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HIGK OUT
REAGANS
[ERROR

WILL the US be satisfied with the blood-letting in Libya last
week? Maybe not. There is now talk of a second strike at
Libya.

Reagan’s indiscriminate slaughter of women and babies
from the air has not quelled the Libyan people or their leaders,
It has merely angered and embittered them, and provoked
them to vow to hit back with any weapon they can lay their
hands on. So the US will have to choose either to back off or
send in the bombers once more.

Reagan’s ‘war against terrorism’ is in reality a war against
the peoples of the Middle East and of the ‘Third World® in
general.

Reagan’s murderous allies the Tories, and other European
governments, are now looking for alternative, peaceful, and
less provocative ways of punishing Libya. They have decided
to hit at Libya through economic and other sanctions.

But if mad dog Reagan wants to blitz innocent civilians
again — in Tripoli, or in Beirut — he can be sure that his British
Tory stooges will still be willing to lend a helping hand.

US bases in Britain are part of the war machine of Western
imperialism. The bombing of Libya puts the lie to the idea
that US bases, or NATO as a whole, are merely ‘defensive’ and
there to ‘keep world peace’. NATO is a murderous military
alliance whose most powerful section, the USA, is now led by
people who are willing and able to unleash & foreign war in
order to gain a political advantage at home.

The British government — and the British/military — are as
imperialist and bloodthirsty as the Americans, with a long
history of colonialism behind them. The presence of US bases
in Britain reflects the commitment of the Tories to NATO.,

But who controls those bases? The Tories claim there is
joint control. Don’t believe them! In any serious war crisis the
decision whether Britain would be at peace or war would be
taken by the government in Washington.

The labour movement needs to campaign for the removal of
all US bases from British soil, and for the complete withdrawal
of Britain from NATO. Neil Kinnock has said that a future
Labour government would evict the American bases ‘within a
month’ of taking office. The labour movement must make sure
that he keeps his word.

Just one of the arrests after police attacked last Satur
attack on Libya. Photo: Ian Swindale.

Madman

day’s demonstration against Reagan’s

Happy
Birthday

A Loyal Address from
the editorial boards of
Tribune, Marxism Today,
and Socialist Organiser
on the 60th birthday of
our Sovereign Lady,

Her Majesty Queen
Elizabeth |1

See page 2.




Long

A loyal address on the
occasion of Her Majesty’s
60th Birthday, issued joint-
ly by Socialist Organiser,
Marxism Today and the
Tribune.

It 15 widely assumed that
socialists are automatically
opposed to the monarchy and
in favour of a Republic. In
view of the current celebra-
tions of Her Majesty the
Queen’s 60th birthday, and
the forthcoming wedding of
Prince Andrew to Sarah Fer-
guson, we would like to take
issue with the left wing
‘common wisdom’,

The monarchy in fact is
an entirely incidental feature
of the British state. The call
for the abolition of the mon-
archy rests on the assumption
that the replacement of the
Queen, or a future King, by a
President, would make the
slightest bit of difference to
the working class in Britain
and internationally. This is a
demonstrably false assump-
tion. Can anyone seriously
suggest that President Reagan
is preferable to the Queen?
Would any of our ‘socialist’
Republicans like to argue
that President Mitterrand in
France has served the French
workers better than Queen
Elizabeth has served workers
in Britain? Or President
Gorbachev perhaps, or
another of the miserable
born - again upstarts
who strangle the workers’
movement in the Stalinist
states?

It must be clear even to
the crassest text book ‘Trot-
skyist’ that each and every
President that you care to
mention the world over is
very considerably worse than
the British monarchy.

To call for the abolition
of the monarchy is thus to
sow the most grotesque illu-
sions in the ‘Republican’
bourgeoisie.

On the contrary, socialists
should be the staunchest def-
enders of the monarchy.

The ruling class in Britain
has proved able to manipul-
ate the monarchy for its own
ends ever since Wil-
liam of Orange in 1688.
Ever since then, the Crown
has been subject to the con-
trol of the bourgeoisie. But
this is entirely the result of
historically conditioned class
forces.

It would be the worst
form of fatalism to believe
that the labour movement

may

she reign

could not alter this balance of
class forces and so wrest the
monarchy from the control
of the bourgeoisie.

Indeed we have a duty to
do so. One of the ruling
class’s greatest strengths —
and the product of its histor-
ical kidnap of the Crown — is
that it is able to portray the
Left as the enemies of the
Queen. The extent to which
the ruling class can do this is
a disaster for the Left.

We need to contest that
terrain with the bourgeoisie
and prove to the working
class that it is we and not the
bourgeoisie, who are the real
monarchists.

Doom

For socialists to stand in
opposition to the monarchy
is to doom us to irrelevance,
and to destroy any hope of
ever seeing socialism in Brit-
ain. But we should not mere-
ly give support to the mon-
archy out of opportunist tac-
tical considerations. Nor
should we abandon our com-
mitment to the Crown after
capitalism has been over-
thrown. Indeed, the Queen,
or a future King, will be an
invaluable ally of any post-
revolutionary government.
Look at the benefits Ken
Livingstone got from inviting
the Queen to open the
Thames Barrier. Not only will
the preservation of the mon-
archy help secure the popu-
larity of the workers’ govern-
ment; there are sound econ-
omic considerations too.

A common argumentof
the Republican left is that the
monarchy is a waste of
money. But is it? In reality,
the Queen and the rest of her
family attract literally
millions of pounds to these
islands in the tourist trade.
The economic advantages,
which are in fact incalculable,
far outweight the costs.

Surely a socialist Britain
will need to continue atirac-
ting rich foreigners to Britain
to spend their money here?
And surely, our Queen in one
of our major attractions on
this score,

In place of crude, knee-
jerk Republicanism, there-
fore, the Left needs a far
more radical strategy. Rather
than ‘abolish the monarchy’
we should seek to hegemonise
it. In place of the slogan
‘Stuff the Wedding’ our
slogan should be ‘God Save
the Queen’.
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South African Prime Minister
PW Botha has announced that
one of the central pillars of
South Africa’s apartheid state
is to be abolished. The Pass
Laws' which force blacks to
carry internal passports are
to be removed. All black
prisoners held because of pass
laws violations are to be re-
leased. There will be no more
arrests under existing “influx
control” legislation.

Pass laws

In place of the pass laws,
the regime is to introduce a
new identity document to be
carried by all South Africans.

But this is not the apar-
theid state reforming itself
out of existence. Botha and
his Nationalist Party govern-
ment are being forced, in the
words of their own slogan,
to ‘adapt or die’. The pressure

Clive Bradley reports

of the mass revolt against
white domination is enor-
mous, and only the most
short-sighted and rabid sec-
tions of the white population
believe that the best response
to it is repression and repres-
sion alone.

The pragmatists, like
Botha, believe that the neces-
sary response is repression
plus guided reform. A central
objective of the Botha
regime and of South African
monopoly capital is to find
some settlement that could
begin to buy off, or at least
calm down, the urbanised
blacks.

But the pace of their
‘reformism’ is not being set
by their own self-seeking

intentions. Botha is having to

go further than he would
like. And he is going much
further than many of his sup-
porters want him to go. And
that could spell big trouble
for the apartheid system as
the timid reformers get squee-
zed between the mass revolt
of the black people on the
one hand and the reactionary
white backlash on the oother.

These reformist gestures
are unlikely to have much
effect in dampening the
struggle for liberation. Over
the past period, every reform
has rightly been taken to be a
sign of weakness and there-
fore it has only stimulated
the mass movement for
democracy. The removal of

S. Africa: Botha

gets desperate

the vile pass law system will
not buy the movement off
now. It will be a tremendous
encouragement to continue
and step up the struggle.

And even if Botha’s latest
desperate move forestalls the
threat made by COSATU -
the giant independent union
federation — to strike against
pass laws, more political
strikes are nevertheless on the
horizon. A general strike in
commemortation of the Sow-
eto revolt of 1976 is planned
for June. And stayaways are
to be organised on May Day,
next week.

Trouble

Botha’s reforms will not
get him, or the racist state,
out of trouble. It will deeply
upset some of his supporters
and encourage the blacks.

Women’s shadow elections

Rachel Lever of the Women's Action Committee reports on Labour women'’s ‘shadow elections’

WHILE headlines focus on
black sections and the Mili-
tant, Neil Kinnock and Lab-
our’s National Executive
Committee are about to face
an embarrassing challenge
from another gquarter: the
Party’s women’s conference.

Shadow

To back its demands for
the right to elect the women’s
section of the NEC, the wom-
en’s conference overwhelm-
ingly passed a motion last
year, moved by health service
union CoHSE, that this year’s
conference should hold “shad-
ow elections’.

That is, it would elect its
own ‘NEC women’s section in
exile’, to undermine the claim
of the official women’s sec-
tion to represent the party’s
women.

With the NEC refusing to
organise these elections, the
National Labour Women’s
Committee (NLWC) mounted
a major operation to hold the

elections itself. Now the first
stage has been completed and
the success of the shadow
elections is guaranteed.

At the close of nomina-
tions, 23 women are standing
in these elections, nominated
by 65 local women'’s sections
and one national trade union.

Two sitting NEC members,
Joan Maynard and Margaret
Beckett, are on the list. There
are three MPs in all (Clare
Short is the third), one MEP,
the leader of the ILEA, Fran-
ces Morrell, and a national
committee member of Wom-
en Against Pit Closures (Mar-
garet Hansforth).

Black

An array of grass-roots
candidates includes women
from all but three of the
party’s 11 regions, and feat-
ures three black women —
one of them, Diane Abboftt,
tops the list with 12 nomina-
tions.

Already, the point the

women’s conference set out
to prove has been illustrated.
This list is about threeitimes
as big and immeasurably
more varied than the hand-
ful of names (most of them
MPs) that ever figure among
the nominees for the official
women’s section.

Whatever the outcome of
the shadow elections (which
will take place at the wom-
en’s conference at Rothesay
in mid-May), they will put
the NEC in a tight spot.

Above all, there is no way
all this can be passed off as
the work of some faction.
The women’s conference is
fiercely independent and ab-
out half the women are trade
union delegates. Militant,
which in any case opposes the
demand for more power for
the women’s conference and
opposed the shadow elec-
tions, is a tiny and ineffectual
minority.

And the National Labour
Women’s Committee, which
had to resort to dramatic
undercover methods to hold
the shadow elections, at the
committee member’s own
expense, still contains many
respected elders of the wom-
en’s organisation. This year’s
chair, who represented the
party at the Women’s TUC,
is also among those
nominated.

Nor will the shadow elec-
tions be the end of the mat-
ter: resolutions for the Roth-
esay conference insist that
the Five elected there be
promoted through press cons
ferences and fringe meetings
at Labour Party and TUC
conferences.

The Women’s Action Com-
mittee, which has campaigned
since 1980 for the change of
franchise, is asking its ows¥

-members to decide who to

support -in the shadow

elections.



The US attacked Libya in the traditional style
of brutal, bloody, arrogant imperialism. This
was a savage act of superpower aggression in
which the most powerful nation on earth
attempted to flatten a small weak country of
3% million.

The attitude of socialists towards such
actions is one of outright opposition and
implac able hostility to the US aggressors and
to their Tory accomplices. We are opposed to
all forms of domination of the weak by the
strong and powerful. We are opposed to all
political and military actions that deny or
try to deny national rights. We are opposed in
all conditions to the bombing of civilians.
Against Reagan’s air force, marines, army, or
navy we are on the side of Libya.

But for many on the left this isn't enough.
They feel that Reagan’s attack obliged them
to give political support to the military and
Islamic Libyan police state headed by
Muammar Qaddafi.

Take the Workers Press section of the
WRP, for example. They have had to rethink a
great deal since their split with Gerry Healy.
We can be sure that, unlike Healy, they don't
get money from Libya. Their support for the
Libyan Jamahurriya is a little more moderate
in tone than Healy's grovelling. But still, they
sent Qaddafi a letter expressing their solid-
arity, and printed on their front page
(Workers’ Press, 19 April). It begins: “Dear
Comrade,” and ends “with warmest fraternal
greeings.”

Revolution

They call not merely for the defence of
Libya but for the defence of the “Libyan
revolution” — that is of the Islamic police
state leading the ‘revolution’ — what else
can it be?

Qaddafi is still viewed as a revolutionary
leader, even by those who have broken
Healy’s mercenary ties to Qaddafi. This is
the deepest “Pabloite” confusion.

Worse still, Socialist Action, whose head-
long drift into mainstream Stalinism contin-
ues, published attempts to argue on a basis of
positive support for the regime in Libya,
arguments which are typical of the attitudes
of many on the would-be Trotskyist left.

Why did Reagan attack Libya? “The real
reason for Washington's continued assault on
Libya"”, SA explains “. . . (is) the fact that
Libya follows policies that are opposed on
many issues to those of US imperialism."
(SA, 18 April). And even more forthrightly:
“Qaddafi also opposed imperialist domina-
tion in the Middle East and North Africa.
For instance he has backed forces in Chad
that are fighting the French dominated gov-

ernment there.” Indeed, after Qaddafi’s seiz-
ure of power in 1969, ‘“the main beneficiaries
were the workers, peasants and sections of the
middle class”.

But the Libyan revolution was not a radi-
cal revolution in the style of the Sandinista
revolution in Nicaragua. Qaddafi came to
power via a military coup; and his regime is
consciously modelled on the moderate state
capitalist regime of Nasser in Egypt. It is a
military regime, dominated by a small cabal
at the top levels of the state, with all manner
of pseudo-democratic ‘popular revolutionary’
paraphenalia to camouflage where real power
lies.

As in Nasser’s Egypt, there has been a good
deal of social levelling — old ruling layers
around the monarchy have been rooted out,
and so on. And Libya's considerable oil
wealth has enabled the regime to raise the
standard of living of the average Libyan.

Bureaucrats

But to argue that the ‘main beneficiaries’
have been workers, peasants and sections of
the middle class is ridiculous. The main bene-
ficiaries have been the top level bueaucrats
who run the Libyan state. The fortunes
amassed from Libyan oil have not been
mainly by workers or peasants. There is a
wealthy capitalist class in Libya protected by
the state, itself enlarged and enhanced from
the hiterto vast income from oil exports.

This state it is true has been aggressively
nationalistic in regional affairs. It is aggressive-
ly Islamic, too. Qaddafi is notorious in the
West for the backing that he has given to
“terrorists’ of various sorts.

EDITORIAL

IBYA YES,
QADDAFI NO!

But aggressive nationalism is not necessar-

ily ‘anti-imperialism’. As Socialist Action
note, his deal with King Hassan of Morocco
resulted in a severe set back for the PolisariQ
freedom fighters in the Western Sahara that
Qaddafi had previously backed.

More than that. Until well into the '70s
Qaddafi was considered their man by the
CIA. They helped him survive and they
trained the original network of operators
used by Qaddafi in his international adven-
tures. Qaddafi’s ‘anti-communism’ was seen
by the CIA as a great asset — for example in
1971 Qaddafi forced down a plane in which
were fleeing the leaders of the Sudanese CP
after a failed coup. He then handed the CP
leaders over to Numeiri who hanged them.

And Qaddafi's support for the Palestinians
has been a mixed blessing. Of course, like
every Arab leader, Qaddafi is loud in his
opposition to Israel. But noises in this direc-
tion are largely weapons in inter-Arab power
politics.

Qaddafi now gives his financial support to
factions outside the mainstream Palestinian
resistance, indeed to the most chauvinistic and
ultra-nationalist groups like Abu Nidal's
group, notorious for its assassinations of rival
Palestinian nationalists.

The method of struggle given most support
by Qaddafi is that of bomb attacks on civil-
ians, like the recent attack in Berlin. There is
nothing ‘anti-imperialist’ in such action. The
narrow-minded nationalism that cannot dis-
tinguish between US imperialism and US citi-
zens at airports, discoteques and so on, is
reactionary chauvinism — in many cases it is
also Islamic cultural and religious chauvinism.

Qaddafi’s nationalism is a populist Arab
chauvinism rather than a progressive anti-
imperialism.

Qaddafi’s purpose has been to manipulate
internal disputes in the Palestinian Resistance
for his own ends: that is for the interests of
the Libyan regime, rather than the interests of
th Palestinian people.

Qaddafi’s helpful suggestion to the PLO
fighters trapped in the lsraeli siege of Beirut
in 1982 was typical: he called upon them all
to commit suicide in an anti-imperialist ges-
ture.

Chad

Libya's activity in Chad, which SA refer to,
was not to “fight French imperialism™. It was
to seize territory for Libya. The reality behind
the ‘anti-imperialist’ rhetoric was the aggran-
disement of the Libyan state.

Libya is not a genuinely progressive force
internationally. More than that and worse
for those socialists with a hankering to see
Libya in a yood light, it is extremely undemo-
cratic internally: a military police state. There
are no independent trade unions, no free
workers’ organisations; indeed there is no
right to assembly or freedom of speech out-
side of the so-called ‘people’s organisations’.
Qaddafi is brutal in his repression of political
opponents — and not all of these are merely
monarchists.

Qaddafi is a maverick irritant to US policy
in the region, but he is hardly a serious threat.

The underlying reasons for the US attack
lie elsewhere. At the same time as Reagan is
mounting assaults on Libya, he is having diffi-
culty winning support for his aggressive policy
in Central America. Whipping up hostility to
Qaddafi can help build support for a wider,
jingoistic militarism towards ‘troublesome’
‘pro-Soviet' regimes in the Third World.

ationalistic support for a heavy policy
towards Qaddafi can pave the way for a
heavier policy towards Nicaragua.

Palestine

Indeed, even representatives of the Amer-
ican ruling class have objected that Reagan is
so motivated by internal political considera-
tions — i.e. getting his way in Congress in
future — that he has sacrificed long term US
interests in the Middle East..This view is
shared by pro-US British paliticians like
Denis Healey.

Palestine does lie at the root of the prob-
lem in an important sense. Terroristic attacks
by Palestinian groups will probably continue
until real progress is made towards fulfilling
Palestinian demands for their own state. The
heart of the problem of this terrorism is the
monstrous injustice that has been done to the
Palestinian people.

Socialists should fight imperialism — and
we should defend Libya from imperialist
attack.

But we should also tell the truth about the
world as it really is. The knee-jerk ‘anti-
imperialism’ of Socialist Action and others
like them in fact leads them to tell lies — in
the first place probably to themselves — about
Qaddafi, and to give political credit where
none is due.

*For the defence of Libya against Reagan
and Thatcher — Yes!

*For Qaddafi's police-state, Islamic-chauv-
inist regime — No!

They've

gone
too far

I’'M NOT at all surprised at
Reagan’s attack on Libya. I'm
surprised that Thatcher went
so far as to give him permis-
sion to launch it from this
country.

I think the reaction, not
just from miners but from
people right across the spec-
trum, is that they’ve gone too
far. On the door-knockers for
the local elections round
here, it’s not so much an
anti-Conservative vote that
we’re seeing, it’s an anti-
Thatcher vote. Tories are say-
ing that she has gone too far.

Cotton

1 don’t know how long it
is going to be before the Tor
ies cotton on, but I don’i
think the Tories will dare ridk
facing the country with That-
cher at their head. I've got a
strong feeling that Thatcher
will go and someone will be
put in her place as the accept-
able face of Conservatism.

1 think that the commit-
ment from Labour to get rid
of nuclear bases has got to be
underlined, and that we have
got to have hard and fast
guarantees that, come the
Labour government, they will
go.
We’ll have to watch Kin-
nock — watch the new Lab-
our administration — and if
there is any attempt to duck
or bob or swerve, then we’ve
got to come down on his
head like a ton of bricks.

I think the printworkers
have got to be careful. Having
committed themselves and
got this far, they want to go
flat out for victory.

Commitment from miners
to printworkers is there with-
out question. It needs to be
mobilised into solid support
by getting miners down on

- the picket lines. I’'m sure that

if the call comes out many
miners will willingly go there.
We’'ve heard Peter Heath-

field and Arthur Scargill urge

miners with their banners to
be down on the picket lines.

On 1 May we’re in the
courts on several issues. One
of them is the National Refer-
ence Tribunal ruling on recog-
nition of the NUM in Notts.
I'm not putting any faith in
the courts, but I'm hoping
that the whole issue is going
to get raised at that level.

Whetton's
diary

My own tribunal on my
sacking is, I’'m told, sometime
in the middle of June, and
we’re hoping that is going to
raise the issue about branch
officials being allowed to
carry out branch duties in the
Nottinghamshire coalfield.

Once we take those steps,
then I think we’re really go-
ing to nail the UDM for once
and for all.

One other thing: we ought
to comment on the Queen’s
Birthday. I'm absolutely sick
and tired of it.

Throughout the problems
that we’ve been having, peop-
le have been pointing the
finger at Thatcher, but they
want to remember that every
time that the police go
steaming in, and every act
that Thatcher has done, has
been done in the name of the
Crown.

Elizabeth ,Windsor is just
as much responsible for the
activities that have affected
working-class lives as Margar-
et Thatcher is.

60 years is a nice birthday
when you’re in that position,
but many working-class peop-
le dread the thought of
approaching 60 because of
the fact that they’re not go-
ing to be able to maintain any
sort of decent standard of
living. That underlines the
vast gulf between the classes
in this country.
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L etters

Amnesty International mon-
itored more than 1,000 exe-
cutions around the world in

1985, but these, says Amnes-

ty, were only part of a much
larger unknown total.

Amnesty counted only
those state killings on which
it had individual details.
From Iraq for instance — .
where hundreds of people
were reported to have been
put to death for criminal or
political offences — only 19
executions confirmed by the
government were included in
the figures published today.

The document totals for
China (135) and Iran (470)
were believed to be far lower
than the réal number of
people executed in those
countries, often behind pri-
son walls or in areas from
which news does not reach
the outside world.

Many governments fail to
announce or deliberately hide
executions of prisoners.

Executions were reported
in 1985 from 44 countries
and death sentences from 61
countries. The figures issued
today include only cases in
which some form of trial and
sentence were believed or
claimed to have taken place.
They exclude summary kill-
ings of prisoners reported
from a number of countries.
But 1985 also produced gains
for the movement to abolish
the death penalty. Australia
became the 28th country to
have totally abolished the
penalty when the state of
New South Wales joined the
rest of the country in aboli-

Left to right: Rudolf K

tion.
Eighteen other countries

" have abolished the death

penalty for all but extraor-
dinary offences such as cer-
tain war-time crimes, and
about 50 countries have not
carried out any executions
since 1980, although their
legislation retains it.

An international treaty
prohibiting the death penalty
in peacetime came into force
in Western Europe after it
was ratified by five countries
(Austria, Denmark, Luxem-
bourg, Spain and Sweden,
since joined by France). Nine
other countries have signed
the treaty but not yet ratified
it.

Countries still putting
people to death in 1985 -
included South Africa (137
confirmed executions), Saudi
Arabia (at least 45) and Pak-
istan (at least 57).

In the United States, 18
people were put to death and
the number awaiting execu-
tion on ‘““death row” contin-
ued to grow, reaching more
than 1,600 by the end of the
year, One prisoner was execu-
cuted for a crime committed
when he was 17, contrary to
internationally agreed stan-
dards.

In China, where over 40
offences carry the death
penalty, people were execu-
ted for forming a “reaction-
ary secret society’” and
“exploiting feudal supersti-
tions™. Three people were
shot after being convicted of
holding “dance and sex
parties”.

lement: Leon Trotsky; Yvan Craipeau; Jeanne Martin; Sara Weber. Jean

A commitment to lesbian and
gay rights in Labour’s elec-
tion manifesto: that is the
target of Labour’s lesbian and
gay activists. The recent
Annual General Meeting of
the Labour Campaign for
Lesbian and Gay Rights
(LCLGR) decided on a major
campaign to consolidate and
deepen the victory won on
this issue at the 1985 Labour
conference.

Against National Execu-
tive Committee opposition,
Labour’s 1985 Conference
carried a comprehensive les-

Vote

Waldheim

. recommendation that he may

Why all this stupid fuss about
Kurt Waldheim’s past associ-
ations with the Nazis and
with the German army of
occupation in Greece during”
the second world war? If this
man wasn’t barred from being
secretary general of the UN
by his past why should it
stand in the way of his
becoming president of a
piddling little unused-rem-
nant of a state like Austria
now?

He’s obviously a very tal-
ented man and it would be a
shame to let him go to waste.
After all, who’s opposing
Waldheim? The reds. The
Austrian Socialist Party.

The good thing in this
story is that the allegations
about Waldheim haven’t
swayed the sober-minded
conservative voters of
Austria, Waldheim is still
ahead in the opinion polls.
Many of the voters may
even think it a positive

van Heijenoort is at the front. Rudolf Klement was secretary of the international Trotskyist
movement. He was murdered by Stalin’s agents in 1938.

According to a report in
Workers Press, Jean Van
Heigenoort, Trotsky’s prin-
cipal secretary for most of
the 1930s, has been murder-
ed in France. Apparently, he
was shot by his wife who
then turned the gun on her-
self. He was 76.

For seven years Van
Heigenoort shared Trotsky’s
personal fate, joining him
first in the early *30s when

he was in exile on the Turkish

island of Prinkipo.

In the early *40s, based in
New York, Van Heigenoort
was an important leader of
the Trotskyist movement
under the nom de guerre
“Logan”.

In the mid '40s he moved
away from what was to
become mainstream Trotsky-
ism — led by Cannon, Pablo,
and Mandel. Among other
things he insisted against
them that the USSR’s post-
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war expansion into Eastern
Europe, Iran (until 1946),
and North Korea was imper-
ialism. He wrote about the
emergence of “bureaucratic
imperialism™. But he soon
abandoned revolutionary
politics and spent the last
three decades in France as a
professor of philosophy. In
the ‘70s he brought out a
book containing his memories
of Trotsky.

bian and gay rights policy.
“But,” warns campaign
coordinator Peter Purton, -
“unless we win a two-thirds
majority we won’t even be
considered for the Labour
manifesto. So in 1986 we are
going back with resolutions
insisting that the existing
policy is implemented, and
that the Party gives a clear
commitment that the next
Labour government will legis-
late to decriminalise homo-
sexuality and prevent all dis-
crimination against lesbians
and gay men.”

have ‘a past’ like this.

Obviously the Austrian
conservative voters have
learned from other countries
not to get too excited about
a little thing like allegations
of involvement in mass mur-
der

They know that the only
reason some Nazis were tried
and some hanged after the
war was that they had fallen
into the hands of their ene-
mies. And what a waste of
good devoted talent that
was! -
Together with US Presi-
dent Richard Nixon Henry
Kissinger tried to bomb Cam-
bodia and North Vietnam
out of existence. He was only
doing his duty as he saw it at
the time.

Suppose Kissinger had
fallen into the hands of the
Vietnamese or Cambodians
and been tried and hanged as
a war criminal? Think what a
loss to international states-
manship, to diplomacy, to
the higher academia that
would have been!

But we do things better
nowadays. Perhaps because
we have the UN. Not only did
the UN give Waldheim a job,
it still preserves a seat for Pol
Pot, the Cambodian Hitler,
another candidate for the
hangman’s rope in the bad
old days.

If I were an Austrian
Kurt would get my vote,
that’s for sure.

Henry Kissinger

Capital punishment for
Labour’s left and the
critics of Pink Ken?

“The left hasn’t been margin-
alised, it’s marginalised itself.
The left could have been the
driving force, but in the after-
math of ’83 they’re looking
for traitors and betrayals,
someone to blame.
They’ve revelled in being
unacceptabls and repellant.
If I went on telly now and
said Kinnock’s a scab and
Healey should be deselected,
everyone in London Labour
Briefing would give me a big
kiss, and it would no doubt
knock two or three points off
our standing in the polls. Can
you imagine what Lenin or
Mao would have done with
those sort of self-indulgent
creatures? Killed them. And
whilst ’'m opposed to capital
punishment I can see why.”
Ken Livingstone, in an
interview in City Limits,
3 April 1986

We love you too, Ken.

John O’Mahoney’s articles on
the Left and anti-semitism
have so far been very good;
and I agree with much that
he has to say on the formula
of the ‘secular democratic
state’.

But at the risk of nit-
picking 1 want to object to
the description of the war in
1948 that led to the founda-
tion of Israel as ‘the Israeli
War of Independence’. (SO
266, p.5).

It was not a war of inde-
pendence: it was a war of
expulsion and subjugation. Its
objectives and consequences
were reactionary; and they lie
at the heart of the problem
now. Socialists in 1947-8

You've got to admire Paul
Foot for straight talking in
his column in Socialist Work-
er.

Last week he wrote about
the “astonishing decline in
Labour politics” concluding
that, “The sooner the activ-
ists realise they are fighting a
losing battle and join a fight-
ing party [the SWP?] the
better” — all because Joe
Ashton wouldn’t buy him a
pint!

Foot’s complaint was that
in the ’70s he debated with
Ashton in Worksop and it was
“3 friendly affair and Joe
bought me a drink in the pub
across the road”. While two
weeks ago when they were
both billed to speak at a
Worksop Trades Council rally

Unfair to

Last week’s SO (no. 267)
carried an article on Red Ken
Livingstone that I feel went a
bit over the top. The author
of the article ‘Pink Ken
changes’ in the ‘Graffiti’ col-
umn compared him to
Konrad Adenauer ‘who made
a good career as the Catholic
mahor of Cologn under the
Nazis and lived to be Ger-
many’s post war ‘liberal
democratic’ Chancellor’.

The basis for this charge is
Livingstone’s opportunism on
the issue of Zionism: he will
do what he has to to further
his career.

I certainly “have no sym-
pathy for Livingstone. And I
applaud SO’s break with the
anti-imperialism of idiots —
the crude, latently, potential-
ly and sometimes actually
anti-semitic logic to much of
what has passed as anti-
Zionism. People like Living-
stone, who have indulged in
‘world Zionist conspiracy’
arguments, deserve to have
their faces rubbed in the dirt.

But however crass, career-
ist, and offensive Livingstone
is, he is not a Nazi nor a
Nazi collaborator.

Such charges are very ser-
ious and should never be
made lightly. The imagery of
the Second World War does
much to obscure issues, and
the endless desire of socialists
to call their opponents ‘Nazis’
is deeply unhealthy. It is to
substitute name calling for
political argument.

Edward Ellis,
Deptford

Reply

Fdward Ellis has simply got

Not a war of
independence

should have been opposed to
the Zionist war, and not given
it credence by dubbing it a
war of ‘independence’.

Of course, that political
judgement does not sanctify
the Arab war effort; nor does
it imply that because the war
that created the Israeli nation
was reactionary that that na-
tion has no right to exist.

But I think we should be
careful about the terms we
use to describe moments in
Middle Eastern history. All
terms are ideologically load-
ed; and we should avoid
lining up with one side’s
ideologically loaded terms.

Bill Clove

Wrongfooted

Ashton refused to speak
alongside him because “if is
being used as a platform to
attack Labour Party leaders™.

Unfortunately, Foot gives
himself, and the SWP, away
in the article .. . “In the
event . . . the hardest hitting
attack came from a lifelong
Labour Party member, Paul
Whetton, who criticised the
proposed expulsions as the
acts of splitters”.

The SWP do like sitting on
the sidelines, pint in hand,
telling the real activists that
we are fighting a losing battle.
Even though Paul Foot once
bought me a drink, I’d rather
read Paul Whetton’s column
in Socialist Organiser!

Nik Barstow,
Islington

Pink Ken

hold of the wrong end of the
stick here. The graffiti piece
didn’t say Livingstone is a
‘Nazi’, or an anti-semite. It
said, precisely the opposite —
that he is not an anti-semite
and that he was not
deluded into sincerely believ-
ing the anti-semite ravings of
Gerry Healy, which he associ-
ated himself with and public-
ly endorsed. That’s the point!

He went along with it because
he thought it was to his
advantage to do so. He was
the man who “didn’t notice”
the “normal philistine citi-
zen” with no convictions of
his own who says what is
expected of him (as when he
chattily told Healy’s Newsline
yes, the BBC’s allegations
that the WRP gets Libyan
money does look like a Zion-
ist job on the WRP’) and who
tolerates anything from those
people he expects benefit
or favour from. And who can
switch his line as casually as
he changes his shirt when he
things that it’s to his advan-
tage.

Konrad Adenauer was no
Nazi. He was one of a vast
number who tolerated and
went along with the Hitler
regime when it was in his
interest to do so — and then
became a new-fledged post-
war democrat when it was in
his interest to do that. The
point is that such people
made the crimes of the Nazis
possible either by their
collaboration or by their
passivity. Of course the Kon-
rad Adenauers risked getting
shot or jailed. What did
Livingstone risk?



The Six County Protestant revolt
against the Anglo-Irish Agreement
increasingly tends to become a
revolt against British rule itself. The
logic of this revolt points inescapab-
ly towares the separation of “Prot-
estant Ulster” from Britain — that
is towards some sort of indepen-
dence for Northern Ireiland, or part
of it.

The legak<Brotestant paramilit-
ary organisation; the,UDA, advo-
cates an independent Northern Ire-
land to be achieved by way of nego-
tiation. (So did Tony Benn in an
article in the Guardian in 1983).
How serious a prospect is an inde-
pendent Northern Ireland?

In this excerpt from a forth-
coming pamphlet on Northern
Ireland after the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment John O’Mahony discusses the
politics and economics of an inde-
pendent Northern Ireland and dis-
cusses what likelihood there is of an
Orange attempt to win indepen-
dence.

John Hume and others warned in
the House of Commons debate that
the logical end of the road down
which the Unionists’ refusal to
accept Parliament’s endorsement
of the Hillsborough agreement pro-
pels them is a Unilateral Declara-
tin of Independence or anyway
some form of an independent Nor-
thern Ireland. But reports based on
the experience of election can-
vassers in the ‘referendum’ suggest
that only a small minority of Pro-
testants support an independent
Northern Ireland. Most are thor-
oughly alarmed by the idea. An
opinion poll published in Febru-
ary showed only 18% of Northern
opponents of Hillsborough support-
ing an independent Northern Ire-
land.

The present Six Counties entity
would split apart if it were ‘inde-
pendent’. An independent Protes-
tant state of north-east Ulster could
not come into existence without
repartition, either repartition super-
vised from above by Britain and the
26 counties or repartition by way
of civil war. Any unilateral declara-
tion of independence by a provi-
sional government in Belfast would
— if they could make it good
against the British government and
its army — inevitably involve repat-
tition by civil war. 3

Juast as there are Provisional
IRA/Sinn Fein supporters of a unit-
ary 32-counties state who know it
could only be achieve by way of
bloody subjucation of the Protes-
tnats, so there are supporters of
an ‘independent Ulster’ who would
accept that it could only lie at the
other side of bloody civil war and
repartition. They would pay that
price — if . . . If a Protestant state.
of north-east Ulster could be econ-
omically viable.

The fact is that it would not be
viable at anything like its present
economic and social level. Econ-
omically Northern Ireland is massiv-
¢ly dependent on Britain — so
much so that ‘'many Southern poli-
ticians now believe that the 26
Counties cannot afford unity with
such an economically weak and
feeble Northern Ireland. There has
been a dramatic reversal in the rela-
tive economic position of the Six
and the 26 Counties. The facts and
figures speak for themselves.

Stark

In 1911 the contrast was stark
between the industrialised north-
east and the underdeveloped, most-
ly rural, South. Ulster had 48% of
all Ireland’s industrial workers and
Belfast alone, 21%. Only 14% of
the workforce in the 26 counteis
was in industry or commerce.

By 1961 40% of the 26 Coun-
ties workforce was in industry and
commerce, and 25% in industry
alone. The South had become a
predominantly urban, industrial
economy. Since the 1960s manu-
facturing for export has increased
sharply in the South. The 26 Coun-
ties are now more industrial than
the Six Counties: 29% of civilian
employment in the South is in
industry, as against 27% in the
North. And the South’s industries
are generally more advanced.

Thatcher and Fitzgerald sign the deal. Photo: Derek Spiers, Report.

TOWARDS
ORANGE UDI?

A full 40% of manufacturing
jobs have gone from Northern Ire-
land since 1970. Unemployment is
now 22%. Since Protestants had
more jobs to start with they have
been worse hit, but still unemploy-
ment is twice as high for Catholics
as for Protestants. 25 years ago liv-
ing standards in the South were on
average scarcely half those in the
North; now EEC figures reckon the
purchasing power of income per
head in the South at only 2% less
than the North.

Take what has happened to
Derry and Carrickfergus. Carrick-
fergus is a town of 30,000 people,
mostly Protestant, not far from Bel-
fast. In the past it has been one of
the islands in the Protestant archi-
pelago of industry and comparative
prosperity within the long-depress-
ed economy of Northern Ireland.
But it has been devastated by the
slump. The synthetic fibre plants
owned by Courtaulds and ICI have
been closed, wiping out 5000 jobs,

Reversal

In parts of Derry unemploy-
ment among heads of households is
70%. Derry’s shirt factories for long
employed women and girls, produc-
e R R, L TR EE T

Because of the volume of

material for our AGM next
weekend, we’ve had to post-

pone Part 3 of John O'Mah-

ony's series on ‘The Left,

Israel, and Anti-Semitism’

again. It will appear next week.
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ing a substantial role reversal
because there were many more men
than women unemployed and the
men looked after the house and
children. Now even the shirt fac-
tories have closed. Courtaulds aban-
doned Derry in 1981, wiping out
over 1000 jobs.

QOver half the population of
Northern Ireland is directly depen-
dent on the British state for its
income, either because they live on
social
work for the government. (25,000
of the new jobs created in the Six
Counties since 1970 are -in the
police and military: this is a large
factor in the maintenance of the
Catholic-Protestant unemployment
differential). Northern  Ireland
receives a net subsidy from Britain
of about £1.5 billion a year — a
quarter of Northern Ireland’s total
income. Without this subsidy Nor-
thern Ireland’s living standards
would plummet.

And the position from which
Northern Ireland would plummet is
that of being the area with the
worst poverty in the EEC, except
only Calabria in southern Italy.
About a third of housholds in
Northern Ireland have a weekly
income of less than £75.

After a civil war in which there
would be forced population move-
ments, communal slaughter, and
the hiving off of some Catholic
areas to the Republic, there would
almost certainly be a Protestant-
controlled area in north-east Ulster
in which an independent Orange
state would be viable politically,

security or because they -

. pendence

culturally, and in having a common
agreed national identity. But unless
it could still keep British subsidies,
or find alternative subsidies, it
would have regressed socially and
economically below the worst level
in Western Europe. According to
economist Norman Gibson, writing
in ‘Fortnight’ magazine, living stan-
dards would be cut by 25 to 50 per
cent.

Facts

Those are the hard economic
facts that inhibit the growth of
support for independence among
the Six Counties Unionists, alienat-
ed though they now are from
Westminster. They want a return to
Protestant-majority rule within the
UK such as there was up to March
1972, not independence.

Nevertheless the logical trajec-
tory of what the Unionists are now
doing to resist and overcome the
decisions of the British parliament
does point towards independence.
Some MPs like Harold McCusker of
the OUP say they would choose
independence rather than the
Anglo-Irish agreement or any form
of united Ireland, but that asser-
tion for now is a weapon in the
battle to destroy Hillsborough. The
OUP’s favoured alternative is inte-
gration with Britain.

Whether the Protestants who
talk of an independent Northern
Ireland are serious about it or
would ever rationally choose inde-
will not be decisive.
Events can take their own logic.
For example, pressure will mount

in the months ahead for the rump
exclusively-Unionist assembly at
Stormont to act as a government or
to declare itself the provisional
government representing the major-
ity of the Six Counties. One of the
questions giving the British and 26
Counties governments great anxie-
ty must be how reliable the RUC
and UDR will be in clashes with the
Protestants. It so happens that the
first state officer killed in the
present ‘troubles’ was an RUC
policeman who died in a gun battle
with Orangemen on the Shankhill
Road in October 1969. But the
social pressure from their own com-
munity on the RUC is now
immense. They are caught between
their much-prized jobs in a half-
dead economy and that pressure.
It is surely very likely that should
the Unionists in the Assembly
assume the authority of a govern-
ment they could expect the loyal-
ty of a sizeable chunk of the Six
Counties state apparatus. Britain’s
‘Ulsterisation’ policy of the last
decade would jackknife in its
hands.

uDlI

As far as can be foreseen now,
UDI is unlikely. But the possibility
is built in to the basic structure of
the conflict, and the Hillsborough
agreement accentuates it. It all
depends on how far the Orange
mobilisations go, and whether or
not leaders like Paisley and Moly-
neaux can keep the movement in
check while continuing to talk
down fire and brimstone on Hills-
borough.
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The last Labour government, 1974-
9, started off with some quite signi-
ficant concessions to the working
class and a big wages surge. In
summer 1975 it put the gears into
reverse and imposed wage controls.
In early 1976 these were followed
by public spending cuts, enforced
as part of an agreement with the
International Monetary  Fund.
Dennis Healey as Chancellor pion-
eered monetarism.

According to Labour’s present
leaders, the mistake was not the
crackdown in 1975-6 but the con-
cessions in 1974-5. They want to
start the next Labour government
off from the point that Wilson and
Healey reached in summer 1975 —
or that Mitterrand reached in early
1983. Roy Hattersley condemns
the “old days when we were weak-
minded” and reinforces the point
by bemoaning the “‘over-ambitious™
initial policy of France’s left gov-
ernment after 1981.

France’s experience tells us the
probable consequences of such an
approach: demoralisation in the
working class, increased unemploy-
ment and poverty, recruits for the
extreme right and for racism. The
policy of being ‘moderate’ to win
the next general election at all costs
may well not win the election (why

PUTTIN

The Labour leaders’ economic poli-
cy was set out in ‘A New Partner-
ship, A New Britain”, published in
July 1985, and the details have
been filled out in speeches since
then.

The document promises that a
Labour government “will hold
early discussions with trade unions
and employers at a special meeting
— in effect a National Economic
Summit — to draw up a wide-
ranging agreement . . . the National
Economic Assessment . .."”

This would include ““an immed-
iate and substantial programme of
public investment and repair” and
expansion by local authorities.

Bank

“The next Labour government”,
it continues, “will support indus-
trial change by opening up new
channels of finance and ending the
waste of Britain’s resources . . . A
iLabour government would, for
example, establish a National
Investment Bank — with resources
coming both from private institu-
tions and from Government. Such
measures would need to be backed
by effective exchange controls and
changes in fiscal arrangements”’.

Loopholes

The ‘‘changes in fiscal arrange-
ments”’ are not spelled out in “A
New Partnership”, but Roy Hatters-
ley has said that tax penalties
would be used to force pension
funds and similar institutions to
withdraw money from abroad and
put it in the NIB. In the November
1985 ‘Monthly Investment Report’
a City expert identified “ample
scope to develop loopholes in any
new legislation”” on such lines.

But the National Investment
Bank would be in any case a “‘mar-
ket-oriented institution”.

‘“Will we ever have the courage
to say that this attempt to hold an

vote for a second-rate SDP when
you can vote for the real thing?) —
but in any case it will pave the way
for a disaster for the labour move-
ment at the next turn. It is utterly
and ruinously short-sighted.

These facts mean that the Marx-
ist left has two unavoidable duties.

*Labour’s leaders see that their
traditional policy of ‘1945 social-
ism’ has collapsed — and opt
instead for capitalism with accom-
panying music by Billy Bragg. We

t
i
‘,

must explain the working class
socialist alternative. We must try to
make the broader left lift its vision
beyond immediate campaigns, and
to tackle the job of debating and
advocating a new system of society.

*We must try to prepare work-
ers for the inevitably necessary
fight against a Kinnock/Hattersley
government, so that this fight can
be carried through successfully and
without demoralisation.

The current low level of confid-

G PROFITS FIRST

Kinnock and Hattersley have rejected the kind of working class economics represented by

the miners’ demand for no pit closures. Photo: John Harris.

industry has failed and we must
therefore abandon it?”” Roy
Hattersley asked rhetorically in an
interview with the Financial Times
(19.2.86). “We have learned that
being tough on questions of this
sort is essential for the economic
survival of the country and the poli-
tical survival of the country and the
political survival of the Labour
government.

“We cannot go back to the old
days when we were weak-minded
on these things - we can’t do it on
pay, we can’t do it on investment,
we can‘t do it on public spending”.

Hattersley does see a role for a
new ‘National Enterprise Board’ or
‘British Enterprise’ to make non-
commercial investments for reasons

of “national necessity”’. But both
he and others indicate that such
activity will be very secondary.
Trade and Industry front bench-
er John Smith: “Although the
public sector may itself embark
upon a programme . . . it is the pri-
vate sector which must provide the
bulk of the investment required.”

Profits

The Guardian (11.2.86) reports
further: ““Part of the power for
Britain’s industrial growth, he con-
firmed, must come from a repatri-
ation of overseas financial assets,
or through the withdrawal of tax
benefits from these investments.

““He emphasised that this re-
gained source of funding will be put
to work under Labour to fuel

ence among workers, and the strong
feeling that nothing much matters
except getting rid of the Tories, will
make it difficult to get these argu-
ments heard beyond a minority.
hat minority is very important. At
h same time, however, we (and
hat minority, so far as we influ-
ence it) must try to relate to the
broader majority of workers.

We must work for a Labour
scovernment, even under Kinnock
(and against any coalition). We
must fight to make the Labour
leaders keep their remaining pro-
gressive promises,

For the present, whether we like
it or not, politics is largely parlia-
mentary politics; and if working
class people give up on politics,
demoralised, then the Tories will
have their way and things will get

/ worse and worse.

A Labour government is subject
to the pressure of organised work-
ing class opinion through the Lab-
our Party and trade unions. Qut of
a fight to get a Labour government,
together with the debate and dis-
cussion within the labour move-
ment about Labour policies, can
come a working class movement
confident enough to change soci-
ety. Out of demoralisation can
come nothing.

domestic demand by raising the
utilisation of industrial capacity.
This, of necessity, said Mr Smith,
would mean greater private sector
profitability”.

The same line from Roy Hatters
ley: the Labour leaders’ plan for
economic revival is based on noth-
ing more radical than schemes to
get more credit to private industry
and make it more profitable.
“Although the government will not

listen to industry, Labour will . . .”" .

(Guardian 26.10.85).

*“Mr Hattersley reasserted his
belief in the ‘importance of high
profits and the need to make those
profits more acceptable’. He
argued: ‘We must all learn from the
experience of France, where an

Photo: Andrew Wiard, Report.
over-ambitious expansion had to be
reversed. [All that ‘over-ambitious
expansion. ever did was to slow
down the increase in French unem-
ployment to a slower rise than
other countries . . .]

“And we must learn from the
past experience of this country . ..
Under the next Labour government
there will be no dash for growth.
There will be a cautious but sus-
tained boost to the whole econ-
omy”’.

Hattersley spelled it out further
to the London Business School
(Financial Times, 31.1.86). “Mr
Hattersley was at pains to reassure
the City — and warn the unions —
that Labour would not allow its
plans for reflating the economy and
reducing unemployment to trigger
a fre<H burst of inflation.

< s will only proceed as quickly

as the inflation constraints allow’,
he said”.

If higher profits are the lynchpin
of the whole policy, then what
about wages? They will have to be
kept down. Hattersley denies any
intention of an incomes policy
enforced by law, but insists on an
incomes policy of some sort. “The
figure of money wages is the first
part of the national economic
assessment . . . There has got to be
a norm”. (Guardian, 18.6.85).

Forum

Neil Kinnock has put it like this:
“Pay bargaining would take place in
the ‘central forum’ of the economy,
though this would not rule out
additional workplace bargaining . . .
He insisted that any such new deal
would have to take closer account
of market forces than previous Lab-
our-Union agreements. “We are
going to some extent to have to
plan with the market, rather than
against the market.”

Kinnock triumphant; but what would|
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Kinnockite Labour government be like?

It looks as if a Kinnock/Hatters-
ley government’s main move
“against the market” would be not
anything anti-capitalist but wage
control. “We stand and we face the
fact squarely that it goes with the
job of government to have deliber-
ate policies for earnings and spend-
ing.

“We are not therefore in this
movement faced by the question of
whether the Labour government
will have such a policy. It goes with
Government, no more, no less”’.

If the Kinnock/Hattersley pro-
gramme were really based on
expanding the public sector — as it
seems to be at first sight - then of
course renationalisation of what the
Tories have privatised would be
crucial. But since private expansion
for profit is in fact their chief aim
(with public spending only as a
secondary stimulus) it is entirely
logical that Kinnock relegates re-
inationalisation to a distant future.

. “A future Labour Government
.. would be able to take these
(privatised) companies back into
public ownership only ‘ultimately’,
after first introducing policies to
improve the economy and reduce
unemployment . ..” “Any pro-
gramme to renationalise state assets
which had been privatised ‘cannot
take priority, when we will have a
nation requiring emergency atten-
tion . . .”" (Financial Times,
16.12.85 and 30.12.85).

Other aspects of the Labour
leaders’ plans are tailored to fit
their central economic policy. Neil
Kinnock has said nothing much
about Labour’s policy of unilateral
nuclear disarmament, except to
int at a meeting in Vienna in
ctober 1985 that perhaps a freeze
n nuclear weapons would be a
tter ‘first step’. He has stayed

silent while Dennis Healey argues
that Polaris should not in fact be
scrapped immediately. The one
thing about the Labour leaders’
military policy which is entirely *
clear is their insistence that any
money saved by cutting nuclear
weapons would be fully balanced
by increased spending on conven-
tional armaments.

Frills

Radicalism is left to the trim-
mings and frills. The GLC’s Greater
London Enterprise Board, for
example, is heavily boosted as a
radical initiative which would fit
into a future Labour government’s
economic policy. In vain do the
GLC leaders themselves point out
that small-scale financial aid to
small and medium local enterprises
— whatever its merits —- is no corn-
erstone for a national jobs policy.

And in October 1985 Roy Hat-
tersley tried to give a retreat from
nationalisation a radical edge by
talking of other “forms of social
ownership’ — in fact, employee
shareownership. ““He stressed that
the central state monopoly was
the right form of social ownership
only for public utilities” (Financial
Times 17.10.85).

The Financial Times headlined
its editorial appropriately "‘Labour
turns to capital”’. “Mr Roy Hatters-
ley . .. finally scrambled aboard a
fast-moving bus, the front seats of
which are already occupied by Mrs
Margaret Thatcher . . . and Dr.
David Owen . . . wider share-owner-
ship . . . The sight of all three main
parties gathering behind the banner
of wider share ownership . . . is a
sign that the political and economic
differences of the parties are per-
haps not quite as great as is some-
times pretended.”’

Broadwater Farm, Tottenham. Photo: Andrew Moore.

The Labour and trade union left
is at a low ebb. There is no denying
the evidence. .

*Kinnock and Hattersley have
been able to push their pro-capital-
ist economic policy with very little
protest.

*The miners have suffered great
job losses since their strike. The
printworkers are hard pressed in
their struggle with Murdoch (and
the other Fleet Street bosses). The
print union leaders are fighting not
to win but to lose gracefully.

*The Labour leaders are pushing
through their witch-hunt against
Militant with much less protest
than in 1983. Formerly left-wing
unions like NUPE have been swung
behind the witch-hunt.

*Important union elections in
the TGWU and AUEW have been
won by the right wing.

*Strike figures are low. Apart
from the miners’ strike there were
about 2.5 million striker-days in
1985 — fewer even than in 1976.

*Labour local authorities have
abandoned even gestures of defi-
ance against the government.

How permanent are the set-
backs? What counter-tendencies are
there within the general trend?
What can we do to promote them?

The Tories are not all that

strong. They have begun to raise
profit rates quite significantly, but
their economic success (for capit-
alism) is very limited. They are torn
internally: the Westland and British
Leyland affairs indicate some ser-
ious tensions within their ranks
over a US alignment versus an EEC
alignment. (British capitalism has a
unique middle position.. Increasing-
ly integrated into EEC trade, it
still has much more US-owned busi-
ness on its territory than any other
European country, and it has much
more invested in the US than the
others). - )
There. is working class demor-
alisation after the miners’ defeat,
but no great shift of mass opinion
to the right. The unions’ tremen-
dous victories in the political fund
ballots testify to that. Many work-
ers radicalised and educated by the
miners’ strike may be demoralised
and discouraged now. They are not
necessarily de-radicalised and de-
educated.

Lose ground

But the Labour left began to
lose ground as long ago as 1982.

The modern Labour left dates
from the early 1970s. Then it
moved in the shadow of the big
industrial struggles against the
Tories. But the 1973 Labour con-
ference was more left wing than for
very many years. It voted for
sweeping nationalisations. The
struggle for mandatory re-selection
of MPs and other democratic re-
forms began.

Though at first stunned and
passive as the 1974-9 Labour gov-
ernment turned right, the Labour
left did not stream out of the party
as it had done after 1966. It gather-
ed its forces and fought within the
party. The 1978 Labour Party con-
ference condemned the govern-
ment’s incomes policy.

After the Tories’ general elec-
tion victory in 1979, the Labour
left quickly went onto the offen-
sive under the slogan ‘Never again!’
The next Labour government
should be accountable not to the
bosses, the bankers, and the IMF,
but to the labour movement.

In 1980 the broadest-ever alli-
ance of the Labour left was formed
(on our initiative) in the Rank and
File - Mobilising Committee. There
were four main elements: the
people round Tony Benn; the
Campaign for Labour Party Demo-
cracy; the current of semi-revolu-
tionary leftists who were beginning
to gain prominence in Labour
local government; and us.

In 1980-1 this alliance won im-
portant victories: mandatory re-
selection, and election of the
Labour leadership by the party as a;
whole. Labour was also committed!
unequivocally to unilateral nuclear
disarmament. '

The momentum was broken by!
the Bishops Stortford ug:ement.[

between the top trade unjon artd
Labour leaders in early 1982. Party
constitutional reform was halted,
and has since been subject to re-
peated (and partly successful):
attempts to gut it. The party was
swung into a witch-hunt against
Militant. Though as late as 1983
the party leaders felt obliged to
publish a fairly left-wing election

Continued page 8
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manifesto, soon left-wing policies
came under attack.

In 1980 the left’s offensive with-
in the Labour Party went side-by-
side with trade union militancy
against the Tory government — the
steel strike, TUC days of action.
Then the steelworkers were led to
defeat and decimation of their jobs,
and the TUC decided on a policy of
retreat. The rapid growth of unem-
ployment to 3 or 4 million intimi-
dated workers.

These industrial developments
obviously affected the Labour left.
But it was not all cut-and-dried. Big
industrial struggles continued, like
the NHS strike of 1982. And indus-
trial militancy is influenced by the
extent to which workers perceive a
clear political alternative to the
Tories. So the slipping-back of the
Labour left was not just an effect
of the industrial downturn, but
partly a cause and partly an auton-
OMOUS Process.

Teachers

Today the teachers’ dispute tes-
tifies to the continuing reserves of
strength in the trade union move-
ment. These are especially large in
the public sector, where employ-
ment and union organisation are
almost intact. Even in the private
sector the unions have managed to
keep wages generally ahead of
inflation.

Broad Lefts

Trade union Broad Lefts are
doing fairly well. The CPSA Broad
Left has successfully resisted a soit
left breakaway. The | Socialist
Teachers’ Alliance did well at the
Easter NUT conference. In the
small NUR Broad Left, a move by
our comrades to develop local
groups and bulletins has brought
very promising results.

And in the National Union of
Students, the Trotskyist left,
Socialist Students in NOLS, had
resounding successes at the Easter
conference.

The Labour left has slipped
backwards since 1982 not so-much
through outside circumstances
beyond its control as through its
own inadequacies.

Its initial success was based on
an alliance with the trade union
leaders which was bound to be
temporary. The union leaders voted

How
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conference after Kinnock attacks Liverpool Council.
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for democratic reform in the
Labour Party because they were
angered by Callaghans aifempt to
impose wage controls on them
against their will in 1978-9. But the
way they ran their own organisa-
tions showed they had no real com-
mitment to labour democracy.

Extend

The left needed to organise in
the unions, extend the struggle
from Labour Party democracy to
trade union democracy, and build a
firmer alliance with the rank and
file. It didn’t.

Local government became a
major school in reformism for the
Labour left. Lacking coherent strat-
egy and organisation, they did not
‘take the power’ when they got
council positions: ‘the power’ took
them. Their fiascos contributed in a
major way to the downturn in
industrial militancy. If in March
1985 the miners could have been
confident that the council leaders
spouting about confrontation with
the Tories would actually do it,
then the miners’ strike would surely
have continued, reinforced by a
powerful second front.

Behind it all, the post-1979
Labour left lacked politics. It has
never tackled the leadership on the
central issue: what to do about
capitalism and the working class.

The left has fought hard battles
over party reform, nuclear dis-
armament, women’s rights, support
for the miners — and rightly so. But
over the last few years the old
Alternative Economic Strategy — a
last gasp of ‘1945 socialism’ — has
been expiring. No-one supports it
any longer except perhaps the
Morning Star. The Labour leaders
have their alternative. And the Lab-
our left says nothing,

The publication of, and the
debate “around, Andrew Glyn’s
‘Million Jobs A Year' pamphlet,
have been a step forward. But they
underline the problem. Glyn’s pro-
gramme is no more than warmed-up
1945 socialism — nationalist,
reformist, bureaucratic. But almost
all the groups of the hard left have
ralliei:l to it uncritically.

Miners

The excellent activity of many
local Labour Parties during the
miners’ strike indicates that, despite
all this, the Labour left is not dead.
It is discouraged and dispersed, and
obviously quite a lot of individuals
have moved irrevocably to the
right; but new events could rally
and reassemble it quite quickly.

For the present we are faced
with a witch-hunt and no vigorous
response from the left. How far will
the witch-hunt go? More intelligent
Kinnockites, like Larry Whitty,
want a brisk, brief and limited
purge at national level, backed up
by piecemeal local action. Having
once engaged on a witch-hunt, how-
ever, they are at the mercy of the
media. After each expulsion the
media can point to some other
group of Militant supporters, or
people ‘as bad as Militant’, and
demand further action. The Labour
leaders dare not refuse for fear of
seeming ‘wealk’.

Rally

Media pressure can drive the
Labour leaders to go further than
they would wish. However, the
media have other interests beside
the Labour Party (Tory crises,
Royal Weddings, Ian Botham and
so on), and the Labour leaders must
know that a really large-scale witch-
hunt could devastate their party
organisation and their electoral
chances. Militant’s use of the
courts, bad though it is in the long
term and in principle, looks like
slowing down and limiting the
witch-hunt in the short term. So a
piecemeal witch-hunt is still more
likely than a comprehensive purge
— though there will probably be a
lot of piecemeal action.

We must try to rally the broad-
est left forces against the witch-
hunt. But the main job in the next
period will be to educate and organ-
ise the most determined forces of
the left round genuine working
class socialism.

Readers will no doubt have
been impressed with the
lethal ingenuity of the so-
called “smart bomb”, used to
kill and maim sundry Libyan
civilians. It was the supposed
accuracy of these weapons
which led the F-111s to be
launched from British sites.

Only F-111s can drop
these laser-guided bombs
which work in the following
way:

Just before the attack run,
a laser is lowered from the
belly of the aircraft. An infra-
red camera provides a clear
image of the ground below to
the Weapons Systems Officer
(WSO or - *Wizzo”). He
locates the target as it approa-
ches, points the laser beam at
it and locks the system.

Computer

The bomb is released by
computer. Its own computer
controls its flight by moving
its rear fins according to the
instructions of a device which
homes in on the spot of laser
light on the larget.

This spot is kept steady on
the target by a remarkable
swivel mechanism in the laser,
even as the aircraft climbs
away in a tight turn to avoid
the blast of the bomb, con-

taining nearly a tonne of high
explosive.

What lets down the whole
high-technology show some-
what is that the whole thing
depends on the “Wizzo”. And
he has only a few seconds,
possibly under hostile fire, to
identify the target, by sight,
on a video screen, using his
memory of his briefings.

No doubt the smart bomb
is accurate enough under test
conditions but only a dumb
president would expect a sim-
ilar performance in action.

PR

With the Spring issue of the
Women’s Health Information
Centre (WHIC) Newsletter
comes warning that the
majority . of WHIC’s funding
has gone with the demise of
the GLC.

This Newsletter concen-
[trates on two cancers which
mainly or only affect women
— breast cancer and cervical
cancer,

WHIC Newsletters usually
consist of information gath-
ered from the medical world,
explanations of health prob-
lems and issues, articles pub-
licising women’s and other
health groups and book
reviews,

._This issue examines gener-

al practitioners’ policies on
referring patients for cervical
smears (the easy way to cut
cancer deaths); publicises
such groups as the Manches-
ter Breast Cancer Group,

Science

By Les Hearn

BACUP (for cancer patients
and those close to them) and
the Mastectomy Association;
and reviews books such as
“Cancer In Britain: The Poli-
tics of Prevention” (reviewed
in SO last year) and ‘““The
Cancer Journals™, an account
(and more) of the experience

af breast cancer and mastec-
tomy by black lesbian femin-
ist Audre Lorde.

A useful section deals with
the campaign by NALGO to
introduce and improve cancer

screening in the workplace

and in the NHS generally.

WHIC also publishes a
series of ““Women’s Health
And . 7" biocadsheets ‘on
such topics as Alcohol, Dis-
ability, Cervical Cancer, Infer-
tility, Mental Illness, Unem-
ployment, Food, Smoking,
Work and Stress, and In
History.

The one on cervical can-
cer explains the reason for
smear tests, the terms used
in such tests, how other tests
are performed, how to decide
on treatment if cancer is pre-
sent (including the details of
such treatment) and what to
expect in the follow-up
period.

These broadsheets are
available at 15p plus 13p p&p
from WHIC at 52 Feather-
stone St., London EC1, tel:
01-251 6580). WHIC needs
funds to continue ifs work.
Subscriptions are £7 (individ-
vals), £2 (low waged), £10
(organisations) —  includes
Newsletter. Donations are,
of course, welcome.




Ireland 1916

‘no chance of success?”

70 years ago revolution-
ary nationalists and soc-
ialists took up arms in
Dublin against the British
Empire. They hoped to
spark a war for Irish
independence; some of
the socialists hoped they
were striking the first
blow in a Europe-wide
revolution. Stan Crooke
tells the story. (Part 1).

“From the blue skies was falling a
golden curtain of shimmering sun-
shine, clothing buildings in its filmy
cloth of gold; and veiling their
naked ugliness in beauty, or adding
a richer appearance to their classic
grace and strength . . .

“A semi-lazy but curious con-
centration of attention was fixed
on an approaching body of march-
ngmen ...

“The curiosity displayed in the
proceedings gave place now to
bewildered astonishment as the ring
of falling glass echoed from the
direction of the Post Office. Aston-
ishment was followed by stupefac-
tion as faint echoes of rifle shots
penetrated from a distance to
where -the people were gathered
together, and all things were for-
gotten as the news spread from
mouth to mouth that the Volun-
teers and the Citizen Army were
taking Dublin, that a Provisional
Government had been established,
and an Irish Republic proclaimed.”

Such is the description by Sean
O’Casey — then Honorary Secretary
of the Irish Citizen Army, later
playwright and Stalinist — of the
start of the Easter Rising in Dublin
on Easter Monday (24 April) 1916.

The insurgents were led out by
James Connolly to certain military
defeat. “We are going to out be
slaughtered,” he told his successor
as leader of the Irish Transport and
General Workers Union, William

~ O’Brien, as he left the Citizen

Army’s headquarters at Liberty
Hall to begin the Rising. “Is there
asked
O’Brien. “None whatsoever,” re-
plied Connolly.

Correct

Connolly was equally convinced
that few would understand the
Easter Rising, ‘““They (the socialists)
will never understand why I am
here. They will all forget I am an
Irishman,” he told his daughter,
propped up in bed awaiting his exe-
cution after the defeat of the upris-
ing.

He was quickly proved correct
in his estimation of the “socialists™.
“The rising was foredoomed to fail-
ure, and in my opinion was a crime
against the Irish people,” wrote
left wing Labour MP George Lans-
bury. An editorial in the Indepen-
dent Labour Party’s paper explain-
ed: “We do not approve of the re-
volt of the Sinn Feiners. We do not
approve of any armed revolt, as we
do not approve of the revolt of the
Sinn Feiners. We do not approve of
any armed revolt, as we do not
approve of any form of militarism
and war.”

The British TUC (September
1916) passed over the uprising in
silence, save for one delegate’s
reference to the shooting of the
non-combattant Francis Sheehy
Skeffington and the Parliamentary
report at the Labour Party confer-
ence (January 1917) described the
uprising as “the calamitous out-
break in Ireland.”

Amongst the minority who refu-
sed to join in this chorus of con-
demnation were Lenin (“whoever
calls such an uprising a “putsch” is
either a hardened reactionary, or a
doctrinaire hopelessly incapable of
picturing a social revolution as a
living thing’’) and, in this country,
Sylvia Pankhurst (*“‘their rebellion
was but a stage in the long struggle
for Irish independence™).

That the leaders of the labour
movement in this country should

have refused to support the Easter

- beginning to
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Rising is hardly surprising. In the
preceding years they had likewise
failed to give adequate support to
the Irish working class and its lead-
ers such as Connolly and Larkin in
the struggles which mapped out the
road to the Easter Rising.

In the opening years of the cen-
tury conservative craft unionism
was pushed to the sidelines by the
emergence of a new trade unionism
steeped in militancy and combativ-
ity. This was epitomised by the
Irish Transport and General Work-
ers Union, established by James
Larkin after the leadership of the
British-based National Union of
Dock Labourers had turned its back
on the Dublin dockers’ and carters’
strikes of 1908.

Syndicalist

In 1911 Connolly, returning
from America where he had been
heavily influenced by the syndical-
ist ideas of de Leon and the con-
cept of “One Big Union™, became
Belfast organiser of the ITGWU.

By mid-1913 the union had
organised a majority of Dublin’s
unskilled workers, and unionisa-
tion of the ‘general labourers’ was
spread throughout
Ireland. As Lenin wrote: “A new
spirit has been around in the Irish
workers” unions. The - unskilled
workers have introduced unparall-
eled animation into the trade
unions. Even the women have
begun to organise — a thing hither-
to unknown in Catholic Ireland . . .
This country, bearing a double and
triple national yoke, was beginning
to turn into a land with an organ-
ised army of the proletariat.”

The employers struck back in
the Dublin Lock-Out of August
1913. By the following month
25,000 workers had been locked

out in Dublin in an organised
attempt to break the ITGWU: re-
employment of those locked out
was conditional upon signing a
pledge not to join the ITGWU.

After eight months of bitter and
physical conflict the workers were
starved back to work, betrayed by
the British trade union leaders who
had refused to carry out solidarity
blacking and to organise a levy of
the TUC’s membership to provide
financial support for the Dublin
workers.

Lenin, over-optimistically, wrote
“The Dublin events mark a turning
point in the history of the labour
movement and of socialism in Ire-
land. Murphy (leader of the Dublin
lock-out) threatened to destroy the
Irish trade unions. He has only suc-
ceeded in destroying the last rem-
nants of the nationalist Irish bour-
geoisie over the proletariat in Ire-
land. He has helped to steel the
working class movement in Ireland,
to make it independent, free of
nationalist prejudices and revolu-
tionary”.

Citizen Army

But the lock-out did mark a
major step forward for the Irish
working class in the formation of
the Irish Citizen Army, the first
armed workers’ militia of the twen-
tieth century, and the force which,
along with the Irish nationalist Irish
Volunteers launched. the Easter
Rising.

The constitution of the Citizen
Army declared that “its principal
objects shall be: a) to arm and train
all Irishmen capable of bearing
arms to enforce and defend its first
principle (that the ownership of
Ireland, moral and material is ves-
ted of right in the people of Ire-

_land); b) to sink all differences of

birth, privilege and creed under the
common name of the Irish people”.

The final clause of the constitu-
tion stressed that, ‘“‘every enrolled
member must be, if possible, a
member of a trades union recog-
nised by the Irish Trades Union
Congress”.

Class

In March 1914, a month after
the ending of the Dublin lock-out,
Larkin and Connolly reconstituted
the Irish Citizen Army. The Irish
Volunteers were armed, as too were
the Ulster Volunteers, with the full
support of British Tories and
British Army Officers. The labour
movement could not afford to
remain unarmed. It needed its own
militia to fight for its class interests.

“An armed organisation of the
Irish working class is a phenomenon
in Ireland. Hitherto the workers of
Ireland have fought as part of the
armies led by their masters . . . Now
with arms in their hands, they pro-
pose to steer their own course, to
carve their own future. Neither
Home Rule, nor the lack of Home
Rule will make them lay down their
arms.”

But from March 1914 onwards
it was not Home Rule for Ireland
which the British government was
proposing, but partition of the
country. Connolly — from October
of the same year onwards the lead-
ing working class militant in Ireland
after Larkin’s departure for Amer-
ica — condemned the proposal in
the strongest of terms. The pros-
pect of partition sapped Connolly’s
optimism of earlier years.

“In their movement (of social-
ism) the North and South will
again clasp hands, again will be
demonstrated, as in 1798, that the
pressure of a common exploitation

can make enthusiastic rebels out of
a Protestant working class, earnest
champions of civil and religious
liberty out of Catholics, and out of
both a United Social Democracy,”
he had written in 1910. Three years
later he wrote: *“But with the
advent of Home Rule, nay even
with the promise of Home Rule . . .
the old relation of Protestant and
Catholic begins to melt and dis-
solve, and with their dissolution
will come a new change in the rela-
tion of either faith to politics . . .
The writer looks forward with con-
fidence to the future, believing that
the tale these Notes from Ireland
will have to tell will be a hopeful
one, even if the hope is nurtured
amid storm and stress.”

From March 1914 onwards,
Connolly’s writings were streaked
with a pessimism born of the fear
of the consequences of partition
upon the working class and its
organisations. Partition would “set
back the wheels of progress, would
des'roy the oncoming unity of the
Irish labour movement and paralyse
all advanced movements while it
endured”.

All hopes of uniting workers
irrespective of religion or old poli-
tical battle cries would be shatter-
ed. All old sectarian jealousies
would be kept up, workers would
be kept fighting workers, and pro-
gress would be impossible. “It still
remains to be seen whether the
working class agitation cannot suc-
ceed in frightening these vampires
from the feast they are promising
themselves upon the corpse of a dis-
membered Ireland.”

Five months after the emergence
of the plans for partition, further
impetus along the road to the East-
er Rising was provided by the out-
break of the First World War. While
the leaders of the parties of labour
across Europe reduced themselves
to being recruiting sergeants for the
war effort of “their” country, Con-
nolly, along with other revolution-
ary leaders such as Lenin; Luxem-
burg and Liebknecht denounced
the imperialist war.

Transformation

Connolly looked to the trans-
formation of the imperialist war
into a -eivil war. The workers he
wrote in 1915, “should have
refused to march against their bro-
thers across the frontiers”. If such
a refusal led to civil war, then “each
socialist who fell in such a civil war
would have fallen knowing that he
was battling for the cause he had
worked for in days of peace”.

Foreshadowing the events of
1916, Connolly wrote on the out-
break of war: “Even an unsuccess-
ful attempt at socialist revolution
by force of arms . . . would be less
disastrous to the socialist cause
than the act of socialists allowing
themselves to be used in the slau-
ghter of their brothers.” And short-
ly before the government’s banning
of the “Irish Worker” at the close
of 1914, he wrote: “The Irish
working class sees no abandonment
of the principles of the labour
movement in the fight against this
war . . . in their fierce resolve to do
no fighting except be it in their
own country.”

Recalling Larkin’s adage that
England’s difficulty was Ireland’s
opportunity, Connolly saw the war
as the time to strike at British rule
in Ireland, Writing in the “Workers’
Republic” — which replaced the
banned “The Worker” in February
1915, and throughout the rest of
the year ran a series of back-page
articles on insurrections — Connolly
warned that once the war was over
England would have at its disposal
an army of over a million men,
more than two soldiers for every
adult male in Ireland.

As the time of the insurrection
approached, the contents of the
“Workers’ Republic” became
increasingly explicit: ““Our oppor-
tunity has arrived, if we have but
the will and the courage to use it,”
explained an article in the issue of
January 22 1916, while the editor-
ial of the following week’s paper
asked, “We have planted the seed
in the hope that when many of us
are much older, it will ripen into
action. For the moment and hour
of that ripening, that fruitful
blessed day of days, we are ready.
Will it find you ready too?”
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“One is not born, but rather be-
comes a woman. No biological,
psychological, or economic fate
determines the figure that the
female figure plays in society; it is
civilization as a whole that pro-
duces this creature, intermediate
between male and eunuch, which
is described as feminine.”

Treatise

So begins Book 2 of Simone de
Beauvoir’s famous treatise on

Simone d
Beauvoir

Belinda Weaver looks at the life and
works of Simone de Beauvoir who

died last week.

women, The Second Sex. The book
was to cause a storm of indignation
and controversy. It was denounced

as obscene and pornographic by

Catholics and right wingers.
Yet women read it, and some

‘claimed it saved their lives. It was

Simone de Beauvoir: novelist, philosopher, feminist.

an important book for the emerging
women’s liberation movement of
the 1960s. It is still widely read
today, and regarded as a ““classic”.

Simone de Beauvoir, who died
aged 78 on April 14, was born into
a respectable Parisian middle class
family. She studied philosophy at
the Sorbonne, where she was placed
second to Jéan-Paul Sartre in their
final exam.

Her lifelong friendship with the
philosopher, described by de Beau-
voir as the “‘one undoubted success
in my life”* began then;so did her
revolt against her confining middle

. class origins. She was not to live the

conventional life — she did not
marry or have children, she worked
as a teacher in Rouen, and, later,
Paris, she wrote philosophy, novels,
autobiography and a play.

Scorned

As an established writer, de
Beauvoir was largely treated as an
equal by the men of her circle,
Sartre, Giacometti, and others.
However she scorned any idea of
having ‘honorary male’ status — she
saw such a thing as a betrayal of
women.

De Beauvoir did not intend The
Second Sex to be a demand for
rights, but rather an attempt to
examine, clarify and understand
women’s condition. She had no illu-
sions that the book would funda-
mentally alter this condition: .
it depends on the future of labour
in the world; it will change signifi-
cantly only at the price of a revolu-
tion in production.”

De Beauvoir began the book to
express certain of her own feelings
about being a woman. Te do so, she
realised she would have to write of
women in general — to understand
the myths concerning women exist-
ing in society, in religions, litera-
ture, superstitions and ideologies,
to understand what lay behind
those myths, and what realities
they served to mask.

Her concept of the book began
to widen — to take in physiology,
history, sociology, psychology and
psychoanalysis.

The book does not claim that
there are no differences between
men and women, but rather that
the differences that exist are of a
cultural rather than a natural order.
The book tried to show how these
differences are constructed by soci-
ety, by studying women’s develop-
ment from babyhood to old age.

The Second Sex was the book
that brought de Beauvoir the great-
est satisfaction. She thought it pos-
sible it could be improved, cut
down, refined. “But af the time I
was discovering my ideas as I was
explaining them, and that was the
best 1 could do. As for the content,
I should take a more matieralist
(i.e. Marxist) position in the first
volume.”

Published in 1949, The Second
Sex has been translated into 19
languages, and has become essential
reading for men and women in the
socialist and women’s liberation

1908 -
1986

movements. It was originally pub-
lished in two volumes.

Part 1, “Facts and Myths”, was
very favourably received, selling
22,000 copies in the first week. The
second part, “Women’s life today™
caused a public outcry.

The writer Albert Camus accus-
ed de Beauvoir of making the
French male look ridiculous, while
other critics, rather than debate the
issues raised by the book preferred
to slander de Beauvoir.

Men were angry, men felt sorry
for her ‘“humiliation” (of being
female). She herself believed that
they were appalled at her objec-
tivity as much as her social and
moral beliefs. They would have pre-
ferred a cry of rage, rather than a
reasoned analysis.

To put her in her “‘place”, the
whole range of sexual vocabulary
was used to reduce her to her
“true” function — that of sexual
object. Men said she was a frigid
woman who had never been made
love to properly.

De Beauvoir also explored the
possibilities life offers or denies to
women in her fictional works. The
Woman Destroyed and the charac-
ter of Paule in The Mandarins are
acute, if painful, insights into the
lives of women whose identity is
defined solely by their relationship
to the men in their lives. These
fragile identities crack under the
break-up of these relationships. In
losing their men, they lose them-
selves. Her writing is sensitive with-
out pulling any punches.

Her best known fictional work
is undoubtedly The Mandarins. As
an examination of post-World War
2 intellectuals, it created a stir as
readers identified the characters in
the novel with real life figures like
Camus, Sartre and de Beauvoir her-
self. But the attempts by an educa-
ted intellectual elite to abandon
their aloofness and to try to engage
seriously in political activism are
the core of the novel and form its
chief interest. :

De Beauvoir herself was ambi-
valent about activism. While she
took strong public stands at times
on particular issues, she was wary
of parties, and believed that being
an intellectual was enough.

The Second Sex did have an
influence on the women’s move-
ment of the sixties. Other writers
used her work as the basis to devel-
op ideas further.

Peculiarity

The book established the histor-
ical peculiarity of women’s oppres-
sion compared to other types of
oppression. Unlike the proletariat,
women are not concentrated in
groups, They do not experience the
solidarity born of shared work and
interests that workers can develop.

Since women are everywhere,
they do not develop the commun-
ity feeling which- can develop in
groups forced into ghettos, such as
Jews or black people.

Women are also of different
classes and races. Bourgeois women
tend to identify with bourgeois
men, rather than with working class
women. Most white women would
identify first with white men,
rather than black women.

Women’s oppression has always
(or almost always) existed. The

oppression of the working class has
not always existed, since the prol-
etariat has only come into being
since the Industrial Revolution and
the establishment of bourgeois
capitalist property relations. It is a
fairly recent phenomenon, based on
historical events.

Oppressed nations can remember
the epoch before their subjugation;
the working class has a powerful
collective identity, organisations,
traditions of struggle. “The oppres-
sed retained at least the memory of
former days; they possessed in com-
mon a past, a tradition, sometimes
a religion and a culture.” Not so for
women.

Since de Beauvoir wrote, women
have begun to unearth something of
a feminist tradition and generate
some feminist culture. Yet women’s
oppression still remains deeper,
more obscure, more like an eternal
fact of nature confronting indivi-
dual women.

Can it be overthrown? “A world
where men and women would be
equal is easy to visualise, for that
precisely is what the Soviet Revolu-
tion promised.” De Beauvoir rejec-
ted both the idea of passively wait-
ing for the revolution, and the illu-
sion of liberation without revolu-
tion. Her book aimed to help
women in the psychological self-
redefinition and  self-liberation
which would be necessary to give
substance to the revolution.

De Beauvoir has been a contro-
versial figure. The Second Sex made
her famous, notorious even. Her
friendship with Sartre and their
involvement in left wing causes
earned the hatred of the French
bourgeoisie. Both were banned
from state radio and television in
1960 for supporting soldiers who
wanted to refuse to serve in Alger-
ia, which was fighting for indepen-
dence from France at the time.

De Beauvoir formed part of an
international “tribunal” in the ’60s
condemning US involvement in
Vietnam. With 340 other women,
she signed a declaration attacking
France’s draconian anti-abortion
laws. She was a leading figure in the
French League of Women’s Rights.

She visited China and wrote The
Long March about her experiences;
she criticised America in America
Day by Day.

Her autobiographical works,
Memoirs of a Dutiful Daughter, The
Prime of Life, Force of Circum-
stance and All Said And Done des-
cribe her life, her friendships, her
politics.

Existentialism

Inevitably, de Beauvoir’s memo-
ory will be inextricably linked with
that of Sartre because of their long
companionship, their shared philo-
sophy of existentialism, and the
novels which illuminate aspects of
their relationship. Virtually all de
Beauvoir’s obituaries and tributes
mention Sartre.

Yet writers on Sartre do not
accord de Beauvoir equal promin-
ence. She did have an identity sep-
arate to Sartre — she was a novel-
ist, philosopher, writer of auto-
biography, feminist, and The
Second Sex is a more important
work than any of Sartre’s.

Yet like the women in her books
she too is defined by her relation to
a man. Perhaps this is an attempt
by society to ‘“feminise” de Beau-
voir — to say that underneath all
the opinions, the feminism, the
intellectual effort, she was just like
other women after all.

De Beauvoir’s philosophy was
that man and woman make what
they can out of their existences.
Her aim in writing The Second Sex
was partly to free women from the
images and myths which oppregsed
and crushed them, to help make
women aware that their difficulties
were part of women’s general con-
dition, not a personal disgrace. She
was pgratified that psychoanalysts
gave the book to women patients to
read — not just to middle class
women, but to working class
women as well.

While self-knowledge and under-
standing are not the key to finding
happiness or fulfillment, they do
free people to make choices, rather
than have choices made for them
by society’s pressures.
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INDUSTRIAL

Back the Addenbrookes strikers

Now the leaders of COHSE
and NUPE have betrayed the
Addenbrookes Hospital
domestics — who have been
on strike for 17 months —
by withdrawing the unions’
official support from then.
While Addenbrookes strikers
were being kicked out by
management on Thursday 20
February, COHSE NEC mem-
bers voted 14-11 to withdraw
official support from the
strike.

Fight on

Earlier domestic supervisor
Sylvia Burton had pleaded
with the NEC to fight on for
the National Health Service:

“Qur fight has been about
conditions of service and pat-
ient care. The conditions
under which you work do
affect how you care for the
patient. Every job gone hits
the service somewhere. Wher-
ever you make a cut it hurts
people.”

On Wednesday 26 Febru-
ary I asked Mr Bickerstaffe
where NUPE now stood? He
replied: “NUPE will follow
COHSE in whatever they do,
otherwise the relationship
between NUPE and COHSE
will be upset!”

I told Mr Bickerstaffe that
at Addenbrookes “All
Strikers’ Meeting’ the Domes-
tics had voted unanimously
to continue the strike with or
without official backing.
COHSE branch chairwoman
Sylvia Burton protested:

“The hierarchy of the
unions have just stayed in the
background and let the
women fight on their own.

Fascist
moved

By a Lewisham NALGO
member

LIBRARY NALGO members
in Lewisham meet again on
Monday 21 April to hear the
latest news on the Malcolm
Skeggs affair.

Skeggs, an active member
of the British National Party,
had been called by manage-
ment for a disciplinary hear-
ing on Thursday 17 April. All
that is known of this hearing
is that he has been ‘disciplin-
ed’.

However, on the Friday a
further meeting with manage-
ment took place where the
wider issue of his work as a
fascist was discussed. As a re-
sult, Skeggs will be moved
from his position as Librarian
at Lewisham Reference Lib-
rary. His new role with the
library service is as yet
unknown, but is likely to be
away from the public gaze.

Having heard the latest,
NALGO members decided to
put off a decision on what to
do next until management’s
proposals for resolving the
situation were known. If pro-
posals were not forthcoming
by 29 April, NALGO would
meet again on 2 May.

Over the last two weeks
there has been a groundswell
of liberal opinion supporting
Malcolm Skeggs’ right to hold
certain opinions and feeling
that by removing him from
Lewisham Reference Library
and giving him a more unob-
trusive position within the
library service, <ustice has
been done’.

It seems, therefore, that

By Graham Heneghan

I came out on strike in all
good faith in defence of my
own union’s policy. It’s heart-
breaking to see what they are
allowing to happen to the
health service.”

COHSE withdrew official
support after  seventeen
months because the women
domestics refused to accepl
the ACAS agreement of 17
October 1985. Under the
auspices of the conciliation
service ACAS, the private
cleaning contractor OCS
offered the domestics: on
staffing — nothing; on hours
— nothing; on conditions —
nothing. But they could have

job interviews when “all
forms of industrial action
have ceased including the

removal of pickets and their
accoutrements.” (Caravan).

This sell-out agreement
was signed by Keith Taylor of
COHSE and Eddie Bradin of
NUPE.

On Friday March 14 1986
we occupied the Headquar-
ters of Cambridge Health
Authority to bring the fight
against privatisation back into
the public eye.

The headlines of the Cam-
bridge Evening News
declared:

“New Action In Hospital
Cleaning Dispute: Police and
NHS officials with hacksaws
and bolt cutters ended an
early morning siege today.
Health service workers and
student sympathisers had
padlocked themselves inside
Cambridge Health Authority

unless management make a
mistake over his relocation,
any moves for further action,
or calls for his dismissal, will
not find mass approval from
library workers. But we
should keep up the pressure.

Shakespeare
boycott

By Di Gash

Stratford Labour Party and
Anti-Apartheid group have
organised a demonstration
against the South African re-
presentative being invited to
the Shakespeare Birthday
Celebrations on April 26.
Each vear the celebrations
committee invites all coun-
tries with which Britain has
diplomatic relations to send a
representative to Stratford

for this occasion, They all -

march through the town with
the Stratford dignitaries (and
those hoping to become
Stratford dignitaries) and the
ceremony culminates in the
unfurling of flags.

For the second year runn-
ing the committee has been
requested not to invite South
Africa but of course they can
find no reason why they
should not. The organisers of
the demonstration  have
received wide support from
the trades union and labour
movement including Equity
and Beta members from the
Royal Shakespeare Theatre
who are withdrawing from
any participation in the event
and will instead by joining
the demonstration.

So far 12 countries, inclu-
ding -Kenya, Botswana,

~ Zambia, Zimbabwe, Bangla-

iy

headquarters in protest at
‘hospital cleaning standards . .
After 17 months of dispute
over cleaning, the workers’
union withdrew official sup-
port. Today’s demonstration
was to show, said the workers
that they are continuing their
fight alone.”

Radio Cambridge and BBC
TV also covered the occupa-
tion.

Domestic Anne Sweeney
said: ‘““Our occupation was
short -but effective and we
hope that it will bring to the
attention of the people of
Cambridge the fact that we
are still fighting, despite los-
ing union backing.”

Rosina Cox added: ““We
want the public to know that
even though our leaders have
ditched us, our strike is still
very much alive. We will keep
on fighting for a clean hos-
pital.”

desh, Barbados and Senegal,
have responded to the call to
boycott the celebrations and
have written to the commit-
tee explaining that they will
not attend alongside a repre-
sentative of South Africa. It
is likely that more will follow
suit.

The committee still cannot
understand why “local tyro-
politicians™ feel the need to
spoil their ceremony. They
say ‘“Shakespeare belongs to
the whole world”. We would
like to know which world
they live in and have sent
them some copies of Anti-
Apartheid News and a rem-
inder that even if you are
white and live in Stratford-
on-Avon it is very unlikely
that you will be able to
afford a regular trip to see the

plays.
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But now

who

cares?
By Nik Barstow

A year ago, when they were
fighting rate-capping under
the slogan “Islington Cares”,
the borough’s Council pro-
minently featured its home
help service.

As if to prove how far
they have retreated since then
Islington Council has now
provoked the home helps into
strike action. Fed up with
two years of unsuccessful
negotiations on extra pay-
ments for extra duties about
to be imposed as a result of
“decentralisation” home
helps - will hold 2 one-day
strike on Thursday 24 April.

Robin Aldrich, a student
at S. Catherine’s College said:
“It’s disgusting that the
unions have ditched the
strikers and basically colluded
with the health authority.
They tried to railroad the stri-
kers into accepting a lousy
deal.”

Britain now spends a lower
percentage of its Gross Dom-
estic Product on health care
than any other EEC country,
except Greece.

NHS statfing levels tell by
4,150 over the last financial
year (March 31 1984-March
31 1985). This was the
second year in succession that
the number of people
employed in the NHS has
fallen. 11,400 jobs were lost
in the previous year. Most
of these losses have been in
ancillary staff and are largely
the effects of the Competitive
Tendering programme for

The Council is offering
them a measly 15p an hour
for the new duties (and that’s
an ‘improved’ offer). For the
many part-time workers in
the service that will mean lit-
erally pennies at the end of
the week!

Of course the Council
knows that home helps are
very unwilling to strike
because of the effects on
their old and handicapped
clients. The vote for action
on the 24th was over 4-1: a
sure sign of how far the
Council has pushed some of

its most committed, hard
working (and low paid!)
workers.

Who Cares? It sure as hell
isn’t Islington Council!

Laings
sold out

By Vince Brown

The picket of the Laing’s
London Bridge site has been
called off following a devas-
tating act of treachery by
UCATT General Secretary
Albert Williams. Williams
issued, on the same day as
Laings offered fresh negotia-
tions, a statement fully sup-
porting the dismissal of the
six victimised bricklayers.
Coupled with TGWU regional
organiser Davison’s instruc-
tion to TGWU members to
cross the UCATT picket line
the Lock Out Committee
unanimously felt that had no
alternative but to admit
defeat. -

The Lock Out Committee
are to issue a full statement
and history of the dispute in
* the next few days.

cleaning, catering and
laundry.
The overwhelming evid-

ence clearly shows that pri-
vatised services within the
NHS have meant worse pay
and conditions for the staff
employed and deteriorating
standards of patient care. We
cannot be responsible for the
state of apathy of the publ :
or other hospital workers
— who maybe feel powerless
to act. But we who are aware
of what is happening to oul
National Health Service and
who care enough, must act.

NUPE’s Bickerstaffe is an
expert speaker on Low Pay,
but what’s the point when
he’s not committed to sup-
porting the struggles of low
‘paid workers.

COHSE’s head, David
Williams, has become sterile
in complacency and Hickson
lost in rhetoric.

Bickerstaffe and Williams
are blocking ordinary work-
ing people from becoming
politically conscious — they
undermine struggle, pull the
plug on action — the biggest
betrayal of any union.

They have sold us for the
price of Labour Party ideol-
ogy, lipservice socialism.

On Saturday 26 April
there will be a National
Rally to support the
Addenbrookes strikers at
2.00 p.m. Conway Hall, Red
Lion Square, near Holborn
Tube, London.

Contact Addenbrookes
Strike Committee, Adden-
brookes Hospital, Hills Rd.,
Cambridge. Tel: 0223
245151 ¢ 7550° ser 0223
834924.

Housing
campaign
axed

Islington Council believes
that the housing it provides is
now so good that it doesn’t
need to fund local housing
campaigns. That, at any rate,
is the Council’s flimsy excuse
for plans to axe the Islington
Housing Rights Project and
its five staff.

The Council’s claims might
come as a bit of a shock to
the 9,000 people on its wait-
ing list or the hundreds of
council and private tenants
who have turned to IHRP for
help over the last few years.

The real reason the
Council wants to close down
IHRP is the campaign’s
successful work with council
tenants’ associations to get
long-promised work carried
out and its close monitoring
of the Council’s commitment
to its own housing policies.

The campaign to defend
ITHRP got a major boost with
a lobby of the last Council
meeting before the elections
on April 22 that was suppor-
ted by all the council trade
unions. Perhaps some coun-
cillors will see sense before
May 8 — the voters aren’t
likely to be too impressed by
people who. think that a bor-
ough with some of the worst
housing in Britain is a para-
dise on earth.

NIK BARSTOW,
Chair, Islington Council
Joint Trade Union
Committee

(personal capacity)

Come

to our

School
34
May

There is to be a SSIN
weekend school on May 34,
This follows our successes at
NUS  conference, where
SSiN  supporters Melanie
Gingell and Michele Carlisle
were elected to the National
Executive as non-sabbaticals
and Simon Pottinger as Vice-
President Welfare.

The Democratic Left (sic)
who control NOLS and NUS
refuse to allow political dis-
cussion. The school will pro-
vide a forum for debate that
is seriously lacking on the
student left.

There will be debates on
the Middle East and Ireland;
various seminars, including
the politics of women’s
oppression and a history of
the lesbian and gay liberation
movement,

Students

The weekend is set in the
context of discussing stud-
ents’ role in participating in
and developing the struggles
of the labour movement and
so the current state of the
labour movement and the
prospects for a Labour gov-
ernment will be analysed.

We will be taking decisions
about SSiN’s work for the
rest of the year and discussing
our perspectives for the Fow-
ler campaign through to next
October.

The school is open to
everyone and there will be a |
creche and crash pads avail-
able. On Saturday night there
will be a social.

It would help the organis-
ers to be informed of rough
numbers so please contact
SSiN if you are intending to
come.

There will be a small
charge for students with
grants and there will be a
hardship fund to help cover
transport costs.

Manchester

The school starts at 11.30 on
the Saturday and will finish
about 430 on the Sunday.
The venue is Manchester Uni-
versity Students Union,
Oxford Road, Manchester.
Tel: MUSU — 061-273 5111
and tannoy Jenny Skinner,
Dave Wolfe or Julie Woolla-
cot.

Please cut out and return to
SSiN, 214 Sickert Court,
London N1 2SY. Or phone
Jane on 01-691 0734 or 639
T7965.

PRORE = i e o
Creche: Yes/No
Sleeping: Friday Saturday
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DEFEAT
VMIURDOCH

BRENDA Dean has proposed
to SOGAT’s executive that
the union go to court and
purge its contempt — by
withdrawing its instruction to
SOGAT members to support
the printworkers sacked by
Rupert Murdoch.

The executive rejected her
surrender proposal.

But Dean insists that the
issue must be kept continual-
ly under review from now on.
And that sends out all the
wrong signals — to Murdoch
and the rank and file.

To Murdoch it indicates
that the print unions are
weakening and that he should
go for the kill now. If some
SOGAT leaders are thinking
about surrender, Murdoch
can encourage them to think
about it with even greater
urgency: he can slap writs on
the mass pickets to test the
SOGAT executive’s nerve.

To the rank and file it
gives signals of despair. It tells
them that Brenda_Dean has
given in publicly. If the lead-
ers publicly contemplate re-
treat, it must confuse and de-
moralise the rank and file.
But the key to winning the
dispute lies with the rank and
file. -
NG A-sponsored MP Martin
O’Neill, speaking at Wapping
on Saturday night 19th, com-
mented that the dispute
could go on until the next el-
ection. He looked to a future
Labour Government to sort.
things out.

Such an approach is fatal.
The dispute will be won not
by hanging on until Neil Kin-
nock comes to the rescue, but
by building real solidarity
action.

Indeed, if the labour
movement does not organise
effective defence of itself on
the industrial front, the pro-
spect of a future Labour gov-
ernment may well be all the
more remote.

Rank and file control over
the dispute needs to be deve-
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_avoidable rout.

CAL SUPP

Pickets at Wapping. Phor: Srefan Cagnoni, IF_L.

loped now to resist the drift

towards an unnecessary su-
render by the leaders. At the
mass picket at Wapping last
Saturday, 19th, there was a
real indication of the deter-
mination of the rank and file
seriously to organise the mass
pickets. For the first time,
many pickets showed a wil-
lingness to take on the police.

But at the same time it
indicated the frustration of

-JDiat minority with the way

the dispute is being run,
Militants across the unions
reed to step up solidarity
with the print workers to
help prevent a retreat that
may be a rout for the trade
union movement. If it hap-
pens it will have been an
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SOLIDARITY action from
postal workers depriving Mur-
doch of mail could well bring

News International’s scab
printing operations at Wap-
ping to a standstill.

The Basingstoke branch of
the UCW has wurged this
policy on their executive.
They received the following
reply from Alan Tuffin, gen-
eral secretary of the UCW.

“Legally this is impossible
to implement... the union
cannot legally invite the post
office to withdraw services
from individual customers,

ORT GROUP

Labour

MAY 8:

nor is the union itself entitled
legally to discriminate be-
tween one post office cust-
omer and another”.

The branch were not pre-

" pared to accept this as a reply

and pressed the executive to
consider the option of sus-
pending the 1981 household
delivery service agreement as
a way of boycotting Mur-
doch.

The executive replied argu-
ing that since neither the
TUC nor the print union
leaders had asked them to
do anything of this scope,
they were not prepared to
argue for the policy of boy-
cotting Murdoch among the
membership.

Greg Birch, secretary of
Basingstoke UCW, summed
up the lessons of this exchan-
ge in a letter on behalf of the
branch to Tuffin.

“We are fed up of hearing

trade union leaders say ‘we
are sorry, but...’. If this
dispute is to be won then the
print unions will need more
than moral support and sym-
pathy from fellow trade un-
ionists™.

Thanks this week to: 3
Manchester drinks levy £11; Bruce Robinson £1.50; Pete

Gilman £2.60; Belinda Weaver £2.00; other North London
readers £1.81; sponsor money in advance for Les Hearn’s
cycle ride £5. g

A slow week but we’re looking forward to large contri-
butions at our AGM this coming weekend.

We’re now negotiating for the last major purchase of our
re-equipment drive — new typesetting machinery. Several
comrades have agreed to give loans to make up thei £7000
required, and we’ll need about £400 to £500 from fund-
raising each month to pay them off.

Send contributions to: SO, PO Box 823, London SEI15

4NA.

£10,000




