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By Martin Thomas

he Japanese stock
T market is “‘in free

fall’”’, or ““like a bot-
tomless swamp’’, accor-:
ding to leading Japanese
financiers.

From 39,000 in early 1990,
the Nikkei index of share

prices has fallen towards
16,000.

It could go much lower.
Since shares are only bits of
paper entitling the holder to a
portion of the company’s
profits (*‘dividends’’), share
prices should bear some pro-
portion to dividend pay-outs.

In the mid-'80s, Japanese
share prices soared out of all
relation to dividend
payments. The boom fed on
itself: people would pay

Hardline right-winger goes more “left”
than Kinnock would dare

Beregovoy tries to

rance’s new dSocialist
Party prime-minister.
Pierre Béregovoy, has

taken the

with d
policies br
credit

3eregovoy has promised

Strong left

D }
iy servi for 900.000
unemployved by the end of
October. He has made
another concession to the
SP’s fast-dwindling base by
1ding F nuclear

101N 1esls;
ting's . turn  has
i ily -revived - the
ustralian Labor Party’s
popularityv. It remains to
be seen il B voy can
do the or tlhe

1ich SP.

et there are no signs

“the =Br
n.dare to

think of something as
bold...

challenge

in Blackpool

repeat the success it

ad at the recent Na-
tional Union of Students
(NUS) Women’s Con-
ference at the NUS Na-
tional Conference this
week (13-16 April).

The conference, being held
in Blackpoel, will be electing
a new National Executive
Committee (NEC) and ad-
dressing 2 number of impor-
tant issues.

Janine Booth heads a
strong Left Unity slate for the
NEC elections in a challenge
to the ruling Labour Students
(NOLS) clique.

Left Unity and AWL sup-
porters will be pressing for
NUS to support making
solidarity with all forces ge-
nuinely fighting the state in
South Africa. NOLS are
focusing on giving ‘‘total
support” to the ANC, ignor-
ing the increasingly bad role

I-:ft Unity is looking to

they are playing in strikes in
South Africa.

The growth of the far right
in Europe and in Britain is
the background for a debate
on racism and fascism. Left
Unity has a unigue position
which calls for a united,
democratic, labour
movement-based fight
against the racists.

Only Left Unity’s policy
addresses the growth of anti-
semitism, supports ‘no-
platform’ and gives adequate
emphasis to self-organisation
and self-defence of black
communities.

Abortion rights and
employment and training are
the other two main debates.
An important issue will be the
recent extraordimary NUS
conference at which NOLS
cheated to win abolition of
NUS Winter Conference.
Left Unity will be campaign-
ing to defend NUS
democracy and calling the
Kinnockites to order.

NEWS

Japan: capitalist success turns sour

““Now the bubble is
bursting and
Japanese capitalism
is in trouble on
other fronts too.”’

“over the odds’’ for shares
because they thought share
prices would go up, and share
prices would go up because
people paid ‘“‘over the odds”’.

Now the bubble is
bursting. And Japanese
capitalism is in trouble on
other fronts, too.

Property prices, which rose
to such heights that a
caretaker in central Tokyo
could become a millionaire
by selling the tiny flat that
came with his job, have fallen
by about 40%.

Japanese banks have been
hit by the property slump and
the stock market crash: most

of them are now technically
bankrupt by international
standards.

Industrial production has
been falling sharply, and is
now 4.2% below its level of a
year ago.

The most immediate
knock-on effect of Japan’s
slump for other major
capitalist countries is the
drying-up of the flow of
Japanese investment cash in-
to countries like the US and

Britain. In 1991, for the first
time in a long while, Japan
showed a net inflow of
capital.

The Tories are right that
the recession is international.
But that recession — which,
if Japan’s difficulties worsen,
could develop into a longer
and deeper slump — is caused
by the inbuilt imbalance and
irrationality of the capitalist
system which the Tories
champion.

e

Police arrest one of 300 anti-Nazi protesters out-
side a British National Party election meeting in a
Rochdale pub. The BNP members were escorted
out of a back entrance by police. The BNP’s can-

Anti-fascist protest in Rochdale

didate in Rochdale got 620 votes, but candidates
in East London gained more alarming scores:
13170 in Bethnal Green, and 1107 in Bow and
Poplar. Photo: Paul Herrmann, Profile.

By Colin Foster

taly’s 44 year old
I “party-ocracy’’ is in trouble

following the General Elec-
tion on 5 April.

The Christian Democratic par-

ty (DC), which has ruled Italy
since 1948 with various coali-
tions, was reduced to 206 seats in
the 630-seat parliament, declin-
ing from 34% to 30% of the
vote.
* The Socialist Party, which in
recent years has been the DC’s
main coalition partner, also lost
ground, and the renamed Com-
munist Party, now PDS,
slumped from 27% to 16% of
the vote.

Liverpool purge brings council poll chaos

By Dale Street

ominations closed on
Monday 6 April for the
34 Liverpool City

Council seats being contest-
ed in the May elections.

In two of the wards two
names have been nominated
as efficial Labour candi
dates. for reasoms vet &
explained.

There are also a further 22
“Laboutr” candidates,
“Independent Labour™, and
SO Oon.

The right wing has gained
control of the council
Labour Group by expelling
about a third of its mem-
bers. pelled councillors
up for re sland-
e

2% V3

didates. The “Broad Left” is
also standing a number of
other independent candi-
dates.

The Broad Left is itself
deeply divided, mainly
between the Militant and
non- Militant factions. Last
vear the non-Militant fac-
tion formed the “Liverpool
independent Labour Party™
3 the ~plit

The big gainer was the Lom-
bard League, a regionalist move-
ment based in northern Italy,
which got 9% of the vote.
Following the election, the
League has called for mass
refusal to pay taxes.

Its slogans included *‘an end to
the Roman robbers’’, and
“Closer to Europe than to
Rome”’. It claims that the central
government in Rome is corrupt
and wasteful, bleeding the in-
dustrial North in order to siphon
money into crime-riddled public
projects in the underdeveloped
South.

For 40-0dd years the Italian
state machine has been run as a
giant machine of patronage. The

taly's ‘party-ocracy’ in trouble

plum jobs in the state sector are
parcelled out to different parties
— mainly to Christian
Democratic factions and to the
Socialist Party — and extra jobs
are created to buy off and secure
those parties’ bases.

““For 40-odd years the
Italian state machine
has been run as a giant
machine of patronage.”’

The Lombard League
mobilises anger against this cor-
ruption — but also against state-
sector workers generally (the

League says 90,000 out of
200,000 workers on the Italian
railways should be sacked) and
against the people of the South.
As with Flemish regionalism in
Belgium, it has vicious right-
wing overtones.

Mario Segni, a reform-minded
Christian Democrat leader, has
proposed a transitional govern-
ment with an emergency pro-
gramme of four points:
¢ replacing the proportional-
representation electoral system
by first-past-the-post, in order to
get stable governments;
¢ dismantling ‘‘party-ocracy’’ in
the state sector;
¢ measures against corruption;
¢ measures against the Mafia.

Fascists gain in Germany

he fascistic ‘‘Republican
I Party”” won 11% of the
vote in the regional elec-
tions in Baden-Wurttemberg,
west Germany, on 5 April.
The even more brashly racist
Deutsche Volksunion won 6.3%
in Schleswig-Holstein, with the
slogan ‘‘Germany should stay
German”’. :
Support for the racists
reportedly comes mostly from
male self-employed and young
working-class people in the big

s

It has been boosted by the
strains, stresses, and disappoint-
ments of German reunification.
West Germans have faced higher
taxes and a big influx of migrants
from East Germany and Eastern
Europe.

In a recent opinion poll, nearly
two-thirds of Germans said that
the influx of refugees was the
biggest problem facing the coun-
try., Germany has relatively
liberal provisions for asylum
written into its constitution —
every asylum-seeker ust be
allowed into the i
have their case coasid

has had larger numbers of
refugees coming in over recent
years. The latest influx is from
Yugoslavia.

The Christian-Democratic
government wants to change the
constitution, The opposition
Social Democrats are so far
refusing to cooperate on that;
but instead of offering answers
to the social and economic pro-
blems on which the fascists feed,
they are proposing a Grand
Coalition with the Christian
Democrats, which they call a
““national commonsense pact’’.
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April could have marked
_® the turn of the tide for the
labour movement.

The Tories could have been
defeated. The dead weight of a long
decade of major working-class set-
backs could have been sloughed
off.

That chance has gone. Labour
lost the election. The Tories have a
majority of 21 seats, for 43% of the
vote. They look secure for five
years.

This Tory victory is therefore —
it must be said plainly — a very
grave defeat for the working class
and for the labour movement. We
will pay a heavy price. The recovery
of labour movement self-

The General Election of 9

Advisory Editorial
Board

Graham Bash

Viadimir Derer

Terry Eagleton

Jatin Haria (Labour Party
Black Sections)

Dorothy Macedo

Joe Marino

John Mcliroy
John Nicholson
Peter Tatchell

Members of the Advisory
Committee are drawn from a broad
cross section of the left who are
opposed to the Labour Party's
witch-hunt against Socialist
Organiser. View expressed in
articles are the responsibility of the
authors and not of the Advisory
Editorial Board.

confidence and combativity will be
slower, more drawn-out, and more
fraught with difficulties.

hy did Labour lose? Why
W did the Tories win? The

short answer to that ques-
tion comes in two parts.

Neil Kinnock and his friends did
not seriously campaign against the
Tories over the last five years, as an
opposition that meant business
would have done, seizing on issues
like the poll tax. And Neil Kin-
nock’s Labour Party appeared
before the electorate as an untried
and untrustworthy gang of Tory
understudies, concerned only to win
votes at any price.

The voters chose to stay with the
Tories they knew rather than take a
risk with the ‘“‘me-too’’ pale-pink
pseudo-Tories who staff Labour’s
front benches.

The nasty personal attacks on
Kinnock were effective because
Kinnock does appear in political life
with the brand of the turncoat and
the traitor on his forehead. Heis a
man who has, for political advan-
tage, trimmed and changed and
abandoned all the political opinions
he formed when he was honestly
thinking about political issues, and
not about how best to gather votes.

Neither Kinnock nor the Labour
Party could have had a convincing
reply to the jeer that Kinnock was
not to be trusted. Ironically, the
very alacrity with which Kinnock
embraced and adopted Tory and
Liberal policy, abandoning his own
previous views, destroyed his
credibility as a man to be trusted
with any policies at all!

When Labour’s leaders rushed to
endorse calls for the Government to
use public money to compensate the
speculators who had got their
fingers burned at Lloyds of Lon-
don, a lot of people who agreed
with the Tory Government’s final

decision not to compensate must
have been convinced that this
Labour front bench of belly-
crawling ex-radicals was hysterical
and unbalanced, not only by
socialist standards, but by any stan-
dards of proper political behaviour.

When the Kinnock front-bench
gang of former leftists, having shed
their own souls, slithered around
Westminster, the spectacle was
revolting, and not only to socialists.

When Kinnock made his speeches

“Neil Kinnock and his
friends did not
seriously campaign
against the Tories over
the last five years, as
an opposition which
meant business would
have done.”

about ““‘dving for his country’’, or
about ‘‘serving democracy’’, or
about how he “‘loved” Britain as
much as Glynis, they were embar-
rassing not because he was insincere
— probably he was being complete-
ly sincere — but because he was
plainly speaking under compulsion
and duress, saying what the tabloids
wanted him to say (and much good
it did him with them!)

Kinnock and his team might have
got away with it if they could at the
same time have offered alternatives
to the Tories” policies, and if they
had put up a fight on issues where
everyone knew the Tories were
wrong. But Labour’s central
policies have been only marginally
different from those of the Tories,
and they have been a woefully wet
and wimpish Opposition. The con-

The media—orienied-':irnage"—bdifding was no substitute for Eolitical campaigning and prbbébi§a1§;édg Eéb_oabp;a-r_tacky and untrustworthy_- Photo: John Harris

Why Labour lost

sequence is that they appeared to
the electorate as anespecially tacky
gang of politicians on the make,
willing to say and do almost
anything to win office.

The Thatcher era opened with an
unemployed Liverpudlian, Alan
Bleasdale’s fictional Yosser
Hughes, capturing the imagination
and sympathy of Britain with his
desperate plea: ““Gi’s a job”’. The
Kinnock era closed with Labour’s
leaders winning only the disdain
and contempt of large numbers of
Labour’s natural supporters with
the cry, ““Gi’s a vote™’.

throughout the campaign and

ocialist Organiser said all this
s the long pre-election

over
campaign.
We warned that Kinnock’s policy
of sitting tight and hoping that the
Tories would lose the election, tipp-
ing the ripe apples and plums of of-
fice into the arms of the waiting
Labour Party, was frresponsible . It
meant passive speculation rather
than a struggle to win and to create
the majorities necessary for victory.
When John Major took over
from Thatcher 18 months ago, he
said that he could win the election
despite everything because the Tory
Party was ‘‘one of the greatest
fighting machines in Western
Europe’’. That was and is true. And
Labour responded to that machine
by mimicking the noises its engines
made, as if that could give them its
power; and they stood gawping as it
bore down on them, with the con-
fidence of idiots that Major’s tank
was certain to run out of fuel. They
got everything ridiculously wrong.
This is the short, immediate
answer to the question, why did
Labour lose. But the labour move-
ment which is now trying to orient
itself after the fourth successive
Tory victory needs to look at the
more basic explanations also. Those

explanations lie not only in the
nature of the Kinnock-led Labour
Party, and in its inept performance
against Major, but in the political
system under which we live.

in this election. The labour
movement which found itself
compelled to go into battle under

the leadership of the Kinnock gang
did not fight just a political party: it
fought the dominant forces in our
bourgeois society. With odd excep-
tions like theFinancial Times —
whose readers will not have follow-
ed its advice to vote Labour! — the
entire Establishment gathered
around the Tory party.

TheFinancial Times itself, doing
an opinion poll of top bosses,
found that 92 per cent of them
backed the Tories, with 7% Liberal
and just 1% Labour.

The Establishment’s control over
our lives does not depend on elec-
tions. The decisions. which shape

c onsider what really happened
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WHY LABOUR LOST

eil Kinnock will, it seems,
resign as Labour Party
leader. Good!

He has been leader for nine years,
during which the Labour Party has
been turned into a depoliticised one-
faction organisation — a sort of right-
wing equivalent of the SWP or Mili-
tant, much bigger, linked to the
unions, able to win miilions of votes,
bui still for all that a party increasing-
Iy organised as a narrow, intolerant,
social-democratic sect and run on
quasi-Stalinist lines (often by “‘ex-
*'Stalinists).

Kinnock was a socialist turncoat
who iried and failed to turn himself
into a right-wing Labour statesman. It
was not in their own interest for the
bourgeoisie and their press to let him
succeed.

They would have needed Kinnock’s
services as prime minister if a mass
working class movement had welled up
to overwhelm the Tories. Because he
was successful in dampening such
movements — against the poll tax for
example — Kinnock lessened his own
possible value to the bourgeoisie.

The bourgeoisie and their press
wanted Kinnock’s scalp, not his
stewardship at No.10.

But this obvious traitor to socialism
is also a tragic figure. In his own way
he refracts the great tragedy of British
Labour in the 1980s.

We began that decade with not
nnreasonable hopes that we could
reconstruct and re-fashion the British
labour movement as a fighting socialist
force able to defeat not only the
Tories but also everything they stood
for. We are now, as Kinnock goes,
ruefully assessing the damage after the
Tories® fourth election victory.

Kinnock played his part in inflicting
that damage on the movement he tried
to serve. He was, nevertheless, one of
those who set out after June 1979,
when the Tories defeated the
Callaghan government, to ensure that
from now on it would be a socialist
labour movement that confronted the
Tories.

He broke with the serious left when
Tony Benn stood for deputy leader in
1981, and he did it in the name of a
more “‘constructive’’ left-wing ap-
proach. The “‘cuddly’’ left could hold
the balance, linking both the right
wing and the hard left in a common
movement: that is what Kinnock and
his friends said. Some of them pro-
bably meant it.

In fact the fate of the Labour left,
hard and soft, and of the Labour Par-
ty in the "80s, was largely shaped
before Kinnock became Party leader in
1983. In 1980 and afterwards, the
labour movement had the choice of
either mobilising to stop Thatcher —
before the slump and unemployment
bit deep, before Tory anti-union laws
hamstrung militancy — or of accepting
being cut down drastically.

Neither the trade union leaders nor
the Labour Party leaders — long-time
left-winger Michael Foot and his
associates — were willing Lo use direct
action, strikes, and mass mobilisation

The end of
Kinnock's road

“Kinnock was a
socialist turncoat who
tried and failed to turn
himself into a right-
wing Labour statesman.
He did not even get the
Parliamentary majority
for which he gutted
himself.”

against a parliamentary majority: they
had been scared out of their wits in
the mid-"70s by talk of a military coup
among sections of the army (the then
Chief of Staff, Lord Carver, later ad-
mitted that “fairly senior officers”’
had talked of a coup).

That cravenness shaped the Labour
Party. The soft left moved steadily to
the right. Sections of the hard left
took ‘‘power’’ in local government
and did exactly what Foot had done:
they bottled it.

As the Tories went through the
country in the early *80s like the Van-
dals of old, pressure built up in the
Labour Party and unions for an elec-
tion victory on any terms: the need to
make the Labour Party socialist and
fit to govern on behalf of the labour
movement was pushed aside.

Soon those who referred to it were
denounced for indifference to kicking
the Tories ont. By the time Kinnock
took over, after the Tory victory in
1983, the pressure to shed or modify
unpopaular policies was immense. After
the Tories won again in 1987, Kinnock
and his erstwhile soft-left friends set
out to turn themselves into so many
David Owens.

As a socialist Kinnock was always a
crude demagogue, with nothing
thought out and with an underlying
curiously Militandike streak of brutal
philistinism. He brought the same
traits to the work of shedding his and
the Labour Party’s ‘‘socialism”’.

There could be no doubt of his will
to do his dirty work, but he always
lacked conviction as a bourgeois politi-
cian. At the end, as he made his little
declarations about his “‘patriotism’’
and his love of British democracy —
with one eye all the time on the press
and the TV cameras — he sounded
remarkably like a schoolboy reciting
verses under the stern gaze of a scep-
tical and malignant schoolmaster. He
looked like someone who could not
quite believe in himself, someone who
maybe heard a voice inside his head
saying “what does it profit a man if
he gains the whole world yet loses his
soul’’. As it happens, Kinnock did not
even get the Parliamentary majority in
the search for which he gutted himself.

Kinnock is going. But the entire
Labour leadership is responsible for
what has happened. They nurtured
and sustained Kinnock. They will con-
tinue on Kinnock’s road, if we let
them.

In 1983 almost the
whole Labour
Party, demoralised
by election defeat,
hailed the election
of the Kinnock-
Hattersley “dream
ticket” to the
leadership.
Socialist Organiser
made itself very
unpopular, even on
the Labour left,
with our warning:
“The election of

e

— particularty
unilateralism and
public ownership —
and to obtain
maximum freedom
of manoeuvre for

the leadership...”

Photo: John Harris
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e Tory Party IS

conscious of itself.

From page 3

British society are only very rarely
submitted to the electorate for a
decision, and then only obliquely
and indirectly.

The key decisions are in the
hands of the top capitalists,
ensconsed in a vast network of
social connections, channels of
influence, and structures of
authority. The Establishment has a
considerable measure of control
over what people do in elections.
And anyway, as some candid
bourgeois cornmentators put it dur-
ing the election campaign, elections
are to do with selecting the people
who will make the decisions — in
consultation with the Establish-
ment.

For example, the British elec-
torate never decided to scale down
and cripple the Health Service, and
in a straight referendum would, on
all indications, vote against what
the Tories are doing.

11 this power, the
A wealth of the bourgeoisie and
its ability to ‘‘create facts’’
and shape opinions, was brought
into the balance on the side of the

Tory Pasty

ss unfairness of the
biased tabloids is only
e visible pustules on the
is supposedly democratic

¢ under capitalism, and the
the party of the
iis system’s ‘‘natural

P overnment’’. The Tory
Part) ipant capitalism con-
scious of itself and — after That-

cher — self-righteously asserting
apitalism’s drives and imperatives.

Against this, what is the labour
movement and its political party?
The contrast with the bourgeoisie
and its political party tells us a great
deal.

While the bourgeoisie run socie-
ty, and shapes opinion not only by
ideas but by the weight of the way
they run it and of the institutions
through which they run it, the
working-class movement is the
movement of those on whose
economic exploitation everything

“The power and wealth
of the bourgeoisie was
brought into the balance
on the side of the Tory

Parm e

else is erected.

The working class does not run
society day-by-day, industry-by-
industry, firm-by-firm. It has
neither the great institutions which
shape opinion, nor the wealth and
power which exert an automatic in-
fluence on the vast middle layers of
society.

It mobilises, it struggles; but it is
normally, on every level, at a
serious disadvantage.

In political struggles such as this
election was, the advantages are all
with the capitalist Establishment. In
trade union struggles, unemploy-
ment depresses the labour move-
ment and gives the capitalist
massive advantages; and the Tories
have used their political power to
legally hamstring the unions.

On the level of ideas, the natural-
ly dominant ideas are those of the
ruling class and the systems they
run and personify. Most people do

not easily (or at all) form an overall
picture of our society, of how it
works and how it came into being.
It is very difficult to imagine a dif-
ferent society — socialism — and
more difficult still to believe in it;
and to dedicate yourself to the fight
to win a different system, as
socialists do, you have to travel
mentally quite a long way from the
conventional mentality of the
capitalist world in which you live.

What is, is. It is difficult, for peo-
ple who have known nothing else
but Thatcherite Britain, to conceive
of even a radically modified version
of this system, like the capitalism
with a more “‘caring”’ face which
the labour movement gained during
and after Second World War and
which is now a receding memory for
many, and for a whole generation
— the tens of thousands of young
people on the streets, for example
— something they have never
known. {

Powerful labour movements like
ours have been shaped by combin-
ing battles in three arenas: for
trade-union advantages, and the
elementary working-class solidarity
which trade-unionism breeds; for
parliamentary power to win laws to
our advantage; for the idea of a bet-
ter world, different from the
capitalist one, different from the
prevailing capitalist ideas of what
the world can be like.

Where Marxists, in the minority,
advocated that the labour move-
ment should be reconstructed
around a drive to wipe out
capitalism, the majority of the
labour movement, while it talked
about winning socialism ‘‘one
day’’, fought in its best period only
for radical reforms. It fought to
modify, civilise, and humanise the
capitalist system. It fought for
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rampant capitalism
What of labour?”

“When it fights, the
labour movement can
win. It can, and did,
win enough people
around the core of the
labour movement to
gain electoral
majorities. It did that
in 1945.”

legislation against extreme exploita-
tion and in favour of working-class
organisation, and for welfare provi-
sion, which superimposed elements
of “‘the political economy of the
working class’® (the expression is
Karl Marx’s) on the still-dominant
political economy of the
bourgeoisie.

When it fights, the labour move-
ment can win. It can, and did, win
enough people around the core of
the labour movement to gain
overall electoral majorities. It did
that in 1945, despite the tremendous
advantage that Churchill’s war
leadership gave the Tories, and
despite a vicious and dirty Tory
campaign (they alleged that Labour
would set up an authoritarian state
“with its own Gestapo’’, and so
on).
The Labour leaders of that time
were a long way fromSO s idea of
socialism, but they were honest
reformists. They did not go into
that election pleading with the elec-

torate for the chance to show that
they could make a better job of car-
rying through Tory policies than
Churchill could, nor rely on the
tacky arts of the Public Relations
consultants or on political beauty-
contest razzamatazz to sell the same
policies as the Tories under a dif-
ferent label and with pink packag-
ing instead of blue.

When it fights when it
represents something distinctive —
the labour movement can win. Kin-
nock did not fight. He shadow-
boxed. The US-style rally before a
big hand-picked audience in Shef-
field was Kinnock’s best idea of
fighting it was as if, like
superstitious savages, Kinnock and
his advisers believed they could con-

jure up a triumph by mimicking it

in advance,

Kinnock did not represent
anything politically distinctive.
Even Labour’s pledges on the
Health Service were tepid and con-
ditional, ‘‘as resources allow’’.

In these circumstances, all the
natural advantages of the
Establishment’s party, the natural
party of government, won the elec-
tion for the Tories. Even the slump
worked for them: because Labour
had no distinctive policy
to win people to, and because Kin-
nock was palpably untrustworthy
— if he could not be trusted to stick
to his own chosen beliefs, how
could he be trusted with Margaret
Thatcher’s or John Major’s beliefs
— many unhappy people thought it
safer to stick with the natural party
of capitalism .

his is the basic, underlying
reason why Labour lost the

election. Kinnock’s craven,
passive, Tory-mimicking  politics

enhanced and strengthened every
one of the natural advantages the
Tories always have.

If a Labour victory would have
been the beginning of the turning of
the Tory tide that has flowed for 13
years, favouring and encouraging
working-class action, is this fourth
Tory victory likely to lead to the op-
posite?

Probably not. The Tory press
brouhaha that the election signifies
the death of socialism is no more
than a continuation of the long-
term bourgeois campaign to achieve
just that, the death of socialism: it
is an attempt to improve on their
election victory by further pulveris-
ing the Labour Party: it is a form of
pressure on the Labour Party to go
further to the right and finally to
cut its links with the trade unions.

Most of the arguments in the
press are rhetorical and spurious.
For example, the jeering rhetorical
question they throw at Labour: if
you can not win in a slump, when
can you ever win?

In the given circumstances, the
slump triggered an additional need
for safety and caution in those not
wiped out by it. Something similar
happened in the 1935 election (and
in 1931, though that was com-
plicated by the defection of the
Labour leader Ramsey MacDonald
to the Tories).

Labour is in a much improved
position in Parliament. The official
Labour Party argument that the
Party is well-placed to win in the
next election is — other things being
equal — not entirely spurious.

And the Tory victory is a victory
for a Toryism that has felt compell-
ed to moderate its Thatcherism in
order to survive electorally. It is a

Turn to page 7
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““When the Financial
Times endorses you,
and you can’t get your
own people out to
vote, something is

wrong”’

By Tony Benn MP

think what the Labour
I Party will want to do now

is have a discussion about
the future.

The Policy Review took us
back to 1979. That was what it
was all about. We were in
favour of nuclear weapons, like
Callaghan; in favour of a Euro-
pean currency system, like
Callaghan.

In the five years ahead we will
want a serious discussion.

The war in Ireland is a civil
war within Britain, and it has
never been discussed in those
terms.

Do we really want a centralis-
ed capitalist Europe, where
everything is run by the
Bundesbank?

Do we really want to live in
an American Empire, under the
name of the ‘New World
Order’?

We need a much more com-
mon ownership, and a more
democratic society. These are
the issues which we will want to
discuss.

I do not think there is a desire

for recrimination. There is a
desire for discussion.

Socialism will come back on-
to the agenda in a big way.
Capitalism is in a deep crisis, in
Britain, in France, in Germany,
in America, and in Japan.

The Party has to play a much
bigger role in deciding policy.
During the election campaign,
the connection between what
was being said in the TV studios
and what was being said on the
streets was very limited.

When theFinancial Times en-
dorses you, and you can’t get
your own people out to vote,
then something is seriously
wrong.

Good news from
West Belfast

the election is the defeat of
® Gerry Adams, president of
Sinn Fein, in West Belfast, and

the election of Joe Hendron,
another nationalist.

If you want to know why, consider
the scene at the count.

West Belfast includes both the
Catholic and the Protestant heartlands
— the Catholic Falls and the Protes-
tant Shankill. They are separated by
only a few streets — and by a great
wall erected by the British authorities
to prevent sectarian fighting.

Adams seems to have lost because
some Protestants voted ‘‘tactically’’
for Hendron to put Adams out.

As the results were announced,
Adams’s supporters set up a great
chant directed at Hendron and his
friends: “UDA! UVF!”’ That is, it was
the votes of such people which gave
Hendron the seat. That is, further and
inescapably, that all Protestants are
UYF or UDA.

In response, Hendron, a constitu-
tional nationalist and a long-time
member of the Social Democratic and
Labour Party, denounced all the
paramilitary organisations, Catholic as
well as Protestant, reeling off a long
string of initials — IRA, UDA, INLA,
UVF, IPLO.

Adams then jeered that Hendron
had the seat, but Sinn Fein had the
‘“‘nationalist’” vote, that is, the
Catholic vote, as if Protestant votes
must count for less.

It was a revolting spectacle of crude
Catholic sectarianism, which showed
up the blatant communalism under
Sinn Fein's Republican mask.

It recalls an incident six years ago,
after the London-Dublin agreement
was signed giving Dublin a political
say in the running of Northern
Ireland. The SDLP and its leader John
Hume were among the behind-the-
scenes architects of the agreement;
Sinn Fein, like the Protestant politi-
cians, was a bitter opponent of it.

0 ne piece of good news from

In the face of the big Protestant
protest movement that followed, Sinn
Fein proposed — and the SDLP
gleefully refused — a common elec-
toral front to the SDLP! Given that
Sinn Fein and the SDLP were in op-
posite camps on the issue of the day,
the common front could only be on
the basis of Catholic-sectarian head-
counting.

Sinn Fein says it is a Republican
movement, based on the ideas of
‘Wolfe Tone, whose central idea was the
unity and equality of all the people of
Ireland, Protestant and Catholic alike.
The SDLP is a bourgeois party; it is
nevertheless a lot nearer to the unity-
building politics of real Irish
Republicanism than are Adams and his
gang of armed Catholic communalists.

Introductory offer: 10 issues, post
free. Send E5 (cheques and postal
orders made out to “Socialist
Organiser”)

Name
Address

Return to S.0. (Subs), PO Box 823,
London SE15 4NA.




e AR i agpins . Gt gmenc | tioeen  gremn _gwwie Geias e -ima effiden e medd cesimn AePn o5 T JFEER . 3N LR o SO oGIE ol o e o0 Sl ndmal B A

e

~ Socialist Oganiser No.520 page 6

GRAFFITI -

Evelyn Waugh, Essex Man
and the Edsel

,m E II public services, but in the

end they will vote for tax
cuts. At least some of them
had the decency to feel too
ashamed to admit it.”

I predict that this sort of
explanation for last
Thursday’s debacle will
achieve some currency in
leftish circles. It chimes in
with the noises already
being made by the likes of
Martin Jacques, to the
effect that Labour can
never win while it retains
the vestiges of its tradition-
al commitments to
collectivism and redistribu-
tion - everything, in fact,
that makes it a distinctly
working-class party. The
spirit of Essex Man, we will
be told, has risen from the

The “natural
Conservative voter”
goes Liberal — or NF

choose?

The Devil is played
by the SWP, doing a
very passable
impression of
anarchism. Publicity for
their “Marxism "'92"
features a picture of
Big Ben crumbling, or
rather exploding.

Have the SWP
planted a bomb there?
Has their “Labour or
Tories — it makes no
difference” spiel turned
their minds and led
them to throw out the

whole of bourgeois Feeling a little depressed

ccording to Kenneth

Baker, proportional

representation would
only help the fascists.

David Morris, the
Conservative ex-MP for
Birmingham Yardley, seems
to have a different view on
the subject.

Early on Friday morning
the Right Hon member
found his 2,500 majority
converted into a Labour
majority of 162.

Who was to blame?
Morris left the local press
in no doubt where he was
pointing his finger — at the
National Front, who scraped

Celebrations in the City. Labour had no alternative to
capture the imagination of our side

By Jim Denham

Man stalking the land, or
the invincibility of tabloid
propaganda.

As in 1987, Labour is
acknowledged by friend
and foe alike to have won

more recent survey of the
Tory-held marginal
Basildon showed that 50%
of homes read the Sun
compared with only a third
that take the Mirror.

democracy? : just at the moment?

There are certainly Spare a thought for
no hints of workers’ Robert Harris, the lone
power in the publicity, | ;1 Tabour columnist on
no alternatives to the Sunday Times.

together 192 votes.
All natural Conservative
voters, whined the ex-MP.

John Taylor

omeone else who
has discovered a
lot about “natural
Conservative voters” is
John Taylor, the black
Tory candidate for

Westminster. It is just a
pictorial form of the old

anarchist slogan
“Smash the state”.

The great blue sea is

played by socialist.
“Vote to break the

British state”, its pre-

election front page
proclaimed. Exactly

where you have to put
your cross to do this is
a topic for after-dinner

conversation.

erry Healy lies a-
Gmuulderinl in his

grave, but his

“dialectics™ go marching on.

Ken Livingstone MP

startled voters in Brent East

by telling them that the

candidacy of the “Leninist”
group in his constituency

was “an MI5 plot”.

If so, Britain's secret
state is a spent force: the
“Leninist” candidate got
just 96 votes. Labour won

Comparing himself to
Last, the tragic hero of
Evelyn Waugh’s A Handful
of Dust (trapped forever in
a jungle clearing, forced to
read aloud the entire works
of Dickens to a lunatic,
over and over again) Harris
comments:

“This is roughly how I
feel this morning, contem-
plating my future career as
a political columnist: 1,200
words a week, week in,
week out, stretching into
the 14th, 15th, 16th, 17th
and maybe even - God pre-
serve us - the 18th
successive years of
Conservative rule, all of
them under the leadership
of John Major. I ask you:
what kind of life is that?”

Harris’s explanation for
this sad state of affairs is
simple: we are a nation of
liars. “The cynics were right
after all. People may say
they would prefer better

Dagenham Marshes to per-
meate the very soul of the
British electorate.

The other obvious expla-
nation is no more
encouraging: it’s all the
fault of the tabloid press.

David Hill, Labour’s
Director of Communi-
cations, described the
tabloid campaign as “the
most vituperative attack on
any political party I have
ever seen”, There is cer-
tainly plenty of justification
for bitterness on this score.
The dirty, snarling, person-
alised anti-Labour and
anti-Kinnock barrage of the
Sun, Daily Mail, Daily
Express and Daily Star
reached new depths in the
last week of the campaign.

Academic studies of the
1987 election have shown
that the Tory tabloids influ-
enced about 2% of
undecided voters: in a lot
of key marginals that 2%
would have been crucial. A

Perhaps Saturday’s Sun was
right to boast: “It’s The
Sun Wot Won It!”, claim-
ing that its puerile
anti-Kinnock front page
had been prominently dis-
played throughout Basildon
on polling day.

But the press is scarcely
less hostile to Labour these
days than it has been in
previous elections this cen-
tury. If we subscribe to the
popular leftist myth of an
all-powerful Tory press, we
cannot explain Labour ever
having won an election.
That said, given the impor-
tance of Tory marginals in
the South East, and the evi-
dence of a distinct pro-Tory
swing in the final days of
the campaign, it may be
that on this occasion the
tabloids did make a crucial
difference.

But the fundamental rea-
son for Labour’s failure
cannot be explained by
either the spectre of Essex

the campaign at the PR
level. What Neil Kinnock
and his team failed to do
was convince the electorate

“that they offered a worth-

while alternative to the
Tories.

And all the slick market-
ing, triumphalist rallies and
soft-focus videos in the
world won’t persuade the
punters to buy a product
that they don’t believe it. A
lecturer in marketing from
Cambridge University drew
a cruel but apposite parallel
in this week’s Independent
on Sunday: “Business histo-
1y is strewn with expensive
marketing campaigns that
failed. One of the most
famous is Fords’ Edsel
which, although the most
hyped car to date when it
was launched in the 1950s,
flopped. Labour’s campaign
now joins it.”

So the tabloids may have
made some difference. But
not the crucial difference.

Cheltenham.

But the Liberal
Democrats were
laughing all the way to
the polling stations.

The Liberals already
have a record of racism

Brent East with a greatly
increased majority. It's a
pity we did not have a more
sensible candidate.
Livingstone learned his
“police conspiracy” mania
while working closely with

Falling into liberal ideas

the pariah section of
the backbenches.

which would you

;?\ Tower dl‘_lgrl:le'ts. and ?;:[7' Healy in the early themselves socially. more than what he discusses. first paragraph. “I wish I could
g r:-zlr candidate in s. Whilst recognising Whilst at school myself, bul- send my daughter to
eltenham, Nigel Summerhill’s inadequacies in A lies bullied, there was violence Summerhill”. This would be his
Jones, described S Neill’s “compromise”, what to animals from dissecting fish decision, not the child’s. Rather
himself as “the local we have to realise is that at pre-  to shooting cats. The difference  than accuse the press of liberal-
man”. No-one was in sent and in any foture society, was that we would do this ism (of which they are guilty) I
very much doubt what adults will and must take deci- befween ourselves, when no think Martin Thomas’s
he meant. sions for children. Within that, adult was around. When found approach to Summerhill falls
At least David Alton children need to thrive, chal- out by adults, we were repri- into liberal ideas.
(who was not allowed lenge, feel free and, above all, manded by a good shout right Every system of care, educa-
the TV by Liberal be happy. through to a bruising beating. tion and society is imposed on
on the Jy Libera Any Marxist parent, child care Looking back now, it wasn’t children without consent. As
Central Office} will worker or anyone who has an necessarily being told I was Marxists, we want a society
have some company on understanding of children’s wrong but the method with without abuse or.oppression

needs and development, will
understand the need, the

towards children, whether this is
through the family, with an open

responsibility which goes in P network to the egalitarian com-
PL ATF 0 R M placing boundaries and deci- Ei very _sysmm of ":a"'- munity which we want, or a
sl i Eaon sions upon children. Without education and society is community-based family where
S tistle softir ol the this, the r_:h]ld risks emotional F d hild responsibilities and care are
and physical harm. “ : ’mlg;’s’ on cil r,:” shared throughout the commu-
: = Whilst agreeing with some of 7 nity.
ﬂsu_lhllshmnm. Last 'w-'eak By Mark Nevill the philosophies of A S Neill s afn‘ PUNSN. A3 This is an important debate,
their nu;irets were g!::lng which enable children :; make  Marxists we want a something which has been left
away a free copy of the decisions empowering them- 7 i off the Marxist agenda for many
Daily Mail with every ; B selves and to have equal status s I_Wﬂ.follf abuse or years.
gl Mo b W with adults, what we saw at oppression towards Obviously Martin Thomas
ourth paragraph - “ merhill was o the 7 o wasn’t attempting to take on thi
1%H:fs'?da;:"'ts[ung§|::'s' m wish I could Sféll’l,l my above. el children... debate but, eﬁtﬁflg out with 25
ot e, A s petiuiidiod daughter to S!llllmfﬂll“ - con- Yes, some were highly articu- such an article, siding with the
C ey demans his article, “Summerhill  late and I was impressed by the ~ which I was made to correct my  outdated and now very much
to vote Lonservative. Is this at 70”. = conduct of the meetings. But ways. Directly after the decapi-  liberal ideas of Summerhill,
worth a seat in the Lords The vast majority of us can’t what I also saw, which Martin tating incident, where was the rather than with any serious
for Ronald McDonald? afford private education, be it Thomas didn’t, were unhappy criticism, who explained to the Marxist attempt to come to
Summerhill or a local prep children, potential violent, cruel  boys that what they did was terms with the oppressive family
school. But, with Summerhill, adults along with one or two cruel and violent? Will Martin unit and the ongoing abuse
he Bevil orthe The SWE blasi this isn’t the main issue. What spoilt brats. ; Thomas go out to the woods and  which occurs to children in our
deep blue sea — € playing at is, though, is the type of com- . The decapitating and bullying  teach his daughter similar acts?  society. This certainly doesn’t
being the Anti-Christ munity which enables children incidents which were arrogantly I think net. help the debate in a socialist

best to develop and empower

quoted by Martin Thomas, say

This then takes me back to my

paper.
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Toryism from under whose feet the
Thatcherite monetarist and free-
market certainties have been blown
away.

The true measure of what Kin-
nock is, even in his own reformist
terms, is found in the fact that he
did not even dare to pick up and
run with the banner of resurgent
Keynesianism — the old basis of
Labour’s post-war politics, now
undergoing a certain revival in
bourgeois circles as the monetarists
are discredited.

No: the labour movement has,
because of the Kinnockites, missed
a great opportunity to defeat the
chosen party of big business and
put into government the party still
based on the trade unions, and that
is a grievous failure: but it does not
leave the labour movement positive-
ly worse off than we were before the
election.

Politically, the Tories have been
forced into a degree of retreat. For
sure, the National Health Service is
not safe in Tory hands, but when
John Major, after the election, em-
phatically pledged that the Tories
would not scrap the NHS, he was
not only repeating the old lying
Tory denials of what they have
already done; he was also register-
ing, on behalf of post-Thatcher
Toryism, the massive public con-
demnation of Tory NHS policy.

If Labour’s leaders had any go in
them, they would now begin to
fight the next election by launching
a great single-issue crusade for the
National Health Service.

here now for the Labour
Wleft? Left-wing candidates

like Jeremy Corbyn, Bernie
Grant, and Dennis Skinner got ex-
ceptionally high swings in their
favour.

They proved that where left-wing
policies are advanced they can win
the support the right-wing second-
class Toryism of Kinnock failed to
win.

That is the proper lesson to be
learned from Labour’s defeat in the
election. The dominant forces in the
Labour Party will not learn that
lesson; they will use the election
defeat they have brought down on
our heads to argue for more of the
policies that brought defeat.

They will argue that Labour must
complete its transformation into a
continental-style “*social
democratic’® party, exclude the
trade unions from politics, commit
Labour irrevocably to Owenite
policies, and do everything to make
itself into a replacement for the
now-defunct SDP except adopt the
name. (And who can be sure even
about that, if they get their way?)

And what will the Labour left
do? The broad Labour left has been

nthusiastic
a n favour of it
b se it WC ne a bit of an
improvement in the s f
democratic representation that we
have now.
The labo
indeed launch a campaign fc
democracy. PR would be only a
small part of the campaign for a
comprehensive democratic reform
which the lab nt needs
of that
ublic
and the

freedom
of der
reform
an.
PR would be ¢

s in favour of

n would

arliaments,

crushed not only by the repressive
regime that Kinnock and his friends
have imposed on the party in recent
years with the banning of
newspapers such as SO — but also
by the great and paralysing wish in
the ranks of Labour and the trade
unions to get the Tories out at any
cost, and not to question what Kin-
nock says and does if only it works.
That mood has made honest rank-
and-file members of the Labour
Party, reluctantly and not without
heart-searching, endorse or vote for
the expulsions of socialists.

The election defeat will not
necessarily put an end to that mood
now, any more than it did in 1987.
It may even intensify it.

Yet the resignation of Kinnock,
and the offensive of the right wing
to pull the party further their way,
must reopen the question settled in
favour of Kinnockism in the mid-
'80s. The central question is: what
is the Labour Party? Where is it go-
ing?

Is it to cease being the party of
the labour movement and become a
mildly *‘left’’ depoliticised machine
— perhaps financed by the state, as
in so many FEuropean countries
political parties are — for electing
careerists to Parliament? Or will the
party, in the wake of its fourth elec-
tion defeat, take stock of itself?

our Party history suggests that

it will continue down the last
bitter stretch of the road on which
the renegade socialist Kinnock has
led it.

Many Labour Party leaders —
not only the Right, but also a sec-
tion of the “left” who have lost
confidence in the working class and
in Labour as a working-class party
— will argue that Labour should
make its central concern between
now and the next election a cam-
paign for Proportional Representa-
tion, coupled with a commitment to
coalition which will bind any future
“Labour’’ government to what its
Liberal coalition partners will ac-
cept.

Yet they may not prevail. The left
may be able to ensure that they do
not. We may be able to prevent the
tremendous historic defeat for
working-class politics that such a
transformation and destruction of
the old Labour Party would repre-
sent,

There is an important parallel
here. When in October 1959 Labour
lost its third General Election in a
row, the Party leaders round Hugh
Gaitskell decided to make Labour a
continental-style social-democratic
party. They immediately launched a
big campaign to purge it of all
vestiges of socialism. It looked like
nothing could stop them.

Then, slowly, the rank and file of
the party and the trade unions, even

Thc entire logic of recent Lab-

I, but an

PR? Yes, but not at any cost

s like t 9 Ap

Now some
eadership v
paign for PR

‘Don’t let the leaders

We must fight for the NHS. Photo: Paul Herrmann, Profile

trade union leaders, asserted
themselves against Gaitskell. They
refused to let the leaders gut the
party.

That can happen again, despite
the different situation the labour
movement finds itself in. It can be
made to happen.

Now is the time for the left to
reopen the whole series of questions
closed in the Labour Party for the
last five or six years. Tony Benn

“If Labour's leaders had
any go in them, they
would now launch a
crusade for the NHS.”

should stand for the leadership and
use the leadership contest to take
the campaign into the unions.

There are technical difficulties —
Benn would need the backing of 53
Labour MPs to stand — but they
are not insurmountable. The Left in
the Party should start now to argue
that we must challenge John Smith,
or whomever else the right wing
chooses as Party leader.

nd the hard left? The do-
Aminant mood on the hard
left now is to accept as an ac-
complished fact the complete loss

atter part
om Ma

where PR
Britain

Home
hun

gut the party’

the
elimination of mass trade-union-

of the Labour Party and

based albeit reformist —
working-class politics in Britain.

Every serious socialist for many
decades has argued for transcen-
ding and superseding the old mass
working-class politics, replacing the
structures created by the trade
unions at the beginning of this cen-
tury with a reorganised labour
movement that would consistently
and comprehensively pursue the
class struggles of the working class
and aim, by way of taking state
power, at the complete elimination
of the bourgeoisie. Only then, we
argued with tragic accuracy, could
the gains of the reformist working
class movement be made secure.

The transformation of the
Labour Party now aimed at by
some of its leaders is a transforma-
tion entirely in an opposite direc-
tion. That would be an unmitigated
defeat for the working class, a
tremendous historical setback.

The ‘“‘revolutionary’’ socialists
who can contemplate that with
either pleasure or resigned accep-
tance are hopeless sectarians, peo-
ple unable to relate to or deal with
the working class and the labour
movement as they really are. The
“‘revolutionary’’ triumphalism —
“we told you so”’ — with which a
sect like the SWP contemplates
what is happening to the Labour
Party conceals a paralysing
defeatism. Their refusal to do
anything more in the election than
mouth “vote Labour’ — for cat-
chpenny opportunist reasons of not
offending people — is based on the
same defeatism.

For more than a decade, SO has
repeatedly had to tell these people
that their real political ancestors —
whatever about their claims to be
“Trotskyists’* — are the ultra-left
Stalinists of pre-Hitler Germany,
whose super-‘‘revolutionary’’
refusal to taint themselves with any

connection with the Social
Democrats (“‘counter-
revolutionaries” as indeed they

were) implied, as Trotsky told
them, giving up on the struggle to
stop Hitler, and accepting in ad-
vance the inevitability of Nazi vic-
tory over the German workers,

For the entire period of That-
cherite rule, the ‘‘anti-Labour’’
socialists have masked a passive ac-
ceptance that nothing could be
done against the Tories with super-
revolutionary (and, of course, true)
self-righteous denunciations of the
iniquities of the Callaghan-Foot-
Kinnock Labour Party.

ATo

Serious Marxists do not give up
on the working class or on its mass
political movement like that.
Serious socialists do not tell
workers that nothing can be done
with the existing labour movement.
They tell them to struggle within
their own organisations. Those who
say ‘I give up”’ may build sects;
they will not help the working class
to emancipate itself from capitalist
ideas or reformist leaders and
organisations.

The lesson for the sectarian left,
even at this late hour, is: do not
abandon the mass labour move-
ment to those who will now try to
carry out the will of the ruling class
and complete the transformation of
the Labour Party! Join the Labour
Party! Those who do not share the
hardboiled sectarianism of the
SWP, but have let themselves be
driven out of the Labour Party in
disgust over the last period (and
many of them turned out to canvass
for Labour in the election) should
come back into the fight now.

for Workers’ Liberty will conti-

nue to advocate these ideas in
the trade unions and in the Labour
Party.

There is another central lesson to
be drawn from the condition the
labour movement finds itself in
now: the need for socialist educa-
tion and propaganda.

People do not become socialists
automatically, faced as they are
with the power of the bourgeoisie
and their Tory Party, and living in a
world dominated by institutions
and economic processes that con-
stitute an intense and persistent
form of “‘propaganda’ for accep-
tance of this capitalist society as the
normal and only possible society.
They need help. General socialist
education in the labour movement
is at its lowest ebb in decades. We
need to integrate activity in the
labour movement to promote the
immediate interests of the working
class with long-term explanation of
what socialism is.

The collapse of Stalinism, the
vacating of the field by many of
those who have misrepresented
socialism for so long, has cleared
the way for a resurgence of the real
socialism of Karl Marx, Frederick
Engels, Rosa Luxemburg, Lenin,
and Leon Trotsky.

The Alliance for Workers’ Liber-
ty exists to take that socialism into
the working class movement and
fight for it there.

For ourselves, we in the Alliance




By Jim Denham

rthur Harper, who died last

week aged 72, was a

emarkable man. For a
start, he must be the only per-
son in history to be best
remembered for having climbed
onto the roof of a public conve-
nience.

Of course, it was not just any
old public convenience: it was
the gentlemen’s urinal outside
the gates of Saltley coke depot
in Birmingham and Arthur was
putting it to good use as a podi-
um from which to oversee the
closure of those gates.

It was February 1972 and the
miners were on strike over their
pay claim against the Heath
government. The Saltley depot
was a crucial source of stock-
piled coke for industry and
flying pickets from Yorkshire
Area NUM had been attempt-
ing, with little success, to stop
scab lorries getting in and out.

The leader of the pickets, a lit-
tle-known Yorkshire NUM
official called Arthur Scargill,
appealed to the Birmingham
trade union movement for sup-
port: despite the indifference
(or hostility) of the national
union leaders, Scargill’s call
won a magnificent response
from the rank and file in
Birmingham.

Arthur Harper, president of
the East Birmingham AUEW,
was crucial to the success of
Saltley. He invited Scargill to
address the AUEW District
Committee which then put out
a call for a solidarity strike. In
addition, meetings were organ-

ised at all the major factories in
East Birmingham to ensure that
not only would the strike call be
answered but also that the strik-
ers would march on Saltley to
close the gates.

Close on 50,000 engineers

“Close on 50,000
engineers downed
tools on the allotted
day (10 February) and
a large proportion of
them marched on
Saltley... Wave after
wave of strikers came
over the brow of the
Saltley viaduct to
swell the mass picket.
Huge cheers and
chants of ‘Close the
gates!” went out as
each new body of
reinforcements
arrived.”

downed tools on the allotted
Thursday (10 February) and a
large proportion of them then
marched on Saltley. Those who
were present will never forget
the scene: wave after wave of
strikers came over the brow of
the Saltley viaduct to swell the
mass picket. Huge cheers and

Support from “left” trade union leaders like Jack Jones
contributed to the “success” of the Social Contract

:

chants of “Close the gates!”
went out as each new body of
reinforcements arrived.

The police soon gave up the
unequal struggle and the Chief
Constable of Birmingham
agreed to close the gates.
Strikers from Fort Dunlop
arrived just after the gates
clanged shut and changed their
chant to “Open the gates!”,
wanting the moment of victory
to be relived in their presence.

Scargill and Harper addressed
the assembled thousands from
the roof of that dilapidated toi-
let outside the gates and
claimed the Saltley closure to
be a historic victory for working
class solidarity. They were right:
despite TUC codes of conduct
and declarations of abhorance
of mass pickets by trade union
and Labour leaders, solidarity
action and flying pickets were
reaffirmed as the cornerstone of
effective working-class action by
the Saltley Gates closure.

rthur Harper remained
A?roud of that day and his
ole in it, for the rest of his
life. And he didn’t give a damn
about having stood on a toilet

The victorious battle for Saltley gates

The great days of the 70s — and why their victor

Arthur Harper
spirit of solide

to witness it.
The early 1970s were great
years for the British working

“Labour won the
election in 1974 at a
time of almost
unprecedented class
struggle and solely on
the backs of the
miners and other
groups of workefs
who had made Heath's
continuing rule
untenable.”

class. By every measure possible
- numbers, duration and quality
- the class struggle reached new
heights. In 1972 there were
more strike days than in any
year in British history except
1919 (a year considered by

many to have been a pre-rex
lutionary situation).

Apart from the miners’
cessful strike, there was also
biggest building workers’ st
ever (300,000 out over 2 week
the overtly political strike
free the five dockers jailed
defying Heath’s Industr
Relations Act, and even stril
in support of old age pensid
ers.

There was a slight lull in s
gle during 1973 (largely
result of the cowardice of o
cial leaders, notably the “le
leaders of the TGWU a
AUEW, Jack Jones and H
Scanlon), but by the start
1974 things had picked
again.

The second miners’ strike
the beginning of 1974
entirely illegal as it was a cla
for nearly double the gove
ment’s legally-binding p
norm. The Heath governms
had failed to impose
Industrial Relations Act if
series of key cases.

Because of the miners, {
goverment was forced
impose a general lock-d



es did not last

and the
rity

throughout industry - the three
day week - to save electricity.

Finally, Heath took the des-
perate gamble of calling an
election under the slogan “Who
rules Britain?” Labour won the
election at a time of almost
unprecedented class struggle,
and solely on the backs of the
miners and other groups of
workers who had made Heath’s
continuing rule untenable.

At first, the new Labour
administration (under Harold
Wilson) was obliged to tread
carefully. It immediately
repealed the Industrial
Relations Act and scrapped
statutory wage restraint.

However, by the end of 1974
the Wilson government had
produced the Social Contract -
an incomes policy that would
keep down wage settlements in
exchange for a vague and illuso-
ry set of commitments to
control prices, help the low-paid
and pensioners, and introduce
planning agreements with major
companies.

Central to the “success” of the
Social Contract was the support
it received from the TUC. And

central to TUC support was the
backing of prestigious “left-
wingers” like the Terrible Twins
Hugh Scanlon of the AEUW
and Jack Jones of the TGWU.
The Social Contract succeed-
ed (in the short-term) where

“How could the rank
and file militancy of
the early 70s lead to
four successive Tory
general election
victories ? Because
the labour movement
never developed
politics to match its
economic militancy.”

Heath had failed: in 1974 there
were 14.8 million strike days.
The following year it went
down to 5.9 million and in 1976
it was 3.5 million.

Working-class living standards
were attacked and the promises
to the low-paid and pensioners
were not fulfilled. Planning
agreements were nothing short
of a debacle: Chrysler simply
broke its agreement with the
government (after receiving
generous hand-outs) by selling
off all its British plants and the
goverment stood by and let
them get away with it: this was
the reality of trying to control
capitalism without challenging
the foundations of capitalist
power.

How was it that the fantastic
rank and file power of the early
“70s - the militancy that had
brought down Heath - could be
dissipated into the defeats,
demoralisation, and betrayal of
the Wilson/Healey/Callaghan
years of the Social Contract?

How could it lead to a Labour
Government so miserable that
it would be followed by four
successive General Election vic-
tories for the Tories? Because
the labour movement never
developed politics to match its
economic militancy. The prob-
lem still remains.

etween about 1971 and
1975 Arthur Harper was a

member of the
International Socialists - the
forerunner of today’s SWP.

In the late 1960s and early
“70s IS had made a big “turn to
the class” in an attempt to
respond to the rising tide of
class struggle by recruiting
leading industrial militants.
Arthur Harper was one of the
jewels in the IS crown during
this period: a former member
of the CP, convenor of Leyland
Tractors and Transmissions
plant and a leading AEUW mil-
itant, Arthur was an important
catch for IS.

Like many of the workers
who took part in the great
struggles of the early ‘70s,
Arthur Harper’s version of
socialism was essentially based
upon trade union “super-mili-
tancy”: the appeal of IS to such
people was that it supported
militant action at shopfloor
level more strongly than the
CP and provided a vague per-
spective of achieving socialism
(ultimately) via such means.

It was, at bottom, a syndicalist
approach summed up in Tony
Cliff’s description “do-it-your-
self reformism”.

A friend of Arthur Harper’s
remembers his negotiating
technique: “Arthur would
stride into the office, sit down
at the table in front of the
gaffers and read out the claim.
The gaffers would then start
bleating about how they
couldn’t possibly meet such
extreme demands, the compa-
ny’s profits wouldn’t allow it,
he’d have to come up with
something more realistic, and
so forth. Then Arthur would
simply turn his chair round and
stare out the window, saying
nothing. He’d just wait and
wait until the gaffers broke
down and started negotiating
on his terms.”

This is, of course, great stuff
and we could use a lot more of
it in these days of “responsi-
ble”, “moderate” trade
unionism. But for IS in the
early *70s, such militant trade
unionism was seen almost as
an end in itself. Little effort was
made to take worker militants
beyond the limits of trade
union consciousness and the
idea of raising demands (like
nationalisation under workers’
control) upon the incoming
Labour government of 1974,
was simply sneered at by the IS
leadership.

The major political force
behind the militancy of the
early ’70s, the Communist
Party, was even worse: like IS
they glorified “pure” trade
unionism and disdained to
intervene in the Labour Party.
Unlike IS, they were obsessed
with gaining official positions

Tony Cliff's IS made no attempt to offer militant workers
‘political answers

The failures of pure’
trade unionism

within the unions and staying
on good terms with “left” lead-
ers like Jones and Scanlon.

Between them, the CP and
the IS ensured that the best of
the militants who had led the
struggles ajf ainst the Heath
government, were left con-
fused, disorientated and
sidelined by the Wilson gov-
ernment. The CP couldn’t even
make up its mind to give full
support to workers who fought
the Social Contract (that would
have meant making a break
with Jones and Scanlon). The
IS was at least clear on oppos-
ing the Social Contract and
supporting all workers in strug-
gle, but they had no answers to
the new set of political prob-
lems posed by the Wilson
government.

“Pure” militancy was no
longer enough - if, indeed, it
ever had been.

Instead, Tony CIiff and the IS
leadership embarked upon a
grandiose scheme to transform
the IS into the Socialist
Workers Party, which would
eventually displace Labour as
the main political party of the
British working class(!). This
new turn involved a dramatic
change in IS’s approach to
trade union work: instead of

“IS let down a whole
generation of worker
militants by failing to
provide a coherent
political alternative to
the Wilson
government.”

operating within the existing
Broad Lefts, IS would strike
out on its own under the ban-
ner of the National Rank and
File Movement.

When, in 1975, the IS leader-
ship decided to run a candidate
against the Broad Left in the
AUEW elections (after IS
members had nominated the
Broad Left candidate), it was
the final straw for the majority
of IS’s industrial members.
Arthur Harper was one of
many who either resigned or
were expelled over the AUEW
affair. They attempted to form
a new organisation, the
Workers’ League, but this soon
collapsed. Most, like Arthur,
remained active inside their
unions and workplaces but
their commitment to organised
revolutionary politics was fin-
ished for ever.

IS let down a whole genera-
tion of militants like Arthur
Harper - first by pandering to
them and then by failing to
provide a coherent political
alternative to the Wilson gov-
ernment.

—_
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LENIN

Lenin on how the state is a machine of class rule

Labour’s leaders see
politics as a level playing-
field, giving equal chances
to Labour and to the
Tories. They assumed
that, with the Tories
making blunder after
blunder, Labour would win
as long as they avoided
blunders themselves.

But in truth the entire
structure of politics is
biased in favour of the
chosen parties of the rul-
ing class - in Britain, the
Tories. The State is not
neutral; it is a class state.
Labour can win elections —
let along change society —
only by campaigning
“against the grain” of
existing society.

Lenin explained the class
nature of the state clearly
and concisely in his pam-
phlet 7he State and
Revolution. This is the
first of a series of
extracts.

1. THE STATEAS A
PRODUCT OF THE

IRRECONCILABILITY OF
CLASS CONTRADICTIONS

hat is now happening to

Marx’s teaching has, in

the course of history,
happened repeatedly to the
teachings of revolutionary
thinkers and leaders of
oppressed classes struggling for
emancipation.

During the lifetime of great
revolutionaries, the oppressing
classes meted out to them con-
stant persecution, received their
teachings with the most savage
malice, the most furious hatred
and the most unscrupulous
campaigns of lies and slander.
After their death, attempts are
made to convert them into

harmless icons, to canonise
them, so to say, and to surround
their names with a certain halo
for the “consolation” of the
oppressed classes and in order
to dupe the latter, while at the
same time emasculating the
content of the revolutionary
teaching, blunting its revolu-
tionary edge and vulgarising it.
At the present time, the bour-
geoisie and the opportunists
within the working-class move-
ment concur in this “doctoring”
of Marxism. They forget, oblit-
erate and distort the
revolutionary side of this teach-
ing, its revolutionary soul. They
push to the foreground and
extol what is or seems accept-
able to the bourgeoisie. All the
social-chauvinists are now
“Marxists” (don’t laugh!). And
more and more frequently,
German bourgeois scholars, but
yesterday specialists in the anni-
hilation of Marxism, are
speaking of the
“national-German” Marx, who,
they aver, educated the workers’
unions which are so splendidly
organised for the purpose of
conducting a predatory war!

In such circumstances, in
view of the unprecedentedly
widespread distortions of
Marxism, our prime task is to
re-establish what Marx really
taught on the subject of the
state. For this purpose it will be
necessary to quote at length
from the works of Marx and
Engels themselves. Of course,
long quotations will render the
text cumbersome and will not
help to make it popular reading,
but we cannot possibly do with-
out them. All, or at any rate, all
the decisive passages in the
works of Marx and Engels on
the subject of the state must
without fail be quoted as fully as
possible, in order that the reader
may form an independent opin-
ion of the totality of the views of
the founders of scientific social
ism and of the development of
those views, and in order that
their distortion by the now
dominant “Kautskyism” may be
documentarily proved and clear-
ly demonstrated.

Let us begin with the most
widely read of Engels’ works,
The Origin of the Family,
Private Property and the State,
the sixth edition of which was
published in Stuttzart as far
back as 1894. We shall have to
translate the guotatipns from

Marx: the state is the product of irreconcilable class

contradictions

the German original, as the
Russian translations, although
very numerous, are for the most
part either incomplete or very
unsatisfactory. Summing up his
historical analysis, Engels says:

“The state is, therefore, by no
means a power forced on soci-
ety from without; just as litile is
it “the reality of the ethical idea,’
‘the image and reality of reason,’
as Hegel maintains. Rather, it is
a product of society at a certain
stage of development; it is the
admission that this society has
become entangled in an insolu-
ble contradiction with itself, that
it has split into irreconcilable
opposites which it is powerless
to conjure away. But in order
that these opposites, classes
with conflicting economic inter-
ests, might not consume
themselves and society in fruit-
less struggle, it became
necessary to have a power seem-
ingly standing above society that
would moderate the conflict and
keep it within the bounds of
‘order’; and this power, arisen
out of society but placing itself
above it, and alienating itself
more and more from it, is the
state.”

This expresses with perfect
clarity the basic idea of Marxism
concerning the historical role
and the significance of the state.
The state is a product and mani-
festation of the irreconcilability
of class contradictions. The state
arises where, when and to the
extent that class contradictions
objectively cannot be recon-
ciled. and, conversely, the
existence of the state proves
that class contradictions are
irreconcilable. It is precisely on
this most important and funda-
mental point that the distortion
of Marxism, proceeding along
two main lines, begins.

On the one hand, bourgeois
and particularly petty-bourgeois
ideologists, compelled under the
weight of indisputable historical
facts to admit that the state only
exists where there are class con-
tradictions and the class
struggle, “correct” Marx in such
a way as to make it appear that
the state is an organ for the rec-
onciliation of classes. According
to Marx, the state could neither
arise nor maintain itself if it
were possible to reconcile class-
es. According to  the
petty-bourgeois and philistine
professors and publicists it
appears that the state does rec-
oncile classes (very frequently
they benignly refer to Marx to
prove this!). According to Marx,
the state is an organ of class
rule, an organ for the oppression
of one class by another; it is the
creation of “order,” which
legalises and perpetuates this
oppression by moderating the
conflict between the classes. In
the opinion of the petty-bour-
geois politicians, order means
precisely the reconciliation of
classes, and not the oppression
of one class by another; moder-
ating the conflict means
reconciling classes, and not
depriving the oppressed classes
of definite means and methods
of struggle to overthrow the
OPPIressors.

For instance, when, in the

Why the system is bi

Kinnock couldn’t beat the Tories at their own game

revolution of 1917, the question
of the significance and the role
of the state actually arose in all
its magnitude as a practical
question demanding immediate
action and, what is more, action
on a mass scale, all the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and
Mensheviks immediately and
completely sank to the

“According to Marx, the
state is an organ of class
rule, an organ for the
oppression of one class by
another; it is the creation
of ‘order’ which legalises
and perpetuates this
oppression by moderating
the conflict between
classes.”

petty-bourgeois theory that the
“state” “reconciles” classes.
Innumerable resolutions and
articles by politicians of both
these parties are thoroughly sat-
urated with this petty-bourgeois
and philistine “reconciliation”
theory. That the state is an
organ of the rule of a definite
class which cannot be recon-
ciled with its antipodes (the
class opposite to it) is something
the petty-bourgeois democrats
will never be able to under-

stand. Their attitude towards
the state is one of the most
striking manifestations of the
fact that our
Socialist-Revolutionaries and
Mensheviks are not socialists at
all (a point we Bolsheviks have
always maintained) but
petty-bourgeois democrats with
near-socialist phraseology.

On the other hand, the
“Kautskyite” distortion of
Marxism is far more subtle.
“Theoretically,” it is not denied
that the state is an organ of class
rule, or that class contradictions
are irreconcilable. But what is
lost sight of or glossed over is
this: If the state is a product of
the irreconcilability of class con-
tradictions, if it is a power
standing above society and
“alienating itself more and more
from it,” then it is obvious that
the liberation of the oppressed
class is impossible not only
without a violent revolution, but
also without the destruction of
the apparatus of state power
which was created by the ruling
class and which is the embodi-
ment of this “alienation.” As we
shall see later, Marx very defi-
nitely drew this theoretically
self-evident conclusion as a
result of a concrete historical
analysis of the tasks of the revo-
lution. And - as we shall show
in detail further on - it is pre-
cisely this conclusion which
Kautsky has “forgotten” and dis-
torted.
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2. SPECIAL BODIES OF
ARMED MEN, PRISONS,

ETC.

tradistinction to the old

gentile [tribal or cian] organ-
isation, the state, first, divides its
subjects according to territory.

“Such a division seems “natu-
ral” to us, but it cost a
prolonged struggle against the
old organisation according to
clans or tribes.

“The second distinguishing
feature is the establishment of a
public power which no longer
directly coincides with the popu-
lation organising itself as an
armed force. This special public
power is necessary because a
self-acting armed organisation of
the population has become
impossible since the split into
classes.... This public power
exists in every state; it consists
not merely of armed men but
also of material adjuncts, prisons
and institutions of coercion of
all kinds, of which gentile [clan]
society knew nothing.”

Engels further elucidates the
concept of the “power” which is
termed the state, a power which
arose from society, but places
itself above it and alienates itself
more and more from it. What
does this power mainly consist
in? It consists in special bodies
of armed men which have pris-

Engels continues: “In con-

ons, etc., at their command.

We are justified in speaking
of special bodies of armed men,
because the public power which
is an attribute of every state “no
longer directly coincides” with
the armed population, with its
“self-acting armed organisation.”

“Every revolution, by
destroying the state
apparatus, clearly
demonstrates to us how
the ruling class strives to
restore the special bodies
of armed men which serve
it. and how the oppressed
class strives to create a
new organisation of this
kind, capable of serving
not the exploiters but the
exploited.”

Like all great revolutionary
thinkers, Engels tries to draw
the attention of the class-con-
scious workers precisely to that
which the predominant philis-
tinism regards as least worthy of
attention, as most habitual and
sanctified by prejudices that are
not only firmly rooted but, one
might say, petrified. A standing
army and police are the chief
instruments of force of the state

power. But can things, indeed,
be otherwise?

From the viewpoint of the
vast majority of Europeans at
the end of the nineteenth centu-
ry whom Engels was addressing,
and who had not lived through
or observed at close quarters a
single great revolution, things
could not be otherwise. They
completely failed to understand
what a “self-acting armed organ-
isation of the population” was.
To the question of why there
arose the need for special bodies
of armed men, placing them-
selves above society and
alienating themselves from it
(poliee and standing army), the
West European and Russian
philistines are inclined to
answer with a few phrases bor-
rowed from Spencer or
Mikhailovsky, by referring to the
growing complexity of social
life, the differentiation of func-
tions, and so forth.

Such a reference seems “sci-
entific,” and splendidly lulls the
man in the street to sleep by
obscuring the most important
and basic fact, namely, the split
of society into irreconcilably
antagonistic classes.

Were it not for this split, the
“self-acting armed organisation
of the population” would differ
from the primitive organisation
of a stick-wielding herd of mon-

keys, or of primitive man, or of

men united in clans, by its com-
plexity, its higher technique, and

sed against Labour

so forth; but such an organisa-
tion would still be possible.

It is impossible, because
civilised society is split into
antagonistic and, moreover,
irreconcilably antagonistic class-
es, the “self-acting” arming of
which would lead to an armed
struggle between them. The
state arises, a special power is
created - special bodies of
armed men; and every revolu-
tion, by destroying the state
apparatus, clearly demonstrates
to us how the ruling class strives
to restore the special bodies of
armed men which serve it, and
how the oppressed class strives
to create a new organisation of
this kind, capable of serving not
the exploiters but the exploited.

In the above argument,
Engels raises theoretically the
very same question which every
great revolution raises before us
in practice, palpably and, what is
more, on a scale of mass action,
namely, the question of the rela-
tion between “special” bodies of
armed men and the “self-acting
armed organisation of the popu-
lation.” We shall see how this
question is concretely illustrated
by the experience of the
European and Russian revolu-
tions. But let us return to
Engels’ exposition.

He points out that some-
times, for example, in certain
parts of North America, this
public power is weak (he has in
mind a rare exception in capital-
ist society, and those parts of
North America in its pre-imperi-
alist period where the free
colonist predominated), but
that, generally speaking, it grows
stronger:

“It [the public power] grows
stronger, however, in proportion
as class contradictions within
the state become more acute,
and as adjacent states become
larger and more populous. We
have only to look at our

Glossary

Kautskyism: Karl Kautsky
was known as the “Pope of
Marxism”. He was the leading
thinker in the Second
International 1889-1914 [the
first international organisation
of mass working class parties].
Author of numerous works of
Marxist theory including 7he
Foundations of Christianity and
The economic doctrines of Karl
Marx. He edited Marx's
Theories of Surplus Value.

Despite his valuable work in
presenting and popularising
Marx's = ideas, Kautsky also
helped introduce distortions
into the theories he
championed. He advocated a
radical reformist notion of “war
of attrition” rather than
revolution, and pointed to the
existing state as a vehicle for
socialist transformation.
Kautsky opposed the Bolsheviks
and pioneered a version of the
“state capitalist” analysis of the
USSR.

present-day Europe, where class
struggle and rivalry in conquest
have tuned up the public power
to such a pitch that it threatens
to devour the whole of society
and even the state.”

This was written not later
than the early nineties of the
last century. Engels’ last preface
is dated June 16, 1891.

The turn towards imperialism
- meaning the complete domi-
nation of the trusts, meaning the
omnipotence of the big banks,
meaning a grand-scale colonial
policy, and so forth - was only
just beginning in France, and
was even weaker in North
America and in Germany. Since
then “rivalry in conquest” has
made gigantic strides—especially
as, by the beginning of the sec-
ond decade of the twentieth
century, the whole globe had
been completely divided up
among these “rivals in con-
quest,” i.e., among the great
predatory powers.

Since then, military and naval
armaments have grown incredi-
bly and the predatory war of
1914-17 for the domination of
the world by England or
Germany, for the division of the
spoils, has brought the “devour-
ing” of all the forces of society
by the rapacious state power
close to complete catastrophe.

As early as 1891 Engels was
able to point to “rivalry in con-
quest” as one of the most
important distinguishing fea-
tures of the foreign policy of the
Great Powers, but in 1917, when
this rivalry, many times intensi-
fied, has given rise to an
imperialist war, the social-chau-
vinist scoundrels cover up the
defence of the predatory inter-
ests of “their own” bourgeoisie
with phrases about “defence of
the fatherland,” “defence of the
republic and the revolution,”
etc.

Social Chauvinism: Label for
those in the workers” movement
who rallied to their own ruling
class during the slaughter of
World War One.

Socialist Revolutionaries
(SRs): Radical populists
[advocates of “people’s” as
opposed to workers’
revolution], with mass support
amongst the Russian peasantry.
Split under the impact of the
Russian revolution with a
section of the left going over to
the Bolsheviks and the right to
the counter-revolution.

Mensheviks: Right wing of
the Russian Socialist movement.
They argued that the coming
anti-Tsarist revolution was to
be led by the bourgeoisie. The
role of the Marxists was to
defend working-class rights in a
revolution that must not
challenge capitalist property.
Only after a lengthy period of
capitalist development could the
struggle for workers’ power he
placed on the agenda.
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he Alliance for Workers’
TLiberly is launching a
campaign to renew and spread
the ideas of socialism.
The whole labour movement
desperately needs such a campaign.
Labour has been living off’
“inherited capital” for decades. The
official labour movement has done
nothing to argue for and educate
people in the basic ideas of
socialism.
For warkers even to vote Labour
- to vote for a labour-based
alternative to parties backed by the
ruling class and attuned to the
capitalist system - they must be
convinced in some way, to some
extent, of a socialistic “political

economy” of the working class” in
opposition to the profit-first
political economy of capital.

There is nothing automatic or
effortless about workers coming to
be convinced of that. Bread and
butter rebellion against capitalist
exploitation is built into the
system, and it generates the germs
of socialism; but much more is
needed to create an effective
socialist movement.

It took some 150 years of
argument, education and struggle
for the British working class to
move from its first trade union
battles to a majority working class
vote for even a pale-pink Labour
Party. The American working class
has not even made that step yet. In

After the election

next for the left?

Tuesday 16 April
AWL meeting, 7.30,
SCCAU

Wednesday 22 April

London AWL Forum.
7.30, Calthorpe Arms,
Grays Inn Road

Thursday 23 April

Brighton AWL meeting.
8.00, Unemployed Centre

Manchester AWL
meeting: 8.00,
Manchester Town
Hall. Speaker: John
0'Mahony

Nottingham LPS meeting:
7.30, International

Alliance for Workers” Liberty
Marxist dayschools

Saturday 25 April:

LONDON,
11.00-5.00.

For details,
'phone Mark on:
071-639 7967

BRIGHTON,
11.00-5.00,
Unemployed Centre
Saturday 9 May:

SHEFFIELD, details
from 071-639 7967

Organising
the left
‘Socialists in the
unions

SMTUC conference

Saturday/Sunday 18/19
July, Manchester Poly.
Details from 53a Geere
Road, Londeon E15

Wednesday 15 April,
1.30.

1

| 9540

London Labour Left

Quaker Centre, Euston

Campaign Group
conference

20 June, 11.00-5.00,
Leeds.

For more details,
contact 071-263

ORGANISING
AWL launches campaign for socialist renewal

Eastern Europe, workers who
struck and came on to the streets to
overthrow their rulers are now
supporting capitalist-oriented
governments.

The ruling ideas are normally the
ideas of the ruling class. The
people who own and control the
factories, the offices and the media
have hundreds of tricks and
gambits to hook working class
people to accepting the system.

Even today, in Britain, more
people say they want “socialism”
(however that is understood) than
want capitalism. That body of
support for the basic idea of
changing society was built up over
decades, through hundreds of
pamphlets, newspapers, meetings,

Community Centre
Thursday 30 April

Newcastle LPS
meeting. 7.30, Friends
Meeting House

Northampton AWL
meeting: 7.30, Royal Mail
Club

£8.000 for
Organiser

Thanks this week to
supporters in York, £50;
Sheffield, £69.53;
Nottingham, £15.13; and
North London, £15.00 in
fundraising.
Members of the Alliance
for Workers’ Liberty and
friends of Socialist
Organiser are raising
money and sending in
donations towards our
fund target. We aim to
raise £8,000 by the start of
July. We need the extra
money to:
@ pay an extra worker for
AWL;
® improve our
international links;
improve the quality of the
paper by buying further
new technology to help the
production of Socialist

leaflets and arguments.

For a long time now, the only
people who have done anything to
boost and expand that body of
support ~ to maintain, update and
spread the arguments for socialism
- have been the far left, through
newspapers like Socialist Organiser.
Official Labour has been parasitic
on what we have done; it relies on
a body of support for socialism, but
does not promote or arouse it.

The far left has been weak. A lot
of the work done to spread socialist
ideas has been compromised or
discredited by the collapse of
Stalinism in Eastern Europe,
because the socialists doing that
work had illusions, to one degree
or another, in the “socialist”
pretensions of the East European
systems. The “inherited capital” of
the labour movement is decaying.

‘We have to go back to basics. All
that the labour movement has built
and achieved over decades stands
on sand unless we have clear basic
ideas.

The AWL is contributing to
socialist renewal by:

@ our pamphlet, Socialists Answer
the New Right;

@ the debates on socialism with
Tories and right-wingers which we
have been running across the
country;

@ our summer school, Ideas for
Freedom, on 3-5 July.

Socialist

Organiser.

How our readers can help...
Socialist Organiser offers a
unique combination of
revolutionary socialism
from below with a serious
orientation to the mass
organisations of the
working class - the trade
unions and the Labour
Party. There must be no
retreat.

Socialist Organiser will play
an important role in the
coming months, holding
the Labour left and union
activists together against
the pressure from the right.
Why not help us? Make a
donation by sending
cheques/Postal Orders
(payable to “Workers’
Liberty”) to PO Box 823,
London SE15 4NA.

EYE ON THE

LEFT
By Anne Field

rry Fields’ campaign in
the Liverpool Broadgreen
constituency in the General
Election was based on the same
mixture of political dishonesty
and political incoherence which
Lesley Mahmood and her
managers concocted so
unsuccessfully in last year’s
Walton by-election:

Fields had originally been
democratically re-selected by
Broadgreen CLP to start again
as its candidate. In the run-up
to the General Election,
however, the Labour Party
NEC expelled him. He
therefore ended up standing as
a “Socialist Labour” candidate.

But this fact did not come
across in his election material
at all. His leaflets either
ignored the fact that he was an
independent candidate - or
gave the impression that he was
actually the Labour candidate!

The front cover of his
introductory leaflet, for
example, claimed to be
“Introducing your Labour
candidate Terry Fields”.
Another of his leaflets claimed:
“Stay with Terry Fields and we
will keep Broadgreen Labour...
When re-elected to Parliament,
Terry will vote with a Labour
government”.

A similar political sleight of
hand was evident in Fields’s
election posters. These
combined “Terry Fields” with
“Labour” or “Vote Labour”,
whilst “Socialist Labour” was
printed vertically down one side
of the poster in much smaller
lettering.

In an interview with the
Militant newspaper, Fields
claimed: “...We held a rally.
The rank and file of the labour
movement in Liverpool and
Broadgreen decided we should
stand and that I should be the
candidate.” In fact, the “rally”
of the “rank and file of the
labour movement” was a

Terry Fields election campaign:

Vote “Labour”?

meeting consisting of Militant
supporters and members of the
Socialist Workers Party.

So much for the political
dishonesty. Now for the
political incoherence. And of
that there was no shertage.

“We need a Labour
government. Everything is there
to be won but each seat will
count... We won this seat for
Labour in 1983 and 1987. Let’s
keep it like that... We need
unity to defeat the Tories”,
stated one of his leaflets.

But keeping Broadgreen a
Labour-held constituency
meant voting for Jane Kennedy
(the official Labour candidate),
not Terry Fields! And stressing
the importance of every seat
and the need for unity was ill at
odds with Fields’ decision to
stand in the first place.

“Forwards to a Socialist
Labour Government!” was a
recurrent slogan in Fields’
election material. But where
was this “Socialist Labour
Government” going to come
from? The only Labour
government on offer was a
Kinnock-led right-wing Labour
government.

Field’s election pitch was that
he was the hard-working, hard
done-by, Nice Bloke (all of
which is true) whe was standing
as some kind of Labour
candidate (which was not true).
Who supported Fields (apart
from Militanf)? Certainly, there
were areas in Broadgreen where
Fields enjoyed solid sapport.
The Socialist Workers Party
also supported Fields - but only
because they hoped to recruit
some of his canvassers!

The Liberal-Democrats
sought to boost Fields in the
hope that he would take enough
votes away from Labour to
allow their own candidate to
come up through the middle.

The decision of Militant to
support the candidatures of
Fields, Nellist and Sheridan
also marks a new stage in their
sectarian degeneration.
Militant could have been part
of the fight to return a Labour
government. Instead, they
chose to isolate themselves
from that fight by focussing
their attention on three
independent candidates.

private.

essentially “private”
Those who own the means of

of those who own nething but
their wer and set them
to work. At work they produce
more than the equivalent of
their wages. The difference

than £20,000 a year per worker)
exploitation of wage-labour by

capitalist society, it very heart-
beat.

Everything else flows from
that. The relentless drive for
profit and accumulation decrees
the judgment of all things in
existence by their relationship
of productivity and profitability.

the savage exploitation of
Brazilian goldminers, whose life
expectancy is now less than 40
years; the working to death - it

Ownership by a state which
serves those whe own most of
the means of production is also

production buy the labour power

(today in Britain it may be more
is taken by the capitalist. This is
capital, and it is the basic cell of

From that come such things as

is officially admitted by the
government! - of its employees
by advanced Japanese
capitalism; and also the
economic neglect and virtual
abandonment to ruin and
starvation of “unprofitable”
areas like Bangladesh and parts
of Africa.

rom that comes the cultural

blight and barbarism of a

society force-fed on

not to the development of
leisure and culture.

From it come mass
unemployment, the
development of a vast and
growing underclass, living in
ghettos and the recreation in
some American cities of the
worst Third World conditions.

From it comes the unfolding
ecological disaster of a world
crying out for planning and the
rational use of resources, but
which is, tragically, organised by
the its ruling classes around the
principles of anarchy and the

barbarous worship of blind and
humanly irrational market
forces.

From it come wars and
genocides; two times this
century capitalist gangs
possessing worldwide power
shave fallen on each other in
quarrels over the division of the
spoils, and wrecked the world
economy, killing many tens of
millions. From it comes racism,
imperialism, and fascism.

The capitalist cult of icy
egotism and the “cash nexus” as
the decisive social tie produces
societies like Britain now where
vast numbers of young people
are condemned to live in the
streets, and societies like that of
Brazil, where homeless children
are hunted and killed on the
streets like rodents.

From the exploitation of wage-
labour comes our society in
which the rich who with their
servants and agents hold state
power, fight a relentless class
struggle to maintain the people
in a condition to accept their
own exploitation and abuse, and
to prevent real democratic self-
control developing with the
forms of what they call

The politics of the Alliance for Workers

e live in a capitalist
world. Production is
social; ownership of the

social means of production is

democracy. They use tabloid
propaganda or - as in the 1984-
85 miners’ strike - savage and
illegal police violence, as they
need to. They have used fascist
gangs when they need to, and
will use them again, if

necessary.
gainst this system we seek
to convince the working
lass - the wage slaves of
the capitalist system - to fight

for m.

ism means the abolition
of wage slavery, the taking of
the social economy out of
private ownership into common
cooperative ownership. It means
the realisation of the old
demands for liberty, equality,
and fraternity.

Under socialism the economy
will be run and planned
deliberately and democratically:
market mechanisms will cease
to be our master, and will be cut
down and re-shaped to serve
broadly sketched-out and
planned, rational social goals.

‘We want public ownership of
the major enterprises and a
planned economy under
workers’ control.

The working class can win

reforms within capitalism, but
we can only win socialism by
overthrowing capitalism and by
breaking the state power - that
is, the monopoly of violence and
reserve violence - now held by
the capitalist class. We want a
democracy much fuller than the
present Westminster system - a
workers’ democracy, with
elected representative recallable
at any time, and an end to
bureauncrats’ and managers’
privileges.

Socialism can never be built in
one country alone. The workers
in every country have more in
common with workers in other
countries than with their own
capitalist or Stalinist rulers. We
support national liberation
struggles and workers’ struggles
worldwide, including the

of workers and
oppressed nationalities in the
ex-Stalinist states of Eastern
Europe and in still-Stalinist

China.

What are the alternatives
now? We may face new wars as
European and Japanese
capitalism confronts the US.
Fascism is rising. Poverty,
inequality and misery are

" Liberty

growing.

Face the bitter truth: either we
build a new, decent, sane,
democratic world or, finally, the
capitalists will ruin us all - we
will be dragged down by the
fascist barbarians or new
massive wars. Civilisation will
be eclipsed by a new dark age.
The choice is socialism or
barbarism.

Socialists work in the trade
unions and the Labour Party to
win the existing labour
movement to socialism. We
work with presently unorganised
workers and youth.

To do that work the Marxists
organise themselves in a
democratic association, the
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty.

To join the Alliance
for Workers’
Liberty, write to

PO Box 823,
London SE15 4NA




THE CULTURAL FRONT

Melanie Griffith, Liam Neeson and Michael Douglas

The worst film of '92?

Cinema

Belinda Weaver reviews
Shining Through

“Shining Through” couldn’t be

more of a turkey. We’re not
even half-way through 1992, but
“Shining Through” must be the
bummer of the year.

Remember the name David
Seltzer. He adapted and directed
this dud, so he’s the one to
blame.

“Shining Through” could have
made a good film. Set in
America and Berlin during
World War 2, the novel by Susan
Isaacs had pace and wit, and an
appealing heroine, Linda Voss.
Linda, a half-Jewish working
class girl, has a giant inferiority

If it had wings and gobbled,

Baclklash

Books

Rebecca van Homan
reviews Backfash by Susan
Faludi (Chatto and Windus,
£9.99)

n her book, “Bac =S
Faludi ts that wom
equality i myth,
nism's demand for it has provoked
a ‘cultural backlash’

She points out that the Ric
adoption of words such as ‘choice’
and ‘opportunity’ have had no
effect-on the lives of the majority
of women. Women still -only earn
around . 70% of men’s pay, with
hourly rates as a percentage of
men's at 73.8%.

complex, but through her dan-
gerous work spying for the OSS
(forerunner of the CIA) in
Berlin, she comes to feel she’s as
good as anybody else. She also
finds love.

Though the novel was a best-
seller, Seltzer junks most of it,
and replaces it with his own rub-
bishy plot. Characters are
randomly altered, events
changed, the plot made to
depend of two far-fetched coinci-
dences - reducing the story to
ludicrousness.

The finale, where Linda and
Ed, her OSS boss, escape from
Germany should be a rousing
scene. But Seltzer, obviously
reared on TV, drops the book’s
neat climax, and goes for a
shoot-out. By this stage, you're
ready to shoot him .

The character of Linda is utter-
ly trashed. She has one bristling
feminist moment early on, then
it’s downhill all the way. Seltzer

must hate his star, Melanie
Griffith. He presents her, in turn,
as a whiner, a dimwit and a
dishrag. She’s not even con-

“Shining Through /s a
joke, not a serious
film. With Linda
fleeing the Nazis in
evening gown and
stiletto heels, a more
apt title would be
Bimbo in Berlin. ”

scious at the end!

Seltzer never lets Linda show
the faintest trace of the brains
and competence she has in the
book. In Berlin, she’s so slow on

against feminism

widespread belief t
over thirty the b
g out. She quc

London's Infertility Ad
Centre, who states
that not until a v
36 is there any
in fertility. In fact in 1990, the fer-
tility rate for women d 30-39
years wi igher than 1980.

Faludi also pokes her finger at
the media) quoting the changed

plot of ‘Fatal Attraction” — from a
bout a-man
bilities i

n that requi
ve army of |
and ¢ ]
in the interests

~ontains some useful
comments 1 is worth reading,
but'th ewpoint of a middle
class journalist inevitably shines
through:

the uptake that she endangers
everyone she meets. In scene
after scene she’s dopey, paral-
ysed, the last person to catch on.
The role is unplayable, so it’s no
surprise that Griffith is appalling.
Not only does the camera not
love her, it’s actively seeking
divorce.

The film is so bad it’s almost
funny. No-one looks happy to be
in it. John Gielgud keeps waving
Linda away in horror, and
Michael Douglas, who plays Ed,
looks strained whenever Linda is
around.

What 1 can’t grasp is the men-
tality behind it. One queer
change in Seltzer’s placing of
Linda in the home of a nice,
soulful Nazi instead of the grub-
by little bureaucrat she was
supposed to spy on. Seltzer uses
Nazi Germany (Nazi Germany) as
a kind of neutral backdrop for
Linda to emote in front of, and
he doesn’t seem to realise that
he’s doing it. It’s all uncritical,
valueless: the Nazi parades are
just an excuse for dressing up.

In one of Seltzer’s invented
bits, Linda squeezes out a tear in
the wrecked basement where
captured Jewish relatives had
hidden, and the scene has no
weight to it, no emotional force
at all. You can tell Seltzer’s just
shoved it in for a quick tug at the
audience’s feelings, but it’s so
cheap and hackneyed you feel
turned off.

Most films about the Nazis pre-
sent them as bad. In “Shining
Through” the Nazi’s chief sin
seems to be that they scare
Linda.

“Shining Through” is a joke,
not a serious film. With Linda
fleeing the Nazis in evening
gown and stiletto heels, a more
apt title would be “Bimbo in
Berlin™.

If little green men came to
earth and made a film about a
woman finding herself by fight-
ing the Nazis, it might be like
“Shining Through”. You could
excuse them; they don’t know
the history. What’s Seltzer’s
excuse?
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Television
and
democracy

Television

Mick Ackersley looks at
the election coverage

ncient Greek city-state

democracy was direct

democracy. The citi-
zens would assemble, orate,
and vote directly on every
big issue (with slaves, for-
eigners, and women
excluded).

We, of course, elect repre-
sentatives. They meet, orate,
and vote. How they vote
bears no direct relationship
to how their constituents
might vote on that issue at
that moment. A whole litera-
ture exists to laud, expound,
and justify the idea that the
MP is not a direct represen-
tative, but a free agent
subject only to possible
reprisals at the next election.

And yet it cannot be long
now before it is technically
feasible to have a system of
direct democracy in which
the people, even of a country
the size of Britain, could, so
to speak, “assemble”
through TV electronics, lis-
ten to arguments, and vote
on each major issue as it
arises.

That might be a better use
for TV than the way it is
used now! Endless chatter
and speculation around
selective “mock elections”
(opinion polls) and their
interpretation, investigation,
and extrapolation, occupied
a vast amount of TV time
during the election cam-
paign. The fact that they
mostly got it all wrong
emphasises how useless it
all was, but it would still be
a wasteland even if they had
managed to predict accurate-
Iy the real vote on 9 April.

What the chatter, and the
chatter about chatter, does to
the “democratic process” I
do not know; but there is
something feverish and
unreal about politics on TV,
as the “experts” chatter,
something hysterical even.

One of the few refreshing
things I saw on TV during
the election was Sir
Peregrine Worsthorne on
Newsnight laying into the
other pundits and accusing
them of setting hares run-
ning just to be able to chase
after them. He pointed out
that two months ago they
said that Labour had no
chance and now, because
Labour had won only 40
extra seats, they go on that it
is “finished”.

TV, which could provide
the technical means to
extend democracy, has
become a means for smoth-
ering and numbing all real
political debate.
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DISCUSSION

Scottish
is here to stay

On 3 April the Scottish
National Party failed to
win seats, but did gain
votes. Now we face
another five years of a
Tory government refusing
the Scottish home rule
demanded by a big and
stable majority in
Scotland. How should
socialists respond? Jim
Kearns discusses the
issues.

n the face of it, the lines of

political demarcation are

clearly drawn. The Tories
defend the Union and offer no
change to the present constitu-
tional arrangement. The Labour
Party and the Liberal Democrats
promise a Scottish Parliament,
with tax raising powers, in line
with the proposals of the
Constitutional Convention.

The Scottish National Party
(SNP) stands for full political
independence within the EC.

Although the national
question has had a long and
chequered history in Scottish
politics, this is unprecedented.
In one recent poll, 50 per cent
preferred independence in
Europe'and a further 26 per cent
supported a devolved Scottish
Assembly.

Consistently, over the last
three years, over 80 per cent of
the Scottish people have
supported some form of
constitutional change.

This represents a sea-change
in attitude, particularly among
the working class.

The thirteen years of Tory
rule have taken their toll on the
lives of working class people in
Scotland, as they have on the
working class in the rest of
Britain. The  traditional
industries of shipbuilding, coal,
car-making and steel have been
decimated. Whole areas have
been devastated by consistent
unemployment levels of 20 per
cent and above.

The introduction of the Poll
Tax in April 1988, one year

Alex Salmond

earlier than in England and
Wales, reinforced working class
discontent.  The economic
upturn of the mid-1980s largely
by-passed Scotland.

There has been some
development of new technology
and service sector industries, but
they have brought few jobs.

This picture of economic
decline is not peculiar to
Scotland. It has been replicated
in Tyneside, Liverpool, etc.
What is peculiar has been the
effect on the political
consciousness of a very large
majority of the Scottish working
class.

The rise of nationalism is the
end product of a process of
accumulation over a decade
long:

The Tory vote in Scotland
has remained at around 20-25
per cent since 1979. The general
view of the Tories as an English-
based party inflicting devastation
on Scotland has generated a
political crisis of popular
representation.

There has been a lot of
flatulence talked about what
constitutes Scotland as a nation,
oppressed or otherwise.
However, the overwhelming
majority of Scottish people
regard Scotland as a nation.
They genuinely see themselves
as politically disenfranchised.

Whether this represents a
form of national oppression is
largely irrelevant: it is a fact to
be reckoned with.

ince the mid-1980s the

Scottish Labour Party has

completely swung behind
the demand for a Scottish
Assembly. The reasons for this
have been varied, some less
“honourable” than others, but
one has been the dissatisfaction
of a large section of the Scottish
labour bureaucracy at being
denied any real political power.
The Labour Party has
consistently won a large majority
of seats in Scotland, only to be
denied power at Westminster.

And the Labour leadership
has been forced to respond to
the groundswell of nationalist
feeling.

Labour’s proposal,
formulated within the cross-class
Constitutional Convention, is
for a Scottish Assembly with
tax- powers and control
over ti separate Scottish
educational and legal systems.

What was once a powerful
left in the Scottish Labour Party,
organised in the LCC, has now
disintegrated, sharing a
consensus with the right on the
Scottish Assembly but with
more emphasis on women’s
representation in the new
Parliament.

A section of the old LCC
formed Scottish Labour Action
(SLA). SLA was to the left of
LCC in their initial response to
the Anti-Poll Tax campaign; but
what most distinguishes them
now is a more nationalist bent in
political thinking and
orientation.

The old anti-devolutionist
current in the Scottish Labour

The introduction of the poll tax in Scotland one year earlier than in England and Wales reinforced
working-class discontent

Party, which had been quite
powerful, has now completely
disappeared.

This overall picture has been
replicated in the Scottish trade
union movement.

Even Militant, not known for
their political sensitivity, have
undertaken a “Scottish turn”.
Scottish Militant Labour's
demands include an elected
Scottish Assembly with the
peculiar proviso that it should
have the power to nationalise

“The leadership of the
Scottish labour
movement must bear a
hefty part of the
responsibility for the
resurgence of
nationalism. Its craven
capitulation to the
Tories for over a
decade has led directly
to a situation in which
the SNP is now a
serious contender in
Scottish working-class
politics.”

the economy. They also call for
Scotland to. . be made
“ungovernable” if the Assembly
is not granted.

Within the SNP there has
been marked change over the
last decade. The old “Tartan
Tory” party of Donald Stewart is
a thing of the past. On paper the
SNP is by far the most radical of

the major parties, well to the left
of the Scottish Labour Party on
a whole number of issues,
including Ravenscraig, the Poll
Tax and disarmament.

The SNP has targeted the
working-class communities that
are the basis of Labour’s
support. Their two-pronged
strategy of independence in
Europe and radical populism is
proving increasingly attractive to
working class youth, in
particular.

ow should Marxists
Hrespond? There is a

national question in
Scotland. Nationalism has
reshaped Scottish politics. There
is absolutely no point in
ignoring its existence and
hoping that it will go away. It
won’t.

The leadership of the Scottish
labour movement must bear a
hefiy part of the responsibility
for the resurgence of
nationalism. Its craven
capitulation to the Tories for
over a decade, in local
government, the miners’ strike,
Caterpillar, the Poll Tax,
Ravenscraig, etc. has led directly
to a situation in which the SNP
is now a serious contender in
Scottish working class politics.
All this accepted, it is not
sufficient merely “to expose the
leadership”, or say “we told you
S0

The Marxist response must
be to advocate consistent
democracy. What this means in
practice is support for some
form of Scottish Parliament. The
powers of that Parliament must
be decided by Parliament itself.
It should be elected on the basis
of proportional representation,
preferably a variant of the
Additional Member system.

The next Labour

Government should carry out its
commitment to initiate the
elections for a Scottish
Parliament as a matter of
priority. It should also hold a
referendum on the national
question, the options being
independence, a Scottish
Assembly or the status quo.

or Marxists, class is central.

Against the nationalists, we

must argue for the
maximum unity between
Scottish and English workers.

The SNP solution, stripped of
its radical pretensions, is a
reactionary nationalist pipe-
dream of cross-class unity on the
basis of oil revenues. It is
fundamentally a project for
Scottish capitalism in which they
attempt to tie in the working
class on the basis of hostility to
the English. The first victim of
an attempted restructuring of
Scottish capitalism would be the
Scottish working class itself.

With the ongoing integration
of European capitalism, it is
absolutely imperative that the
British labour movement
defends what unity it has, and
attempts to forge new links
across the whole of Europe. A
victory for nationalism would
seriously weaken the power of
the labour movement both in
Q- ,tland and in the rest of
critain. ‘

A Scottish Parliament may be
merely the first stage in the
nationalist logic towards
independence. However, to
oppose the democratic demand
here and now for a Scottish
Parliament would merely fuel
nationalism. The future is
fought out on the terrain of the
class struggle, and Marxists must
continually assess and reassess
that terrain if we are to address
ourselves to political reality.
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Tube workers: fight

now or go under

By a Central Line guard

e Tories had a lot to

I celebrate on Thursday

night and so did their
cronies, the Tube bosses.

Even before the election
management had come up with
the Company Plan - a blueprint
for massive job cuts, huge
“productivity” changes and
virtnal derecognition of the
Underground unions. The Tory
victory will give an already
arrogant management a big
boost in confidence while Tube
workers are going to feel gutted.

Management will expect us
to roll over and let them walk all
over us. Well maybe we can still
teach them a lesson.

The strategy of both the
RMT and ASLEF head offices
so far has been to sit back, “not

rock the boat” and wait for a
Labour government, when John
Prescott would lead us into the
promised land - it was never
going to happen and it is
definitely not happening now.

This election has really
shown the uselessness of “New
Realism” in the Labour Party
and unions. The only way to
defend the interests of working
people is by us, the working
class, mobilising ourselves to do
s0 - no saviour is going to come
down from on high at Walworth
Road or Unity House to do it for
us.

So where do we go from
here?

The RMT ballot is starting
on the 20th April. We're going
to have an uphill battle now,
however. The first step in the
fightback is to pull out all the

INDUSTRIAL

stop between now and then to
push for the biggest “yes” vote
we can get. The mood of the
Tubeworkers is not simply one
of demoralisation - it is one of
anger. We have to key into that.

ASLEF and TSSA members
must force their leaderships to

“Management
will expect us to
roll over and let
them walk all
over us. Well,
maybe we can
still teach them a
lesson.”

call ballots now - anything less
will be as good as giving in. Our
strength lies in our unity and
our challenge to the national
union leaderships and Tube
bosses.

Defend lan Murch! Resist the cuts! Throw out SATs!

Issues at NUT conference

By Liam Conway, Notts
NUT

e Tory election victory
I gives the left plenty to think
about going into this year’s
NUT conference.

Education faces further cuts
and staff redundancies. Local
Authorities all over the country
are being forced to make budget
cuts as a result of grant
reductions and Tory pell tax
capping.

Press reports suggest that
sackings will result, and
conditions of service will be
further undermined. Class sizes
are already rising, and will rise
further if this year’s cuts are not
resisted. Teacher non-contact
time will be reduced at a time
when teachers are under
increasing pressure from the
Tory National Curricnlum,
Appraisal and implementing
SATs.

The Tory election victory will
undoubtedly make it difficult to
raise the morale of the
members. But, given the scale of
cuts this year, and given that the
Tories now threaten to
dismantle the whole state
education service through their
opt-out proposals, nothing short

of a crusade is now needed to
defend a free and adequately
resourced education system.

Annual Conference is the
first opportunity to raise the
temperature. The old “wait for
Labour” line of the Broad Left
has a hollow ring when set
against five more years of the
Tory axe. But with a majority of
only 21, neither will they be able
to claim that the government is
too strong to gain concessions
from.

Our ability to resist the
whole Tory privatisation
programme will depend a great
deal on the level of resistance to
the more immediate threas of
cuts and redundancies, and the
farther imposition of SATs.

Already there is not enough
money in local authority budgets
to meet even the standstill needs
of schools. We shoald argue for
a programme of action to resist
redunancies, increases in class
size and reductions in non-
contact time. This action should
be co-ordinated on a national
basis to defend current
conditions of service, and not
simply school or LEA-based
resistance. The union already
has fine policies on all these
issnes - it’s time they were
implemented.

CPSA pay: time

By a London civil
servant

he reaction of civil servants
to the re-election of the
Teories must be to fight,

fight, fight! Not to do so would
give the Tories the green light
to push through their plans to
privatise 90% of the Civil
S ;

1¢e introductio of Agencies
laid the foundations. Now the
Tories are threatening to break
up national pay bargaining by
devolving pay to individual

Ag ies and Departments.
Such a move will not only
threaten the jobs, wages and
conditions of civil servants. It
will mean the break up and
consequent weakening of our
unions.

Pay negotiations for 1992
will begin again now the
electiol over. The leaderships
of the two main civil service
unions, CPSA and NUCPS,
who for most of the last 13
vears have argued “we can win
nothing from the Tories”, look
sel to continue this tradition.

In particular, the right-wing
so-called “Moderate™ CPSA
Executive have made it clear

The boycott of SATs was
rejected by members last year;
not surprisingly, given that the
leadership campaigned for a
“no” vote. But the old argument
that doing SATSs will prove how
bad they are has been a
disastrous failure. It has allowed

“Our ability to
resist the whole
Tory education
privatisation
programme will
dpend on the level
of resistance.”

the Tories to use the SATS’
results to peddle a whole range
of other reactionary ideas,
including making the SATs even
more educationally unsound and
publishing the results. The
Tories will now think they have
a mandate to rush ahead with
SATSs at all levels of schooling.
Boycotting SATs is the only
way to stop these Tory plans.
The evidence suggests that
members would have supported
a boycott last year if it had been

to fight

they will not lead a fight to
secure a decent rise and protect
nationally negotiated pay.

Activists may feel
disheartened by the election
result, but must fight even
harder to force our leaderships
1o ballot for strike action over
pay. We need to build the

yint union Pay Action
Committees and launch them in
areas where they do not yet
exist.

We need {o reject any
shoddy pay deal and argue for
the only way (o beat a confident
Tory government on pay -
strike action across the Civil
Service.
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Two fights that must be won

Armthorpe: test case for NUM

election, then we will all

be outside private
contractors”. That’s what
Yorkshire miners’ leader Ken
Homer told a packed meeting of
Armthorpe NUM the weekend
before the election.

He was explaining why he
and the rest of the Yorkshire
leadership wanted to wait until
after the election before
proceeding with an area-wide
ballot in support of the
Armthorpe men.

The issue is opposition to the
use of outside contractors at
Armthorpe.

Obviously, the area leaders
hoped that the election of a
Labour government wounld
strengthen the ability of miners
to resist British Coal’s attacks.

That has not happened. Now
miners must either fight back or
surrender to a final crazed Tory
offensive. Remember, Major’s
maniacs at British Coal are
prepared to see the namber of
pits fall to 10!

'llf Labour don’t win this

organised in advance and had
the full backing of the union.

We should call on the
government to abolish SATs and
warn them that a boycott will
follow if this is not done by
January 1993. This strategy
gives plenty of time to mobilise
the members for action and
demonstrates to the government
the strength of feeling amongst
teachers about the damaging
nature of these tests.

Sadly, it looks as if the
leadership will continue its “do
nothing” strategy. In fact, two
recent events confirm that they
are currently seeking to
entrench their hold on the union
and block any attempts to mount
a serious campaign of resistance
to the Tories.

Firstly, they have stitched up
this year’s confernce business.
Motions containing any hint of
action have been split so that the
action part appears in a separate
section tucked away at the back
end of conference. This has
been done without the
knowledge of the local
associations who submitted the
motions. Last week the High
Court ruled that this is against
the rules of the union, but the

leadership will still try to force
the changes through conference.

Now, breaking rules should
normally lead to disciplinary
action. Bizarrely, the right wing
are now seeking to discipline
the left-wing Treasurer-elect
Ian Murch for using a TV
programme to restate the
platform that won him the
election - namely that the union
faces financial bankrupicy, and
McAvoy et al are to blame.

The action could lead to his
suspension from office, or even
expulsion from the union.
These charges must be dropped,
and all the left must be in the
forefront of ensuring that they
are.

So there is plnty for the lefi
to unite around going into this
conference. Fight the cuts,
boycott the SATS, restore
conference business, and
defend Ian Murch. Recent
evidence shows that we can win
on all four counts.

The NUM branch at
Armthorpe has already leafletted
the majority of pits in Yorkshire,
calling for support in the ballot
for selective industrial action.

What’s needed now is a little
more activity and drive from the
area leadership along the same

lines.

If this doesn’t materialise,
then some activists fear that
local management will do
everything they can to break the
action at Markham Main before
the area ballot for selective
industrial action.

Jones the genes

-I.ES HEARN'S

SCIENCE

COLUMN

lectures were entitled

“The Language of the
Genes” and were delivered
by geneticist Steve Jones
of University College,
London.

His clear commonsense style
has made him a minor broad-
casting star, extending even to
an appearance on “Desert
Island Discs” (his luxury item
was the stuffed body of
Kenneth Clarke!).

His first lecture took as its
theme the idea that, like fos-
sils and, in another sense,
myths, our genes are a mes-
sage from our past. But the
message is not a direct one -
evolution has resulted in the
existence of billions of differ-
ences between ourselves and
other organisms, such as the
whale, the tomato and the
flea, that share a common
ancestor.

Understanding and inter-
preting the message of the
genes required not only accep-
tance of the Darwinian theory
of evolution but also a knowl-
edge of the mechanism by
which it operates. This is that
chance changes in the genes
are acted on by the pressures
of the environment. A benefi-
cial change will tend to be
preserved and passed on while
a harmful one will tend to be
lost. Where a change has no
effect, it may survive or not as
a matter of chance. If, as
sometimes occurs, a change
has both beneficial and harm-
ful effects, a balance will arise
in population.

In the infancy of genetics,
geneticists were frequently
expected to be able to pro-
nounce on what was good and
bad for human populations.
Governments as diverse as
those of the USA and Nazi
Germany used half-digested
genetic ideas to try to restrict
the freedom of people to
reproduce.

Modern geneticists are more
modest. Many are now
engaged in the project to com-
pletely map and sequence the

Last year’s BBC Reith

human genetic code, and task
that Jones describes as “stupe-
fyingly tedious”. The DNA in
the average human would
reach to the Moon and back
8000 times. The sequencers
only have to analyse the DNA
in one cell though. This
amounts to about 6 feet of a
code written in four letters.
the result will be a book con-
sisting of 3000 million letters,
each being either A,G, T or C.
With luck, these may be
organised into three letter
words and, with a bit more
luck, may be related to the
specific proteins coded for. In
any event, the code book will
amount to what Jones calls
the “most boring book every
written: the equivalent of]
around a dozen copies of the
collected works of Sigmund
Freud - which itself fills 24
solid volumes.”

Genetics has taught us that
we are more different than
previously thought pessible.
On average, two people differ|
by on eDNA letter per thou-
sand. The incredible number
of DNA letters per cell means
that there are about 3 miilion
differences between these
people. And yet we are far
more similar than thought
possible - 99.9%! On the other
hand, were are only 98% simi-
lar to chimpanzees.

Studying the pattern of dis-
tribution of various genes can
tell us a lot about our origins.
Different variants of the sickle
cell gene in black American
populations tell us that slaves
in South Carolina came from
Gambia while those in
Virginian came from Biafra. In

“Evolution has
resulted in the
existence of billions
of differences
between ourselves
and other organisms,
such as the whale,
the tomato and the
flea, that share a
common ancestor.”

addition, modern black
American populations contain
a significant proportion of
blood cell genes of European
origin. Similarly, genetic anal-
vsis shows that virtually all
white South Africans have
some black ancestors.

The distribution of certain
genes inherited only from the
mother shows that in the past
women have tended to stay
near where they were born
while men tended to move
around more.

Jones also shares with us the
secret of maleness - it is a
gene starting “GAT AGA
GTG AGG CGA....” and so
on for 240 letters! It doesn’t
seem that important.
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Attend Workers’ Liberty

Socialist ideas
for fre

orkers’ Liberty ‘92

three days of

ocialist debate - is
set for Friday 3-

unday 5 July at
Caxton House,
Archway, North
London.

The discussions at

® Three courses will
introduce various
aspects of Marxism:
Marxist economics,
classic Marxist

ritings, everyday
guestions which
Marxism can answer.

® A fourth series of

We discuss the politics
needed to defeat the neo-
Nazis

the lessons of the rise of
fascism during the 1930s
in Germany, ltaly and
Spain. We must learn from
our defeats in the 1930s in
order to stop the current
rise of Euro-fascism.

@® Socialists from
France and Germany
will talk about the
policies which are
needed to defeat the
neo-Nazis.

® The Israeli socialist
Michel Warshawsky will
be speaking about the
crisis in the Middle East

@ The Alliance for
Workers’ Liberty will
host a debate about
the nature of Stalinist
states which will
include a contribution
from Hillel Ticktin.

921

debate the Alliance for

relationship between
Leninism and Stalinism.

Top-up tuition fees and voluntary membership threatened:

Students must resist

Tory attacks

nationalism,
pornography, the way
to solve the
environmental crisis.

@ Robert Service will

Workers' Liberty on the

For more details,
‘phone Mark on
071-639 7965.

® Other head-to-
head debates will take
place on: Scottish

Workers’ Liberty "92 ticket offer

cheque/Postal Order
(payable: “Workers'
cheaper. Liberty”) to: Workers’
This month, the Liberty 92, Alliance
three day event costs: for Workers’ Liberty,
£14 (waged); £10 PO Box 823, London
(students and low- SE15 4NA.
waged): £6 (unwaged).
(Saturday-Sunday
only: £12; £8; £5).
For your ticket, send

During April,
tickets are

b ranch.

By Janine Booth

F 1 | on’t mourn, organ-
Dise!” is an often used
slogan in the labour
movement. That should be our
approach now in the student
movement. The Tories are set
to carry on with their counter-
revolution in education, but we
can beat them back!

The occupations and rent
strikes last year, and the national
demonstration in February
showed that there are tens of
thousands of students willing to
take action to defend education.
‘We must organise them to resist
the new Tory offensive.

In their manifesto the Tories
gave few pointers to future
plans. The five paragraphs on
higher education boasted that
students received 30% more
money from government under
the loans package. They forgot
to mention that students can’t
claim the dole or housing bene-
fit during the summer! In fact,
the Tories plan to pile on the
financial burden.

“In the difficult period
ahead, NUS will need a
leadership that can
organise a fightback.”

‘om your

Students are likely to face the
immedate threat of “top up”
tuition fees, where students are
expected to pay a portion of
their course fees. If higher edu-
cation colleges or the
government say they are going
to introduce top up fees, NUS
should call a wave of rent strikes
and occupations.

The break up of NUS is also
back on the agenda as “volun-
tary membership” becomes an
issue. A large number of back-
bench Tories have long
supported the end of what see
as the last closed shop. (When a
college affiliates to NUS, all its
students automatically become
members).

This week (13-16 April), the
National Union of Students is
holding its main conference of
the year. Left Unity is looking to
wrest control away from the
Kinnockite National
Organisation of Labour
Students (NOLS). Headed by
current Women’s Officer Janine
Booth for President, Left Unity
is running a full slate for the
National Executive Committee.

In the difficult period ahead,
NUS will need a leadership that
can organise a fightback. The
“wait for Labour” strategy now
no longer holds. The choice is a
clear one: either resist or com-

ply.

Left Unity is proposing a third
term mass lobby of parliament,
backed up with other actions, to
force the Tories to reintroduce
benefits over the summer holi-
days. We will be arguing for an
orientation to the labour move-
ment and to fight the Tories
within the student movement
and for the building of a rank
and file organisation that can
beat the Tories.

Don’t mourn, organise!

More on students, page 2



