, would the USA
let such constitutional niceties stand in the
way of effective deployment? Ships carry-
ing equipment have been moored off the
southern Turkish port of Iskenderun, which
has been the scene of demonstrations by
Turkish socialists and anti-war campaign-
ers. In the end, the USA couldn’t face the
prospect of its ships bobbing about off the
Turkish coast indefinitely, announcing that
the US army 4th infantry division would go
to Iraq via the Gulf. Turkey will have to do
without the financial aid, which was de-
pendent on full deployment, but then, if
governments don’t do what the US tells
them to, they end up poor, as well as ‘irrel-
evant’.

A major complication is that successive
Turkish governments’ policy towards the
Kurds in Turkey has been as repressive as
that of Saddam Hussein towards the Kurds
in Irag, or possibly more so. Having spent
years in a bloody campaign against the
Kurds’ struggle for national self-determi-
nation, the last thing any Turkish govern-
ment wanted was a measure of self-deter-
mination for Kurds anywhere else. While
this was not promised by the USA, the Turk-
ish government was worried that it might
be extracted by the Kurdish factions in
northern Iraq, the Kurdish Democratic Party

(KDP) and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan
(PUK), as the price for co-operation with
the invaders. For his part, Massoud Barzani
of the (KDP) has declared that the Kurds
are better off under Saddam than under Tur-
key. He warned of ‘serious consequences’
if the Turkish army tried to take advantage
of a vacuum by moving into Iragi Kurdistan,
saying that he hoped the Kurds would not
be betrayed by Washington.

The Kurds were obviously concerned that
the price for the use of Turkish bases ncar
the Iraqi border would be extra lecway for
the Turks in Iraqi Kurdistan. The French
senator Aymeri de Montesquieu quoted
Bush’s envoy Zalmay Khalilzad as saying
that ‘the Americans won’t let them [the
Turks] enter more than a few kilometres
into Kurdistan’. However, the then prime
minister, Abdullah Gul, stated, ominously,
that: ‘At the moment, we do not intend to
enter northern Iraq unilaterally ... But at
the end of the day, Turkey is an independ-
ent country and it will make its own deci-
sion [depending] on what its interests re-
quire.” Within 36 hours of the vote in par-
liament there were rumours of a Turkish
incursion into Iraqi Kurdistan. The USA,
terrified that its strategy would unravel even
further, warned the Turkish government that
any incursion would attract its extreme dis-
pleasure. In the meantime, the prospect re-
mains of the promises and inducements
held out by the USA to the Kurds coming
home to roost in bloody and chaotic fash-
ion. But from the point of view of the Turk-
ish government, why should it not invade?
If its ally and the planet’s sclf-appointed
policeman can invade anywhere it likes in
the name of the ‘war against terror” or ‘self-
defence’, why can’t its hitherto loyal ally?

Part of the US’s project is to advocate
Turkey’s entry into the EU. Having its Nato
ally in the EU would make sensc from a
strategic point of view. This would also in-
volve resolving the festering crisis over Cy-
prus, with the aim of bringing a united Cy-
prus into the EU (the Greek part has already

‘been promised entry). This explains the at-

tention given by UN secretary-general Kofi
Annan to organising talks around a
reunification blueprint involving a Cypriot
confederation headed by a weak central
government. Last December, just before the
EU’s Copenhagen summmit which dealt with
enlargement, US dcputy secretary of de-
fence Paul Wolfowitz addresscd the Inter-
national Institute of Strategic Studies, ex-
plicitly linking the questions of Turkish
entry into the EU and Cypriot reunification
as being in the US’s strategic interests.
However, the EU leaders hadn’t read the
script, refusing Turkey’s application, partly
because of its human rights record (al-
though now that it has abolished the death
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penalty, Turkey can argue that its human
rights are better than arc those of the USA,
and certainly Texas!). As for Cyprus, the
majorities in both communities were for
reunification, and in particular, the inhabit-
ants of Turkish northern Cyprus have be-
come tired of their money-laundering mini-
state. Reunification of Cyprus is something
that socialists should be in favour of,
whether the US is in favour of it or not, but,
as it happened, Rauf Denktash, the Turkish
Cypriot leader, didn’t like the idea of his
little bailiwick being dismantled, and he dug
his heels in, with the result that US strat-
egy has unravelled even further. However,
the unravelling of American strategy regard-
ing Turkey could only bring limited cheer.
The old saying is that war represents the
failure of diplomacy. However, in the USA’s
‘new world order’, the purpose of diplo-
macy, as we have seen, is merely to legiti-
mise wars which it intends to fight come
what may.

We hope that socialists, trade unionists
and anti-war activists in Turkey declare
that Turkey is not ‘for sale’, and continue
to protest against any assistance being
provided to the USA. There needs to be a
clear line drawn against anti-Kurdish
Turkish nationalism, which may be moti-
vating some opposition to the war. This
will bring the Turkish left and anti-war
movement into conflict with the army.
However, recent events show that there
is the potential to undermine the US drive
towards dominance in the Middle East in
a country which is one of its staunchest

allies. WA

The Kurdish
dimension

Richard Price looks at the
struggle for control of Iraqi
Kurdistan

The likelihood of a large-scale Turkish
invasion of Iraqi Kurdistan has receded —
temporarily at lcast — and with it the pros-
pectof a ‘war within a war’ between Tur-
key and the Kurdish groups which support
the US-led invasion. Heavy diplomatic
pressure from the US combined, no doubt,
with a degree of bribery has so far kept
Turkish troops out, and avoided further
undermining US efforts to open a second
front against Saddam Hussein in northern
Irag.

The decision of the Turkish parliament
to refuse the United States rights to send
land forces across the Turkish-Iragi bor-
der, while authorising the sending in of
several thousand of its own troops into
Iragi Kurdistan was a significant blow to
US plans on the eve of war. The original
US plan had involved the use of 62,000
troops in return for which Turkey stood
to benefit from a $6 billion ‘aid-for-ac-
cess’ plan. Had US troops been allowed
to cross the border, the plan would have
also allowed Turkish forces to take up
positions inside Iraq.

The plan was aborted under pressure

from Turkish public opinion, which re-
mains overwhelmingly opposed to the war
against Iraq. Although the US had been
prepared to authorise a Turkish presence
in Iragi Kurdistan in a junior role, an in-
cursion by the Turkish army acting alone
would have almost certainly led to con-
flict with the Kurdish forces the US plans
to use against Saddam.

Turkey has justified its repeated threats
to invade Iraqi Kurdistan on three counts:
for ‘humanitarian purposes’; to prevent an
exodus of refugees; and to counteract the
‘terrorist activity’ of the Kurdish Work-
ers Party (PKK), whose base lies in Turk-
ish Kurdistan, from re-establishing itself
in the border region. Many Kurds, how-
ever, suspect it has broader motives. For
years, Turkish spokesmen have warned
that they will act against the creation of
anything that resembles a Kurdish state
in the north of Iraq, particularly if it gains
control of the major oil fields near
Kirkuk. Iraqi Kurdistan also has substan-
tial water resources as well as uranium
deposits. In the weeks running up to the
outbreak of war, both the US and British
governments put considerable effort into
pushing the line that the war had nothing
to do with oil. At least part of the inspira-
tion for this seems to have come from the
CIA, which has recently published a re-
port claiming that water rather than oil is
the most important resource in Kurdistan.
The appearance of the report gives a spu-
rious legitimacy to the neo-conservative
agenda emanating from the White House.

The significance of Kurdistan

The Kurds are the world’s largest state-
less nation. Iraq’s other neighbours with
Kurdish minoritics, including Iran and
Syria, are also worried by US involvement
in Kurdistan, and by the spectre of de-
mands for a state to unite all Kurds. The

estimated distribution of Kurds in the Mid-
dle East is as follows:
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Ba’athists from the 1970s onwards, has
forcibly changed the demographics of the
region that lies to the south of the Kurdish
enclave created after the last Gulf war. Ac-
cording to one estimate, over 100,000
Kurds have been evicted and forced north-
wards in the last decade alone, while as
many as 250,000 Iraqi Arabs have been
brought northwards by the Ba’athist re-
gime to Kirkuk. In the period immediately
prior to the war, several thousand more
Kurds left Kirkuk. The central purpose of
the Arabisation policy in recent decades
has been to secure the oil fields by an in-
flux of Arab settlers. Kurds occupying
fertile agricultural land have also been
forced out.

Both main Kurdish parties — the
Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) and
the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK)
— propose a Kurdish administration within
a federal Iraq, and for Kirkuk to be its capi-
tal. In addition to the threat posed by Tur-
key, the likelihood of evicted Kurds seek-
ing to reclaim their former homes and
property looks certain to fuel Kurdish-
Arab tensions in Kirkuk.

The potential conflict between Turkey
and the Iraqi Kurds threatens to undermine
the sustained effort that the CIA has put
into co-ordinating anti-Saddam forces in
Iraqi Kurdistan, particularly over the last
six months. Although thc PUK controls
the smaller eastern part of the enclave, it
appears to be currently more closely
aligned to US policy than the KDP. At dif-
ferent times, the PUK, which was founded
in 1976 by former KDP member Jalal
Talabani, has also reached ‘understandings’
with Israel, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Turkey and
... Saddam Hussein. Barham Salih, a sen-
jor leader of the PUK and prime minister
of the Kurdistan Regional Government,
had the following to say in an article pub-
lished — appropriately enough —in the Wall
Street Journal of March 21:

‘On Wednesday it was announced that
the peshmerga, the Kurdish resistance
fighters . . . will be under US command.
In truth, we have been co-operating with
the US for many months, preparing for the
possibility that Saddam Hussein would de-
fiantly subject the Iragi people to yet an-
other war [sic] .. . Elections and minor-
ity rights will be fragile if we do not cut
out the financial heart of Iraqi fascism,
the state-controlled oil sector, or fail to
reform the armed forces. Oil needs to be
de-monopolised and then privatised . . . In
our rebuilding, as in our liberation, we will
need US support.’

So much, then, for the PUK’s signature
on the statement signed in Ankara by eight
Iraqi opposition groups two days earlier,
which blithely spoke of ‘using the natural

resources of Iraq as a national asset and
for the Iragi people as a whole, to
strengthen the national economy’. Another
signatory, the Iraqi National Congress, an
umbrella group of Iragi oppositionists,
which some claim received as much as
$100 million in covert US funding dur-
ing the 1990s, is on record as supporting
the creation of a US consortium to run
Iraq’s oil fields after Saddam. INC lcader
Ahmed Chalabi told the Washington Post
Jast year: ‘American companies will have
a big shot at Iragi oil.” Mcanwhile, Ariel
Cohen of the Heritage Foundation, aright-
wing think-tank with close links to the
Bush administration, published a ‘road
map’ for the privatisation of Iraqgi oil. It
envisages the industry being split into
three regions — the largely Shi’ite south,
the central region around Baghdad, and
Iragi Kurdistan. Cohen’s proposal would
cut France, Russia and China out of the
spoils.

The struggle for self-
determination
The current pro-American alignment of the
main Kurdish groups is the latest in a long
serics of alliances that have compromised
the historic struggle for Kurdish self-de-
termination. The KDP was founded in 1946
as a ‘Marxist-Leninist inspired’ party,
shortly before Mustafa Barzani and 500
Kurdish fighters withdrew to the Soviet
Union after the collapse of the short-lived
Mahabad Republic in Iranian Kurdistan.
The murky history of the CIA’s involve-
ment in Iraq stretches back over five dec-
ades. In 1958, a group of nationalist army
officers led by Gencral Abdul Karim-
Kassem overthrew King Faisal 1T and the
pro-British regime of Nuri Said. Kassem
welcomed Barzani back in 1958 as a na-
tional hero. Relations soured when
Kassem rejected Kurdish autonomy and
turned on the Kurds in 1960, and in 1961
the KDP began military resistance to
Baghdad. Some sources place Barzani’s
links with the CIA to this period.
Although the CIA had initially believed
the new regime to be ‘containable’, it
quickly began to distrust the upsurge of
radical nationalism. After five years of
plotting, a CIA-backed coup overthrew
Kassem in 1963, with the young Saddam
Hussein — alrcady a prominent figure on
the right wing of the Ba’ath Party — play-
ing a significant part in the murder of
7,000 Iraqgi communists. Between June
and November 1963, there was renewed
fighting, which ended when the new presi-
dent, Abdul Salam Aref, dismissed the
Ba’athists from the government, and con-
cluded a cease-fire with Barzani. War be-
tween the central government and the

Kurds flared up again between March 1965
and June 1966, when military reversals for
the Iraqi army led to a new ceasc-fire.

In July 1968, Saddam Hussein led the
Ba’athists to seize power and a fourth war
ensued between April 1969 and March
1970. In August 1969, Barzani is alleged
to have received $14 million from the
CIA. After lengthy negotiations, a new
constitution was drawn up, enshrining ex-
tensive autonomous rights for the Kurds.
This unstable arrangement, dogged by ar-
guments over the boundaries of the
Kurdish region, attempts by the central
government o impose its own nominees
to dominate the Kurdish Legislative As-
sembly, and continuing army and police
repression of Kurds, broke down in 1974,
and war broke out again.

By this point, Iraq had concluded a treaty
with the Soviet Union, which up to this
point had shown some sympathy for the
Kurdish cause. The KDP in return ac-
cepted military aid from the Shah of Iran.
(According to some accounts, it had re-
ceived Iranian assistance since the mid-
60s.) During this period, Israel also gave
technical assistance, helped establish
Kurdish radio stations and maintained a
group of advisers in Kurdistan.

In 1975, however, Iran reached agree-
ment with Irag over a territorial dispute,
and all aid from Iran and the US stopped.
The Ba’athist regime was able to turn on
the Kurds. Thousands were killed, and hun-
dreds of thousands were forced to flee.
On March 10, 1975, Barzani wrote to
Henry Kissinger: ‘Our movement and peo-
ple arc being destroyed in an unbelievable
way, with silence from everyone. We feel,
your Excellency, that the United States has
a moral and political responsibility to-
wards our people, who have committed
themsclves to your country’s policy.’
Barzani died in the United States in 1979,
aged 76, and the leadership of the KDP
passed to his son, Massoud.

The period 1980-88 was dominated by
the Iran-Iraq War. Having incited Saddam
to attack Iran, the US pursued the Machi-
avellian policy of channelling the bulk of
arms to Iraq, while covertly arming Iran
with the assistance of Israel. The
Ba’athists unleashed a fresh campaign of
terror against Kurdish villages from
1984. This gathered momentum in 1987
as the Iran-Irag war began to be scaled
down. Iragi Kurds had again sought the
support of Iran during thc war and Saddam
was determined to wreak revenge. Using
mustard gas and nerve agents, the lraqgi
armed forces killed somewhere between
50,000 and 100,000 people, including
5,000 gassed at Halabja on March 17, 1988.
Throughout this period, the Kurds’ erst-



War on Iraq

15

while protector, the United States, was arm-
ing Saddam.

After the Gulf war

At the end of the first Gulf war, the CIA
inspired uprisings of both Kurds in the
north and Shi’ites in the south — and then
stood back while Saddam crushed them.
Nor was the subsequent crcation of the
Kurdish ‘safe haven’ protected by the
northern no-fly zone all that it sccmed,
according to Kurdish journalist Husayn al-
Kurdi: ‘It was clear from the beginning
that the “safe haven” was an opcration to
provide “cover” for CIA operations against
Iraq and Turkish crackdowns on Kurds —
not “comfort”, as its official designation
implied. A state of dependence was rein-
forced in which the “providers” could
keep their Kurdish puppets on short
strings.’

American plans for regime change in
Iraq in the 1990s centred on two ploys:
an insurrection, to be led by the Iraqi Na-
tional Congress (INC) backed by Kurdish
groups, and a palace coup to be organised
by the Tragi National Accord. In 1996, a
ClA-backed INC-Kurdish uprising aimed
at seizing Mosul and Kirkuk collapsed
when the Clinton administration withdrew
support at the last moment, preferring to
back the palace coup which never arrived.
The Iragi army was able to enter the ‘safe
haven’, and in a subsequent crackdown
130 oppositionists were exccuted.

By this stage, sold short once again by
their US sponsors, the Kurdish opposi-
tion was beginning to fall apart. By 1994,
the KDP had established a modus vivendi
with the Ba’athist regime — it had become
the chief conduit for oil smuggling. Con-
voys of lorries made their way though the
KDP-controlled western sector of
Kurdistan on their way to Turkey. The
money made by the Iraqi government was
channelled into the upkeep of the regime’s
elite forces. In August 1996, the KDP in-
vited Baghdad to supply military assist-
ance in its feud with the PUK, yet by Sep-
tember Barzani was once again appealing
for American help because the Iragi gov-
ernment was pressurising the KDP to ac-
cept an autonomy deal which gave overall
control to Baghdad.

Fighting continued in 1997 between the
KDP and the PUK. Meanwhile, Turkish
forces entered Iraqi Kurdistan several
times during the year to combat the PKK.
In November, these parallel conflicts
merged when Turkish air and ground
forces joincd the KDP to force the PUK
and the PKK to rcturn to the established
intra-Kurdish ceasefire line. The fighting
left over a thousand people dead, and tens
of thousands more homeless. The KDP

estimated that 58,000 of its supporters were
expelled from Suleymaniyah and other
PUK-controlled arcas between October
1996 and October 1997, while the PUK
claimed that 49,000 of its supporters were
expelled from Irbil and other KDP-control-
led areas between August 1996 and De-
cember 1997.

So much, then, for the image marketed
in the west of the Kurdish enclave as an
oasis of democratic pluralism. Nick
Cohen, in an article in the Observer in
November last year, launched a savage at-
tack on the anti-war movement in Britain,
accusing the left of opposing Kurdish
self-determination because it found the
Kurdish enclave an ‘intolerable liberal
experiment’ in democracy. It is certainly
true that a range of political groups, in-
cluding the Iraqi Communist Party, oper-
ate in the enclave, and there is a diversity
of press and media. Relations with
smaller ethnic groups such as the Turkmen
and Assyrians seem relatively calm. Un-
der the protection of the northern no-fly
sone, Kurds have not surprisingly felt
more secure than at any time for decades.
However, others have painted a less rosy
picture, Husayn al-Kurdi accusing the
PUK and KDP of possessing ‘fcarsome
security agencies which carry out death
squad-style repression against Kurds not
to their political taste. Both parties have
earncd the disgust of Kurds with their
gangster-like operations in the “safe ha-
ven” . In any case, Cohen is completely
wrong in his assessment of the Kurdish-
US alliance. The CIA is on rccord as op-
posing self-determination. As one CIA
director put it, “You need to take territory
from Iran, Turkey and Syria to put together
such a region.’

The KDP’s recent history of balancing
between Irag and Turkey scems to have
made it not as enthusiastic about US mili-
tary intcrvention in Kurdistan as its main
rival, the PUK. As recently as January this
year, Barzani announced that in a future
war, the US would not mount military at-
tacks on Baghdad from Kurdish areas.

The PUK markets itself as altogether
more modern than the ‘traditionalist’
KDP. Its statements — which belie PUK
leader Jalal Talabani’s reputation as ‘eve-
rybody’s agent’ — talk of a federal demo-
cratic Iraq, devolved government, plural-
ism and rights for minorities.

A relatively recent phenomenon has
been the arrival of Islamic fundamental-
ism in an arca which, although traditional,
has maintained largely sccular politics.
The Ansar al-Islam group, said to consist
of about 1,000 fighters, half of them Arab
veterans of conflict in Afghanistan, estab-
lished itself in a small mountainous enclave

close to the Iranian border, 50 miles north
of Kirkuk. It is said to be opposed to the
secular politics of the Kurdish govern-
ment, and has been linked by the PUK and
the Bush administration to al-Qaida. On
March 22, 70 cruise missiles were launched
at Ansar al-Islam positions, and within
days a PUK offensive, supported by US
special forces and aircraft, had effectively
destroyed its foothold. In the course of
the operation, the PUK evidently fingered
another small anti-Saddam Islamic militia,
Komala, to the US, resulting in four cruisc
missiles killing between 60 and 150 peo-
ple. Komala strenuously denies any links
to al-Qaida, and the episode indicates that
the PUK’s idea of pluralism may in prac-
tice be very limited.

The opening of a second front in lraqi
Kurdistan has presented the US with ma-
jor logistical and political problems. The
original intention — to take Kirkuk and
other northern towns and cities, and then
put Baghdad under pressure — has been
heavily undercut by Turkey’s decision to
refuse access. Although US special forces
have been opcrating for several months,
regular army units, their equipment and
supplies, have had to be flown laboriously
from the south. While seeking to make
usc of the 50,000 peshmerga under arms,
American strategists are keen to prevent
Kurdish forces from taking Kirkuk, for
fear of alicnating Turkey and provoking
the kind of ‘war within a war’ it has tried
so hard to prevent.

The failure of Iraqi soldiers to surren-
der or defect in large numbers has lim-
ited Kurdish advances, and the presence
of Republican Guard units around Kirkuk
suggests the battle for the city may well
be bloody. However, large-scale bom-
bardment of Iraqi positions by B52s sug-
gests that an offensive on the northern
front is likely to be sooner rather than
later.

By pouring military aid and money into
Kurdistan, the US appears to have bought
off any lingering ambitions of an inde-
pendent Kurdish statc, and further divided
Kurds in Iraq from those in Turkey, Iran
and Syria. Although Kurds hope with some
justification to achieve a significant meas-
ure of autonomy in a post-Saddam setile-
ment, it looks almost certain it will be
under the tutelage of a US military regime,
keen o bury the subversive demand for
Kurdish self-determination, and eager to

get its hands on Iragi Kurdistan's oil.
WA
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FBU
delegates
ready to
continue
fight

Charli Langford

At the recall conference of the Fire Bri-
gades Union in Brighton on March 19, del-
egates overwhelmingly rejected the em-
ployers’ most recent pay offer against the
recommendation of their own executive
council.

The details of the pay offer were an over-
all 4 per cent backdated to November
2002, a further average 7 per cent risc in
November 2003, and a further average 4.2
per cent in June 2004. The employers
were demanding in return ‘focal risk man-
agement’ —i.e., the employers would have
the right to determine fire cover require-
ments. There was also ‘the opportunity to
work more flexibly . . . or the opportunity
to work overtime on a voluntary basis’.

In pay terms this is in fact the same of-
fer that the FBU EC rejected a week ear-
lier, and has hardly changed from the gov-
ernment’s midwinter ofter. It is a lot worse
than the 16 per cent no strings offer made
by the employers last autumn before the
government intervened to block it.

Andy Gilchrist, general secretary of the
FBU, explained the EC change of mind as
being because the system of negotiating
the ‘modernisation’ strings had been
modified to requirc consensus rather that
consultation between union and cmploy-
ers, so the FBU would be able to block
unacceptable job cuts proposals.

The firclighters have centred their de-
mands on ‘a professional wage for a pro-
fessional service” — £30,000 per year —a
scarcely adequate amount when measured
against the costs of housing, food and ba-
sic living expenses. The current offer

takes the standard pay to about £22,500
per year, or less that £25,000 in June
2004. Small wonder then, that the del-
egates rejected it

In fact, the inadequacy of the offer is
implicitly recognised by both employers
and the union cxecutive. The last of the
‘frequently asked questions’ on the docu-
mentation accompanying the offer is
“Will I still be able to do a second job?" ~
which is as good as an admission that the
wage is too little to live on.

And as for consensus instead of consul-
tation, delcgates realise full well that this
leaves the ‘modernisation’ —i.e., job cuts
— door wide open. It is a recipe for death
by a thousand small cuts rather than a hun-
dred big ones.

The offer has now been put to the FBU
membership accompanied by a letter
from Andy Gilchrist which explains that:
‘Conditional on receipt of this offer was
that the Executive Council would agree
to recommend the offer to the member-
ship. This the Exccutive Council agreed
to do . . . This document was considered
by a Recall of Annual Conference held in
Brighton on Wednesday 19th March
2003. The Recall Conference agreed by
an overwhelming majority to reccommend
in the strongest terms possible that the
membership of this Union reject this, the
Employers’ latest final offer. To facilitate
this decision making process the Execu-
tive Council are arranging a further Re-
call of Conference to be held in two to
three weeks’ time . . . to receive the deci-
sion of the membership on this particular
offer and to determine the further action
necessary to progress our just claim on
pay. It is crucially important that every
Workplace Branch holds a meeting to dis-
cuss and consider this offer. It is there-
fore vital that all members make every
effort to attend their respective Branch
meeting to ensure their view is taken into
account by those representing them at that
further Recall of Conference. 1 repeat the
Recall of Conference of the 19th March
2003 recommended that this ofter be re-
jected by you the membership.’

This, of course, is a major gain for un-
ion democracy and something that other
unions must learn from. Tt is different
from the situation in many unions where
the executive has the power (o accepl a
deal on the members’ behalf without any
consultation.

John Prescott, the deputy prime minis-
ter, has stated that the employers’ offer
will not be improved and that, if neces-
sary, he will introduce emergency legis-
lation allowing him to impose a settle-
ment. But he needs no new law to impose
a pay rise or work practice changes — the

purpose of a new law would be to give the
government the ability to declare FBU
industrial action illegal. Underlying this
is the government’s vulnerability to fur-
ther strikes since their strikebreaking
force is otherwise engaged in Iraq.

It is a measure of Prescott’s vindictive-
ness that he found time to comment that
any increase he imposed on the fire serv-
ice would be lower than the increase re-
jected last week. This arrogant ex-trade
unionist has shown himself an unmitigated
bully before, in his physical assauit on a
protestor during the last general election
campaign. He has stood full square behind
Blair in his warmongering, and his com-
ment on the resignation from the govern-
ment of Lord Hunt (‘never heard of him’)
over the prosecution of the war with Iraq
shows his contempt for people with any
principles. The RMT union has already
stopped sponsoring him. He now threat-
ens to usc the ruling class legal establish-
ment against trade unionists. The vile siur
by Tory MP for North Essex Bernard
Jenkin that the FBU are ‘friends of
Saddam’ (this from a man who was PA to
Leon Brittain when the British govern-
ment was arming Saddam) is merely an
explicit declaration of the sentiment
Prescott wants to promote. It is time for
a campaign in the Labour Party and affili-
ated unions to sack him.

But there is every chance that Prescott’s
intervention will backfire. His threat of
imposing an increase even more paltry
than the shameful offer on the table at
present, while the government spends £3.5
billion on a war scen by well over half the
population as unjust, is very likely to
harden firefighters’ views, and if the rank-
and-file FBU members show even a trac-
tion of the vehemence of the delegate
conference then the ballot decision will
be to reject the offer. Andy Gilchrist ac-
cepts that the logic of this is that further
strikes will be called.

The TUC has so far made lukewarm
statements of support while pressing for
resolution of the dispute through Acas.
Trade unionists must demand that the TUC
fully supports the disputc and in particu-
lar must defend the FBU against Prescott’s
legislation. Solidarity work through the
support groups neceds to be restarted to
maintain public support for the firefight-
ers. The government must be stopped
from using the war as an excusc (0 im-
pose a settlement; the mass opposition to
the war will make this task casier. But for
this to happen, rank-and-file firefighters
will have to reject the latest deal and the
mid-April recall conference of the FBU
will have to decide to continue industrial

action. WA
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The crisis Iin
the child
protection
services

Mike Calvert looks at some of

the implications for the social

services of the Laming report into

. the death of Victoria Climbié

On February 25, 2000, §-year-old Victo-
ria Climbié died from hypothermia and
over 200 injuries inflicted upon her by her
‘carers’, her aunt Marie-Therese Kouao
and her aunt’s partner Carl Manning. In
January 2001, Manning and Kouao were
both sentenced to life imprisonment.

It is not our intention to dwell on what
happened or how, but to look at the future
for a care system that was left in tatters
as a result.

The report by Lord Laming into the death
of Victoria Climbié was published on
January 28. Prior to its publication, Lord
Laming promiscd that Victoria’s death
would mark a turning point in the care of
vulnerable children. However, according
to the NSPCC, at least one child is killed
by a parent or family member or carer
every week.

The government was shocked by the
publicity surrounding these enquirics and
also by a damning report into the various
services that work with ‘at risk’ children
which squarely placed the responsibility
for these tragedies on an extreme lack of
financial resources, properly trained staff,
and co-ordination between agencies,
which was undermining the child protec-
tion services in this country.

The report has suggested that far-reach-
ing reforms of the child protection serv-
ices are now necessary. It has even been
suggested that the elected local authori-
tics should be deprived of their responsi-
bility for child protection, and that it
should be given (o a separate cxternal
agency, effectively privatising it. But ‘out-
sourcing’, as it is known, has come up
against opposition, even from the govern-
ment.

It has been pointed out by social care
practitioners that the line between chil-
dren in need of extra familial ‘support’ and
children needing child ‘protection’ is of-
ten confused to say the least. The same
children may at different times need both
support and protection. It would be ludi-
crous, and also confusing for parents, for
different agencies to deal with these dif-
ferent aspects of services to vulnerable
children.

The government’s current proposal is to
sctup ‘children’s trusts’ to work with vul-
nerable children. These would be similar
to those ‘care trusts’ that were set up last
year (o integrate health and social serv-
ices for vulnerable adults. Essentially,
these represent the “NHS-isation” of lo-
cal authority-run social services. One of
the first has been the Camden and Isling-
ton Mental Health and Social Care Trust,
and this has run into considerable early
difficultics since it was launched in April
2002. There have been financial problems
with the two social services departments

being unwilling or unable to stump up the
cash needed to run the trust, leaving it with
a huge deficit, and with the role of ap-
proved social workers and the law, and who
they arc accountable to (i.e., the directors
of their social scrvices departments) not
being clearly demarcated, etc.

One significant improvement would be
that unlike care trusts which are led by the
NHS, children’s trusts would be based
within local government and therefore —
technically — would be accountable to lo-
cal communities. However, the govern-
ment has also said that children’s trusts
could include the involvement of the pri-
vale sector.

A major problem in the system is that
the lack of funding and adequate training
in social services and social care, coupled
with horrendously low pay. all lead to a
climate of low morale and cven despera-
tion. The difficulties faced by Lisa
Arthurworrey, the young, barely qualified
social worker at the centre of the Climbié
affair, is testament to that.

Whatever restructuring of child protec-
tion services takes place, there is an un-
believable recruitment and retention
problem, particularly in London and other
areas where housing costs are high. Many
social work teams have more than 70 per
cent vacancy levels. Islington Council re-
cently told the trade unions that there are
120 vacancies in their children and fami-
lics section alone! Despite a chronic na-
tional shortage of social workers, the only
government action has been an advertis-
ing campaign and a ncw bursary system
for social work students.

In fact, the government has compounded
the problem with its policy of naming and
shaming individuals which it deems arc
responsible at the sharp end, while allow-
ing those like the senior managers to get
out utterly unscathed, and in some cases
to get promotions to lat-cat jobs in neigh-
bouring boroughs.

Only a huge increase in rcsources go-
ing to social services, alongside measures
to improve the pay, conditions and train-
ing of social care staff, will attract and
retain people in this difficult arca of work
where burn-out rates are high.

The Laming report exposes the {laws in
the child protection system not just in the
London Borough of Haringey but across
the country. The events cannot be put down
to Lisa Arthurworrey being bad at her job,
or the fact that two Christian fundamen-
1alists thought Victoria was ‘devil pos-
sessed’. It is far more probable that her
death was due to lack of training of social
work staff due to the underfunding of the
social services department, poor handling
of the case by the Tottenham police, and
the general deprivation of the area.
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Cutbacks and inadequate training are one
thing; the decision to channel money into
every budget but children and families
taken by George Meehan, the council
leader, and David Warwick, the chief ex-
ecutive, among others, only hindered
things further. Another local issue is the
widely-held view that the wealthier and
more ‘articulate’ part of Haringey -
Hornsey and Wood Green — gets much
better treatment and more resources than
Tottenham. All of these factors must be
taken into account when looking for a way
forward.

A strong feature of the Laming report
was the manner in which it refused — un-
like Haringey council — to scapegoat the
workers at the sharp end. The following
appeared on the Guardian website on
January 29:

“The prime offender was Haringey coun-
cil, whose senior officials persistently
failed to hand over documents explaining
the conduct of social workers responsi-
ble for Victoria’s case in the final months
of her life. They werc accused by Neil
Garnham QC, counsel to the inquiry, of
“drip feeding” documents, providing them
“at the 59th minute of the 11th hour”, just
before witnesses gave evidence. Lord
Laming’s patience cracked at the end of
November 2001, when he summonsed
Anne Bristow, director of social services,
to appear with all the files relating to the
case or face prosecution and possible
imprisonment. The threat produced a fur-
ther 630 documents, but not the whole set.
As further material surfaced haphazardly
from the authority’s chaotic filing system,
Lord Laming threatened to summons
David Warwick, the chief executive. Mr
Garnham said the council’s failure to pro-
vide documents was evidence “either of
gross incompetence or the deliberate at-
tempt to frustrate the efforts of this in-
quiry to arrive at the truth””’

Lord Laming concludes: ‘. . . sadly the
report is a vivid demonstration of poor
practice within and between social serv-
ices, the police and health agencies. I is
also a stark reminder of the conscquences
of ineffective and inept management. It is
the hope of the full inquiry team that the
horror of what happened to Victoria will
endure as a reproach to bad practice and
be a beacon pointing the way to securing
the safety and wellbeing of all children in
our society.’

The major problems though are that the
social care system itself is under-
resourced nationally and terribly outdated.
Social workers are demonised and then
are scapegoated for the system failures,
and management are allowed to get away,
literally in this case, with murder. WA

FIGURING IT OUT

POPULATION: World fertility rates are steadily falling, according to a UN
report. The average fertility rate across the world is predicted to fall to West-
ern levels by 2050. By the middle of this century women across the globe are
expected to bear an average of 1.85 children and world population is expected
to be about 8 billion — 2 to 3 billion lower than previous estimates. in Britain,
the average number of children born per woman has fallen from 2.04 in the
early 1970s to 1.61 today.

HOUSING: Home repossessions in Britain have fallen to their lowest level for
20 years. 11,970 homes were repossessed last year — 0.11 per cent of all
mortgages. House prices rose by 22 per cent in England and Wales in 2002,
according to figures from the Land Registry. The cost of the average house in
Britain is now £150,000.

POVERTY: A report published by the Child Poverty Action Group in February
shows that poverty in Britain is highest among minority ethnic groups. Using
a measure of poverty of below 60 per cent of average income, the report
shows that one-third of people of Indian and Caribbean origin, half of people of
Black African origin, and two-thirds of people of Pakistani and Bangladeshi
origin are living in poverty, compared with less than a quarter of the British
population overall. Three-quarters of Bangladeshi children are growing up in
poverty compared with only a quarter of white children. Employment rates
among working age Bangladeshi adults are 35 per cent, compared with 75 per
cent in the population as a whole. Young black men have unemployment
rates twice the national average.

Meanwhile, official figures show that there has been a fall of 500,000 in the
number of children officially in poverty since 1997. But according to the Insti-
tute for Fiscal Studies, the government is less than half way to meeting its
target of lifting 1.1 million children out of poverty by 2005.

STRIKES: Strikes involving 940,000 workers led to a rise in strike days to
1,320,000 last year —the highest level for 12 years. This compares with 235,000
days in 1997 and 525,000 days in 2001.

LABOUR MARKET: In the year to the third quarter of 2002, 117,000 jobs were
lost in the private sector, but over the same period public sector employment
rose by 142,000. Employment in manufacturing is down 4 per centon a year
ago.

The average age of the British employee rose from 37.5 years to 39 years
between 1991 and 2001. Within two years this is likely to go over 40.

The jobless total fell to a 27-year low in January and growth in employment
was the fastest for 6 years. The number of people in work rose by 253,000 last
year to reach a new record of 27,812,000.

Two-thirds of workers earn less than the average wage of £465 per week. The
proportion earning less than the average has steadily grown, as high earners
have increased their share of the cake. in the past decade the top 10 percent
of earners have seen their pay rise by 54 per cent while the bottom 10 per cent
have seen their pay rise by 45 per cent. Britain is the most unequal country in
the EU.

Women now make up nearly half the workforce in Britain. In 1900, there were
five million working women, making up 29 per cent of the workforce. By 2000,
the number of working women had risen to 13 million or 46 per cent of the
workforce — the highest percentage on record.

‘Empiricist’
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More action
over London
weighting
Andrew Berry

The local government pay dispute over
London weighting was revived in March
after no action since the end of November.
Unfortunately, since then the GMB union
has withdrawn from the dispute. From
March 3, Unison and TGWU members took
sclective action for a week in 18 out of 32
London councils, mainly in schools and
libraries. Seventy schools across London
closed for the week.

This action has at lcast provoked the
Labour group into stating that it wanted
to make an offer, but despite this at the
joint meeting no offer was forthcoming. It
has been suggested that despite the La-
bour group having a majority of one on
the employers’ side they are reluctant to
use such a slim majority to settle the dis-

pute. One explanation is that they fear that
they will split the employers’ side; other
reports suggest that the Labour group is
not fully united. This is taking place de-
spite the fact that the Labour Party Lon-
don Region Conference voted overwhelm-
ingly that the Labour group should use its
majority to settle the dispute and at the
same time recognised the claim for £4,000
as rcasonable.

The offer that was suggested but ncver
formally put was for £200 extra for the very
lowest paid, but £4 a week extra will not
settle the dispute. However, it does under-
linc the success of selective action. Un-
fortunately, at its last meeting the London
region of Unison was not in a position (0
take further selective action due to fund-
ing problems and the fact that only a lim-
ited number of branches were prepared at
that stage to take further sclective action.

The London region has once again lost
a battle with the national leadership to fund
this dispute properly. The national execu-
tive’s policy is only to fund national dis-
putes. They funded Scotland taking se-
lective action during its local government
pay claim two years ago, although as far

as Unison’s rules are concerned Scotland
is a ‘region’. But probably this decision
had more to do with the politics of the two
regions — Scotland has always tended to
vole with the leadership at conferences.
Despite this, Unison London region
strategy remains the same: to take selec-
tive action and to take further all-out ac-
tion when we can link up with other groups
such as teachers, university and college
staff, and postal workers, all of whom may
be considering [urther action over London
weighting. It is getting more and more dif-
ficult for the employers’ side to justity its
failure to make an offer when many public
sector workers — hospital staff, firefight-
ers and teachers, for cxample — have had
offers of varying amounts for a cost of liv-
ing allowance in London, all of them well
above what council workers currently re-
ceive. In the light of there having been
some shift by the employers, now is the
time that we should be stepping up our
selective action. While it was good to have
18 councils involved last time, we need this
action to be spread across the whole of
London and for the dispute to be properly
funded. Then we can win. WA

Unison NEC
elections

On April 22, ballot papers will be sent to all
Unison members for elections to the 60-mem-
ber National Executive Council. For the first
time, regional reps, service group reps and
national reps will be elected simultaneously.

This is the first NEC election since the
founding of Unison United Left (UUL). There
are 34 left candidates standing in nine (out
of 13) Unison regions and in all service group
areas with the exception of water and envi-
ronment and police services. This is the larg-
est ever group of left candidates. The base
of the left has traditionally been in local gov-
ernment but now for the first time a left
grouping is standing candidates in all four
health seats and both higher education seats
— these are the second and third largest serv-
ice groups respectively.

This is a real test for the UUL, which cur-
rently has only six NEC places. Anything
over 20 seats would make a major diffcrence
to the political direction of Unison. Currently,
union elections — for general sccretarics at
lcast — have shown a marked prefercnce for
left candidates. Ballot forms are being mailed
to members’ homes and right-wingers are
known to be concerned with getting their
votes out in what is traditionally a low turn-
out election.

But all is not well with UUL. It seems that
the Socialist Party is about to walk out on
the excuse that ‘the SWP has capitulated to

the Labour left’, citing as evidence the SWP’s
‘failure to campaign’ for disaffiliation from
the Labour Party. The cynical may see this
as another example of the SP’s refusal to
work in any body it cannot control.

The effect of such a walkout would be to
ensure the SWP’s dominance in UUL, which
would cause problems because the indus-
trial tactics of the SP have in the past been
far more grounded in the direct interests of
Unison members than have the SWP’s. Prob-
ably the clearest examples of this have been
in the calling of recent strikes over London
weighting, where the SWP has placed sole
cmphasis on having shared all-out strike
days co-ordinated with other unions rather
than all-out action (with other unions when
possible) in conjunction with selective ac-
tion in sectors and at times tuned to Uni-
son’s areas of strength.

We call on Unison members to vote for
the following UUL and UUL-supported can-
didates:

National additional members:
Beatrice Belgrave — City of Plymouth
Raph Parkinson — Liverpool City
Eastern region:

Liz Brennan — Cambridge City

East Midlands region:

Jean Thorpe — Nottingham City

John Owen — Derbyshire County
Ann MacMillan Wood — Derbyshire Co.
Greater London region:

Fiona Monkman - Islington
Amanda Berger — Camden

Jon Rogers — Lambeth LG

Rosemary Plummer — Islington
Northern region:

Yunus Bakhsh — Newcastle City Health
Maria Alberts — Gateshead Health
North West region:

Frances Kelly — South Manchester
Hospitals

Karen Reissmann — Manchester Commu-
nity and Mental Health

Roger Bannister — Knowsley

Carol Dutton — Liverpool City

Southern region:

Jessie Russel — Southampton District
Mike Tucker — Southampton District
South West region:

Rachel Atherton — Gloucester City

Phil Jones — Gloucester City

West Midlands region:

Luke Henderson — Birmingham

Esmic Reid — Birmingham

Yorkshire and Humberside region:
Helen Jenner — Leeds LG

Cath McGurk - Kirklees LG

Doug Wright — Doncaster LG

Health Care service group:

Kate Ahrens — Leicestershire Health
Margaret Bean — North Glasgow Hospitals
Adrian O'Malley — Wakefield and
Pontefract Hospitals

Mark New — Dudley Group of Hospitals
Higher Education service group:

Sam Birnie — London Guildhall University
Andrew Beech — Liverpool John Moores
University

L.ocal Government service group:
Caroline Johnson — Birmingham

Rahul Patel ~ Westminster

Glenn Kelly — Bromley

Transport service group:

Tony Wilson —~ GMPTE WA




20

Wales

Where next
for Welsh
politics?

Daniel Morrissey

The National Assembly for Wales will
shortly complete the final session of its
first four-year term. On Thursday, May 1,
its 60 members (or at least, those not step-
ping down) will face the electorate. For
all the excitement that surrounded the ref-
erendum campaign in September 1997, it
would be fair to say that the people of
Wales have been distinctly underwhelmed
by the institution in which so much hope
was invested a few years ago. As I ex-
plained in the last issue ol Workers Ac-
tion, the body has becn systematically
undermincd by the Blair government’s
determination to restrain any ambitions
for a distinct Welsh political agenda and
the Welsh Labour lcadership has lacked
the inclination and the nerve to challenge
this. While the focus of Welsh politics
has largely shifted from Westminster to
Cardiff, it is principally the professional/
administrative tiers who arc engaged with
the Assembly, rather than rank-and-file
activists or politically conscious citizens.
None of the four parties represented in
the body has been able to enthuse or in-
spire the people of Wales and there is lit-
tle realistic prospect of Welsh politics
suddenly becoming more exciting after
May 1. Nevertheless, there is a degree of
interest to be derived from the election
because of the considerable uncertainty
about the voters’ verdict on the last four
years. With only its unique, inaugural elec-
tion available for comparison, the Assem-
bly is still too new for any confident pre-
dictions to be possible. And the potlitical
impact of the war against Iraq, particularly
on the fortunes of the Labour Party,
means that that uncertainty is consider-
ably magnified.

Clear red water?
Welsh Labour activists and supporters
who hoped that a Labour-led administra-

tion in Cardiff might make a clean break
with Blairism have repeatedly been dis-
appointed. With the exception of the Edu-
cation Minister, Janc Davidson, who has
acted resolutely on her opposition to se-
lection, league tables and privatisation, the
Asscmbly government has shown little
evidence of any unifying policy agenda at
all. Instead, it has approached government
in a completely piecemeal fashion, and
relied on soundbites, gimmicks and jibes
at its opponents to conceal the paucity of
its ambitions. Nevertheless, hopes have
lingered that, if not political principle,
then at least the clectoral survival instinct
would convince Rhodri Morgan and his
colleagues that something more substan-
tial was necessary. There was, therefore,
keen interest when on December 11
Rhodri gave a lecture at Swansea Univer-
sity in which he sought to put ‘clear red
water’ between his administration in Car-
diff and the New Labour government in
Westminster. The speech picked up a
theme from an earlier address to the
Wales TUC, in which Rhodri had talked
about a ‘Welsh way’ of approaching pub-
lic services — driven by socialist convic-
tions, but applied pragmatically. In De-
cember he took this theme considerably
further, claiming for his governmental
programme ‘ideological underpinnings’ in
the best traditions of the labour and so-
cialist movement.

The main thrust of the speech was to
project the key achievements of the As-
sembly government as making up an over-
all strategy — ‘the creation of a new sct of
citizenship rights . . . which are as far as
possible, free at the point of use, univer-
sal and unconditional’ — and to promise
to build on this if Welsh Labour wins a
second term of office. Stripped of the
rather grandiosc language, this is basically
arepackaging of the handful of Asscmbly
initiatives which have made the most dif-
ferencc to people’s lives, and for which
Welsh Labour never fails to claim credit.
These are: free school milk for children
under scven; free nursery places for three
year olds; free prescriptions for the un-
der twenty-fives; frce entry to museums
and galleries and free bus travel for pen-
sioners and the disabled. While this list
falls a long way short of a comprehensive
strategy for addressing Wales’s many so-
cial and economic needs, it docs repre-
scnt a worthy, if modest, set of achieve-
ments, and in cach case the
decommodification of an important pub-
lic service. Previously, Welsh Labour had
always failed to link up these policies in
this way, instcad presenting them as ‘one-
off” giveaways. Rhodri’s speech has be-
latedly remedicd this, albeit under the

pressure of an impending election, with-
out which it is doubtful that he would have
felt such a burning desire to point out an
unacknowledged policy agenda that was
supposedly there all along.

Hitherto, the Welsh Labour leadership,
while containing few (if any) convinced
Blairites, has been wary of risking an open
rift with Westminster, sometimes hinting
at ‘0Old Labour’ inclinations, but having
little of substance to show for this. But
the danger of a repcat of Labour’s poor
showing in 1999 — or even worse — seems
to have strengthencd Rhodri’s nerve and
pushed him into revealing himself in all
his glory as ‘a socialist of the Welsh
stripe’. In order to carry this through con-
vincingly, however, he has to be able to
show that he has something new to offer
for the second term, rather than simply
recapitulating the story so far. But the
only concrete initiative unveiled in his
‘clear red water’ speech was the possibil-
ity of free access for children to local
authority swimming pools (this is now
being ‘piloted’ in certain council arcas).
Beyond this, he talked about the need to
focus ‘upon a small number of key policy
objectives’, and specified improving food
and nutrition and raising economic activ-
ity levels. While the latter should certainly
be seen as one of the central objectives
of any Labour government worth the
name, Rhodri’s description of the ap-
proach to be followed is simply a string
of vague and nebulous phrases —¢.g., ‘the
engagement of the developmental contri-
butions of community regencration and
cultural animateurs’. Part of the problem
is that many of the levers of economic
policy are beyond the reach of the de-
volved administration — yet Rhodri now
dismisses the debate over further powers
as the prescrve of ‘the narrow circles of
political anorakism’.

Yet the significance of Rhodri’s speech
lies more in his willingness to distance
himself from New Labour and situate
himself in a clearly social-democratic tra-
dition — talking about ‘strengthening the
collective voice of the citizen’ and ‘the
powerful glue of social solidarity’, and
criticising ‘the theory of marketisation’.
This was implicitly acknowledged by the
sharp dismissals of his speech by the lead-
ers of the Welsh Conservatives and Plaid
Cymru ~ the former sceing an identifi-
able ideological enemy, the latter no
doubt fearing a loss of his party’s appeal
to disillusioned Labour voters. Whatever
Rhodri’s intentions, he has opened up the
possibility of a real debate within the
Welsh Labour Party about the policics
that the people of Wales really nced — a
debate in which socialists can and should
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take the lead. There has so far been little
response, however. To some extent, this
is understandable, given the general pre-
occupation with the war, but it also dem-
onstrates the extent to which Labour ac-
tivists have lost the habit of discussing
substantive politics. Rhodri himself has
failed to enlarge on his theme, so far re-
turning to the ‘clear red water’ concept
only once — and then somewhat tangen-
tially. And it is, unfortunately, probably
significant that at the Welsh Labour Party
conference on February 27-28 Rhodri
made a banal, populist speech, full of
clumsy pop-culture references and cheap
jibes at Labour’s opponents.

The prospects for an Assembly govern-
ment further to the left if Labour wins an
overall majority ook even less rosy when
one considers the human resources avail-
able. Practically all of the more independ-
ently-minded Labour backbenchers are
leaving the Assembly, either voluntarily
or under duress. Richard Edwards, the
most prominent and consistent opponent
of the ‘war against terrorism’, is stepping
down due to health problems, while
former Education Minister Tom
Middlehurst and former Merseyside As-
sistant Chief Constable Alison Halford are
effectively retiring.

In addition, recent weeks have seen the
political demise of the two most high-pro-
file Labour mavericks. John Marek, AM
and previously MP for Wrexham, and one
of the few Labour members publicly to
criticise the Assembly government, has
been deselected. As with every other sit-
ting Labour AM, Marek originally won a
trigger batlot which should have enabled
him to avoid an open selection battle.
Marek had made a number of encmies in
his constituency, however, not least by
criticising the Labour leadership of
Wrexham Council, and there was a call
for him to face disciplinary charges for
bringing the party into disrcpute. The bu-
reaucracy seized on this, being particu-
larly displeased with Marek after he sent
a letter to a CWU official expressing the
view that the union should withhold fur-
ther funding from Labour until such time
as the party adopted more pro-union poli-
cies. As a compromise solution, it was
agreed that a second trigger-ballot be held.
This time, Marek failed to get through, and
in the ensuing selection contest he was
beaten by 84 voles to 80 by his former
political assistant, Lesley Griffiths.
Marek complained to Welsh Labour of
improper conduct by Griffiths’s husband,
a local councillor, but the complaint was
turned down, and it is likely that he will
stand as an independent candidate, and at
one stage seemed likely to secure the sup-

port of the RMT.

And finally, Ron Davies, described with
some justice as the ‘architect of devolu-
tion’, has left politics after the Sun printed
photographic evidence of another ‘mo-
ment of madness’ at a well-known gay
cruising site. Ron badly mishandled his
response to the Sun article, changing his
story within 24 hours. He thereby lost a
lot of the initial sympathy that had been
felt for him, and was ultimately left with
little choice but to resign. He will bc a
major loss to Welsh politics, having re-
mained almost the only Labour back-
bencher with both the intellectual capac-
ity and the political independence to make
an informed, constructive critique of As-
sembly government policies.

The newly sclected candidates are, if
anything, even less promising than the
existing Group, and the only medium-term
hope for a more left-wing leadership lies
with a couple of members who are cur-
rently cabinet ministers or deputy minis-
ters, and are therefore bound by collec-
tive responsibility to back the existing
policies. However, socialists’ role in the
Labour Party should never involve pinning
one’s hopes on the best, or least bad, of
our elected politicians. Instead, we must
build support among party members for
socialist policies, and maintain constant
pressure on our ‘leaders’ to adopt and
implement those policics. Part of the rea-
son we have such poor leadership in the
Welsh Labour Party is the lack of a strong,
organised left over the last ten years or
so. That is starting to change now, as a
general revolt develops through the party
over the war, the firefighters’ dispute and
the privatisation of public services. A re-
vived and organised Welsh Labour left
will have to work hard to hold all of our
AMs and MPs to account, and to press
socialist policies upon them.

Plaid Cymru: a socialist
alternative?

The danger that the clection presents for
Welsh Labour is not just that longstanding
Labour voters who are sick of Blairism will
stay at home — although many certainly
will. The party also faces a serious chal-
lenge from the left in the shape of Plaid
Cymru. Plaid’s constitution declares it to
be a socialist party, but it does not, of
course, seek the abolition of capitalism, but
rather a set of modest reforms in the direc-
tion of greater social cquality, collective
provision of welfare and public services,
etc. It undoubtedly won substantial sup-
port from former Labour voters in thc 1999
Assembly election by presenting what was
essentially an *old Labour’ platform, includ-
ing commitments to re-establish the link

between pensions and earnings, and to
restore the full student grant. This allowed
it to capture a number of seats in supposed
Labour strongholds, thus denying Labour
an overall majority. Morcover, it has con-
tinued to outflank Labour on the left in its
responses to the crisis in the steel indus-
try, the collapse of Railtrack and the con-
troversy over PFI, as well as a range of
other issues such as compensation for re-
tired miners with industrial illnesses.

This policy stance has both reflected and
reinforced the substantial growth in recent
years of Plaid’s electoral support and mem-
bership in the industrial (or post-industrial)
South Wales valleys areas. Nevertheless,
the party remains a broad coalition. The
weight of its membership is in the predomi-
nantly rural, and more conscrvative, areas
of North and West Wales, which partially
explains the election as party lcader of leuan
Wyn Jones, the most right-wing of three
candidates, in August 2000. But increas-
ingly, the party is attracting the support of
working class people in Wales on the ba-
sis that its policies serve their class inter-
ests. In recognition of this, Bob Crow of
the RMT recently met Adam Price MP, ef-
fectively the leader of the Plaid Cymru left,
to explore the possibility of the union giv-
ing financial support to Plaid.

Plaid’s full manifesto for the forthcom-
ing elections will not be published until
carly April, but, according to press re-
ports, it contains ‘a clear commitment to
radical transformation of thc economy
and public services’ and aims to create ‘a
fairer and more equal society’. The spe-
cific measures to be set out reportedly
include:

1) An alternative to PFI, in the form of a
Public Investment Trust.

2) Free eye tests and free dental checks for
all and a commitment to tackle the crisis in
the health service by increasing the
number of doctors, nurses and beds.

3) An end to the internal market in educa-
tion and an undertaking to abolish school
tests at Key Stages two and three.

4) A promise to encourage the develop-
ment of regional growth areas and the crea-
tion of a regional jobs plan, to spread cco-
nomic well-being more justly throughout
Wales.

The commitiments on school tests, eye
tests and dental checks do not represent
anything novel but only the extension of
measures alrcady undertaken by Labour,
and the pledge to sort out the health serv-
ice is fairly meaningless unless it is backed
up with hard facts and figures. But the
commitment to public provision of public
services, in place of PFI, and the promise
of greater state intervention in the
economy, are a significant improvement on
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the approach of the current Assembly
government — although they would have
been entirely consistent with Labour policy
as recently as the mid-1990s. In any case,
it will not be primarily the detail of Plaid’s
manifesto pledges that determines its de-
gree of electoral support, but rather the
assessment that is made of its general po-
litical character and its credibility as an al-
ternative Welsh government. And this, of
course, will have as much to do with dis-
appointment in Labour’s performance than
positive enthusiasm for Plaid.

The election and the war

The one pressing issue where Plaid cur-
rently seems almost certain to win support
at the expense of Labour is the war. From
the very beginning of the so-called ‘war
against terrorism’, it has consistently called
for restraint, opposing the attack on Af-
ghanistan, when the other main parties in
Wales were united in supporting the gov-
ernment. Its AMs, MPs and MEPs have
been prominent in the anti-war movement,
speaking at all the major demonstrations
and, in the case of thc MEPs, undertaking
a ‘peace mission’ to Iraq. By contrast, Ri-
chard Edwards was the only Labour AM,
and Llew Smith the only Welsh Labour
MP, to oppose publicly the war in Afghani-
stan. Subsequently, anti-war sentiment in
the party has strengthened and 16 Welsh
Labour MPs rebelled against the govern-
ment in the crucial vote on March 18. But
although only two Labour AMs support
Blair’s line, the Labour Group — and there-
fore the Assembly government — has failed
to take any collective position, beyond an
anodyne statement in January, supporting
‘our prime minister in looking at all ways
possible 1o avoid war with Iraq’, which
became obsolete almost immediately. La-
bour’s Assembly chief whip instructed
AMs not to respond to a Western Mail
survey of their views on the war, and many
have continued to observe this ‘gagging
order’. As with many other issues, the fail-
ure of the Welsh Labour leadership to dis-
tance itself from Westminster on the war is
not only a sign of political weakness, but
an clectoral liability.

At the time of writling it is impossible to
predict the course of the war or, therefore,
the extent of its impact on party politics.
But even if the war is brief and claims few
casualties, there will be many people in
Wales who are already sufficiently dis-
gusted by Blair’s role that they will vote
primarily against Labour on this one is-
sue. A ‘Vote 2 Stop the War’ campaign has
belatedly begun on the basis of advising
people of constituency candidates’ stance
on the war, and standing its own slate of
candidates in the regional ‘top-up’ lists. It

seems unlikely to make a huge impact, but
voters already have the choice of two
mainstream anti-war parties — Plaid
Cymru and the Liberal Democrats — as
well as the Greens, Welsh Socialist Alli-
ance and Socialist Labour Party (whose
leader, Arthur Scargill, is himself hcad-
ing its South Wales East regional list).

The election and the devolution project

This election will be regarded as a judge-
ment not only on the present Labour-led
Assembly government, but on the whole
project of devolution, and the shortcom-
ings of the former will incvitably influ-
ence popular sentiment towards the lat-
ter. Yet, regardless of the present position,
the cstablishment of the Assembly should
be seen as an unqualified gain for the peo-
ple of Wales. Its very existence represents
an opportunity for the expression, at a
political level, of the distinct national
identity and culture of Wales, and a po-
tential mechanism for the solution of the
country’s particular problems. Morcover,
it opens up a democratic space within the
machinery of the British state, within
which popular struggles may be con-
ducted. To this extent, the diffusion of
power represented by devolution is simul-
tancously a weakening of the political
control held at the centre of the state ap-
paratus. The danger, however, is that the
Assembly will remain simply an adminis-
trative structure, devoid of real political
content. Neglected and even resented by
its intended constituency, it could prove
itself more useful to the Westminster
government as a means of deflecting
popular discontent, than to the people of
Wales as a means of directing that dis-
content against the most deserving targets.
This scenario becomes increasingly likely
in the absence of the political will to re-
alise the Assembly’s potential.

To avoid this outcome would mean si-
multaneously using the Assembly’s exist-
ing powers to the full and demanding
more. Welsh Labour is currently doing
neither of these things. Ron Davies fa-
mously declared that devolution was a
process, not an event, and there are many
within his party — including some of the
current Cardiff Cabinet — who share his
view that the Asscmbly’s creation was
merely the first step towards a more thor-
oughgoing form of self-government. But
there are other leading Welsh Labour fig-
urcs who have no appetite for further devo-
lution, and condemn any moves in that di-
rection as ‘crypto-nationalist rubbish’ (in
the words of Huw Lewis, the right-wing
Labour AM for Merthyr Tydfil and
Rhymney). Supported by Paul Starling,
political editor of the Welsh Daily Mirror,
they counterpose a professed overriding

concern for ‘social justice’ to any interest
in a Welsh national project — yet these are,
in practice, frequently the strongest sup-
porters of the Blairite agenda. For now, an
uneasy peace exists between the two sides,
but the potential for more public divisions
exists in the form of the Richard Commis-
sion on the Assembly’s powers, set up by
thc Assembly government at the behest
of the Lib Dems, and due to report in the
autumn.

Mecanwhile, Plaid Cymru has announced
that if it gains control of the Assembly in
May, it will initiate a two-year National
Convention, involving all sections of so-
ciety, which will draw up plans for a full
parliament in Wales, to be established by
2007. This proposal is to be welcomed,
recognising as it implicitly does that
Wales needs the process of national de-
bate that Scotland underwent prior to the
finalisation of its own devolution propos-
als — in part through the Scottish Consti-
tutional Convention. Such a process
would be particularly welcome if it facili-
tated a positive engagement between so-
cialists in the Labour Party, Plaid Cymru
and other parties on the national question.
Ultimately, the left must support the ob-
jective of a Welsh parliament with full
legislative and tax-raising powers, both as
a matter of principle and, in the present
circumstances, as a bulwark against the
neo-liberal policies of the Blair govern-
ment.

Institutionalised coalition
politics

In October 2000, while touring Labour
Party meetings around Wales to justify his
coalition with the Lib Dems, Rhodri con-
fidently asserted that Labour would win
an overall majority in two out of every
three Welsh general elections; it was sim-
ply unfortunate that the first such elec-
tion was not among the two-thirds. This
claim has looked increasingly hollow
since then, and another coalition seems
the most likely outcome of the forthcom-
ing elections. In an interview with the cur-
rent affairs programme Dragon’s Eye,
immediately after Labour’s Blackpool
conference, Rhodri enraged Labour activ-
ists (and several of his own AMs) by sug-
gesting that he might continue his coali-
tion with the Lib Dems even if Labour did
win an overall majority. While such an
approach no doubt finds favour in Down-
ing Street, it will win Rhodri few friends
in the Welsh party, where the Lib Dems
arc almost universally disliked. And there
are sound political reasons why a further
Lib-Lab ‘partnership government’ should
be strenuously opposed. In fairness, the
junior coalition partner cannot be blamed
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for the weakness of the Assembly gov-
ernment’s programme: as argued above,
there is little evidence that Labour would
have had anything more substantial to of-
fer if it had governed alone. But the long-
run tendency inherent in Lib-Labism is to
obstruct any inclination by Labour to put
the interests of working people first, or
to favour public control of services and
cconomic enterprises as a matter of prin-
ciple.

Yet Wales’s (partially) proportional sys-
tem seems likely to deliver coalitions —
or else minority governments — more of-
ten than not. Socialists often see minor-
ity government as the more preferable
option, to avoid undermining Labour’s
class independence, as it would be by a
Lib-Lab administration. But it is simply
not credible at the moment to argue that a
minority Labour government would be a
better option for the people of Wales than
a coalition between Labour and Plaid
Cymru, Plaid’s increasingly working-
class base, reflected in its social-demo-
cratic programme, would be more likely
to pull Labour to the left.

This option was eloquently laid out by
Adam Price MP in an article in Tribune
on January 23. Welcoming Rhodri
Morgan'’s ‘clear red water’ speech as mas-
sively significant for its commitment to
equality of outcome and services free at
the point of delivery, he argued that ‘the
most likely party to respond positively to
aradical programme of government based
on socialist principles would undoubtedly
be Plaid’. Price described the Lib Dems
as ‘neo-liberals, opposed to government
support for the coal industry, against wind
farms if they are on their own doorsteps,
supporters of a modified Private Finance
Initiative, and viciously opportunistic op-
ponents of the Fire Brigades Union’.
“There are,’ he continued, ‘two anti-so-
cialist groupings in the Welsh Assembly,
and two avowedly socialist parties, di-
vided on the national question, but appar-
ently united in their opposition to the gov-
ernment’s market-driven approach. As we
face down a common enemy, what unites
us is far more important than anything that
divides us.” He called, therefore, for a
‘historic compromise between the two
great currents of the Welsh Left, a radi-
cal red-green platform of progressive
politics’. This is an initiative that deserves
a positive response.

Socialists and the elections

All this leaves us with the question: what
attitude should socialists take to these elec-
tions? Marxists, such as the supporters of
Workers Action, have historically cam-
paigned for the election of social-demo-

cratic parties like Labour, not because we
have any confidence in their programme,
but because they are identified as parties
of the working class, within which they
have enjoyed consistent and organised
support. Putting such parties in office has
created the hope and expectation of poli-
cies that will advance the interests of the
working people. We have always argued
within the organised working class that
pressure must be maintained on the social
democrats, once in government, to carry
out their programme. However inadequate
such programmes might be, they gencrally
represent at least a small advance for the
working class at the expense of the capi-
talist class, and the struggle for their im-
plementation builds the confidence of
working pcople to campaign for a bolder,
more radical agenda.

In the context of the Assembly elcc-
tions, however, the pursuit of such an ap-
proach is somewhat complicated. The first
reason is that, under its present Blairite
leadership, Labour has adopted policies
which are not simply too timid, but are
completely counterposed to the interests
of working people. This applies indirectly
to Welsh Labour, which although not en-
thusiastically Blairite, is bound by the
same general policy framework. The task
for socialists in the Labour Party is there-
fore to oppose the implementation of the
party’s programme, and to campaign for a
comprehensive alternative agenda. This is
a particularly difficult approach to popu-
larise at election times, not least in Walcs,
where there is no realistic need to vote
Labour in order to keep out the Tories.
The sccond complication is that, in Wales,
voters have the choice of two social-
democratic parties, which are both strong
contenders for government. One — Labour
— has practically abandoned its social-
democratic programme, at least until such
time as it is willing or able to break free
from the constraints of neoliberalism
imposed on it by Westminster. Neverthe-
less, it retains strong organisational links
with the unions and can still count on prob-
ably a plurality — though certainly not a
majority — of politically conscious work-
ing class people. The other party — Plaid
Cymru — has a programme that is morc in
keeping with the heritage of social de-
mocracy, but also a more diversc social
base, including a smaller section of the
working class, and as yet no formal links
with the unions (although this may
change).

Workers Action believes that the best
place for socialists in Wales remains the
Labour Party. This is primarily because the
link with the unions presents a continuing
opportunity to bring working class inter-

ests into party politics. However, we must
recognise that the Welsh working class is
increasingly divided, as people lose any
conlidence that Labour can solve their
problems with its current policies and lead-
ership. We must sharply oppose any sec-
tarian attacks on Plaid Cymru and argue
that while its leadership is not qualitatively
better than Labour’s, its better policies —
against privatisation, for statc economic
intervention, and for a full parliament in
Wales — should be supported. We should
argue for joint work between socialists in
Labour and Plaid around such concrete
issucs, and against the war. And in the
likely event of no overall majority in As-
sembly, we should actively campaign for
the Labour leadership to form a coalition
with Plaid Cymru, not the Liberal Demo-
crats.

Finally, it is obvious and necessary that
supporting Labour’s electoral campaign
will be central to the activities of social-
ists in the Welsh Labour Party over the
coming weeks. However, the additional
member system (AMS) also presents an
opportunity 1o cast a second votc for Plaid
Cymru. The first past the post system,
which determines the election of 40 of
the 60 Assembly seats, disproportionately
favours Labour. For this reason, it is ex-
tremely unlikely that the party will qualify
for a ‘top-up’ seat [rom the regional lists,
other than in Mid and West Walcs. A La-
bour vote in the regional list ballot will in
most cases, thercfore, be wasted, whercas
a vote for Plaid Cymru will make a dif-
ference to Plaid’s fortunes and will also
help to minimisc the number of scats won
by the Tories and Lib Dems. Socialists
should therefore argue, wherever it is
politically possible, for a first vote for
Labour and a sccond for Plaid. WA
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Not In our
name

Dan Judelson explains why he
helped set up Jews for Justice for
Palestinians

The trouble with being Jewish — well, the
trouble with being Jewish and on the left,
anyway — is that so many people make the
assumption that you are also a supporter
of the state of Israel. Certainly, many peo-
ple holding left or liberal opinions do seem
1o have acquired a bizarre political perspec-
tive that allows them to rail against injus-
lice in many parts of the world but which
sees Israel as an exception and its critics
as anti-Semites. This last, of course, is also
the cry of those who would like to elide the
difference between the right to criticise re-
pression and the act of being anti-Semitic.
They say, you must be a self-hater. Aren’t
shibboleths facile? (To support the human
rights of everyone but Israeli Jews is an
equally indefensible viewpoint, of course.)

What'’s particularly difficult is to be on the
left, Jewish, fundamentally opposed to many
actions of the Israeli state, supportive of the
Palestinians’ absolute right to self-determi-
nation and still back, in some fashion, Isra-
el’s and, more specifically, the right of Israeli
people to live in peace and security too. Just
one of those opinions can cause all sorts of
political headaches, but all combined . ..
These are the issues confronting members
of Jews for Justice for Palestinians.

Of course, any difficulties faced by JFJFP
signatories pale in comparison with the bru-
tal military repression the Israeli state uses
to ‘govern’ the Palestinian people in the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip. Nor are we impris-
oned, often repeatedly, for refusing to serve
in the Israeli army, as several of the now
more than 1,000 Israeli refuseniks have been.

The objectionable activitics of the Isracli
state are troubling enough, even in précis.
They have to be troubling if you are Jewish,
as the Israeli state claims to be acting on
your behalf. Whatever it means to be Jew-
ish, whether religious or secular, Zionist or
internationalist, our Jewish identity is some-
thing we do not carry lightly. Indeed, one of
our recent activities was a conference on
many aspects of Jewish identity and the di-
lemmas it throws up, and it is a topic that is
widely under discussion in the Jewish com-
munity. The hijacking ol Jewish identity by
Zionism and, more latterly, by Jewish ortho-

dox groups simply emphasises the need for
an alternative voice to be heard.

So, in February 2002, we formed a network
of British Jews who oppose those Israeli
policies that undermine the livelihoods and
the human, civil and political rights of the
Palcstinian people. We refuse 1o let the

Board of Deputies, even less the Chief Rabbi

and, most especially, not successive Israeli

governments, speak in our name. We be-

licve that such actions are important in coun-

tering rising anti-Semitism and the frequently

spurious claim that opposition to Israel’s de-

structive policies is in itself anti-Semitic. In

fact. we claim just the opposite — that it is in
fact the actions of the Israeli state that dam-
age the peace and security, not just of Pales-
tinians, but of citizens of Israel itseif.

I started this article by referring to the prob-
lems of being left and Jewish, but it is impor-
tant to realisc that being left is not as impor-
tant to us as being Jewish. We are not mem-
bers of JEJFP, but signatorics - we have put
each of our individual Jewish names to our
statement of principles. Many signatories
do consider themsclves on the left, but
plenty do not. We work together because of
our opposition to Israel’s occupation of Pal-
estinian territory. We are a network and a
forum in which people can find their own
level of participation and engage in the ac-
tivities which they find most relevant.

We believe that it is essential to organise
to ensure that Jewish opinions critical of Is-
raeli policy are heard in Britain. But we are
naturally concerned about the Israeli and
Palestinian people trapped in a spiral of
violence and seek to work with peace groups
from both communities. We try to extend
support to Palestinians directly, by raising
funds for Medical Aid for Palestinians and
in a new initiative: we are attempting to im-
port high quality Palestinian olive oil from
the Occupied Territories to the UK.

This represents both a symbolic and con-
crete attempt to extend support to Palestin-
ian farmers. Not only will we be creating a
small outlet for their produce, but the cam-
paign and marketing materials we use to pro-
mote the oil explain exactly how difficult it is
1o supply the oil when the Isracli govern-
ment uproots the groves and drives the farm-
ers off the land they have cultivated for so
long. Leaflets explaining this were distrib-
uted at the last Zionist Federation trade fair
at Alexandra Palace — until we were thrown
out as we had not rented a stall.

Refusniks are perhaps in an ideal position
to educate people that not all Israelis support
the Occupation. As rescrvists and con-
scripts, they have a powerful message of
conscientious objection to relay. Some Jew-
ish audiences are more likely to listen to them
than Palestinians. We work with three
refusenik groups — Yesh Gvul (“There is a
limit’, a reservists’ organisation formed in

response to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon),

Shministim (“The Seniors’ — high school stu-

dents, much like sixth formers in the UK,

who represent first-time draftees who refuse
to serve in the Isracli Defence Force) and

Ometz Letsarev (‘Courage to Refuse’, amore

recently formed and more centrist organisa-

tion). In November 2002, JFJFP and Just

Peace UK organised a very successful tour

by two Isracli refuseniks of England, Scot-

land and Wales. They spoke to Amnesty

International groups, Palestinian groups,

anti war groups and Jewish groups.

These have been the main focus if our ac-
uvities in recent months. but we also sup-
port International Solidarity Movement ac-
tivities. We maintain a website
(www.jfjfp.org) that publishes news of the
conflict, campaigns and events and we pro-
duce web-based and printed information
sheets on Isracli/Palestine relations. We
participate in the Just Peace UK e-mail dis-
cussion group. We do not have an official
line on issues beyond general support for
the principles outlined here and support for
the right of Israelis to live in freedom and
security within Israel’s 1967 borders.

Right now, we arc discussing, along with
other groups, what activities to mount in
the event that Ariel Sharon uses the distrac-
tion of a war with Iraq to begin the ‘transfer’
—actually ethnic cleansing - of Palestinians.
Responding to the Tiananmen Square dem-
onstrations in China in 1989, Binyamin
Netanyahu said that ‘Isracl should have ex-
ploited the repression . . . when world atten-
tion focused on that country, to carry out
mass expulsions among the Arabs of the
territories.” Sharon has already rejected 4 Jor-
danian request that he rule out transfer as a
possibility in the event of any such conflict.
Since the recent general election, Sharon has
brought into power not just the National
Religious Party which refuses to admit the
right of Palestinians to their own state, but
the National Union Party, which officially
advocates transfer.

Illegal settlements in the Occupied Terri-
tories have already involved land confis-
cation and expulsions. Mass displacement
occurred both in 1948 and 1967, “Transfer’
is worse: it means the wholcsale, enforced
movement of people from their homes. It
would be a breach of the Geneva conven-
tion, unsurprisingly. Worst of all, it is also
aterrifying indication that the government
of Israel has lost its sense of history, if not
its moral compass as well. Few Jews can
fail to understand the horror ot cthnic
cleansing. Of all the crimes being commit-
ted in our name, this above all would re-
quirc Jews to make their voice heard and
deny Sharon and the Israeli government
the legitimacy they claim to derive from
representing us.

WA
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Christopher
Hill
1912-2003

‘We still have much to learn from
the seventeenth century™

Following as it does that of Rodney Hilton
last June, the death of Christopher Hill on
February 23 at the age of 91 marks the pass-
ing of another important member of that
remarkable levy of twenticth-century Brit-
ish Marxist historians (prominent in whose
ranks stand, among others, Maurice Dobb,
Eric Hobsbawm, Victor Kiernan, George
Rudé, Dorothy Thompson, E.P. Thompson,
Raphael Samuel, John Saville and Raymond
Williams).?> Hill, however, uniquely among
this pantheon, was able to win an unprec-
edented hearing and an acceptance within
mainstream academe on his own terms as a
serious historian; unlike, for example, E.P.
Thompson, who shunned the pursuit of
academic glory, preferring in its place a life-
long commitment to active politics (for
which he deservedly won the respect of
generations of footsoldiers of the left), or
Hobsbawm, whose florescent reputation
these days is rather more of the Sunday-
supplement variety. In fact, such was Hill’s
mainstream prestige within British — or
rather English — academia that his inter-
pretation on his speciality subject — sev-
enteenth-century England, or, to put it an-
other way, the English Revolution and civil
war — although not nowadays accepted as
the near orthodoxy it once was, is still for
many entering the fray of debate around
this period a necessary starting point, even
if a starting point from which to develop a
critique. Thus any assessment that is
drawn up of Hill’s intellectual career must
take account of both of the elements that
make up the double-handed description
‘Marxist historian’: how did Marxist theory
affect Hill’s work, and to what degree was
he as a historian successful in developing
a Marxist account of English-British his-
tory within a non-Marxist, if not actively
anti-Marxist, academic milieu?

Born into a northern English Methodist
family, Hiil began to read history as an un-

dergraduate at Balliol College, Oxford,
where he was to remain, with the exception
of one year in Moscow in 1935, and two
years teaching in Cardiff, for his entire aca-
demic life, finally successfully standing for
the position of Master, which he held from
1965 to 1978. By graduation, he had already
joined the Communist Party: he was to re-
main a member until the exodus precipi-
tated by the crisis of 1956, finally leaving
in 1957.

In 1940, Hill published the short work The
English Revolution 1640, in which he ar-
gued that:

.. . the English Revolution of 1640-60
was a great social movement like the
French Revolution of 1789. The state
power protecting an old order that was
essentially feudal was violently over-
thrown, power passed into the hands of
a ncew class, and so the freer develop-
ment of capitalism was made possible.
The Civil War was a class war, in which
the despotism of Charles I was defended
by the reactionary forces of the estab-
lished Church and conservative landlords.
Parliament beat the King because it could
appeal to the enthusiastic support of
the trading and industrial classes in town
and countryside, to the yeomen and pro-
gressive gentry, and to wider masses of
the population whenever they were able
by free discussion to understand what
the struggle was really about.

Who were these classes that fought the
revolution, and what propelled them to-
wards conflict?

England in 1640 was still ruled by land-
lords and the relations of production
were still partly feudal, but there was
this vast and expanding capitalist sec-
tor, whose development the Crown and
feudal landlords could not for ever hold
in check. . . . So there were really three
classes in conflict. As against the para-
sitic feudal landowners and speculative
financiers, as against the government
whose policy was to restrict and control
industrial expansion, the interests of the
new class of capitalist merchants and
farmers were temporarily identical with
those of the small peasantry and arti-
sans and journeymen. But conflict
between the two latter classes was bound
to develop, since the expansion of capi-
talism involved the dissolution of the
old agrarian and industrial relationships
and the transformation of independent
small masters and peasants into prole-
tarians.?

Curiously, for he was never to state it
again in such terms, this is the modcl of
the English Revolution that Hill is remem-
bered for. In substance, however, Hill was
not saying anything dramatically new. The
notion that the revolution had occurred as
a result of prior cconomic development,
and that its leading force had been a social

layer in some sense capitalistic — the ‘gen-
try’ - had already been established by R.H.
Tawney. Tawney, a Christian socialist and
social democrat, had cffectively laid down
the outlines of what was to be known as
the *social interpretation’ of the revolution,
an interpretation which broke from the
dominant interpretation of previous Eng-
lish historiography, chiselled out in the
nineteenth century by S.R. Gardiner, and
maintained in the twentieth by G.M.
Trevelyan, that the revolution was purcly
an idcologico-political event. In his The
Agrarian Problem in the Sixteenth Cen-
tury, written in 1912, Tawney had argued
that the redistribution of monastic lands
in the sixtecnth century had unleashed an
aggressive rural capitalism; the ‘rise of the
gentry’ thus triggered was in turn in part
predicated on a collapse in the fortunes of
the aristocracy, who stood thus exposcd
and historically anachronistic. The Civil
War was nothing more than a process of
readjustment, a political settling of socio-
economic accounts, whereby the imbal-
ance between the declining aristocracy and
rising gentry at the level of the state could
be corrected, and it was this latter force,
for good or ill (and for Tawney it was a
mixture of the two), that had triumphed with
the scttlements of 1660 and 1689.

Thus in cssence all that Hill had done
that was new was to restate Tawney’s so-
cial interpretation with explicit Marxist ter-
minology. For Hill, what had happcned in
seventeenth-century England was specifi-
cally a bourgeois revolution, in which a
social class based on capitalist social rela-
tions, temporarily allied with a more or less
plebeian mass, pitched itself against and
overthrew an outmoded, historically re-
gressive class of feudal aristocrats. The
comparison Hill made here with France was
telling. Equally telling was Hill’s assertion
that:

The seventeenth-century English revo-
lution changed the organisation of
society so as to make possible the full
development of all the resources of that
society. A transition to socialism will be
necessary to win the same result in Eng-
land {sic] today.’

Interestingly enough, Hill’s essay was
the subject of a most unfavourable review
in the New Statesman at the hands of none
other than George Orwell, who saw in Hill’s
account the heavy hand of what he, Orwell,
called ‘official Marxism’ (and what many
others would label ‘Stalinism’). ‘A “Marx-
ist” analysis of any historical event tends
to be a hurried snap judgement based on
the principle of cui bono?, something
rather like the “realism” of the saloon-bar
cynic who always assumes the bishop is
keeping a mistress and the trade union
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leader is in the pay of the boss,” wrote
Orwellf

But the fundamental difficulty with Hill’s
(and Tawney’s) interpretation is that, in the
light of the wave of ‘revisionist’
historiography which it provoked, it was
to be proved empiricaily false in practically
every respect. Most damagingly, it has
subsequently been impossible to sustain
the notion that there existed two distinct
social classes — of ‘gentry’ and ‘nobles’ —
either prior to or during the revolution.
What can be determined is the existence
of a single socio-economic elite of large
landowners, both ennobled and not — and
there was much social traffic between the
two categories — whose incomes came in
major part from the leasing of property.
Moreover, the upper layers of the elite did
not suffer economically prior to the revo-
lution in the way that it had been previ-
ously imagined: rather than there being a
‘decline of the aristocracy’, the last quar-
ter of the sixteenth century and first half of
the seventeenth was a period of agricul-
tural improvement in which both rents and
food prices rose to the bencfit of the whole
elite, be they ‘nobles’ or ‘gentry’. It is fair
{o say that, after the assault of the revi-
sionist historiography of the 1950s and
60s, the ‘social interpretation’, in both its
social-democratic (Tawney) and Marxist
(Hill) guises, lay in ruins.” Indeed, as
Tawney himself was subsequently to com-
ment on the Civil War: ‘Was it a bourgeois
revolution? Of course it was a bourgeois
revolution. The trouble is the bourgeoisie
was on both sides.’

What was Hill’s response to this state of
affairs? Curiously, it was one of effective
retreat. Although a great deal of what he
subsequently wrote is indeed of real value
(taken on its own terms, his 1972 study of
radical ideas within the revolutionary move-
ment The World Turned Upside Down for
example is a wonderfully fascinating book,
even if it is true that, and this is sympto-
matic of Hill’s difficulties, the ideas dealt
with are done so if not outside of the realm
of social consciousness then at least sepa-
rated from their roots in the dynamics of
the social — economic — relations that pro-
duced them), it lacks the earlier intention
of explaining and interpreting the motor
forces of the revolution: not only did Hili
not restate the outline interpretation de-
veloped in The English Revolution 1640,
he did not seek to develop it in the light of
the revisionist critique either. He simply
abandoned it; as he turned his attention
away from the study of classes in the revo-
lution, he concentrated on the role of ideas,
with a special fixation on the conception
of Puritanism (‘The Civil War was largely
fought by Puritans,” as he would subse-

quently write®). In fact, the closest that
Hill would get to addressing the concerns
he first raised in 1940 was during a BBC
talk given in 1973:
[ certainly think it was a revolution. . . 1
would see the English Revolution of the
seventeenth century as clearing the path
for the sort of economic development
which made the industrial revolution
happen in England first. . . . F would think
of what happened in the seventeenth
century as being, in a Marxist sense, a
bourgeois revolution. I don’t think the
two classes lined up to fight ... There
were members of all classes on both sides.
But what [ think I understand by a bour-
geois revolution is not a revolution in
which the bourgeoisie did the fighting
... but a revolution whose outcome is
the clearing of the decks for capitalism.’

However one takes this assessment (and
for my money it is both circular and ques-
tion-begging: that a bourgeois revolution
‘clears the decks’ for capitalism is surely
to slate the obvious, but why and how
this would come about if the ‘bourgeoisie’
remained marginal to proceedings surcly
merits more discussion) it is clear that it
marks a significant shift from the position
of 1940. All the more strange, therefore,
that — whatever other merit Hill’s work may
contain — he never successfully pursued
this central problem of historical method-
O]Ogy.m

Croce once famously remarked that ‘all
history is contemporary history’, and we
can rcad more than one inference into this
aphorism. It is noticeable that, with the ex-
ception of the The English Revolution
1640 and his first major research work Eco-
nomic Problems of the Church (1956), all
of Hill’s significant published work was
undertaken after his break with the Com-
munist Party. Could it not be the case that
the unworkable model developed earlier
was abandoned alongside his party mem-
bership; that Hill discarded the ‘official
Marxism’ demanded by the party when he
was no longer obliged to propagate it?

Even though unfortunately all we can do
here is speculate as to the nature of Hill’s
thinking on this matter these are not idle
questions. The failure of the *social inter-
pretation’ of the English Revolution has
had a deleterious effect not only on the
study of history itself but on the reputa-
tion of Marxism as a serious tool of histori-
cal analysis. While the Tory Anglicans of
the 1950s only sought to debunk the con-
cept of social class as a tool of analysis of
the English Revolution, the punk
Thatcherite generation which followed
(Conrad Russell and J.C.D Clarke in the
van) has questioned whether the whole
idea of an English ‘Revolution’ itself is a
myth. Since it is clear that for both Hill and

Tawney their interpretation of the past was
also designed to serve as an analogy for
the future the stakes raised by these de-
bates are high. But it is also clear that any
attempt to resurrect the notion that class
struggle and social revolution are the le-
vers of social change will necessarily have
to begin with a rejection of the model of
the English Revolution advanced by Hill.
It is thus sad to conclude that while in its
marginalia we can find uscful and interest-
ing insights, at the heart of Hill’s work all
we see is a gaping methodological void.
Now this, for a Marxist historian, is indeed
a most disappointing legacy.

Ed George

! Christopher Hill, The English Revolution
1640, London, 1955, 3rd cdition, p.62.

2 It is interesting to note — and sad that it has
been largely unreported — that Hill’s wife,
Bridgit Hill, who died in August last year, was
arespected and well-published historian in her
own right. See her obituary in The Guardian,
August 13, 2002.

* The English Revolution 1640, p.6.

4 Ibid., pp.26-7.

* Ibid., p.19, n. 3.

® The Observer, March 9. 2003.

1t is not possible here to go into more of the
details of these debates. For further reading
both of the most satisfying summary accounts
come from the pen of Robert Brenner: see the
Postscript to his Merchants and Revolution,
Cambridge, 1993, and the article ‘Bourgcois
Revolution and Transition to Capitalism’ in
A.L. Beier et al (eds.), The First Modern
Society, Cambridge, 1989.

8 Intellectual Origins of the English Revolution,
Oxford, 1965, p.314.

9 The Listener, October 4, 1973, pp.448-9.

1" Space precludes a textual analysis of the
different characterisations of the revolution
that Hill deployed, a task however already
skilfully performed by Brian Manning in
‘God, Hill and Marx’, International
Socialism 59, Summer 1993.
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Peronists,
priests and
Nazis

The Real Odessa: How Perén
Brought the Nazi War Criminals
to Argentina

By Uki Gofii

Granta, 2003, 410pp, £9.99
Richard Price

In 1999, Catholic historian John Cornwell
published Hitler’s Pope, a damning biog-
raphy of Eugenio Pacelli, who as Pope Pius
X1I presided over the Vatican’s indifference
to and complicity with the Holocaust.” In
an otherwise penetrating piece of research,
Cornwell acquitted Pacelli on one key
charge: ‘There is no cvidence, however,
that Pacelli and the Vatican were implicated
in an organization widely known as
ODESSA, which is said to have funded
and planned the cscape to South America
of a number of notorious Nazi criminals. It
is certainly the case that figurcs such as
Franz Stangl, the commandant of Treblinka,
were assisted with falsc papers and hiding
places in Rome by the Nazi sympathizer
Bishop Alois Hudal. But efforts by reputa-
ble journalists to establish an ODESS A or-
ganization with links into the Vatican and
Nazi gold funding have proved fruitless.’
In recent months, the Vatican has an-
nounced the opening of sections of pre-
viously restricted archives relating to Pius
XII’s wartime record, in an effort no doubt
to smooth the path of his beatification.
Only three years after the publication
of Hitler’s Pope, the first edition of The
Real Odessa in 2002 destroyed
Cornwell’s confident assertion. Uki
Gofii’s assiduous research among declas-
sified US and European papers had finally
and conclusively uncovered a ‘real’ Odessa
that ‘was much more than a tight organi-
zation with only nostalgic Nazis for mem-
bers. It consisted of layered rings of non-
Nazi factions: Vatican institutions, Allied
intclligence agencies and secret Argen-
tinc organizations. It also overlapped at
strategic points with French-speaking war
criminals, Croatian Fascists and even with
the SS men of the fictional Odessa, all in
order to smuggle Hitler’s evil minions to
safety.” (p.xx) But while the first edition

provided conclusive proof of the complic-
ity of high ranking Catholic leaders in
smuggling war criminals to Argentina,
evidence of the direct complicity of
Pacelli and Giovanni Battista Montini, the
future Paul VI, as the author admits,
‘walked on thin documentary ground’.
(p-327)

For this revised paperback edition, how-
ever, Goiii has uncovered new cvidence
linking the Vatican directly to the Nazi
smuggling operation run by Croatian war
criminal Father Krunoslav Draganovic.
Secret appeals by Pacelli on behalf of
hardcore Nazis sentenced at Nuremberg
and other post-war trials, together with
petitions on behalf of some of the vilest
Ustashi mass murderers — whose bestial
crimes shocked even SS officers — serve
to further undermine Pacelli’s apologists.

The real achievement of this book is to
tic together all the ends of a series of
linked conspiracies that enabled leading
Nazis, Ustashi, Belgian Rexists, and
Slovak, Romanian, Polish and Hungarian
collaborators to escape Europe, and link
them conclusively with the post-war Ar-
gentinian regime of Juan Perdn. This is
all the more impressive given that he had
to contend with the destruction of large
scctions of Argentinian records in two
sinister ‘bonfires’ in 1955 and 1996.

Some on the left have previously be-
lieved that attempts to tar Perén with the
Nazi brush were largely an Anglo-Ameri-
can propaganda effort in retaliation for
Perén’s efforts to free Argentina from
British dominance. Argentina had done
very well out of the Second World War,
by exporting grain and meat to Britain,
while covertly preparing a major trade
deal with Germany, should it win the war.
Gofii shows that Peronist agents played a
key role in setting up an extensive escape
network. Nazi officers saw in Peronism
an expression of the new order they were
striving for, while Perén’s oddly contem-
porary-sounding ‘third position’ rhetoric
drew heavily on the ideology of the Eu-
ropean far right in the inter-war years, with
its claim to find an authoritarian middle
way between communism and plutocracy.

Perén came to power through a coup in
June 1943, and a secret agreement for
‘mutual collaboration” was concluded be-
tween Nazi Germany and the Argentinian
military in the same year. Argentina had
been slipping into the grip of Catholic
reaction since the 1930s, an important
element of which was a pervasive anti-
semitism. Argentina’s doors were closed
to Jewish refugees as early as 1938,
through the ‘strictly confidential’ Direc-
tive 11 to Argentinian diplomats, whose
contents Gofi reveals for the first time.
Goiii’s grandfather, as consul in Bolivia

in the 1940s, applied the directive strictly.
Others sold documentation at extortion-
ate rates. Argentina was used as a money
laundering destination for Nazi loot dur-
ing the war, and was heavily implicated in
Nazi extortion of wealthy Jews in return
for exit visas for their European relatives.
With the close of the war, Argentinian em-
bassies were already favourably disposed
towards assisting the emigration from
Europe of ‘anti-communist clements’ —
shorthand for Axis war criminals. Perén
won the 1946 presidential election with
acampaign that was bankrolled by Ludwig
Freude, a millionaire with close connec-
tions to German intelligence, who raised
funds from other pro-Nazi businessmen.

With the assistance of the Catholic
Church and Perén’s Information Bureau,
Pierre Daye, a Belgian Rexist, who had
been condemned to death for collabora-
tion in absentia, cstablished the Society
in Argentina for the Reception of Euro-
peans (SARE). It was given semi-official
status and allowed to accept landing per-
mit applications. SARE enabled well over
100 French and Belgian collaborators to
emigrate to Argentina. This first wave of
pan-Catholic far rightists was the closest
to Perén and his entourage. Gofi ex-
plains: ‘. .. the French collaborators, the
Belgian Rexists and the Croatian Ustashi

reconciled Catholicism with
Hitlerism, and as we have seen, the search
for such a reconciliation was a prime
motive during Argentina’s dalliance with
Hitler. Perén and the nationalists who sur-
rounded him had more in common with
the Christus Rex party of Pierre Daye
than with the godless German Nazi party.’
(p-322)

Nazi emigration to Argentina got going
in earnest slightly later. Switzerland,
which had closed its doors to Jews dur-
ing the war, proved keen to help, through
its fiercely anti-semitic president, Eduard
von Steiger, and its chief of police,
Heinrich Rothmund. Swiss consular of-
ficials in occupied Germany issued tran-
sit visas to the fugitives, hclped them
clude Allied controls on the German-
Swiss border, and smoothed the path for
them to be issucd with Argentinian papers
in Berne, from where they were flown out.

Not to be outdone, the Catholic Church
provided large numbers of Ustashi and
Nazi war criminals with hideouts in the
Vatican City, in extra-territorial buildings
and monasteries. The Red Cross played
its part by issuing many of the fascist fu-
gitives with Red Cross passports.

Allied military and intelligence services
showed a mixture of first incompetence,
and then, as the cold war set in, growing
indifference to the traffic in war crimi-
nals, failing to arrest them, ‘losing’ them
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once captured, or failing to pursue extradi-
tion proccedings with anything like the rig-
our these butchers deserved. A number of
them including the infamous Father
Draganovic then proceeded to work with
US intelligence.

The final total of those who fled to Ar-
gentina will probably never be known, but
ran well into four figures. Those who
gained sanctuary courtesy of the com-
bined efforts of Perén, the Catholic
Church and the smuggling rings included
such notorious figures as Adolf
Eichmann, the chicf architect of the Fi-
nal Solution; Josel Mengele, wanted for
multiple crimes at Auschwitz; Franz
Stangl, commandant of Treblinka; Klaus
Barbie, the ‘Butcher of Lyon’; Erich
Priebke, responsible for the murder of
335 Italian civilians at Ardeatine Caves in
1944; SS Major-General Hans Fischbock;
Anti Pavelic, premicr of the Ustasha pup-
pet state of Croatia and responsible for
the murder of hundreds of thousands of
Serbs and Jews; Bruno Benzon, Croatian
ambassador to Germany; Charles Lesca,
sentenced to death in absentia for col-
Jaboration in France; and René Lagrou, the
founder of the Flemish SS.

Once in Argentina, many were integrated
into civil service or intelligence posts, or
set up in busincss. Perén also recruited a
number of top Nazi scientists to assist in
developing a jet fighter programmc, a
ficld in which only the US and Britain were
further ahead. Perén maintained what
Goiii calls a ‘Nazi court’ and a bodyguard
composed of Croatian Ustashi.

Sinister networks of transplanted fas-
cists persisted in Argentina for many
ycars, providing support for Perén during
his return to power in the 1970s, and sub-
sequently for the bloody Junta which ruled
from 1976 to 1983. The bombing of the
Israeli ecmbassy in 1992 and the AMIA
Jewish centre two years later remain un-
solved, and may well have had a fascist
connection.

Readers nced to be prepared to wade
through a fair amount of administrative
detail, and the index is none too reliable.
But overall this is an important and im-
pressive book, giving, incidentally, much
food for thought to Argentinian
Trotskyism, whose historic splits have
been influenced on more than one occa-
sion by its attitude and orientation towards
Peronism.

*J. Cornwell, Hitler’s Pope, Viking, 1999.
See R. Price, ‘Catholic guilt—the Vatican,
fascism and the Holocaust’, Workers Ac-
tion No.15, March-April 2002.
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Trotsky In
Paris during
World War |

Recollections of a Comrade and
Co-worker

Aifred Rosmer

Alfred Rosmer (1877-1964) was Leon
Trotsky’s closest collaborator during
the First World War, and their friend-
ship endured, despite political diver-
gences, until Trotsky’s assassination
in 1940. Rosmer was thus uniquely
placed in writing this account of
Trotsky’s political work in Paris from his
arrival in November 1914 until his ex-
pulsion in September 1916 — the pe-
riod covered in chapters 19 and 20 of
Trotsky’s My Life. In addition to its ac-
count of the various tendencies on the
French left at the time, it is noteworthy
in outlining not only Trotsky’s principled
opposition to the imperialist war, but
also his tactical flexibility when it came
to working effectively alongside
Rosmer’s revolutionary syndicalist com-
rades.

Rosmer is best known in this country
for his book Lenin’s Moscow, which re-
counts the period 1920-24, during which
time he was a member of the Execu-
tive Committee of the Communist In-
ternational, and participated in the sec-
ond, third and fourth congresses of the
Comintern. His most important work,
Le Mouvement QOuvrier Pendant la
Guerre — a two volume study of opposi-
tion in the French workers’ movement
during the First World War, which won
praise from Trotsky — remains largely
untranslated into English, although
three chapters and an appendix from
Volume 1 can be found in the collec-
tion of writings by Alfred and Margue-
rite Rosmer published in Revolutionary
History, Volume 7, No.4. The publica-
tion in recent years of two volumes con-
taining writings by Rosmer hopefully
signals a rising interest in him among
English-speaking readers.

This article first appeared in the Sep-
tember-October 1950 issue of the New
International, the journal of Max
Shachtman’s Independent Socialist
League, for which it was specially writ-
ten.

World War and in connection with it

that we entered into contact with sev-
cral Russian socialists, notably with
Trotsky. “We’ was the cditorial board of
La Vie Ouvriére [Workers’ Life], the
syndicalist review founded in Paris in
1909 by Pierre Monatte. The rapproche-
ment, which was (o become so solid and
Jasting, occurred fortuitously; it was
brought about by the publication of a let-
ter from a Russian socialist to Gustave
Hervé. If the contact was casy from the
start and proved in the years that followed
to withstand every test, it is because the
accidental initial cause was joined by oth-
ers, fundamental ones, which would soon
have affected it in any case.

Up to the outbreak of the war, there had
been no contact between us. Revolution-
ary syndicalists and socialists of the par-
ties of the Second International followed
two different paths. Even the joint dem-
onstrations organised against the war dan-
ger when the peril became definite could
not dispel the divergences that made them
opponents; they scarcely diminished
them. The revolutionary syndicalists pur-
sued their activity and the realisation of
their goals, immediate or distant, by the
direct action of their organisations. They
ignored or denounced the parliamentary
operations of the Socialist Party whose
leaders inspired no confidence in them.

To be sure, the Russian socialists were
exempted from this all-round and conclu-
sive condemnation. They werc known to
be of different mette. It could not be de-
nied that they were revolutionists, and the
difference with them could only be over
method. It was not they who could be re-
proached for using socialism in order to
make a career. But in Paris, they lived
apart, among themselves, forming an is-
let in the large city.

Rare were those, even among the French
socialists, who knew Lenin during his so-
journ in Paris and the Bolshevik school
at Longjumeau. They had their papers,
their meetings, their fierce controversies,
and it is hardly exaggeration to say that
what was known about them above all
other things was that they were tough
wranglers, merciless polemists.

The collapse of the Second International
on August 4, 1914, was for them what the
abdication of the Confederation Générale
du Travail (General Labour Federation),
the incarnation of revolutionary syndical-
ism, was for us. It must appear strangc
today, perhaps incredible: their partics, so
differentiated from one another by con-
ceptions and programme, reacted simi-
larly, that is, they decomposed in the same
fashion. The Bolshevik group of Paris did

It was at the beginning of the First
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not stand up any better than the others,
Mensheviks and Social-Revolutionists.
There were ‘defencists’ in all three par-
ties, and since the Russians do nothing by
halves, most of the ‘defencists” went off
to enlist in the French army.

In opposition to them, the resisters of
the three parties felt themselves on the
same foundation, united by conceptions
which were thenceforward determinant
essentials as to the origins and the mean-
ing of the war, the defence of socialism
and of the International. They had a print-
ing shop at their disposal; they decided to
publish a paper which would be a rallying
point for all the faithtul socialists. Their
position was that of the revolutionary
syndicalists who denounced the ‘Sacred
Union’ to which the majority of the lead-
ership of the CGT had rallied, and who
maintained proletarian internationalism
against them.

The two new groupings thus formed had
to come together. Yet an interval was nec-
essary. We had known Martov first of all
by his letter to Gustave Hervé in which
the position of the Russian socialists on
the war was defined. But relations with
him were confined (o personal contact and
private conversations. We had to await
Trotsky, whose early arrival was an-
nounced by Martov.

rotsky arrived in Paris alone, some
I time in the month of November,
1914. He took a room in the Hotel
d’Odessa, at the corner of Rue d’Odessa
and Boulevard Edgar-Quinet, in the vicin-
ity of the Montparnasse Station. The war
had caught him in Vienna where he had im-
mediately become an undesirable enemy
alien. Viktor Adler had facilitated his de-
parture, and that of his wife and two sons.
The family had made its first stop in Zu-
rich, then Trotsky had left to scout out
Paris, for that is where he wanted to take
up residence. Immediately upon his arrival
he went to the editorial office of the pa-
per that the ‘resisters’ were publishing. Its
name at the time was Nashe Slovo [Our
Word) and it was a daily, for the Russian
socialists performed the miracle of pub-
lishing a socialist daily against the war in
wartime Paris, and they published it ‘to
the bitter end’, limiting themselves only
to changing the name when the French
government decided to prohibit it.

One of the first effects of Trotsky’s par-
ticipation in the life of the paper and the
group was to place on the order of the day
the question of the liaison to establish
with the French opposition. He himself
was appointed to assure this liaison, along
with Martov and a Polish socialist,
Lapinski. The three of them were sup-

posed to come to our office and partici-
pate in our Tuesday evening meetings. Af-
ter that I often had occasion to see them,
but our subsequent encounters have not
weakened the very lively memory I still
have of the first evening that found them
among us. It was an event.

In that lugubrious first winter of the war,
faced by the collapse of the Internation-
als, our thoughts were often sombre. Our
regular meetings, limited to our own
forces, cut down by the mobilisation,
were an incstimable comfort. But that one
took on an exceptional character: a
friendly cncounter between syndicalists
and socialists, each very much attached
to its respective doctrines. A war was
needed for such a thing to be possible.

A young socialist writer, Raymond
Lefebvre, who was to be killed by the war,
has so exactly evoked these joint meet-
ings that I should like to present here some
extracts from his narrative:

Right near the corner of Rue Grange-aux-
Belles and the Quai Jemmapes, in Paris,
a little grey shop still stood openin 1914,
a Librairie du Travail {Labour Publish-
ers]. ... This shop closed on August 2.
And yet, on certain evenings of the au-
tumn, along about nine o’clock, police
might have noted that a furtive lifc spar-
kled there, that conspirators slipped in onc
after the other. I participated in it more
than once. No more was done than to
poke dolefully the warmed-over remnants
of the International; to draw up with a
bitter memory the vast list of those who
had failed; to catch glimpses, with use-
less clairvoyance, of how the exhausting
struggle would last in which civilisation
would be the only vanquished.

A sombre pride was left us. The pride
of loyalty to the faith, the pride of re-
sisting the inundation of the stupidity in
which, Romain Rolland alone excepted,
the mightiest minds were wallowing.

Rosmer, the poet Martinet, Trotsky,
Guilbeaux, Merrheim and two or three
others whose names I do not know —we
were able, right in Paris, to be at once
among the last Europeans of that fine
intelligent Europe that the world had just
lost forever and the first men of a future
International about which we remained
certain. We were the chain between the
two centuries. Aye, those are proud sou-
venirs.

Let us return to that meeting at which
Trotsky, Martov and Lapinski were with
us for the first time. As was natural, the
conversation remained general at the
start, moving from onc subject to another.
Among our syndicalist friends, some, not
many, were still hesitant. The sentimen-
tal reaction engendered among them by
the aggression of semi-feudal Austria
against little Servia, and enhanced by the
German thrust through Belgium, disturbed

them, and obscured in their minds the true
and profound causes of the war. They were
to move away from us later on, but they
were present that evening, and one of
them cxclaimed, when the conversation
got around more specifically to the war:
‘But, after all, Austria is the one that
jumped cravenly upon Servia!’

Then Trotsky spoke up. The liberal pa-
per of Kiev Kievskaya Mysl [Kievian
Thought], with which he had collaborated,
had made him a war correspondent during
the two Balkan wars. He was thus particu-
larly well equipped for a reply. In the
friendly tone that had marked the conver-
sation from the beginning, he gave a lu-
minous exposition of a situation that was
complicated only in appearance. The Bal-
kan peoples who had fought against one
another were all victims of the diplomatic
intrigues and manoeuvres of the Great
Powers who regarded them as their pawns
on the European chessboard. There was
neither smugncss nor pedantry in his re-
marks: an exceptionally well-informed
comrade was dealing with a subject which
circumstances had enabled him to know
thoroughly, in its entirety and in its rc-
gional characteristics.

The conclusion forced itself upon us
without any need to formulate it, with no
room left for doubts and even less for a
serious contradiction. All of us had the
impression that our group had just gained
a remarkable recruit. Our horizon wid-
ened. Our meetings were going to take on
new lifc. We felt a great contentment.

evertheless, these encounters, so
Nhappily begun, had to come to a
spcedy end. Martov was a sort of
official personage in his party. He repre-
sented the Menshevik ftaction of the
Social-Democratic Labour Party of Rus-
sia in the International Socialist Bureau,
the permanent organism of the Second In-
ternational. His party, like the others, had
been broken into three fragments by the
war: a defencist section — the one that had
supplied the enlisted volunteers; a vacil-
lating centre; and an internationalist left.
Precisely because he belonged to the
last tendency, Martov deemed that he must
maintain a certain prudence, to do noth-
ing that might seem to commit arbitrarily
the party as a whole. Common work with
us, who belonged to no socialist party, ran
the risk of putting him in a difficult situa-
tion, of warranting criticisms by the lead-
ers of the French Socialist Party who did
not take kindly to his specches — to them,
he was not a comrade but a nuisance.
As for Trotsky, he had much more free-
dom of movement. He had broken with
the Bolsheviks because he was hostile to
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their principles of organisation, and with
the Mensheviks because he condemned
their politics. He was at the head of a
group that had constituted itself around
the conception of the ‘permanent revolu-
tion’, which he had worked out in part with
Parvus. Very solidly Marxist, he was
nonetheless not of those
social-democrats for whom revolutionary
syndicalism was a heresy to be con-
demned on cvery score; neither did the
general strike frighten him off, for he al-
ready had one, a famous one, to his credit,
that of 1905. In the discussions held in
the Nashe Slovo group he defended
warmly the liaison established with us and
the possibility of joint work. His point of
vicw, which Martov joined in without too
much difficulty, carried.

No sooner had he arranged himsclf in
warlime Paris — he already knew the city,
having made brief visits to it on two oc-
casions, but the state of war had created
new complications — than Trotsky has-
tened to bring in his family. He had found
a modest boarding house in the vicinity
of Montsourts Park, at the top of La
Glaciere, al the entrancc to Rue de
I’ Amiral-Mouchez. According o a stub-
born but fairly harmless legend — infinitely
worsc ones were forged — he was always
seen at a table of the Café de la Rotonde
among the chess players.

There is a mix up here. It is Martov, a
bohemian by taste and habit, who was a
café frequenter. As for Trotsky, he was the
very contrary of a bohemian and he liked
neither the atmosphere nor the talk of the
café: too much time lost.

The boarding house of Rue de
I’ Amiral-Mouchcz was a very simple.two-
storied building. There were hardly a
dozen boarders. The man and woman who
managed it were a rare exception in the
category of the usual busincssmen. They
became friends of the family, especially
of the two boys. They continued to meet
when the family had found regular lodg-
ings. I went there once a week, generally
on Sunday. One of our evenings was ex-
ceptionally stirring and I want to speak of
it in some detail. Trotsky had asked us,
Lapinski and me, to come to dinner and
he had insisted that we come early. We
had the explanation right away. ‘[ have in-
vited,” he told us, ‘a Belgian anarchist
whom I met by chance a while ago. He is
an extremely congenial person who, out
of impulsiveness, it seems, has reacted
violently against the German invaders. He
has organised assaults against them in the
Lige region, and fled just in time to es-
cape being caught. His reports are there-
fore very interesting and very instructive.
They help understand the Belgian resist-

ance whose violent and spontaneous char-
acter has surprised everybody.* Besides,
they also help understand how and why an-
archists have been led to behave like tren-
zied patriots. Naturally, there is no point
in discussing the war with him. That would
get us nowhere. He has a lively,
hot-headed character and, above all, he is
not in a state of mind right now to discuss
calmly with opponents.” We took our oath,
Lapinski and 1, to behave like men of the
world. experts in the art of avoiding ex-
plosive subjects.

The dinner went off pertectly. The menu
was simple even on gala evenings and there
was no danger of cither wines or spirits
going to our heads. I knew our partner even
though I had never met him during my trips
to Belgium. I had read the recital of his
activity and his writings. He was an attrac-
tive figure of Belgian anarchism, which
had no few of them. The passage of Elisée
Reclus through the New University of
Brussels had left deep traces. When we
reached Trotsky’s room, T opened up the
conversation by speaking of memories
and friends we had in common. Trotsky
and Lapinski spoke up in turn. Our con-
versation unfolded in an agreeable atmos-
phere of cordiality and we rejoiced in the
thought that the evening would end as
pleasantly as it had begun, when suddenly
our partner blazed up. What had happened?
We were unable to clear up what was to
remain a mystery. Was it that our ideas
about the war were poorly concealed be-
neath our uninflammablc words? In any
case, we had to endure the assault of our
unbridlcd companion: we were Germano-
philes, cravens, we were against the war
out of cowardice, and the fidelity to in-
ternationalism that we proclaimed was
nothing but a convenient pretext to mask
the real reasons. . . . Reply had to be made,
but the only result was that voices were
raised to the point where the peaceful
house was disturbed. We were all dis-
pleased.

efore his family came to join him,
B Trotsky had already organised two
big trips in France. His paper did
not ask him to go to the front and follow

the armies. Besides, the accredited war cor-
respondents did not see very much; they

* n the editorial oftice of I"'Humanité in the
evening of the attempt on the lifc of Jaures,
Merrheim had met the Belgian socialist Camille
Huysmans, deputy and secretary of the Perma-
nent Bureau of the Second International: “What
will you do,” he asked him, ‘if the Germans break
through across Belgium?' Marking his words
with a descriptive gesture, Huysmans replied:
‘A little corridor for them to pass through.’

were reduced Lo spinning out more or less
adroitly the official communiqués, and
trench warfare marked a lull in the spec-
tacular operations. What was interesting,
however, was to cross the country, to ques-
tion people, to converse with them in or-
der (o reveal the real feelings which con-
ventional falschood conccaled under
flashy heroism. Trotsky had first visited
Marscille and moved down the coast to
the Ttalian frontier. Then, planning to go
toward the North, he asked me to accom-
pany him, thinking that I could help him in
the conversations with the English soldicrs
we were going (o meet. One of our friends
was then in Boulogne; that is where we
decided to go first. Mobilised on the first
day, he had since found himself completely
isolated. He was avid for news, wanted to
know what was happening at the rear, in
the socialist and syndicalist general stafts.
In the end he learned more from us than
we from him. From the English, we did not
gather very much. During our walk through
the city, we had met a company of volun-
teers — England had not yet resigned her-
sclf to conscription. From place to place, a
man — a pal ~ shouted out the question:
‘Are you downhearted?” and, naturally, all
of them responded with: ‘No!” After the
‘soup’, we saw some of them playing ball
in the street. They looked as little like
soldicrs as they could look and T could
not refrain from saying to my compan-
ion: ‘Too bad that they too arc going to
learn militarism and the brutishness of
barracks life.” ‘Not at all,” he riposted, ‘it’s
a good thing for them to take their turn in
going through it.” We saw others in the
calé to which we had gone to finish the
evening with our friend. They belonged to
the quartermaster’s division and for them
the war was not too tough. They had al-
ready taken on a fair load of beer; they
uttered nothing but commonplaces.

The next day we were able to gel as far
as Calais, then the farthest point of the
zone open to civilians. It had been foggy
all day long and when we arrived there,
night had already fallen; we had a time of
it finding lodgings in a hotel. We had come
close to the front, but there was nothing
whatever to see there. Many of the inhab-
itants had left for the interior. The city was
dead. We went to the offices of the local
newspaper in the hope of finding some-
one from whom some authentic informa-
tion could be gathered about the state of
mind in a region near the front. All we met
there was a pitiful chap, symbol of the
misery of small provincial papers, further
aggravated by the conditions imposed on
the press by the war: censorship and com-
pulsory bunkum. Our questions aston-
ished him. The idea that he could tell us
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anything interesting, us who came from
Paris, produced a stupor in him that he did
not try to conceal: ‘You know more than
we do,” he kept on repeating. But as to the
threat, the possibility of a German push,
he thought himself obliged to play the
braggart: ‘The “boches” don’t scare us, we
are not afraid of either their cannons or
their planes.’

In the train that took us back to Paris, we
had a young Belgian soldier with us for a
while. He busied himself with notes,
sketches and maps, raised his head, looked
at us. It was plain that he was impaticnt to
engage us in conversation. After a few
words {rom us, he replied by telling us
his story. He was in the artillery. His bat-
tery having been put out of commission
by the Germans, he was sent to the rear to
rest until further orders. Taking one of his
sketches, he told us: ‘Here’s where our
piece was when we were attacked. A first
shell fell pretty far behind us; a second
fell ahead, but the third hit right on the
head. We had been betrayed!" This sudden
substitution of the convenient conven-
tional lie for the plain and simple reality
made us think for a moment that we were
dealing with a humorist. But nothing of
the kind. Our good Belgian was perfectly
serious, for, in order to edify us about the
‘betrayal’, he enumerated for us several
exploits of the same kind which he had
heard from comrades who had also been
sent to the rear. War hatches lies sponta-
neously, being itself a big lie: it cannot
present itself for what it is.

arly in 1915, changes took place in
Eour two groups. A revision of the

list of men who had not performed
military service made it possible to send
the best-known oppositionists into the ar-
mies. Monatte was soon mobilised; my
turn came two months later. Among our
Russian friends, there had been a break
between Martov and the editorial board
of Nashe Slovo. The war, protracted far
beyond what the experts had foreseen and
the soldiers had been made to believe,
engendered important transformations in
the state of mind of the draftees as well
as the men and women at home. Discon-
tentment became very active. The need to
act, to do something progressively elimi-
natcd the confident passivity of the early
Sacred Union. Martov felt himself by-
passed, not so much perhaps so far as he
was personally concerned, but with regard
to the centre and in fact the majority of
his party. Pretty vehement controversics
brought him into conflict with Trotsky in
particular, after which he decided to set-
tle in Switzerland. A newcomer took his
place in the delegation of Nashe Slovo: he

was Dridzo-Lozovsky. Unlike his com-
rades, he had been involved pretty closely
in the French trade union movement, hav-
ing been sccretary of a wholly exceptional
kind of union, that of the capmakers, all
of whosc members were Jews. Our meet-
ings were now held fairly often at his
place; his wife was a dentist and her of-
fice was large enough for us to be at our
ease.

The Parisian life of Trotsky was thence-
forth well ordered. In the morning, he read
the papers. A born journalist, loving, as he
reports in his autobiography, to sniff the
smell of printer’s ink, of freshly moist
proofs, he had ecasily oriented himsclf
among the Parisian press, which was yet
so different {from what he had been used
to in Vienna. The French newspapers of
the time were extremely poor. The cen-
sorship hardly left them the freedom to
embellish  upon  the  official
communiqués. The papers were thus, in
form and substancc, put together from the
same pattern. For this reason, Trotsky
found [’Action Frangaise of the
Maurrassian neo-royalists interesting. By
the side of the not always harmless buf-
foonery of Léon Daudet, the ‘doctrinary’
snarling of Maurras sprawled over mas-
sive columns, while Louis Dimier cut up
Germany into morsels every day — into
serpent’s fragments — before he quit the
house and revealed its secrets. It main-
tained an incontestable originality, duc in
part to the fierce campaign that it con-
ducted at the time against Clemenceau,
which earned it favourable censorship
treatment. He saw soon enough, however,
what there really was behind this surface
originality: ‘Why, these interminable ar-
ticles of Maurras,” he said to me, ‘they’re
always the same thing, and the famous
verve of Daudet is no doubt amusing only
in peacetime.’

Toward eleven o’clock, he left the house
to go to the Nashe Slovo printshop, where
the editors would come together to dis-
cuss and prepare the paper. By their con-
nections with their emigré comrades in
Switzerland, England, Scandinavia,
America, they were able to gather together,
in those days of penury, an exccptional
informational service which enabled them
to understand better and interpret more
exactly the events of each day. The com-
mentaries were accompanied by discus-
sions and important studies that the cen-
sor treated with a certain respect, doubt-
lessly judging that this paper, confined to
a small circle of emigrés, represented no
danger to the French. In the afternoon and
evening, Trotsky wrote, or participated in
the debates that the various Russian groups
organiscd. He excelled in enlivening the

debates. But he always found the time to
occupy himself with the school work of
the two boys who, having hardly had the
time to start on French, attended a Rus-
sian school on the Boulevard Blanqui.

In the course of my visits, he initiated
me into the life of the Russian parties and
the lively controversies that agitated them.
He, on his part, had nurtured them by the
publication of an important brochure writ-
ten in Zurich during his short sojourn,
which appeared there in German under the
title, Der Krieg und die Internationale
[The War and the International]. This bro-
chure had a strange fatc. At the beginning
of 1915, the German government ordered
its confiscation. The court that sat in the
casc pronounced sentence upon the au-
thor for the crime of lése majesté. It was
to reappear three years later, in New York,
in English, under a new title, The
Bolsheviki and World Peace. An cnter-
prising publisher had made a book out of
it — there was no lack of substance for that
—and Lincoln Steffens wrote an introduc-
tion to it. Appraising pretty accurately
Trotsky’s position toward the war, he
wrote: “Trotsky is not pro-German. . . . He
is not pro-Allies; he is not cven
pro-Russian. He is not a patriot at all. He is
for a class, the proletariat, the working
class of all countries, and he is for his class
only to get rid of classes.” But the most
astonishing thing is that the book aroused
a lively interest in another man, a much
more important personage in American
society of that day than Lincoln Steffens
- President Woodrow Wilson, whose am-
bition it was to arbitrate the conflict. But
for the peace that he intended to realise,
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he came into collision with the ill-will of
the Entente statesmen. So, while he could
not, of course, approve of the entire con-
tents of the book, he did find in the peace
programme set up by the author several
points of his own: no reparations: the right
of cvery nation to sclf-determination; the
United States of Europe — without monar-
chies, without standing armies, without
ruling feudal castes, without secret diplo-
macy. Al this was not of akind to frighten
off the liberal American intellectual who
was more at home with it than were his
compeers of Europe. He commented on the
book, recommended it, madc it a success.
Trotsky was not to know about this inter-
esting adventure until years later, but he
was informed of it by the publisher him-
self, Charles Boni, who visited him in
Prinkipo.

y visits to the boarding house on
Rue de I’ Amiral-Mouchez ended
in the month of May, when I was

mobilised and sent to the provinces. At
the beginning of August, I was able to take
advantage of a scrvice provision to return
to Paris, where I arrived just in time to
participate in the last meeting at which we
were to discuss and define the attitude of
our delegate to the international confer-
ence that was soon to meet in Switzer-
land. Through Merrhcim, I learned what
had happened to the leadership of the CGT
in my absence, and Trotsky recounted in
detail the preparatory work of the confer-
ence. An Italian socialist deputy, Morgari,
had come to Paris, credentialed by his
party to sound out the lcaders of the so-
cialist party and get them to participate in
the conference. At the same time, he was
supposed to raise the question of an in-
ternational conference in the Burcau of
the Second International which claimed
that it was already too late to convoke the
representatives of its sections. He had had
no success among the leaders of the
French party, nor any more among those
of the Second International. Vandervelde
had dismissed him brutally, even boast-
ing of preventing any attempt at an inter-
national socialist get-together.

For France to participate in the confer-
ence, it was evidently necessary to be con-
tent with oppositional groups which we
would endeavour to make as rcpresenta-
tive as possible. Conferences of the so-
cialist party and of the CGT had taken
place. It was not possible to pretend any
Jonger to ignore that oppositions existed.
The most important of the tradc union
organisations was the Fédération des
metaux [Metal Workers’ Federation] and
all told 1t already represented a third of
the general federation’s membership. In the

socialist party, onc of the most solid de-
partmental federations, that of Haute-
Vienne, had proceeded to distinguish it-
self publicly from the attitude of
I’Humanité and the party leadership.
Through the medium of Morgari, contacts
were established between the Russian
group of Nashe Slovo, the trade union op-
position and the socialists of
Haute-Vienne. Several joint meetings had
been held; they remained without positive
results. The deputies of the minority were
satisfied with thc moderate and harmless
form of the opposition they had adopted.
They feared before all else to make a ges-
ture which would have opened them to the
accusation of imperilling the unity of the
party. The urgent arguments of the Rus-
sian socialists which should have been
decisive for them did not succeed in push-
ing them ahead an inch toward a consist-
ent attitude: throughout the war and after-
ward they ncver went further than Kautsky.
So, nothing was gained from this side and
since it was necessary above all to keep
the enterprisc secret, it was decided to be
salisfied, so far as French represcntation
was concerned, with two absolutely sure
delegations: Merrheim, secretary of the
Fédération des metaux, and Bourdcron,
an old militant of the socialist party who
was in addition the secrctary of a trade
union federation, that of the coopers.

This last meeting which I was able to at-
tend by chancc was, intentionally, not
large in numbers. Merrheim and
Bourderon were there and, from the Rus-
sian side, Trotsky and Lozovsky. The reso-
lution on which the syndicalist minority
had united at the national [CGT] confer-
ence of August 15 was very clear in its
opposition (o the war, its denunciation of
the Sacred Union, in its proclamation of
the principles of revolutionary syndical-
ism; it remained vague about the specific
action to be undertaken. Trotsky and even
Lozovsky, wno was always very moder-
ale, insisted that it be supplementcd by a
fairly precise programme of action. But
Merrheim and Bourderon replicd invari-
ably that they considered themselves
bound by their own resolution and did not
have the right to change it. In reality, both
of them, highly prudent, aimed to reserve
to themselves complete frcedom ol
movement. A few days later, Merrheim,
Bourderon and Trotsky left for Switzer-
land.

The secret had been well kept. Brief re-
percussions appeared in the papers when
the conference had already concluded.
Trotsky notified me of his return, making
an appointment with me at the Nashe
Slovo printshop. His family had just
moved into a small house in Stvres which

a friend, the painter René Parece, being out
for several months, had placed at its dis-
posal. A long afternoon and part of the
cvening were needed to exhaust the re-
port of the conference. Trotsky had fol-
lowed its developments and incidents
close at hand; he knew personally the
score of men who had come together in
the alpine hostelry of Zimmerwald; and
he was the one assigned to draw up the
text of the document on which there could
be unanimous agreement. He was in a po-
sition to make the best and completest
rcport. I must confine mysell here to un-
derscoring the two salient points of the
debates which were very vehement at
times. Lenin wanted the deputies present
to commit themselves to voting against
war credits upon their return home. He
harassed mercilessly Ledebour who re-
fused to make a definitive commitment,
and he upset the Italians who, not yet hav-
ing abandoned the hope of winning over
Bernstein and Kautsky and starting up the
machinery of the Second International
again, absolutely refused to hear anything
about a new International.

ven though Lenin was displeased at
Enot having been able to carry his

point of view, he gave his approval
to the manifesto adopted at the end of the
conference, and those who supported his
thesis. forming the left wing of the con-
ference, signed along with him. He enti-
tled the article in which he analysed the
debates and the reasons for his attitude,
“The First Step’. The Zimmerwald confer-
ence, such as it was, was one of the im-
portant events of the first world war, per-
haps the most decisive one, for this “first
step’ inevitably dictated others. It marked
the recawakening of the labour and social-
ist movements; the scattered oppositions
which had till then morc or less ignored
one another now had a centre for mutual
contact. Each one now knew he was not
alonc, that he had comrades in France and
in all the countries. There was the cerli-
tude that proletarian internationalism, be-
trayed or scoffed at, had not been wiped
out of the consciousness of the workers.
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It was alive and it would triumph. For con-
fidence was reborn and with it the need to
act. New groups were formed or came
together: socialists, syndicalists, anar-
chists, foreshadowing the composition of
the new International which was to emerge
from the war.

In France, where the workers were par-
ticularly exploited, strikes broke out. Tak-
ing advantage of circumstances, the em-
ployers had imposed ‘war wages’. The
workers in the fashionable clothing
houses were the first in the fight under
the slogan, ‘Down with war wages!” The
employers had to give in. Then, what was
infinitely more important, the agitation
reached the munitions plants. The special
manufacturing processes, notably in the
case of shells, allowed the employment
of ordinary labour and specialised labour-
ers, and the employers resorted to female
labour which they exploited relentlessly.
Work was paid by the piece; speed-up pro-
duction was pushed, but as soon as a cer-
tain wage was reached the employers re-
duced the base rate of pay, so that every
day the workers exhausted themselves
more and more physically only to get the
same skimpy wage. A strike broke outin a
plant of the Paris suburbs. Supported by
the unions and by a solidarity movement
in which the oppositional groupings par-
ticipated, the women workers triumphed
over the resistance and the threats of the
government and the employers. The first
trade union scctions of women workers
were created.

In Paris, following meetings at the La-
bour Exchange where Merrheim and
Bourderon set forth the work and the con-
clusions of the Zimmerwald conference,
the Commiittee for the Resumption of In-
ternational Relations was constituted.
Now the opposition had at its disposal a
centre of information and action. The
Committee published pamphlets and
tracts and even though its material means
were feeble, its mere existence disturbed
the socialist and trade union leadership
which hastened to disavow and denounce
it. A similar movement developed
throughout the country. The Bulletin pub-
lished by the International Socialist Com-
mission set up by the Zimmerwald Con-
ference could soon publish a list of 25
organisations which had approved the
manifesto and, as a consequence, the
Commission decided to convoke a new
conference which was able to meet dur-
ing the last week of April.

Everything was now clearer, but for us
the problem of direct participation was a
hard one to solve. The government which
had been accused of weakness and se-
verely criticised by the fireside warriors,

refused to grant passports to every onc of
those who might have represented us. The
Nashe Slovo group, likewise unable to
send one of its own people, proposed to
us to prepare a common declaration and
manifesto for the conference which would
be published in the pre-conference Bul-
letin and would thus assure our participa-
tion. Trotsky was assigned to draw up the
documents and when they were ready he
asked me to come and discuss them with
him. This time the preliminary declara-
tion put the questions clearly. The events
of the past five months had fully con-
firmed the conceptions cxpresscd at
Zimmerwald. Now it was necessary o
move more resolutely along the road
marked out. The problem of national de-
fence had to be settled categorically with-
out preoccupation with the existing mili-
tary or diplomatic situation, and the ac-
cent was placed on the intensified revo-
lutionary struggle of the working class
against capitalism, for it was only in that
way that the peace conception formulated
in Zimmerwald could be realised. Our
documents appeared in No.3 of the Com-
mission’s Bulletin, February 29, 1916: a
complete English translation of it can be
found in the work of Gankin and Fisher,
The Bolsheviks and the World War
(Stanford University Press, pp.390-394).
While I approved the draft worked out by
Trotsky in everything that was essential, [
asked him to make a change, to eliminate
thc passages concerning the ‘centrists’
(their leader in France was Jean Longuet).
One of the consequences of Zimmerwald
was to push these people to organisc
themselves because they wanted at all
costs to distinguish themselves from it
and at the same time to keep their hold,
by means of an intermediate position, on
as many as possible of the socialists who
were ready to join it. Trotsky attacked
them, denounced their ambiguous and tim-
orous attitude. That did not shock me,
quite the contrary, I would rather have
added to it. We knew them well and had
no illusions about them. But we had al-
ways so harshly forbidden them any in-
trusion into the trade union field which
we defended jealously against them,
against the efforts they tried to make to
turn the unions off the right road, that we
considered it natural, in return, not to mix
into their internal dissension. Trotsky was
not very happy about amputating his docu-
ment in this fashion, but in our common
work he always showed himsclf very un-
derstanding, defending his ideas as only
he knew how but ready nevertheless for
necessary conciliation. Thus the docu-
ments could appear under the double sig-
nature of Nashe Slovo and Vie Ouvriére.

evertheless, there were three
N Frenchmen at this second confer-

ence which likewise met in Swit-
zerland, in Kienthal, from the 24th to the
30th of April, 1916; three deputies who
made the trip in the greatest secrecy. They
had no contact with the Committee for the
Resumption of International Relations
and did not seck (o gct any. They wanted
to carry on their opposition in their own
way, afraid to link themselves with more
resolute and consistent clements. All
three of them were teachers; Brizon, a
high-school teacher, was thc most capa-
ble and it was he who acted as their
spokesman at the conferences. He was an
impulsive, uneven, capricious person. On
occasion, he could be utterly unendurable
— which is precisely what happened from
the very first sessions of the conference
where he showed his disagreeable side
and provoked unpleasant incidents. But
with him the business ended better than it
began: he was the one entrusted with draw-
ing up the manifesto and, back in France,
he did more than had been expected, vot-
ing against war credits the first chance he
gol, followed only by the other two pil-
grims to Kienthal, defying the clamour,
the insults and the threats of almost the
entirc Chamber, particularly of the major-
ity socialists who were not among the lcast
furious. Besides, he thereafter made a
‘communist’ usc of the parliamentary trib-
unc by reading off the newspaper articles
which the censorship had prohibited and
which were then to appear in the Journal
Officiel, in the report of the debates. The
Committee for the Resumption of Inter-
national Relations immediately reprinted
them in the form of tracts which fostered
and expanded its propaganda.

The opposition became stronger, morc
conscious, more aggressive, while the
situation of the governments of the bel-
ligerent countries worsened: at the begin-
ning of 1916 there seemed to be no way
out for them; the tircdness became more
gencral; privation became harder and there
was all the less inclination to accept it
because there were no more illusions
about the outcome of the war. Seeking to
obtain a decision, Germany had unleashed
a terrible offensive against Verdun. There
it wore out its forces, but it also worc out
those of France. As is customary, the fa-
natical patriots spoke of trcason, manu-
factured newspaper novels, melodramatic
stories to capture the attention of the peo-
ples and o dupe them. Every morning they
demanded that the government crack down
upon the ‘defeatists’.

I was then in Paris and I had resumed
my visits to Trotsky and his family in their
lodgings in the Gobelins where they had
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moved when they had to leave the house
in Sevres. One evening, I found Trotsky
sad and preoccupicd. He participated regu-
larly in the meetings of the Committee
for the Resumption of International Re-
Jations. His remarks were highly regarded,
all the more because they expressed the
feelings of the great majority of the mem-
bers who, like Trotsky, desired to cxpand
the activity of the Committec on the out-
side. Toward this end, he had insisted at
the last meeting of the Committee on the
need of giving the Commillce an organ,
of publishing at least a Bulletin that would
establish connections between Paris and
the rest of the country. This proposition
had irritated Merrheim, who had also
fought against it and, carried away by an-
ger, he had reproached Trotsky for ‘lack-
ing in tact’. Trotsky had not replied to this
surprising accusation on the spot; he did
not want to aggravate the incident, being
certain that Merrheim would come off
second best. What could be the meaning
of this? Only that Trotsky, being a ‘for-
eigner’, was supposed to maintain more
reserve than the other members of the
Committee, to refrain from taking the ini-
tiative and to content himself with ap-
proval. But precisely because he was a
‘foreigner’, Trotsky was more exposed
than anyone else, and events were soon to
prove that.

At the meeting of the National Council
of the Socialist Party on August 7, the ma-
jority had denounced the opposition in
new language. Minister Sembat had de-
clared: ‘I consider it the duty of thc ma-
jority to react against the propaganda that
the minority is organising with tircless
aclivity. We must not allow the continua-
tion of this sort of corruption of the mind
of the public in general and of socialists
in particular.” Echoing him immediately,
the man who then figured as the leader of
the party, Renaudel, asserted: ‘1 have in
my pockets letters from soldiers who
write to me: “We are sent letters that give
us the blues,” they say; and this is no time
for that.” The reactionary press, that is, the
whole of the Parisian and provincial press,
immediately picked up these words, add-
ing the conclusion implicit in them but
which the two ‘socialists’ had not dared
formulate openly in a party conference:
the government must gag the corruptors
of the public mind. It was an appeal to re-
pression and the preparation of it. Trotsky
was to be its first victim.

Frightened by the mounting figure of its
losses in men, France had decided to ap-
peal to Russia and its ‘inexhaustible res-
ervoir’ to send contingents of Russian sol-
diers to fight on the French front. The op-
eration was to prove disastrous and

shortly after the first disembarkments a
grave incident occurred. Russian soldiers
stationed in Marseille mutinied; their colo-
nel, unable to mollify them by his clo-
quence, struck one of them, who turned
on him and killed him.

According to the first accounts, the ex-
planation of this tragic affair seemed sim-
ple. The Russian soldiers were subject to
a severe discipline, they were absolutely
forbidden to walk through the city, which
was .an all the more intolerable regulation
when they could see other soldiers of all
colours, English, Indian, black, move
about freely after their day’s military
work. Irritation, added to expatriation, was
more than enough to explain the fight.

Howecver, disturbing signs appeared. The
inquest had disclosed, said the newspa-
pers, that the killer had copies of Nashe
Slovo in his possession. Thereafter the
affair took a different turn: Russian jour-
nalists who went into the matter particu-
larly, established the fact that an active
role had been played by an agent provo-
cateur. All sorts of documents were then
recollected. Gustave Hervé, then still a
member of the Administrative Commis-
sion of the Socialist Party, had demanded
of Ministy Malvy, since 1915, to throw
out of France all the Russian refugees
guilty of revolutionary internationalism.
On the other hand, Professor Durkheim,
chairman of the commission appointed by
the government to take care of the Rus-
sian refugees, had informed their repre-
sentative of the coming prohibition of
Nashe Slovo and the expulsion of its edi-
tors. The hour of application had come:
on September 15, 1916, the government
suppressed Nashe Slovo; on September
16 it notified Trotsky of its decree on his
expulsion.

Thc eve of the day set for the expul-
sion I went to Rue Oudry to greet
Trotsky. He received me with a
smile: ‘I am not leaving,” he said. Minor-
ity socialist deputies had intervened with
Briand, then president of the Council, and
reminded him that no French government
to date had consented to turn over a Rus-
sian revolutionist to the tsar. Briand de-
nied any such plan; he granted a delay so
that a country could be found to admit
Trotsky. After he had given me these ex-
planations, Trotsky added that his friends
of Nashe Slovo, who had arranged a fare-
well party, had decided not to call it off.
There could be no illusions about the out-
come of the affair; it was only postponed.
Natalia then joined us and we left for the
Russian canteen on Rue Broca where the
‘banquet’ was to be held, with a Russian
menu on which only tea was in abundance.

Even though there was scarcely reason for
rejoicing, good humour prevailed from
start to finish and so late into the night
that 1 had to leave before the cnd. The
Russian revolutionists present that
evening had all passed through stff tests
and the weightiest threat now seemed re-
moved.

If there had been. any illusions, they
would soon have been dispclied. From that
time on, Trotsky was subjected to rigor-
ous police surveillance. Police were in-
stalled in an empty shop at the mouth of
the Rue Oudry from which no movement
of Trotsky could escape their watch. How-
ever, Trotsky succeeded one day in out-
smarting them. He had been summoncd
to the police prefecture for noon, and
since he could not stand having the po-
lice trail him, he left the house before day-
break, resolved to wander around the city
throughout the morning. At the stroke of
noon, as he approached the office of the
commissioner, he had time to perceive the
tormented face of the policcman, upset
at having let him escape. Shortly after this
interlude, the order for his immediate
expulsion arrived, this time definitively.
That day, when T appeared at Rue Oudry, 1
found only Natalia and the two boys, who
were preparing to leave for Spain; two new
police agents, more important ones, had
presented themselves that morning.

When Trotsky understood that the ex-
pulsion measure was definitive, he pre-
pared a letter addressed to Jules Guesde.
For the Russian socialists, Sembat was an
amateur, a dilettante amused by the social-
ist game. But Jules Guesde had been a pio-
ncer, he had known Marx. Up to the war,
he had retained so much prestige in their
eyes that all of them remained more or
less ‘Guesdists’. So it was to him that
Trotsky wanted ‘to express some ideas
which will probably be of no use to you,
but which may at least be useful against
you'. Then, after having recited in detail
the ‘Marseille affair’, the pretext for the
repression, he wrote:

At the beginning of the war, when gener-
ous promises were distributed with an
open hand, your closest companion,
Sembat, gave Russian journalists a
glimpse ol the most beneficial influence
of the democratic Allies upon the internal
regime of Russia. In addition, this was
the supreme argument with which the
government-socialists of France and Bel-
gium sought, perseveringly, but
unsuccessfully, to reconcile the Russian
revolutionists with the tsar.

Twenty-six months of constant mili-
tary collaboration, of communion with
the generalissimos, diplomats, parlia-
mentarians, visits of Viviani and Thomas
to Tsarskoye Selo, in a word, twenty-
six months of uninterrupted ‘influcnce’
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of the Western democrats upon tsarism,
have strengthened the most arrogant re-
action in our country, modified only by
administrative chaos, and have at the
same time brought the internal regime of
England and France extremely close to
that of Russia. The generous promises
of M. Sembat are cheaper, as you can
see, than his coal. The hapless fate of
the right of asylum thus appears only as
a striking symptom of militaristic and
police domination on both sides of the
Channel.

... Is it possible for an honest social-
ist not to fight against you? You have
transformed the Socialist Party into a
docile choir accompanying the
coryphées of capitalist banditry in an
epoch when bourgeois society — whose
mortal enemy you, Jules Guesde, once
were — has disclosed its true nature
through and through. Out of the events
prepared by an entire period of world
pillage, whose consequences we foretold
more than once, out of all the blood
spilled, out of all the suffering, the mis-
fortunes, all the crimes, all the
rapaciousness and felonies of the gov-
ernments, you, Jules Guesde, draw but
one single lesson for the French prole-
tariat, namely, that Wilhelm 1I and
Franz-Josef are criminals who, unlike
Nicolas II and M. Poincaré, do not re-
spect the rules of international law!

... The socialism of Babeuf, Saint-
Simon, Fourier, Blanqui, the Commune,
Jaures and Jules Guesde - yes, of Jules
Guesde too - finally found its Albert
Thomas to deliberate with Romanov on
the surest way of scizing Constantino-
ple; its Marcel Scmbat to parade his
dilettante’s 1-don’t-give-a-fig over the
cadavers and ruins of French civilisation;
and its Jules Guesde to train with the
others behind the chariot of conqucror
Briand.

And you thought, you hoped, that the
French proletariat which, in this idealess
and fruitless war, is being bled white by
the crime of the ruling classes, will sup-
port silently to the end this shameful
pact drawn between official socialism
and its worst encmies. You were mis-
taken. An opposition arose. In spite of
the state of siege and the furore of na-
tionalism, which always preserves its
same capitalist substance under divers
forms, royalist, radical or socialist, the
revolutionary opposition is advancing
step by step and is winning ground every
day.

Nashe Slovo, the paper you have
strangled, lived and breathed in the at-
mosphere of reawakening French
socialism. Ripped out of the Russian soil
by the will of the counter-revolution that
triumphed thanks to the aid of the
French Stock Exchange — which you,
Jules Guesde, are now serving — the
Nashe Slovo group was happy to re-
flect, even as incompletely as your

censorship allowed us, the voice of the
French section of the new International,
arising out of the midst of the horrors of
the fratricidal war.

... Perhaps you draw consolation
from the thought that we are few in
number? Yet we are more numerous than
think the policemen of all ranks. They
do not perceive, in their professional
myopia, that spirit of revolt that is ris-
ing in all the centres of suffering, that is
spreading throughout France and all of
Europe, in the workers’ suburbs and the
countryside, the shops and the trenches.

... Step down, Jules Guesde, from
your military automobile, get out of the
cage where the capitalist state has shut
you up, and look about you a little. Per-
haps fate will one last time take pity on
your sorry old age and you will hear the
muted sound of approaching events. We
await them; we summon them; we pre-
pare them. The fate of France would be
too frightful if the Calvary of its work-
ing masses did not lead to a great revenge,
our revenge, where there will be no place
for you, Jules Guesde, nor for yours.

Expelled by you, I leave France with a
profound faith in our triumph. Over your
head, I sent a fraternal greeting to the
French proletariat which is awakening
to great destinies. Without you and
against you, long live socialist France!

s to the influence that Trotsky ex-
ercised in France, outside of Rus-
sian circles, during the first two
years of the First World War, I can give
no better cvidence of it than by reproduc-
ing here some passages from an address
drawn up at the moment when, having becn
accused by Kerensky and his socialist
ministers of being ‘agents of the kaiser’,
Lenin had to hide in Finland and Trotsky
was arrested and imprisoned. It was signed
by militants and organisations belonging
to the anarchist and syndicalist move-
ments, among them: Hubert and Barthe,
of the excavators’ union, Péricat, of the
Comité de Défense Syndicaliste,
Decouzon, of the chemical products un-
ion, Millerat, secretary of the clothing
union, Beauvais, for the ceramics work-
ers’ union, Vaulop, for the electrical work-
ers’ union, Barrion, for the Socialist Youth
of the 13th Ward, the Comité d’Entente
des Jeunesses Syndicalistes of the Seine,
Gontier, of the bricklayers’ union, Barday,
for the chauffeurs’ Action Group, Thuillier
and Broutchoux, trade union militants.
We did not await the triumph of the Rus-
sian Revolution to affirm to Lenin and to
Trotsky and to the other Maximalist com-
rades our sympathy in order to protest
against the slanders with which the en-
tire press drenches them, especially
[’Humanité through the voice of
Renaudel, and La Bataille through that
of Cornclissen. These men are surcly

great criminais; they do not play the so-
cialist comedy; they have written as
socialists, they have spoken as social-
ists, they act like socialists. Their extreme
sincerity shows up pink socialism, hy-
pocrisy and falsehood before the eyes
of the socialist and sympathising masses
of France. The masks are falling.

... The revolutionary French prole-
tariat will not be duped by the slanders.
We know the men that are being insulted,
who they are and what is their worth.
Many of them, like Trotsky, lived among
us. We admired their courage, their ab-
negation, their lack of self-interest.

... The crime of these men lics in hav-
ing remained faithful to their ideas, their
convictions, to that programme of inter-
nationalist and socialist action which
others, who now rage against them, ac-
claimed with them at Zimmerwald and
Kienthal.

... They did not think that the change
in governmental personnel of March,
1917, was sufficient reason to abandon
these ideas and this programme. They
wanted the Russian Revolution to real-
isc: pcace imposed by the workers,
emancipation of the working class.

Four years later, describing the beginnings
of the opposition in France, Amédée
Dunois wrote (Bulletin Communiste,
March 3, 1921):
We knew Trotsky. He had just arrived
in Paris. We were suffocating. Trotsky
brought us the exhilarating air of the open
spaces; he apprised us that the protests
were everywhere legion, that treason af-
fected only the gencral staffs and that
socialism having remained alive the main
question was to reconstitute the Inter-
national.

If there is a bit of exaggeration in these
lines as to the remarks ascribed to Trotsky
on the subject of the oppositionists who,
at the beginning, were nowhere legion,
there is none in the scope of new strength
that Trotsky brought us, our group in par-
ticular and the movement in general. His
ascendancy among the revolutionists was
to increase to the degree that we learned
to know him from his writings and his ac-
tions, and also to the degree that we
learned of his past activity, of his role in
Russian socialism, in the revolution of
1905, of his audacious escape from the
icy steppes where tsarism sought to con-
fine him — of all those things about which
he spoke only when he was questioned.

Paris, July 11, 1950 WA




Workers Action back issues

Number 1 —December 1997/January 1998

SLP conference — Ecology/red-green alliance — Justice campaigns — No to the single currency — Renationalise coal — George
Julian Harney and Irish freedom — Socialist Democracy group/regroupment of the right

Number 2 - April 1998

SLP left splits — Liverpool dockers dispute — Reject the Irish peace deal — Asian financial crisis — The Chinese road to capital-
ism — US/UK out of the Gulf — The Transitional Programme in perspective — Ecstasy culture

Number 3 - June/July 1998

Communist Manifesto 150 years on — Self-determination for the Kosova Albanians — Economics of the single currency — Black
liberation and the Comintern — Vietnam solidarity campaign lessons —~ AWL and imperialism

Number 4 — September 1998

Britain heads into recession — Omagh bombing — Balkan crisis: Macedonia is the key - FEconomic crisis: serious but not fatal -
Bukharin’s testament — Socialist revolution and ccology — The united front

Number 5 -~ November/December 1998

Pinochet and British justice — Debate: organising the left in the Labour Party — Malaysia goes into crisis — ETA ccasetire -
Martov and the Jewish workers’ movement — Catastrophism and the Transitional Programme

Number 6 - March/April 1999

Racism and the police — Asylum bill - Welsh Labour leadership election — Ireland one ycar after the Good Friday agreement —
Swedish elections — RCP document against catastrophism in the FI 1946 — Marxism Today review

Number 7 - June/July 1999

Balkans special — Socialist Alliances plan to stand against Labour - Livingstone to stand for London mayor — Working hours —
GM foods — Debate on catastrophism — Productive forces stagnating?

Number 8 — February/March 2000

Russia out of Chechnya — Livingstone for mayor — Section 28 — Scattle report — Theodore Draper on Castro — Marxism and the
‘epoch’ — Fighting under new conditions

Number 9 ~ May/June 2000

Livingstone, the left and the London elections — Nationalise Rover! — Land reform yes, Mugabe’s thugs no — South Africa and
the Congress Alliance — Perry Anderson reconsidered

Number 10— September/October 2000

Labour’s vote-buying fraud — Lawrence enquiry, no change - Trotsky on hegemony — Victor Serge and the liberation of France
Number 11 - March/April 2001

Israel out of the occupicd territories — Labour’s end-of-term report — Ireland: peace but no justicc — Bordiga on fascism
Number 12 ~ June/July 2001

Macedonia: the multi-ethnic state under threat — Down with Plan Colombia! — Renationalisc steel! — Britain’s rural crisis —
Palestine — Tory crisis — May Day

Number 13 — October/November 2001

Stop the war! — Prospects for the second term — A dissenter departed — Unison NEC talking left — Racism in education — The
Tories choose oblivion — Growth, scarcity and socialism — British imperialism and Afghanistan — Imperial holocaust

Number 14 — December 2001

Hands off Afghanistan! — Football riots reflect Iran’s ‘society” problem — Imperialist War and ‘Revolutionary Defeatism’ — Don’t ignore the
existing labour movement! - Striking back against Empire — Half truths and evasions — Afghanistan by Frederick Engels

Number 15 — March/April 2002

Hands off Iraq! — The original Assassins — Hard times for asylum seekers — Campaign against privatisation — Contradictions of
the Socialist Alliance — The Vatican, fascism and the Holocaust — Revolutionary defeatism and the war against Afghanistan -
Palestinian Trotskyism and the origins of the Israeli state

Number 16 — June 2002

French elections — Trade unions and the left — Refugee week of action — No to post deregulation! — Sharon strikes again —
Venezuela: the coup that came and went

Number 17 — Summer 2002

Trade union-Labour Party link — Right-wing coup in PCS defeated — Moderates in the PCS — Council strikes — Telecoms pay
and pensions — Education union leaders sell out — Communists and Labour 1927-29

Number 18 —~ October 2002

War and the labour movement — The Iraqi opposition — The Labour Left — TUC Congress — Chile’s September 11 —
Johannesburg Earth Summit — Football: anyone but England? — Self-determination for Kashmir! - Mick Jagger —

The Hartal ot 1953 — Archive: Behind the Hindu-Muslim strife

Number 19 - December 2002

Firefighters challenge New Labour — Labour Party conference — US mid-term clections — Behind the Moscow sicge — General
strike in South Africa — Arthur Ransome: double agent? — Zionism and the aftermath of WW?2

Number 20 - February/March 2003

Stop the war — Socialist Alliance stumbles on — Labour Left — Welsh politics — Palestine — The Ukraine famine

Price per issue:  80p

Post and packing: UK - 50p for 1 issue, 25p extra each additional issue
Europe —£1.00 for 1 issue, 50p extra each additional issue




Scenes
from the

AT ) gow-1-- 1 anti-war
g e i~ ) struggle

B 4
San Francisco, March 23

4

School students, Coventry, March 19
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