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About Workers Action

Workaers Action is a Marxist current in the labour movement.

Workers suffered a series of heavy defeats under the Tories
from 1979 onwards. 1he Labour movement is only now
beginning to show signs of recovery both in terms of the
level of sirike action and the election ot left-wingers to lead-
ing Irade union positions. Bul the Labour Party leadership is
resolutely pro-free market and pro-business, and has yet to
see a real challenge to its authority inside the party

Workers Action belicves that the most important task al the
moment is a struggle to renovate the exisling labour move
maent, politically and in the workplace, so that it can fight
effectively in its own interests.

This requires a struggle in the Labour movement as it is,
with all its problems and weaknesses. Workoers continue to
support the | abour Pary far more than any other parly in
clections and by union affiliation. At present, attempts to get
round this political fact by mounting electoral challenges to
Labour are, in most cases, tutile and scctarian, and arc like-
ly to lead to greater demoralisation. Mosl imporlanily, they
represent an abandonment of any serious political struggle
against the | abour leadership, Workers Action supporters
are therefore active in the Labour Parly as well as the trade
unions and political campaigns.

Capitalism condemns millions to exploitation, poverty, dis
ease and war, so that when its leading international bodies
meet, they have to do so behind lines of police. However,
Workars Aclion believes that the relative importance of the
anli-capitalist movement over the last few years is a sign not
ot the strength of the left. but of its weakness and marginal-
isation. The new frec market world order is based on 20
years of defeats for the inlernational working class. Protests
outside the conferences of organisations such as the WTQO
are a positive development in that they show that there is
opposilion, but must not be a substitute for building a social
ist leadership in the working class

Workers Action supporls all progressive national struggles
against imperialism, without placing any confidence in the
leaders of such movements. Neither bourgeois nationalism,
nor pelty-bourgeois guerrillaism, nor religious fundamenlal
ism can advance the interests of the oppressed workers
and peasants. We are for the building of a socialist leader-
ship on an inlernational scale.

The collapse of Slalinism in 1889, compounded by the
move: to the right ot the Labour Party and the Furopean
Socialist parties, has resulted in an ideological crisis for the
left. Some. like the SWP, deny thal such a crisis exists —
indeed, they claim that al the moment there is a realistic
possibility of 4 serious electoral challenge to Labour. Othars
question whether the socialist project, fought for by the
working class and its allies, is still viable. Workers Action
believes that it is, but that to rebuild a fighting left relevant
to the concerns of workers means rejecting the methods of
scct-building and self-proclaimed vanguardism.

However, Workers Action has a non-dogmatic approach to
this crisis of the left. We see it as an opporlunily lo evaluate
critically many of our proeviously held conceptions in the light
of experience. Marxism is a critical ideology or it is nothing.
Socialists cannot march inlo the 21st century with their pro-
gramme frozen in the 1920s.

If you are inlerested in joining us or discussing further, write
to us at PO Box 7268, London F10 6TX or e-mail us at
workers.action@btinternct.com.




Editorial

New Labour: towards oblivion or

‘Tony Blair’s ability to relinguish the premiership at a ime, and in
the manner, of his choosing has been seriously compromised in
recent months by Muy’s Lnglish local clection results and by a
series of scandals, culiinating in the arrest of his chiel fundraiser,
Lord Levy, over the ‘cash-for-honours” aftair. In the local elec-
tions, Labour lost a net total of 320 seats, relinguishing control of
19 councils, and won only 26 per cent of the vote (on a 37 percent
turnowt) -- well behind the Tories and roughly level with the Lib-
eral Democrats. Belore, during and after the elections, New J.a-
bour’s long-term electoral labilities (not least over Irag) have been
compounded by a series of public embarrassments, which have
been gleefulty exploited by the media and the other partics. These
have ranged from the trivial matters of John Prescott’s intimacy
with his sceretary and (slightly more seriously) a US casino mag-
nate to the erroneous release of foreign prisoners, the aforemen-
tioned ‘loans for honours' scandal and the financial and staffing
crisis in the NHS.

The ‘foreign prisoners’ issuc has occupied headlines out of all

proportion to its real significance because it has been seized on
by those pursuing reactionary agendas on crime and immigra-
tion. As for Labour’s procurement of funds from multi-millionaire
businessmen — allegedly on the promise of peerages — this is
uncdifying but hardly shocking, given the previous record on
this score (¢l Bernie Ecclestone); the most politically significant
aspect of the issue is the fact that once of those involved was Ron
Aldridye, exccutive chairman (now resigned) ot Capita, which
has been one of the principal beneficiaries of ‘outsourcing’ in the
public sector. This Hllustrates the incestuous relationship between
the govermment and the corporate privateers who are carving up
public services - a relationship that has also played a part in the
most serious of the recent ‘scandals’, the crisis in the NHS. Itis a
stark iltustration of the political degencration of the Labour tead-
ership that Patricia Hewitt had the brass neck to declare to a
Unison health conference that the NS had been enjoying its
best ever year when Trusts had just announced 7,000 redundan-
cies due to deficits surpassing £600 million; and when her depart-
ment was already under fire for proposing to hand over primary
care in England to the private sector. The silent hostility she pro-
voked on this occasion was spectacularly surpassed by the re-
lentless barracking she reccived from the normally docile Royal
College of Nursing al its own subsequent conference. This reac-
tion accurately prefigured the drubbing that her party was o
receive at the polls a few weeks later.

The local clections and their aftermath mean that Blair's ail-
redectning virtue in the eyes of party loyalists —~ “at least he gets
Labour ¢lected” — no longer holds; it looks increasingly unlikely
that the party will secure an overall majority at the next election.
The prospect of another Tory government at Westminster - al-
most unthinkable even a year ago — is now a realistic one. Until
very recently, the unattractiveness of the Torics as an alternative
party of government has been one of Blair's greatest assets, David
Cameron’s attempts to re-brand his party have undoubtedly helped
them seem less like the swivel-cyed bigots and grasping pluto-
crats that most of them clearly are but the descent of New Luabour

reincarnation?

ever deeper into corruption and hypocrisy has made almost any
alternative seem worth a shot to many people. A recent Guard
ian/ICM poll of voting intentions put the Tories on 38 per cent of
the vote, tour points ahead of Labour, while the Liberal Demo-
crats trailed behind with 24 per cent. Some derive crumbs of com-
fort from the fuct that Labour held an even greater poll Icad over
Thatcher’s Tories midway through the 1987-92 parliament, which
did not prevent John Major from sceuring a tourth Tory victory
when the country actually went to the polls,

Despite the media frenzy about palace coups and backbench
revolts after May 4, the fabled letter urging Blair to do the decent
thing never materialised and few MPs were prepared to state on
the record that it was Gme for him to go. Nevertheless, the longer
he clings on, the greater are the chances of his parliamentury
colleagues allowing their self-preservation instinct (o overcome
their usual spinclessness and force him out. In doing so, they
would unquestionably be defending the interests of their party,
in contrast to Blair, who scemed quite unabashed about relying
on Tory votes to secure the passage of the Education Bill, rather
than attempting to address the concerns of his ‘own’ backbench-
ers. Left activists must actively work to bring about a leadership
contest as soon as possible,

Even if the expected assumption of the party leadership by
Gordon Brown proves sulficient 1o restore Labour’s popularity,
however —and this is not borne out by the ICM poll - the damage
has already been done at local level, with Labour having lost
averall control of most ol its former municipal strongholds, and
similar problems threatened next year when Scotland and Wales
hold their own general elections. In Wales, in particular, a pol] defeat
occasioned by Blairite unpopularity would be a bitter irony for an
administration that has steered a course away from New Lahour.

Leaving aside electoral calculations, there is an obvious politi-
cal objection to the idea that Gordon Brown can somehow rescue
Labour from the wiess it is in: he is himself the co-author of the
New Labour project. The neo-liberal agenda on public services —
including PFI, foundation hospitals, pension ‘reform” and 104,000
civil service job cuts — has been driven by Brown as much as (f
not more than) Blair. Even those policies which seem to owe more
1o Blair's idiosyneratic view of *moral purpose’ — most impor-
tantly, of course, the war on Iraq -~ have enjoyed Brown’s acqui-
eseence and public support. The blood of more than 100,000 Ira-
qis and countless Afghans is therefore on his hands, as well as
on Blair’s. Nevertheless, some in the party, citing the two men’s
different styles and political backgrounds, claim that the chancel-
lor would distinguish himsel{ from the policies ol his predecessor
if given his head. But, while Brown may have begun his political
career, unlike Blair, with some genuine socialist convictions, he
has not allowed these to encumber him on his road to power; all
he now retains is the ability to address the labour movement in its
own language. And, while a leader who cites Hardie and Bevan is
superlicially more appealing than one who hectors his audience
with a mixture of management-speak and self-righteous moralis-
ing, it makes little dillerence when both proffer the same failed,
right-wing policies.

—Lt_%"
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The greatest danger inherent in the cur-
rent situation is that Brown might seduce
a suflicient portion ol the centre-left to
cnable him to sceure the leadership with
the hacking of a broad scetion of Labour’s
membership, thereby stabilising the situa-
tion in the party. It took alot of unpleasant
experiences to convinee many Labour sup-
porters that Blair had not, after all, had his
metaphorical fingers crossed behind s
back when he foreswore *old- fashioned tax
and-spend policies’ in 1994-97. Similarly,
today, a nod and a wink to the left from
firown  cven while he publicly assuapes
any (unwarranted) suspicions on the part
of the bourgeoisic and its apologists in
the media - could buy him enough good-
will 1o revive ‘the Project’. 1t is up to the
left to ensure that New Labour dies with
the political career of its principal founder.

1L is therefore vital that there is areal lead-
ership contest - and not simply one be-
jween Brown and a rival prophet of the
true New Labour taith, such as Reid or
Milburn. Even if the owtcome of an elee-
tion is a foregone conclusion, the contest
itself should provide an opportunity for
the left to open up the debate about 1a-
bour’s political direction and o make the
case for an alternative (o the present neo
liberal orthodoxy. John McDonnell's an-
nouncement ol his candidacy on July 14
has created an opportumty for such a de
bate. MeDonnell is probably the most ar-
ticulate and unflinching socialist eritic of
New Labour in the House of Commons. As
chair of the Tabour Representation Com-
mittee (LLRC), he has driven forward the
development of a socialist policy pro
grammice, setling out both an alternative
clection manitesto and an alternative
budget. The LRC conterence on July 22
will no doubt endorse his candidacy.
McDonnell may well not be the only *left’
contender in this election, however.
Moreaover, the LRC represents only a (rac
tion of Labour’s centre-left; il it, and its
chair, ate to make the most of their inter
vention, then they need to work together
with the broudest possible alliance of
forces: all those prouped under the hanner
ol the Centre -1 eft Grassroois Alliance, as
well as others who may not presently be
part of the organised left. There needs to
be as inclusive and democratic a debate as
possible on the strategy and tactics of this
contest  both o make a sigmficant -
pact on the clection itself and to ensure
that the Labour left emerges strengthened
and more united for the siruggles abead.

Some on the left will, of course, cite New
Labour’s current predicament as further
evidence of the futility of attempting to
‘reclaim’ the party from the neo-liberal right.
They will continue to insist, instead, that
socialists join their own preferred “politi-

cal alternative to New Labour’. Despite the
cvident disillusionment with the govern-
ment. however, there is Hittle sigh of a posi-
tive political break with Labour, at least on
the evidence of the local election results.
Respect won 16 council seats, 12 of them
in Tower Hamlets, where they are now the
second-targest group. As in the general
clection last year, however, Respect’s elec-
toral successes are almost entirely con-
{ined to arcas with large concentrations of
Muslim voters: while the party has won
recognition (or its opposition to the “War
on Terror’ {rom those communities that
have suftered most in that “war’, it does
not present a credible solution to the crisis
ol working class representation. Other left
partics made significantly less impression
and, meanwhile, the odious BNP won 32
seats, including 11 in Barking and

Dagenham, making them the second farg-
est parly — a sobering reminder that work-
ing class voters need not look 1o the left
when they leel abandoned by Labonr.

In place ol the supposed short-cuts of
fered by Respect and their like, the batde
for a political break with the New Labou
project must continue to be fought within
the mass organisations of the working
class — the trade unjons and the Labour
Party. The events of recent months have
provided further illustration of the bank-
ruptey of Blaitism; the feft must seize the
opportunity to rid the labour movement of
this parasitic outgrowth and step up the
fight for an alternative programme that ad-
dresses the needs ol the working class.
The coming months will be crucial in de-
termining whether New Labour is renewed
or superseded. WA

Israel out

As we go 1o press, Isracl’s invasion of the
Lebanon is proceeding with lethal force,
and has alrcady resulted in many civilian
deaths. Southern Beirut and other Teba
nese cities have been attacked, and the
possibility that the Syrian capital of Da-
mascus will be targeted looms steadily
larger. Tran has stated that it would view
such an attack as an attack on the entire
Muslim world, and, given the rising ten:
sion between the United States and Tran,
the potential for the conflict o spread Is
self-evident.

Along with the leaders of Russia, France
and Ttaly, ‘Tony Blair hus made the usual
noises warning of a “disproportionate” re-
sponse, while accepting the Isracli default
position that it is reacting 10 acts ot Lerror-
ism: the kidnapping of soldiers in Gaza and
Lebanon. Mceanwhile, George Bush has
made it clear that the US opposes calls for
a ceasefire and sces the crisis as an oppor-
tunity to deat once and for all with
Hizbollah and to intimidate its sponsors,
Iran and Syria.

Yet Israel's invasion - as in 1982 - shows
all the signs of having been pre-planned.
Ever since Hamas won elections in the Pal
cstinian territories, Israel, backed by the
US, has ratcheted up the tension, pouring
9,000 high explosive shells into Gaza since
its supposed withdrawal, most notoriously
when it killed nine members ol a wedding
party on a beach on June 13. Some see its
cvacuation of settlers and settlements as a
tactic 1o create a free-fire zone,

Israel is aiming at nothing short of re-

of Lebanon!

drawing the political map in the region. by
destabilising Lebanon and removing
Hizbotlah as a political and military threat.
War also serves a number of subsidiary
purposes. For the first time in decades,
neither the prime minister, Ehud Olmert, nor
the defence minister, Amir Peretz, are sen-
jor military Tigures, so the Istacli military
has the opportunity 1o take the lead. At
the same time, Isracli public opinion, which
only weeks ago had been leaning towards
negotiations and a prisoner exchange with
Famas, is now {irmly behind the use of
force. The invasion also aims to remind
the US, while it sinks ever deeper into the
Iragi quagmire, that Isracl is a strategic as-
sel rather than a liability.

Hizbollah, oo, hopes to redraw the po-
litical map. It is increasingly well trained
and well armied, and while it cannol hope
1o confront the Isracli army in conventional
warlare, any prolonged occupation will re-
prise the conditions which led to Tsracl
being driven outof Tebanon six years ago.
But many Lebanese people, while opposing
the invasion, also hold Hizbollah responsi-
ble for giving Isracl the pretext to attack und
set the country back two decades.

There are no quick or good solutions in
the short term. We must demand the imme-
diate withdrawal of Israeli forces from both
I chanon and the Occupiced Territorics, and
the release of the 9,000 Palestinian and
Lebanesc hostages held by Tsrael. In addi-
tion, we must step up the campaign for
sunctions, disinvestment and a trade boy-
cott of Israel. WA
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Three years
of
occupation

Even by the US-led coalition’s
own standards the occupation of
Irag must be judged a disaster,
says Simon Deville

It is three years since the invasion ol Irag
and itis dif ienlt 1o see how it can be viewed
as asuccess on any level. While many pre-
dicted that the invasion would be a disas-
ter, few could have forescen just how in-
ept the ‘coalition of the willing” was capa-
ble of being, and just how spectacularly
its strategy could go wrong.

Threc years on, the occupation has failed
(o establish law and order, most people
have electricity only a few hours a day,
and what water is available is polluted.
Criminality and kidnapping are rife, living
conditions have not significuntly improved
since the stranglehold of UN sunctions,
basic safety nets such as food rationing
are being dismantded and market shock
therapy has meant the conditions of the
poor and the middle classes have plum-
meted. On op of this, widely publicised
human rights violations such as at abu
Ghraib may have shocked many in the
West, but in [raq they have simply affirmed
how most Iragis already viewed the occu-
pying forces. The massacres of at least 23
civilians at Haditha and at least T atlshag
are just the tip of the iceberg, exceptional
only in that they have been reported in the
Western media due o reelutable evidence
like the video footage of events at Haditha
Indeed, the US originally reported the
deaths at Haditha as having been caused
by a roadside bomb, only initiating an in-
ternal investigation when the video cvi-
dence was produced proving that the ¢i-
vilians were all killed in a revenge rampage
hy US troops within hours of a US soldier
being kifled by a roadside bomb. While
British forces have tried to claim that the
arcas they oversee are different, that lie
has been nailed with the video footage of
British troops beating lraqi youths, and
has resulted in the breaking off of relations
between the local Tragi authorities and the
Rritish.

Is Iraq descending into civil war?
Since the destruction of the al-Askari
shrine there has been much talk of braq
shipping into civil war. Indeed, the number
of bodies at the Baghdad morgue showing
signs of being tortured before being killed
by death squads (reported to be 1,100 last
July alone) indicates an extremely danger-
ous situation. The lack of credible, inde-
pendent reporting from outside the green
zone, however, makes an assessment of
this situation extrermely difficult.

There necds (0 be a great deal of caution
in accepting arguments about civil war -
firstly and most importantly it isn’t at all
¢lear who is cartying out the (errorist at-
tacks on civilians. 1t would not be without
precedent for the US to be carrying oul
cover operations cither to take out key
opponents of the occupation, or to create

sectarian strife as a divide-and-rule tactic
and (o justify keeping troops in place as
‘peacekecpers’ as has happened with al
most every mifitary occupation in the last
50 years. Nor would it be beyond the
realms of possibility that there genuinely
was seclarian and criminal violence as dif-
ferent groups and factions jockey for po-
sition in a post-Saddam Traq, or indeed that
a comhination of these factors was con-
tributing to such a situation. While many
within the anti war movement assert that
prior o the invasion there was little or no
religious sectarianisin, it is clear that Shias
tended to be excluded from the middle
classes, and religious sectarianism could
prow rapidly. The US certainly didn't need
to invent the existence of religious reac-
tionaries such as al-Zawgqarti, though they
almost certainly exaggerated his impor-
tance and attempted to conflate it with the
hatred of the occupation felt by ordinary
Traqis. Tt is a safe bet that the death of al-
Zawqart will prove to be yet another false
turning point in the accupation, since the
violence is caused first and foremost by
the occupying forees, and over 70 per cent
ot attacks reported by the coalition, fur from
being sectarian attacks, are actually attacks
on the coalition forces. Some within the
LIS adnunistration may welt welcome a ‘lim-
ited civil war’, as one blogger who sup
ports the occupation and who claims to be
a Baghdad based lragi referred to it But
the problem with civil wars is that once
they are started there is litle chance of
them remaining ‘limited’. Many of the at-
tacks are carricd out by militias and death
squads that are part of the government and
are paid for by the occupation. George
Bush has claimed that the US is opposing
this, but itisn’t at all clear how.

Few people can really be said o benefit
from the current situation. T the US is re-
sponsible for the attacks as many Iraqgis
belicve, it certainly hasn’t left them in a
more stable position. The instability inIraq
has left the US dependent on support from
Iran and the Shia parties with close ties to
Iran on the one hand, and Mogtada al Sadr
on the other. The Shia groupings with ties
to lran tend to support a breakaway Shia
region which would not only be even more
closely tied to Iran, but would alse have
control of the southern oil ficlds. While
the YIS may publicly be ratcheting up the
pressure on fran over the development of
its nuclear capability, in reality itis notin a
position to do anything about fran and is
abrcady over-stretched with the occupa-
tion of Iraq and Aflghanistan. Earlier de-
mands on Syria, where the US was said to
be negotiating for that country’s co-op-
cration over Trig in return for not catling
for it to be brought before the UN over ils
alleged interference in Lebanon, have been
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quictty dropped. Having said that, it would
be a mstake (0 under-estimate the arro-
gance of the neo-cons and rule out totally
the possibility of un attack on Iran, either
by the US or hy Israel acting as 1ts proxy.
Anattack on lran could either take the lonn
ol bomnbing raids that woukd have litte ef
feel on the country, but would make the
Iranians far less ready (o co operale over
Trig. or sonething more sustained which
would increase US overstietch and risk
destabilising the whole region and feaving
the US [orced outin a humiliating defeat.

Mogtada al Sadr has called for unity be-
tween Shias and Sunnis and supports
snited Iragi nation, which the occupying
forces mipht have welcomed. Unfortu-
nately for the US, however, he wanis
Sunnis and Shius to unite o dreve out the
foreipn occupiers. Despite this, and the fuct
that previously the US has had a number
of armed confrontations with the Mcehdi
army and has (ried o arrest al-Sadr for the
murder of another ¢lerie, the US has been
forced to work with him out of necessity
and as a bulwark against those advocat-
ing the tederal hreak-up of the Tragi nation.

IU's hard o imagine that any of the above
scenarios would huve featured promi
nently in pre-invasion plans at the White
House. To understand how they got here
takes some unpicking of the litany of fail -
ures and bungles by the US and British
governments.,

Blair's reasons for going to war
IUs worth reviewing some of the Blair gov-
ernment’s claitus and how they have col-
lapsed, simply because 1t's casy to lose
sight of the contortions they have gone
through 1o juxtily the invasion and occu-
pation of [ra. '
[Taving been judpad by most people to
have made a historic blunder over rag, Blar
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has tried to sidestep erticisin by claiming
that god will judge him. Prior to that, Blan
had clatmed that history would be his judge.
Perhaps Blair has realised that three years
on things still aren 't looking too pood and
his imaginary friend might be a bit more
tenient than history.

The stated aims of Blate of disarming the
Ba'athist regime of s weapons of mass
destruction was never much more than a
sophistry intended to pive a lig leat of le-
gality to what most people saw as an ille-
gal act. A large sechon of the population
was always sceptical of the claims about
such weapons. OF those who beheved
there were WMDs, many saw through the
hypocrisy of this being used as a pretext
for war when the government appears
quite happy for other regimes (o have
WMDs when they are ‘our” allics, whether
they be democracies or brutal dictator-
ships. The WMID claimis very quickly de-
scended into Tarce as the government was
shown to be covering up all reliable
sources of wformation or legal advice, and
10 be resorting 1o crude cut-and paste pla-
SIS O support its case.

The WMD argaimenthaving lostall ered-
ibility, the fallback posttion Tor many
Blairites is that they have removed adicta-
1ot and ficed the Fraqi people. The problem
with this argument is that, in addition to
havinp to forget any previous arguments
put forward by supporters of the war, it is
abundantly clear that most lraqis don't
hiave much in the way of freedom. In addi
tion o facing curfews, random arrests, tor-
ture and Killings, miost Iragis have also been
impaoverished by the occupation. 1t is hard
o sustain an argument that war against
Tray was justifted i order to put Tragis in
their current condition.

Regime change

For the neo-cons, WMI) were never an
issue, as George Bush had stated from early
on that his aim wits regime change. The
Rlairites have tricd to encourage the im-
pression that by remaining publicly *shoul-
der 1o shoufder® with the most right-wing
president in a generation, behind the
scenes Blair could become a moderating
influence on the Bush regime. Tt Blair has
had any influence on Bush at all, it ap-
puis to be simply that he convineed Bush
to go through the motions ol trying to get
a second resolution from the UN Security
Council, even though Bush had already
made the decision 1o go Lo war. In other
words, the only restraining influence Blatr
might have had over Bush has been con-
vincing him over tactics as to how best (o
start a war and allow Blai o selt it to the
British public. Even with this minor level
of influence. Blair, who up until that point
viewed himsell as being a master at judg-

ing opinion and of convincing people ol
his ideas, faited 1o sell the war to either the
UN Security Council or the British public,

The neo-cons’ project

There are a amnber of reasons why Bush
and the neo cons were mtent on win with
[rag, nonc of thenm o do with weapons ol
mass destruction, When Bush was elected,
a number of tus key advisers were involved
in the *Project for the New American Cen-
tury' tight-wing think tank. Many had been
involved in governmmient under Reagan and
were concerned about the decline of US
global dominance. They beticved that the
Reapan administration had influenced
world alfairs o such an extent that st had
toppled what they saw as world commuy

nisut, and that since that time there had
been a erists of leadership i the US tha
meant that it might lose 1(s positton as the
world's only superpower. With the decline
of the US cconomy worldwide, they argued
that the US could regain the initiative by
re-asserting its overwhelming military pre

cminence, achieving “full-spectrum domi

nance’. The US would maintan such a
technological/imilitary gap between itselt
and any potential rival on sea, air land or
in space that it would crush any upstart
nation hefore i could accumutute sutticient
weaponty 1o pose a threat, For the neo-
cons, Lo paraphrase Mao, hepemony comes
through the barrel of a gun. A key pro-
posal from the “Project for the New Ameri

can Century” was that the US would fight
and decisively win two simultancous wars
toy assert is military authonty on the world
stage, with inited ground troops but dem

onstrating the overwhelning superiority
ol the high-tech US military hardware.

Alongside this strategry was a desire 1o
deal with unfinished business from the first
Gulf War, (o deal with what was seen as
the main threat to Tsracl in the region, and
to control diminishing supplies of oil at a
time when access to Saudt oil appeared to
be threatened by the growing unpopular-
ity of the dictatorship.

September 11 gave the neo-cons the op
portunity to try out their tantasies, and 1t
is precisely the arrogance ol believing that
they could use the globe as the testing
pround tor therr right-wing lunacy that has
compounded the problems caused by the
invasion. The *Project (or the New Amen
can Centary” deseribes itselfas an “organi-
sation dedicated to a few tundamental
proposttions; that American leadership is
good both for America and for the world:
and that such leadership reguires military
strenpth, diplomatic energy and commil-
ment towmoral principle”. Throughout, it dis-
plays a naive certainty that people will wel
conie "American leadership’ if only they
could be foreed to accept what's good for
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them. Thus Donald Rumsteld believed that
all that was needed was a “shock and awe’
bombardment in which the Saddan regime
would be toppled with a minimal troop in-
volvement, and that grateful Tragis would
then welcome them with open wrms,

The ham fisted attempts at installing US-
fricndly Tragis such as Ahmed Chalabi or
lyad Allawi, who usually hadn't lived in
Traq for decades prior to the invasion and
who had virtually no base of support 1n
lrag, have also failed, leaving the US foreed
(o deal with the pro-lranian, anti-occupa-
tion Shia partics to survive. Almost as in
evitably, the US will also be forced to do
deals with the insurgents in predominantly
Sunni arcas. It scems certain that at some
point in the not too distant future the US
will be torced to negotiate o withdrawal
from frag, as an indetinite occupation is
unsustainable. 10s inconcetvable that US
sttategists haven’t considered this, and
aren't looking at ways of preparing for a
withdrawal on terms that best protect US
interests.

While the neo-cons’ project may lic in
tatters, unless the US s driven out of irug
itis difficult to see it leaving the country to
decide its own [ate for the simple reason
that the US is dependent on unported oil
and needs to control the Middle Last as a
whole. Those with maore toresight in the
US administration may reabise that a de-
tested occupation cannot continue and try
to ensure ways ol protecting US interests
whilst handing over the day-to-day run
ning to a compliant lragi administration.
Plattorm, the social and environmentad jus-
tice organisation, highlighted the atempts
to set up Production Sharing Agreements
(PSAS) in s report Crude Designs last
year, Under such agreements, multi-na
tional corporations establish long-term
contracts (usually 25 (o 40 years) in which
they get a major share in oil profits in re-
wrn for developing the industry. Such
agreements would be backed up by guar
antees that any Tuture Iragi government
would not be able to re-negotiate them.

The anti-war movement

In the United States the anti-war move-
ment has been slower (o establish itself
than in Europe, because the drive for war
was launched on the back of widespread
revulsion at the September 11 attacks.
However, it has coalesced around Cindy
Shechan’s peace camp and opposition to
Bush has gained further ground because
of domestic issues, particularly Hurricane
Katrina last year, which continues to be an
issue. Support for Bush has gone from all-
time highs to record lows aver the lust three

years.
In Britain the anti-war movement reached
its peak prior to the start of the war and

maintained a number of enormous mobili-
sations tor some time after. While the mo-
bilisatiens have not been sustained over
the last couple of years, public opinton has
settled with a majority being opposed 1o
the war. However, this has not led to sus-
tained pressure on the govermment as opin-
ion on what w do about the occupation
has been [ar imore confused. The Lib Dems
dropped theiropposition to the war as soon
as it started, but have retained sorme politi-
cal capital from their original opposttion.
The Stop the War Coalition has strug-
gled o regain the initiative as anti-war
mobilisations have receded. Whilst it has
correctly supported und encouraged Mili-
tary Families Against the War, and has made
useful Jinks with Tragi opponents of the
occupation, much of its focus has been
concentrated on going over arguments
that have already been won, and where
opinion has already hardened, such as on
the lies of the government and the legality
of the war. This has ofien been at the cost
of downplaying more difficult arguments
needed to explain the nature ol the occu-
pation, and of systematically butlding up a
withdrawal movement. In particular, (oo lit-
de attention has been paid to developing
and co ordinating opposition within the
ranks of the labour movement. with the
coalition being oo ready (o aceept affilin-
tions and support from general seeretaries
as a reason for not needing to win over the
merbership. The attention paid to parlia
mentary oppusition has been even weaker.,
Little has been done even o involve the
nsual suspects in ongoing anti-occupation
work, never mind trying to put pro-occu-
pation MPs under any pressure or attempt-

ing 1o win new supporters. The coalition
has relied far too much on just a handtul of
the most vocal opponents ol the war and
occupation. I the anti-war movementis o
conlribule to bringing an carly end to the
occupation this situation needs 1o be
twrned around. ‘Fhere was o good turn-out
for the March 18 demonstration, but the
real task that the Stop the War Coalition
needs to lace is developing a strategy over
the next couple of years that can build a
maovenient that helps drive Britain and the
US out of Iraq. To have built the fargest
demonstration in British political history
1s a tremendons achicvement for the coah

tion, and the movement has had a signifi

camt and tangible influence in changing,
public opinion, but where it has been weak-
est s in understanding how to use the le-
vers of power 1o change government
policy. While demo-weartness has had
some clicet on the ability to mobilise the
anti war movement, this is offset by the
movement having been proved absolutely
right on so many issues, and by the empti-
ness of the government’s continual proc-
lamations of yet another new turning point,
only to be followed by yet more atrocitics.
The povernment is stuck in precisely the
guagnure that many in the anti war move-
ment predicted, and a continuation ol the
oceupation is likely to tip the balance tur-
thee inour favour, [t is unlikely that a with-
drawal of British troops will happen under
Blair - we should be campaigning both for
an end 10 Blair’s leadership of the Labour
Party and for his successor (o withdraw
British troops, however much that might
upset the alleged special relatonship with

the US. WA
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Hands off
Iran!

Darren Williams provides some
theoretical ammunition for
socialists to use when opposing
the build-up to war with lran

At the ime of writing, there is something
of a lull in the diplomatic stand ofl he

tween Tean and the so-called *GO” (the five
perninent N Security Council mem-
bers, plus Germany). The Tranian govern-
ment s considering the otfer of twechni

cal assistance and diplomatic concessions
presented on June 6 ina bid to secure the
termination of irs uranium enrichment
programime. For its part, the United
States's agrecment on May 31 to partici

pate in talks represented u significant
climhdown from its renewed rejection of
negotiations less than a week carlier. Nev-
ertheless, there are strong indications that
the Bush administration remums commit-
ted o a military attack on Tran, with the
possible acquiescence of the British gov-
crnment. US aggression against the s

Limic Republic has seemed a real possi

htlity ever since Bush included Tehran,
together with Baghdad and Pyongyang, in

the so-called *Axis of LEvil in his State of

the Union address on Junwary 29, 2002,
In recent months, US rhetorie directed
against lran has become increasingly stri-
dent and its persistent, wide-ranging ac-
cusations disturbingly recall the build-up
o war in Irag m 2002-03. The danger that
Tran, like [raq before i, may he subjected
to the might of US imperialism s ever
present, Readers of Workers Action will
hopelully not need 1o be persuaded of the
impersive (o oppose any military attack
but it may nevertheless be useful to ad-
dress systemaltically the arguments being
presented in support of VS intervention,
1o assist in building the opposition to war
over the coming months.

1. There is no clear evidence
that Iran is seeking to produce
nuclear weapons

[tis important to spell this out, as the con-
stant accusations and msinuations, cou
pled with the gencral demonisution of the
lranian government, are likely to promote
the idea that there i1s ‘no smoke without
tire'. lran may be sceking to develop nu
clear weapoas, but we should not assume
this to be the case simply hecause the US
and its allies say so. Lran announced on
April 11 that it has enriched uranium to
3.5 percent shightty more than the level
necessary for energy purposes but a long
wity short of the 85.90 per cent required
o produce weapons-prade uranivm. The
rigorous inspection regime applied by the
International Atomic Lnergy Agency
(IAEA)Y, 10 which Iran voluntarily submit
ted in December 2003, has fatled to turn
up any hard evidence of a weapons pro-
gramme. The US government has ques-
tioned why a country with so much otl
nceds nuclear energy but the lrunian popu-

lation has doubled since the 1979 revolu
ton, incteasing domestic demand, and it
is estimated that the country will become
a net oil importer in less than 20 years it
current copsumption rends continue.

The ranian nuclear programime actually
predates the Islamic Republic, having be-
aun under the Shah in the 19508 with tech
notogy provided by the United States. Sub-
sequently abandoned by Avatollih
Khomenei as “un- Ishanic’, it was ater re-
comnienced, initially tn seeret. ftwas only
this Tailure o report that the progrnmie
was underway that represented an in
[tingement of Tran's international obliga-
Uranium enrichment itsell s ex-
plicitly allowed by Article 4 of the Non-
Croliferation Treaty (NPT, 1o which [ran
is a signatory, which allows states 1o de-
velop nuclear power il they agree not o
acquire nuclear weapons, or Lo take steps
to give up those they already possess. (Iran
did voluntarily suspend its right to enrich
ment in December 2003 and agatn in No-
vember 2004, in an agreement with Brit-
ain, France and Germany that it abandoned
when the latter backiracked on their side
ol the bargan,) OF cowrse. the nuclear
weapon states that have signed the NPT
have, so tar [rom giving up their weapons,
regularly re stocked their arsenals  the
latest example being Britain’s plans to
replace Trident. 'The bypocrisy of fran be-
ing cajoled and threatened over s noclear
programme by states with their own nu-
clear weapons including Iseael, which
has not even signed the NPT - surely does
not need to be underlined.

tHons

2. Even if lran is seeking to
develop nuclear weapons, this
is not in itself evidence of
aggressive intent

lran has a reasonabie destre for self de
fence — surrounded as icis by nuclear pow-
ers (India, Pakistan, Russia, China and Is-
rael) and by US buses in Qutar, Trag, Tar-
key, Uzbekistan and Afghanistan. It has
also sultered the effects of foreign infer
vention in the recent past: the United
States and Britain engineered a coup that
overthirew the country’s lirst democratic
government in 1953, initiating the dicta-
torship of the Shah. It sustained hundreds
of thousands of casualtics in the Y80
%8 war wilh lrag, during which the Reagan
administration supported Saddam with
arms. destroyed almost hall of the Tranian
navy and shot down a civilian passenger
planc.

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s hos
tility towards Israel is cited as evidence
of agaressive intent — i particalar, his
supposed threal last October o “wipe Is-
racl ofl the map’. Tn lact, as Jonathan
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Steete has pointed out in the Guardian,
alter consulting experts on Farsi, what
“ Ahmadingjad actually said was: “the re-
pime occupying Jerusalem muast be wiped
from the page of time'. As Steele con-
cludes: "He was not making a military
thrcat. He was calling for an end to the
occupation ol Jerusalem al some point in
the future.” In response to UN Security
Councit enticist ol Ahmadinejad’s state
ment, the Jranian Foreign Ministry said:
Tran is loyal to its commitments based
on the UN charter and it bas never used on
threatened to use foree against any coun
try.” Ahmadinejad has denied promoting
A fight hetween Judarsm and other relr-
pions’, and explains that conflict in the
Middle East ‘will be over the day a Pales-
inan government, which helongs to the
Palestinian people, comes to power; the
day that all retugees retunt (o their homes:
ademocratie government elected by the
people comes to power™.”

By contrast, both the US and Isracl have
openly threatened (o attack dran and, given
their past record, these threats should be
tnken senousty, InJanuary of this year for
example. US vice-president Dick Cheney
satd that Tranian nuclear advances were so
pressing that Israet “meey be foreed 1o at-
tack facilitiex’, as it did an Irvag m 1981
In March, the US ambassador to the
United Nations, John Bolton, gave visit
g members of the Parliamentary For-
eign Aftairs Connmitice a detailed de
seription of the form that military acton
could take,

3. There is no imminent danger
to other countries

The handling of the Iranmian nuclear issue
by the US and other *Go™ members has
imparted a sense of imminent erisis, In
March, the UN Security Council gave fran
0 days to end its enrichment programme;
when it failed o comply with this (non-
hinding) deadhine, the Secunity Council
discussed  albeit inconclusively - areso-
lution that would have insisted on a man-
datory suspension of the programme.
Now the US is demanding an urgent Ira
nian response 1o the offer currently on the
table - no later than the GR summit in St,
Petersburg in mid-July, whereus lran in-
tends (o give its answer on August 22 The
US offer to negotiate is contingent on the
suspension of [ran’s uranium envichment.
The impression created by all this is that
every day is precious us diplomats strug-
gle to prevent an Iranian acguisition ol
WMUDs, which could - it has been stated
in some ¢uarters - happen ‘within

months’.
This alanisim is at odds with all the ex-
pert assessments of the timescale — in-

cluding the US government’s own, In Au-

gust 2005, the Washingron Post reported
that & major LS intellipence review, pre-
senting the consensus view of all US in-
tetligence ugencies  the first on Iran
sinee 2007 - concluded that lran was un-
hikely to be uble (o produce a sufficient
quantity of highly enriched wranium 1o
produce nuclear weapons until “carly-to-
mid next decade’.* A paper produced for
the Institule for Science and International
Sceurity {(ISIS) in January estimated that
Iran could have its st nuclear weapon
in 20097 at the earliest and acknowledged
that several analysts considered it more
likely that technical difficuities would
cause further detays® The ISIS authors
anticiputed an carly completion ol the
cnrichment process, consequently their
timetable may be considered unchanged
by the Iranian announcement ol April 11.°

4. The US government’s
actions suggest that it has an
ulterior motive for pursuing a
confrontation with lran

Throughout its supposed membership of
the “"Axisob Evil’ the Iranian government
has consistently been willing w negot-
ate over contentious issues; not so the
Bush adnumistration. In May 2003, ac

cording 1o Flynt Teverett, then a senior
official in Bush’s National Security Coun-
cil, lran proposed an agenda lor talks to
resobve allits bilateral differences with the
United States - including WMDs. 4 two

state solution to the Israch Palestinian con-
flict, the future of Tebanon’s Hizbullah or-
panisittion and co-operation with the UN
nuclear safeguards agency. The US relused
and reprimanded the Swiss diplomat who
conveyed the offer. A year later, the EU
and bran agreed o tempuorary suspension
of lran’s uranium enrichiment programime,

in exchange for Luropean assurances of
no US/Isracli attacks on Iran. Lurope with-
drew under US pressure and fran renewed
its enrictunent processes. More recently,
Ahmadinejad’s open letter 10 Bush was
also an mvitation o dialogue, albeit one
couched in somewhat eltiptical ferms. The
US recently agreed to hold direct talks with
Tran [or the first time sinee 1979 - but only
about lraq. refusing to discuss the nuclear
programme, as Iran wanted — then, on May
24, withdrew its agreement to tlk to fran al
all. Finally, it agreed to negotiations, fo-
pether with Britain, France, Germany, Rus-
siaand China, but only on condition that
[ran suspend its nucleat progruanme - and
still refused to rule out w nmilitary attack.

Meanwhile. the US government has taken
measares that suggest that its bellicose
language is notempty thetoric. In the sui-
nier of 2004, Congress passed a resolution
authorising “all appropriate measures’™ 10
prevent the Iranian weapons propramme.
More recently —on April 27 thias year — the
House of Representatives passed the lran
Freedom Support Act, making permanent
LIS sanctions against lean under the 1996
Iran Libya Sunctions Act. unless there is a
chunge of government ain ‘Tehran, Demo-
cratic congressiman Dennis Kucinich, who
opposed the bill, argued: “this is a step-
ping stone to the use of force, the sime
way that the [raq Liberation Act was used
as a stepping stone.”

An article in the New Yorker (April [7)
by the veteran investigative journalist
Seymaour Hersh, based on interviews with
sermior ftgures in the US nulitary and politi
cul establishment, ¢laims that the Whate
House is seton the use of toree, not just to
wipe out Tran's nuclear facilities, but to
secure ‘regime change' in the country.”
‘Currentand former American miitary and
intetligence officials” wld Hersh that
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*Adr Force planning pronps are draw-
ing up lists of targets, and leams of
Awrican combat troops hive been or-
dered into Lran, under cover, 1o collect
targeting data and 1o establish contact
with antu govermuent ethnic - munority
proups.”

A former defence olticial explained that
the administration believed that “a sus-
tined bombing campaign in Iran will hu
miliate the religious feadership and Jead the
public 1o rise up and overthrow the gov-
ernment”. The use of tactical nuclear weap
ons ("bunker-busters™) is even being con-
sidered, to destroy underground installa-
tions. The US povernment has recently al
located $75 million to promote “democracy”
in Iran by broadcasting propaganda, fund
ing. NGOs and promoting. ‘cultural ex-
changes’. LIS officiuls have also reporiedly
been working covertly with the armed Tra-
nian exile group, the Mujahedin ¢ Khalg
{MEK; ironicully, once a Marxist group),
and teading neo cons have been lobbying
for the MK to be taken off the State De-
partment’s list of terrorist organisations.

“Phis is much more tha a nuclear issue,’
a high-ranking diplomat told Seymoar
Hersh, “The real issuce is whao is poing to
control the Middle East and its oil in the
next ten years.” Iranis OPECTs second larg-

est otl producer and holds ten per cent of

the world’s proven oil reserves. It also has
the world's second largest natural gas re-
serves (atter Russia). The United States
has nat purchased Iranian oil since the
Revolution and Iran’s principal customer
15 now China — the main economic com-
petitor to the US in the fong ran. Tran also
plans to establish a new International Oil
Bourse on the island of Kish in the Persian
Gulf, trading oil priced in euros (rather than
dollars, as i alt other markets). I success-
{ul, this could strengthen the status of the
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curo as an alternative oil transaction cur-
rency and cause a major currency {light
trom the dollar to the euro, threatening the
status of the dotfar as the world's reserve
currency and causing major cconomie
problems for the US.

A shorter-term consideration i the fact
that the worsening disaster in Irag and the
deaths of more than 2,500 US military
personnel have seriously damaged Bush’s
domestic support; an apparently ‘success-
ful* strike against a popularly-reviled ex-
ternal ‘threat’ could hoost his popularity
in time for November's nud-term elec
110ns.

5. The British government has
failed to distance itself from US
belligerence

Britain has echoed US condemnation of
Iran, albeit while promoting a negotiated
setilement more assiduously. While Blair
has sought to discourage specalation about
military means, his commitient to the
*Spectal Relationship® and his track record
in Afghanistan and lraq suggest that Brit-
ish forces might well be involved in any
attack. In Apnil, Jack Straw dismissed the
idea of military action agamst Irun as “in-
conceivable” and said that any nuclear af-
luck on the country would be ‘completely
nuts'. His subsequent replacement as for-
eign secretary by Margaret Beckett has
pronmpted specutation that Blair was seck-
ing (o assure Bush ol continued British
supporl for US policy. Certainly, Bechett
retused 1o rule out military action quite
as emphaticaily as her predecessor when
asked o do so after a mecting with UN
Seenrity Council colleagues. (The turthest
she would go was to say: *No-one has the
intention to take military action. That was
not discussed, 1£°s not an issue.”) The rev-
clation that m July 2004 British officers
ook part in a US war game aimed @t pre
paring for a possible invasion of Iran
hardly cases concerns.,

6. Any military attack on iran
would be disastrous for the
Iranian people

The death 1ol resulting {rom any acrial
bombing of Iranian nuclear facilities
would be in the thousands, with “many
hundreds’ of civilian casualtics, accord-
ing to a report produced in February hy
Prof. Paul Rogers for the Oxford Re
scarch Group. His conclusions were based
on the fact that most of the facilities are
in densely populated areas and the likeli-
hood that the US would launch a surprise
attack, leaving no time for evacuations or
other precautions, Rogers’s estimate may
even be conservative, since he cites arela-

tively small number ol Iikely targets,
whereas a US military analyst who aught
al the National War College told Seymour
Hersh that *at feast 400 trgets” would have
to be hit.

While a military attack would undoubt-
cdly cause chaos and sulfering, the idea
that it would precipitite a poputar rebel-
lion scems an example of neo-con strate-
gic thinking being clouded by idealogical
delusions. One might imagine that the
experience of Trag would have taught them
that they cannot expect 1o be freated as
liberators when they fay waste to clties
and slaughter civilians - butapparently not.
Iran, although facing significant cconomic
problems (including an unemployment
rate unofficially estimated at around 25
per cent), 1s in nowhere near as desperate
a state as lrag in 2003, Moreover. itis {ar
more cthoically and religiously homoge-
neous than Trag. And, while there is wide
spread popular opposition to the authori-
tarianisin and repression of the Islamic
Republic, that opposition would be weak-
enced. rather than strengthened, by ammibi-
tary attack, with most Tranians putting
aside their differences in defence of their
homeland. Alrcady, Ahmadingejad hias seen
his popularity boosted by (he resotute
stance he has maintained in the face of
diplomatic bullying and threats. An opin-
ion poll conducied in Irun in February
showed that 85 per cent of those surveyed
supported the continuation of the nucleur
enrichment programme, and 75 per cent
would do so cven i1 it meant Seeurity
Council sunctions.

How should socialists balunce their duty
to oppose imperialist aggression with the
need o support progressive forees in [ran,
which currently face repression by the Is-
lamic regime?

Clearly, there can be no weakening of our
defence of women's rights, our opposition
to official homophobia, our condemnation
of human rights abuses or our support for
the (illegal) workers” organisations, whose
restlience was demonstrated in Decemnber
by the strike by 3,000 bus drivers in Tehran.
The Islumic Republic is fundamentally re-
actionary  horn out of the cradication of
the progressive forces in the 1979 Revolu:
tion. Any real political progress on the part
of the Tranian working class and its allies
will involve a frontal challenge 1o the
present theocratic state. The class strug
gle is alsa, however, played out at the glo-
bal level, between states. Any political
destabilisation that might result from ex
ternal pressure — whether milituy, diplo
matic or cconomic - would surely deliver
no lasting benefits to the Tranian people. It
would more likely strengthen US he
gemony, by weakening Iranian sutonomy
and promoting US proxies within Tran or
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amony its neighbours. Morcover, it would
represent i victory by imperialism over afl
the subaltern states of the so-called “Fhird
World’. To the oxtent, therefore, that
Ahmadinejad is playing an anti-imperiafist
role, by {ucing down the threats of the US
and s allies, he deserves the support ol
socinhists and progressives around the
world.

It should also be suid that the political
character of Ahmadinejad’s government is
by no means clear. His clection last year
provoked alarm, not just in the seats of
government and the stock exchanges, but
amony ltberals and the left; he was widely
portrayed as o dangerous, reactionary
demagogne, i contrast (o his main rival,
the ‘moderate” and “pragmatic’ ex-presi
dent Hashemi Rafsunjani. Much of
Ahmadinejad’s support comes from the
poor and the unemployed, however, and
was secured by promises 10 ensure that
lran’s oif wealth is more equitably distrib-
uted. Rafsanjani. on the other hand, was
seen by many as a corrupt plutocrat (he is
the country’s richest many who promoted
the IME agenda of privatisation and de-
regulation during his previous twao terms
in office (F989-97) — as, 1o a lesser ex-
tent, dhid hies reformist successor Mobam-
med Khatami. As the US-bused Iraman
writer, Rostam Pourzal, explains:

“To millions of volers of modest
means, Ahmadinejad symholises resist
anee o the anti-democratic global
free-trade eite with whon the ielitively
seeubie reformymovesnent has abpned i-
selt®

Abhmadinejud has angered the Tranian
establishment by sacking senior nunisters,
olficials and diplomats and replacing them,
mmany cases, with former comrades from
the Revolutionary Guard. THe has eriticised
privatisations set m motion by his pred

ceessors and boosted cconomic support
for Iran’s most impoverished regions, And,
while he remains areligious and social con

servative on most issues, he has soughi
to adlow women the right to attend foothall
matches (only to be overruled by the cler-
we ) Ahmadinejad’s increasingly friendly
relanons with lefl-wing, anu-US leaders like
Fidel Castro and Hugo Chivez is also sig-
nilicant. While it seemis a gross exaggera-
tion to call him, as some fefli-wing com-
mentators have done, ‘lran’s Chaver’,
Ahmadingjid shares with the Venezuelan
leader a nationalist populist approach (o
the cconomy, based on @ determination
that the people shoutd benelit from their
country’s natural resources, rather than
allowing them o be looted by global capi-
talists. 11 is 4o be hoped that his assocra-
tion with the progressive, ant-iimperial

ist forces in world polities will exert a
positive influence on franian domestic poli

tes.

Speculation aboul the future dircction
ol Iran must, however, he secondary 1o
mobilising opposIton agatnst an inperi-
alist assault. While the immediate threat
may have temporanily receded, it would
be over-optinnstic (o unagine that the US
povernment will desist [rom its atlenipts
to fmpose its will on the country. The
growing churge-sheet should setof T alarm
bells about US intentions: in addition to
the nuclear issue, Tran has recenty been
aceusad ol beng the leadng state spon-
sor ob ternational terronst, of stiring up
the “cartoon’ protests in Denmark and ¢lse-
where and of providing weapons ind bomb
raining to anti-US msurgent groups in
Trag. Many of these cluims have as little
substance as the accusations of links be-
tween Saddam Hussein and alb Qaida and
of his supposed attempis to obtain ura
nium from Niger, ete. Nevertheless, they
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How Stalin aborted the Chinese revolution
Max Shachtman’s 1931 introduction to the collection of Trotsky's writings on
Chana, Problems of the Chinese Revolution.

Vietnam: Stalinism versus revolationary socialism
An outline ot the struggle of the Trotskyists against the Vietnamese Communist
Party written by Al Richardson (Richard Stephenson) in 1972,
£1 each or £2.50 for all four, including postage, from:
Workers Action, PO Box 7268, London E10 6TX

are likely 1o be pursued as vigorously as
the US pursued its war drive three to four
years ago,

In thts context, socialists need 10 be ac-
tively building the campaign to prevent
another war, through the Stop the War
Coalition and Labour Aguinst the War, We
should be winning the backing of trade
union bodics and demanding that Labour
MPs give assurances that they will vole
against any moves to deploy British milt-
tary force. Finally, we should be butlding
links, especially atalocal Tevel, with indi-
viduals and organisations in the Iranian
community in Britain. We need to assme
them that the left will work 1o prevent any
attack on their country, while also support
ing their aspirations for democracy and
civil vights,

NOTES
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Abortion
rights under
attack

Britain's limited abortion rights
are again under attack and must
be defended. But what's also
needed, says Charli Langford,
is improved education and full
freedom of choice

Once agan, the hmited rights to abortion
that women have i Britain are coming
under attack. Last year laurence
Robertson (Tory MP for Tewkesbury) ta-
bed a private member’s bill 1o prohibil
abortion unless the hfe of the mother s
at risk or the conception was due to rape.
The Tpact Report for the bill estimated
that the number of abortions carried ot
cach year in Britain would drop from
185,000 to 1501 the bill were passed.

Bot if Robertson’s bill was a direct as
sault on the 1967 Abortion Act, there are
other more subtle attacks as well. One
such iy the Tact that the government is
considering whether health workers
should be required to inform police or
social services about underage sex. This
15 ostensibly to improve child protection,
but it has an tmmediate effect on the avail-
ability of abortion advice to young peo-
ple. Brook (which offers sexual health
wadvice o under-25s) tound that 74 per
cent of under-16s would be Tess likely (o
sceek advice if confidentiadity could not
be puaranteed. Paul Tully, pencral secre-
tary ol the extremist anti- chotee orgam
sation SPUC (Society for the Protection
of Unborn Children) lets the cat out of
the bug when he says “while icis not al
ways necessary lor professionals 1o in-
form other aathorines if advice was given,
adistinetion should be drawn when it caune
to treatment such as abortion”,

Robertson’s bill was an extreme meas-
ure from the anti-choice forees and should
be seen as httle more than a stalking
horse. The far more likely, and far more
dangerous, attacks will be those that seck
to erode hittle by little the current limited
abortion provision. Just before the 20058
general election, the leaders of the three
largest political parfies were interviewed
on thewr attitude to abortion rights o Cos-
mopolitan, Michael Howard said he be-
lieved that the upper fimit for legal ter-
mination ol a pregnancy should be fow-
ered 10 20 weeks. Howard and Kennedy
have histories of opposing pro-choice
fegislation and supporting all artempts to
lower time Fimits, Tony Blair suppotted
pro-chotee lepisiation even though he has
sard that personally he is against abortion.
However, an article in the Daily Maif
(Junc 14) has him agreeing with Scottish
Cardinal Keith O Brien that the ime lim-
s need looking at again.

The Roman Catholic Cardinal Cormac
Murphy O Connor immediately seized on
the Cosmopolitan asticle, describing
Howard’s policy as ‘one that we would also
commend, on the way to a full abandon-
ment of abortion’. He went on 1o conr-
ment that in the past Catholics, as pre-
dominately working-class people, had
supported Labour and then said, *Now I'm

not so sure thal would be quite so true
todkay.”

Rights of women ignored

What 1s so worrving ahout the debate s
what has norbeen said. Howard's argument
is that abortions should not be permitted
once the toctus s viabile (e, citn survive
outside the wonmb)y, and e notes that with
current medical technology a toctus s
viable ar 20 weeks. The Independent
(March 16, 2005) asks what it calls “the
key question’: *“When 1s the foetus a sen
tentbeing?” - and i cflect comes up with
viability as the answer. The terms of the
debate are being defined. and they ate be-
ing detimed in terms of “foctal rights”. Fhe
question ol the rights of the woman car
rying the toctus has been excluded. Stnce
all women can potentially hecome preg-
nant, this means that the rights of alt
woren are ignored.

This is not a snudl question; the oppres
sion of womaen is oppression of over half
of all humans and has been i featuee of
almost &l human socicties. The basis for
this oppression Lies, in the final analyss,
in the different reproductive roles of men
and women, and m the need for a man to
scgregate “his™ wonman in order that he
could identify which children were bio
logically his, Historicalty thas role ditter-
ence has been used W point Lo the “supe
rority” of the mude: more recently this
view has moved to “equal but different’;
this has allowed challenge and some meas
ure of success in the arcas  notably pay
and opportunity - where women are
clearly not equal.

Abortion rights, unfortunately, Tall into
the area where men and women are dif
ferent, and this makes it impossible to
arpue parity, the semplest anfi-sexist -
vument, directly, The indirect wrgument,
however, 1s that now we have the ability
through technolopy for women not to be
enslaved (o their biology we should do so,
o give cquality with men, so that both
sexes have similar autonomy. This 1 not
Just an argument supporting a woman’s
choice on abortion; it also puts a case for
readily-available contraceptives and for
information and cducation.

Foetal rights?

Rights are what oppressed groups organ-
ise to demand and as such, it makes no
sense to say that foctuses, animals, or
cven mentally mcapable humans have
rights. The question should be whether we
— conscious sentient humans with the
ability 1o make cthical choices — have re-
sponsibilities towards them. A Tox cor
nered by a pack of dogs or a mouse be
tween the paws of a cat will make little
progress claiming rights becaose dogs and
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catsaren’tintellectally equipped o grant
them. Most people. however, would uc
cept a general vesponsibility to alleviate
pain and suftering ¢ven among animals
There's not much we could do for the un-
fortunate mouse but we did manage to help
the fox.

S, do we have aresponsibility lor main
tuining the lite of a foetus carried inside
a woman? The question implics there has
to be consideration of the rights of the
woman as well us any responsibilitics, and
it {ollows that the rights of an existing
person are higher than tesponsibility to-
wards a potentiality. On this basis abor-
tion, up to and including full term, must
be allowed. Indeed, we generally put a
person’s rights 1o bodily autonomy ahead
ol responsibilities (o other humans -
there is no legal compulsion for a person
to donate duplicaie organs o a relative
who would otherwise die. lor example.

That does not mean we have no tespon
sibilities. Campaipners against choice on
abortion say that at a certitin stage of Jde-
velopment a foctus will be able o feel
pamn. While pro-choice counter argu-
ments are far more plausible  for mach
of pregnancy the foctal central nervous
systenv is nsufficiently developed to leel
pain. and that a foetus o atero is uncon-
scious and therefore anaesthetised against
pain - nevertheless, there remains a fuint
possibility that the anti-choice side are
correct. This does not mean that a foetus
has a “right to life”, any more than an ani-
mal that can feel pain has, But it does
mean that cither the foetus should be pain-
lessly Killedh or else anaesthetised before
any actions that might cause pain are un-
dertaken,

Sentience and viability
The cartier Independent quote says that
the key issue is when the foetus becomes
sentient, Unfortunately, the article below
this headline gave no answers beyond plug-
ging Professor Stuart Campbell’s book
Wateh Me Grow, which purports o show
[2-week foetuses “jumping off the sides
ol the womb fike a trarupoline”. Instead it
discusses time himits and viability, The
implication is that a toetus becomes sen-
ticnt when it becomes viabte, This is
clearly false; in 1900 u foctus was viable
ataround 30 weeks but now it is viable at
20 weeks or so. This is clearly duc to ad
vances in maedical technique rather than
any difference in foetad development
But even il we leave out the fact that it
ignores the overriding consideration of
the rights ot the woman, foelal sentience
would not confer a right to life. Diction
ary detinitions of senticnce (‘responsive
to stimulus, capable ol sensation’) are
satisfied by tife forms as primitive as bac-

teria. Any such appeal would founder on
the basis that many animals will show
more ol whatever quality is selected than
afoetus  or even in some cases more
that i two- or three-year ofd human — yet
have no “right to life’.

Neither s the fuct that ar some stage a
foctus becomes viable a valid argument
for forcing a woman to continue to carry
it, There are two separate arguments
against: first, “viability” refers 10 the abii-
iy of the foctus o survive ontside the
womb, not instde. Clearly it is not fogical
to say “because it can survive owtside,
theretore 15 must stay inside’. Second.
because something is viable (that 1s, that
it can be done), it does not follow that it
should be done. Fa the light of these fairly
ohvious points it seems odd that so many
in the debate think viability is the hey is
sug,

The proponents of the *viability’ argu-
ment fall into three groups, The tirst are
those that basicatly haven't thought it
through at all and aceept the argument at
surface vilue. The sccond  which iy un-
fortunately where those from the first
group often revert to when forced 1o think

are thuse with one of a whole series ol
attitudes based around the idea that
women shouldn’t be having abortions,
cven thoneh those attitudes can'tlogicatly
be justiticd or would make the holder
soundd unfashionably tlliberal. Olien their
views come from the confusion that be-
cause a foetus has the potential to become
a full person, u therefore already is a (ull
person and should have corresponding
rights - although being permitted 1o live
a completely dependent existence inside
somcone etse’s body und against their wall
isn't normally seen as a human right.

The third group, of course, are those that
arc completely against abortion and tor
whom the question of viahility is purcly a
propaganda device for drawing the second
group towards themsebves. Their interest
in viability and the 20-week ligure - de-
spite the fact that already the number of
abortions at 20 weeks is tiny - gs that il
they can establish viability as a criterion,
this means that there 1s an implicit accept-
ance that the foetus has rights, and these
rights then actas a counterwerght 1o womn-
en's rights 1t this can be established, they
can then abandon viability — probably us-
ing the same inside/outside argument as
we do here - and claim that Jogically the
loetus has the same rights at 20 weeks as
at 12, or four, or even carlier. This be
commes an argument against any {orm of
abortion including the “morning after’ pill
and even the TUD (this is of course the
position of Murphy-O'Connot and the
Roman Catholics, but very few other ant
abortionists are as extremnce).

An obvious respanse Lo the “viability at
x weeks” argument is that vather than have
an abortion, the woman should give the
viable foctus over to technicians (o be
grown in whalever artificial surroundings
medical technology is now able to pro-
vide. I'or one who supports women's
rights, there are clear objections to this
whole idea  should a woinan be com-
petled o undergo a medical procedure
that would be at least as invasive as abor-
ton? But the question has never been
raised and the reason is obvious it would
be hugely expensive. This pives the lie to
tuny viabity arguments: pieservation of
toctal life is not an absolute question if
taxes will go up.

The anti-choice movement
So far, we have treated the argnments of
those opposing abortion as honest. No
doubt there are people who genuinely be-
ticve that all potential human lite should
he maintained, even at the cost of contin-
ued oppression of women, These we
should continuge to argue with — they are
likely 1o be our alties in many other ques-
tions. But we have (o insist that it is an
arguient about persuading people. We are
not seeking to impose aur views by foree
of Taw and neither should they, And if any-
one quibbles that this s a resolution in
which they are constrained while we give
up nothing, we smile sweelly and invite
them to conlemplate the moral superior-
ity ol taking the non-coercive position.
But many - particularly in the Unated
States, where they have far greater sup
port— have a clear right-wing agenda. ‘Their
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so-called *pro-life’ position seems only to
apply 1o foctuses. The ‘pro-tile’ movement
did not feel they should oppose the Af-
ghan and Trag wars, though these have
cost the Jives of pearly 200,000 people.
They did not oppose the sanctions which
fed to the death of a nuklion people oy lrag.
half of them children. They took no posi-
tion on the question of universal provi:
sion ol drinkable water (as was agreed as
a priority in the Johannesbury earth sum-
ity even though the world’s biggest killer
of buhies and small chitdren is dehydra
tion caused by diarthoca, which o turn s
due to impure drinking water. They are
gencrally not in favour of increasing wel-
faye provision. President Bush has made
US aid for organisations abroad condi
tional on them opposing abortion: since
most of these would also offer medical
and nutritional advice itis very likely that
their demise will directly cause more
deaths. For them, Tife begins at concep-
tion and ends at birth.

The anti choice forces are abso deeply
dishonest in how they approach the ques-
tion. They don't believe in reasoned argu-
ment. Their policy is toapply pressure and
eutli-trip the woman. In Minnesota i the
United States. Tor example, by Taw a
woman sceking an abortion must receive
a lecture Ttomn a doctor informing her ol
the ‘alternatives o abortion’, together
with state-provided materials which reter
tor the foetas as an “unborn chld’, infor:
mation on foctal pain, and listing alterna-
lives to abortion, The major anti-choice
organisation, TIFE. also funds rescarch
designed (0 show conneclions heiween
abortion and condittons such as breast
cancer. Other researchers, without the ob-
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vious vested interest that LIFL has, have
failed o confirm connections.

The arpument about what terms should
be used in the abortion rights debate ts
very important. because of the strong
propaganda value the names have. The de-
bate s whether women should have the
frecdom 1o choose an abortion or not; il
therefore makes sense to refer to the
views as ‘pro-choice’ and “anti-choiee’.
The terms “pro abortion” and anti-ahor
fion” are not appropriate — it is possible
1o he pro-choice and at the same time
anti-abortion: ‘Tony Blair is currently an
exaniple of somcone bolding this posi-
tion. More generally, while it is possihle
10 be pro-abortion in a specific situation
it is extremely unlikely that anyone could
be generically pro-abortion: such i posi-
tion would be ludicrous — it would mean
being against any pregnant woman, any-
where. ever having a child, The anti-choice
supportets” attemipt 1o deseribe their view
as “pro-hile” collapses completely beciuse
—as previously shown  they have no con-
cern tor non aborted ox-foctuses.

Attacks on abortion rights

Ala world level, the mostettective spear-
head of attacks on woiien’s righls conmie
from the Christtan fandamentabist nght
wing in the United States.

I November 2004, anti choice legas-
Lators slipped a list minute amendient
into the US budget o make afl healthcare
providers eligible for state funding. Pre-
viously there was a requirement for pro-
viders to offer a full range of health care
to obiain funding. The cffea of tns will
be to atlow funding of ugencies that refuse
1o provide abortion services, Since the
budget is — within limits — fixed, this
means that pro-chotee agencies will 1e
ceive less funding, What is purticularly
galling with this amendment is that the
question of which providers are eligible
for statc Tunding has been raised several
times in the US Congress and the de facto
position taken in the budget bill has al-
ways been defeated.

The key fegal decision which legalised
abortion in the US was Roe v. Wade in the
LS Supreme Court in 1973, Until recently
the stated views of the Supreme Court
judges supported the decision in Roe v,
Wade by a S-4 majority, bul there have
been two change over the past twao years
and both represent turther moves to the
right. which makes Roc v. Wade vulner
able. An overturn of this ruling would open
the way Tor individual states o ban abor
tion and a majority would probably do so,
Tens of millions of women in the US
would be affected and anti-chotcers
world wide would be boosted by such a
victory.

Abortion provision in Britain

Current abortion law in Britain s based
on the Abortion Act (1967) as moditied
hy Scetion 37 of the Human Fertilisation
and Fmbryology Act (19903, Abortion is
legul at up to 24 weeks ol pregnancy if
continuing with the pregnancy imvolves
greater risk than termination to the physi

cal or mental health of the woman, or of
her existing children. Her personal and
sacial sttuatton can be taken imto account
in this decision. [1is also alowed il there
is risk of serious foetad abnormality. Abor-
tion is legal later for more serions risks.

This means that there is no automatic
right 1o abortion; a wonan has to convinee
two doctors that continuing her pregnancy
would have a worse effeet on her than hav-
ing an abortion. While this can usually be
done, the problem is that some doctors
will be opposed (o abortion and miay be
obstructive, so it can take some tune &
pet the two signatires.

Legally, e abortion has to be carried
out by w doctor and in a povernment-ap-
proved hospital or clinic. Generally, the
procedures are simpler, quicker and
cheaper the carlier they are done. Unfor
funately there are various Tactors that de-
Ly the process; some women are stow (o
tealise they are pregnant (which can ol
1en be traced back 1o inadeguate sex cdu-
cation), some may have social or family
problems, some may sufier late refemal
due to obstructive doctors. Whatever the
cause, their Tate arrival nicans they will
take more resources which means Jess
available for other women. Despite the
legal 24-week limit most NIIS facilities
refuse to perform abortions alter 18
weeks.

Many of the problems in getting an abor-
tion are due o inadeguate funding ol the
health service, Tt is quite possible for a
woman to junp through all the hoops of
the system but 1o Tail o gret an abortion
hecause there are too many other woriet
chasing too few beds. Abortion centres are
often not seen as a priority by local heaith
authorities. which are often strugpling
because of inadequate funds. There is of-
ten a moratist presumption that the wom-
an's situation is her own fault and that she
is somchow less deserving than other
CUANCS.

As i consequence, about 25 per cent of
abortions in Britain occur in the privaie
sector, but it varies from 10 pet cent in
sone arcas 10 40 per cent in others, Some
health authoritics bave even gquoted these
figures to support a view thal women in
their arca are more affluent since they can
atford private abortions, and hence have
cut down NHS abortion tunding. With a
privale abortion costing on average £500,
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elfectively the poorest and least educated
wonien are those that have the most prob-
lem obtaining an abortion. The most vul-
nerable women, slow to organise them-
selves, maybe less able to generate a suit-
ably convincing reason for the initial re-
ferral, and without moncey to pay, are the
most likely to gro past the time limit and
be dented an abortion,

No return to the back streets!
The Tinal option for those who cannot
obtain a sale, legal abortion hus always
been the neighbonrhood abortionist. Mike
Leigh's film Vera Drake is the story of
one such, Harrowing as this film s, it
presents a very sanitised version of whal
really happens. Vera is a supportive,
fricndly pitlar of her conmununity: many
abortionists were vile money grabbers
preying on women in distress. Bike most
others, Vera does not have the (acilities
or the knowledge to ofler safe abortion
and i1 s 2 measure of the desperalion
women telt that they went to people like
her at all. The World Health Organisation
estimattes RO000 women die cuch year
fiom unsate abortions,

The very basie fact is that the alterna
tive to sale, fegal abortwn s not more
happy women with beautiful new-born
habics, as the anti-choicers clwimy it s
unsafe, ilepal abortions leading 1o septi
caenia, sterility and death.

Future developments

The current attacks on abortion rights in
Britain have already been described.
There are a number of factors coming to-
gether that suggest the attacks will in-
crease in the relatively near future. The
technological trend towards carlicr viabil

ity and the propaganda rise ot ‘foctal
rights” will be seen by anti-choicers as
beneliting their cause. *Faith groups” (gen-
crally anti-choice) have increased their
influcnce in British politics. Mceanwhile
the Tories are likely to see the issuc as
one they can use 1o harass Blair. There has
been increased activity from anti

choicers: a year ago vicar Joanna Jepson
brought a case against two doclors for
aborting a foctus due to a cleft palate at
28 weeks: more recently she has been try-
ing 10 refer a case ol abortion due to club
foot. Reading between the lines here, itis
likely that the real reasons for these abor

tions were the mothers® requests and the
stated reasons were medical excuses, bug
the examples show the weakness of the
present situation and the need to work for
genuine choice rather than humane legal
avoidance by sympathetic doctors, Last
January, Suc Axon went to court to scek a
mling that she must be told il her daugh-
ters go 1o a doctor to seek an abortion —

and she will be supported by all kinds of
reactionaries on grounds of parental rights
and ‘o girPs best friend is her mum’ —
though one has (o wonder what sort of
fricnd would atempt 10 use the law 1o
destroy a girl's right to confidentiality.
And Labour MP Geraldine Bell has an
carly-dity motion to review (downwards)
the current abortion time limits  this
maotion has support from fan Gibson, chair
of the Commons Science and Technology
commitice, which is alarming as itis lur-
ther evidence that viability, rather than
wotnen's rights, is @ major concern in this
debate.

However, surveys suggest that less than
aquarter of the population believe the st
tus quo is oo permissive. While Murphy-
(¥ Connor may have been the catalyst that
initially forced the issue onto the front
pages, Britain is a far less religious soci
ety than the US and the pronouncements
of religious figures have far tess weight.
Indeed. while the gay marriage issue may
have loomed large in the US presidential
clection, the crisis over gay bishops in the
Church of England, which now looks like
producing a split in Anglicanism, scems
10 have had next w no resonance amony,
the British public. T may cven be the case
that Murphy O’Connor’s intervention
motivated the 75 per cent who oppose
restriction ol abortion rights 1o vote for
the party least likely to restrict them.

At the moment, pro-choice forces are
not particularly well organised. Tt is some
time since we have needed to mobilise
against attack. The National Abortion
Camnpaign and the Abortion Law Relormn
Association have merged; unfortunately
this merger was pencrated more by the
weakness of the two organisations than a
recognised need for unity. That said, the
issues and arguments rematin the same and
many of the old activists are still around.
Two pererations of women have grown up
under the present regime, and statistics
show that around 30 per cent of women
in Britain will have an abortion at some
pointin their lives, 1tis unlikely that these
women will tolerate an attempt to restrict
abortion rights and - given adequate time
o organise - a very strong delence cam-
paign could be built.

In these circumstances, more complex
possibilitics arise. A compromise may be
offered  the requirement for two doc
lors to agree that a woman should receive
an abortion could be abandoned in return
for a reduction of the normal time fimit
to 20 weeks. That would give a legaily
backed but limited form of abortion on
request. There is no point at this stage on
specufating how we should respond to this.
We would need to see what is actually on
offer first.

The socialist response

Abortions — even the carliest and least
invasive - ate unpleasant and should be
seen as g last resort. Our tactics should
be first as Jar as posstble to avoid un-
wanted pregnancies, and sccond where
there is a need for an abortion, to make it
as carly and as minimalist as possible.
However, at the same time we have to rec-
ognise that the fundamental right here 1s
that of the woman to be in control of her
lertility, and therctore we have to recog
nise that instances may occeur when a
wanuan will want a lale abortion. These,
0o, we have to minimise. To achieve this
we need:

B A well-tunded system of sex educa-
tion, operating through schoeols and organ-
ised so that all students ate sure to receive
all the information.

B A well-publicised support system for
sex education where people can go for
confidential discussion,

B Adcquately funded centres o provide
contraceptives and contraceptive advice,
freely and confidentialy.

W Adequately tunded centres to provide
abortion advice and referrals, freely and
confidentially.

M Adcquately funded and confidential
abortion factlities.

Our needs can be summed up by three
demands from the first days of the abor-
tion rights campaigns:

B Free abortion on demand.
B A woman's right to choose.

B As early as possible: as late as neces-

sary. WA
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Abolish all faith
schools — fight
for secular
education!

Andrew Berry takes issue with
supporters of Respect

One of the cornerstones of socialison is that
an cducation system should be compre-
hensive, mixed and secular. We stand
against an education system divided on
lines of class, religion, race, sex, sexual ori-
entation or disability. There s nothing
more important {or lighting racism and other
discrimination in society than the educa-
tion systesi,

While it is understandable that some
Muslims, sulfering racism generally and
Islamophobia in particular, might want dedi-
cated Muslim schools, it we allow the edu
cation systemn to become segrepated on
religious, and ultiunately ethinie, grounds i
would be a massive step backwards i our
delence of a cobestve multicultural soci-
cty and our struggle for a socialist socicety.
Accepting the ghetto  sell-impuosing it, in
this case — is an abandonment of the anti-
rucist fight. ‘The argument is particularly
relevant against Muslim schools today but
applies equally to Hindu, Sikh and Jewish
schools. And while they don’t have the
sutne element of racial oppression, the same
anti-segregationist argument also applies
to Chureh of Engiand :nd Roman Catholic
sehools.

‘The current polictes of Tony Blair are de-
liberately to create a market in education,
tirst through academy schools and now
through trust schooels. There are organisa-
tions waiting 10 take over the running of
schools il we let them. These organisations
Tall into two main categories, business and
{aith. The way things are going, the main
danger clearly lies in more new trust and
acidemy schools betng run as faith
schools, because big business is vualner
able to bad press and scandals (for exam-
ple, the recent peerages aftair) which can
expose seh-interest and corruption. Faith
organisations cure a lot less about public
ity and are less likely to buckle under the
pressure ol a capaign — this does not
mean we cannol stop them but it does make
it harder. Faith schools are potentially more
dangerous as well, because although busi-
ness-run schools are likely to promote un-
critical pro-capitalist attitudes and special-
ise in the particutar subjects business cur-

rently wants, they do have some basis in
reality. Faith schools are far more prone 10
waching the particular views of their faith
rather than giving a more conventional, evi-
dence-based education. Probably the clear-
est examples of these i Britain are Reg
Vardy's Tundamentalist Christian schools
in Middlesbrough and Gateshead, where
creationism is Laught as if it were a scienee

and in consequence the whole scientific
method of fair testing and fulsification
comies under attack because creationism
is an untestable and therefore unscieniific
theory.

When this view was raised in Unison and
in Unison United Teft, it was denounced
as anti-Muslim and Islamophobic. These
denunciations are mainly made not by
Muslims, but by supporlers of the Social-
tst Workers Party (SWP). This issue was
not debated at Unison national conference
because the Unison lelt fought shy of
prioriising a good motion in order to avond
debating an amendment about faith school
expansion. Similur 1issues arose af the Na-
tional Union of Teachers conlerence.
These tactics come about from current
political accommodations made by the
SWP duc (o their involvement in Respect,
and are extremely dangerous because they
represent an ntentional ignoriy of a ma-

Jor danger i order (0 attempt to make an

immediate tactical gain,

Winners and losers

In fact, the tactic of supporting laith
schools won’t work anyway. The conse

quence of the Blair vision is that we will
see organisations compelting against ¢ach
other o run schools and gain influence
and profit. As in any market system there
will be winners and lTosers and the winners
will tend 10 be those who have the biggest
backing and financal resources. In the
world of education those will be the likes
ot the City Of London or Absolute Return
tor Kids (ARK), which are international
hnancers, but 1t witl also be the Church of
England — under the guise of its front or

ganisation United Learning Trust — or the
Roman Catholic church. It is unlikely that
Mustim arganisations would stand any
chance of competing against them, and as
aresult while the absolute number of Mus-
lim schools may increase, the proportion
of Muslim schools against those ot other
tuiths would decrease.

The new education bitl will widen the cur-
rent class divide in schools. The mterplay
between parental choice and schools” abil-
ity o select means that those schools per-
ceived as even slightly better will attract
and sclect chitdren with more developed
academic abilities and more parental push
— i.¢., the children ol the middle class —
while other schools, taking less developed

children, will "fail”. aith schools in the bild
are given o far more blatant right o decide
which children they will not take, but again
the existence of a sclection mechanism
means these schools end up being the
schools where the so-called middle class
children go. Failing to deal with the issue
of fanth schools head on will mean trying
to {ight the bill with not just one hand, but
anentire arm and leg tied behind your back!

Discrimination

By campigning {or secutar schools we are
not trying to make schools athesst, or even
anti- religious: we are simply opposing run-
ning schools on a religious cthos. In faith
schools itis not just the children who have
(o follow the teligion or the rules of that
religion but atso olten the stafl, There bave
heen instances where schools have not
wanted to recruit gay or beshian stall - in-
deed, church organisations are currently
Jobbying the govermment for church
schools 1o be exempted from legislation
that would ban discrimination o grounds
of sexual orientation. Upton officials are
also aware of situations where staff have
been asked to leave faith schools becuuse
they arce domyg something the religion
lrowns upon — such as having a sexual
relationship with somcone currently mar-
ricd to someone clse.

Socialists must campaign for a compre:
hensive state education system that is fully
inclusive and we must ensure in dotng so
we ciinpaign against any organisation bid-
ding 10 take over schools, whatever therr
motives, But we most also campaign lor all
schools to become secular to maintain the
goal ol the kind of society we want to bring
ahout. This docs not and should not mean
we are in favour of closing schools, but of
changing faith schools into comrnunity and
sceular schools. Without this clement we
could rightly be called hypocritical as we
would be defending the current dominance
ol Christianity in British cducation. Buot
moving further in the wrong direction is
not a solution and we must campaign
against the expansion of faith schools that
will happen as aresubt of the bifl. Since the
bill will now almost certainly become law.
we st take the tipht 1o local communt-
tics and build campaigns (ke Ishington
Campaign against Academies) that en-
deavour o defend comprehensive educa-
tion and sce oft these faith and business
arganisations. Such campaigns are likely
to start by opposing one particular acad-
emy or trust, but we should try o getthem
to work together and be mutually support
ive, and to link up nationally though the
likes of Campaign for State Fducation and
Public Services not Private Profit with a
view Lo overturning what will ultmately
become very unpopular legislation, WA
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Tower Hamlets

Respect
profits from
anti-war
vote

Charli Langford analyses the
May 4 council election results in
the London borough where
Respect won 12 seats

During the May council elections, the at-
tention of fefties may well have strayed
from (ime 1o tme to Tower Hamlets
where George Galloway is one of the MPs
and Respect hoped to do well. I you fol-
low the view that Labour has ceased o be
the party supported by the British work-
ing class, the Respect results fook very
good - 12 seats (one held alter a previe
ous by-election gain), and cvery one was
Labour in the last council elections in
2002.

Unfortunatcly, further analysis under-
mines (his picture. The 2002 clection re
sult was a council of 35 Labour and 10
Lih Dems, Aurition over the mtervening,
period meant that the pre-clection coun-
cil was 28 TLabour, 16 Lib Dem. one Re-
spect, one Tory, four Independents and one
vacint seal (Respeet and the Tory got 1
through by clections and the 1ib Demns
pained one seat {rom Labour; the Inde-
pendents defected from their parties but
saw no need to resubmit themselves to the
clectorate). The post-clection council has
26 Labour, 12 Respect, seven Tory and six
Lib Dem. Litfectively tor 2006 the losses
were: Lib Dem 10, Labour two, Others
five; the paing were Respecet T Tones six.
This shows that the major losers were the
[.ib Dems, while the gainers were both
Respeet and the Tories. The gains for the
working class look tar more meagre here,

1.ooking at individual seats, Respect won
cight fiom Labour and three {rom Oth-
ers, the Tories won six from Labour, and
Labour won 14 from the Lib Dems and 2
from hers.

Probably the clearest analysis comes
{from looking at percentage voting in the
varions wards, There are 17 wards, elect
ing three councillors cachi. Comparing
results with thosc ol 2002, in seven wards
the main swing 15 from the Lib Dems o
Respect; in one ward it is from FLabour o
Respect, in one ward hoth Labour and 1ib
Dem volers appear 1o be moving (o Re-
speet. In three wards the turnout increase
appears to be the main factor favouring
Respect. The Tories appear to have pained
through urnout increase in one ward. The
other four are unclear. T is worth noting
that a move of Lib Demn voters to Respect
may mcan that Lib Dem votes drop to he-
low those of Tabour while Respect votes
rise but not enough to beat Labour — so
many of the seats Labour won from the
I.ib Dems could be through this mecha-
nism.

Underlying political factors

But all this is mere psephology. Numerical
trends may be important, but they just show
the result ol a complex mix of motivations.
What arc important are the underlying po-
litical factors.

Lib Dem history in working class arcas
is very variable. While the London sub-
wrbs of Richmond and Kingston and arcas
ol south-west England may have enough
affluence to maintain & Lib Dem admun-
istration, poor inner-city horoughs have a
fir ore chequered history. The Lib Dems
suflered a huge blow in Islington, prob-
ably due mainly to moves towards priva-
tisation ineducation and to the well-over:
the top tralfic policy which has united the
working class and the small (and medium)
shopkecpers. In neighbouring Camden
where there is no history of a Lib Dem
administrition, they took the council, in
Tower Hamlets in the mid 80s (o mid-90s,
the Lib Dems in power atiracted the kind
ol protest we normally saw against the
National Front due (o their racist housing
policies (priority of places for sons and
daughters of tenants, which discriminates
massively against Bangladeshis, and defi
nitions of Bangladeshi inmigrants who
had lost their homes in the huge {Toods in
Rangladesh as “intentionally homeless™).
They also gained a reputation Lo
philistinisi when they ordered the de
struction of the Rachet Whiteread sculp-
ture ‘Housce' - which would now he a na-
tionally important work of art, given that
it was a key precursor of her Holocaust
memorial library in Vienna. Eventually the
Lib Dems at nunonal fevel publicly dis-
owned them  they decided that the dam
age being done by their policies ollset the
kudos of having an inner-London coun-
cil. The result of this history is that even
now there is a suspicion of racism in vot-
ing Lib Dem in Tower Hamlets. The total
collapsc of the Lib Dem vote this clec-
tion suggests that the Lib Dem vole was
essentially an anti-lLabour protest vote
rather than from convineed Lib Dems, and
it succumbed 1o an alternative protest
party in Respect.

There is also historic eceentricity in vol
ing behaviour in Tower Hamlets (as de-
scribed previously in Workers Action),
based on it having been a primary immi
gration area and hence reflecting the poli-
tics of the original lands of immigrants
rather than the usual British views. During
the 1939-45 war the Tocul MP was {rom the
Communist Party.

What is very new in Tower Hamlets,
though, is the emergence of the Tories.
They gained a foothold in an Isle of Dogs
hy-clection  their first ever scat i the
arca — when (he alternative vole was split
between Respect and Labour. This pre-
stmably has been a development waiting
1o happen ever since the start of the build-
ing of the *Wall Street on water” docklands
development. However, even though the
Tories of the arca received their wake-up
call in the by-election, in the wards where
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they took all three seats the combined 1.a-
bour and Respect vote would have beaten
them. What is more worrying is that in the
pentrified warchouse and marina area by
Tower Bridge  where Respect was dis-
harred from standing due o a mistake on
the nomination paper - one Tory got in
and the other two cume very close cven
without a Labour/Respect vole split. Here
the Lib Dems crashed to betow the Gireens,
so presumahly their voters shifted Lo the
Tories. Respect is contesting its disbar-
ring here in the House of Lords at present.
A rerun ol the clection is likely to produce
three Tories and Labour will lose its over
all majority on the council.

The election in Tower Himlets was also
marked by allegations of voting fraud to a
total of several thousand votes. and (two
arrests lor impersonation. Given that sev-
eral candidates got in with less than a
thousand votes and that margins of loss
were often less than a hundred votes, this
may wel have affected the election ina
bigr way. Respect has petitioned the clec
toral court over this issuc in Boee wards,
though the allegations cover more that
that. At present, though, it does not ook
as it Respeet will see any success in these
SIS,

The effect of ethnicity on
voting

But probably the two most sipnificant fac-
tors in this election were the decapitation
ol Lubour and the very larpe etfect of eth.
nicity on voting.

Respecteandidates took the seats ot five
of the six councillors who lormed the
Labour leadership. The only person o
keep her scat was Denise Jones — and she
was it the ward where Respeet faifed to
stand, so she may he removed by the judi
ciary. Basically the voters ol ‘Tower Ham-
lets have been so alienated from the coun-
cit feadership that they have preferred to
gamble on relative unknowns — whether
from Respect, Labour or the Tories —
rather than return the incumbents. The rea-
sons for this decision will no doubt he
different in the minds of different voters
but prime cavses are likely to be the lrag
war  where Labour’s oppositional stance
wiis so understated that it was effectively
fost tand of course the mcumbent MP of
the time was allowed {ree rein 1o differ
from the local party, which led to Labour's
loss of the seaty  and also perceived La-
bour corruption (a1 least five councillors
have been reported in the local press). The
sacking of Eileen Short by the council
officers for the crime of being too com-
mitted and effective in the *Defend Coun-
¢il Housing’ campaign ul a time when the
council was making strenuous efforts o
sell off its housing stock became a tocal

cause céIehre —unsurprisingly, since nost
council tenants were opposed 1o having
their homes sold off. Crossrail — the pro-
posed underground cross-London railwiy
line  was also an issue. though here 1he
problem is populist nimbyism by Respect.
in response o insensitive handling of the
issue by Labour.

There has always been voting on an eth-
nic basis in Tower Hamlets, In both the
2002 and 2006 elections, in the wards
where a party stood bath Bangladeshi und
non-Bangladeshi candidates, the Bangla
deshis tended to pain more voles. 1o 2002,
in mixed candidate Fabour wards the lead-
ing Labour candidate received on average
26 per cent more votes than the third
pluced, whilke for the Lib Dems the corre-
sponding figure was 42 per cent. L 20600
the corresponding, Labour figure is 40 per
cent, while for Respect, the Lib Dems and
the Tories the fipure is around 55 per cent.
In every case the leading candidate was
Bangladeshi, the third-placed was non-
Banpladeshi,

{n 2000, nine wards returned councillors
from more than one party: stx of these
wards are Labour/Respect, twoare Labour/
I.ib Dem, and one Labour/Tory. Leaving
out the Tory cuse, in the other eight all but
two ot the 24 candidates clected are Bang-
ladeshi. In both cases where a non Bang-
ladeshi candidate was elected, the
unclected candidate for the suimne party was
also not Bangladesh - in other words, the
clection of a non-Banghadeshi candidate
only happened when there was no other
Bangladeshi candidate ol that party to
clect, While this cthnic factor has always
been present, it has increased dramatically
1 2006, A consequence of this is thatall 12
of the elected Respect councillors are Bang:
ladeshi.

It takes courage to raise this publicly:
those who mention it are fiable to be
charged with racism. As one leading SWP
member put it “You wouldn't be asking
that question if it was white candidates
winning.” But there is deep relevance in
the question, because attitudes to the Iraq
war are correlated (o cthnicity, and be-
cause Respect has been promoting itsetl
as ‘the Party for Muslims® and s essen-
nally tormed from an ulliance of Social-
ists and Muslims. The Bangiadeshi popu
Lition of Tower Hamlets would almost all
consider themselves to be Mushim (even
though some are in practice very secular
Mushims). The locul Mosques have tended
to he either pro-Respect, or to have a
friendly neutrality towards Respect.

An unstable situation

So what now for the second poorest bor-
ough in Britain? Local people can prob
ably take some heart from the fact that they

have at least got a council where Labour is
in control, The prospects for a hung coun-
cil - which most peaple thought would be
the result prior o the election -- would have
been grime. Tabour, Respect and the Lib
Detns all despise cach other; the Tories are
oo new 1o have build up a local history
bul are clearly the most right-wing party.
tlowever, the situation is still very unsta-
ble. Each party has a very high percentage
of completely inexperienced councillors,
which gives preat advantage to unclected,
unaccountable political advisors. Al par-
ties have councillors who stoud not ex-
peating to win and are likely to find that
their new stiatos and responsibilities put
them ander huge amounts of pressure. 1
has also in the past been quite common for
councillors to resign from the party they
were in when they were elected, but to re-
tain their council places. With a single seat
majority, any resignations o defections
from Labour could have a major eficet on
the council. However. it is unlikely that any
perimanent oppositional alliance could be
built and we would most likely sce un ad-
ministration that works on undocumented
secret understandings, or one were voting,
is entirely tactical based on individuulised
attitudes to the matter under discussion.
{n cither case, the possibilities for external
influence and corruption e both very
fiph, However, a more likely possibility
alter the unexpected Labour win would be
councillors fronm other partics attempting
{o delect to Labour on the basis that that
would be the only way they'd geta smiff off
any power,

It will be very interesting o see who
holds the upper hand in Respeet in Tower
Hamlels - the left, or the Mosque. The
SWIP member quoted carlier also said that
Respect would have no problems in Tower
Hamiets as it would be ‘under George
Galloway's mora) authority”. It will be i
teresting 10 sce how George chooses to
exert any moral authority that remains to

him. WA
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The latest
‘socialist
alternative’
in Britain

Campaign tor a New Workers’
Party

I the success of i sociadist party could be
assured by the regular and vebement proc-
Lamation of ils historic destiny, then the
red flag would have heen {lying over the
Palace of Westminster long ago. Few
groups on the British lar lelt can, these
days, resist declaring that the time is right
for a socialist alternative to Labour  and
the most enthusiastic evangelists of the
cause are the Socialist Party (nce Revolu
tonary Socialist League, aku Militant ten-
deney). Following its own withdrawal irom
the Labour Party in 1992, after burrowing
away mononaniacally for almost three dec
ades, the Militant/SP has renounced
entrism with a vengeance - like an alco-
tiolic Falling otf the wagon alter protracted
abstinence and throwing himself into ari
otous, non-stop bender.

First, there were a few tentative electoral
sortics under the name "Real Labouwr’, while
the group kept one foot in the Labour
Party. Nex(, the Militant leadership warmly
applauded Arthur Scargill’s announce-
ment of a new Socialist Labour Party —
only to find itself at the wrong end of a
particularly fengthy bargepole. Not greatly
daunted by this sethack, Militunt decided
it didn’t need the patronage of left bu-
reauctats after all and declared itsell, with
arcal chulzpah, the Socialist Party." Rap
idly discovering thal this plonecring exer-
cise in re-branding did nothing hut accel
erate its exodus of members, the SP began
looking around for allies in the great work
of providing a new leadership for the work-
ing class. Such allies were initially hard to
come by, as this was 199697 and cvery
class conscious worker worth his or her
salt was actively sceeking the expulsion
from power of the Tories and the clection
of a Labour government  despite Tony
Bliir's gleetul abandonment of Labour’s
social democratic policy bappage. While
the working class decided it was prepared
to reserve judgement on New Labour tor
at Jeast a year or two, sections of the far
left became increasingly impatient with all
this hanging around and the SP’s welcom-
ing cinbrace began o0 appear more entic-
ing. The Blairites’ increasingly draconian
internal regime also provided a few recruits
for a left regroupment project, by driving
out of the party an increasing number of
activists and a few big fish tike the MEPs
Ken Coates and Hugh Kerr. In additon,
the Scottish Socialist Alliunce was shap
ing up nicely by this time, and many Eng-
lish and Welsh leftics assumed they could
cobble together something similar in short
order - paying little regard to the

specificities of Scottish politics.

Thus was born the Socialist Athance
cembracing, by the time ol the 2001 general
clection, most of the 57 varieties of British
‘Trotskyism and a few mainstream left La

bourites, and brimming with confidence
that the efectoral fruit of New Tabour be

trayil would fall into its tap. Alas, it was
ot (o be. Morcover, the SP founders of
the project discovered that they had been
supplanted as ity dominant lorce by the
far bigger Socialist Workers Party (SWP).
Skulking away in disgust, the SP concen-
trated on trade union work for a lew years
(with far greater success — particularly in
PCS), standing a few clection candidates
under its own colours and sniping at the
SWP's mismanagement of the ‘new left
party’ project. Before long, however, the
time seemed right tor the SP 1o have an-
other go: the SWP's Taunch ol Respect
marked a significant turn away from the
original conception of the socialist alter-
native and left trade union leaders (this
time in the RMT and the FBU) were, onee
again, cutting their ties with Labour anid
talking about the need for a new workers”
party.

Unhappy

On March 19 this year, therefore, the
founding conterence ol the Campaign for
a New Workers™ Party (CNWP) was held
al the University of London Union. Some
450 activists attended — most prominent
ammong them, of course, being the SP -
sell, wong with other far left groups simni-
larfy unhappy with Respect, such as Work
ers Power and the CPGB-Weekly Worker.
Further, smaller-scale launch meetings are
being held all over the country and a peti
tion fora new workers” parly has gathered
over (wo thousand signatures (the com-
bined membership of the SP and the other
{ar fett groups involved probably account
for a third of this number). Keeping in mind
the proverb about tiny acorns, it would
probably be untairand unwise o draw any
firm conclusions al this stage as to whether
the CNWP is on course to meet its targel
of providing a socialist alternative to New
1abour. A more fruitful approach would
be o took at what the CNWP is seeking to
achieve and determine whether W repre-
sents a robust strategy for the establish-
ment of a new mass party of the working
class. Conveniently, the SP's thoughts on
the matter are available in the pamphlet
Join the Campaign for a New Workers
Party, written by its national secretary,
Hannah Sell, with a foreword by Coventry
councilior and former Tabour MP Dave
Nellist.?

Needless to say, the pamnphlet contains
much that any serious socialist would find
uncontroversial:

‘New flabour has taken the country
10 war . .. has widened and deepened
privatisation and increased the role of
business . . . {in| bealth, ectucation, wel-
farc and other services, And. as Labow’s




18

agenda has becotie more tight wing, the
party internally has become more scle
1oNe ...

“Tony Blair has seen his role as .
destroying any vestipes of independent
political representation for the working
class ..,

‘Gordon Brown miay hecome deader
ol the Labour Party, bt he has made 1t
clear that hies feadership ol the party
will not represent a ‘shift to the left’,
While the siyle may change, the sub-
stance ol a Brown leadership would be
bastcatly the same as Blaie's -0

We shoild even be able o agree, in prin-
ciple, with Sell when she says, "We need
new party that will actuadly fipht “like t-
pors”™ in the interests of trade unionists
and the working class.” The question is,
ol course, how can such a party be estab
lished? For Sell and her ST comnades, the
answer is o give up any idea ol ‘reclam-
ing” the Tabour Party, to break the hink he
tween Labour and its qearrentdy yaffilated
trade umions and establish a new party
whose “preat idea” will be 1o fight with
determination on the side of the working
class, the poor and oppressed against the
etant multinationals whose profits are the
driving force ot our society and whose
interests the mainstream parties loyally de
fend’. The SP will argoe for this party 1o
“adopt a democratic socialist programme’,
but this will be left for the membership to
decide because —erucially  the party will
have an ‘open and demoeratic approach
which will ensure that [t} is attractive 1o
trade unionists, community and environ-
mental canipaigners, and anti-war activ:
ists”. 1t is this "open and democratic ap-
proach” that will allow the new party to
avoid repeating the mistakes that charac-
terised “attempts o lavnch such new lor-
mations in the last decade, such as the
Socialist Labour Party (SILPy ...

Intriguing

This pataphlet does not, however, estab-
Jish cither that giving up on the Labour
Party is necessary, or that breaking the
link with the unions is a good idea, or,
indecd, that a new party would be viable,
‘Over the last 20 years,” declares Dave
Nellistin the introduction, "a fundamental
change has been brought about in the
Labour Party . . .7, yet the nature ol this
chanpe s left unclear, (Even the ime-scale
is more intriguing than enlightening: does

i refer o the date whon the members of

the Militant cditorial board were ex-
petled?) The wretched state of the con-
temporary babour Party is hammered homne
repeatedly throughout the pamphlet,
maostly by reference w the undoubtedly
ictos of the present government.
But, to establish that a fundumental

chanpe’ has taken place, one needs a clear
stindard of comparison, and this is where
things pet a bitfuzzy. How, exactly, is to-
day’s Labour Party different from the parly
of Wilson, Callaghan, Foot and Kinnock,
within which Militunt supporters worked
so tirelessly? In a heavier, more theoreti
cal setting, the SI” would no doubt argue
that T.abour was once a ‘hourgeois work-
ers” party” but is now simply a “hourgeois
party’. This, however, is a pamphlet aimed
at the general reader rather than the expe-
ricnced Marxist, and its attempt to put the
argument in accessible language exposes
the confusion at #ts heart,
The first attemptis made by Nellist:
*A peneration ago, at a simplistic Jevel,
it was clear that there was acdilference
between Labour and Tory. There was i
“themand us'™ o the main, Labont was
seen to be on the side of workers and
their familics, and il was 1 party in which
socialists were able o work. No such
patly exists taday for working people.”

ewas clear that theve was a difference’
- but what was the nature of the difter
cnee? Labour was seen 1o be on the side
of the workers”” But does this mean that
the party actually was on the side of the
workers, or simply that this was a wide
spread misconception?

Confusion

Selbs later formulations confuse things
cven more. Labour was, we are told,
“lounded at its base as a workers’ party.
even though the leadership had a foot in
the capitalist camp’. It “hecame a mass
force which, however imperfeetly, did pro-
vide avoice for the working class'; “while
it was undoubtedly a workers' party at its
base, it was party of big business at the
top” and ‘repeatedly acted in the interests
of big business once in oltice’. What 1s
lelt unclear is whether, and to what extent,
workers cver had the capacity to influence
party policy and o secure meaningful
gains, Did Labour simply provide them with
“avoiee’ —thatis, a public forum in which
to express their views and interests - or
with something more? How was the Ta-
bour Party that “repeatedly ucted tn the
interests ol hig business® tn the 19605 and
19705 Tundamentatly dilferent from the
Labour Party that docs the same today? 11
the working class did not exert any real
collective nfluence over the party, then
whit does it mean to say that it was ‘un-
doubtedly a workers™ party at its hase’
other than that its members and voters
were predominantly working class, which
is surely also the case today”?!

Scll pives one concrete example, which
purports to demonstrate that “In the past.
abour or even Tory governments could
not so easily get vy with the breadth

and seade o attacks on the working, class
that New Labour have carried through':
“Although the tops ol the Labour

Party were wedded to caprtalism even
hefore Blair, they were constantly look
g over their shoulders at the workers
who made up the Labour Party’s mem
bership and answered attacks on their
rights with mass resistance.”

Thus. when the Wilson povernment at
wmpted to introduce the antiunion /n
Place of Strife legislation, 1t was “torced
o retreat” by “aseries of strikes™. But why,
we are leltto wonder, have the unions not
matntained this degree of pressure tn sub-
sequent years? There is no acknowlbedge-
ment here cither of the objective defeats
inflicted on the working class over the Jasl
J0-30 years, or of the role of the untons
themselves (and particularly the ‘new re
alist” teaderships of the T980s and [990%)
in fuciliating the vightward shiftin Labour
pohcey.

The unions presumably escape much
criticism because the SPis keen 1o win
left-leaming Teaders and activists tots new
praject, once they have disalfiliated from
Labour Here, again, the argument does
not stand up to much scrutiny, While itis
fair enouph o point out that the untons
are nol getting much for thesrmoney, one
should ask what use they are making of
the channels of influence that are currently
open to them  such as the NEC (where
their representatives have repeatedly
voled agamnst their respective unions’
policies). The fact is that the aftihated un-
ions collectively have at Jeast some pros
pect of influencing Tabour’s diection al
present; il they were Lo disaffiliate, the
chances are that that potentiad strength
would simply he dissipated. 1ather than
being ctployed on behalf of the projected
‘new workers” party . Surely itis betler o
try to matke the link work for union mem
bers, belore breaking it altogether?!

Outwitted

The process by which, it is suggested,
Labour has undergone its “fundamental
change’ seems to he one whereby Blar
and his treacherous accomplices have
cunningly outwitted the unions, the ac-
tivists, the eft MTs and the rank-and-lile
membership. s the tamiliar story of Tead
cership betrayal: the workers and their faith-
ful socialist champions are all set to pur-
sue the class strugple, only 10 be de-
ceived. confused and generally under
mined by a sel-serving fayer of bureau-
crats This conveniently sidesteps those
awkward situations in which; the workes
are notready fo7 o fipht or are unconvineed
by ihe arguments of the lelt. Jim Mortimer
is indignandy rebuked for saying that “the
Thatcherite heritage and values ..o sl
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have influence in Britn’, thereby “trying
to spread the blame for New Labour's per-
petuation of Fhatcherite policies across
society as 4 whote™ — rather than pinning
it all on a handiul of “nislcaders™.

It naturally follows that i all that has
been holding back the militant workers has
been the absence of the right (i, left)
leadership, then there need be no sertous
concerns about the viability of the new
workers” party: all that is needed is the
political will. The recent electoral success
of “the new left party in Germany” is cited,
as i the expertence could simply be cop-
icd in England and Wales, without regard
to specilic national conditions.

What is not seriously addressed by the
SP s the enduring hold that the Labour
Party exerts over a plurality of politically
conscious workers, both for historical-cul-
lral (e, cfass) reasons and because New
Labour’s pohcies have not yet made life
miscrable ¢nough for enough people to
provoke a general and concerted revolt
L'or, while the litany ol New Labour crimes

war, inequality, privatisation, increasing
incquality, Tow wagcs, the persistence of
poverty and the maintenance of anti-un-
ion laws 1s accurate enough, it js only
one side of the story. Low uncimployment,
low inflatton und low interest rates have
secured, at Teast, the acquiescence of
those not yet hit by the most divisive and
destructive aspects of neo-liberalism.
Mcanwhile, even miuny of those who
strongly oppose the New Tabour agenda
remain convineed that ‘their” party can
and must be won buck 10 “real Labour’
policies.

Obstacles

This is not to say that there 18 any guaran-
tee that Iabour can be broken from its cur-
rent neo- liberat leadership and policies, or
that this is necessarily the best approach
1o securing real political representation for
the working class. Scll quite rightly points
out the weakness ol the Labour left, the
declining numbers of active members and
the difficulty of winning new recruits to a
party associated with war, privatisation
and inequality. These are real obstactes
but at present they seem lesser obstacles
than thosce impeding the construction ol a
mass workers’ party on the basis of a tiny
layer of activists, mostly drawn [rom the
historically small and uninfluential far lelt.
Hannah Sell’s approving reference 1o the
German Leflt Party omits o mention that
this was a party established by the merger
ol an existing small mass party (the PLIS)
with a substantial split from the Social-
Democratic Party. While we mustall defer
o the verdict of history, itcurrently scems
more likely that a viable ‘new workers’
party” in Britain will be built by breaking

or ‘Socualist Alteraative’ Jor elections,
2. The pamphilet can be ordered for £1 from
the SP's bookshop at hitp://
www socialistparty. org.uk/bookframe. hun or
i ean be pead ondine ot htip://
www.sacialistparty.org.uk/pamphlets/cowp/

sociahist supporters of the Labour Party
away tfrom their own right wing en masse,
alter first building a strong lelt inside the
party — rather than by planting a flag in
the hope of altracting disenchanted activ-
ists in thew ones and twos.

I've had a wonderful time,” Groucho
Marx once declared, *. .. but this wausi't
it Lt might similarly be said that we do
need a campaign, of sorts, for anew work-
ers” party  but this one isn'it

NOTES

1. Only 1o find that the cranky Socialist
Party of Great Britamn (est. 1904) climed
Hirst dibs on the oame “Socialist Party”.
forcing the SP o add “in England and Wales’
1o 1ts mane for official purposes  thereby
pracducing the unfortunate acronym “SPEW?

Is George Bush an idiot?

3 Unless the SP considers the *middle cluss
1o be much more nunerous than one mipht
cxpect. In fact, there is some evidence (n the
pamphlet of a questionable (or, at least, ill-
thought out) conception ol class: “More and
maore people who would have previousty
seen themselves as middle class, sucl as
teachers and civil servants, are now
relatively low paid and are increasingly
heing forced downwards into the ranks of the
waorking class.” 'This suggests (perhaps
unintentionaily) that class is simply a matter

ol income! WA

Jack Bernard

Gieorpe Bush is not articelate, He doesn’t “think on his feet’. He has trouble re-
membering names. Doces this make him an tdiot”? No.

Tony Blair, on the other hand, exhibits characteristics present in much of the
intelligentsia. Blairis articulate. Blair *thinks on his feet”. Blair is self-confident and
has a big cgo. And like much of the intelligentsia, he has a relatively narrow field of
knowledge, mostly learned by rote. Bush is not “of the intelligentsia’.

But Blair has the greater claim to idiocy. His dabbling in world politics has prob-
ably signalled the end for Blairism, whercas Bush, though now unpopular, has
fargely achieved what he set out to achieve. One must not be fooled by Bush’s

Sfeigned 1diocy.

As Tor being dangerous, Bush s no more. and no less, dangerous than John I
Kennedy. One has 1o remember that Kennedy gave the go-shead for the Bay of
Pigs invasion of Cuba. Had it been successtul, it would have returned the Cuban
workers and peasants 1o the dire conditions that existed prior to the revolution, and
would have stopped them from later experiencing the highest literacy rate and the
best health service in Centeal and Senth America.

Oliver Stone’s analysis in his film JFK, that the assassination of Kennedy was a
coup détat, is essentially correct. More precisely, it was a palace coup. Butitis a
myth that Kennedy was a nice man who wanted to pull the troops out of Vietnam
but was stopped by nasty people in the US establishment. The eventual withdrawal
of US troops from Vietnam did nen signify that the USA had gone soft on Vietnam,
i.e., given up its role as the most counter-revolutionary foree on the face of this
planet since the Sccond World War.

What is particularly dangerous is the period opened up by the collapse of the
USSR, Stalinism will go down in history as a counter-revolutionary phenomenon
despite, for example, aiding both the Cuban and Vietnamese revolutions against us
counter-revolutionary aggression. The post: Second World War decades of *peacetul
co-existence’ between the USSR and the USA had a function of keeping the USA
somewhat in check, even though the Vietnam War was, 10 an extent, a surrogate
war hetween the USA and the USSR, Now there is no one 10 keep the USA in
cheek.

So we are returning to the conditions that characterised the carlier period of the
present epoch of monopoly capitalism (which started in 1900-1901): an epoch of
world wars. The next world war will probably be fought between continents, but
it would be idiocy to try and predict what the sides are going 1o be. WA
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Bolivia
fights back
against
neo-
liberalism

Nick Davies hails the landslide
election victory of Evo Morales as
part of the revolutionary process
in Latin America

i in Latin America every election is ¢f-
fectively a referendunm on neo liberalism,
the result in Bolivia amounts almost 10 a
declaration of war. In clecting Evo Mo
rales, a former Hama herder and coca
prower, candidate of the Movement To-
wards Soctalism (MAS), as Bolivia’s st
ever indigenous president, Bolivians have
demanded a halt to SO0 years of pillage
of their country and subjugation of its in
digenous people. *We're here o change
our history, we're taking over,” Morales
dectured at his inauguration. Putting him.
sell on a potential collision course with
Washington, Morales has promised (o
nationalise Bolivi's oil and gas reserves
and detend the production of coca for
medical and industrial purposes. Almost
as soon as the result was declared. as a
clear signal that he knows who his friends
are, Morales paid visits not to Washing
ton but to Cuba and Venezuela.

The scale of Morales™s victory on De-
cember 18 was nothing short of siagger
inp. He got 54 per cent of the vote, the
fargest vote a presidential candidate has
achieved in 30 years. on a wrnout of 84
per cent. Jorge “Tuto” Quiroga. the maim
candidate of the pro-US, mainly white or
muestizo oligarchy und a Washington fa-
vourile, managed a mere 285 per cenl
Had the Electoral Couneil not disenfrian
chised inore than a mwillion, mainly indig-
enous volets, Morales’s victory might
have been even more overwhelming. In the
Andean departments, where the predomi
nantly Aymara and Quechua indigenous
people live, the figures speak for them-
selves. In Ta Paz, Morales beat Quiroga
by 66 per cent to I8 per cent, in
Cochabamba, the score was 64 per cent
to 25 per cent, in Oruro, 62 per cent (o
25 per cent, and in Potosi, 57 per cent o
25 per cent,

Even in Sunta Cruz, a stronghold of the
oligarchy, the MAS managed 33 per cent
as against 41 per cent, and in Tarya, an-
other lowluand department where the oli-
garchy is strong, the MAS scored 31 per
cent. These figures indicate that the oli-
parchy’s use of the rhetoric of regional
autonomy ftor the lowlkand arcas did nol
stop workers and peasants there voling
along class lines. The MAS has a comn
fortable majority in Congress with 72 oul
of 130 deputies, Only in the Senate (12
seats out ot 27y is it not in control.

On the crest of an anti-
imperialist wave

This victory didn’t come out of nowhere.
In October 2003, President Gonzalo
Sanchez de Lozada (‘Goni’) was obliged 1o
resign and flee to Miami, Lozada’s remeval
waus the culmination ol an Li-gay general
strike and demgastrations estimated at

500,000 (Bolivia's population is about eight
million) ted by miners and peasants from
the city of EFAlLo, and supported by peas-
ants, miners, workers, coca growers, taxi driv-
ers, street-vendors, students and sections
of the middle class rom alt over Bolivia.

Gas sparked ot this insurrection. Bolivia
has the second bigrgest reserves of natural
gas in South America. The gas war began
with the povernment's plan for a $5.2 bil-
tion natural gas pipeline project, control
led by a consortium of energy multination-
als, in order to export Bolivian gas, via
Chile, to the United States. The price for
export to the US would be a miscrabie 70
cents per thousand cubic feet, and Bolivia
would receive only 1R per cent ol that, It
did not take a genivs to realise that Boliv-
ians were betng ripped oft by an interna-
ponal trade system not designed lor their
benelit. Yet again, one ol Bohivia’s natutal
resources was o he extracted for the ben
cfitof Furope and North America, leaving
Bolivians poor. Within a month the gas
uprising threatened 1o become an all-out
civil war. Goverment troops nussacred 84
protestors and killed E5 conscripts who had
retosed o (ire on demonstrators. The
unreliability of some of the armed {orees,
and the government's toss of the support
ol sections of the middie class, forced
Lozxda to cut and run, but not hetore loot-
ing $85 million from the Bolivian treasury to
matke his exile as comfortable as possible.

The gas war followed the water war of
19992000, In 1999, the World Bank
pressurised the Bolivian government into
privatising the water companies. frrefused
credit o the public compuny which ran
the water services, insisted that there be
no subsidies to mitigate price hikes, and
turned the whole supply over to a subsidi-
ary of International Wader Lid, owned by
Rechtel, one of the US companies cur
rently profiteering from the destruction
of Trag. in Cochabamba. price tises ol 60)
to 90 per cent per month and the require
ment that peasants had to buy a perant o
colicet rainwater from their own wells
and rool tanks were mel with huge and
furtous demonstrations, forcing the wa
ter profiteers. eventually, to abandon Bo-
livia. Bechtel's humiliation was complete
six years tater, when its $50 million legal
action against Bolivia for loss of prolit
was finally abandoned,

Cental to Bolivian calture is the coca
teal, Tong used as an appetite suppressant
and to combat altitude sickness. Tor sev
cral yers now, cocit growers have been
involved ina struggle for survival apainst
US policy in Bolivia, which is based ex-
clusively on the eradication of the coca
leal. US cconomic aid is dependent on
coea leat eradication, thus blaming indig-
enous Bolivians for the North American
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and Furopean problem of cocaine addic-
tion. As in Colombia, there has been a
COUNLEr-IMsurgency stradeyy ol coca
cradication, involving the military, de-
vised by current US ambassador David
Greenlee when he was a CLA apent in Bo
livia, which has resulted in the violation
of human rights and karge-scale poverty
m arcas where prowing coca 1s the only
way Lo survive.

When in 2002 Morales tirst ran for
president, the ex- TS ambassador Manuel
Raocha threatened Bolivia with a loss of
imternational aid if Morales won. Rocha’s
intervention pushed Morales’™s vote o
within 1.5 per cent ol the winner, Lozuada.
Cocat growers huve demanded a pause in
eradication, the maodilication of the unt-
drug laws and a study of legal coca mar-
kets. In January and February 2003 a mass
mobilisation ol coca- growing peasants
demanded the suspenston of cocu cradi-
cation, the nationalisation of privatised
industrics and services and an end to the
Free Trade Arca ol the Americas.

Many of the coca growers used 1o be
tir miners, Tin used to be Bolivia's chiet
export until the price erashed in the 1980s
partly due to the releuse by the USA onto
the world market of its teneserves, The
lin miners had abways been the most nli-
tant sector of the Bolivian working class.
In 1985, Victor Paz Esteussoro privatised
the tin mines that had been nationalised
under his first presidency following the
nationad revolution of 1952 His right-
hand man was none other than the then up
and - coming US-educated technocrat,
[ozada.

Neo-fiberahisin's impact on Bolivia has
been bloody and terrible. When the mines
were privatised, the miners” umon, with
long and proud history of militancy and
courage, was crushed and 20,000 miners
were localised™, in other words, sacked,
dispersed and ‘relocated’ 1o the informal
sector in the shantytowns. Bolivia was al-
ways one of the poorest countries in South
America, Unguestionably, the neo-liberal
assault has made it peorer, destroying the
state sector, increasing unemployment
and underemployment. and weakening the
social protection that kept many Boliv-
1ans from starvation. Seventy per cent off
Bolivians now live in poverty. Bolivia's
rich natural resources wre looted by US
or European multinationals. In the name
of the “war aganst drugs’, Bolivians are
prevented from making u iving in one of
the few ways they can. In the name of the
‘war against ferrorisim’, imoney in Britain’s
aid budget carmarked tor, among other
countries, Bolivia has been diverted to pay
for (he occupation of Irag. It must come
as a terrible disappointment (o Tony Blair
that the Bolivians remain stubbornly un-

convineed of the merits of globalisation!

Lozada's replacement, the former vice
president, Carlos Mesi, clewly felt the
people’s anger, and o his naugural ad-
dress was foreed to adopt a conciliatory
tone: [ want to create a country for all
Bolivians . . . where we can respect the
equality ol everyone.” Awarce that hie might
sulfer the same fate as his despised pred:
ceessor, he admitted: *Tam only going to
he the preswdent i T serve you [the coun-
ty | because it you end up serving me, you
will kKick me out.” As it happened, what
ever Mesa proposed was cither too muach
for the mubtinationals, or not cnough lor
the workers” and peasants” orpanisations.
In April 2005, in a TV addiess, he con
firmed what all Bolivians alrcady knew,
that the multinationals were running the
couniry and would not tolerate any reduc-
tion in their influence.

This impisse resulted in a further insur-
rectionary upsurge, even greater and more
politically advanced than that of 2003,
With E1 Alto once again at its centre. this
movement, ted by the nationad trade un
ion contederition (COBY as well as nu-
ncrous other workers’, peasants™ and
community organisations, had asats mam
demand the nationalisation of gas. 1f the
parliament could not meet this demand,
then, these organisations insisted, it
should be shut down. In the main cities,
cabildos abrertos or mass mectings 0ok
phace on a daily basis, often hundreds or
thousands strong. Mesa resigned. To es-
cape the masses, parlament sat in Suere
mstead of Ta Paz, bul demonstrators sur
ronnded the parliament nosetheless, fore-
ing the oligarchy 10 forgo s first choice
of tnterim president, Vaca Dies, in favour
ol Lduurdo Rodriguez, head ol the Su-
preme Court.

Morales, then, s sarfing on o revolu-
tionary, anti-imperialist wave. Afier his
victory, in Cuba he signed agreements with
Fidel Castro Tor Cuba to develop eye hos-
pitals in Bolivia and help in the training
of Bolivian medical students. Cuba will
wlso assist Bolivian anti illiteracy pro-
grammes. In Caracas, he signed agree-
ments lor Venezuclan tunding of health
and education programmes, and a trade
deal, exchanging Venczuclan ol {or Bo-
livian soya. Hupo Chaver proclaimed that
he and Morales were part of an “axis ot
pood’. Morales, for his part, announced
that *We are joining in this anti neo-lib-
eral and anti-impenalise struggle”.

Bul is he?

Morales: the solution or the
problem?

Morales does not only have to worry
about the armed [orees, the oligarchy, the
USA, the oil and gas multinationals, the

(M1, and the threats of the castern prov

inces o secede. He is not short ol erities
from hus left either. These erities come [rom
the Bolrvian fett and the workers” move-
met, and also from the uternational revo-
lutienary lelt. These two sources of criti

cism are related, with the revolutionary left
having sonie presence i Bolivia, and the
left outside Bolivia taking its cue from the
crities inside the country, The criticisms of
Morales are that he has been less than
cnergetic in supporting the demands of the
masses, that his is a “popubist’ rather than
soctalist movement, based on the indig-
cnous peasanity rather than the working
class, and that he has manoeuvred an op

portunity for the working class to take
powcer into an electoral blind afley.

On the face of it, Morales may have a
case 1o answer. During the October 20003
uprising, he apparently played no part,
heing on a trip to Burope at the thne. When
Mesa, caught between the masses and the
inuttinatonals, proposced a reterendum on
the question of gas ownership, Maorales
supported it, coming under fierce criti-
cism from the COB, which culted tor a
boycolt. In the uprising of May-hine
2005, the MAS leaders were cailing Tor
royalties on gas exports (o be increased
from 1% per cent 1o 50 per cent, Tar short
of the popular demand that if parfiament
could not guaranice the nationalisation of
pas, then it should be shut down. The MAS
stiged 1ts own demonstration in favour ol
the SO per cent demand, separate from the
larger one organised by the COB and other
organisations, which called for nattonali
sation. Morales apparently appeared on
television appealing for the lilting of strik-
ers’ roadblocks. MAS leader Ramon
I .oayza had to admit that his party had been
surpassed by the ranks®. e was obliged
(o issue an ultimatum to parltament to
nationalise gas within four days or be
closed down.

Morales's crities have scized on his de-
cision to sell the Muuin iron mine, which
conlains one ol the targest reserves of
iron and mangancese in the world. This sale
hadd been suspended by former president
Rodriguez. under pressure from local
MAS deputies, as well as trade unions,
environmenlal groups and peasant organi-
sations in the arca. Morales has also drawn
cnticism for saying to businessmen in
Santa Cruz, a hotbed of reaction, that hie
would respeet their right of ‘autonomy’,
Some of his cabinet appointees (the cco-
nomie ones as opposed (o the “social’
ones) are guestionable such as Salvador
Ricra, a Santa Cruz businessman, as min-
ister for public works, and Luis Atherto
Arce. who has finks with the IME as fi-
nance minister. Morcover, on his whistle-
stop, pre inauguration tour, Morales did
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not just visit Cuba and Venezucla. fhis vis
its Lo Irance and Spain were widely inter-
preted as goodwill pestures Lo reassure.
amonyp others, the Spamsh giant Repsol
that its mvestiment in Bolivia is safe in his
hands. A phrase that kept eropping up in
the communiqués [rom those meetings
was lepal guarantees” of invesiments,

It is important to understand the appall-
ing pressures facing Morales and his gov-
crnment. Bolivia is the poorest country
in South America It has been rined by
20 years of neo liberalisi. The oligarchy
may try to use the armed forees o sabo
tage his administration. In particular, the
otigarchy in Santa Cruz and other castern
lowland departments will threwen (o se-
cede. (hus breaking up the state, it they
do not gel their own way. Just over the
border from the would he secessionists,
in Mariscal Fstigatribia, Paraguay, @ US
military base is being developed. capable
ol housing 16,000 troops. The Paraguayan
senate has voted to prant this base immu-
nity from Paraguayan Taw, as well as In-
fernational Criminal Court justice. Para
auay looks set o play the same rofe as
Honduras did in the 1980s. Paul
Waolfowitz of the World Bank has already
offered Morales hits “advice™ (o help Bo-
livia with ‘mechanisms 1o ¢nsure rans-
parcnt, responsible and intellipentinvest
ment”. Reporting on Morales's visit (o
Sauth Africa, the South African Daily Star
set out what his cnemies hope will be s
mast likely course: “Thouph Morales has
alarmied conservatives, some South Afrl
cans who have encountered him heleve
that his rhetoric 15 mostly designed lar
popular consumption .. . they believe he
is a rough diamand who will ose some ol
his rongh edges and gain more polish when
he actually tries to run his country.” In
other words, the forees runged against
Morales will do (heir best to make sure
that he turns out to be another Luda rather
than another Chaver.

However. a mere 4% hours after his an
augaration he appointed as his ot minis
ter Andres Soliz Rada who, as a jouraalist
and congress member, has spent 30 years
campaigaing for state ownership of ol and
pas. Soliz has repeated Morales’s prom-
ise (o renationalise gas and oil reserves,
Morales has said he will nattonalise the
subsoil, in that he will impose stie own
ership on the was and oil that is extracted,
but he will not expropriate the assels of
the muttimationals mvolved in extracting
it He says he will review the contracts
with the multinationals, asking them 1o pay
higher taxes and royalties. in his own
words: “Any state has the right 1o use its
natural resources Wo must establish new
contracts with the oif companies based on
cquilibrium. We are going 1o guarantee the

returns on their investment and their prot-
its. but not looting and stealing.” (In seek-
ing to negotiale new contracts on far bet
ter terms, rather than, at this stage. going
for complere expropriation, Morales ap-
prars (o be following the Venezuclin ex
ample, although there, the foregn otl
companics are now joinl cuterprises with
the state oil company, the PDVSAL)

Further, Morales has maintained his
promise to repeal the hated decree
20160, which, allowing “employment at
will™, has been the Tramework tor the neo-
liberal policies of the pust 20 vears. Tle
hay promised o distribute untilled land,
but not to expropriate the latifundia, o1
large estates. He has stated categoricatly
that he will defy the demands of the USA
1o eradicate the prowth ol coci, and has
appuinted a coca-prawer as minister ol
social defence, responsible Tor coca. He
has dismissed the entire military high com-
mand, whom he believes w be disloyal.
He has placed the privatised national air
line. LARB, under the control ol o govern
ment ‘adnnoistrator for 90 days in otder
(o investipate allegations ol asset-sirip-
ping, allepations which had prompted a
plots” strike. He has asked Bush to extra-
dite Lozada 1o answer charges atising oul
of the murder of demonstrators in Octo
her 2003, Not a bad record for his first
{few weeks in offiee!

Some of this nay look disappomting, to
those who demanded nationalisation of
multinationals” assels, and isn’tareturn on
profit” to the satistaction of eoergy multing-
tonats merely looting and stealing™”?

{lowever, while no one should lose any
sleep over the fate of the oil and pas mul-
tinationals or their shaseholders, and whife
the nationatisabion of imperialist assels,
siving Bolivia complete control ot its ye-
sources, must be an ain, W make support
of the governmient conditional on whether
Mortales nationalises without compensiv-
tion this or that imperialist asset would
be sectarian and wrong. If Morales is w0
carry out real change, and therefore if his
tenure 1s 10 he more than a heroic, and
Jdoomed, 15 minutes of famwe, he has got
(o proceed patiently and carefully. pick his
hattles, and take on his encimies one at o
tme. and under conditions of his choos-
ing when he knows he can win. There™s a
story in Venezuela that during the coup
attempt of 2002, Chaver phoned Fidet
Castro tor advice and was tokd, Do any-
thing, but do not do another Allende on
us'. This s an cnigmatic remark, with a
muoltitude of possible meanmgps: posstbly
‘hetter to dive 1o fight another day than
choose a glorious martyrdom®. Or on the
other hand, did it mean, i you tink gen-
erals might be disloyal, do not promote
them™? Or *if the people demind arms, do

not refuse theny™? Or did he mean all three
of these?

The support ol the masses is essential.
They expect trom Morales more than
from possibly any other povernment in
Bolivia's history, including the national
revolutionary government of 1952, He has
promised “zero corruption, zero burcauc-
raey’, and as if 1o prove it has halved his
own salary. The more Morales sticks to
this. the more accountable he is o the
mass organisations, and the more open his
government s aboult the rewl and genuine
diflicalties it faces, the more likely the
workers and peasants are to be patient if
Al of their expectations cannot be met
avernight,

It is sometimes necessary 1o distinguish
hetween the understandable impaticoce of
the masses and their organisations and the
sectarianism of the vanguard. Jtis seetar-
anism and factionalism, spilling over from
previous disputes, which seems (o be at
the root of the hostility shown by sone
workers” leaders towirds Morales. Take
Jaime Solares, leader of the COR, Loy
example. He is apparently in favour ot a
“worker-peasant revolution ol a soctadist
character” and yet refuses 10 support
MAS government. While futiously deny
jny that he will support a military coup.
he savs: T never called on soldiers to
carry oul a military coup. T simply sand
that it @ soldier who was patriotic and
committed to the people took power in
Bolivia, hke Chitvez in Vene zuela, Twould
be the first o support liim,* (/nternational
Viewpoint No Y730 December 2005).

It seems that Morales is o tight wing
for Sotares beciuse ol his posilion on gas
royalties, and because his base is the in-
digenous peasantry as opposed 10 the
working class, to the extent that his gov-
ernment is 4 worse option than a nislitary
coup! Just what kind of sectasian gibber-
ish ts this? What kind of signal does it
send out to the oligarchy and o the mili-
tary? 1l you are plotting to overthrow
Morales™s povernment and instatl a mili
try demagogue (who says be is ‘justiike
Chivez') a section of the workers” move-
ment with support you! There is a section
of the Bolivian military said to be sympa
thetic 10 the mass organisations, and Bo-
livia has seen pro-left, anti-US gencrals
in the past, notably General Torres, brielly
in power in 1971, but to talk of military
intervention at this fime, connterposed to
the movement which was on the point of
clecting Morales by such a Tandslide al-
most bepgars beliel

As [or the accusation, if that is what it
is, that Morules is insulficiently “profe:
tarian’, it has 1o be said that neither Mo-
rales nor his party are trom the traditional
Bolivian left. Morakes does not, and has
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never claimed to be a Marxast, and there
fore he should not be judged as one. But
doesn’t any movement towards socialism
i acountry such as Boliviainvolve a coa-
lition of all the oppressed? Wasn™t it a
coalition of the oppressed that led the
uprisings i1 20003 and 20057 Ian’t this the
kind of coulition being constructed by
Chiverzin Venezuela? I Chavez had relied
on support only from wape carners in lae-
tories, he might well be history by now.
Aren’t the coca growers on the cutiing
edpe of the confrontation with the TISA?
Over the past 20 years, centres of work-
ing class nitlitaney have been broken up.
Many workers are now i the tinforimal
sector s the street traders, one man or
onc-woman businesses, taxi-drivers and
so on. This sector, consisting in karge part
ol ex miners and recent immigrants {rom
the countryside, and engaged in 2 strug
gle for survival, has a considerable social
weight in Bolivia, as it does all over Latin
America. Tt would be as ridiculous to re-
grard these people as petit-bourgeois in the
Luropean sense, as it would (o repad
Bolivian 1cachers, for example. as sach.
What iy ftnportant, surcly, s what this
movement does. and that is a politicat. not
a sociological issue.
The third fundamental crivensm of Mo-
rales, that his election viclory represents
a conscious tuen away from the workers
of Bolivia taking power for themselves,
is only sustainable if there was a realistic
possibility of power being seized in the
mrddle of 2005, Now, the uprising of
2005 was broad-bused. one n which ali
the oppressed and downirodden in Bolivia
were represented. The widespread and
popular demand that the govermmnent na-
tionalise the gas, coming as it did after
the gas war of 2003, and the waler war,
showed what the mass movement thought
of nco-liberalisny and its Tocal representa
tives. The demand that parliament nation-
alise the gas or be closed down repre-
sented a visceral desive not 1o go on liv
ing in the old way, as did the resolutions
eimanating from the trade unions, peasant
unions and the cabildos abiertos calling
for a workers” and peasants’ government.
The cabildos abiertos themselves repre-
sented an attempt. utbeit a short lived one.
atdirect, participatory democracy. Butthe
workers and peasants did not take power.
The CODB leaders apparently blame the
lack of i revolutionary party. But if weare
toassume that the existence ol such a partly
is a prerequisite for the taking of power,
then doesn’t the lack of one suggest that
the movement was not uite as politically
advanced as has been claimed. (Solares’s
addled comments about a “patriotic’ of-
ficer breaking the Jogjam appear to bear
this out.) The Bolivian inasses cannot have

been short of advice from the representa-
tives within Bolivia of the international
far left on the merits of a revolutionary
party, but maybe. looking at the numer
ous Trotskyist nanosects, they did not like
what they saw

1tix one thing (o advance the slogan of a
workers” and peasants’ government, and
for that stogan (o enjoy a degree of popu-
farity among the workers” and peasants’
orgamsations. For it to be realisable in any
real, immediate, conerele way is guite
another. While the cabildos abicrios were
clearly a valuable experienee in popular,
participatory demaocracy, they were not
able o consolidate into something more
permanent, assuntng administrative fune
tions and thus posing the question: who
teatly rules this country? This is what the
soviets were able to doin Russiain 1917,
henee the correctness of the sfogan “All
power (o the soviets'. {One of the prob-
lems with discussions of this sort is the
tendeney to use the particutar conditions
m Russia as an all-purpose revolutionary
template. However, just occasionally the
comparison s a useful one!) Another com-
parison 1s with Portupal in 1974-75,
where the Socialist Party, backed by the
EEC and the CIA, did channel the mili
tancy of workers into electoralism. How-
ever, an alternative existed in the form of
the tederation ol 2000 factory counctls,
or pleaarios, 200 of which were, by
March 1975, running thewr enterprises, as
well as rurat co-operatives based on land
seizures, the co-operative nurseries, clin
1oy and soon.

Whatever was positive about the upris-
ing of 2008, there was never a dual power
situation, with the working class exercis-
Ing executive power in i way which was
able 10 supersede the power of the Boliv-
jan state. Instead, the masses saw the D
cember elections as a practical, reatisable
way tn which they could express their de-
mands and advance their inferests. They
see the victory ol Morales as their vie-
tory, against the oligarchy, and against the
USA.

Therefore, the verdict on the three
churges made against Morales by his left,
or ultralelt critics, must be not guilty, or
at least not proven. So how should Marx
ists interpret events in Bolivia, and if they
are present there, what shonld they do?

Revolution: not an event, but a
process

To understand fully the significance of
events in Bolivig, Marxists need to under-
stand firstly that revolution is a4 process
and not an event (as Marxist scholars
Sweerzey and Hubertuan say in their book
Cuba: Anatomy of a Revolution: "lt un-
folds through many stages and phases. It

never stands sG17), and sceondly that in
Bolivia socialist revolution must inevitably
adopta national, ant-imperialist character,

What does the first of these propositions
mean? 1t means that the process started
by the water war, continued by the pas
war, then the uprising of 2005 and now find-
ing its expression in the fandstide election
victory of Morales has yet to realise its full
potential. In other words, the situation s
Huid — we don't know how things are po-
ing 1o turn out. In his actions since his
clection, Morales has not, despite the pre
dictions of his left enities, sold out. It is up
1o the most class-conscious vanguard of
the warkers” and peasants’ movenent (o
make sure he continues 1 the same vein
and that i he does, and he comes under
attack, to support hin.

When Chidverz came 10 power in Ven-
czuctain 1998, he had o certinn history as
a left nationalist and had attempted a coup
in 1992, At first, he followed that same
colirse: opposition to the Venezuclan elite
and redistributtve economic and social
policies, and all the while professing 1o
tollow i “middie way’ between socialism
and capitalism, Like Morales, Chavez had
some right-wingers 1o his cabinet. Only
by the beginning of 2005 did he s imuch
as adnit that he’d been nuaking a mistake,
and that there was no niddle way, Notonly
does he now lurd his speeches with quo-
tattons from and references to Lenin,
Trotsky and Luxemburg, but also he has
announced the need to transcend capital-
ism und build soctalisne. Why and how has
he had the space and time 10 be able 1o do
this? Partly because the price of oil has
allowed him 1o deliver the redistributive
pohicies which he promised, partly be-
cause his opponents have been disorgan-
ised and disunated, partly because the USA
has been preoccupied with Trag, but also
because the masses have been prepared
1o give him the benefit of their support at
soportant junclures - the 2002 coup, the
2003 sabotage and (he numerous elec-
tions and referenda in between times. 'This
is because they know that he is on their
side, that there is a Tundamental differ
ence between Chavez and the alternaiive,
and that to think otherwise is sectanan
stupidity. Fmneans that Chivez has had
base of support which will defend him, but
also act as & counterweight to some of the
more timid or right-wing members of the
Chavez bloc.

This is so even though Chivez has not
heen able to do everything at once. Initia-
tives such as the misiones which are at-
tacking the grotesque megualities in so-
ciety. the expropriation of idle estates, the
nationalisation ol enterprises, and the
cagestion (co-management between
workers and the stale) have all been putin
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place sinee 1998, These micasures o nol
make Venezueky sociahist workers™ con
trol exists only on an wl hoc basis, there
15 no democratic plan ot production, and,
most importantly. the bourgeoisic has not
been dispossessed as i class, but they do
put the oligarchy very much on the defen-
sive, and put the masses ina position
where they are more Hikely to detend these
previous conguests and 2o on to niake new
ones. Thiese measures make the realisa
ton of socialism T more realistic
proposition than betore, and the process
hegun in FOUR has not yot run its course,
But at the risk of labouring the point, back
m 1998 they were not there, they have all

been implemented sinee. in a period of

Zigzag experinentation, setback and ad
vance. some hard {essons and tough
choices, .

This 1s what is more than Tikely 1o hap
pertin Bohivia, Fvents will notunfold in
exactly the same way of course, und Mo
rales has already benedited trom the pres
cuce ol Chavees, and may yet benefit from
(riendly regimes i Mexico and Peru. de-
petding on election resulis, Cortaim sec
tartan crities of Morales in Bolivea and
clsewhere may not like the prospect,
probably because they have o picture in-
side therr heads of what they think arevo
funon should took [ike - a putschist car-
cature of 1917 perhaps. with Morales as
Kerensky and, presumably, someone re
sembling themselves as Lemn. While such
a madel s almost certainly mapplicable
anywhere, we shonld also remember that
these people do the Bolsheviks a dissery
ice: the Bolsheviks were not above u cer-
tain revolutionary pragmatisin and pa-
ticnee when it was required.

This perspective does not unply blind
taith in Mortales, and he shouold certamly
not he above eriticism. 1E Morales makes
mistahes or unjustitiable concessions, the
workers™ and peasants’ organisutions
should call him to aceount. They should
exert their own nfluence on Morales, to
counter that ol his right wing ministers
and the pressure from outside the coun
Uy Morales may even cotfapse altopether
It scems that some ol the most sectanian
naysayers are ahuost wishing that he will,
so that they can say “We told you so! Only
aTrotskyist party armed with a programme
cle., eten, L We do not know what wall
happen. although we do know that Boliv-
rn history s tittered with the political
(and physical) corpses of revolutionary
midionutists who capiiulate (o imperialist
or the oligarchy. and ol revolutionary
Marxists who relreat imto their own sec
tanian laager. Marxists shoubd muintauan
their political mdependence Irom Mo-
rafes, amd he prepared 1o sketch in the
Bianks. 1deologically «peaking. But 1o

counterpose now to this already existing
moveinent some vltra-“revolutionary” sect

which exists principully in the minds of

its addvocates would be simply inane. Re-
mwember: “philosophers have only inter
preted the world in various ways. the point
is 1o change ',

Motales has promised to “retound” Bo-
livia, by holding elections within six
months for a Constituent Assembly. A ot
depends on what this assembly is based
on, how it s clected, and what 1t can do,
This must not be merely a shightly more
democratic version of 1he existing, dis-
credited parliconentary set-up, bit must
provide a more populio and fac more -
rect democracy, based on workers” and
peasants” orgamsations. IF it does, 1t will
provide a huge impetus 1o resistance
movements in US ailies such us Colom-
bia and Peru. Morales has spoken ol in
troducimg a bill ino Congress in Masch,
with a view 10 Assembly elections taking

place in July. He has empbasised that,if

necessary. people would foree the Con-
aress o approve the Assembly. The As-
seimbly s untnmited powers willl accord-
tnyg 1o Morales, “clinnnuate the colonmal
state and neo-hiberal model™. 11 Morules
is as prood as his ward, then Bolivia can
tuke a turther huge step apainst neo-lib

eralism, and towiards solving the crisis of

the unretormed Bolivian state,

A national struggle and a class

struggle

Over the past 20 years or so, the miecha-
nism of doonnation by North Amertcan and
Luropean capital over Latm America has
undergone a profound change. Until the
19805, military dictatorships, many ol them
almost unbelievably brutal, were common-
place. The tate of Guatenala's Arhenz, top-
pled by US inlervention in 1954, was Lypi-
cal of that which awaited progressive
clected governments. By the 1970s, Chile
and Uruguay, both countries with a his

1ory of stable democratic government, were
competing for the title of torture chamber
ot Latin America. The Simdinista regime in
Nicaragua sultered a slow death by stran

vubation at the hands of the Contras and
thewr US backers.

Now, the kill is cleaner. Lvery country
on e continent has an elected civiban
covernment, but beyond issuing a pass-
pott, stafting embassies in varons capi
tals and sending a team to the Copa
America, there s precious hitle that that
sovernment can actuatly do. This hollow
tng out ol the nation state is the inevita-
ble product ot the economic policies
known, in shorthand, as globalisation, the
internationalisation of the neo hberal
policics ol deregulation amd privatisation
pursued domesticatly by Thatcher and

Reagan dortng the OR0s, and now m-
posed by the World Trade Organisation,
the International Monctary Fund and the
World Bank on the rest of the world.
These bodies are nade up ol representi-
tives ol nation sties, and dominaied by
the most powertul stutes. predonunantly
the USA. The USA parucularly represents
s own agenda. the agenda ol s teading
corporations, as the internstional order.

The effect in Bolivia, as in the west ol
the continent, has been a dramatic mcrease
indevels of poverty and inequality. How
ever, unbtke most of Lurope, where the
response has been a decrease in voter
lurnout as political partics squabble over
a minute paich of 1he so culled middle
eround, voters m Latin Amenca (where
N some counltrics, voling is compulsory)
Jave used therr new-found electoral free
dom o hoot out the luckevs of the TMI-
cevery opportumty. In Argentina, for exam-
ple, the mare Néstor Kirchner stands up
to the IME. the more popular he becomes.
In Venezuela, Chavez has won every elec-
tion or reterendoin he has tought. In HUru
guay. the Frente Amplio has the tist par-
Jamentary majority for any party since
1966 and 1 2004 1ts presidential candi
date, Tubard Vizques beat the discredied,
pro US Jorge Batlle out of sight. In Bo-
livia, Morales has won i hupe victory ona
hugy turpout.

Whether these victories have been won
by parties ot candidates from the vadi-
nonal left or whether they have been won
by a Chivez or a Morales. thev have been
won using the thetorte of the sovercignty
of the naton state, pitted agamst the SAL
its local agents (the oligarchy) and the
internations] financial hodies, which are
seen as being US-controfted anyway. The
struggle is now aginst the privatisation
of the state, or for the "nationadisation” ol
the state, hence the hoge support in Bo-
livia lor the nationalisation of pas, the
hedrock of support in Venezucla Tor the
mcasutes taken by Chaver,and the vote
Uraguay s relerendum for the vight to have
aceess 1o clean water to be guaranteed by
the constitution. This is not simply patei-
otism, Even the mudti-class, bourgeois
dominated. social Tormation of the na
lion-stite enjoys more legitimacy than the
unaccountable financial institutons or the
‘democratic” USA ever will,

This development should nike Max-
ists look again at the relationship between
nattonal siraggies and the class straggle.
The issue of the relative weight ol national
and class struggle in the socialtst revolu-
tion i any given country has been iinat-
ter of controversy among Marxists {or
decades, particularly in the more “devel-
oped’ countries in Latin America, such as
Argentina, Yot the hyenas of the *Wash-
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ington consensus ' do notdiscriminale. All
countries have been devastated. The as-
sault on Argentina was possibly the most
deamatic, perhaps because people there
had turther to fall. Suddenly, ina country
with food resources 1o Teed 3000 million,
fevels of childliood malnatritton were
soaring., and S8 percent of the population
were on or below the poverty line. Doesn’'t
this mean that the various descriptions ot
nations such as “semi-cofony™ or *state of
mtermediate capitalist development” now
fook a littde academic? I any government
i the continent chooses, in tine with an
clectoral mundate. 1o tmplement a pro-
pressive axation system. (o redistribute
wealth from the vich to the poor, and to
optout of the *war on drugs” and the “war
on ferror’ they become, in Donald
Rumsfeld's sinister understatement, “wor-
risome” and for that reason alone, deserve
sohidarity. (In the same way. socialises”
solidasity with Cuba should not be condi
tonal on whether they tepaed it as social
st but should sinply be w delence of
Cuba’s cconomie independence).

Anyway, hack to Bolivia. Although Mo-
rales does not come from the workers'
movernent or the teadiionad Jett, sull less
the revolutionary felt, and although his
programme might be described by the
more desiccated, podantie "Marsists” as
merely “populist’. Marxisis should see his
victory and the process it represents not
st as @ worthy, supportable alternative
Lo soctdist revolution {although nothing
more than that) but as what it really is, a
ftashpoint in the international class strug-
ele against the assault of neo-tiberalisn,
We should see events in Bolivia, as well
as Venezuela, as part of the mternational
class strugale, even though that strugele
ts presented by Morales, Chiaves and their
supporters in national terms.

The national struggle in Bolivia, the
struggle apminst the political domination
of the country by the USA | against the pil-
laging ol its natural resoviees by muld
nattonals, against an ccononte system
which makes most Bolivians poor, is an
expression of, or a form taken by, the class
struggle onan international scale — a strug
gle for economic and political power, a
strugele for control over resources, lor
control over lives, between lTubour and
capitul. This does not meun that there s
never class conflict between Bolivians, OF
course there s, But ultnsately, for all s
1alk about the “patria’. the Bolivian oligar-
chy is defined by, and depends on, s ve-
lationship to US and Europeun capital.
Bolivia's subservient relationship 1o Lu-
rope and North America has made the
countty what itis. Unlornmately, it is not
possible like Hlleting a Lish, o take out
the "national’ parts of the contlict. leay

ity only the “pure’ class politics, which
we teel we candeal with, We have to dead
with the whole struggte as a totality, and
the “national” cleent of the struggle will
never be truly over until Bolivia is no
fonger threatencd as o nation, in other
words, until the defeat of imperialism
worldwide.

1 course, there s also class strugole
onanother level, the struggle by the work
ing class for hegemony over the national
movement and the national struggle. This
is a strugele to determine which cliss's
interests best represent the interests of
the nation as a whole, which class has the
lcast stake i the existing order, which
chiass can best achieve real, not illusory,
mdependence. The fact that the national
hourgeoisic will ultimately sell out bhe.
cause they fear the workers and peasants
more than the imperialists does not hand
hegemony over the national struggle on a
plate to the working class. It has to be
Tought tor 1000 s not fought for, then the
movement will be Teft to the bourpeoisice.
In practicat terms, the more the Bolivian
left stands with Morales, the more it tries
o engage with him, push him o the Teft,
and counter the influence ol right wingers
in the povernmient, the more it promises
o defend bam, anns in hand 11 necessary,
against reaction, the more difficult it will
he for those to Morales’s right o inthu-
cuce hime The Jess sectanan the lett s,
the more chance there is that real pains
can be made, so that the revolution which
starts out as o democratic, anti-imperial
isl revolition can “grow over” intlo a so
cialist revolution,

The precise form raken by that “grow
g over” s difficalt o predict, and we
should not (ry too hinrd. History is full of
surprises and those expecting a re-run of
October 1917 v Russia are hikely o be

Just as disappointed us those hoping that

the high Andes will resemble the Sierra
Maestra of the 1950s, Events tn Venezuoela
question, tor example, the assumption thal
atraditional “vanguard® party is required
1o Jead the masses.

The admiristration could start by taking
over those enterprises threatened with
closure by their owners and banding them
over to their workers, or, as in Veneanela,
the state retaining 51 per cent ownership
and the workers 49 per cent. The Morales
adminstration will at some stage have to
neutralise the armed forces in some way,
cither by splitting them, as v Venezuela,
o1 by developing a vival centre ol power.
Morules will have to trust the masses
defend him by urming them, and moves
will haave 10 be made against strinegically
important sectors of capital, so (hat these
are wationalised under workers™ control.
Ultimately, the appinatus of the state,

which serves the interests of the oligar
chy and the muttinationals, will have 1o
he replaced by i state serving (he inter-
ests ol the workers” and peasants” organi-
sattons. As to when and how these things
happen, this will depend on the course
taken by the class struggle in Bolivia and
beyond.

OF course, theadea that it is possible 1o
butld socialisin in a single country is as
absurd now as it has ever been, und even
more so in the case of Bolivia, poor and
landlocked as itis. The new Bolivia has a
Jab onits hands 1o avoid strangulation at
bieth, Tet alone developing the cconomic
aud poliical space it needs. The only way
to guarantee the gains made in Bolivia is
to export them, and. paradoxicalty, the
only way to maintain the defence of (he
Bolivian nation state is for it (o be ab-
sorbed, on its own (erms, into something
wider. How cin this be done? Laced with
a stmibar problem, Castro’s Cuba at
tempted what later proved (o be a politi-
cally contradictory twin track approach:
unsuccessiut attempts to replicate the
Cuban revolution elsewhere in Latin
Amarnic, wand tuking the Kremlin's shil-
harg, feading to the politically disastrous
Cuaba missile erisis and, once the guer-
rilla movements had been wound down,
full integration into the Soviet bloc. This
may have prevented Caba from cotlapse,
but at the cost ol an inevitable
burcaucratisation, the low point of which
was Castro’s support lor Brezhinev's inva
ston of Czechoslovaki

Morales has a somewha ditferent set
of choices. There is no Soviet Unton, but
already the relationship with Venezucla
and Cuba promises to be mutually ben-
eliciul,

Bolivia's cconomy has always been
dominated by mining, In 2004, 40 per cent
of Bolivia's export carnings came from a
combination of gold, tin, zinc, silver lead,
antinomy and tungsten. Bolivia has sub-
stantial reserves of these, Morales needs
to rebuild COMIRBOLL, the state mining
company which was virtually destroyed in
the 1990s, in order to take advantage of
the competition for these resources be
tween the USA and Lurope on the one
band, and China and other Asian econo-
mies on the other, and negotiate increased
benelits Tor the state. Regarding gas 1e-
serves, 1t is nol enough thal just the de-
posits are nationalised. The gas has to be
Bolivia's all the way to the border, and
there has 1o be someone on the other end
who will buy st Theretore, simply 1o “ex-
propriate’ it at one end won't necessarily
achieve anything. Developing a regional
niu Ket for gas which is vot based on *loot
ing and stealing’® is theretore tmportant.
The probleny s the present dependence
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on Brazil, the most right-wing of the “left’
governments clected in South America.
The answer may be the Venczuela-led
pipeline project. linking the Caribbean
with the southern conc.

As Tor agriculture, which consists
mainty ol coca, coltee and soya, the ad-
munistration needs to develop policies,
inctuding credit, research and develop
ment. and iarketing, o Ierease i i sus-
tainable way the use of the Land availuble
for cultivanion. withont resorting {o the
ewviconmentally destructive solution of
huye scale soya cultivation for European
markets.

Crucid for Bolivii's survival conld be
ALBA. the Bolivarian Alternative for the
Americas, being built by Cubaand Ven
cruels, Lis atm 15 o build a 2 Ist-century
version of the integrationist projectof the
fiphter for South American independence.
Simon Bolivar, 10 stands for cconomic in-
tegration based on co-operation, social
justice, opposition to neo liberalism, and
the redistribution of wealth ereated from
nationally controled resources. TUIs an
attemipt to huild a positive alfernative (o
the hopetully doomed Free Trade Arcicot
the Americas (FTAA)Y the projected
Alaska 1o the Andes playpround tor LIS
corporations. Morales may hind some
breathing space, and ALBA scope for ex
pansion, depending on the results of elec-
tions in Mexico and Pero and the course
taken by events in Brazitand Argentina. In
the meantime. the USA will use “frec trade”
deals 1o try o peel away from this proc-
¢ss the peripheral, less “worrisome’,
states, teaving Cubi, Venezuela and pos
sibly Bolivia tsolited

These are hopeful times for Latin
Anerica. Just over 30 years adter Chile be
came a blood-spattered laboratory for neo
liberalism, across the continent workers
and peasants are saying that they hive
had enough of a system that makes them
poor. and they want a society which is or-
panised ditferemly. They are the living
contradiction 1o the belief of Tooy Blair
and Gordon Brown that there is no other
way to organise socicety. ln his exultant se-
sponse to the atterupted coup against
Chivez. forcign olfice minister Dennis
MeShane clearly spoke for the British pov
crnment, prelerring as it did the judgement
ol the neo-cons in the White House and
the Venezuetan elite to the poor on the
sireets of Caracas. Socialists in Britain have
therefore every 1eason to teel heantened
by events in Bolivia. Too often in the past
we have had 10 organise solidarity with
the werkers and peasants of Tatin Amcetica
in the wike of their deteat. or a change,
we can do soin the real hope of their vic:

tory. WA

Gas nationalisation

Sinee this article was written, the Bolivian government has sationalised gas. On May
Day, fittingly, Evo Morales read and signed the decree. ata gas installation. 1 Pas,
vice-president Alvaro Gureia Lineraannounced toa May Day rally that 68 gas Grefdsand
hoth refineries were being occupied at thut moment. by the Bolivian armed torees and
Yacimientos Petroliferos Fiscales Bolivianos (Y PFB). the state ol conipany.

The nationatisation involves complete restoration ol 100 per cent Bolivian ownership
of reserves. s well as state control of the sale of hydrocarbons domestically and of sales
abroad, Instatlations (inctuding pipelines) are to he at Teast SO per cent plus one state
property. Gas revenues are to be split 82 pei cont-18 per cent between the state and
private operating compantes (the exiwt reverse of the split that was established under
neoliberalist in the case of some reserves, and 5O SGin others, Forergn energy multin
tionals have been given six months ta tenegotiate thetr contracts with the government,
or leave the country. Bolivian gas companies privatised in the 19905 are also o he
nationalised.

The Bolivian authorities want to open the books of the energy mualtinationals. Foergy
minister Andres Soliz Rada has announced that they planned to scour the fmancial
records of foreiym encrgy companics and the government has threatened explicitly to
seize company assets il the new contracts could not he ticgotiated.

“IT the negoliations do not go well, we conld po to the nextstep, expropriation,” he siid,
adding that the companies would be compensated. But the tirst step, he sid. is an audit
of forcign company documents. 1t's time 10 open the black boxes ol the petroleum
compaics.’

Soliz Rada made this announcement ata news conlerence ata refinery run by Petrobras
of Brazil, the company with the most 1o lose in Bolivia Here, as at other private ol
installations, military police guarded the entrances, searching cars 1o make sure no
documents were bemg remaoved.

What Bolivia won't pay any compensation forare the gas rescryves themselves, These
were inahicnable under the constitution anyway, and so the conbiacts signed under
Fozada giving these over (o Toreign compumes were themselves untawtol. The con-
tracts and Lozada's hydrocarbons law were crafuly worded i order to appean o respect
the constitutional mandate, so trat the gas wirs said o beconie the operaing company’s
property “atthe wellhead', nothetore.and foratimited period of a few decades which, in
reality, exceeded the uselul Tife of the deposits at current rades of exploitation. Forcign
companies have no claims o make, as they have no legad contracts on which 1o buse
stich claims.

The response of the gas multmationals and their supporters in the media has been
predictable. Morafes has been lectured 1o by Blair and Condoleesza Rice, and called
evervibing from “childish’ o “pewalant” by the media, The Bolivian masses have re
sponded by piving Morales approval ratings of 80 per cent. Morales’s seclirtan Critics
inside Bolivia simply don’t know what to do with themselves, however. The “general
strike” called by COB leader Jaime Solares was by all accounts a complete ftop, and that
wars on Aprit 21, before the nationalisation. It has been anued that the natonalisation is
not “really’ that, more the renegoliation of contracts. tn one sense, this s true. The
nationatisations of the 1945-51 Tabour government were not “perfect” nationafisation
cither, as compensation was paid to former sharcholders. But whoever uses such objee-
tions as a4 reason for refusal to support such measures, or tries to pretend that nothing
has really changed, is a sectarian 100l

‘The correct response (o such a measure is nat just to delend it or even support it, bul
to applaud it To wlarge extent, control over Bolivia's resources has been taken back {rom
the ndtinationals that have been bleeding Bolivia dry. However, nationalisation, even
under a povernment as progressive as that in Bolivia, s not socialism. The governnient
and the Y PEB are not inoculated against corruption. There needs o be tull fransparency
and accountability. The capitalists in Bolivia hiave notyet been expropriated as a class.
The state stilt rests on capitalist social relations, not the working, class orgmisations
who support it, ‘The soldiers who occupied the gras instultations may obey difterent
orders tonorrow. Therefore, the constituent assembly, pronised as the re-founding of
the Botivian state, should do exactly that. This note of caution should not be i reason o
withhold support trom the Mewales government, o Lo judge it and find wowantmg,
againt an idealised notion, existing only in our heads, ot what a progressive Bolivian
government should look fike. Instead. soctahists all over the world should be offernng
support and constructive advice in what promises 1o be a bong and difficnlt task. As we
i sy in the article, revolution is notan cvent, but a process.
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Yugoslavia’s
defender or
destroyer?

Former Yugoslav president
Slobodan Milosevic died in
custody at The Hague UN war
crimes tribunal on March 11.
Nick Davies looks at his role in
the break-up of Yugoslavia

Murder, suicide, negleet, stress? What-
cver it says an Slobodan Milosevie's
death certificate, the internet conspiracy
theorists wiil no doubt be busy tor years
to come. Even in the manner of his pass-
ing Milosevie has managed (o polarise
opinion, just as he did in lile. The main-
stream media have dusted down the arti
cles from the 1990s which embraced what
is busically the “hig bad wolf” theory., that
Milosevie alone was responsible for
every war and every death in the former
Yugostavia. Thus he hecomes the conven
ient scapegoat for all the ills visited on
the former Yugoslavia at the hands its own
prople, and the West.

The lefthas, lor the most part, correctly
pointed out that in ending his days in a
prison cell in The HFlague, Milosevie un-
fuckily fell foul of victors™ justice.
Milosevic was brought before a drumhead
tribunal of dubious legality, the Interna
tional Criminal ‘Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (1CTY), while those with more
on their conscience than him will spend
their retirements on the lecture cireuit
and the goll course. Some on the Tefi se-
riously tose the plot, however, when they
mourn Milosevie as some Kind of anti
imperiahist, a defender of Yugoslavia, or,
most bizarrely of all, some kind of so-
ctalistmartyr. He was none of these things.

Rupture

The collapse of the former Yugoslavia was
acomplex, multi causal phenomenon, for
which Milosevie must take part, although
not all, of the blame. I ¢t us go back a hutle.
Tito was connpelled by his 1948 rupture
with the Krewlin, and therefore with
Comecon and the Warsaw Pact, to look
elsewhere for alliances. In political terms
this meant the non-aligned movement. Far
more sipnificant was the cconomic rekation-
ship with western Tarope and a relative
itegration into the capitalist cconomic
order. The cconomic measures announced
in 1965 allowed openings to foreign capi-
tal in the form of the night o investin Yu-
postav enterprises, providing thar at lcast
51 per cent of the capital remained Yugo-
slav. Relatively few investors took advan-
tage of this opportunity. because the lim-
ied sell’ management of enterprises that
existed in Yugosilavia was too nuch for
them to stomach. Mote significantly, the
regime borrowed money from Western
banks and governments in order to finance
industrialisation and economic develop

ment, By 1980, the year ot Tito's death,
Yugoslavia owed $20 billion. The IMF and
the other financial institutions imposed pu-
nitive repayment schedules. The federal
government was obliged (o apply roughly
a Gfth of Yugosiavia’s total carnings to
service this debt. Between 1978 and 1983,

real wages fell by 40 per cent. Unemploy-
ment reached about one-third of the
workforee, The austerity policies under-
mined the credibility of the federal govern-
ment and, crucially, they exacerbated the
abready existing inequalitics between north
and south.

Although Serbs dominated the armed
forces, and most ol the military-indus-
trial complex was situated in Serbia, the
two most cconomically developed repub-
lics were Croatia and Slovenia, The torn
towards cconomic decentralisation, em-
barked upon alter 1965, provided for in-
creased competition among the enter
prises. 'Fhis obviously benelied the more
clticient and profitable enterprises with
hetter imarkets and situated in richer re
gions. Until 1965 there existed a Central
Investment Fund. This controlled 70 per
cent ol overall investiment. Tt was wound
ap, and s assets divided among thie banks,
which became the main source of invest
ment funds, and the enterprises, The aid
lund lor the underdeveloped regions (in
the southy was reduced 0 a shadow, con-
trolling areduced share of the social prod
uct, and instead of rediseributing re-
sources in the form of grants, was only
able to give out loans. Thus, the gap was
set to tnercase. To cut a long story short,
throughout the 1970s and 80s, the north,
cconomically more developed and with
valuable hard currency trom tousism, got
richer, at least relative 1o the south, which
got poorer. By 1992, weiting in Capitad
caric Claxy NoAR Iy Haslie was able to
pive the following figures for per capiti
sociul product, taking the Yugoslav aver
age as 1000 Slovenia 208, Croatia 128,
Serbia 101, Montencegro 74, Mucedonia
64 and Kosova (not a republic in its own
right but an autonomous region of Ser-
bia} 27. Unemployment was at that (ime
3.4 per cent in Slovenia, 8.6 per cent in
Croatia, 183 per cent in Serbia, 28.3 per
cent in Macedonta and 58.3 in Kosova,
In the 1980x, the Croatian and Slovenian
governments were openly saying that they
wanted to subsidise the poorer south
even Jess,

Capitalist restorationist
tendencies

It was in this context that in the [980s the
respective bureaucracies of the politically
dominant republies adopled & national-
chauvimist centralising course in order to
buttress their own position against other
republics, as against the working class
which until the mid-1980s was taking ac
tion on a relatively unitied basis against
austerity policies, and o put themselves
in as strong as possible bargaining posi
tion with the West, This involved strength
ening the cupitalist restorationist tenden
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cies exhibited by all the republican bureane
racies.

This process took difterent lorms in the
ditferent republics, according 1o the ma
1etial conditivns, The northern repubhes
wanted 1o orient themselves away from
the rest of Yugoslavia, towards western
Furope. Virdent nationalism was litke
use o the Slovene leadership, as there
were no significant minorities within the
republic and Tew Slovenes hving clse-
where. Resargent Croat nationalism was
directed against the Serb minority, 12 per
cent of the poputation concentyated m the
Krajina arca, around Kntn, and in weslern
Slavonia, and was intended to append 10
the 18 per cent of the population of
Bosnia-Hercegovina which reparded t-
self as Croat. Serbia had most to Tose
(rom the quickening disinicgration of
Yugoslavia, lis cconomy was weaker and
fess attractive (o ivestors [rom the Wesl,
Serbs were dominant an the federal bu-
rcancracy and the armed lorces, and there
were Serbs living in Croatia, Bosuia,
Macedonia, Montencegro, and in the au
tonomous Serbian regions ol Vojvodina
and Kosova,

Hierarchy

This was the environment in which
Stobodan Milosevic diliyrently and deter

minedly made his way up the hicrarchy of
the Serbian party, becoming head of the
Belgrade branch in 1984, head of the Cen-
tral Committee of the Serbiun Lewgue of
Communists in F9860 and president of Ser

bin in 1989 Initially seen as a grey figore,
notable for his suspicion towards nation-
alism and praise of Fito, he was carelul. at
lirst, to avoid committing hinself. He soon
decided wingh horse to back, scizing on
the largely fabricated grievances of the
Serb minority i Kosova, (or in Serbian,
Kosovo), outnumbered 9-1 by Albanians,
He shrewdly exploited the almost mystical
sigmificance o Kosova, with its battleticlds
and religious sites, For Serb nationalists,
and, using s undoubted oratorical and
organisation skills, he created a formida

ble Serb nationalist movement. By bussing
i crowds of supporters and staging in-
timictating mass radlies he abolished in 1989
the autonomy ol Vojvoding and Kosova,
and replaced the regime in Montenero
with one led by his supporters. Faced with
the imminent unravelling of the Yugoslav
stade, i part as aoresult ol the policies he
himself had been pursuing, he then con-
stdered hus options. His fist preference
seents o have been [or areorganised ver-
sion of federal Yuyroshavia, without the
chiccks and batances of the 1974 conslitu-
tion, in which Serbs woutd be dominang,
and in which Croats and Slovenes would
be intimidated into staying put.

The strong -ann tactics of the Serbian bu-
reaucracy and the violation of the federal
constitution 1o incorporate the autono
mous regions into Serbia shook the res
of Yugoslavia to the foundations. How-
ever, the upsarge of Croat nationalism was
not only a defensive response to what was
happening in Serbia. The Croaf national-
ists had a shrewd idea of where Yugosia
via was going and were busy saleguard-
ing their position. The reappearance of
the symbaols ol the fascist Ustiase regime
of 194145 and the te-emergence of the
HOS (Croatian Party of Rights) and its
military wing terrified many of the Serb
minority. The Croatiun constitulion was
amended to downgrade the rights of the
Seibs. Serb public oflicials were sacked. 1t
wirs these legitimate Tears which Milose-
vie and his allies in Croatia were Tuter able
1o exploit.,

Truncated

Milosevie's plan B was the “amputation’
of Croatia, so that Slovenia and those parts
of Croatia with no Serbs hiving in thercould
be aftowed 1o go their own way. At this
stage, Milosevic anticipated that 1his new.
runcated Yogoshavia would mclude the
Mustims ol BosniaHeteegovina, on the
basis that the Muslims had the most to
lose from the break-up of the federation.
and that they would wisli o be i the same
state as the Mushims in Serbia, Kosova,
Macedonia and Montenegro. The *Serb’
parts of Croatia would decide mareferen
dum what they wanted to do. Itseems that
Milosevie hoped that the Croats would be
intimidated into aceepting this plan, butus
asaleguard, the Serbs would be organised
and armied by way of a militarised SDS (Ser-
bian Democratic Party) and soltesed up
with anti-Croat propaganda so that the “rel-
crendum” delivered the required result,
The rest, as they say, is history: the 1991
conflict in Croatia and the “ethnic cleans-
ing” carried out against Croats in those
parts ol Croatia mainly inbabited by Serbs.
The response in the West was generally a
one sided demonisation of the Serbs, with
Milosevic castas the root ot afl evil, largely
due to the more eltective public relations
cinployed by the Croats. Germany and
Austria were, lor their own reasons, ellee-
tive lobbyists for the Croats and Slovenes.
Among the left (here was an atempt 1o
shochorn the contlict into a national-lih-
cration conception, with Yugoslavia seen

as a Serbian-dominated *prison-house of

nations”. Because of the different forms
of cconomic, political and military donn
nation which existed in the federation, this
did not realty stand up.

The opposite position, so the speak. on
the left was to see Milosevie as the de-

lender of the Yugostav tederation and of

Yugposlavia's sociahsed property relations
against the attempts of the West (o hreak
up Yugoslavia and priviiise ts economy.
This did not really stand up cither.
Midosevie was not defending the Yupo-
slav federation. He was complicit i its
destruction, What he was defending was
adehased version of it with a butli-in Serh
majority: Serboslavia, as some Croats
called it LCis significant that soldiers of
the Yugoslhw army (alimost entirely shorn
of its non-Serbs) besieging the Croatian
jown of Vokovar were replacing the red
star on their caps with the white cagle,
the svinbol of toyal Serbia

Although it was 1o a large extent the
pressure of the world economy on Yupo
slavia which strengthened the centritugal
torces within the federation, the Wests
attrtude (o the break-up of Yagoslavia was
not strategie, but managerial. 1€ the break-
up of Yugoslavia was (o invoive blood-
shed, protonged conflict and, mmost cru
cially, the destruction of capital, then it
wiis best avoided. The Wesi chd not want
the $20 billion it was owed gomg up in
amoke. A united, capitalist Yugoslavia
would have suited the West hae. [t was
only after the death of Yogostavia that the
West started pulling lumps of carrion ofl
the carcass, with Germany and Austria
favouring Croatia amnd Britiwn and France
broadly favouring Serbia. Indeed, those
who xaw the destruction of Yiposhavias
the conscious project ol the West {which
they necded to do o order 1o cast
Milosevic as its opponent) need to ex-
plain why the lighting in Croatia bad been
in full swing Tor several months, amd a
cease-fire signed, before the EUL under
German pressure, eventually recognised
Crontia and Slovessa on January 15, 1992,

Gangster elite

Those who saw Milosevie as a delender
of sociafised property should have con-
ferred with the politicians and business:
men up 1o their necks in the privatisaton
of those parts of the Serbian ceonoiy not
yetin the hands of the mangster elite. n-
cluding Mitosevie’s own family. However,
these points of detath madered fitte o the
left's loyal band of Milosevic-lovers, who
paraded their historical Mliteracy Torallto
sce, argning that as the Croals represented
the political continuity of the fascist tlsrase
regime (despite the fact that in the 19405,
Croats fought with Tito’s pastisans and in
the 19908 many Croats deplored the rise of
Croat nationalism), so the Serby repre-
sented a political continuty with the parti

sans (Torgetting the coltaboration with the
Germans and Ttabiuns of Draza Mihailovie's
Chetiks, and the presence in Belgrade of
the pro-Nazi, Saibian regime of general
Nedic).
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The correct position Tor the lelt to take
towards the Serb-Croat war shoukd have
heen that of neutrality, with no support
for either side. bul for the reconstruction
of the federation, and some on the left
did 1ake this positon, However, tor the
next stage of the condlict, the war in
Bosnia-Tercegovina, this stmple slogan
was not enough, and much of the left in
wastern BEurope and North Amcerica made
a turther candid admission of political
bankrupiey.

Bosnia Hercegovina declared its inde
pendence in 1992 because s leadership
thought that this would protect i agians(
the activities of the SDS. The attempts (o
co-opt the Bosaan Muosluos into a Scr
bian-dominated state having been unsuce-
cesstul, the SIS had been busy in 1he
nuatnly Scrb-inhabited areas of Bosnia-
Hercegovina arganising, arming and per
suading the Bosnian Serbs, by way ot a
barrage of lurid and hysterical propa
gunda. that they were on the point of hav-
ing an Islamic fundamentalist state im-
posed on them, On Januay 9, 1992, the
mainly Serb arcas of Bosnia Hereegovina
dectared, after the by now famitiar “tel-
crendum’ (a plebiscrte conducted at gun
paint), therr “mdependence” as Republika
Srbska, in furtheranee of o plan between
the former encmies Milosevic and Franjo
Tudjman todivide up Bosnia-Hercegovina.

Ethnic cleansing

The word “mainly’ is used here advisedly.
[t was impaossible for any one part ol 13os-
nia-tHercegovinic o separate from the oth-
ers on an cthnically pure basis without
having to drive out, o systematically op
piess those members ol the other comma-
nitics who were living there, Separation
meant ethnie cleansing. The Serbsin Bos-
nitwere peting wms from the lederad army.
the INA, viathe SIS, The Croats were get-
ting them from Croatia. The Bosnjan Mus-
lims were pot petling any weapons at all.
They were i the weakest position, and
they were being made to pay for it They
also had the most o lose from the destrue-
tion ol Yugoslavia. Some of the Western
lelt displaved o commendable solidarity
with the oppressed by dropping a strictly
neutral posttion, demanding that the Mus-
limis be armed <o as 10 be able to defend
themselves. However, even this was miss-
iny the point. The only real principled po-
sition the feft should have taken s for the
defence of the state of Rosnia-

Hercepovina, This leaves oul any of the
Largely academic dehates about whether
the Mushims were a “natton” or whethel
Bosnia was. The detence of Bosmia-
Hercepovina represented, ina practical
fora, tne defence of multi ethnic commu
nitses against the drive to create ethadeally

pure stitelets. In other words, it was how
the delence of Yugoslavia, such as it was,
could concretely be realised.

Sophistication

{0 did not require a great deal of paolitical
sophistication, surely, for a socialist (o de-
cide which side he or she was on. On the
one side, supporting the existence of the
multi-ethnie communities were most of the
workers i the urban centres, the hiberal
and sociahist youth and intelligentsia, and
(hose who wanted aquict life and prefernad
not to shit therr neighbours™ throats. On
the other side were ethnie chauvinists, na-
nonalists, fascists, lumpen clements, pa-
wwotie pangsters and the frankly ignorant
and misled. However, matters were not so
simple for Mifosevice's "Marsist” tan club.
Some. inthe face of all the evidence, chose
to repard the struggle as one for Bosnian
Serbself” determimation. Others wdentificd
Bosnt with the Mushins, seeing e de
fence of Bosniu as the defenee ot one com
munity only. insteind of the defence of all
those, mainly Muslim, but alse Serb and
Crouat, who were resisting the division of
Yugoslavia into ethnically pure states, This
ook two forms Some counterposed an
abstract “class position” to the reality on
the ground, so prefereiny o molti-ethaic
workers” miftia which existed only iy then
heads to the mult ethnic Bosnian 2nd ary
wlhich was defending the city of Tuzla.
Others swillowed hook, line and sinker the
fine ot the Bosnian Serb leaders that they
were resisting the nmposition of an Islamic
state (which must have been interesting 1o
the mavor of Tuzlicand the editor ol the
matn Sarajevo newspaper, both Serbs).
Thus, the Bosnian prestdent, Alija
Lzetbegovie, hud all manner of fundaren
tahst opinions attributed to him which he
did not hold  there was plenty to eriticise
the vacillating, pro-capitalist [zetbegovice
for withoul making things up. Milosevic's
“uselul idiots™ in the West were also on
hand (o repeat duttfully the campaigm of
historical slander against Bosnian Mus-

lims concerning their role in Ottoman- and
Habsburp-ruled Bosniy, in the first Yugo-
shay state of 191841, and in the Second
World War. Even it they did not go this {ar.,
many on the left refused, or failed. to rec-
agnise the multi-cthnic nature of much of
the defence of Bosnia-Hercepovina, In so
doing they echoed the mainstream media
which feit the need to pigeonhole every:
ane opposed o the Serb and Croat pation-
alists as Mushms, whether they wanted to
he called that or not,

Western intervention
Possibly the principal argument mounted
against Bosnian defencism was that the
Bosnian Mustims were imperialist
catspaws, allowing themseltves to be used
as pawns to justify Western intervention
into Yugoslavia, This argument is now tied
in with a vigorous campargn of historical
revisionisin concerning the extent to which
Muslims sutfered at the hands of the Serh
and Croat nationalists, Two points ¢ry out
to be tade here. Fiestly, pust because sonie-
thing bad is exploited by the West lor s
own nefarious purposes docs not mean il
did not happen. Sccondly, i the West
waunted to help the Bosnian Mustins, it
did not doa terribly good job ol it

Once it was clear that Yugoslavia was
doomed, Western governments preferred
to tlave as [ew successor sLdes as possi-
ble to deal with, and that these be stable
and 10 the charpe of a sttongman they
could do business with. Multi ethnic
Bosnia did not (it into this strategy at all,
and 1t was obvious that the Fate of Bosnia
was nat tap prioriy tor, for example, the
British foreign otfice and the Miyor ad-
ministration. While Bosnians, mainly
Muslins, were being kitled and driven out
ot their homes, the arms embargo, which
blutantly discriminated against Muslims,
renuined e place, aid was provided on a
drip-feed basis, the airport s Tuzla, a
mukti ethnic workers™ centre, temained
shut for months, und Srebrenica was aban-
doned toa Chetntk massacre,
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This inertia fed to some friction between
the USA and the EULand eventually there
was Western intervention, ostensibly in
the interests of the Muslims. Izetbegovie
and the rest of his administration saw no
aliernative to asking for imperialist inter-
vention, because that was the kind of poh
ticians they were, but the requirement 1o
defend Bosuia should not have been de-
pendent on the political line taken by s
leaders. [n any event, this intervention was
not actually in the interests ol Bosaia at
all. By 1995 the Bosnian army had cventu
ally got hold of some awrms (from fran? how
dare they?). Onee it started pushingt bick
the Serb positions with the ery ol “coftee
i Banja Luka!” (i formerly mixed Bosnian
city now “cieansed” of its Muslims and all
it mosiues destroyed)y, the West was
desperately trying to get the oflensive
called olf. (1zethegovic's preferred slogan
might have been “just a few more square
hectares to strenpthen our hargaining po
sition at Dayton, please?’) At Daylon,
Milosevie was rewarded with Republika
Srhska. The Bosnians were ‘rewarded’
with the rump Muslim Croat fiction, a sad
parody of the former multi-cthnic Bosma-
Hercegovina. ruled over by a UN imposed
viceroy, with a shatiered inlrastructure,
thousands of refugees and the destrue
tion of countless cubtural wtefacts such
as the library at Sarajevo, detailing SO0
vears of Ottoman presence in the Balkins.
Some victory! O course, 10 was also a
disaster tor the Serbs who risked their
lives to defend multi-ethnic Bosnia.

Apologists

A word neuds 1o be said about “ethnie
cleansing” in the former Yugoslavia, The
extent of the kitling and driving out of
Croats and Serbs in Croatia, and, Later, of
the different groups in Bosniu-
Hereegovina was not on a level with the
Holocaust. and it did not constitute geno-
cide. It does not help to deteat the argu-
ments of the apologists for Milosevic (o
arpue that it was, “Fthnic cleansing’ was
the establishment, by foree, of ethnicatly
hamogenous arcas or states. Many were
killed, or became refugees, but what ot the
many Yugoshavs who were not ethnically
pure’ and had no obvious community 10
escape to? What was to become ol a Serb
married 10 a Croat, or a Bosaian Mushim
withone Serb parent? (1t is significant that
it was in Bosnia-Hercegovina that there
was the highestamuber of people descrtb-
ing themselves i censuses as Yugoslav'.)
Many people were lorced, inorder fo save
their skins. to make a choice, and make it
guickly. As Robin Blackburn cloguently
observed:

Cthose with a Catholic or Cront
Spiven” identity soon discov gy i they

and (heir children are only really sate
when there are HVO or HOS thags to
protect them, despite the tact that they
abhar the Ustase, have staunchly athe
istical views, Orthodox Seib cousins imd
cherish the chagetenstic Bosnian macks
of @ hybrid, partly Islamic civilisation
the discovery of identity insuch isiti-
ation is not some: sort of pure spiritiad
clection, nor the weiling up of an innet
cssenee, bul tather the assunption olan
imposed social marker, polieed by piti
less repression and tear.” (Labour Forus
on Fastern Furope No.d43, p.9)
Milosevic was an actor in the destrue
ton of Yuposlavia. He theretore made
hastory, afthough not in circumstances ol
his own choosing Without him, Yugosha
vl may well have disintegrated anyway.,
He did not start the process of disinte-
sration, but he actively assisted it He
was not atone. His counterparts on the
Croatian side are also responsible. How
much direct responsibility has Milosevic
for turming Croatia and Bosnia into a chiv-
nel house? Whenever the most notortous
deeds were done, Milosevic, like
Macavily, was not there. But he was head
ol state at the time, and in Croatia. the
federal army was involved. T is ditlicalt
1o believe that he did nol know what was
poing on. It is cqually difficult to believe
that he could do nothing 1o stop the
atrocities thal were connnitted by his al-
Les if he did not also sapport ot condone
them, Let us leave it 1o 4 onc-Bme asso-
ciate. who was cut looase hy Milosevie
once he became an embarrassment,
Vojestay Seselj, of the fascist Serbian
Radical party:

"Milosevie orpanised everything. We
pathered o volunteers and he gave us
special barracks, Buban) Potok, all our
unilornus, arms, military echnology and
huses. All our vuits were alwiays under
the command of the Krajina or Republika
Srhska army or the JNA, Of course, |
don't believe he sipned anything, there
were verbal orders, None ol our talks
was taped and [ never took a paper and
penetl when § talked with hiow His key
people were the commanders. Nothing
could happen on the Serbian side with
out his orders and his knowledge.” (Tim
Judah, History, Myth and the Destruc-
tion of Yugoslavia, p.188)

Milosevic's next chance to wrap himselt
in the Serbian flag was in the 1999 Kosova
war, Unfortunately, many of his Western
apologists on the left tried to wrap him in
ared one as well, Tust as the war in Bosaia
was different from that in Croatii, the one
in Kosova was different again, Using the
plight of the Albantans in Kosova as
pretext, Nato Taunched a military opera
tion. the aim of which was the establish-
ment of 2 Western military presence in the
Balkans. In the Tace of wmihitiay assaull,

the smakh Serbian peace movemenl was
marginalised. and many of Milosevic’s
former critics stood by hum. Tn this sita
tion, socinlists were tight o oppose the
attack on Serhia, without giving any po-
litical support whatsoever to Milosevic.

Co-operation

We can tel how much the West really cared
about Kosova, Milosevie had been told
thal in return lor his co operation at the
Dayton Agreement of 1995, which parti-
toned Bosnia-1ercegovinaand thus sane-
fioning previous cthaic cleansing, that
Kosova was his o keep. "No more than
terrorists” was how the then US secretary
of state. Madeleine Albright. had chosen
1o describe the Kosova Liberation Ariny
(LAY, In contrast, the Milosevic regime
had been indolged by Western, and par-
ticutarly British, politicians and bankers (in-
cluding one Douglas Hurd). The Western
powers did not want an independent Ko-
cova. Further adjustment ol wternational
frontiers in tie southern Batkans would be
an unwelcome precedent. bad for the sta
hility that was the prerequisite for the re-
construction of a lully-fledped market
ceonomy, and i threat o Nato's southern
flank. However, the strippimg by Serbian
authoritics of all the nghts previously en-

joyed by the Kosova Albanians provoked

opposition and unrest, which provohed an
imposition of virtual martial kaw, which mn
(urn provoked the insurrection which
crupted in 1998 'The Western powers felt
that they had 1o calm the situation down,
hefore the conflict engulted Macedonia
and Albania propee.

The Rambouilict Agreement, the solu
tion attempted by the Western powers,
sought only to pive Kosova autonomy
withim Serbia. not full independence, and
would have disarmed the KEAC In fact,
what provoked Milosevic's refusal was
the obvious provocation of i provision,
allowing Nato troops into the whole of
Yugoslavia to police the d qal. So
Mitosevie became the Tatest in a long line
ol former Western favourites to be trans-
forined into the “new Hitder™. He must
have been wondering where he'd gone
wrong: 1l he'd joined Nato, the West
would have been selfing him the weapons
to wipe out the Albanians!

tHowever, there were some on the left
who took at face value the clabms of
Clinton and Blair that the attack on Ser-
bia was in tacta humanitirian mission to
rescuc the Albanians, There were others,
on the other hand. who not only saw
through this, but also bent the stick (oo
Jur in the other direetion. Some ook the
view (hat if the Western media decided
1o flag up a story 10 justily intervention,
then not only must thal story be untrue,
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but so must the “backstory™. The national
oppresston of the Albanians of Kosova
ways Lheretore denied, in the aune of “anti
inperialism’, as was the right of the Ko
sova Athantans (o sell-detertnination,
up (o and inchuding the right of separa-
tion 1 they wanted it. Instead, they were

regarded us agents or unwitting dupes of

Nitoand the KA dismissed as gangsters,
It was true that the majority of the
Kosovurs not only supported the Nato
attacks but also were cheering them on.
This was not surprising. Their backs were
1o the wall and they needed @ friend They
had been battered by vears of Serb epres

ston. It could also be agpued that in forg

mg ade facto alliance with Nato, the KT.A
ceased to be an anthentic national libers-
tion larce. The sipht to tell the Kosovars
they were sadly wrong had to be carned
hy solidarity with them, not by cheering
on then appressors, The absence of a sig-
nificant, independent working class pres-
encen the Balkans and in the rest of Fu-
rope meant that (o rmanv Kosovars, this
did notappear as a viable option. The sup-
port network, mainly in Gernmany and
Swiatzerland, tor the Kosovars of Albania,
was fardeeper, and broader, than mere gun

running. I some of the KEAS methods, o
product of the volatile mix of Hoxhate
Stalinism and Albanan nationalism, were
unsivoury, so was the squeamishness of
their erities, whoo when it suited them,
could be quite starry eved about othet
movements whose methods were equally
guestionable.

Self-determination

There was o tnconsistency between call-
ing lor self determination Tor the Kosova
Albanians and not for the Bosnian Serbs.
Kaosova and Bosnia were not the same. The
Albanians in Kosoviare 90 per cent of the
populatton and sett-deternination could be
realisable without driving out the Serbs. In
fact. the previous KLA leader, Adem
Demact, had advocated equal rights for the
Serb minority. OF course, real setl determi
nation, and not the impoverished, pang-
ster ridden, Nato-oceupied Bantustan
which Kosovi now s, could osly be real
ised by way of arenewed, independen, vol-
untary soctalist federation of Balkan states,
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but this was not on Nato's agenda, and it
wiis not what Milosevic wanted either.

In fact, the Ramboutller Agreement
cavsed a biter dispute within the KLA.
Adem Demaci refused to po to Rambouid
et and denounced acceptance of the
agreement. He was sacked as the KLA'S
political representative, and replaced by
Hashim Thaei who fed the delegation at
Rambouillet Demaci’s ally as KLLA chicl-
of-stafl, Suletman Sclimi, has also been
sacked, and replaced by Croatian army vel
cran Apim Cekuo, so that (he required re-
sult could be delivered

By 2000, after a series ol disastrous and
bloody wars, sanctions which had rined
the cconomy, and Nato occupation of
Kuasovi, Milosevie had becone a liabil-
ity to those who had previously supported
hine Importanty. he had begun to lose
sapport amony sections of the middle
class and working class who could never
nrake up their minds whether Milosevic's
problem was starling wars or losing them,
and this imade it possible to ereate, with
sorne ol his more Tong-standing oppo-
aents, a umited Y8-party clectoral front
headed by the Serbian nationalist Vojestay
Kostanica. Once it was clear that the au-
tumn clection he had trned o hiddle was
lost, support fuirly mielted away. Crucially,
sections of the army and pohice indicated.
cither opertly or by w nod or a wink thal
they would not fire on workers or demaon-
stritors, or order those under therr com-
mand to do so. 1 was this development,
several days into the post-election stand-
ol T that convinced Milosevie that the game
was up, The storming ol the Belgrade par-
Lament might have made pood TV, but 1t
was litthe more than symbaolic, Essentially,
what occurred was o coup by sections of
the raling apparatus that were able to mo
bilise behind them sections of the work-
ing class and urban middle class. [n some
ways, therelore, the fall of Milosevic wits
akin to that of Ceaucescu in 1989, only
with Tess blood spilt.

The choice of Kostunica was an astute
one. Whereas Milosevie became a rabid
Serbian nationalist to advance his politi
cal career, Kostunica had always been
one. His attitude towards the wars i
Croatia and Bosnia could be described as
robust. His campaign manager and Demo-
cratic Party boss, the now late Zoran
Djindjic, was never 100 fussy about the
company he kept, openly socialising with
Radovan Karadrzic during the war in
Bosnia, However, Kostunica himsell ap-
peared not to be tanted by any direct as-
soctation with the Milosevie regime. and
there was enouph talk about democracy
and clean polities to bring i liberal and
social democratic minded people, What
was importnt was that Kostunica wanted

to bring Yugoslavia into the Western o
bit, and the promise by Western govern
ments shortly before the etection of the
removal ol some sanctions i Kostunica
were (0 win must ave concentrated many
minds

There were still some that labowed un-
der the detusion that Yugoslavia was in
some way sociadist’. “Arson rules in 3el-
prade” watled the Mornins: Srar in Octo
ber 2000, Thirteen years at least alter
Milosevie abandoned what he claimed 1o
he “socialism’, these ‘communists’, pa-
thetically, retused to abandon him. 1t {ol
lowed that this was not a cise of a regime
basing itsclf on state property retations
being overthrown by o capitalist-
restorationist regime, Privatisation,
much ol it in the form of looting by the
Milosevic family, had been in tull swing
for several years. The set-up was more
Sularto than Ceaucescu.

Corrupt

From the point of view ol the Yugoslay
working class, the fall of Milosevic’s cor

rupt and despotic regime could only be
welcomed. Tt got people out into the
streets, suppressed radio stations pot back
on the ar, and the working class has found
space w organise itself and gained mcon

lidence from facing down the repime.

But of course, the job was not even halt
done. Having patted the workers on the
buck for their bravery, Kostunica expected
them meckly to return to their tactories
to [ace pay-cuis or the sack in the face of
the expected neo-liberal offensive. Many
from the old regume still had their snouts
in the rough. Many were still in the state
apparitus keeping their heads down. The
Serbian and Montencgrin parliaments
were still stulfed with members of
Milosevie's party, or that of his wite, the
Party of the Yugroslav Left (1). The tollow-
ing March, Milosevic was arrested on the
orders of Djindic, by this time prime minis-
ter alter having reinvented himsell as a
liberal. In func 2001, at the behest of the
US. Djindjic put Milosevic on a heticopter
10 Tuzla, by then a US base. and thence to
The Hague.

Milosevic did not destroy Yugoslavia on
his own. Workers in Serbia and
Montenegro now lecling the cold blast of
the neo liberal ollensive, as a prefude to
possible EU entry, know that removing him
did not make ther ives better overnight.
But Milosevic's career tepresents a frag
edy tor Serbia, and tor all the people of
the totmer Yuposlavia A lesser tragedy.,
but a tragedy nonetheless, is how so many
people who should have known better
chose to praise this plodding burcaucrat
turned Chetnik thug as the defender of all
that he destroyed. WA
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Assessing
the civil war
in Sierra

| eone

Bob Wood reviews three books

David Keen, Conflict and
Collusion in Sierra Leone, James
Currey, Oxford 2005

Lansana Gberie, A Dirty War in
West Africa: the RUF and the
Destruction of Sierra Leone,
Hurst and Co, London 2005

ibrahim Abdullah, Between
Democracy and Terror: the Sierra
Leone Civil War, Codesria, Dakar
2004

The last UN soldiers teft Sierra eone at
the end ol December last vear, leaving
behind some UK forces stll training the
Sicrra Leone army. The Lrgest-ever de-
plovment of UN peacekeepers (and the
British Aumy under separate connmangd)
had successlully restored demoeracy af
ter a protracted civil war that started in
1991, and defeated a vicious rebel move-
uienl, the Revolutionary Umited Front
(RUEH, or so the story ran. No account of
the war was compicte without a reference
to the RUE's teademark - the hacking off
of timbs. As ever, the teality 1s rather more
complicated,

Keen commences his account by not-
ing two key events in the war: the ‘unholy
alliance” formed between the army and the
rebels in 1997, and the 1999 nvasion of
I'rectown, in which 6,000 people were
killed. He notes that although the RUE was
imvolved, the invasion was targely the work
of the Sierra Leone army, even though
“many lind weasy and politically conven
icnt (or both) (o blame the country’s plight
on the ovil of a few rebels . 7L Bul, he
asks, how conld hetween 100 and 300
tehels invading from Liberiain 1991 ere
ale the subsequent mayhem in which two-
thirds ol the population were displaced and
SO000 Kilted in a decade of war? Adjec
tives Jike “evil” and “inhomaes” subves our

understanding of the violence, and # e
inains “incomprehensible’. To try and un-
derstand is not necessarily to justily.

He also notes the inability or nnwilling-
ness of a weak state (hy 1990 the state
scarcely existed except in name only) to
crush the rebeltion. There wete benefits
10 be had in a war cconomy, and there was
widespread colfaboration with the encmy
— hence the title of his book.

In tracing the historical development of
the country, Keen brings to the fore the
protound divide between the colony of
I'rectown - founded by freed sluves in
inuch the siume way as neighbouoring Li
heria — and “up-country”, the rest of wha
is now Sterta Leone, and which became a
British protectorate only much later. He
alsa draws altention o substantial pow-
ers enjoved by chiefs, the influence of
diamonds on politics in the country. and
the ethnie hasis of post-colonial polinices

Mende (Sierra Leone People’s Party)
in the south and Temne (Al People’s Con
press) in the north. Under the influence
of both steuctural adjustiuent and Presi-
dent Siaka Stevens's almost incredibly
corrupt regime, the country was by the
19805 an cconomic disaster zone, with
massive unemployment ad rampant in
Mation. *Tt the war resembled a virus
spreading from Liberiin, it was the weak-
ness of the Sierra Leonean body thiit al
lowed it o spread.”

Keen proceeds to dsk whether the re-
bellion had political or cconomie motves

was it fuelted by grievance or greed?
The programime of the RUF was relatively
undeveloped, calling lor an end to corrup
tion, an end to the “raping of the country-
side to feed the Frectown elite” and im-
provements in education. When it entered
Sierea Leone in 1991, the force contiined
many Liberians and Burkinabé and was
dependent on the then president of Libe-
ria. Charles Taylor, In Keen's account, the
RUE quickly resorted to coercion and the
use ol forced tabour and slavery on tts
farms. He guotes an ex-student inter-
viewed in 2000 as saying: "We had pood
intentions. We regret it now. IUs gone
completely out ol control.” Fconomic
motives. especially the pursuit of dia-
monds, quickly transcended the political.

Humiliation

I the RUE was "not a coherent politicad
movement’ . it was nol just a bunch ol han-
dits. Its base came from three sources.
Firstly there were urban marginals linked
to student radicals, the lumpenproletariat
or more briefly, lumpens. Sccondly. socially
disconnected village youth were drawn 1o
the RUFE, with, thirdly. illicit diamond min-
ers. nessence, the violence wis the result
ol these humihizied groups visiting in their

turn shame and humilianon on their vic-
tims. Ingrained habits of deference and si-
Jence, Tearnt in colonial times and persist
ingrinto post colontul times, are overconte,
and “when emotions break oot they are
often uncontrollable’. Keen reters to Eric
Hobsbawm’s hook Bandits and s worth
looking at what Hobsbawm had to say. in
his chapter on the Avengers, in alittle more
detail than does Keen.

Bricelly stated, Hobshawm's argunmentas
that: "Lixcessive violenee and cruclty are .
_-sublicient]ly significant 1o require some
explanation as a social phenomenon.” In
the first place, brigands live by love s
fear, But ‘cruchty is inseparable [rom
vengeatce, and vengeance is an entirely
lepitimate activity for the noblest of ban
dits” and “among the weak, the permanent
victitns who have no hope of real victory
even in their dreams’ this vengeance takes
the form of “a more general “rtevolution
ol destruction”, which tumbles the whole
woild tio ruins, since no “pood™ world
seeins possible.”

The counter-insurgency mounted by the
government against the rebellion was a
Failure. When the rebels entered thie coun-
try. the arnny was only 1,500-strong and
under-equipped. although itexpanded rap
idly o some 7,000 by the end of 1991,
Often unpaid. the urban-recruited soldiery
proved unable to fiad the tebels, and re
sorted o attacking civilians dor “hiding”
the rebels  a scenanio Familtar enough
for armies facing guerrilta wartare. The
army’s failure led to the formation ol i
vilian sell delence torees, particulasly the
Kunrgjors among the Mende in the south,
hut also among other ethnic groups in dif-
ferent parts of the country.

Popular acclaim
A military coup in 1992 brought Valentine
Strasser and the National Provisional Revo-
tutionary Council to power, with popular
acclaim. The new government mounted an
anti-corruption drive, and promised w end
the war. A renewed offensive against the
rebels ensued, and the army expanded (o
soine 13-14,000 by the middle ol 1992 3ur:
‘Increasingly, the Sierra Leoncan military
was an army of marginalized and often
cmbittered youth. Signtficantly, its social
buse was cdging closer to that ol the RUF
S As one Freetown poet comniented:
‘Gov ment Wharf rat, wrned soja now.’
{CGovernment Wharl js one of the more run
down arcas of Frectown.) Drug and ulco-
hol use by both the army and the RUF in-
creased, und looting using actual violence,
rather than just the threat, became much
more widespread.
The situation was beginning to spiral oul
of control. As Keen suys: “Soldiers and
rebels increasingly came trom the same
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social base; and both the insorgency and
counler-insurgency were shaped hy a
weak, unrepresentalive and corrupt state
and an undeveloped economy. . There
wis agrawing preference to attack civil-
wans. Oue of Keen™s interviewees said: “A
soldier might not get paid Tor 2-3 months,
and then the conunanding otlscer culs
something ont for hunsel” Even so, the
army made major gains, and when Strasser
declared a unilateral ceaselire at the end
of 1993 many thought the war was eftec
avely over

Bul 1994 brought renewed confhot i
the soutth and cast. This was a new kind of
wart, with kithag, imsuming and burning in-
stead of mere displacement of the popu-
fation. What beeame known as RUFE Phase
2replaced RUE Phase 1obuat the extent 1o
which the RUE was actually responsible
must be open (o doubt. This second phase,
according 1o one of Keen's sources, ‘in
volved attacks that were nearly all by our
soldicrs ... they Killed and Jooted goods .

. they do not know Sankoh'. Another
source said that *. L, it was impossibie 10
tellthe RSEME farmy] from the RUL
the NPRC had dittle real control over the
soldicrs i the Bield, Solders and rebels
were found o collaborate with cach
other”. Soldiers sold anns, delected to the
tebels, and tormed independent groups.
The distinction between soldiers and
rebels became blurred. Sierra Leoneans
comed a new word tor this phenomenon
-sobels - soldiers by day and rebels by
night.

Lost control
By the end of 1994, the wrmy leadership
had lost control of about hall ot its mea.
Perhaps, and this is a question Keen does
not seem 1o ask, this was true ol the RUE
as well A pattern developed 1o “rebel” at
tacks: when the militiry was senttoan ared,
the “rebels” always attacked, the “army’
palled out. By this time there were uptoa
million internally displaced persons (JDPPS)
and some 200,000 retugees, manly in
neighbouring Guinea

Theouphout 1994, the RUY Jeadership
cftectively seemed to disappear. It sim
ply went mssing, and rebel units acted
independently, Attacks on Sicromeo
(where bauxite was mined for aluminium)
and Sierra Rutile (ruatile 3s o source ol -
lantunt) were apparently carried out by the
army, but blamed on the rebets, One ex-
RUL combatant alleged that: *When sof-
diers were deleated and jomed the RUE,
these amputations started. The 96 elec
tions, the RUE had nothing to do with at,
it was the army cutting oft thumbs used
clections.”

NGOs and aid organisations, fearmg: that
aid might be interrupted, also helped keep

alive the convement fiction that the RUFE
wits the source of alt wrocities “only
one of the abusive parties wias being
blamed”,

Possibly aware that it could no longer
rely on the army 1o prosecute the war, the
Strasser-fed NPRC tarned in 1995 fiest
to ex-Ciutkhas, and then to the mercenary
outltt Executive Outcomes, which sae
cecded nore-establishing government
control over the more uportant nuning
arcas  drmonds, bauxute and rutite.
Meanwhite the NPRC was under mercas-
my domestic pressure (o hold elections,
and when elections were {inally held in
carly 1996, Ahmad Tejan Kabbah was
clected president in the second round in
March, standing on the SLPP ticket. The
RUE refused to participate in the elections

Doomed to failure

The new government mmediately came
under pressure from the “internationat com-
mMunity” 10 negolale d peace agreenent
wilth the RUE One was doly suymned, in
Ahidjan in November 1996, bt because
{as Keen rightly eraphasises) iignored the
role of both the disaftected army and the
Kamajors, it was doomed o failure,

In spite ol the apparent progress, every
thing was throswn back o the melting pol
by the coup tin May [997. Angry army
NCOs, concerned most ol all with cor-
raption m the officer carps (ofiteers fre-
quently claimed pay Tor non-cxistent
shost soldiers and held back a proportion
of their men's pay), locked up senior of
ficers and released prisoncers from
Frectown’s jail. Among these was 4 ma
jor, Johnny Paul Koroma, who was in
stalled as the leader of the new ruling
Juntit, the Armed Forcees Revolutionary
Council {AFRC). The RUFE supported the
coup, indeed itscems to have known about
i in advance. There was widespread Jool
iy, as the unpaid soldiery indulged m what
they dubbed "Operation Pay Yoursell™,
Seventeen out of 22 on the AFRC were
NCOs. The coup exacerbated the north-
south divide. Kabbah was scen as pro-
Mende and supported by the Kamajors,
and some northern Temne politicians lent
their support to the AFRC.

Expanded

The junta was quickly internationally
anathematised. There had been a Nigenan
armed presence in the country from the
heginnig of the war, under the auspices
of Ecomoy. the Licowas Monitoring Group
{Ecowas is the Economic Community of
West Atrica States). At the time of the coup
the Toree consisted of some 3,000 Nigeri-
ans and 1,500 Guineans, and this was rap

tdly expanded to 14,000 mostly Nigerian
tioops, In February 1998 Ecomog attacked

from its buse at the capital’s wirport, and
pushed the combined AFRC and RUE
lorces out of Frectown, reinstating presi-
dent Kabbah.

Throughout 1998 the rebel torces
sradually encroached on Irectown, set-
ting the scene lor the single most savage
cevent in the entire war. The mujority ol
those who attacked Freetown in January
(999 were ARC soldiers who had fled
to the Ocera Hills outside (he city, the
West Side Boys. The RUFE sand that these
forees were operating on their own be-
half. Kabbih could only rety on a very
siall army and on the Kamajors.

The incursion was “unimaginably brutal’,
the last act of vengeance by the armed dis-
possessed. An orgy of looting, burning,
murder. amputation and rape feft over
6,000 dead. Eventually the invaders were
expelled from the ¢ity by Ecomog forees,
who committed their own haman rights
abuses in the process. Kabbah was onee
more in charge of the capital, if not much
clse.

The tragic events of January 1999 pal-
vanised the peace process. Under inter
natienal pressure the Lome agreement in
July installed the RUE [eader Foday
Sankoh as vice prestdent and head of mip-
eril resources, But the rogue soldiers of
the SLA were excluded from the agree
ment and as Keen conunents, ‘pinning,
every problem on the RUF had onee again
created space {or the abuses of others™.
Peace refused 1o come.,

It was only with the arrival ol British
troops in May 2000, and the arrest of the
RUFE leadership, that the process of dis
anming and reintegrating the rogue ele-
ments, no longer under the command of
cither the RUF or the army hierarchy,
sathered pace. Even then: “The idea that
ex-combatants were being prepared for «
tutare lile beyond the war was largely @
fiction.”

{(n the May 2002 clections, the SLPP
once again emerged victonous with sup-
port [rom the south and opposition from
the APC in the north, reconlirming the
traditional pattern of polities in Sierra
Leone.

Unemployment

Keen concludes by saying that most peo-
ple i the country, whatever side they were
on in the war, agree that it was driven by
lack of education, unemployment, tutlures
in tocal justice. corruption and the drain-
ing away of nataral resources. It is impor-
tant,” he says, "o chatlenge simplisic in-
terpretations of “reconstruction” that
could reconstruct the source of the prob-
fem.” He fears that “withowt addressing
some of the deep gricvances in Sierra
1 .cone. a defeated rebel movement might
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quickly be replaced by “another RULT.

Lansana Gherie, now an academic in
Cunada, was 2 journalist in Sierra Leone
during the war, and his book 18 conse-
quently one of the most readable and of-
ien well-informed of the three. The "dee-
ade long war may have been aberrant and
freakish’, he says in outlining the purpose
ol the book, “but it was started and man
aged by ordinary men whose motivations
. _need o be investigated and understood’.
Unfortunately his account is distorted by
an almost visceral hatred of the RULE

Displaced

Giherie emphasises the scale of the calam-
ity that overtook the country during the
war. By the end ol 1996, many thousands
had dicd and two-thirds ol the population
had been displaced (three nillion out of 4
totat population of four-and a-half million).
At that date, only 16 per cent of the coun-
try's health tacilities were funcnoning
(mainly in Frectown) and 70 per centof the
schools and colleges had been destroyed.
Between 1991 and 1995, 1he economy had
anegative growth rate ol more than 6 per
cent.

At the start of the war, "Sicrra Leone was
virtnlly a collupsed state, its ruling elite
acorrupt. violent and effete class contined
largely to the capital ... Poverty and de-
spair rolted the soctety s violenee and po-
titical thuggery became the norm .. But
Gherie will have no truck with the idea
that the RUF may have beena genuine re-
sponse 1o this situation. “The RUE phe-
nofrenon . . . was more a case ol organ-
isad delinquency . .. aimed at eriminal
expropriation, not social protest.”

Qutsiders, he says, judged the RUF by
s document ‘Footpaths (o Democracy .
hastily put together in London in 1995:
It was all rhetorie, of course, bearing Iit-
tle relationship o the true character and
preoccupation of the pitfaging and brutal
and largely illiterate RUF . Hliteracy is
of course widespread in Sierra Eeone, and
it is interesting that Gherie should use this
particular stick to beat the RUE.

Ciberie provides an excellent summary
ol Sierra Leone's post-colonial history.
He is clear about the nature of the state,
‘which 1s of colonial  und therefore ille
gitimate and exploitative — origin and
function’. The relative privilege of
frectown is illustrated by the literacy rates
atindependence 8O per cent for the
capital with only 2 per cent of the popula
tion at the time. and 6 per cent for the rest
of the country, Even in 1978 infant mor-
tality was 20 per cent i Freetown and 30
per cent elsewhere.

Undermined
Ferhaps it Gberie had had the opportunity

to read Keen's book before his own was
published, he might have revised his opin-
ion, bul as | have said. his account is un-
dermined by the way that he lays all the
problems of the war at the RUEs door. Al-
though he says that “most of the rebels
who entered Preetown Jin January 1999|
were ex SLA soldiers™, he then proceeds
to quote the Humuan Rights Watch report
on these events, which (mistakenly) states
that *. . . the widespread participation n
abuses suggest ihat they must have been
authorised at a high level within the RUF's
command structures’. Gberie comments,
apparently forgetting his own evidence:
“That drive to undo, destroy and terrorise
had been the RULTS sigmature guality all
along . [0is difficultto see how actions
carried out by remnants of the Sierva Leone
Army can give rise to any conclusions
about the nature of the RUFE.

"To Gherie, 1t is clear that the RUEs po-
litical programme was never anything
more than a smokescreen (o obscure their
mercenary intentions: "My argament is
that however much Sankoh's complaints
against the rotten political system echoed
those ol many Sierra Leoncans . . his lack
of political maturty and serious political
orgamsation ensured that he remained
nothing more than a functionary within a
vast network of warlord economies that
wis controlled by Charles Taylor and his
principal supporter, Blaise Compaore of
Burkina Faso.” Morcover: “The RUF was
thus targely concetved as a mereenary
cnlerprise, and never evolved heyond
handitism; it never became a political, sl
less @ revolutionary, organisation.” Even
more strongly: ‘Tn insurgent gronps fike
the RUIT we saw an organisation without
any legitimacy or pretence to ideolopy
carrying out a sustained campaign of vio-
fence ... Al the very least surely Gherie
must concede that the RUF had at leasr a
pretence to ideology, as "Footpaths to
Demaocracy” demonstrates.

Diamonds
What was the war about? Gherie is ¢lear in
his own mind that the answer to this ques-
tion is diamonds: *. . . the explanation that
focuses on diamonds —as both the fuel for
the war and the motivation for the RUIs
Jeader and principal foreign backers - s
now widely accepted.” Certainly control
and exploitation of diamonds created an
inlerest in the war continusng, but this was
not confined to the RUFE - the Swerra 1.cone
army. Feomog (especially the Nigerians)
and parts ol the UN forees (Unamsil) were
cquatly and sometimes more culpable. But
Gberie is guite simply wrong it he is sug-
pesting that diamonds were 4 root cause
of the war,

iike Keen, Gberie is concerned that the

war witl be seen as w mere interhude, and
that the country will settle. comtortably
for some but uncomfortably for the ma
jority, back into its old ways: *. . the trag-
edy is that Sierra Leone’s political elites,
in the form of the SLPP in power atter
the end of the war, appeared., like the Bour-
bons, 1o have learned nothing and lorgot-
ten nothing,”

[brahim Abdullah has edited a colicction
ol essays by mainly Sterra Leonean aca
demies, now wostly resident in North
America, which has its origins in debates
during the war on Leonenet, an infernet
discussion lorum, Among the aspects of
the war covered by the various authors ine
corruption, state complicity, the Nigenan
intervention, and the locul press in the war.
There is insufficient space 1o do justice
to this wide variety of themes, so 1 shall
concentrate on Abdullah’s account of the
origins and character of the RUE

Terrorised

Abdullah sets the tone in his introduction
(o the colleetion. where he refers o the
RUF as “the rag-tag puerrilta army that had
terrosised the populace for more than a
Jecade'. He correctly condenins the “one
size s all approach, and says that: “The
primary amalyticad focus is ondevelopients
internal to Sierra Leone: how lompen or
pnderclass youth culture and the emer-
pence of a radical student movement coa-
fesced . fto produce the RULYS

Secking to unravel the processes which
srave rise to the RUF, Abdulluh says that *.

i s necessary o situate the investiga-
tion within the context of Sicrra Leone's
political culture, especially the glaring
ahsence of a radical post-colonial ultes-
native’. He laments the demise of the radi-
cal tradition epitoniised by L'T.A. Wallace-
Johnson’s Youth League in the thirties.
‘What marked Sicrra Leone’s post-inde-
pendence politics was,” he says, “its con-
servative onentation and uncritical sup-
port for the West.” In contrast 1o the Youth
League, the youth project of the RUF
Jacked the discipline and maturity that
Walluce-Johnson was known to constantly
cmphasise in his writings and speeches’.

The links between students and lumpens
were formed in the eighties. when the
cconomy nosedived. It was impossible
even lor graduates (o pet jobs in the pub
lic sector, and the informal sector {*natu-
ral ubode of the lumpenproletariat™
mushroomed.

Abdullah detines the lumpenproletariar
as ‘largely unemployed and unemployable
youths who live by their wits .. .. They
are prone to criminal behaviour, petty
thelt, diups, drunkenness and gross
indiscipline” and are 0 be found in every
city in Africa. Not the most inspiring of
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character references perhaps, bt appar-
ently it was these voung people who be-
san 1o hang out with students rom Fourah
Bay College (Lrectown’s University ), lis
tening 1o music (Bob Marley and others)
and bepinming 1o take an interest in poli
tics. Yhe latter was manly of the
panatricanist variety, with some Nkromah,
Lanon, Ciuevari and Castro, and fragments
of Marx and Leain. Study groups were
formed.

En 1985 the students of Fourah Bav Col
legee elected aradical leadership, a coali
tion of Libyan Green Book enthusiasts,
panalvicanists and sociabists which ran
wndee the label of Mass Awareness and
Participatron (MAP) Altegations of
Libyan involvement led to the expulsion
or suspension of 41 students, and three
lecturers lost then johs. Some. including
Alic Kabba, 1the union president, were
imprisoned. When he was released, Kabba,
with others, ttavelled to Ghana, where
they joined the Libya-Burkina Faso-Chana
network. They remained, however, anin-
formal political group linked together by
their common experience ot expulsion
and ther connutment toradical change’.

Armed struggle

In 1987 this group launched a call tor armed
struggle from their base in Acera. The call
wis rejected by the majority of the Sierra
Leoncan panalticanist organisation
Panafu, but in July and August ol that year
small groups iravelled 1o Libya for military
raintny. They were no more than SO fo-
tal. Fhey lett Libya divided in 1988, il
the Teaderstup fell o Foday Sankoh, Abu
Kanu and Rashid Munsaray. They trav
elled widely in Sierra .eone und Libera o
the next three vears, and [inally launchied
an active puernlla struggle in 1991 In the
carly stages of the war there is ittle indica
tion of the later brutality, indeed it wus re-
ported that areas under Kanu's control
were peaceful and well-organised. But in
what may have been asigmificant turning
point in the evolution of the RUL. both
Kanu and Mansaray were cxecuted in 1992,
and Sankob cmerged as the undisputed
leader.

Abdullah evitces the same disdain for
the RUF as Gberie: “To understand the
character ol the RUL, we need 1o Took at
the social composition of the ruffians,
their policies, actions, stements and pro-
gramies, il any” e is contemptuous ol
‘Footpaths to Democracy’. which “con-
tins words amnd phrases lifted rom Mao
Zedong and Amilear Cabral™ and was hur-
ricdly drafted i London. “If they had read
Cabral,” he says, ‘they would not have re-
cruited lumpens.” And yet later on he
writes that Cabral “identified this particu-
lar group as the cracud link between the

urhan-rural nctworks so important to the
suecess of the PAIGC . But Abdullah s
surely right when he supgesis that: “The
movement did not .. undertake a con-
crete analysis ot the siuation which
comes with i revolutionary project.”

Catch-all

The problem with the term lumpen {or
ltonpenproletariar), as most writers have
used it o describe the RULTS social base,
is that it is a cateh all which obscures as
much as it illummates. It imcludes disal
fected urban and rural youth, and appar
ently alluvial diaimond miners, Sometimes
it is no more than a synonym for the
masses. And T have to plead gutlty i that
[ hive uccepted this descriphon in the past.

Amilcar Cahral, the outstanding Ieader
of the struggle against colonialism in Por
tugruese Guineiy, did make the kind of “con-
crete analysis’ that the RUE apparently
faited o do. As his bioprapher makes
clear: “In his analysis ol the déclassés,
Cubral, unlike Frantz Fanon, carefully dis-
tinguished between the young men and
wonen who had come 1o town (o scek
work and a better Iife ram the real
Impenprofetariar whon Fanon had cred
ited with great political potential. While the
former readdy joined the strugple, the Jat-
ter, Cabral suggested, more otien thun not
acted as the coloniul authorities” unpaid
spies and informers. Whereas Fanon had
detined the fumpenproletariat as a proup
ol unemployed. uprooted peasantry who
laad barely managed to survive in the o=
ics, and had seen them as the spearhead of
the peasant revolution's thrust into the ¢it
ies, Cabral argued the reverse. Tle main-
taned that these young people with petty-
bourgeois connections in the cities became
the cadre required by the party 1o carry
political mobilisation into the countryside.”
(Patrick Chabal, Amilear Cabral: Revolu-
tionary Leadership and People’s War,
1983)

In Cabral’s own words: "The really
déctassé people, the permanent layabouts,
the prostitutes and so on .. . this group
has been outriphtly against our strupgle
.. On the other hand, the particular group
... lor which we have not yet found any
precise classitication (the group ot
mainly young people recently arrived
from the rural arcas) . .. They have proved
extremely dynamic in the struggle. Many
of these people joined the struggle right
from the beginning and it is among this
group that we found many of the cadres
whot we have stnee trained.”

Colonialism

Initially. Cabral’s party concentrated on “the
working masses and employees in the ur-
bun arcas’, Butalter a massacre in 1959, in

which dozens of stiiking workers were shot
down, they concluded that “the course fol-
[owed until then bad been a mistaken one,
The urban centres proved to be the strong-
hold of colomalism, and mass demonsira.
hons and representations were found (o
be not only incflectual but also an casy
target for the repressive and destructive
operations of the colonial forces”. (Amilcar
Cabral, Revolution in Guinea: An African
People’s Strugple 1969)

Lo this connection it may be relevant 1o
note that in the seventies the stadents of
Fourah Bay College did attempt to lorge
links with labour in Frectown. But the
government deleated the labour move-
ment by @ combination of buying ofl the
Jeadership and putting down a wave of la-
bour unrestin 1982,

Psychotic

The turning point in Sicrra Leone’s civil
war was the period in the late nineties, when
the army disintegrated. Both the govern
mentand the RUN appear to have lost con-
(ro! of the situation, and the traumatised
country underwent what might be de-
scribed as a collective psychotic episode.
‘To blame Sankoh and the RUY for excesses
carticd out by ex-RUY forces prohably
makes even Jess sense than o blame
Kabbhih and the government for the ex-
cesses of ex-SLA forces

A proper history ol the RUF remains 1o
be written, but it is clear that it did not
stay static duting the period {rom s in-
ception (o its demise, Much of what has
been written about it assutes an unchang-
ing character, and often Latls to distinpansh
between its leadership and its base. "There
is nothing lumpen about, for example,
Omric Golley, who represented the RUF
in the later stages ol the war, and who 1s
described by Gherie as an ‘urbane and ar-
ticulate British-vained lawyer’. And the
slobal categorisation of the RUF's base
as lumpen is problematic too. Petty
crimnals, high on drink and drugs, who
also took an interest in the ideas of
Nkrumah and lanon? Bt hardly secms
likely.

‘The status quo ante has beeu re-estab-
Lished with the help o a huge deployment
ol UN und British troops, and it is busi-
ness us usnal for the unreconstructed ‘co-
lonial” state, The British are retraining the
army for the umpteenth time, Proposals
have been put forward for the privatisa-
tion of the company which provides
Frectown's water supply. Political and
CCONOMIC COrruphion is once agatn wide-
spread, and the country is only one place
above the bottorn in the UN's Human De
velopment index. All the conditions that
save rise to the civil war are talling stowly
back into place.
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Workers
and
workers’
parties

Darren Williams considers one
of the most important strategic
queslions for the left — the
building of a mass workers’ party
—in a period in which structural
changes in the capitalist system
and a succession of political
defeats have led to a dramatic
decline in class conscioushess
among workers

‘Fhe sociadists of 100 years ago wete gen

crafly far more optinnstic than their suc-
cessors oday. they saw the worldwide
abolition of capitalism within their own
liletimes as a realistic, even a likely, pros-
pect. Subseqguent experience has dramats

cally lowered expectations: trom the per

spective of the carly 21st century, the
progress of the sociahst project is largely
asstory ol disappointment and defeat and
fhopes for the tuture are necessarily cau-
tious and tentative: only in Latin America
are there prounds For optimism regarding
the short-to-medium tern. Lixplanations
for the scibacks of the 20th century must
take into account a number ol lactors,
from the ebb and flow of the world capi

talist economy to the mixture ol repres-
sion and concessions employed by par-
ticular national bourgeoisics at decisive
junctures, OF course. the governmental
record of the left warrants particular at:
tention: not least the degeneration ot So-
viet sociatism under Stalin and his suc-
cessors and the largely inglorious expe-
ricnce of social democracy in office. But
there is also the even more fundamental
issue of the relationship hetween social-
ists and the working class and the type of
organisation 1o which this gives rise. The
vicissitudes of the intervening years have
east far greater doubt over such matters
than cxisted a century apgo. By then, so-
ciadism had become established as the
politival project of the working class and
there were targe, and rapidly growing. ng

o ——

ties committed to the advancement of both
in most industrialised couniries. Notwith-
standing some significant political difter-
ences, relatively few sociadists (other than
the anarchists and syndicalists) doubted
that they helonged within these partices,
This situation came to an end in 1914,
whien the leaders of most soctal- democratic
partics supported the drive to war in pur-
suit of their respective “national” ierests,
prompting the first major ruptuie in the or
panisational snity of the (non-anarchist)
[eft, a split that was consummated after the
Rolshevik Revolution three yews later and
the establishmentof the Communist Later-
national. Today - countless splits (and
rather fewer [usions) later  there is less
consensus than ever as 1o how socialists
should organise; the experience of the Tast
century provides considerably more nega-
tive than positive examples. Moreover,
while recent years have seen a heartening
upsurge in popular radicalism - as mani-
tested in the “global justice” and anti war
movements — this has been driven largely
by forces [rom oulside the established
workers” movement, for whom class need
nen be central to polites. Winle the rem
nants of the Marxist left continue to assert
the unique destimy of the working class as
the revolutionary subject, they often do
o in o rather inechanical way, repeating
cherished tormulas about vanguard par-
ties, united frosts and workers” power but
rarely paying serious atlention to the con
temporary realities of workers™ social situ-
ation und political behaviour.” Yetit is surcly
essential for socialists to get o grips with
these questions, making a considered as-
sessment of the historical record and the
present conjuncture, il we are to resolve
the unfinished business of our movement,

Reversing the decline of the
left

It is necessary to start by acknowledging
that the mass partics that claimed the al-
fegiance of the workers throughowt the
20th century have ultimately failed to
make sustained progress towards social-
1sm.” Moreover, this failure has not gen-
crally given rise to new mass partics, bet-
ter equipped for the job: instead, it has
contributed to the widespread collapse of
confidence in socialism as a reahisable
poal. This applics particularly 1o the ad-
vanced capitalist countries of Western
Furope. North America® and Austratasia
those with the oldest working clusses, the
longest-cstablished workers' partics and
the longest deterred hopes for a social-
ist {utare. [t is on these countries that |
will focus in this article  nol because they
arc ultintately sore important than the rest
of the world to the global struggle for
socialisi but because it ix here that the

impasse of the ket is greatest, In these
countries, in particular, the diftemma that
today Taces those stifl committed to class
politics as the basis of the socialist
project, is whether they should work
within the parties that have historically
commanded mass workmg class support
- despite their politcal inadequacies - or
seek (o establish new parties with a pris
tine commitment o socialism. The reso-
lution of this dilemma woulkd always be
dilficult, given the politically turbulent
times through which we are living; it is
further complicated. however, by the tact
that what passes lor sacio-political analy-
sis on the Marxist lelt is too often con-
structed ex post facto to justify a particu
far tactical “tarn’ by this or that self styled
‘revolutionary ™ orranisation. This article
is an attempt o put these questions into
some sorl of context and to clarily the
jssues which should inforn any serious
Marxist approach o political stradegy 1o
day.

The arguments put forward lor the es
tablishment ol new parties of the left uso-
ally focus on three factors: the calami-
1ous nature of the current phase of world
capitalising the mcreasing readiness of
broad popular torees to chatlenpe oppres-
sion, injustice and war; and the inabtlity
of the historic mass parties of the left to
provide the necessary political leadership
1o these Torees. On the fist pomt, there
should be little disggreement among so-
cialists: the socially dysfunctional char-
acter of capitalism can rarely have been
clearer than at present, when we lace the
resurgence ol imperialist aggression and
plunder. environmental catastrophe and
ever-increasing disparitics ol wealth and
power within and between states. Such
circumstlances undoubtedly call for an
urgent response by socialists. As o what
form this response should take, and how
this is conditioned by the rise of new
oppositonal forces and the degeneration
of the mass reformist partics, this 1s less
clear. [ will return o the question of popu
lar radicalisation later. Firse T shall deal
with the state of the mass parties.

Social democracy: from retreat
to surrender?

Social-democratic parties have, since al
least the Second World War, usually re-
mained the principal partics of the work-
ing class (in terms of membership and
clectoral support) - at leastin those coun-
irics where a substantial working class
existed and was free (o choose its politi-
cal party. Lven i those countries, sucl s
lLialy, where Conimunist partics have en-
joved predominance within the workers”
movement, these parties have tended 1o
sdopi un essentially soctal-democratic
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approach 1o polities, Yet the record of
social democracy. even in Scandinavia,
must be adjudged one of tailure, when
measured by its own original ambitions.
Indeed, successive leaderships of the so

cial-democrutie parties hiave avoided ac-
knowledging this Gabure only by redelin-
ing thew goals. The social-democratic
progriunne originatly entailed the deter
mincd, albeit meremental, advance to so-
crabism,  through  the progressive
socialisation of the means of production
and the direction of the economy by the
state, in the interests of the working class.
By the 1950s, the poalposts had, i most
couitlries, already been shifted: now, so

cial-democracy accepted the confines of
an essentially capitalist economy, but
sought 1o sccure for the working class an
increasing share of the wealth generated
by that ecconomy, along with gencrous so-
cial wellare provision. At umes when the
left has been in the ascendant within these
partics — for example, during the 1970s
and carly [980s in Britain, Sweden and
France - the onginal goat ol an incremen-
tab advance to socialism has been resumed
albeit more Tormally than substantively,
in some cases). In the last 20-30 years,
however, they have even retreated from
their previous programmes of gradual
structural reform, adopting policies not
fundamentally different {from thosc of the
conservative or Christian-democratic
right. When in government, they have sct
about dismantling many of their own his-
oric achicvements (nationalised indus-
(rics, comparatively progressive tix re-
gimes, cte.). Even their most durable
achievement — the welfare states ol north-
ern Europe - hive now been declared un-
(it {or the demands of the 21st century,
and in need of ‘reform’.

This shift in the political programme of
social democracy is regularly cited as an
argument for abandoning work within the
historic mass parties, in favour of estab-
lishing new lormatons. In recent years,
it is argued, the change has been not
merely quantitative, bul gualitative: not
merely a continued rightward drift into
uniriendly tertitory, but rather a violent
lurch over a polttical precipice. As a con-
sequence, wa are told, soctalists no longer
have anything to gain by working within
these parties, by attempting to change their
policies or miluence their supporters: in-
deed, their most class-conscious tormer
adherents have already renounced their
former allegiance.

At a time like the present, when social
democrats are espousing, the free market,
derepulation and privatisation, it is unier-
standable thar many left activists should
feel that everything has changed beyond
recognition and that a completely new

approach is required. Yet these issues call
for sober assessment, (or current devel
opments to be put in their proper histori-
cal perspective, For much ol the organ-
ised far left, the present seems perpetu
ally o be a time ol unprecedented tur
moil: politiciuns and capitalists were
never more treacherous than they are to-
day, workers and the oppressed never an
grier, more united and more deternuned
o effect change: capitalisin never more
crisis-ridden. This sort of delauht
catastrophism makes {or good inflamma-
tory rhetoric but poor political analysis.
When a “sharp, wrenching turn’ is being
proposed, 10 15 worth pausing to asscss
whether things really have changed so dra
matically as 10 render old methods utterly
redundant,

As noted carlier. there undoubtedly fras
been a signiticant change in the ideology
and programmes of social-democratic
parties, the most significant feature of
which has been the general abandonment
of any commitment to the end-goal of a
new soctalist society, qualivitively distinet
from capitaliso. This change has taken
phace pradually, however. Gregory Lot
in a book on the Labour Party, identifies
three phases in the history of social de-
mocricy: @ “Marxist® phase, lasting from
the establishment of the Second Interna-
tional in 1889 until the First World War:
a "Keynesian™ phase, lasting from around
1940 until the mid-1970s; und a “social-
liberal” phase that continues to the present
day.* The precise dates differ from one
country 1o another, of course, and ditfer-
ent trends have always co-existed; even
today, when most soctal-democratic lead-
erships have embraced ‘social -liberal®
policies, there remain plenty of nco
Keynesians and Macxists within (he ranks
of their parties. Moreover, the gencral
shift to the right has sometimes, in some
countrics, been reversed (alheil usually
temporarily). Nevertheless, the overall
political trajectory of these parties has
followed the course that Elliott describes,

Citven the distance that now separates
mainstrcam social-democratic politics
from any idea of replacing capitalism with
socialisim, the political argument for or-
pantsing in opposition to these partics
scems at [irst sight Lairly persuasiver in
peddling the idea that capitalisnt is per-
manent and incvitable, they are deluding
and misleading the workers who support
them; consequently, it is necessary to es-
tublish parties that will expase them lor
what they arc and present an anthentic so-
cialist alternative. The political reality s,
however, more complex than this schema
would suggest; moreover, there are some
significant practical and organisational
questions that need to be addressed.

Plus gcachange ... ?

In emphastsing the wretchedness of
present-day soctal democracy, its left erit-
s sometimes risk giving the impression
that its past record was one of consistent
and principled (i ultimately ineffectual)
service in the cause ol the workers. The
reality 1s, of course, less edilying, While
it would be a gross injustice (o portray all
past social-democratic leaders as either
class traitors or dupes, it is arguable that
they often did as much harm as good (in
povernment, at least) (o the people they
claimed o represent. [n foreign policy,
the principles of international proletarian
solidarity have regularly been flouted:
trom general collusion  the imperialist
slaughter of 1914 18, to the Blair pov-
ernment’s participation in the invasion and
oceupation of Frag. Even the hallowed
Altlee government, let us not forgret, took
part in the Korcan War. Similarly, tn do-
mestic policy, social-democratic govern-
ments, even in their supposed heyday,
broke strikes, imposed wage restraint,
undermined civil ibertics and abandoned
their most ambitious reforms as soon as
the bourgeoisic mustered concerted op-
position.

Yet, despite the many unwholesome as-
peets of the social democrats™ record, the
{act 15 that a majority of workers, at most
times and in most countries, has been
willing to accept such leadership, while
the various alternative parties of the left
have generally faled to rally mass sup-
port. And in most countries there has been
no shortage of such alternatives to social
democracy, ever since the great hetrayal
over the First World War led (o the wide-
spread formation of Communist parties.
From the (930s onwards, the latter were
themiselves challenged from the left by
Trotskyist and other revolutionary parties.
While Communist partics have sometimes
celipsed the social democrats (c.g., in
Htaly, and in France up o the 1970s), this
has usually scen them behaving like alter
native social-democratic parties, rather
than representing something qualitatively
different. In none of the advanced capi-
talist cotntries have revolutionary social-
ist parties ever presented a serious chal
fenge to the hegemony ol the parliamen-
tary-reformist left, despite the latter’s
many failings. Simply denouncing the ti-
midity and ‘mislcadership® of the social
democrats, and offering a more radical
approach. has consistently failed to pro-
duce the instantaneous enhightenment
achieved by the buy who pointed out the
emperor's nakedness, Hence the argument
that, as long as a majority of the working
class continued to look to the social-
democratic parties for leadership (with
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whatever illusions). then it was necessary
to work inside  or, at least, close to -
these parties, in order to win a hearing
among their members and supporters, the
better to persuade them that a different
kind of leadership was required.” To dis-
tance oneself from these parties was to
consign oneself o political irrelevance.

Many of those who accepted this argu-
ment in the past, however, arguce that it no
longer applics today: the Jatest transmu-
tation of social democracy represents
something gualitatively diflerent from
hetore, calling for a different response.
Whereas social democrats abways held
hack the most militant impulses of the
workers, convincing them to opt for com
promise, rather than outright confronta-
tion, with the bourgeoisie, they at beast
offered significant siructural reforms and
real material benefits for the working
class. In their latest incarnation, however,
social democratic parties treat prosper
ity and growth as sufficient evidence of
the value of their policies, without ques-
tioning how these have been achieved, or
whether their benefits have been equita-
bly distributed. To use Trotsky's phruse,
this is “reformism without reforms’,
When social democracy promised to use
the power of the state (o restrain the ra
pacity of capital and to ensure decent
cmployment, housing, education and
healtheare lor all citizens, i was difhcult
1o argue that reformist was a dead end.
The Marxist kelt (or, at least, the more
realistic sections of it) had 1o ke up a
position of constructive, comradely criti-
cism: sympathising with the aspirations
of sucial democracy. but patiently paint-
ing out o its followers the limits of its
reform programme, the imprudence of
relying on the goodwill of the capitalists

or their allies within the state, of expecting
ceonomic stability from a fundamentally
irrational and crisis-ridden system. The
social democrats had to be keptunder pres-
sure Lo carry out their own programme (the
progressive parts of it, at leasty and then
to go further; and if their resolve should
{ail, they would have to be replaced by a
more determined leadership.

Now, however (so the argument runs),
when social democracy seeks state power
in order o enfarce the principles of the
free market, to discipline workers “for
their own good’, it iy self-defeating (o
play down our criticisms and sugpest that
the argument is aver means rather than
ends, Workers do not have to be convinced
that they are being sold short by the so-
vial democrats: they can see that for them
selves, as Lheir jobs become less secure,
their employment rights at work are di-
minished, their public services cut back
or privatised. Their experiences are in-
creasingly making them receptive (o an
alternative and it is the responsibility of
socialists o provide that alternative, pro-
claiming as Joudly as possible the politi-
cal bankruptey of the established parties.

New left parties: the dog that
didn’t bark

This argument certainly has much to ree-
onunend it social democracy, as a body
of ideas and a general approach o pov
crnment, has qualitatively changed. Any-
onc who argucs that this change is only
superlicial and that social demuocracy is
‘essentially’ the same as it ever was ci-
ther began with a dismissive idea of *old”
soctal democracy, or else has an unduly
optimistic impression of how it stands to.
day. Morcover, there is some evidence that
the political retreat of social democtacy has

weakened its electoral and membership
base, albeit not everywhere (see 'Table 1).
Undoubtedly, it has deterred muny class-
conscious workers from giving further sup-
port to these partics and — to diftering de-
grees in different countries  this has ¢re-
ated a potential constituency for a politi-
cal tand perhaps organisational) break with
mainstream social dermocracy. The extent
of this trend Is 4 matter ol some contro-
versy, however. Inmost advanced capital -
ist countries, soctal-democratic partics re-
main among the two or three most popular
parties in terms of electoral support and
disitlusionment with their shift (o the vight
has not, thus far, generally been translated
into mass support for any rival lett party
clamming the pround that they have va-
cated. Of the new lelt parties established
in advanced capitalist countries over the
last 15-20 years, very tew have won more
than five per cent ol the vote in a national
clection and the only one to get into dou-
ble figures has been Spain’s fzquierda
Unidda (United Left), itsedl huilvaround the
Jong-cstablished Spantsh Communist
Party.

While this may be regrettable, it should
not be o surprising, unless one has sim-
ply accepted at tace value the somewhal
schematic prognoses widely protiered by
the organised far left. The latter tend to
overstate the number of people who, in
abandonimg a righlwatd-moving social-
democratic party, will necessarily gravi
tate towards a more authentically social-
ist party. Such exaggeration proceeds, in
part, from a somewhat simplistic view of
social psychology, which assumies that
people will draw politically radical con-
clusions from their observations about the
tailures or iniquitics ol bourgeois politi-
cians. There is hittle evidence that this

Table 1: Average vote by decade, for selected major left parties since the 1970s

Actual and percentage vote for the parties

19705 ] 1980s 1990s 2000s
L 000’ % 000s | % 000's | % 000's % |
Australian Labor Party 3,238 449 4,007 46.1 4332 40.8 4375 377
" Austrian Socialist Party 2314 50.0 2,203 454 1,752 37.3 1,792 36.5
British T.abour Party ) 11,711 3917 9,243 292 12,539 388 | 10,1431 380
| Danish Social-Democratic Party 1,041 22 1,017 30.9 P98 | 360 936 27.5
German Social-Democratic Party 16,637 4381 15051 394 *15126 *397 [ *14.538 |  *36.7
New Zealand Labour Party 669 28] 803 433 673 324 887 41.2
Norwegian Labour Party 867 38.8 965 37.4 907 36.0 738 28.5
Portuguese Socialist Party 1885 | 334 1,499 26.5 2,196 39.0 2315 | 414
Spanish Socialists (PSOL) 5,425 300 9,048 40| 9288 382 9.473 184
Swedish Social Democrats (SAP) | 2,296 437 2,448 445 2,164 39.8 2114 399

listed, in all national legislative elections, averaged over each decade.

*Post-unification results fo; Germany exclude the five former-GDR states, to allow for more meaningful comparisons.

Sources: Ausiralian Govermnment & Politics Database; BBC; Eloction Resources on the

Statistics Norway; Statistics Sweden; Wikipedia.

riernet; Elections New Zealand; Psephos;
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happens on a large scate, other than in the
context of major social or industrial

struggles. At other times, it is only those

with a very well developed sense of class-
conscinusness, or a clearly worked-out
socialist worldview, who follow the scripl.
For the most pait, people who have lost
their faith in social democracy can be
lumped together only negatively - in
terms ol their common disillusionment,
rather than the positive political conclu-
sions that they may draw. Many, whilere
taining ‘lef” attitudes, stmply withdraw
from political engagement. while others
may hold a mixture of progressive and
conservative views, which would not pre
clude their supporting a party further to
the right thun social democracy (the ex-
treme example being the phenomenon of
white working class people voting for neo-
fascists when they teel they have been
‘abandonced’ by their traditionul party).

While there has been a small increase
in clectoral support for non-mainstreiun
parties (of the right as well as the Jett), a
more marked trend has been decreusing
voter tarn-out, suggeesting a disiltusion-
ment with electorad politics as such — fed,
[ would argue, by the increasing consen
sus among social-democratic, liberal and
conservative/Christian-demaogratic par-
ties, particularly over cconomic policy
(see Table 2, which demonstrates (hat
there has been a clear downward trend in
voter participation since the 1970s in al -
most adl the major capitalist democra-
cies ).

On the other hand, the residual mass
support for soctil-democrane parties re-
mains substantjal, not least in those arcas
with the strongest history of working class

organisation. Within this basc ol support -

there will be those who continue to vote
for “their” historic party despite their dis
enchantment with its recent polinicat fra-

jectory; those who have been convineed

that this trajectory is necessary and per
haps even desirable; and those who con-
tinue {o give their support out of a sense
of atmost tribal loyalty, bolstiered by an
appreciation of the real social gains won
by these partics in the past. Nevertheless,
the compound of these elements remains
strong: on present frends, itmay be gradu
ally eroded over a period of generations
but it will take more powertul forces than
those presently it work o break it down
altogether,

It is worth considering some of the
likely explanations as to why there has not
been a more decisive and general break
with social democracy.

First, there is a question as {0 how
widely it is recognised that soctal demaoc-
vacy has shifted 1o the right and adopted
policies inimical to working cluss inter-

ests, For all those labour movement actiy

ists and loyal voters who ever based their
hopes for a better future on confcrence
exhortations and manifesto promises, the
change since the 1970« is all too evident.
Yet most people are more concerned with
what partics do in government than with
what they may declare in their programimes
and policy documents. And the fact is that
social democracy in govermment rarely rep-
reseted as sharp a contrast w the poli-
¢1es of conservative or liberal governments
as therr respective ideologies and party
programmes might have suggested. To say
this is not simply to hehittle, once again,
the achicvements of the parliamentary lelt,
but to recognise that the policies ol the
right and centre, oo, were once a pood
deal more propressive than they are today.
Forexample: while Britain’s post-war La

bour government nationalised large parts
ol the energy, transport and communica-
tions sectors, plus iron and steel and the
Bank of Lngland, similar measures were
carricd out by coalitions dominated by
hourpenis parties in France and Austria;
in all cases, nationalisation was seen as a
means ol strengthening capialism, not of
beginning its ransformation into social-
ism. Conversely, majority soctal-democratic
governments in Sweden and Norway car

ricd out no nasionalisation at all.” Sunilarly.
the progressive tax rates introduced by La

bour governments in the 1960s are often
recatfed (usually with horror, by bourgeois
commentiators) but it is less frequently
rentembered that the top rate of income
tix under Fisenhower’s Republican ad-
ministraton in the United States was 91

per cent” Governments ol right as well as
leftsought to maintain full employment and
adopted Keynesian demand-management
techniques 0 moderate the etfects of the
trade cycle.

Conversely, governments nominally of
left, right and centre alike have, since the
19705, adopted the free-market nostrums
of neo-liberalisni, While working class
voters can hardly be indiflerent to the
impact of this  massive public spending
cuts, pgreater economic insccurity, re-
duced employment rights, ctc.  they
would not necessanily hold social-deme-
cratic parties specinlly responsible, par-
ticularly when the Tatter’s version of nco-
liberalism is usually a lirtie milder than
that implemented by right-wing povern-
ments. Political activists and industrial
militants judge partics of the et by the
vardstick of their declared socialist ob
Jectives: the majority of working class
volers are more likely to base their ex-
pectations on thase parties’ recent behav
iour in government, and consequently (o
cxpect fess. When “their” party disregards
their interests so flagrantly as o torfeit
their vote, they are more likely o con-
clude that politicians as such cannot be
trusted and (o abstain trom clectoral polhi-
tes altogether (see Table 2) than to de-
mmand a new soctalist party, re-founded on
the original principles now betrayed by the
uld,

A further, related, point is that the pro-
poncnts of new lelt parties tend to under-
estimate the scepticisme that exists about
the viabifity of a socialist alternative,
However unappealing the neo - liberal poli-

Table 2: Average percentage turn-out, by decade, in national elections

since the 1970s
- 19705 19805 1990s 2000s
Canada 14.6 733 _6%3 637
France 790 1766 722 0 TeT
Denmark | w84 %67 §4.3 eSS
‘Fed Rep Germany 909 K73 | 19T 784
Finland 754 76,17 70.0 729
Ireland 76.6 on7 613 020 |
Japan M0 | 688 Celo | exT
Netherlands KRS8 835 76.0 796
New Zealand 83.8 914 1 859 70
‘Norway B 81.6 83.1 77.1 755
Portugal 87.5 78.0 65.7 63.7
Spain 136 734|769 T2
Sweden 90.4 89.1 IR X U .
(UK s g Al 74.7 604

Average percentage turnout of registered voters in all national legislative (and, where
applicable, presidential) elections held in each decade in the major capitalist democ-
racias (excluding those with compulsory voting).

Sources: BBC; Eloction Resources on the Internet; Elections Canada; Elections New
Zealand: House of Commons Research Papers; International IDEA; Statistics Nor-
way; Statistics Sweden; US Census Bureau; Wikipedia.
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cies of recent years may be o large nu-
bers af people, there is widespread aceepl

ance of the wdea that there is no realistic
alternative — or, at least, none that involves
asserting social control over capital and
the market, The latter are held o be im

practicable cither on economic grounds
(hecause of “globalisation” — specitically,
the increased mobility of capital, supported
by the policing role of the WTO ctab)y oron
palitical grounds (the supposed clectoral
unpopularity of higher personal taxation,
eie.). Ttis hardly surprising that such views
should be so widely held, piven their as-
sidduous promotion over the kast 20-30 years
by the mass media, bourgeois cconomists
and other ‘experts’ and the mainstiream
political parties (including the social denio-
crats). Morcover, there is a rational core to
such ideas, since the only alternative to
neo-liberaiism that imost people in the ad-
vanced capitalist countries have exper

enced was the Keynesian welfare state that
existed in most of these countries from
1945 until the 1970s or carly 1980s. This
model depended on stable capital aceu-
mutation to provide the high tax yields that
financed its comparatively generoas so

cial spending and it thercfore became
unviable from the mid-1970s when capi-
talism went into a deep and lengthy ye-
cession. Morcover, it was olten bureau-
cratic, unresponsive and economically
incflicient; in associating the idea ot so-
cialist in the popular mind with this re-
pime of wellare capitalism (or with the
Soviet blog), the bourgeoisic and its
apulogists have done mach to undermine
it as an attractive alternative model of so

ciety.

Finally, there is the obvious point that
partics and movements of the sociabist lefl
rarely receive anything approaching fair
or even-handed treatment trom the main-
stream media in capitalist socicties, lor
reasons that should not need o be spelt
oul. Moves to establish lelt allernatives
to social democracy we likely 1o be g
nored, nidicuted or denounced. Of course,
it was cver thus, bur at the beguning of
the 20th century, when the first socialist
partics were getting off the ground, the
reliance on the mass media for informa
tion was less pronounced thar it is today.
Conversely, itmay be argoed. we have o-
day a profusion of alternative media
sources, via the internet. While this un-
doubtedly represents a huge benefit,
which has transformed the possibitities
for communicating socialist ideas, those
ieas have to compete with thousands of
alternatives in cyberspace. Morcover,
there remains a signiticant “digital divide’,
cven in e most affluent countries and
regions, and itis working cluss people who

are most likely 10 be on the wrong side of

that divide.

To point out these signiticant obstacles
is not to counsel despair about the possi-
bility of building mass socialist parties —

just to promote a fuller appreciation ol

the ditficultics that fie ahead. Nor should
it be inferred that continuing indetinitely
o worry away at soctal democracy’s left
flank is ultimately a mote viable option.
The rightward trajectory ol the mass par-
ties, if it continues at the present rate, will
soon leave socialists without an environ-
ment capable ol supporting any left poli
tics, What is needed is a political approach
that is both dynamic and realistic: onc that
takes account of the changed political
landscape and advances a clear stratepy for
relating o social lorces as they actually
arc. [ will make some suggestions about
this later oo first 1 will touch on the theo-
retical dimension of these questions.

Bourgeois parties, workers'
parties and bourgeois workers’
parties

The arpuments Tor a break with social de-
mocracy are often presented in what pur-
ports to be the scientific fanguage of
Muarxsst class analysis: what were once
workers” parties, we are told, can no
longer be considered as such because they
haave undergone a change in their “class
character’. For all their pretensions 1o
analytical precision, however, these argu-
ntents lack clarity about what determines
a parly’s ‘class character”.

There are two respects tn which a party
could meaningfully be described as @
‘workers' parly”: itcould be for the work-
ers - 1.e., dedicated to the pursuit of their
class interests — and/or it could be of the
workers — i.¢., drawing its imembership,
organisation and ¢lectoral support from
the working class, In the pre-19 14 period,
partics ltke the Gernman, Austrian and
Scandinavian social-democratic parties
met both criteria: their social hase wus
almost uniformly proletarian and they
were dedicated 1o the establishment of a
classless, socialist society. At any later
period, there is more of a question as o
whether these parties’ politics were for
the workers, but their ¢lass base remained
protetarian,” In this latter characteristic,
they have not lundamentally changed even
today. In most countries, a majority (or,
at least, a plurality) ot class-conscious
workers still identifies with these parties,
votes for them and sometimes even joins
them. Admittedly, the numbers are
smaller, and declining, but this is a mnatter
of degree, not kind. Tt is also argued that
workers make up a smaller proportion of
social-democratic voters and members
than they did in the past. This is probably

true to an extent, as the occupational struc-
wre of advanced capitalist societies has
changed, crcating more intermediate lay-
ers in the cluss structure, But unless one
wlentities the working class very narrowly
with manual workers, as few sertous
Marxists (other than Nicos Poulantzas)
have done.' then the continuing social
werght of the working class means that i
is bound to account for the butk of the
social democratic base,

if, then, the social democratic parties
still qualify as workers” parties in terms
of their social base, there is nevertheless
the question of their politics, which have
clearly developed in a reactionary diree-
tion. As I have observed above, however,
this has been a gradual process. We need
o consider at what stage in this process
iFat all — we could say that soctal democ-
racy decisively comnmitted atsell to the
class interests of the bourgeoisie, as op
posed to those of the proletariat. In terms
of concrete policies, there can hardly have
been a decision more inimical (0 work-
iy class interests than sending millions
ol workers o their deaths in the trenches
in 1914, yet the leaders of most social-
democratic parties supported this dect
sion, al a time when they were sull tor
mally committed to the abolition of capi-
talism. Morcover, many of the same par-
tics subsequently implemented reforms
that ddid benelit the working cluss. Itmight
be argued that a signilicant marker of these
partics” changing class character has been
their own telinquishment ol any special
allegriance or orientation to the working
class. Again, this has nothappened, in most
cases, ‘overnight’, but by a graduat proc-
css, whereby the lunguape of class has
been downpraded and then quietly
dropped.’’ Even where the change has
been made i a decisive and explicit man-
ner — mosl notably, by the northern Luto-
pean social democrats, which dropped
their seli-description as workers” parties
in the 1950s, becoming instead cateh-all
‘people’s parties’ ' — the practical signifi-
cance of the change was questionable;
certainty 1t did not appreciably lessen
these partics’ working class support, nor
did it provoke major splits to the left at
the time. Arguably more signiticant has
been these parties’ adoption, since the
1970s, of nco-liberal cconomic policies,
which represented a disavowal ol any idea
that the working class might have legit-
mite interests of its own which conflicied
with the demands and priorities of capi-
tal. Even this, however, has not provoked
a general and decisive political break lrom
soctal democracy by substantial sections
of the working class. This last point un-
derlines the fact that the attitude taken by
a pohitical party towards the working class
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is dess important than the attitude that the
class takes rowards the party. lven where
partics which once extolled the workers’
cause now (reat them with contempt, while
substantial numbers of workers maintitin
some allegiance towards those parties
there is il least an argument for social-
ists to continue Lo relate to those parties,
in order to engage with those workers.

The altered class character of the mass
parties has been asserted all the more vig
orously in the case of those, hike the Brit
ish and Australian Lubour parties. whose
refationship with sociabisim was adways
more tenuons than that of, say, the Ger
man SPD or the Swedish SAP. The phrasc,
‘bourgeois workers' party”, attributed to
Lenin,' has often been invoked to express
the contradictory character of such par-
tics: hourgeois politics coupled with a
working class social base, Now, it is ar-
gued, this contradiction has been resolved
and they have become bourgeois parties,
pure and simple. Again, this argument s
not as coherent as it may (st appear. The
politicy of the “bourgeots workers™ par-
lies” may now be more uncguivocilly
“hourgeois” than before but it they were
already politicatly (as opposed 1o so
cialty} ‘bourgeos™ ™ then this change ts o
matter of degree, not of Kind, and hardly
amounts to a change in class character,
Morcover, thetr social buse remains
qualitatively unchanged: to the extent that
they were ever workers™ parties, they re-
main so, by virtue ot thetr subjective iden-
tiftcation as such by millions of working
class people.

In any case, assigning political parties
10 the ‘correct” analytical category s
clearty far less important than making a
concrete analysis of their relaionship
with real social forces and the potentral
for working with or within them. There
will be ctrcumstances when soctalists
should work, in the short term, even within
unequivocally bourpeois parties, where
particular leaders or tuctions within these
parties have established a working class
base (tor example: there might be a case
tor supporting loca! clection caunpaigns
by left-ish US Demaocratic Party polili-
cians, where these have alocal base in the
hlack or Latino connmunities). In reality,
assessients ol the class character of po-
litical parties by tar left often have more
to do with practical questions (such as
those groups” prospects for winning sup
port) than with questions of fugh theory.
It would be better to acknowledge this
openly, to [ucilitate a more usefvl discus-
sion of strategy and 1actics.

Socialists in search of a social
base
The practical corollary of the debate about

patty-building is that soctalists are con-
fronted  with  (wo distinet  and
counterposed types of potential constitu
ency. On the one hand, there is the mass
ol people - overwhelmingly working
class, ar at one or two removes from the
working class — who maintain a tistor-
cally-grounded sense of identification
with the main social-democratic or fubour
party in their country. Some of them will
be party mentbers or strong sympathisers
and may have a degree of influence as
opinion-formers within their union
branches, workplaces and/or communi-
ties; the majority, however, will not be
politically active other than on election
day. Even among those who are party
members, the exclusive form ot political
activity, beyond the organised teft —ami-
nority of aminonity  will be campagn-
ing for partiamentary and municipal clec-
tions. Yethowever passive such aconstitu-
ency. it cannot be sidestepped on the road
o socialistm - not least becuuse of its
retative size - and. indeed, it will conlain
thousands of activists and foot soldiers
whose support will be ndispensable to the
stecess ol any socialist project.

On the other hand, there are the prow-
ing numbers of people who may be con-
sudered “naturally” predisposed by so-
cial backgroond or past allegiance - to
support the lelt. but who no longer retain
any party atfiliation. Again, this category
comprises it wide spectrum, in terms of
degrecs of politicil engagement. At one
extreme, there are those who have made
no conscious decision to withhold their
support from the social-democratic party;
rather, they have abstained by default
cxemplifying a process of collective po-
Htical disengagenient within certain sec-
tions of socicty (especially among young
people). At the opposite end of the spec-
tram are those very politically minded
people - olten trade union or community
activists  who have positively resolved
to deny their support to a party that seems
10 have betcayed their interests or values.
Between the two extremes there are large
numbers of people who have gradually
lost the inclination to line up behind a party
with which they feet a decreasing affin-
Hy.

Ulthmately, socialists will need to en-
gage the most politically conscious cle-
ments from both these groups. In their
immediate political activity, however, they
have to make a choice as o where they
are going to prioritise their efforts at
huilding mass support. The approach re-
guited, in terms of propaganda and tac-
tics, will be very different if the Tocus is
on the mainstream social -democratic
base than it it is on those who are already
breaking with soctal democracy. I social

ISES Qre going to concentrate on the main
stream of social-democratic workers,
with the intention of breaking them from
their current right-wing leaders, this will
probably require continuing to work in or
around the social-democratic parties, so
as to engage their members in comradely
debate about the need to 1everse the cur-
rent tryjectory of these parties in order
10 defend historie values and achiceve-
ments, On the other hand, if the priority
15 (0 be those who have already given up
on social democracy, then the emphasis
will be an denouncing the mability or un-
willingness of the social-democratic par-
ties o defend workers” interests and coun-
tering any idea that these parties can be
reclammed’.

The second approach has, over the last
ten years or so, been more favoured by o
majority of the organised Marxist left,
particularly in such countries as France,
[taly, Portugal, Denmark, Britain, Aus-
tridia, and latterly Germany. The ration-
ale is straightforward: although usually
still a tanrly small — it growing - minority
of the working class, those who have al-
ready become disillusioned with social
democracy are more likely 1o be open 1o
an alternative, ‘They are often portrayed
as the “vanguard” of the cluss, impelled (o
take i Jeading role by a clear appreciation
of their interests, which the broad muasses
are slower to grasp.

New movements and old
Thosce working class voters who continue
o support sacial-democratic parties, even
while the fatter are abandoning their his
toric conupitments and attacking work-
ers”onterests, may appear by virtue of
this stubborn attachment 1o represent a
comparatively conservative section of the
class, in contrast to those who have been
radicalised by the experience of betrayal
hy their ‘own’ party. This is not the whole
story, however, As noted above, such peo-
ple vote the way they do with varying de-
grees ol enthusiasm, resignation or des
peration, Moreover, the persistent adher-
ence of workers to social-demaocratic par
ties cannot be dismissed as mere con-
servatism. To give continuing political
support to a party on the basis that itis in
sOIme sense o “workers' party’ represents,
in itself, a form of class consciousness —
notwithstanding any illusions about the
political role of such parties that such an
allegiance may also retlect. And, like any
form of class consciousness, it is based
on collective ideas: on the shared experi
ence, and agreed interpretation, of social
relations,

The implications of this must be taken
seriousty by anyone with a commitment
to class politics. For all their political
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failings. the social-democratic parties
(and, in some countrics, the Communis
parties) have unquestionably enjoyed mass
working class support lasting several dec
ades. Moreover, we are not talking here
merely about the aggregate of thousands
ol atomised individual decisions by vot-
ers it is collective support, organised as
such — whether formally, throuph party
branches or alfiliated union bodies. or
informally, through social networks in
workplaces and neighbourhoods (this B
the concrete meaning of the phrase “wotk-
ing cluss base”, reduced to an emply cliche
by the hack-propagandists of the far lett).
And any party capable of advancing the
struggle for sociatism today would surcly
need i comparable base  in size and char-
acter. This raises some very important
questions about how the Teht should go
about building political parties.

First ot all, the experience of the mass
workers' parties during the 20th century
presents positive examples (the construe
tion of organisations that mobilised many
thousunds of people) as well as negative
ones (the Lailure of these parties, outside
the Soviet Union and its sitetlites, o has-
ten the demise of capitalism). “Today’s ket
needs 1o separate the positive from the
negative, if it is o integrate the lessons
of past experience into a political strat-
epy for sociahist advance in the 218t cen-
tury. kn a nutshel), how can we build work-
ers’ parties today that command the nuass
support enjoyed by their predecessors a
century ago, but which avoid the political
degeneration that those parties under
went? 'To what extent does the relation-
shiip between party and class that sustained
the historic workers' parties need to be
reproduced as the basis of a renewed so
cialist project? Must the structures and
networks that these parties retain even
roday — albeit in a somewhat withered
form  be taken over wholesale by a new
socialist leadership? Or can a similar re-
lationship be replicated by a new organi-
sation? How far should we aitn to estab-
lish a different kind of relationsbip be-
tween party and class, given the weakness
of most such parties” pursuil of workers’
interests, once in parliament and govern-
ment? To what extent can the faiture of
such parties 10 win socialism be attrib
uted 1o their character as parties, and to
what extent to the character of the capi-
talist states in which they operated: the
structures and pressures of parlinentary
democracy and government? These are the
questions that the left needs to address,
for they po to the heart of the strategic
considerations involved in the establish
ment of @ viable mass socialist party to-
day. .

Al the most practical level, there is a

]

need for a clear approach Lo recruitment,
Outside periods of mass rudicalisation
associated with major social struggles

such as the immediate altermaths of the
two world wars, or the years between the
Svénements of May 68 and the Portu
guese Revolution — revolutionary patties
tend to acqaire members in ones and (wos,
often from a student or intellectual mi
licu, and on the basis of the attractiveness
of a worldview that provides a neatly com-
prehensive explanation for such vnscttling
social phenomena as recessions and wars.
Conversely, the mass reformist partics
have historically recruited people in far
larger numbers — often several at once
from e same workplace or neighbour-
hood  around election campaigns and/or
concrete issues of imnediate tangible sig
nificance, especially at a local level. The
cnormity of the task of rebuilding the so-
cialist movement today is such that we
cannol rely on the individual recruitment
of the ideologically committed. We are
not simply recruiting revolutionary cadre
to provide leadersinp to the massed ranks
of class-conscious social-democratic
workers: the decline of the mass parties
nicans that there 1s @ much bigger gap 1o
be filled — whether that is done, in the fiest
instance. inside or outside the old partics.
We therelore need a “prinitive accumu-
fation” of members, something that can
only be achieved by appealing w their
class interests at the most concrete Tevel.

In this regard, there are problems both
with huilding new parties and with trying
1o revive the left within the existing mass
parties. On the one hand, it 1s difticuit o
persuade people to defend their interests
by joining a purty that currently seems sin-
pularly indifferent, or even hostile, o
those interests. On the other hand, 1t s
pethaps equally challenging to convinee
someone to invest their hopes in a party
that is small, untested and liable to be dis-
missed as cranky and marginal by the po-
litical establishment.

But this is not merely a practical ques-
tion ubout selecting an approach that will
yield the most fruitlul results it goes to
the heart of class politics. 1f the unigue
status of the working class as revolution-
ary subject remains valid — because i
alone consistently has the motive and the
potential means for disposing ot capital
istn — then a party that secks (o turn that
potential into a conscious foree for so-
cialist change must address it as « class.
Historically, the trade unions, the mass
partics and the other institutions of the
workers” movement organised workers
into a conscious, collective political ac
tor, institlling or reinforcing class loyal-
ties that might otherwise have been
cclipsed by national. regional, ethnic or

religious atfiliations. In the carly period
of the workers” movement, this was aided
by the rapid growth of new industries that
created selft contained, close-kpit com-
munitics — rill towns, mining districts and
the like  Torging strong bonds ol sohi-
darity. Relatively quickly, the movement
developed its own culture and infrastruc-
tare. with values and institutions distinet
from those of ollicial, bourgeois society,
and strong cnough o sustain a sense ol
identification that could be reproduced
within cach new greneration. Yet the indus

tries that provided the bedrock ol the
workers' movement throughout most of
the 20th centwry have declined or relo

cated to the *Newly-Industrialising Coun-
tries” of the Pacilic Rim et al. Contrary
to the claims of conventional bourgeors
discourse. the working class in the ad-
vanced capitalist countries has not disap-
peared: it has simply tansferred (o acw
occupations and sectors, often ke the
burgeoning call centre industry — cvery

bit as alicnating as the “dark, satanic mills’

of early industrialisation,

On this basis. it should — in principle -
be possible for workers in these indus-
tries o he organised and, morcover, tor
them o be won to a class politics that
soes beyond immediate industrial de-
mands, in the same way that their fore-
hears were. [n practice, however, the bar-
siers to this are clearly greater than they
were a century, or even 30 years, ago. The
decline of traditional heavy indusiries in
the advanced capitalist countries since the
1970s has been accompanied by ather
social and political developiments that have
weakened the working class vis-a-vis the
bourgeoisie. Trade union membership has
heen drastically reduced. Neo-liberal cco-
nomic policies have eroded the public
sphere, reducing the number ol social re-
lations that are not regutated by the mar
ket, and this has been reinforced by the
entrenchinent of nco-liberalism as "olfi-
cial” ideology. presenting individualisi
and atomisation as the natural, inevitable
and desirable hasis of human society. For
their part, the social-democratic leaders
have increasingly abandoned any concept
of class (other than in « trivial sense, re
lating (0 matters of status and Jifestyle) -
along with the idea that there are any sig-
nificant sucial actors beyond individuals
and families (and, ol course, businesses).
All this. combined with other factors that
stem from different causes - such as the
growth of home-based popular entertain-
ment - means that there has been a gen-
eral decline in colleclive social enyage-
ment, and not just in the indusirial and
political spheres (a phenomenon la-
mented by the liberal US academic Robert
Putnam in his celebrated book, Bowling
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Alone). As a political movement based on
the principles of collective interests and
cotlective action, socialism s naturally
al a disadvantage in such an environment.
The leadership oi” social democtitey b
played a particulaily regressive role in this
respect: i deaying the pohiticad saliency
ol class, it has actively disorganised the
working class, The Teft needs o overcome
this by re-connecting the ideas of class
politics with the experiences of working
prople.

How viable left parties are built
There we two aspects to this: first, engag
ing with the existing forms of working class
political organisation; and second. devel-
oping a longer term sirategy for rebutld-
ing a socialist movement based on cliss
politics. 'To tuke the first of these: anew or
revived socialist parly can only be built
from within the existimy, workers” imove
ments. The later, toc all their
hureaverisation and failures of leadership,
are the product of workers” struggles over
many decades: their stractures and net
works - however withered they might have
become  are the embodiment of the prin-
ciple of workers” sell-organisation and st
be the starting-point for uny serious at
tempt 1o reconstruct the left. This relates
net only to the trade unions but also to the
mass parties and necessitates a battle by
the socialistieft within, and for control over,
their structares, It will [requently be the
case that there is no realistic chance of the
lelt winning oveeall control of these par
lies: nevertheless it is only by addressing
working people within the organisations
that they themiselves have built that so-
cialists can secure any hope of winning
their political allegiance. i and when the
feft judges that it can make no further head-
way within the established parties, it must
be able to sphit these parties from top (o
bottom. regrouping a section of the ac-
knowledgred political feadership, as well as
the rank -und-file.

This is borne oul by the experience of
those new left parties that have been es-
tablished over the last 15-20 years, as
soctl demaocracy has embraced neo ib
cral policies, The only such parties tha
have established themsclves as a viable,
visible presence in national politics, with
amass membership and a robust electoral
hase, have been Spain's lzgyuierda Unidu
(United Lelt) and the Walian Partito della
Rifondazione Comunista (Party of Com-
munist Refoundation). In Germany, Die
Linkspartei (the Lelt Party) has made a
promising start, which it will hopefully be
able to maintain.

Lzquierda Unida (1U) - a broad coali-
tion, rather than a unified party  was
formed in 1986 on the initiative of the

Spanmish Commumnist Party (PCE), out ol
the forces involved n the campaign
against Spamsh membership ot Nato: a
collection of mostly small, soctalist, re-
publican and green groups. For several
vears, [U made signiticant progress, win-
ning support clectoratly and in the unions
at the expense of the Socialist Party
{(1PSOLY, whach was pursuing a neo-liberal
cconomic agenda. It topped nine per cent
of the vote in the 1989 peneral election,
boosted by a sipniticant role in the preve-
ous yeinr's general strike, and won almost
I per cent (2,600,000 votes) in 1996,
when the Socialist government was dis
placed by the righi-wing Partudo Popu-
L. Lrom 1999, however, it went into de-
chine, its support slipping to five per cenl
in 2000 - despite an clectoral pact with
the PSOE - and 1t achieved o similar re-
sult four vears later. Waning support and
a lack ot clarity about its political project
have led o protracted internal strife in 1,
involving the departure of almost every
founding organisation apart from the PCL.
Nevertheless, it has historically achicved
a degree of support unrivadied by most
similar formations; even today it has five
parliamentary scats and more than 2,500
councillors, and clamms 1o have some
70,000 acuvists.

The Partito della Rifondazione
Comunista was established in 1991 by a
number of opposition currents {rom the
Ttalian Communist Party (PCD, tollowing
the PCT leadership’s decision o transtorim
the party into the “post-communist’
Partito della Democratica Sinistra
(I'DS). These currents included the pro-
Soviet proup led by Armando Cossutla,
wlhich broke awuay i 1998 o form the
Party of Halian Communists, and o more
numerous “left- Eurocommaonst’ group —
the 1otlowers of Pictro Ingrao (although
he himself remained in the PDS until
1993)  as well as others {urther to the
left. Tn addition, Rifondazione was joined
at the very outset by Democrazia
Proletaria, the only substantial remain
ing far left party in ltaly, consisting of ex-
Mawists and Trotskyists. Within ten years
ol its loundation, Kifondagione had some
100,000 members - most of whom had
nut belonged to the old PCI -- and a pur-
ticular base in the historical stronpholds
of the Ttahan left, such as Tuscany and
Emilia-Romagna. It enjoys strong support
within the biggest Hahian union confed
eration, the CGIL, us well as i smaller
radical union centres such as COBAS.
Moreovar, it has enguged cffectively with
young anti-plobalisation activists - espe-
cially around the Genoa demonstrations
in 2001 and the European Social Forum
in Florence the following year. It has usu-
ally won between five and seven per cent

of the vote in national elections, reaching
its high point in 1996, when it won over
three million votes: 8.5 per cent of the
total. Following the recent elections, it
has 27 Senators and 41 members of the
Chamber of Deputies, as well as five
MIPs. !

The German Linkspartei has been the
most drnmatic success story of the vari
ous new left formations, having made a
substantial electoral impact before it has
even been Tully established as a party. At
the moment. it remains an alhance be
tween Lwo badies. the Party of Demo-
cratic Socialistn (PDS), successor to the
ruling party of the GDR; and a recent split
from the SPD, called the Electoral Alter-
native for Work and Justice (WASG).
Since German reunification in 1990, the
PDS had polled between 2.4 per cent and
5.1 per cent of the national vote bul had
much greater support in the East, where it
hid won up (o ten per cent and was a jun-
ior coulition partirer in (wo state govern
ments, The WASG was established in
2004 by members of the SPD and trade
union left, in opposition (o the Schrider
povernment's wellare “reform’ mcasures.,
"Agenda 20107 and "Hart2 TV which in
cluded attacks on unemployment benefit,
pensions and workers” rights. The WASG
was boosted in May 2005 by the defec-
ton [rom the SPL of Oskar Lalontaine.
former party chair and finance minister:
by the time of the election in September,
it had 12,000 members, The Linkspartei
stood in the election on a platform of pro-
gressive tax rises to fund i more gener
ous wellare state. 1t won cight per cent of
the vote (25 per cent in the Rast and tive
per cent in the West), securing 54 scats
in the Bundestag  (the first time o the
postwar Federul Republic that there has
been representation tor any party o the
left of the SPD, apart from the Greens,
who have dritted rightward 1o recent years,
The twao sections of the Linkspartei are
now confronting the process of (ol
merger and deciding how to build on their
initial success.'™

All of these parties have been based on
significant sections of the pre-existing
organiscd left: either splits from Jong-
established mass parties or existing, par
ties, in their entirety, saiving as the core
of a regroupment of broader furces. [n this
way, such partics have been able to dem
onstrate that they are a legitimate oftshoot
of the mass workers’ movement, rooted
in workplaces and communitics and
headed by leaders who have proven their
mettle in the class struggle. This has al-
fowed them 1o take with them a signilt
cant portion of the membership, orgam-
sational resources and electoral support
of the parties from which they have origi-
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nated, and/or which they have sought to
challenge.

By contrast, other new left parties have
been formed by self-styled revolutionary
groups on the fringes of the mass work-
ers” movement, with their membership
Largely Timited to the combined member
ship of these organisations and their pe-
riphery. Their argument has been that Lirge
initial political resources would be nn
necessary, because the abandonment by
the social democrats of the interests of
working people. and any real commitinent
1o social justice, hid created a strongr cur
rent of opinion in the workers™ movement
and broader society that they could har-
ness. [n practice, however, they have usu
ally failed o make a significant impact,
in clectoral terms or by any other meas-
ure of political influcnce. Of course, some
ol these parties have had more success
than others: the Red-Green Alliance in
Denmark, iwnched by the country’s Com-
munist, Maoist and Trotskyist parties, has
won parliamentary representation and a
memberstiip more than double that of its
combined founder organisations. In
F'rance, an alliance of two Trotskyist
groups, the LCR and Lurte Quvriere, won
five seuts o the BEuropean Parliament in
1999 (Josing them, bowever, at the fol-
lowing clection). These, however, are the
exceptions, and even these initiatives have
fallen a Tong way short of becoming a sig-
mficant challenge to social democracy,

Left ‘recomposition’ in Britain:
a brief history

Britain has had more than its fair share of
these new left parties over the last dec-
ade or so. The first, Arthur Scargill’s So
cialist Labour Party (SLP), might have had
the best chance of establishing uself as a
viable alternative to New Labour, as it had
a penuine base in the trade unions (nota
bly the NUM and RMT) and could cred-
ibly present itsell” as the authentic left of
the mainstream lubour movement  rather
than simply a marginat far left group. Its
own leadership, however, systematically
destroyed its chances, First, the party was
launched at the wrong time: two yeats
before a general election at which a ma-
jority of progressive people e Britain
were willing 10 put aside any doubts about
New Labour in order to remove the hated
Tories. Sccond, the rationale Tor its foun-
Jdation — i.e., the notion that by rewriting
Clause 4 of ts constitution, Labour had
ceased (0 be a 'soctalist party” - was based
on the false premise that an issue of party
programme would be of significant con-
cern to working people in general, rather
than just potitical activists. Finally, the
dictatorial repime established by Scargill
drove out huge swathes of the party’s

original membership and stultified its in
ternal culture, reducing it to an ecmpty
shell. No sooncer had the SLP's star begun
to wane, than along came the nextatempt
to establish a potitical challenge 1o New
[abour: the Socialist Allncee. This, how-
ever, represented little more than a pool-
ing of resources by Britain's various (and
mostly tiny) lar left groups, as was re
fTected by its meagre showing in the 2001
general election. By contrast, its Caledo-
nian cousin, the Scottish Soctalist Pany,
had been built up pradually on the basis of
serious interventions in mass strugples —
notably the anti Poll Tax campaign and the
struggle tor a Scottish Parhament  and
incorporated some small but not msig
nificant splinters from the Labour Party:
the Scottish Socialist Movement and
Scottish Militant Labour. Tts electoral
performance was correspondingly betier
than that of its comrades south of the bor-
der, especially in the 2003 Scottish par
lamentaury elections, when it won six
seats. lis poor showing in the 2005 gen-
eral election, however, has cast doubt on
its long-term potential as a sigmilicant
political {orce.

Respect was launched by the Socialist
Workers Party (SWP) and its allies as the
stiecessor (o the Socialist Alliance, on the
basis that the anti-war movement had ere-
ated o huge popular constituency that
cried out for an organised political ex-
pression. In some respects, it is an ad
vance on the Socialist Alliance. Fiest, its
membership is clearly not confined to the
Tar left. Morcover, in seeking to relate to
amass political movement that has mobi
lised millions of ordinary people — and
by doing so in a language of concrete de-
mands and ¢lear aspirations — it has lifted
itself above the subterrancan ghetto of the
far left. It has, predictably, been attacked
in ali the usual quarters for eschewing a
‘revolutionary’ programime and for not
consistently placing socialism at the fore-
irom of its propaganda. This criticism
seems, however, to be based on the strange
belief that building a mass socialist party
is o matter of setting sufficiently strin-
gent ideological preconditions for mem-
bership rather than patiently atterpting
o win people over on the basis of agree
ment on an initially timited set of issues.
‘The condemnation of Respect for appeal
ing to Muslims as Muslims also seems
to me a little ill conceived: at a thue when
their religious and culturad community is
being demonised by politicians and the
media as a den ol (errvorists and fundamen
talist bigots, Muslims ay such surely have
legitimate interests, if only in delending
themselves against persecution, The *War
on Terrorisin” has undoubtedly radicalised
large numbers of Muslims and socialists

should surely be trying to ensure that po
litically progressive conclusions are
drawn - rather than the reactionary obscu-
rantism that is on offer from the genuine
fundamentalists. Socialists will not win
support from Musiims by preachimg to
thent, however, but only by engaging m a
genuine dialogue that acknowiedges that
jessons can be learnt by the white Furo
pean left from the cultural and political
practices of the embaitied minonty com-
munities in our midst.

A more fitting criucism of the Respect
feaderstup in this regard is that their atti-
tude to their Mustim supporters is rather
opportunistic: they seem principally in-
terested in alliances with Muslim politi
cal and community leaders as aneans of
‘petling oul the vote” and are consequently
unconcerned about the political creden-
tals of those prepared o work with them.
Furthermore, Respeet is in danger of be-
coming an almost exclusively Muslimn
party at the clectoral level: the over
whelming majority of its votes in the 2005
general election and the 2006 local clec-
Hons came from Muslim communities in
cast Tondon and. 10 a lesser extent, the
Midlands, Moreover. Respect has made
lirtle headway winong other ethaic and re-
ligious nunorities, including non Muslim
Asiuns, despite the fact that these later
are barcly less susceptible to racisim and
Islamophobia than actual Muslims. The
party is not, in practice, therefore, a voice
for oppressed minorities in general — jJust
one in particular.

The anti-globalisation
movement as a new
revolutionary subject?

The confinement of Respect’s voter base
to little more than a section of the Mus-
lim community illustrates the difficulties
inherent in trying to build a political party
out of a single-issue movement, however
important that issue might be, The signifi-
cance of the campaign to stop the rag war
and particularty the unprecedented in

wernational demonstrations on I'ebruary
15, 2003 is hat it united millions of
people who did not necessarily agree on
very much else. While many ot those peo-
ple will undoubtedly have experienced a
dramatic change in their worldview as a
conscquence of that campaign, probably
far more will have targely retained the
vicws on other issues that they beld be-
fore. The SWP and George Galloway im

agined that the war would scrve as an
epiphany for miflions of people in Brit-
ain. illustrating she links between imperi-
alism abroad and privatisalion, inequality
and racism at home. This revetation would
galvanise long-term activists who had he-
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come inereasingly disenchanted. along
with countless others who had previously
remained quiescent; they would see that
the only path 1o a truly progressive poli-
ties involved building o new party that
would sweep New Labour away, Notwith-
standing o handlul of clectoral gains, things
have evidently not gone guite to plan.

The potential of popular protest mowve
ments o serve as a new ageney of politi
cal change was already being proclaimed
by many on the Ieft belore the "War on
Terrorism’ even began. The stormy con-
frontation between a broad coulitton of
demonstrators and the forces of the LIS
state outside the WTO meeting in Seatde
in 1999 suggesied that powerful new
forces were moving 1o challenpe the so-
premacy of international capital, for the
{irst time sinee the end of the Cold War,
The fact that the protestors” demands
called into question the supposedly in-
cluctable logic of capitalist globalisation,
and the presconce ol trade umon detepa-
ttons as well as student-based “glabal jus-
lice” organisations, scemed particulaly
promising. Despite simifarly tempestuous
protests outside turther gatherings of the
international rubing ¢lass — notably in
Gothenburg and Genoi the union pres
ence has, however, never subsequently
heen as significant as m Scattle, Morco-
ver, the idea that such a disparate and ¢ha-
otic movement could he forged into auni
lied, organised palitical foree now seems
adittle misplaced  despite the efforts of
the British SWP and its internutional co-
thinkers to assert their hegemony via the
establishment of Globalise Resistince.
The ‘movement’ always conprised a wide
political spectrum, {rom Tiberal and faith
based groups sceking fairly specific re-
forms (such as the write-off of Third
World Debt) 1o anarchists and semi-unas-
chists, like the Wombles or Reclaim the
Streets.

To say this is in no way to deny the sig-
nificance of such a furious upsurge of
opposition o the worst excesses of the
hourgeoisic. just when it thought that the
collapse of the Soviet bloc had made the
world safe for capitalism once again. The
Murxist left has much to leirn from the
passion and ingenuity of the ‘global jus-
tice” and anti-war movements and from the
ability of key thinkers like Naomi Klein
to convey radical insights to a wide audi-
cnce. Nevertheless, these Torees repre-
sert an unwicldy tool with which to at-
tack the rule of capital. Morcover, to as-
sign a teading role in anti-capitalist strug-
gle to @ movement with no necessary link
to the working class is to necessitate re-
thinking the Marxist concept of revolu-
tnonary agency and no one yel scems (o
have pone further than sugrgesting that the

anti-glabalisation movement and the
wotkers' organisations be somehow
welded together. (Rifondazione did make
some headway in this regard but now
seerns 1o have pulled back somewhat from
is orientation lo the antt globalisation
novement and re-tocused on more con-
ventional modes of left polities.) There
have, inthe fast couple of years, been spe-
cific campaigns which have brought to-
egether unions representing super ¢x

plotted Thitd World workers and anti-
vlobulisation activists i the imperiabisi
countrics  *No Sweal” being a prominent
example, Nevertheless, the appeal of such
campaigns o thelr constituency in the
‘First” World has been based Lugely on
individual moral ourrage, rather than col

Jective muaterial interests. As long as the
labour movement does not organise work-
ers in a truly international way, this will
contmue (o be a stumbling block. Never

theless, there have been some promising,
developments for international class
unity, such as the recent Latino-ted -
migrant workers’ riphts movement in the
United States: a national/class upnising, by
“Third World” workers right in the heat
of the hegemonie imperialist state. I s
(o be hoped that such phenomena will in

creasingly bring the global class struggle
‘hack home' in the coming years, To the
meantime, the sectional attitudes and Tim-
ited political horizons prevalent among
targe sections of the working class in the
advanced capitatist countries remain a
problem o be overcome.

Class politics and the united
front

The foregoing discussion focuses more
heavily on the obstacles to the renewal of
the soctalist project in the workers” move-
ment than on the opportunities that
present themselves. This s o necessary
corrective to the tendeney clsewhere on
the Marxist telt to seize on short cuts that
can supposedly Lt us oat of the morass
of defeat and disorientation into which we
have sunk over the last 20 years. It is par-
ticularly necessary (o caution against the
tendency to launch new partics at cvery
conceivable juncture. The developments
that have weakened the social-democratic
partics have not [elt untouched the politi-
cal resources on which those parties were
buased. Al a time when class conscious-
ness and socialist principles have been
under such sustained atack, it is impera-
ive to seek (0 maintun the maximum
unity of class forces  although against
this must be set the ongoing demoralisa-
tion occasioned by living with a social
democratic feadership that is actually at-
tacking its class base. There s, of course,
no failsafe formuta that can deterimine

when is g suitable moment 10 risk launch-
ing new parties: the circumstances of cach
country, and cach conjuncture, are difler-
ent. Nevertheless, the examples of par-
ties like Rifondazione and lzquicrda
{/nida demonsirate the kind of resources
thal are necessary af @ minimum 1o en-
sure that such mitiatives result in viable
and effective organisations. Morcover,
even these parties have faliered in their
pursuit of a coherent socialist agenda.

Most importantly, even the capacity o
maintain a significant soctalist party does
not absolve us from die responsibility to
relate, ina comradely manner, to those
sections of the working class that reimain
organised under difterent feadership,
particularly where social-democratic par-
ties retain the lion's share of workers’ po-
littcal allegiance. Atatime when the leftis
more splintered than at any time in its hus-
toty, the united front approach is cssen
tial, not just around specitic concrete is-
sues, but as a general approach to political
discussion and organisation. The deal
scenario would, of course, be for all soctal-
tsts and class-conscious workers to be or-
ganised in a single party under principled,
feft wing leadership - but since that is an-
likely 1o happen inthe vast magjonty ot
countries for the foresceable luture, we
need Lo learn o work more productively
across organisationid boundanes, rather
than taking every opportunity to pointout
the ideological shoricomings of other
groups. Joint working by the left around
speeific issues is, of course, essential and
is atready often a reality. But we need to
recognise that the socialist programme it-
self is not the exclusive property of any
one party or group and that ideas and pro-
posals can and should be shared and de-
veloped by the left cotlectively. A pofen-
tinlly positive step in this regard has been
the recent initiative by the Communist Party
ol Britan (CPB) 1o develop a ‘Left-Wing
Programme’ that could be adopted by broad
forces withun the labour movement,” in the
same way that the Alternative Economic
Stratepy became i connnon programme for
much of the Bratish left in the late 19705
and carly 1980s (itselt echoing the Irench
Sochalist/Communist common programme
of the carly 1970s). We may disagree with
the detiails (and even the name) of the
CPB's intiative but the principle, at least,
seetns sound,

Beyond electoralism

The idea of @ common programme tor the
socialist lelt cuts across the current ob-
session with standing candidates for par-
liaments and local authorities, often on
the part of organisations that were once
dismissive about the value of clectoral
politics. It is somewhat ironic that, just
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as they have dectared the political bank-
rupley ol the social democratic parties
and sought to build a political alternative,
the organisations of the revolutionary left
have increasingly fooked to clectoral
politics for the expression of that alter
native. The ability (o stand candidates in
opposition 1o those of the social-demo-
cratic parties is treated as definitive evi
dence of the maturity of a political chal-
lenge and its capacity to represent the
workingr class. O course, elections are
important for the lelt, as a means of com-
municating our political ideas and sceur-
ing support; morcover, any realistic
chance of winuing office should not be
lightly dismissed. Yet any engagement by
socialists in electorad politics should be
conducted in open acknowledgement ol
their limitations and with an awareness of
their madequacy ax an expression of class
interests, fo take part in elections is to
aceept (even if only temporarily) the lib
cral-democratic political {framework,
which denies the very existence of such
interests and conceals the existence ol
extra-povernmental concentrations of
class power.™ In addition, voting is ulti-
mately an individual activity and, as Perry
Anderson observed 40 years ago.

. the Labour Pany will never be
able to unddy the working, class - or -
deed any soctal group — behind i, as
long as it tries W do so through the es-
sentiadly serializing and isolating clectoral
mechanism. ... By devoring allits ener-
gies 10 the single moment of the vote,
“the Labour Party necessarily sullees pre-
“cisely atthe vote  sinee it has neplected
1o build a more durable community which
alone could create the basis for a solid
and habitual victory at e polts,™™

What was true ol the Labour party. in
those fur-ofT days when it still scemed
interested in governmental office for
some purpose other than the ctficient
stewardship of capitatism, should be even
more apparent today o socialists with less
faith in partiamentarisin. While election
campaigns (at best) provide an opportu-
nity to mobilise large numbers ol people
on the basis of explicitly political issues,
focused on a clear, numediate and (in
principle) achievable goal. such an oppor-
tunity is likely to be short-lived. Between
clections, there is every danger that the
energy and comsmitment mobilised dur-
ing the campaign will prove unsustainable.
In the long ran, socialists can only build
the movement by pursuing a conscious]y
hegemeonic strategy, incorporating a much
broader vange of interventions, in areas
of social life far beyond what 1s narrowly
conceived ol as political.”

Clearly, trade union activity is of cru-
cial importance in this. Unions are the
most fundamental form of working class

orpanisation and any revival of class poli-
tics is virtually inconceivable without
their central involvement. In recent years,
as social democratic parties have ac
cepted and even implemented the neo-fib-
eral agenda, the better fed unions have
taken on an explicitly political function.
As the operations of the state have been
slimned down’ and commodified, pub-
lic sector unions have played a particu-
larly important role in defending jobs,
services and the very idea of a public
sphere beyond the influence of the mar-
ket On issues like water privatisation,
which has provoked popular struggles on
cvery continent, unions have hegun to
share information and link up their strat
epics on an mternational basis, leading
coalitions of community organisations
that have often scored major suceesses
against corporate power. In any serious
attempt to reconstruct the socialist move-
ment  whether within or outside exis
ing parties - the active involvement, ot at
feast co-operation, of these unions will
be essential,

But however effective the campaigning
strategy of the unions, they have lioited
opportunities to raise the political aware-
ness of the magority ol the workforee that
m almost all countries remains non-un-
jouised. Union stratepies for organising
‘preenlicld” sectors, such as the call cen-
tre industry, are obviously vitally impor
lant. An encouraging development in re-
cent years - particularly in North America
— has been the growth of “reciprocal com-
munity unionism’, whereby unions
hroaden the scope of their attention from
the workplace to the wider community and
simultancously engage the interest and
concern of that commmunity with matters
ol tabour process and employment
rights.” Such initiatives cun ultimately
play an important role in rehabilitating the
very concept of class as a signilicant so-
cial retationship, after several years in
which it has been excised {rom the vo-
cabulary of matnstream political dis-
course.

The importance of this task shoald not
be underestimated. Few people could
travel tar beyond their own front door
without becoming aware of the massive
and growing incqualitics that blight even
the wealthiest societics, yet the terms in
which socialists ol all stripes tradition-
ally discussed, and attempted to address,
such phenomena must now seem totally
alien to younger people, in particular. In
Britain, New Labour has deployed the
concept of ‘social exclusion” (o suggest
that inequality becomes intolerable only
where it reaches the extreme of prevent
ing people from participating incivic life.
As Blair’s leading academic ideologue,

Anthony Giddens, explains: ‘Bxclusion is
not about pradations of incequality, but
about mechanisms that act to detach
groups of people from the social main-
strean. ! The determined efforts of the
bourgeois political, intellectual and me-
dia establishment have reduced such con-
cepts as redistribution as an end in itself
to quaint archaisms for many people be
yond the depleted ranks of the organised
fefl. Sociabists therefore buve an impor
ant (re-)educative function to perform in
our political activities: raising awareness
ol the character and extent of social in-
equality, condemning it for the social evil
that it s und setting out the means by
which it might be remedied.” The same
applies (for example) to the notion of
control of one’s tubour and how this can
he achicved by collective action: and the
principle of universal access (o essential
goods and services as an absolute right,
regardless of the ubility o pay. These ideas
are the building blocks of i renewed class
politics.

Back to the future

A hundred years ago, the new social-
democratic, sociabist and Tabour parties
in the advanced capitalist countries be-
Heved that history was on their side. The
increasing size, in both absolute and rela-
tive terms, of the proletariat, and the
grudging concession, by the ruling classes
of these countries, of a widening of the
suftrage. fed to confident predictions of
the inevitability of majority socialist gov-
eraments, which would legistate away the
capitalist system. Yet, by the time that par-
ties of the feft were able to form major-
ity governments for the first time — gen-
crally after the Second World War™ - they
had moderated their goals and sought only
(o amechiorate capitalism, rather than o
abolish it altogether. The best the work-
ing class could hope for was that its in-
terests would be given equivalent consid-
eration to those of the bourgeoisic and
that a harmonious class compromise
would be secured. One of the most popu-
lar explanations for this turnaround - ad-
anced not only by bourgeois commenta-
tors but by Marxists or semi-Marxists fike
Adam Przeworski - is that the working
class never did account tor a majority of
the clectorate and that social democratic
parties therefore had to adopt a cross-
class orientation, which involved water-
ing down their programme, in order to
sceure an electoral majority.”

This certainly reflects the thinking of
these parties’ leaderships, the more ideo
logically minded of which explicitly re-
branded themselves from the 1950s as
cross-class ‘people’s parties’. The con-
tinuous pursuit of the logic of seeking
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compromise between classes that were
ncver cqually batanced 1n power and in-
fluenee did much to bring about the un
ravelling of the social-democratic project
and hence the disorientation thut exists
toaday. Yer this choice was not mevitable:
even i the ‘traditional” proletariat ol
manual workers in manutacturing and ex
tructive industries ceased expunding, capi-
talism penerated new layers of white col
L profetarians and semi-proletarians,
who were equally subject to exploitation,
alienation and imsceurity, They lacked.
however, the same deptee of class-con-
scrousness (although this began o change
from the jate 1960s, with the growth ol
white-collar untons) and they certainly
lacked wny avtomatic pohitical affiliagion
with soctalisnt. ‘The challenge for the left
was to mlegrate them into o wider and
deeper-rooted fabour movement, but by
this stage the social democrats were more
interested in playing the parliamentary
pame than in building a force capable of
revolutionising sociely.

Today. the rule of neo-hberal capttalism
has fragmented and disorientated the

working class stifl further and the task of

rebuilding a class-conscrous workers®
movementis that much harder, 'The sever-

ity of the attacks on the jobs and tights of

working people. and on the services they
use and provide, is such that the need for
a socialist alternative should be compre-
hensible 1o all. But to rebuild the move
ment, we have lo starl with the bricks that
come to hand: political orgamsation can-
not run (oo far ahead of the consclous-
ness of working people. o re-connect the
principles of class politics with people’s
concrele experiences, we need to make a
concerted elfort to revive and popularise
sociatistideas The task is likely to be long,
and drawn out but the supposed alterna-
tve, of seeking short cuts by declaring
new parties when the resources to sustan
them do not exist, is no alternative at all.
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Socialists
and the

Second
World War

These days, most people view
the Second World War as a just
war. But many strands of the left

are descended from groups
which opposed it. Richard Price
explores this contradiction

The watershed of the 20th
century

[1's likely that Tust summier’s commemora-
tion of the 60th anniversary of the end of
the Second World War will prove o be the
fast mayor event of its kind, given thatmost
velerans are already in their eightics.

Yet interest in the conflict remains una-
bated. On almost any cvening, any week,
the terrestrial TV channels carry documen
taries, films or dramas about “the wa’,
while the satellite history channels would
struggle to fill their schedules were it not
for the endiess bombardment of viewers
with programmes devoted (o 1ts military
campaipns, the horrors of Nazism, and bi-
ographies of Churchill, Rovsevelt. Hitler
and Stalin. ‘The war also sustains i vast
publishing industry, with big hitters bike
Anthony Beevor and Max Haustings guar-
anteed huge sales. Books like Frederick
Taylor's recent epic, Dresden. continue 10
provide important revisions of widely ac
cepted views. To many in continental Fu-
rope this is a peeuliarly British obsession,
rooted in imperial nostalgia, that we should
pet over and join the modern world — al-
though France’s preoccupation with com-
memorating the Resistance and Russia's
honouting ol its vast sacrifice are scarcely
less proniinent.

‘Those who grew up in Britain in the "50s
and “60s couldn't avoid being saturated
with images of British derring-do, from the
‘miracle” of Dunkirk and the exploits of “the
few' in the Battle of Britain to D-Day und
the campaigns in North Atvica and the Far
East. The vast slaughter of the eastern front
was barely mentioned, nor was the conlri-
bution of servicemen and women from Brit-
ain's colonial cmpire, and it seemed as if
Britain - ‘standing alone’ is the phrase that
oceurs again and again — won the war al-
most single-handed.

With the loss ol empire, and the obvious
decline of Britain as a world power, the war
faded from prominence in the *70s and "80s,
only to make a spirited comeback in the
Jast decade. Tr's as if, trawling back through
Britain’s murky role on the world stage,
there is a collective need to find a *good’
war of which we can be justly proud.

But there are powerful reasons why the
Second World War continues to appal and
enthral generations whose nearest connec-
tion may be through elderly parents or
prandparents, and they cannot be reduced
10 Nag-waving or Jazy programming. To a
far greater extent than the First World War,
it was a globat contlict. The scale of bu-
man sulfering was immense, with at lcast
o0 million dead — 2.5 per cent of the world’s
population. Of this {igure, S0 million were
on the Allied side, including 20 million So-
viet military personnel and civilians. Al-

though. in the 1930s, Nazisin had seemed
o many contemporaries to be justone to-
talitarian movement among many. hindsight
and the terrible crimes of the Holocaust
have raised it to the status of absolute evil
in most people’s moral universe, Finally,
there is its pivotal place in the 20th cen
tury. More than any other event. it shaped
the world we live in.,

While some of the Allies” actions have
engendered fierce controversy — among
then, the devastation of Japan’s citics, cul-
minating in the dropping of nuclear weap-
ons on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the arcit
bombing of German cities, the Hamburg
firestorm, the destruction of Dresden, and
the fuilure to bomb the death camps -- oul-
sidde of the far right, few people today seri-
ously question that this was & just war on
the part of the Allics.

Sa secure is this reputation that when-
cver British prime ministers have gone 1o
war since, they have invariably justified
their actions by comparing cach new cn-
emy. whether it he Nasser, Galtieri, Milose-
vic or Saddam Hussein, with Hitler. What
ever the spin, for more than halla centary,
Nazism has been the yadstick by which
all forms ol brutal dictatorship have been
measured.

Altend any anti-fascist eventthese days
and the chances are that speakers will draw
compansons between Nazism and (he con
temporary far right, and refer approvingly
10 the struggle to defeat fascism in the See
ond World War. Yet, amid this apparent
consensus, isn Uit hugely ironic that most
of the influential currents on the left in Brit-
ain since the war have their origins in pu-
tics und groups that opposed the war? Tt
remains the controversy that dare nol
speak its name.

The spectrum of anti-war
opposition

Where war had been greeted almost uni-
versally by patriotic fervour in August
1914, there was little enthusiasm in any of
the belfigerent countries in September 1939,
Pacilism, or at least a deep desire not 1o
become embroiled in the machinations of
continental Lurope, was widespread in
every major party in Britain. "Never again’
was a sentiment not so iuch of the politi
cal fringes as of the mainstream. This re
flected not just British insularity, but was
the product of the deep imprint left by the
slaughter of the First World War,

In 1933, the Oxford Union had famously
passed a motion declaring that it would
‘under no circumstances fight for its King
and country”, and in July 1935, Canon Dick
Sheppard founded what became known as
the Peace Pledge Union at arally of 7,000
peopie in the Albert Hall. By the time of his
death in October 1937, its membership had
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reached 100,000, Between 1939 and 1945
nearly 60,000 people in Britun clamed the
reght of conscientious objection - four
titnes the number that did between the in

troduction of conscription in 1916 and the
armistice in 1918, But with the future of the
world being decided on the battlefield, paci-
st could only provide a means for indi-
viduals 10 opt out.

From September 1939 o April 1940 the
‘phoney war” - there was significant anty
war sentiment awnony, 2l major pacties and
across much of the left 1t was pronounced
among the ranks ot the Labour Party be
fore the cnonmity of the thieat posed by
Nazi Germany became fully apparent. Al-
though only six Labour MPs opposed the
war at its outset, 22 sipned the manilesto
of the Labour Party Peace Aims group in
November 1939 that calted among other
things for a wuce and a lederal union of
Europe. It was also supported by 10 excess
of 70 C1.Ps and 20 trades councils, Regional
conterences of the party in South Wales,
the Last Midlands, Fast Anglia and Scol
land were marked by strong opposition,
and, by March 1940, 90 constituency par-
tics had passed anti-war resotations and
18 motions had been put down 1o the par
{y's conference in June.

A powerlul wing of the Tory party led by
Lord Halifax, that hud supported Chamber
Jain's policy ol appeasement throughout
the mid- and Jate 1930, finally woke up o
the mevitability of war in 1939, but snll
looked Tor a negotinted settlement. gight
down to the fateful strugple within the cabi-
netin the week of May 24-28, 1940, Press
haron Lord Beaverbrook opposed the war
throughout its “phoney’ period, and 1n
March 1940 made an offer 1o the Independ -
ent Lubour Party s MPs, which they turned
down, that he would give themn the consid-
erable sum of £500 for cach by-election
the 1ILP foupht. By May he had become
Churchill’s minister of aireraft production,

Ltoyd George, the veteran Liberal who
had been prioie minister during the First
Waorld War, had described Hider as ‘the
greatest hiving German® in 1936, When war
broke out, he attacked the folly ol inter
vening on the side ol Poland without an
alliance with the Soviet Union, and in Oc:
1ober 1939 urged parliament to take Tit-
ler's peace avertures seriously.

The war was also opposed by Welsh,
Scottish and frish nationalists, Plad Cymru
and the Scottish National Party saw the
war as an essentially Linglish entangle-
ment, in which the Welsh and Scottish na-
tions had no interest. The IRA, meanwhile,
continued (he haphazard bombing cam
paign it had launched in January 1939 1nto
the ‘phoney war', Today the campaign is
best remembered (or supplying some of
the raw material for Brendan Behan’s auto-

biographical Borstal Boy, Two IRA valun-
teers were executed and some 70 Republi-
cans imprisoned as a result of the cam-
paign.

On the far nght, the British Union of Fas
cists, with some 8,700 metbers in 1939,
contested three by-clections in February
and March 1940, polling a total of only
1,300 votes. Tis leaders continued to agi-
tate against the war until they were impris-
oncd, albeil in comiortable surroundings,
unider Regulation 188 in May.

With such i spectrum of opposition from
lelt o right, it is clear that the simplistic
image of “anation united” against Nazism
was G from troe. Anti-war candidates,
whether they were [LPers, or Scottish o
Welsh nationalists, polled respectably, and
sometimes very wellin wartime by-clec-
Hons,

The CPGB: from ‘imperialist
war’ to ‘people’s war’

Althouph it was one ol the Comintern’s
simaller national sections, the Communist
Parly of Great Beitain (CPGRY had an un-
portant trade union base, and had won con-
siderable prestipe in the struggle against
Mosley's Blackshirts. The signing of the
Nazi-Soviet pacton August 23, 1939, threw
the party into turmoil. On Septemtber 2 the
party published a manifesto in which it
stated: “We are in support of all necessary
measures to secure the victory of democ-
racy over {ascism. But tascism will not be
defeated by the Chanberlain government.”
Ten days later, the panphlet Heow to Win
the War by Harvy Pollitcappeared, calling
{or support lor a "just war’.

“To stand aside from this contflict,” Pollitt
wrote, ‘to contribute only revolulionary-
sounding phrasces while the Fascist beasts
ride roughshod over Burope, would be a
betrayal of everything our forbears have
fought to achieve in the course of long
years of struggle against capitalism.”’

Within a month, however, the CPGB was
doing just that. The Central Commitice
majority for the pro-war line was over-
wrned on Moscow’s orders in carly Octo
ber, and the party now characterised the
war as an imperialist conflict for profits,
colonies and world domination, in which
the working class should take neither side.
Pollitt was removed as gencral secretary,
and LR, Campbell demoted from editing
the Daily Worker.

The line the party pursued during the
‘phoney war” was a phoney kind ot Leninist
defeatism. In keeping with Stalin’s benevo-
lent neatrality towards Hitler duning the

Nuzi-Soviet pact, it placed the burden of

responsibility for the war on Britain and
Lrance, and called tor the war to be
stopped. In industry it attacked the “dilu-
tion" of skilled labour and encrgetically

triced to build its support in the factories
and the shop stewards’ movement, while it
called far better pay and conditions in the
lorces.

The Nuzi Soviet pact lostthe party John
Strachey and some of the intellectuals it
had recruited during the popular front pe-
riod, and it subsequently lost control of
the intluential Teft Book Club. But it sul!
managed to increase its membership from
18,0001 July 193910 *close 1o 20,000 mem-
hers in the spring of 1940, and (he circula-
tion of the Daily Wenker also picked up.
Wilth widespread scepticism about the
need for war, and with little happening on
the battletield, the CPGR managed to hold
on 1o most of its working class member-
ship.

The Soviet Unton’s attack on Finland
wis condemmed by the Labour Party and
the ‘TUC, and it further undermined the
CPGB’s links with the Labour left around
Tribune. Faithlul Stalinist fellow traveller
DN Pritt MP was expelled (rom the La-
bour Party in January 1940, while Harry
Pollia, standing in an cast London by clec
tion in February, won only six per cent of
the poll. Within the CPGB, however, Bril-
ain's apparent willingness to divert forces
to support Finland while fiphting shy ol
engaging Nazi Germany served to firmup
the membership.

When the phoney war was swept away
by successive German victories, and Brit-
ain was faced with the apparently immi-
nent threat of invasion, there was a partial
shift of line. Now the party emphasised
that the *Men of Munich” were still in
charge, and that without their replacement
Britain would go the same way as France.
It called for a government that was repre-
sentative of working people o come o
power, us the only way 1o prevent a fuscist
invasion and establish a “people’s peace’.
It was also prominent in agitating tor ad
equate air raid protection and deep shel-
(ers,

Liric Hobsbawm acknowledges:

‘At all events, from the summer of
1940 onc thing was clear even to Party
members as passionate and devoted as
mysclf: in the army nobody would lis-
1en to the official Party line against the
wart. 1t made increasingly hitle sense and,
from e moment when the Germans
swept into the Balkans in the spring of
1941, it was clear to me ... that 1t made
no sense at all.”

But after making a half step in the right
direction, the CPGB reverted to blaming
the horrors of war on its imperialist nature,
and channeled much of its activity into
the People’s Convention - a Popular Front-
style pathering that drew in liberals, cler-
gymen, artists, pacifists and some promi-
nent intellectuals. The convention, which
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met in London on January 12, 1941, and
was attended by 2,234 delegates’, who
claimed 1o represent 1.2 million people,
adopted a six point programime that called
lor:

® (he defence of the people’s living stund-
ards:

@ the defence of the people’s democratic
and trade union rights:

® adequate air raid protections, deep
homb- proof shelters, rehousing and relief
of victims;

® friendship with the Soviet Union;

® ;i people’s government truly representi-
tive of the whole people und able to in

spire the confidence of the working peo

ple of the whole world;

® . people’s peace that gets rid ol the
causes of war.,

Stage-managed though it was, the Peo-
ple’s Convention was sufficiently broad
and got enough publicity 1o prompt La-
bour Home Sceretary Herbert Mornison to
ban the Daily Worker under Regulation
2D nine days Luer. The ban would remain
in place for 18 months.

After the invasion of the Soviet Unjonin
June 1941, the party exccuted another U-
turn, and it now declared the war o be a
people’s unti-tascist war. Anenergetic cam
paign was launched for the opening of a
second front in the west. Its members in
industry became enthusiastic proponents
ol speed-up and undermined trade union
rights through participation in joial pro-
duction committees. Tt advocated strike
breaking., viciously attacked anti-war sec-
tions of the lelt such as the 119 and the
Trotskyists, supported the clectoral truce
between the coalition parties and even
campaigned for Tory candidates, It re-
cruited significantly on the strength of the
Red Army’s epic defence of Stalingrad -
membership rose frem 20,000 w 56,000 in
the course of 1942 — and, when it was
unbanned, the print run of the first issue
ot the Daily Worker was 120,008}

But at the end of the war the CPGB dis
astrously underestimated the radicalisation
among workers and in the armed forees,
and on the eve of Labour’s historic land-
slide in July 1945, it called for a continua-
tion of the wartime coalition - Britain’s one
and only popular front government.
Though it was abie to ride the ude of pro
Soviet sentiment alter 1941, there was wide-
spread suspicion of the party’s activities
in the trade unjons, and many had never
forgotten the Nazi-Soviel puct.

After the event, the Stalinists tried 1o
pass the pact off as merely a manocuvre to
buy titne hefore the inevitable German on-
slaught. There is evidence to suygest thit
Stalin did indeed regard it as a means to
buy tme. But the human cost was enor-
mous, [tom the cynical division of Poland

and the repatriation ol German anti-fascists
(o the Gestapo, to the annexation ot the
Raltic states and the disastrous Winter War
against Finland. In the Tonger term these
actions fuelled nationalist hostitity towards
contnumsm,

It was Stalin’s regime that had near fa
tally undermined the defence of the Soviet
Union in the purges of the Red Anny in
1937-38. and that had ignored warnings of
Hitler's intentons from both Churchill and
the famous *Red Orchestra’ spy network.
When the invasion linally took place, the
Red Army was taken completely by sur-
prise. Stalin’s reaction was (o retreat (o his
room for a week ina panic that paralysed
Soviet resistance to the German offensive.
Decisive though the role of the Red Ariy
ultimately was, Stalinism can take no credit
[rom Statin's role as a war leader.

The non-Stalinist left

By 1939, the Independent Labour Party was
a shadow of its former selt, butitsalt held
three Clydeside parliamentary seats and
retained other pockets of support. It op

posed the war from a semi-pacitist posi-
tion, argoing that it was being fought he-
tween two groups of capitalists, and thal
workers had nothing to gam from support

ingr cither side. In October the TEP launched
the slogan *Stop the War by Socialisn’,
but it had no practical proposals apart from
calling for an international conterence ot
workers from the helligerent countrics.
Despite polling respectably in the Stretford
and Bast Renfrew by-elections, Jimmy
Maxton was forced to admit that atter six
months of anti-war activity ‘we have no
suceess to record’. The HLP's call for an
armistice and a peace conference had
found only a small echo in the British work-
ing class.

Linding itsell isolated because of the pre-
dominantly defencist mood, the ILP prag-
matically dropped its ‘Stop the War’ slo-
gan and in late 1941, around the time of the
Lancaster by-election, it launched its “So-
cialist Britain Now' campaign. Almost in
spite of itself, the [ILP polled between 20
and 30 per cent in three by-cleclions in
1941, much of its vole probably coming
from Labour voters tiring of the clectoral
truce rather than specilically endorsing its
policies. For the remainder of the war, the
111 emphasised its social programme, and
argucd that the war should be brought to a
speady conclusion by the introduction of
sucialism.

The Trotskyists, split until 1944 between
the official section of the Fourth Interna
tional, the Revolutionary Socialist League
(RSI.), and the Workers International
League (WIL), numbered onty 400 by the
end ol the war and substantially fewer
when it started. The RST. adopted a line of

pure revolutionary defeatism - and as a
consequence declined into sectarian trrel-
evance. The WIL. altbough it upheld the
line of opposition to the war as an imperi
alist war, favoured the tactical orientation
setoul inthe SWP (USy's *proletarian mili-
tary policy”. This recognised the reality of
total war, and did not oppose conscrip-
tion, but instead calted {or military training
for workers under the control ol the trade
unions, for rights for workers in the forces
and tor the election ol officers.

This policy, although it had little practi
cal application, enabled the WL 10 avoid
the worst mistakes of the RSLL, although
its numerical gains were principally as a
result of its encrgetic agitation around im-
mediate demands, including better trade
union rights, higher wages, adequate air
raid protection and an end o the electoral
(ruce between the main parties. Other small
groups on the fefl, fike the anarchists and
the Socialist Party of Great Britain, also
opposed the war for traditional reasons.

Democracy and fascism

The heterogencous anti-war opposition,
which has sometimes been interpreted by
writers {rom the Frotskyist tradition as cvi-
dence of latent revolutionary internation-
alism, was notnecessarily well thought out.
While there were echoes of the Comnur-
nist Party’s call belore the invasion of the
Soviet Union Tora “People’s Peace” across
much ol the kelt, it is hard to see thatinter
nationalism resided in the admittedly un-
derstandable desire to it oul the war in
isolation {rom the terrible events across
the Channel.

In spite of all the voices to the contrary,
amajorily of workers and progressive opin-
ion could see that the consolidation of Nu-
zism across the continent of Europe spelled
catastrophe for workers” organisations and
democratic rights.

'Fo the extent that mosi Marxist thinking
remained imprisoned within the ‘imperial-
ist war” template laid down by Lenin a gen-
eration carlier, it was hindered rather thun
helped inits understanding of events and
the implications that (fowed from them. In
reality, the dynamics of the two world wars
were quite different.

[arge sections of the Furopean working
class had marched to war enthusiastically
in August 1914, but learned from bitter ex
pericnce that it was a war of competing
imperialisms in which reactionary war aims
on all sides led (0 senscless mutual staugh-
(er.

In 1939, workers went 1o war refuctantly,
but the conviction among workers of the
Allicd countries that the defeat of fascism
was necessary tended 1o grow as the war
progressed. Nazism represented not just
another competing great power, buta force
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that combined — at least uniil the latter
stagres of the war — technological snperi-
ority with unprecedented capitalist barba-
s,

To detine the war as imperialist was in
one sense (o state the obvious. Until 1941
the war remained principally u Luropean
conflict. [tarose trom the unresolved con
tradictions ol the Versailles settlement, and
the apparent impasse of capitalist depres
ston. With tts vast militarisation ol ccono
mies, populations and entire continents,
and the possibility that the colonial pos-
sessions of the great powers would be re
divided, it could be viewed as a rerun of
the First World War, albeit on a more dev-
astating scale.

Clausewitz defined war as the continua-
tion ol politics by other means, while benin
defined pohlitics as concentrated econom-
ics. But the tendency 1o analyse the war as
a phenomenon of the “superstructure’
whose nuture was determined by what the
warring sides had in common m terms of
capitalist private property showed the dan-
per of reducing politics to economics.

Those who delined the war as imperial-
istin 1939 drew from their definition the
understanding that the working class in-
ternationally could make no fundamental
distinction between the two sides. This in
turn was underpinned by the strong ten-
dency among Marxists in the 1930s to be-
lieve that they were living in the final pe-
riod of moribund capitalism,

Trotsky had often arpucd against any
idea that capitalism would spontancousty
cottapse, warning that no situation wus (oo
desperate for the bourgeoisie. Neverthe
less, the founding programme of the Fourth
International in 1938 was imbued with the
analysis that capitalism was in s death
apony and that on a world scale bourgeois
rule was no longer compatible with parlia-
mentary democracy. From this he drew the
conclusion that: *The historical crisis of
mankind is reduced to the erisis of revolu-
tionary feadership.’

Yet prior to 1933, Trotsky had been one
of the few Marxists 1o understand the ex-
tent of the danger represented by Nazism
that distinguished it from other forms of
right-wing reaction. [n December 1931 he
warned German workers in a memorable
phrase that it fascisi took power, “it will
ride over your skulls und spines like ater-
rible tank’. He was correct to understand
that nat only was Nazism destined to sup-
press all working class organisations and
democratic rights, but that reliance on the
partiamientary system to resist the Nazis
was {atal.

Yet there was a potential contradiction
in this position, While the ruling class in
country after country might dispense with
the miceties of democracy in order  pre-

serve its rule, it did not follow that this was
predestined to be a universal pattern. Given
the incompatibility of fascism and bour-
peois demoeracy, there remained the pos
sibility that, with their backs to the wall,
one or more of the capitalist democracies
could engage in a light to the linish with
German (ascism. Indeed, putting to one
side the nature ol democracy under the
Republican regime and whether Franco was
strictly speaking afascist, something simi
lar 1o this had just happened in Spain.
The furthest Trotsky was prepared to go
i sugpesting a significant difference be-
tween the two capitalist bloes i a Buvo-
pean war is found 1n his testimony to the
Dewey Commission tn April 1937, Asked
o compare what he would do in the cvent
of war in the various belligereat countries,
he answered:
In France or England | would prepare
the overthrow of the bourgeois regime
- would renain in opposstion Lo the
government and would develop sysien-
atically this opposition In Germany
1 would do anything I contlel 10 subotage
the war machinery.”

But the nuance is important. Il nothing
¢lse, the polineal space (o develop “sys-
tematic opposition” only existed because
of workers” democratic rights, and herein
fay a signiticant difference with the only
avenue lor work in Germany — sabotage
hased on underground conspiracy.

But even when he envisaged that possi-
bility, Trotsky relused to countenance
waorking class support for war on the part
ol any Luropean capitalist state against Ger-
many. In QOctober 1938, at the (ime ol the
Munich erisis, Trotsky was adamantly op-
posed to the defence ol Czechoslovakia:

‘Even ircespective of its international
ties, Czechoslovakia s an absolutely im-
perialist state, Economically, monopoly
capitalism reigns there. Politicatly, the
Czech bourgeoisic rules . .. over several
oppressed nationalities. A war, even on
the part of isolated Czechoslovakia,
woutld thus have been waged not for na-
tional independence hut for the
preservation and. if possible, the exten-
sion of the barders of imperialist
exploitation.”

The prospect of defeat

France had signalled its reactionary inten-
tions when it illegalised the Communist
Party on September 27, 1939, and impris
oned 35 of its parliamentary deputies
shortly afterwards, When Germany
launched its blitzkricg on May 10, 1940,
defeatism was rife among France's ruling
class and political elite, and the collapse
came ignominiousty on June 22 after only
six weeks of fighting. When (he National
Assembly met in Vichy on July 10, 569

members voted 1o suspend parliamentary
democracy and hand over full powers o
Marshal Pétain. When only 80 deputies
led by Léon Blum voted against, it seemed
that Trotsky's gloomy prognosis had been
confirmed.

Had Germany succeeded tninvading Brit-
atn in 1940, it would, no doubl, have found
no shortage of collaborators among the
‘Cliveden set and the Germanophiles in
the British establishment. 1t is hikely that
some kind of Vichy style regime would have
been established, headed by Gauleiter
Mosley or fronted by a more respectable
{ipurchead like the former King Edwiard VIIL

But, although universal suffrage had
only been achieved relatively recently, de-
mocracy had put down deep roots in Brit.
ain. While parliament was the tried and
trusted form of capitalist rule, democracy
also rested in part on the working class
and its organisations. A Nazi victory would
have meant the destruction of is labour
and trade union movement, its cooperi-
tive societies, and its political liberties.
Working class living standards would have
been reduced by the occupying power.
Jews, gypsies and gays would have been
deported to death camps. Socialists and
trade unionists would have been sent (o
concentration camps. So, although Charch-
il spoke frequently of the war as a war to
defend the British Empire - bis famous ‘fin-
est hour™ speech entertained hopes of it
lasting 1,000 years — the working class had
tangible reasons of its own to resist miki-
try defeat.

After 1941, the war was increasingly re
branded as a ‘people’s war’, reflecting the
entry into the war of the United States and
the Sovict Union — netther of which bad
any strategic interest in preserving the Eu
ropean colonial empires — and the impor-
tance of keeping the working class on
board. The gap between the rhetoric of
‘people’s war’ and the grim working and
living conditions ol many workers served
to fucl the debate on post-war reconstruc
tton.

The support that anti-war agitation in
Britain did pick up among workers was fed
by a number of discontents — shortages of
iood and housing, inadequate air raid pro-
tection, compulsory direction ol labour,
working weeks of up to 70 hours, draco-
nian legislation, war profiteering and prices
outpacing wages amony them. Above all,
there was simmering resentment at the in-
equality of sacrifice on the part of the bet
ter of . with their ready access to the black
market and exemption from the hardest
jobs. And it was working class arcas in
industrial cities that bore the brunt of the
bombing.

Add to this a healthy distrust of the To
ries, whether it was the discredited Cham-
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berlain or the maverick Churchill, whose
anti appeasement rhetoric was overlaid by
bitter memories of his role in the General
Sirike, his admiration for Mussolini, his
serident campaign against Indian seif-gov
ernment, and his bellicose anti-commu-
nism.

Between April and June 1940, the Furo-
pean sitnalion was transformed. Germany
conguered Denmark, Norway and the L.ow
Countries. and the impending collapse of
France led to the muracle’ — in fact, the
near-disaster  of Dunkirk. A Tory rehel-
lion removed Neville Chamberlain and re
luctuntly brought Churchill to power on
May 10. The Labour leaders, who had made
it chear that they would not accept office
under Chamberlain, now joined a coalition
with the Churchilt wing ol the Tories. The
interests of that section of the tuling class
that was determined o fight Germany 1o
the finish — for ils own motives - lEempo
rarily intersected with the determination ol

the working cliss - or at least a majority of

it — to fight to delend its very existence.

Alexander Stoan was a Scottish miners’
(eader and the Labour MP for South Ayr-
shire. and had signed the Labour Peace
Aims manilesto. He underlined this poiat
when he seconded @ motion to the miners’
conference on July 1 calling for the removal
of everyone associated with Chwnberlain,
and for the establishment of a Labouy gov
crinent:

“The working classes ate tighting be
cause they believe they ase tighting tor
freedom. The possessing classes are
fighting for their own interests, Ten per
cent of the population possesses 90 per
cent of the wealth. France was defeated
hecause 200 families of France possess
nearty the whole of the country.’

Puring the critical days in May, many
ohservers teported a wave of defeatism
among the upper cehetons of society. Yot
Mass-Observation’s reports tended to find
workers more stoical and determined. Had
Brituin {allen, the Jikelihvod is that resist-
ance whenever it arose would have been
predominantly -- although not exclusively
- plebeian in character.

The anti-war left was on the horns of a
dilemma. Where Marx and Engels had ap-
proached the wars and potential contlicts

of the 19th century from the standpoint of

what outcome was most favourable for the
developmient of the working class inlerna-
tionally, the Bolshevik tradition argued that
the advent of the imperialist epoch had ren-
dered this approach obsolete. The Com-
munist International opposed national de
fence in the major capitalist powers, and
refused (o take sides in any conflict be-
tween the major capitalist powers,
Bud if it was legitimate 1o fight in the
event of a German invasion, and partici-

pate in resistance movements it it was suc
cessful, why was it not permissibie to fight
to prevent one happening? Maxton was
challenged along these lines i a parlia-
mentary debate in December 1940 and
could not give a convinging answer.

What. for instance, would have been the
consequence of the ILP's call for an aumi-
stice? Churchill warned Roosevelton May
21, 1940, that it he were replaced as agesult
ol military reverses — presusably by Hali-
fax’s supporters — ‘the sole remaining bar-
gaining counter with Germany would be
the fleet’. Hitler would probably have al-
Jowed Britain, like Vichy france, 1o keepits
colonial empire, in return for surrendering
its flect and becoming what Churchill de
scribed as o ‘vassal state’.

You didn’t need 1o have any illusions in
the democratic nature of the Royal Navy
to understand the dire consequences. Hay
ing acquired the most powertul navy in
the world, Hitler's hold over the European
continent would have been enormously
strengthened and large quantitics of men
and military hardware would have beenre-
leased 10 strengthen the drive to the east
against the Soviet Union.

Without a single Luropean ally, the
United States might well have stayed out
of the European conflict, and an alliance
with the Soviet Union would have been
much less likely, whether or not war with
Japan had still taken place. Pascis might
fiave hekd sway for decades before it de-
cayed under the weight of its own contra-
dictions. During that time, it would almost
cerlainly have acquired nuclear weapons,
and at the time of writing there is a lively
academic debate as to how close Nazi Ger
many got o achicving this by the end ol
the war.

Trotskyism and ‘defeatism’

The weakness of the anti-war left in Britain
was that il tended o pose ‘socialism® in
one form or another as the answer 10 the
threat of fascist invasion. Evea Trotsky
and his followers — by far the most percep-
tive representatives of the Marxist left
remained straitjacketed withina dogmatic
perspective.

“Lestitying before the Dewey Commission,
Trotsky had stated: “The sitwation is such:
cither capitalism will abolish human cul-
ture through fascism, or the working class
will win power and create a new basis (or
the new civilisation. This is the only posst
bility." {my cinphasis, R

The main resolution of the Emergency
Conlerence of the Fourth tnternational held
in May 1940 looked into the abyss. It ac-
knowledged that the defeat of B ritain and
France would immeasurably strengthen
Germany, and that this would dramatically
shift the relationship of lorces against the

United States. But from this stark perspec-
tive, il drew the most abstract conclusions
~ that the duty of revolutionaries was (o
oppose US intervention; that intervention
was nevertheless almost inevitable, and
that it could only be prevented by revolu-
tion.

The WIL wrestled with the problem of
how to remain true 1o Lenin's perspective
— witness the tortuous reasoning of the
following passage from its thesis War cnd
the Fourth Internationad:

‘Lenin's formuli “defeat is the lesser
cvil”™ means not that defeat of one’s own
country is the Jesser evil s compaed
with the defeat of the cnemy counltry]
but that a mititary defeat resulting from
the growth of the revolutionary move-
ment is infinitcly more beneficial to the
proletariat and (o the whole people thin
military victory assured by “civil peace”.
Karl Liebknecht gave an unsurpassed
formula of profetarian policy in time of
war: “The chiet enciny ot the people 1s
1 ils own countiy.” '

Revolutionary defeatism hedged round
by this many caveats ceased to make much
sense except as a means of defending the
honour of the revolutionaries, Inany case,
there was no significant revolutionary
wovement in Britainin 1940, nor was there
in any other European country for that mat-
ter. And there was an even bigger problem

the most dangerous enemy of the British
working class was manifestly not Church-
ill the reactionary, but Hiter the Nazi.

Another definition of revolutionary de-
featism was made by those who argued
that it simply meant putsuing the class
struggle in wartime as in peacerime, with
out regard to the consequences {or the
military positionof your ‘own’ armed torces.
But a strike wave that, for instance, crip-
pled the war industrics at the time of the
Battle of Britain or in the run-up to D-Day
would unavoidably have had the etfect of
assisting the other side - something few
trade unionists would have been prepared
to support.

In Junc 1940, under the immediate threal
of invasion, the WIL's paper Youth for So-
cialism raised the slogan *Arm the work -
ers’. While this could not have any morc
than propaganda significance given the
weakness of the left, at least it showed that
the WIL had a better handle on reality than
the RSL, the official section of the Fourth
International, which saw this as incipient
chauvinism.

But even where the WL could get a hear
ing for its politics there were problems, as
one participant recalled:

“Ihe working chass was opposed to
Mitler and they were worried about the
very real possibility of a German inva-
sion, particularly after the collapse of
France. They saw no other way to de-
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leat faseist than 1o pursue the wae . .
the workers who thoughttully consid-
cred the propramime of revolutioniy
defeatism did not see how this was pos-
sible.”

The RST s abstract revolutionary purity
was i strange misture of ulua-leftism and
semi pacilism. At its conference at Easter
1939 it adopted a policy condemning air
raid precastions as ‘imperialist war piepa-
rations”, calling on workers to ‘expose their
social chauvintst character’. During (he
sommer, it called for conseripion 1o he
smashed and supported the Socidist Anti-
War Front. Duning the phoney war it ech-
ocid the Communist Party and T1.P°s calls
to stop the war. And polenucising against
the WIL, the RSL charged that:

‘.- their slegan, nowhere explicitly
stated in the dJocument it 1s true. bul
tmplicit 1 it and their other propaganda
is “tarn the imperialist war into a work-
ers” anti- tascist war”. In ather words their
main attack is directed not apamst the
British hourgeoisie, but its rivals, the
fascist regimes.”

More abstract sull was (he third-camp
position adopted by Muax Shachtman’s
Woarkers Party of the United States. Like
the RSI. it denounced the SWIP's *proletar
tan military policy " us capitulating to social
chauvinism, with the added twist that it no
fonger defended the Soviet Union against
itnperialist attack. The cover of
Shachtman’s New Inreraational Tor April
1940, under the headhine “For the Third
Camp’, carried a cartoon of a large-scale
worker with arifle strapped to his back and
aplacard bearing the words “Join the anny
of international sociatism’. To one side are
two small, moustachioed figures nextto a
Berlin-Moscow axis placard, while on the
other are two equally small igures in top
hats representing the Paris-lLondon axis.
The most charituble thing you can say is
that the third camp with s profetarian le-
gions must have been casier to imagine
from the safety of New York than it was in
Furope.

James P Cannon, the SWP (US) leader
prosecuted in November 1941 for his par-
ty’s anti war stance, did notatterapt in his
trial detence (o disguise the fuct that Na-
zism was the main encoty, but argued that
the Allies could not defeat

‘We consider Hitler and Hitleriso the
preatest encemy ol mankind. We wanl to
wipe it oft (he Tace of the earnth. The
reason we do not support a deckaration
of war by American arms is because we
do not belteve the American capitalists
can defeat Hider and fascism. We think
Ihitlerism can be destroyed only by way
of conducting a war under the leadership
of the workers.”

The Trotskyist movement, despite its

smalf numbers, strove 1o uphold the strug-
ple for international socialisi. Hs members
cxperienced represston at the hands of Tas-
cists, Stalinists and democratic imperial
ists, and it suffered out of proportion to its
stze. All the more tragic theretore that it
repeatedly exhibited dogmatic and ultra-
left waits.

Caught between its depiction of fascisim
as pre-cnmnently dangerouns to the work-
iny class on the one hand, and its empha-
sis on what fascist regimes had in cotunon
with other forms ol bourgeois rule on the
other, disputes raged - almost every Tin-
ropean sectton of the Trotskyist movement
over s tacties in wartinte. These included:
® whether it was permissible o participate
IN TESISENCE MOVeMments;
® whether revolutionary defeatism should
he applied towards the Allied armies after
the liberatton;
® whether the restoration of hourgeots
democracy in western Europe wits possi-
ble:
® whether the AHted armies would install
Bonapartist regimes.

So committed was the Tl to Trotsky's
perspective that the war would end in revo-
futionary upheaval thatitrejected the kinds
of purtial and democratic demands that
might have gained it a wider audience in
the heady stmosphere of 1943-5 in favour
of maximalist propaganda for the overthrow
of capitalism as an immediate object.

Greater and lesser evils

While the British and American Trolskvists
were preoccupied with the need o main
Lain a rather fictonad class independence
from their own governments, George Orweli
— never one 0 dwell unduly on socialiss
theory — depicted the consequences of nef
defeating the Nazis with considerable ac-
curacy in The Lion and the Unicorn:

‘I Hlitler wins this war be will con-
solidate his ruke over Europe, Afiica and
the Middle Tast, and it his armies have
not heen too greatly exhausted before-
hand, he will wrench vast territories from
Soviet Russia. He will set ap a praded
casle-society in which the German
Herrenvolk C'master race” or “aristo-
cratic race”) will eule over Stavs and other
lesser peaples whaose job it will he to
produce Jow-priced agricaltural prod
uets. He will reduce the coloured peoples
once and for all 1o outright slavery. The
real quarrel of the Fuscist powers witli
British imperialism s that they know
that it is disintegrating. Another (wenty
years along the present line of develop
ment, ad ficlia will be a peasant republic
tinked with England only by voluntary
alliance. The “semi apes™ of whom Hil-
ter speaks with such loathing will be
flying acroplanes and manutacturing
machine-puns. The Fascist dream of a
slave empire will be at an end. On the

other hand, 1 we are defeated we simply
hand over our own victims o new mas-
ters who come Jresh to the job and have
not developed any scruples.”

Britain’s entry into the war was noi
promplted by a desire to defend democ-
racy per se. twas to defend its national
andd global interests. Having sat back while
Hider dismembered democratic Czechoslo-
«akia, Chamberlain infervened on the side
of dictatorial Poland. But the implications
of the war went much further than the
blinkered perceptions of Britain’s rulers.
Fiven then, the choice in Britain was not
between soctudist revolution and imperial-
isti The task, as Orwell’s triend Cecil Day
Lewis put it, was "o defend the bad from
the worse”,

The debate over whether and under what
conditions socialists should support one
hourgeois state or representative against
another has reswrfaced regularly ever since
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870 —think of
the controversies surrounding the Kerry/
Bugsh and Chirac/T.e Pen prestdential con
tests inorecent years. Critics of what has
become known as ‘lesser evilism” argue
that opting for the esser ovil inevitably
strengthens it and correspondingly weak-
ens the struggle for independent class
politics.

The temptation for much of the left has
been 1o try to deal with complex situations
by retreating into dogma and fetishising
programmatic demands ahead of inaking a
concrete analysis of conerete conditions.

In any conflict between bourgeois
torces, there are a number of calculations
that cannot he answered a priori, These
include:
® whal is the scale of threat of the preater
evil?
® what are the likely consequences of the
victory of the lesser evil?
® {0 what cextent can the workers™ move:
ment intervene as an independent force?

Those who tried (o make a Marxist case
for opposition to the war invariably failed
adequately to answer one or more of these
yuestions.

OF course. the position outlined above
witl not seem satistactory to those on the
lelt who want their politics pre-packaged
in Aristoiclian calegories. But while wars
between imperialist countries and op-
pressed countries carry a much clearer set
of principles, clashes either between rival
hourgeois forces within a single imperial
15t country or between rival imperialist coun-
tries are invariably more complex and need
consideration on a case-by-case basis,

11t is possible to formulate a ‘rule” it s
that the lesser evil is always preferable,
except in conditions where the workers’
movement can intervence as a third force in
tts own right, capable of altering the bal:
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ance of forces decisively in its own inter-
ests, ot there is a realistic possibility of it
being able to do so before the greater evil
inflicts a decisive defeat upon it

fn the First World War, 1.enin had been
unequivocal that: *A revolutionary class
cannot but wish for the defeat of s gov-
crnment in a reactionary war, and cannol
fuil to see that the latier’s military reverses
must iacilitate its overthrow.” Any attempt
to apply this kind of rigid ‘defeatism’ in
countries attacked by the Nazis failed to
address workers” fegitimate fears of defeat
at the hands of fascism. Even with the modi-
fied stance adopted by the SWP and the
WiL.. workers still thought that opposition
to the war meant at the very least a degree
of indilference 1o its outcome. Workers may
have longed for the war to be over, they
may have mutinied to getout of the forces
as soon as they could when the war ended,
bat afier 1940 they overwhelmingly wanted
lowin i,

The consequences of war

In the First World War, military defeat for
Russia, Germany and Austria was {ollowed
by revolutionary upheaval, while victory
in Britain and France ended to strengthen
reaction. Those who advocated a ‘revolu-
tonary defeatist” policy in the Second
world War assumed something similar
would occar. Bul the results ol the war
didn’( tit any simple pattern,

In defeated Germany, the working class,
atomised under Hitler, decimated by war
and divided by the occupying powers, was
unable to regain its pre-Nazi militancy, and
the Social Democrats became the undis-
puted leaders of the Jabour movement.

In Japan, the traumatic experience of de-
feat, together with the opportunities for
trade union organisation under the Ameri-
can occupation, fuelled the rise of working
class militancy from 1946 onwards, reach-
ing a high point in January (947, when
MacArthur banned a threatened general
strike. However, the combination of anti-
communist purges and US-supported eco-
nomic take-olf after 1950 decisively ended
this radical phasc,

ln victerious Britain, working class mili-
tancy, while far from revolutionary, was
sufficient o evict Churchitl from Downing
Street and, against most expectations, elect
the most radical Labour governmentin his.
tory at the 1945 general election. )

RBut the end of the war saw Britain facing
what Keynes called a financial Dunkirk’. Far
from solidifying Britain’s colonial empire, the
war fatally undermined it. Within two years,
Britain was forced to concede Indian inde-
pendence, and its weak post-war economic
position encouraged the development of
independence movements throughout its
Alrican and Asian possessions.

France's cmpire was similarly weakened.
On VE Day in Sétil in Algeria, a nationalist
demonstration crupted in violence, and in
the subsequent repression by French
lorces, aided and abetied by vigilantes and
supported by the Algerian Communist
Party, an estimated 0,000 Algerians were
butchered. [t would take an independence
struggle Jasting until 1962 1o achieve inde-
pendence, but the writing was on the waldl.

The sceds of France’s humiliating deleat
in Vietnam at Dicn Bien Phu in May 1954
were simultaneously being sown. [n March
1945, Japan linally dispensed with the serv-
ices of the Vichy colonial administration,
and (ive months later the Viet Minh took
power in the wake ol the Japanese surren
der. Tn spite of all the obstacles and brutal
repression that lay in the way of
decolonisation, most of the colonies accu-
mulated by the European powers over the
previous four centuries were independent
within 20 years,

Of course, the victory of the Allies was
far from being an unmitigated victory, even
for the European working class. The bru-
tality of the Red Army’s advance across
Eastern Europe, vividly documented in
Anthony Beevor's Berlin 1945, led di
rectly to the installation of pro-Moscow
Stalinist regimes, which, while they up-
rooted capitalism, in the longer term served
to discredit socialism and communism. The
workers” movements of Castern Hurope
were burcaucratically strangled by Stalin-
ism, and would not re-emerge for another
45 years, by which time capitalist restora-
tion had hecome a lact.

FEven on the western front, the experi-
ence of liberation could be a bitter onc.
Robert Lilly, in his recent book Taken by
Force, suggests that American and British
troops committed a minimum ol 10,000
rapes after the liberation. Hunger, short-
ages and cconomic distocation baunted
much ot Europe lor years,

For those Furopean Jews who survived
the Holocaust, liberation often brought
only the most meagre benetits. Eva
Kolinsky, in After the Holocaust: Jewish
Survivors in Germany After 1945, has
documented the Tate of those who escaped
the death camps only to be humiliatingly
herded into displaced persons’ camps for
years. This propelled most of them into
the arms of Zionism and emigration to the
nascent state of 1srael, built upon the cth-
nic cleansing of Palestinians from their
homeland. Palestinians became the victims
of the victims.

‘The real victor among the western Alies
was the United States, Itemerged from pre
war depresston and isolationism to a glo-
bal military and economic reach unprec-
edented in human history. The dollar dis-
placed the pound as the world currency.

and, as Britain’s empire began to crumble,
the United States took over most of its
spheres of influence. Britain found itself
reduced to the rank of a second-rate power,
hoth militarily and cconomically.

Those who attempt to justify the policy
of revolutionary defeatism can argoe that
it was not possible 1o predict in advance
that 1943-45 would have far fewer revolu
tionary opportunities than 1917-19. But nei-
ther was the enormous immpulse to the for-
tunes of US imperialism a forepone con-
clusion.

But if we accept that the war had the by-
product of greatly strengthening the
United States, does this lend strength to
the anti-war casce? 1 think it is better to see
it as an unavoidable overhead. None of
LS imperialism's many crimes over the past
six decades compares 10 the industrialised
killing that the Nazis committed. Nor has it
been responsible for devastation on the
scale of 1939-45, For all the horrors that
the war entailed, there was no realistic
course of action (o defeat Nazism other
than through an Allied military victory.
There was no prospect of Nazism abdicat-
ing. and there was no foree within Germany
capable of vverthrowing the Nazis and
ending the war.

"To argue that this perspective teft no pos
sibility for social revolution simply misun-
derstands the sequence of events. Pre-
revolutionary situations arose in Italy in
1943 and in France in 1944 as a resubt of
successtul Allied invasions and the col-
lapse of the occupying pawer, with the re
sult that armed resistance moveinents,
largely under communist leadership. filled
the vacuum during the chaolic transition.

Fven if the Stalinists succeeded in damp-
ening dowan the very radical mood in both
countries, it doesn't alter the fuct that revo-
Intionary opportunitics were lar more likely
to develop out of the defeat of tascism than
they ever were out of cither a stalemate or
lrom fascist victories.

Defeating fascism and
defending workers

So was it possible for socialists in Britain
both o support the defeat of Nazi Germany
and advance the struggle for socialism?
Angus Calder - probably the best chroni
cler of the home front - argoes that in 1940
41: *Had the CP supported the war and at
tacked the government, it might indeed
have snatched the leadership of large see-
tions of the Labour movement from Artlee
and Morrison.”

The potential Tor a radical critique ol the
wartime coalition was shown in the bricl
history of Conmon Wealth, the party
founded in July 1942 out of a merger be-
tween J.B. Priestiey’s 1941 Committee and
Sir Richard Acland’s Forward March
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group. Formed at the time of military re-
verses in North Africa, it called for social-
st measwres to be introduced to win the
war and opposed the electoral truce be-
tween the povernmental parties.

Common Wealth's programme called for:
® (he common ownership of major indus-
trics and the land;
® industrial democracy:
® (he innediate implementation ol the
Beveridge report:
® an ond to seeret diplomacy;

@ ciectoral refotm;
@ Scotlish and Welsh devolution.

Although its membership never grew be-
yond 15.000, it had some spectacular suc-
cesses in wartime by elections, nearly win-
ning the sate Tory seat of North Midlo-
thian, winning two rural scats from the
Tories in Cheshire and the Yorkshire dales,
supporting an independent socialist cun-
didate who won in West Derhyshire, and,
just before the end of the war, overturning
a huge Tory majority to take Chelmstord.

Common Wealth enjoyed significant
support in the armed forces, particularly
amony radicalised young ofticers, and i
was estimaled that a fifth of its member-
ship was i uniform. ln the elections for
the *Cairo soldiers” parhament’ in Febroary
1944, it polled 24 per cent of the vote and
applied to become the official ‘opposition’.
In March 1944, the newly-elected Common
Wealth MP for Skipton, Hugh Lawson,
tricd to amend the Army Act by removing
the political restrictions on serving mem-
bers of the armed forces.

But by the time ol the 1945 general clec
tion, with the wartime truce over, Common
Wealth’s time had been and gone. 1t stood
in 23 seats, losing deposits in the 16 con
tests where it faced Labour opposition and
onty holding on o Chelmsford. Most of
its members who remained active o poli-
tics then joined the Labour Party,

For all that its membership was fargely
middle class and its “socialism’ was a form
of radical liberalism, Common Wealth's vi-
sion of a new classless society at the end
ol the war struck a real chord, and was
symptomatic of a growing radicalisation
that wanted to win the war on the basis of
radical soctal policies, and win the peace
that followed.

Churchill's most consistent wartime critic
was Aneurin Bevan, and his record illus-
trates the possibility ol combining support
for the war with defence of workers” rights
in a way that was, in contrast 10 Common
Wealth, rooted in the Labour movement.

Bevan had been expelled from the La-
bour Party in March 1939 for supporting
Sir Stafford Cripps’s petition calling for the
formation of a popular front. When war
came six months Jater, Bevan and Cripps
called in Tribune tor a struggle on two

fronts — against the Nuzis and against Brit-
ain’s capitalist government. It was the duty
of socialists, they argued, to assist anti-
tascist forces, to demand a change of gov-
crnment, and to prevent the war from de-
gencrating into ‘asimple struggle between
rival imperialisms’.

Bevan, who represented the Welsh min-
g constituency ol Ebbw Vile, was nore-
specter of reputanions and at the height of
Churchill’s popularity in August 1940, he
warned against ‘idolatry” and ‘the aban-
donment of eritical judgement” towards the
prime minister. InJanuary 1941, Bevan led
a group of 15 Labour MPs in opposing the
banning of the Daily Worker under De
fence Regutation 2D. In the summer of
1944, he led the opposition to Regulation
I AA, under which unofficial strikes could
be punished by heavy lines or tmprison.
ment, and rallied to the defence of
Trotskyists prosecuted under the Trades
Disputes Act for [urthering a strike by
Tyneside apprentices. In December 1944,
together with Sir Richard Acland, he tforced
a bitter debate in the House of Commons
on the suppression by British troops of
the Communist-ted resistance in Greece.
Bevan repeatedly intervened throughout
the war to defend trade union rights, on
occasion criticising the trade union lead-
ers tor failing to defend their members, and
called tor the nationalisation of the mines.
His wartime record made him the natural
Ieader of the Labour left in the post-war
years. Any suggestion that Bevan’s sup-
port for the war tied him to the Churchil
wing of the ruling class would have been
preeted with some amusenient in Westinin-
ster.

In their dilferent ways, both Common
Wealth and Bevan illustrated the openings
that existed for those on the left who were
prepared to support the war butl oppose
the government on key class issues. A cor-
rect policy on the part of Marxists, directed
first and foremost at the ranks of the La-
bour Party, the trade unions and the armed
forces, and fought for within all of them,
would have held the greatest opportuni-
ues, bul there were too few critical social-
ists who were adequately positioned in
hoth.

It was entirely posstible (0 oppose many
aspects of the government’s emnergency
legislation and dictatorial powers over la-
bour, and yet support winning the war. 1t
was also possible to take up trade union
demands for higher wages and the nation-
alisation of key industries such as the
mines by tapping into the widespread pub-
lic fecling for ‘equality of sacrifice” and a
‘conscription of wealth’,

The question of Britain’s imperial role
could be addressed by demanding inde-
pendence tor the colonies — o demand

given added weight because of the partici-
pation of many colonial forees in the war.
Despite the patriotic atmosphere, it was
nevertheless possible to get a hearing for
opposition o war guilt being visited on
entire nattons after the war,

Although any call tor Labour 10 break
with Churchill in 1940 when the spirit of
national unity was at its peak was seen as
simply divisive, by 1944 the situation had
changed. with the trade unions and the
army swinging to the left. Even so, a break-
up of the coalition never looked likely al
governmental level before the summer of
1945. But there was considerable support
for an end to the electoral truce on the
ground, and the discontent it generated
found its way into the electoral process.
Atsuccessive by-clections, all sorts of can
didates to the left of Labour received sig-
nificant votes.

A correct policy would have focussed
that discontent within the Labour Party it-
sclf. As the war progressed, growing trade
union militancy was accompanied by a
wide ranging national debate on the kind
of society that would be reconstructed al-
ter the war, Armed with a programme that
combined the defence and improvement
ol working class living standards and con-
ditions with demands for steeper taxation
of the rich, immediate introduction of the
welfare state, and for an internationalist
approach o the post-war world and colo-
nial freedom, the left could have been in a
much better situation (o tuke advantage of
the Labour landslide in 1945.

As il was, several tens of thousands of
soctalisls were outside the main arena,
spread between the Communist Party, the
11.P, Common Wealth, the Trotskyists, the
anarchists and a few other sects. The re-
sult was that the Labour left was too weak,
lucking both a strong trade union base and
any real intellectual rigour. Within a few
years, Attlee had marginalised it. The La-
bour left wouldn't revive until Bevan's res-
ignation Irom the governmentin 1951,

The war and the colonial worid
So far this article has mainly been con-
cerned with looking at the attitude of so-
cialists within the British labour movement
towards the war with Germany. Bat, as
Ernest Mandel pointed out, there were five
distinct and relatively autonomous cle-
ments to the war on a global scale:

® an inter-imperialist conflict between Brt-
ain, France and the United States on one
hand and Germany, Ttaly and Japan on the
other;

® o war ol sell-defence by China against
Japan;

® . war of national defence by the Soviel
Union against Germany:

® ascries of national liberation struggles
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of oppressed colonial peoples against Brit-
ish. French and Japanese imperialism:

® 4 series of resistance struggles against
Nazi occupation.

Many colonial countries werc fought
over by rival impenial powers and ‘native’
troops were pressed into action. The duty
of socialists in the imperialist countries was
clear enough - to support the independ-
ence struggles of those oppressed by their
own ruling classes — although this was
shamefully abandoned after 1941 by the
Communist partics, who urged the cessa-
tion of independence struggles pending
an Allied victory.

But the situation for socialists and anti-
imperialists in the colonial COUNLrics was
fundamentally different to that in Britain,
The decision many independence move-
ments faced was whether to tuke advan-
tage of their imperial masters’ weakness,
or whether in doing so they would
strengthen an even Worse oppressor in the
shape of one or other of the Axis powers,

This dilemma was poscd especially
aculely in the Indian subcontinent and in
all the countries aftected by Japanese ¢x-
pansion. Japan was itscll an oppressive
imperialist power. s subjugation first of
Korea, and then of large arcas of China,
was conducted with great brutality. The
war against China cost perhaps 15 million
Chinese lives, with the murder of 300,000
people during the Rape of Nanking in
December 1937 probably the largest single
civilian massacre in human history. Terrible
atrocities were cartied out by the infamous
chemical wasfare Unit 731 in Manchuria.

The position was complicated by Ameri-
can support for Chiang Kai-shek after Pearl
Harbour, and in the new situation the Chi-
nese Trotskyist movement split, with onc
wing considering - mistakenly inmy view
— that China's war of resistance had now
hecome a sub-plot of the inter-imperialist
war and could no longer be supported.

On the other hand, Japan played an anti-
colonialist card of its own, setting up the
Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere,
offering support to countries oppressed
by western imperialism and, in several
cases, arming anti-imperialist movements.
As the war in the Pacitic intensified, Japan
redefined its relationship with some of the
countries it occupied, and towards the end
of the war put forward a plan for independ-
ence of the former Dutch East Indies, al-
beit under Japanese lutelage. During this
period of Japanesc occupation, Sukarno
became the unchaltenged leader of Indo-
nesian nationalism,

in the Philippines, which had been a US
colony for four decades, the Japanese oc-
cupation was more brutal and the situa-
tion was more complex, with every shade
of apinton, from the Huk guerrilla fighters

1o active coltahorators and many morc aii-
biguous shades in between. Significantly
for the future politics of the country, both
the Marcos and Aquino families belonged
to these grey areas. Despite Jupao sciting
up a nowinally independent republic in
October 1943, the majority of Filipinos
wanted the Americans back, notout of loy-
alty, but as a means towards genuine inde-
pendence.

The war sounded the death knell of Brit-
ish rule in India. Britain had unilaterally
entered India into the war without consult-
ing the Indian people. The Tndian National
Congress lcadership attempted o trade
support for the war in return for independ:
ence but was rebuffed. Tn July 1942, Con
gress passed a resolution calling for com-
plete independence and Jaunched the Quit
India campaign, which won huge support
and transcended the passive resistance
tactics advocated by Gandhi, although it
was opposed by the Muslim League and
the Communist Party. Strikes, demonstra-
tions and in some places a semi-insurrec-
tionary movement developed. The authori-
ties responded by arresting over 100,000
people and imprisoning the main Congress
leaders. Although order was restored by
carly 1944, British rule had been fatally
undermined.

Mecanwhile, the radical Bengali national-
ist Subhas Chandra Bosc had formed the
Indian National Army with German and
Japanese support. The INA foughtin As-
sam, Bengal and Burma as Japan advanced
10 the borders of British India, but Jost thou-
sands of men through disease and inad-
equate equipment.

To this day Bose remains a controversial
figure. But while it is possible to criticise
Bose for tactical and political mistakes, it
is hard to criticise him for sceking Axis sup-
port on moral grounds. After all, the Brit-
ish authorities had presided over the terri-
ble Bengal Famine of 1942-43, in which over
three million people died through a combi-
nation of agriculiural pests, the diversion
of food supplies to the British army, infla-
tion, and bureaucratic indifference and in
cnmpelcncc.

‘The war produced a large number ol such
conflicted figures, caught to some degree
or another between rival imperialisms. The
Grand Mufti Amin al-Husseini — a distant
relative of Yasser Arafat — had led the 1936-
39 Palestinian revolt against British rule.
He fully embraced the Axis cause and, hav-
ing earlicr met Mussolini, madc his way o
Berlin in 1941, where he was warmly re-
ceived by Hitler. For the rest of the war he
remained on intimate terms with leading
Nazis, including Himmler and Eichmann,

and helped raise a Bosnian Muslim unit of

the Wallen SS.
Bizarrely, the ultra-Zionist Stern Gang

was simultaneously exploring the possi-
hility of an alliance with Nazi Germany. Ina
document dated January 11, 1941, Stern
proposed that common interests lay be-
tween the ‘New Order in Hurope” and the
“Yruc national aspirations of the Jewish
people’ in creating a Jewish state, and of-
fered to enter the war on Germany's side.
Although nothing came of the ovesture, it
shows the danger of orienting oneself on
the basis of ‘the enemy of my enemy is my
friend”.

In July 1940, the left-wing Irish republi-
can Frank Ryan, who had led the frish con-
tingent of the International Brigades, wus
spirited out of a Erancoist prison by Abwchr
agents, who thought he might prove use-
ful. There is no evidence that Ryan was
remoltely sympathetic to Nazism, yet he
accepted German assistance to get to Ire-
land by U-boat, although the mission had
to be aborted. He spent the remainder of
the war in Berlin, where he died in 1944.
For Ryan, the cooperation was simply the
latest instalment ol the old republican
motto, "England’s adversity, treland’s op
portunity .

'The principled position for socialists was
to defend the right of colonial peoples o
seck military assistance from the enemies
of the western imperialist powers. That be-
ing said, it did not nccessarily follow that
it was advisable or desirable o seek such
supporl.

To what extent, then, could the poten-
tially conflicting interests of the European
working class to defeat fascism and of the
colonial peoples for liberation from imperi-
alisin be harmonised? From the argument
advanced above, it will be clear that nei-
ther 1 eninist ‘revolutionary defeatism’ nor
the *world front against fascism® proposed
by the Communist parties alter 1941 suf-
ficed. 1f anything, both demonstrated the
danger of global schema that lailed ud-
equately to distinguish between the differ-
ent though simultancous forms of struggle.

The bottom line for socialists in the impe-
rialist countrics was that they had a duty to
champion the cause of colonial independ-
ence. Socialists in the colonial coustries,
while they could not afford to ignore {he war
being waged in Europe, had to utilisc the
opportunities afforded by inter-imperialist
conflict but avoid being turned into the
pawns of one side or the other. WA
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