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‘The emancipation of the working class
must be conquered by the
waoriting class itself.”

“The emancipation of the working class is also
the emancipation of all human beings withous
distinction of race or sex.”

Kari Marx
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THE NEIWORK of bookshops who take
Workers' Liberty is expanding bit-by-bit,
even though we are still frozen out by the
big national chains and disteibution firms.
My reports from some local sales organisers
is that posters advertising the magazine
make a big difference here: a good display
of them markedly increases sales in local
bookshops.

There is little question that we can find
more bookshops as the magazine becomes
more established. The core of our circula-
tion, however, remains hand-to-hand sales.
Street sales have been successful outside
public libraries (in Sheffield, for example)
or on college campuses, and most activists
find a few buyers at all their regufar politi-
cal and trade-union meetings.

These days, though, those meetings are
fewer and worse-attended than they used
to be, and the circle of people we meet reg-
ularly at political meetings is small. That
does not mean that the socialists who have
turned their energics elsewhere are no
longer interested in the ideas we try to
develop and debate in Workers® Liberty.
P'm currently organising an effort to reach
out to and canvass people whom we have
worked with, or who have expressed an
interest, in the past, but whose current
activities do not overlap with the routines
of Workers™ Liberty sellers. My confident
expectation — judging from first results —
is that a good few of those people will want
to subscribe to Workers” Liberty.

To help the subscription drive, we have
temporarily introduced a bargain for sub-
scribers — 12 issues for £12, or 20 per cent
below cover price.

Regular sellers can contribute here. We'll
be doing mailings to potential subscribers
from the Workers’ Liberty office, but most
potential subscribers are people known
not to us at the office but to our local
activists. If you know a comrade whom
you no longer come across regularly, but
who you think might be interested in sub-
scribing to Workers’ Liberty, send his or her
address to us at WL Publications, FREEPOST
LON 7628, PO BOX 823, London SE15 4BR.

You need not stamp the envelope: we
have arranged this Freepost address to make
it easier for subscribers to respond.

One last point: the film Land and Pree-
dom, whose impact made many people
rethink the issues of the Spanish Civil War
and the Popular Front, and made our issue
n0.26, with its dossier on the Spanish Rev-
olution, our best-selling yet, is currently
due for a second showing in many cities.
Where it has already been back, Workers'
Liberty sales at the cinema queues have
been highly effective. We still have a few
copies of n0.26 left, and they can be taken
aleng to sell with the current issue and sub-
scription leaflets.

Martin Thomas
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“WHEN things are getting slow and boring,
what you must do is have 2 man come into
the room with a gun in his hand’. The
advice of the great thriller writer Raymond
Chandler on how to keep a crime novel
moving along at an exciting pace might
have been a comment on Irish politics this
century. Only for Ireland you would have
to amend it to read: “... with a gun or a
bomb in his hand”. The Provisional IRA’s
bomb in East London has certainly moved
things along nicely. Where before the bomb
there had been a year and a half of stale-
mate, stagnation and political immaobility,
now Britain and Dublin have set 10 June as
a firm date for the opening of “all-party
talks”.

The Provisional IRA set off the Docklands
bomb; but politically the responsibility for
the breakdown of the 17-month Provistonal
IRA ceasefire must be [aid squarely at the
feet of John Major and the Tory Party. They
negotiated a ceasefire — and then, instead
of proceeding to all-party talks, raised the
ante again and again. The Tories made the
additional demand that, first, the Provisional
IRA must “decommission” its arms. This
demand was understood by the Provisional
IRA a5 a demand for surrender. Stalemate
followed.

In November 1995 a Commission under
US Senator Mitchell was set up to ensure
that President Clinton had a smooth, “tri-
umphant” and electorally lucrative visit to
Belfast. Mitchell took on the job of finding
a formula to ending the stalemate. His com-
mission’s essential work was to adjudicate
between the hostile positions of the Provi-
sional IRA and its “pan-nationalist” allies on
one side and the British government and the
Unionists on the other: could all-party tatks
g0 ahead before the Provisional IRA
“decommissioned” its arms? Mitchell pro-
posed evading the issue, and advocated
simultaneous talks and (token) decommis-
sioning. It was an implcit rejection of the
Tory line of the previous 17 months. Imme-
diately, the Tories changed tack again.

Instead of Mitchell’s main recommenda-
tion they opted for elections in the Six
Counties — that is, to throw the entire
“peace process” back into the bearpit
where the majority and minority positions
are fixed and have, for decades, proved
immovable. They acted without consulting
Dublin, aithough they were obliged to con-
sult under the Anglo-Irish Agreement of
1985, which is a binding international
treaty. This appeared to be a jerky change
of direction. The new departure in the last
decade has been the creation of a much
broader London/Dublin/European frame-
work in which to try to adjust the Northern
Ireland imbroglio.

The British government decision for
Northern Ireland elections ignalied to the
Provisional IRA yet again that Britain would
raise roadblock after roadblock to progress
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Major, Bruton et al try to find an Anglo-Irish solution

in the way the Provisional IRA feaders had
thought (and told their supporters) things
were moving in August 1994, Ostentatiously
the British government rode roughshod
over the views of the Catholic-Irish consti-
tutional-nationalists — the Dublin
government and the Northern Ireland SDIP
— on whose influence, as part of the “pan-
nationalist alliance”, the Provisionals
counted for assistance.

The Provisicnals went into the ceasefire
not because they had been defeated in war,
or because they thought they had already
won the core of what they fought for, but
because they bought the delusion that the
"Pan-Nationalist Alliance” of Dublin, the
SDLP and Irish-US politicians could force
Britain to “persuade” — that is, coerce —
the Unionists into accepting the essentials
of what they wanted.

It was a delusion. The British govern-
ment was unwilling 1o coerce the
Protestants. It would probably be unable to
coerce them even if wanted to. Nor, indeed,
could it be desirable for the British gov-
ernment to coerce them into submitting to
the core Provisional IRA demand for a
united Ireland. A change from half a million
alienated Catholics in the Six Counties to
approximately one million alienated Protes-
tants in a 32 county state would not be
progress on any level.

Even if the Unionists could be got to all-
party talks, the 1alks could not satisfy both
sides. The longer the truce lasted without
talks, the better — s0 the British govern-
ment probably reasoned. That is why they
disappointed, and were bound to disap-
point, the Provisionals.

The Provisional IRA, who had made their
ceasefire in the expectation of quick gains
secured by the political pressure of Dublin
and the Irish-Americans, were thus faced
first with the demand for what they saw as
surrender, and then with what looked lke
a Iurch back to a new phase of Belfast self-
rule, with an immovable built-in majority

against them.

The essence of the situation is that the Six
Counties of Northern Ircland is an artifi-
cial, histerically unviable entity. Catholics in
the Six Counties number about 42%, and
were never less than 35%, of the population.
They are the majority in perhaps half the
land area. They have always been a bigger
minority in the Six Counties than that which
the whole Protestant-Unionist population
would be in a 32-county Ireland. In North-
ern Ireland, the historic all-Ireland
Catholic-Protestant conflict is reproduced in
vicious miniature, with the minority-major-
ity roles artificiaily reversed. As a solution
to the alldreland minority-majority prob-
lem, the Six-Counties entity is undemocratic
nonsense. That is the underlying rationale
for which the Provisional IRA is doing, That
is why it is hypocritical rant and cant for
Tories and Blairites to give them lectures on
“democracy”. The imprisoned nationalist
minority can not win by head-counting with
the Six Counties.

But the Provisionals cannot win by war,
either. Theirs is a tragic late remnant of a
national war of liberation, fought by a frag-
ment of the Catholic Irish people, locked
within the Six-Counties bearpit state in mur-
derous conflict with the Protestant-Unionist
Irish minority. The only way to solve the
bloody and destructive impasse in Northern
Ireland is to unite substantial sections of
the two communities around a programme
which can be recognised as reasonable and
democratic by both — and Provisional IRA
bombs and bullets necessarily, inevitably,
make that task more difficult.

In what they do, the Provisional IRA
ignore the wishes of the overwhelming
majority in Ireland, including the will of
the Six Counties Catholic majority, which
is mainly SDLP — constitutional nationalist
— in its politics. The Provisional IRA is an
enemy of all rational, democratic, working-
class solutions.

Partition is now a 75-year old fact. The §
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Israel-Palestine
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The way to peace is equal rights

By Michel Warshawsky

UNBEARABLE, THESE images of mutilated
bodies, little girls covered with blood, and
mutilated children, images which the tele-
vision channels abuse and the politicians of
all stripes abuse.

Deaths claimed by Hamas, but predictable
too. You would have to be very short-sighted
to believe that the assassination by the Israel
secret service of the most famous of the mil-
itary activists of Hamas, Yihya Ayash, would
pass without a spectacular backlash.

This is not the end of the Isracki-Palestin-
ian talles and cooperation. We are likely to see
more of the same. The Israelis will put pres-
sure on the Palestinian national aunthorities
and on the Palestinian people in general.

This will be futile pressure, with collective
punishment and hostage-taking used against
the Palestinians without any reference to
whether or not this will work to stop the sui-
cide bombings. There is no reason
whatsoever why the Israeli army should
need to re-enter Gaza permanently. The
whole process will continue.

Arafat will do what the Israclis ask him to,

though he knows thathe hasa
better alternative which has
already been blocked by the
Isracli government on three
occasions, namely, to reach an
agreement with Hamas. That
is why so much of the respon-
sibility for what has happened
lies with the Israeli state.

We blame the Israeli gov-
ernment totally for the suicide
operations. They have tried to
use military methods to deal
with what is essentially a polit-
ical problem. Everything has
gone as if the Isracli govern-

ment were taken in by its own Hamas bomb attack

propaganda and believed
naively that James Bond type
operations could really put an end to the out-
rages — that peace could be imposed on the
Palestinians by military methods and humil-
iating dictats.

The real way to protect the population is
a genuine policy of Israeli-Palestinian rec
onciliation, which has got nothing to do
with the present talks known as the “peace
process”.

‘What is needed is respect for the Pales-
tinians, full equality, and reorientation
towards total Isracli withdrawal from the
West Bank and Gaza and the dismantling of
the settlements.

@ Michel Warshawsky is a leader of
the Revolutionary Communist League
(Matzpen) in Israel.

dfrom page 3 Protestant minority wil not
be coerced into a united Ireland — neither
by the Provisional IRA nor by the British.
The Provisional IRA campaign has mainly
had the effect of retarding conciliation of
the two communities and driving them fur-
ther apart than they were 25 years ago.
Pursuing the mechanical statelevel unifi-
cation of Ireland with guns and bombs for
25 years, the Provisional IRA has worked
great harm to the cause of ugiting the peo-
ple of Ireland. It is one of the most
malignant causes of present Irish disunity.

Unless the Provisional IRA declares a new
ceasefire, Sinn Fein will be excluded from
the peace taltks. That is ironic. In their 17-
month agitation for “all-party talks” to
proceed despite a Protestant boycott, and
in their demand that the British be “per-
suaders” of the Protestants, the Provisionals
were demanding in effect that the British
should proceed without the Protestants
and, at the next stage, coerce them.

The political and moral decadence of the
Provisional TRA/Sinn Fein form of “repub-
licanism” is proclaimed by this fact: when
the conventional “republican” double-talk
is stripped way, they are trying to unite
“Ireland” by coercing the British govern-
ment into using the British army to force
one million Irish people to accept Irish
Catholic majority rule!

It is fantasy — reactionary, anti-republi-
can fantasy — and a throwback to the old
Irish-Unionist position, “the British solution
is the only solution”. The old allIreland

Unionists were rational, however, aiming
for a “British solution” within the UX; the
Provisional IRA/Sinn Fein are fantasists look-
ing for a British solution to intra-Irish
division to be embodied in an independent
Ireland!

But there is no British solution to the
division in the Irish people. There can only
be an intra-Irish solution, a solution made
by the people of Ireland.

Therefore, we say that the Provisionals
are reactionaries. They are not republicans.
Real Irish republicanism is now what it was
when Wolfe Tone defined it: “to unite the
whole people of Ireland, to abolish the
memory of all past dissensions and to sub-
stitute the common name of Irishmen in
place of the denominations of Protestant,
Catholic and Dissenter”. For us, the whole
question is the unity of the Irish working
class, “Protestant, Catholic and Dissenter.”

We are entirely against the Provisional
IRA campaign. Socialists should support
neither Provisional IRA militarism nor any
of their multifarious political fronts
("peace”, “release the prisoners”, etc.)

Is there a way forward? The Northern
Ireland statelet, created by a nonsensical
and undemocratic partition of Ireland, is
unviable as a political unit. It denies the
right of self-determination to a Catholic
community numbering over 40 per cent of
its population. But coercing the Protestant
community into a united Ireland under
Catholic domination — as the Provisionals
would — can bring no progress. The demo-

cratic rights of both communities must be
accommodated. This can be done onlyina
free federal united Ireland, with local auton-
omy for the Protestant-majority area, and
with confederal links with Britain.

The job of Marxists, therefore, is to work
for workers from both communities to unite
around a programme of social advance
(public investment and shorter hours for full
employment, levellingup of social provi-
sion, etc.) and consistent democracy.

We should assist any moves to establish
a Labour Party in Northern Ireland based on
the trade unions and uniting workers from
both communities. The only real solution to
Irish workers® problems, the only Irish
Republic that is other than a mockery of all
the past struggles of the Irish majority, is the
Workers” Republic; and that Workers’
Republic can be created only by a united
working class, led by revolutionary Marxists.

In the first place, then, we must seck to
mend the fragmentation and marginalisa-
tion of the left in Ireland by dialogue and
debate. By dialogue and debate, also, we
must seek to wake up the British left, which
in our view has settled back into flaccid
reveries and fantasies about a largely imag-
inary Ireland and scarcely relates to the
existing Ireland and its real problems. With
these aims, we publish a symposium pre-
senting a wide range of Irish socialist
opinion on the new situation after the
breakdown of the ceasefire. Our pages will
be open for further contributions to the
debate. I .
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Australia: Labor and the Accord swept away

Janet Burstall and Tony
Brown report on the
Australian election.

THE AUSTRALIAN Labor Party (ALPY's nine
seat majority has been wiped out in one of
its biggest electoral defeats this century.

Nine Ministers lost their seats and the
new Parliament will have a Coalition [Lib-
eral/National] majority of around 45 in the
148 seat House of Representatives. Not
since the massive anti-Labor landslides of
1975 and 1977 has Labor been so deci-
mated at the polls.

Labor recorded its lowest primary vote
{35%) since World War IL. In Queensland
Labor now holds only one seat while in
South Australia there are two. In New
South Wales, an ALP stronghold, large
swings were recorded everywhere. Even
in ultra safe working class seats there were
heavy swings against Labor. Paul Keating
suffered a 9% swing in his western Sydney
seat.

After Saturday 2 March Labor has been
reduced to representing only parts of met-
ropolitan Sydney, Melbourne and
Canberra. It has no regional or rural rep-
resentation to speak of.

Why?

There are many young people who have
grown up thinking that the ALP is the nat-
ural party of government. Some on the
left have even encouraged this view. Yet
Labor has only governed for thirty-three of
the ninety-five years of this century. It has
only won government thirteen times,
including five since 1983.

Historically Labor in Australia has gov-
erned in times of national crisis — in both
world wars, during the Depression, and
agzin in 1983 following the deepest reces-
sion this century after the 1930s. Labor's
role has been to restore social and eco-
nomic calm in times of stress, to manage
working class discontent, to put things
back on an even keel.

During these last thirteen years Labor
was once again the crisis manager, but it
did more. Australia never had a bourgeois
revolution, or industrial revolution. It had
no feudal relations to over throw and agri-
culture commenced on a capitalist basis.
Indeed there was hardly any industrial
development until between the first and
second world wars. It had not developed
a culture of innovative capitalist industri-
alisation. The industry that did develop
was largely the result of state support
through protection barriers and state sup-
ported arbitration.

A strong statist culture has developed in
the absence of a strong modernising cap-
italist leadership.

Both the ALP and the ACTU (trade
union) leaders proudly boasted in the mid

John Howard

1980s that as business and capital could
not be relied on to provide economic lead-
ership in the face of both a technological
revolution and the dramatic realignment of
production around the world, labour
would step in and provide that leadership.

Labor deregulated the finance industry,
cut tariffs, watered down the award sys-
tem, eventually laying the foundations for
enterprise bargaining to replace industry
bargaining. It cut back social spending in
order to produce budget surpluses. It pri-
vatised state owned businesses and
introduced competition into telecommu-
nications.

The leaders of the labour movement
took the responsibility for being the best,
most efficient of the capitalist managers,

In the process Labor managed three
major economic recessions. The one it
inherited in 1982/83 which ied to hun-
dreds of thousands of workers losing their
jobs in manufacturing; in 1987 with the
international stock market collapse; and,
again in 1991, when interest rates hit 20%,
more workers lost their jobs and many
small businesses went bust.

Placing itself in the middle, trying to
serve the interests of business while
smoothing out the rough edges for work-
ers caught in the restructuring of
capitalism, Labor failed to satisfy either
business or its working class constituency.

Laber opened up the economy by
increasing its competitiveness, that is by
enabling higher rates of profit for capital
invested in Australia and for opening the
way for Australian capital to invest over-
seas, and particularly in Asia, but business
has wanted more.

Even though the profit share of GDP is
at an historic high, and even though wages
have been kept low, working conditions
renegotiated everywhere and industrial
action suppressed, inflation is low and tax-
ation is the second lowest of all OECD
countries, capital is not satisfied.

It now believes (although not unani-
mously, and not with overwhelming
conviction in the Coalition’s competence)
that the Accord — the agreement between

Labor and the ACTU to keep wages down
~= has outlived its purpose. The Coali-
tion’s plans to extend industrial relations
deregulation by emasculating the arbitra-
tion system, introducing individual
contracts, further cutting social spending
and privatising one third of Telstra wiil
result in increased profit-taking.

The Coalition believes, and with some
good reason, that it has little to fear from
a weakened trade union movement. Union
membership has fallen from 50% when
Hawke won in 1983 to 35% today. In some
new growth industries there is barely any
union representation.

The ACTU’s Accord has left the organ-
ised working class demobilised and out of
practice at campaigning for their inter-
ests. Independent action has virtually
ceased and there is little rank and file activ-
ity to speak of. It is a poor position to
begin a fight against the attacks that are
now being planned.

Falling wages and living standards

Workers have been hardest hit. Aver-
age wages for most categories of workers
have fallen. Job security is rare and the
average number of hours worked per
week continues to rise.

Enterprise bargaining was introduced
along with changes to the industrial law
which were designed to foster a loyalty by
workers to their employer. Increased pro-
ductivity and improved international
competitiveness were the goal, breaking
down broader solidarity the means.

But there is large-scale suspicion on the
shop and office floor to workplace reform.
A government report by the Department
of Industrial Relations, Enterprise Bar-
gaining at Work, reported workers
referring to a number of problems.

They included trading pay rises for
changes in rosters, shift arrangements and
the like. These deals might have increased
pay but had also led to a downside such as
a deteriorating sense of job security, higher
stress levels, reduced input into decision
making and waning employer-employee
relations.

Many workers feel they are spending
more time at work than they did before,
placing more stress on their families,

So when Paul Keating said that “this is
as good as it gets”, or that growth, recov-
ery and the good times are just around
the corner, workers firstly stopped believ-
ing him, then switched off and finally
began to wonder if Howard could do a
better job.

Yet ironically Keating is probably right.
In the context of Australian capitalism at
the end of the twentieth century, this
probably is as good as it gets.

Making wages dependent on industry
profitability and national competitiveness
makes it inevitable that living standards
will decline.
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For the past twelve months Labor has
desperately tried to portray the Coalition
as something equivalent to the vandals at
the gates of national harmony. But Labor
was compromised on 50 many issues.

It opposed Howard’s plans to part pri-
vatise Telstra, yet it had privatised the
Commonwealth Bank and QANTAS; it
opposed the Coalition’s deregulationist
industriaf relations policy, but it had intro-
duced enterprise bargaining and
effectively made awards (agreements
processed through the public arbitration
system) redundant for many workers, It
claimed that the Liberals were working
only in the interests of big business, but
throughout the 1980s the ALP leaders
went out of their way to demonstrate their
commitment to the powerful such as Mur-
doch, Bond, Connell and Rivkin.

Labor should have heeded Joseph
Schumpeter’s old saying that “entrepre-
neurs generate gales of destruction.”
Instead they have reaped a bitter electoral
harvest.

Who will write the history?

This defeat has been coming for some
time. Only the Coalition's ineptness
stopped them winning in 1987, 1990 and
1993. Each ALP clection win seemed a
reprieve from the inevitable and this is
probably one of the reasons for the size of
this defeat. It represents a lot of pent up
frustration all being let loose at once.

Now the race is on within the labour
movement to write the reasons for the

loss. The right know better than anyone
that those who write the history set the
agenda for the pext period.

The surviving core of ex-Ministers are
saying that the policies were all OK, it
was just a matter of Labor being in office
too long, that defeat had to come some
time. They argue that with some reflection
and perhaps some tinkering Labor should
take up where it left off.

There are others in the right who are
saying that Labor needs to go back to its
base. They are equally committed to
Labor’s managerialism and offer no alter-
natives to the Hawke and Keating
economic policies.

“Howard will try to
imply that public
servanits dare
privileged fat cats,
who want 1o keep
their jobs at the
expense of much
needed services.”

Thousands of members who identified
themselves with the left simply walked
out through the 1980s and 1990s. They
flirted with supposedly left-wing alterna-
tives. Those “progressive” parties set

By Janine Booth

WORKERS at Ford’s car plant in
Dagenham are prepared to strike in
defence of a gay colleague. Tom
Atherton was the victim of a homo-
phobic assault by a foreman, but now
faces the sack.

The foreman threw Atherton
through a plate glass window after
shouting at thim “What the fuck do
you want, you big fucking queer?”

The attack resulted in heavy blood
loss, and a doctor was called to coun-
sel other workers on the dangers of
HIV transmission. Although the
compnay claims that a doctor is
alwavys called in cases of blood
spillage, assembly workers say this is
not true, and protested over the “HEV
panic reaction” in calling the doctor.

When a supervisor when to help
him, Atherton — dazed through
blood loss — lashed out. He now faces
discipline and dismissal. The fore-
man who attacked him keeps his job,
being reinstated after an investiga-
tive suspension.

This incident sees Ford completing

Fords workers stand by their man

a hat-trick of hatred: within the last
month, they have been caught out
being both racist and sexist.

Black workers had their faces “air-
brushed” white in a photograph in an
advertising brochure: aithough black
workers are good enough to make
cares, Ford seems to think they are
not good enough to advertise them.

Ford also published a sexist advert
in their in-house magazine which was
then pulped following complaints.

The car workers’ union, TGWU is
backing the victimised gay worker.
Panel beaters and welders have said
they will strike. Atherton has sworn
he will take his case to tribunal.

Atherton claims never to have
experience homophobic abuse pre-
viously in his ten years working at
Ford. The homophobic assault by the
foreman, and the subsequent victim-
isation by Ford, has prompted
workers to unite in solidarity with
their gay colleague.

They probably don’t got to Pride
every year or join Oufirage! zapping
closet clergy, but they won’t stand
for a fellow worker being attacked
and victimised by his bosses.

Workers Liberty

themselves up as electoral alternatives and
judging them on that criteria have proved
to be miserable failures.

The left within and without the party is
seriously weakened. It is time to realise
that the labour movement as it exists,
warts and all, is the Iabour movement that
must be taken seriously. It is a fantasy and
a dead-end to believe that an alternative
labour movement can be manufactured.

The next stage

For now the battle will be taken up by
the trade unions. Howard's war will be
first and foremost against the unions.
Enterprise agreements, individual con-
tracts and anti-union laws and a showdown
with the waterfront unions will be the
starting point of the Howard government's
policies, even though they were barely
mentioned during the campaign. This is
how the more combative companies hope
to wring out more profits,

Howard's other main goal will be pri-
vatisation and cuts to jobs and conditions
in what remains of the public sector. He
will try to imply that public servants are
privileged fat cats, who want to keep their
jobs at the expense of much needed ser-
vices despite the report published on the
eve of the election that it was only because
public pay rises had been so low that over-
all wages growth had come within the
government’s budget target.

His social conservatism will be bad news
for all people already oppressed in this
society, especially if the unions fail to resist
Howard's attacks. “The family is the great-
est system of social welfare devised by
any society” will be translated into welfare
cuts.

The family, read women, will be pres
sured to meet the needs of the elderly,
frail, disabled and pre-school children.
Migrants will be denied support they are
now entitled to, once more at the expense
of their families.

And the strong seam of racism that was
tapped during the campaign will encour-
age attempts to turn back the modest
recognition of Aboriginal needs under
Labor.

ACTU Secretary Bill Kelty appears to be
throwing down the gauntlet. Two days
after the election he said the Accord was
finished and with it the wage restraint that
endured for thirteen years.

“If they declare war we too will fight.
There is no way that I will ever turn my
back on the union movement. This is
about as exciting as it's going to get, and
I'm going to be there.”

For thirteen years Labor assisted the rul-
ing class through a crisis. What has taken
place during that time has been nothing
less than the renegotiation of the political
economy of Australian capitalism. The new
government will step up the pace.

Kelty's willingness to fight could be a
starting point to remobilise the labour
movement, and for the left to revitalise
itself and build a militant rank and file
movement. We can begin by campaign-
ing to hold him to his promise. I
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MINJU-MOCHONG, the new umbrella
organisation of the democratic trade union
movement in South Korea, was founded
on 11 November 1995 and has more than
400,000 members.

After the Korean war (of 1950-3), under
the military regime, enterprise unions were
introduced, under the control of the loyal-
ist Federation of Korean Trade Unions. The
trade union movement revived again after
1970. A symbol for this revival was a young
textile worker, Chun TaelHl, who burned
himself to death in 1972, Textiles were
then the most important branch of the
South Korean economy.

Chun Tae ] set fire to himself with the
Iabour law on his knees. His declaration:
“We are people, not machines” gave the ori-
entation for the slowly-forming workers’
movement. In the 1970s there were
repeated strike movements, but they were
defeated. Then came the social unrest of
1979-80.

The popular uprising in Kwangju in 1980
and its bloody suppression led to the tran-
sition to a further phase of dictatorship,
which lasted untit 1987. Set off by the death
under torture of a student in a police sta-
tion, the bourgeois-democratic movement
developed. In the summer the movement
spread to the factories and the workers.
The strike waves lasted three months. In
this struggle arose new, democratic trade
unions in the workplaces, independent
from the FKTU. In 1990 the Nationat Coun-
cil of democratic trade unions, Chon No
Hyop, was founded. But a large section of
the trade unions, especially in the big enter-
prises, remained outside it, because they
feared that they would be illegalised if they
jeined the national federation. The indus-
trial unions like those on the railways, the
Underground, print, and hospitals, stayed
outside one same grounds.

However, in 1994 a preparatory com-
mittee was set up to prepare the founding
of an umbrella organisation for 1995. The
state power tried to hinder this project. A
string of activists were arrested and con-
victed. On the basis of the law on “Banning
the Intervention of Third Parties”, trade
urHONists active across or outside work-
places were persecuted.

On 11 November 1995 the new umbrefla
organisation, the KCTU (Korean Confed-
eration of Trade Unions), was founded. The
founding congress took place on the cam-
pus of Yonsei University. Trade union
banners were put up all over the campus.
The evening belonged to the masses: the
university grounds were turned inio a great
people’s festival, with 20,000 attending. As
it was reported that the Jabour minister
declared the new federation illegal, the
speaker commented that the labour faws
could not stop the movement. If all the
workers stopped work for just one hour,
the laws would become ineffective. More

orkers’

The monthiy survey

Korean workers are becoming a
powerful force

and more new groups came from work-
place trade unions, some in work clothes,
demonstrating their participation with huge
trade union banners. Celebrations went on
through the night. The next morning there
was a big demonstration in Seoul, to which
over 70,000 people came from across the
country,

The police held back during the cele-
brations, although precisely in recent
months strikes and demonstrations have
been beaten down with great brutality.
Obviously the Kim Young Sam regime
wanted to maintain the appearance of its
democratic legitimacy, and did not want to
stir up too much dust through open action.

Because of the threatening criminalisation
of the new trade union movement, inter-
national support and solidarity is especially
important. IG Metall (the giant German
metalworkers’ union) has promised to sup-
port the new federation politically.

On 23 November the new president of
the KCTU was arrested when he delivered
the new federation’s application for recog-
nition to the labour ministry.

The struggle of the south Korean trade
unions has firmly outlined immediate polit-
ical goals: the abrogation of the “Ban on the
Intervention of the Third Parties”, the recog-
nition of the new trade unions, the
liberation of all jailed trade unionists, the
reinstatement of all workers sacked for
trade union and strike activities.

In January three South Korean trade
unionists, Kyu Hyung Zin, Sik Hwa Jung
and Kown Heon Kook, visited Germany
and spoke to the socialist newspaper Sozial-
istische Zettung. They are emploved at
Kefico, an electronics company in which
the German firm Bosch has an interest.

“Since 19877, they said, “wages have
clearly increased. However, even in the big
enterprises the basic wage only covers min-
imal subsistence. The workers in small and
middie-sized enterprises get much less,

“Working hours have repeatedly been

ovement in Sout!

Korea

shortened since 1987,

“Korean workers work on average S0
hours a week, aithough the legal working
week is 44 hours. In workplaces with bad
conditions they work almost 60 hours a
week. Besides, there is hardly any welfare
system. About 2,700 workers died through
accidents in the workplace in 1994, that is,
about seven or eight a day.

“Our trade union at Kefico was founded
in 1987. The process of democratisation in
South Korea was very helpful for us, Qur
trade unfon has fought very actively and suc-
cessfully for the improvement of work
conditions an increases in wages. Of course
we have also fought politically for a better
system of society.

“There are three important laws against
the workers’ movement in South Korea.
The first is the “Ban on the Intervention of
Third Parties in Labour Disputes”; the sec-
ond is the ban on political activity by trade
urntions; and finally there is the ban on dual
trade unions, that is, if the FKTU is pre-
sent, no other trade union can be
established.

“Since 1987 we have fought successfully
for wage increases. Therefore we have a rel-
atively high level of wages. So South Korean
businesses want to bring in foreign work-
ers because they do not want such high
wages as we do. Foreign workers are sup-
posed to come to Korea only as
probationers on industrial training pro-
grammes, where they get low wages. About
100,000 foreign workers are in South
Korea. They mostly work in small enter-
prises under very bad conditions. Their
wages are only 40 per cent of Korean work-
ers. Various social groups campaign for the
foreign employees to have equal righrs. ..
Up 1o now the trade unions have not yet
bothered very much with this. But in future
we will stand up for equal rights for these
people.”

Sozialistische Zeitung asked about
Korean capital moving to other countries
with lower wage rates.

“Up 0 now we did not think about this,
Our work conditions were very bad. But in
future we will practise international soli-
darity.” SoZ also asked about the Korean
trade unionists’ impressions of the German
labour movement.

“On the one hand we were very satisfied,
but on the other somewhat disappointed.
We have seen that IG Metall is really very
strong and thus confirms our idea that it sig-
nifies a great power for the workers against
capital. On the other hand we have an
impression of the big German trade unions
being bureaucratised. There is only a defen-
sive sirategy against Lean Production and
Team Working,”

@ Translated, abridged and adapted from
Sozialistische Zeitung of 25 January 1996
and 8 February 1996. Contact SoZ at Das-
selstrasse 75-77, 5064 Koln, Germany.




Diary

Jill Mountford, Secretary of the
Welfare State Nebwork, described her
work as an organiser of WSN's
conference in Manchester on 23
March.

I'VE worked for the WSN for 18 months

now, teaching for a few hours each week
to provide some income to live on. Since
the inaugural meeting, on a mid-September
Sunday afternoon in 1994 where Tony
Benn was the main speaker, we've pulled
off some reasonably impressive stuff.

We now have an organisation with over
200 affiliates, the majority of them trade
unions, Labour Parties, Trades Councils,
students’ unions, and campaigns such as
Fight Against Cuts in Education, disability
and pensioners’ rights groups.

The campaign struck a chord with many
people. It is already understood by large
numbers of workers that the Tory project
of tearing down the post-1945 welfare
state is designed to create a working class
with littie or no safe places in a landscape
of relentless exploitation of labour under
the vicious, anarchic rule of the market.

The hard-won posi-1945 safe places,
made up of a network of benefits, rights
and institutions, represented elernents of
the political economy of the working class
within capitalism. Capital was still able to
ruin individual lives, even communities,
but not, as before the Second World War,
the lives of a whole working class genera-
tion.

17 years of sustained Tory assault have
changed that; but the WSN has been able
to capture the anger and frustration of
many activists with a desire to put an end
to this assault on the working class.

The second reason for our growth was
our fast response to labour movement
events. Labour Party conference 1994
came just three weeks after our inaugural
meeting. We produced a four-page broad-
sheet 1o highlight the cuts and attacks on
the welfare state and to call for Labour
Party support for building a mass rank and
file campaign. The broadsheet developed
into a 12 page tabloid size newspaper,
called Action for Health and Welfare.

We've just completed issue number 12,
which is 16 pages. We had enough reports,
articles and letters to fill another four
pagest.

We organised daily sales at Labour Party
Conference, and toted it around all the
fringe meetings, as well as collecting signa-
tures on a petition. We advocated Labour
Party action against the Tories’ attacks on
the working class. We called a lobby of Par-
Liament on Budget Day (29 November
1994). We have no illusions in what such a
lobby can achieve, but we knew we could
use it as a focus for activists to come
together and feel their strength.

Over 500 people, from pensioners to
school students, and all sorts of groups in
bhetween, came together to protest against
the Tories’ cuts in welfare spending.

Tony Benn, Diane Abbott and Jack Jones
spoke for us. But it was the speakers from
the floor that inspired many of us: pension-
ers recalling what life was like before the
introduction of free healthcare at the point
of need.

From the lobby we called for a national
petition against the Jobseeker's Allowance
[JSA]. Incapacity Action, a group of dis-
abled people fighting the introduction of
the new Incapacity Benefit (now in opera-
tion, replacing Invalidity and Sickness
Benefit) told us how Incapacity Benefit
was a forerunner for the JSA and piedged
their support for fighting it. We also called
a national campaigning conference on the
JSA and how to fight it. The conference
took place in February 1995, with over 250
activists from trade unions, Labour Parties,
unemployed groups, disability campaigns
and students’ unions.

How do you measure the success of
such a conference? Attendance: the make-
up of the activists was a good
representation of the labour movement.
And you measure it also by the practical
decisions that come out of it: the setting
up of local groups against the J54A, organis-
ing local action such as protests and
petitioning outside Job Centres and dole
offices, getting out and talking to working
class people who will be affected by the
JSA, explaining why it should be fought.
Birmingham Against JSA is organising a
demonstration on Saturday 18 April 1996;
there’s a London demonstration on 9 April.

In April 1995 we pulled off another cam-
paigning conference, “From the Cradle to
the Grave.” Again, over 250 people came
along. We clected a steering comumnittee
and made a number of decisions about
future actions and campaigns. We voted to
back a march on Tory Party Conference in
defence of the welfare state. Welfare State
Network supporters marched the 58 miles
through 10 towns from Bury to Blackpool.

We organised town centre meetings in
places kike Burnley and Blackburn. With
megaphone and 2 bench to stand on, you

Workers' Liberty

can quite quickly get a couple of hundred
people around you. Plainly the march
inspired other people to get involved. And
it inspired me and other marchers, under-
lining once more the truth on which the
WSN is based: the possibility of building a
mass rank and file working-class movement
on welfare.

Next came Lobby of Parliament for Bud-
get Day 1995, The lobby ended with us
being thrown out of Parliament after occu-
pying the Committee Room in which
Kenneth Clarke was hoping to hold a
meeting! We sang the fnternationale.

In December, the French working class
showed us all what can be done when
they took mass strike action against welfare
cuts. Health and welfare is about militant
working class politics, They never gave us
welfare: we had to organise to take it from
them.

Supporters of the Welfare State Net-
work, me included, couldn’t resist the
chance of getting over to Paris for one of
the big demonstrations. Hundreds of thou-
sandis of people on the streets demanding
what is rightfully ours is a beautiful and
inspiring scene! French workers were not
only interested in their own battle to save
pensions, healthcare and education, but
showed great interest in what was happen-
ing to the working class and the welfare
state in Britain. We sold out of copies of
Action.

By May 1997 at latest Britain should have
a new government. Labour leads in the
polls by a huge amount at present, But
even under a Labour government, headed
by Blair and his friends, I believe the Wel
fare State Network is going to have an
important role to play in defending the
welfare state. The Labour Ieadership seem
unable to offer anything other than pale
pink Tory policies.

The Tories want to remake the working
class in the image of the US where a huge
underclass rots in Third World style slums
inside the cities of the richest country on
earth, Where 35 million people have no
medical insurance benefits. Where the mid-
dle classes build very high fences around
their private estates and use thugs to keep
the proles out.

The Welfare State Network intends to
play a part in the remaking of our class into
a strong, confident force that will one day
remake society and put an end to the capi-
talist war of all against all. We will build
new society, in which there will be no safe
place for exploitation, for poverty or for
those who thrive off of exploitation and
poverty.

So has it been a good 18 months? Is it
worth all the hard work? Without a
shadow of doubt! And then there are bet-
ter things to come.

@ Contact the WSN on 0171-639 5068 or
c/o0 5TUSU, 42 Braganza St, London SE17.0
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A hidden history
of ciass politics

Henry Patterson

THE end of the ceasefire was brought about
by a shift in the balance of forces inside the
Republican movement against the Adams
leadership. That change has been coming
during the past few months because of the
lack of progress towards all-party talks.

There was always a section of the Repub-
lican movement who were not keen on the
new direction in which Adams is leading
them, and who do not really believe that
their objectives can be won in this way.

Nevertheless the opponents of Adams’s
policy shift had to accept that by the end
of the 1980s their strategy had run up
against a brick wall. The IRA had not been
defeated, but neither had the British, nor
were there any signs that the British could
be forced to leave.

Sinn Fein had become a relatively suc-
cessful political force in the North, but
there they were not dominant, and they
had not made inroads in the South.

The Republican movement had reached
the limirs of its strategy.

So inside the movement the Adams group
managed to persuade people to try a new
policy: shelving the military campaign in
return for political support from Dublin
and Washington. Those who were scepti-
cal were at least persuaded to tolerate it. For
example, I do not think that Martin McGuin-
ness has ever really believed that the Adams
strategy would work, but he was prepared
to see it tested.

One of the problems has been that Adams
oversold what could be expected from the
British. His group encouraged the belief
that all-party talks would be arranged
quickly. But I do not believe that there actu-

ally ever was a deal with the British to get
into talks within three months, which is
the period Adams has mentioned.

And the British government have not
helped. There were areas that the British
could have moved on relatively easily — for
example, on the question of the prisoners.
But they did not.

On other issues the British government
were always going 1o have difficuliies. The
fundamental constitutional reforms the
Republicans want are going 10 be very hard
to arrange.

It is also going to be hard for the British
to fix all-party talks. I do not know if Adams
ever really believed that the British would
act in this way. But he at least hoped they
would, and led others to expect they
would.

I think that Adams had become per-
suaded that the Anglo-Irish Agreement
indicated that some sort of accommoda-
tion might be reached with a section of
the British political elite for a gradual
process of extrication. In other words
Adams now accepts that the British are not
going to say that they will leave in five or
ten years. However he believes that it is pos-

Glossary

DUP: Democratic Unionist Party, led by Ian Pais-
ley.

Framework Document: joint document pub-
lished by governments of Britain and Irish
Republic in February 1995, Proposes new Belfast
government, linked with Dublin government in
a common structure to mediate Ireland’s con-
nections with the European Union and a
“standing intergovernmentat conference” of both
governments to oversee Northern Ireland.
Paisley: Tan Paisley, leader of the Democratic
Unionist Party.

PUP: Progressive Untonist Party. Splinter Union-
ist party, linked to the paramilitary Ulster
Volunteer Force.

SDLYP: Social Democratic and Labour Party, led

by John Hume. Constitutional nationalist, it comr
mands about two-thirds of the Catholic vote in
Northern Ireland. Formed in 1970 by middie-
class civil-rights activists and “Republican Eabour”
people, it swallowed up the ofd Nationalist party.
Shankill Road: « Protestant working-class area
in west Belfast,

Six Counties: Nosthern Irefand.

Twenty-six Counties: the Irish Republic.
Trimble: David Trimble, leader of the Ulster
Unionist Party (also called “Official Unionists”).
UDP: Ulster Democratic Pariy., Splinter Unionist
party, linked to the paramilitary Ulster Defence
Association.

Workers’ Party: descendant (with Stalinistic,
anti-nationalist politics) of the Official IRA, from
which the Provisional IRA split in 1969-70.

Hope and joy at the time of the ceasefire

sible to create “interim structures” which
will amount in effect to joint British-South-
ern authority over the North leading up to
British withdrawal in — perhaps — two
decades time.

That was the new strategy. It is a move
away from the idea that the British can be
forced out, and it represents a recognition
by Adams’s group that Britain has no real
interest in being in Northern Ireland. That
is why the parts of the Downing Street Dec-
laration and the Framework Document
which say that Britain has no selfish eco-
nomic or strategic interests in the North
were so important for the Republican move-
ment.

One of the ideas behind the Anglo-rish
Agreement was that the conflict could best
be “managed” at an inter-governmental
level, rather than trying to get the local
politicians to agree. However the present
process — if it has not totally fallen apart
— does involve giving 2 bigger role to inter-
nal political forces. The Framework
Document envisaged quite developed polit
ical structures in Northern Ireland. The idea
here is to make agreement easier for the
main Unionist parties.

Adams believes that the Protestants can
not be forced into a united Ireland. On the
other had both he and John Hume are look-
ing to the British to pressurise and educate
the Protestants.

At the core of Adams’s strategy is the
idea that the British must take up this active
role. And this itself is a major problem with
the Adams strategy.

It is possible to imagine a bourgeois
interim-solution: some sort of regional ¥




governument in Northern Ireland based on
powersharing; North-South institutions as
envisaged in the Framework Document. I
would not have a problem with this if it
could actually be made to work. However,
my basic doubt about the feasibility of such
an arrangement is that it is difficult to see
the Unionists accepting any solution with
a strong North-South dimension.

Over the past decade the rift between
communities has actually deepened. This
makes the internal basis for this type of
agreement very difficult to construct.

There is a hidden history of class politcs
in the north of Ireland manifested in both
communities. It was embodied in the North-
ern Irish Labour Party (NILP) during the
post-war period up untl the early 1960s.
That iradition was essentially destroyed by
the Troubles.

Organisations like the PUP and the DUP
look back to that type of politics, but they
are different in important respects. In the-
ory, if not in practice, the NILP tried to
transcend the sectarian divide. But the PUP
and DUP should really be seen as a reflec-
tion of class politics within the Protestant
bloc. They do not really look to go beyond
their community. They are strongly influ-
enced by community politics, which almost
necessarily in Northern Ireland means com-
mamal politics.

Nevertheless these organisations do at
feast talk a language of compromise and
may be, for some people, a step away from
sectarianism.

The emergence of the PUP comes — to
some degree — from the crisis of the Work-
ers’ Party. After the demise of the NILP the
Workers' Party represented the re-birth of
social democratic politics, albeit on alargely
Catholic basis. Since the Workers' Party
split across Ireland the Party in the North
has lost influence and retreated into its tra-
ditional, most-easily mobilised, Catholic,
old-Official heartlands.

The other half of the split, the Democ-
ratic Left, continues to have considerable
support in the Irish Republic, but has failed
to take off significantly in Northern Ireland.

So the non-sectarian alternatives in the
North are currently weak — outside some
very small socialist groups.

@ Henry Patterson is a professor of
politics at the University of Ulster.

Contradictory
reasons for the
ceasefires

Eamonn McCann

THERE was always a fragility about the
ceasefire. The breaking point came with
the Canary Wharf bombing. As everyone
knows John Major's seeming rejection of
the Mitchell Report’s main recommenda-
tions and adoption of what is perceived to
be the Official Unionist Party’s policy of

elections to a negotiating body, triggered
the bombing. That may have been the final
straw. But behind that the contradictions
had begun to sharpen.

The ceasefire was sold to the Republican
rank and file on what some of us recognised
at the time as an unrealistic basis: that the
pan-nationalist alliance with the SDLP,
Dublin and the Irish-American lohby would
provide speedier progress towards a united
Ireland than the armed struggle.

Of course the Protestant ceasefire was
sold to the paramilitaries on the basis that
the Unjon was safe. So the reasons for the
two sides’ ceasefires were obviously con-
tradictory.

Add to this the fact that over the last 18
months there has been footdragging and
bad faith on the British side.

Major — right up untif the ceasefire
began — had refused 10 believe Albert
Reynolds’ assurances that there would actu-
ally be a ceasefire. And when it took place
he regarded it as a sign of weakness.

So, there were a sergies of misunder-
standings and contradictions underlying
the ceasefire.

Northern Irish politics are constructed
around communal identity. But from my
point of view, as a socialist, this is some-
thing I fight against. I deny, absolutely, that
this is the only way of understanding North-
ern Irish politics. The peace process was
always inherently sectarian. It is based on
the assumption that the only possible way
that people can identify themselves is by ref-
erence to the religious community that they
were born into. That is precisely the type
of politics that socialists should be con-
cerned to fight against.

To be specific: one of the suggestions in
the Framework Document is that an all-Ire-
land body might begin to run the health
service north and south of the border. The
peace process argument is that this will
signify some sort of move towards a united
Ireland.

However left entirely out of the account

is that the nurses in the South voted over-
whelmingly last week for strike action —
for the first time in their history. There has
been a wave of strike action in the South-
ern health service and massive popular
resistance to the closure of hospital units.

Simultaneously, the television news in
Northern Ireland is reporting the great
anger that has followed the announcement
of hospital cuts. This reporting has over-
shadowed the peace process.

The argument about whether the health
service should be run on an all-Ireland or
partition basis is meaningless from a work-
ing-class point of view, unless the content
of the health care is discussed.

It is just not true that everyone sees them-
selves as either Protestant or Catholic. The
political history of Ireland shows this is not
true. The Unionist party was not the main
party for many years in Belfast. A lot of peo-
ple who discuss the issues now seem to
believe that the fringe parties like the PUP
are a new phenomenon. Anything but. The
Shankill Road has never, ever, been a strong-
hold of official, mainstream Unionism. The
people there voted — in the 1930s for
instance — for people who, by contem-
porary standards, could be considered
radical or left wing. So there are not just two
traditions in Northern Ireland.

Nevertheless, if parties like the PUP are
serious about fighting for workers’ interests,
even just Protestant workers’ interests ——
and I have yet to be convinced that they are
— they must break away from the all-class
Orange political bloc which has dominated
the Protestant workers for 100 years. And
they can not do that if they collude with
Trimble and Paisley in denying their
Catholic neighbours the right to express
their identity.

It is true there are differences between
the people. But we must recognise the
rights of the nationalist people. The people
who must be the arbiters about what is an
adequate representation of the nationalist
identity are the nationalist people them-

F-f

1968-72: Catholic revolt for civil rights in
the North. Northern Ireland state lurches
towards civil war. British troops go on the
streets (August 1969). Provisional IRA
emerges and starts military campaign
(1970-71); Ulster Defence Association
formed, as a mass-based Protestant para-
military group (1971-2). Britain abolishes
Northern Ireland's “Home Rule” parlia-
ment at Stormont (March 1972),
introducing “direct rule” from London.
1972-6: Britain secks a solution through
reform (Sunningdale Agreement, Decem-
ber 1973), but is beaten back by
Protestant militancy (Ulster General
Strike, May 1974). Further British efforts
at reform (1975-6) get nowhere.
1976-82: Britain tries to hold the ring
and “sweat out” the Catholic revolt.
Britain found guilty of “inhuman and
degrading treatment” of prisoners by

. .. S”

European Commission for Human Rights
(1977). Ten Republican hunger strikers
die (1981).

1981-83: Sinn Fein makes a “political”
turn.

1984: “New Ireland Forum” of southern
Irish political parties proposes options
for 2 solution.

1985, November: Anglo-Irish Agreement
signed, institutionalising London-Dublin
co-operation over Northern Ireland. Major
Protestant revolt follows in 1986, but
dwindles thereafter as it fails to break the
Agreement.

1993: Hume/Adams initiative seeks all-
party all-Ireland talks with a British
commitment to back the results, and indi-
cates that Provisional IRA will then call
ceasefire and seck Protestant consent for
Irish unity.

1994, August: Provisionals call ceasefire.




Men of arms. Provisonal IRA funeral procession

selves. Therefore, there must be a united
Ireland.

@ Eamonn McCann, a journalist, is a
Iong-time socialist activist. He is affili-
ated with the Socialist Workers’
Movement, sister group of the British
SWP.

Labour can build
common ground

THE ceasefire broke down because of a
combination of factors. The IRA felt that
they were getting nowhere with peaceful
dialogue and they had to take up arms again,
or in this case set off bombs. They felt that
the Unionist parties had gone back into
their bunkers, adopted a siege mentality of
delaying and procrastinating, and also that
the British government had not been as
forthcoming as it should have been in enter
ing talks with Sinn Fein. The background
factor is that John Major was on a knife-edge
in terms of his majority in the Commeons,
and he was trying to hold as much Union-
ist support as possible.

I don’t think setting off bombs in London,
killing innocent men and women, is ever
justified. It’s a form of intimidation. In a
democracy you must accept frustrations.
The labour and socialist movement has had
to accept frustrations over decades, indeed
over centuries, and time and again has had
to come back after defeats and build up
the movement again. The IRA doesn't
understand that democracy has drawbacks
and frustrations as well as positive aspects.

We have to be optimistic and hopeful.
There is enough room on the island of Ire-
land for the Unionist community and the
nationalist community to live together. The
answer to the problems in Northemn Ireland
will not be found in a triumph of one com-
munity over the other. It will be found in
compromise — not in extreme Unionism or
extreme nationalism, but in a middle way
based on democracy and justice for the
ordinary people, both Catholic and Protes-
tant.

It will not be found in a military victory
of one community over the other and the

subjugation of one community over the
other — that went on for too long. It would
be a mistake to think that the bomb and the
gun is the only way forward. In fact, a step
back into sectarian civil war would be a dis-
aster for all parts of Ireland and for Britain
oo,

At present we have too many inflexible
attitudes on all sides. The Unionists must
come forward out of their bunkers, into
dialogue; they must get rid of the siege
mentality. The British government must do
all it can to encourage dialogue and com-
munication between the two communities,
and encourage compromise and agreement.

And we must let go as well. We must
understand the Unicnist position. They
have been in Northern Ireland for 400 years,
as long as the white man has been in Amer-
ica and twice as long as the white man has
been in Australia, Whatever faults they have
had in the past, whatever undemocratic
attitudes they took up to the Catholics, we
must go forward. We can learn from the
past; we can’t live in the past. It is impor-
tant for us to hold out the hand of friendship
to the Unionists.

The Labour Party here is a non-sectarian
party. It has an open approach to the Union-
ists in Northern Ireland. We have got to
put forward a bread socialist, democratic
position,

The trade union movement in Northern
Ireland has been on the whole a good influ-
ence against sectarianism and violence. It
hasn’t succeeding in eliminating it from
the society up there, but there are strands
in the lIabour movementi in Northern Ireland
which are progressive.

Unfortunately, when it comes to elec-
tion times, too many workers, Unionist and
nationalist, retreat into entrenched posi-
tions, voting extreme Unionist or extreme
naticnalist. That’s no good. What you have
got 1o do is build a common ground, and
the labour movement is ideally suited to do
that. We haven't done so in the past, but we
must keep trying. Our movement is based
on hope.

@ Jim Kemmy is a Limerick TD and
Chair of the Irish Labour Party.

The working class
has been cannon

THE Protestant community, T think, was
very angry about the breaking of the cease-
fire. It must be said that people in the
Nationalist community are angry too. Even
the letters page of An Phoblacht {Sinn
Fein’s weekly paper] is full of criticism of
the IRA’s decision to end the ceasefire. The
weight of opinion within their community

It should remain part of UK

Become part of a United Ireland
Linked both to UK and Irish Republic
Become an independent country

the Republic?

The border matters and people should
be prepared to fight for it if necessary

The border matters, but is not worth
risking any lives for

The border does not matter and is not
worth arguing about

Source: Guardian, 28 Pebruary 1996

Whos for peace? The view from
Northern Ireland and the Republic

Which of these possible solutions would you prefer for Northern Ireland?

How important do you think the border is between Northern Ireland and

Northern Ireland
Protestant Catholic Republic
81 i8 11
2 27 30
11 42 29
4 8 22

Northern Ireland
Protestant Catholic Republic

26 5 7
46 35 47
26 57 42




and the opinion that they have always cared
about internationally will push them in the
direction of the resumption of the ceasefire.

The IRA seemingly broke the ceasefire
because there was no substantial move-
ment within the peace process towards
all-party negotiations. Whether that was
the actual reason remains to be seen. Thave
a notion that there might have been a com-
bination of factors involved.

I believe John Major made a mistake in
the House of Commons but not for the rea-
son that the IRA would give — ignoring the
Mitchell report’s main recommendations.
Lven though Sinn Fein had given some sort
of nod of approval towards the Mitchel
report, I believe the Republicans would
have found Mitchell very hard to accept. But
John Major let them off the hook, by giving
them an excuse to concentrate on attack-
ing the proposals for elections.

The UDP was never enamoured of the
proposal to hold elections and made that
quite plain and public. We don’t feel that
they are necessary at this stage in the
process of conflict resolution. [ can give you
reasons.

» One, they run the risk of excluding key
players from the process.

= Secondly there is the time factor.

= Thirdly we are concerned that they
may be used as a stalling device.

But having said this, we are realistic and
pragmatic enough to realise that everyone
else seems to be on board, and we'll have
to live with it.

What the two Prime Ministers produced
the other day was a collection of proposals
which they had extracted from all the dif-
ferent parties. It was an amalgam of
different parties’ ideas about the best way
forward.

At times, we were as frusteated and as
angry as anyone about the slow progress of
the whole peace process. We had always
said, let’s get into all-party negotiations
straight away, and deal with the issues.

The role of the working class in Northern
Ireland is vital. We have provided, for both
sections of the community, almost with-
out exception, the cannon fodder in this
conflict for the past twenty-five years and
longer.

We want to get towards class-based par-
ties. That has to be our objective. All class
politics here has been overwhelmed,
swamped for years, by the constitutional
issues. If we can reach a position where
there is some form of consensus on the
constitutional issue then we can concen-
trate on the bread and butter issues that
effect everyone, everyday of their lives.

I hope we will reach an agreed settle-
ment, of whatever description, so that real
politics will break out in Northern Ireland.
There will then be a realignment towards
left, right and centre politics as happens in
all other normal societies.

“The principle of
consent bhas been
daccepted almost
universally. It is
possible that we can
move to a position
where compromise
rooted in realities
dictates the form of a
settlement”

There have been subtle changes taking
place within the broad, Unionist, bloc these
last few years. And also within the broad,
Republican and Natienalist bloc. National-
ism now fully admits that any sort of
imposed upited Ireland just wouldn’t work;
Unionism and Loyalism admit privately -

From Fa

1845-9: Famine in Ireland. Millions die or
flee for their lives. Decades of revolt fol-
low.

1870: Liberal Government in London
passes first of a series of Land Acts which,
by the 1920s, will transfer the land from
Anglo-Trish Protestant landlords to small
farmers.

18806: Liberals come out for Home Rule
for Ireland. The Tories, linked to the
Anglodrish landlord class, oppose Home
Rule.

1890s on; rise of a new militant nation-
alism, and of Irish socialism and trade
unionism.

1912-14: Third Home Rule Bill has major-
ity in Parliament. Protestant Ulster
organises for violent resistance to Home
Rule, encouraged by British Tories and on
officers’ revolt in British Army. The Home
Rule Act is passed in 1914, but suspended
on pretext of outbreak of World War 1.

ine

to De Valera

1916: The “Easter Rising” in Dublin is
crushed.

1918: UK General Election. Sinn Fein win
73 out of 105 seats in Ireland. Sinn Fein
MPs set up an independent Irish parlia-
ment, Dail Bireann. War follows; Irish
nationalists and Britain fight for control of
southern Ireland.

1921 July: Truce.

December: Anglo-Irish Treaty. Ireland is
partitioned into two “Home Rule” states.
Northern Ireland becomes a Protestant
sectarian state, entrapping a one-third
Catholic minority.

1922-23: Civil war in south between sup-
porters and opponents of the Treaty.
1926: De Valera founds Fianna Fail, brings
anti-Treaty IRA into Irish parliamentary
politics. Fianna Fail wins power in 1932,
embarks on nationalist economic policy.
1937 constitution is “a Republic in all but
name” — and Catholic.

and in many cases publicly -~ that there has
to be a recognition of the nationalist aspi-

" rations of the people that share Northern

Ireland with us. Somewhere in the middle
there is common ground where agreement
can be reached. The principle of consent
has been accepted almost universally. It is
not beyond the bounds of possibility that
we can all move to a position where com-
promise rooted in realities dictates the form
of a settlement — as opposed to everyone's
extreme idea of how they would like things
to be. We all have to deal with what is pos-
sible as opposed to what is desirable.

To some extent the peace process is tak-
ing place over the heads of the people in
Northern Ireland. We have to reach a posi-
tion where people are comfortable with
the fact that there cannot be a change in the
constitutional position of Northern Ireland
without the consent of the majority. There
has to be recognition that not only are we
neighbours with the Irish Republic, but we
also have links through the EC . We can be
at least as friendly towards each other as
other neighbouring countries are within
the EC.

@ Davey Adams is a Senior Officer of
the UDP.

The solution has
to come from
within lreland

Christine Kinealy

THE ceasefire broke down because people
on the Republican side are impatient. Noth-
ing had happened. They were frustrated.

I hope there will be another ceasefire
and genuine all-party talks, and [ hope the
British government expedites matters —
by actually listening to the recommenda-
tions when they bring in people like
Mitchell to make recommendations, and
by talking to all parties.

It appears that Gerry Adams is having a
very hard time to keep the various groups
together in the Republican movement. The
British government must realise that, and
they must help him. I think Adams was sin-
cere in what he was doing with the
ceasefire.

I don’t know that there is any one way
out from the impasse in Northern Ireland.
I find it very hard to see one. I think it has
to be a solution that comes from within
Treland, and from the communities in Ire-
land, but that’s not easy.

From having lived in Dublin and Belfast,
I see there is such a strong class element to
it, and if people could recognise that dimen-
sion to it, and build on that, on common
interests, that could help.

But the situation is very polarised. Trim-
ble is a hard-liner. Paisley is a hard-liner.
People on the nationalist side have never
really tried to understand the Protestants’
situation. The British, too, if you look right




back to Gladstone, have always underesti-
mated the Protestants.

A federal framework? [t does make: sense.

If you look within the wider context of
Europe, it makes perfect sense. But, once
again, the solution has to come from within
Ireland.
@ Christine Kinealy is author of a study
of the Irish Famine of the 1840s, This
Great Calamity [Gill and Macmiltan]. It
was reviewed in Workers’ Liberty,
QOctober 1995,

Forget about the
border

Paddy Deviin

WE now have enormous support for the
reinstatement of the ceasefire.

Although it is a hard thing for me to say,
it is the truth that John Major has worked
hard for the ceasefire and to get the IRA to
stop their campaign. Major and the south-
ern Taoiseach, John Bruton, have actually
done quite well.

Bruton has used the right language and
has managed to get a dialogue with the
Provos.

The Provos are difficult people to deal
with. Although they have only 10% of the
votes here they continued their counter-
productive military campaign for a long
time.

However I firmly beilieve that politics
must not be conducted in this way. People
must be persuaded to change their ideas. It
is utterly wrong — as well as being impos-
sible and counterproductive — to try to
change people's ideas by threatening them
with guns and by planting bombs. We must
operate through the parliamentary system.

The Protestant people are beginning to
turn towards the working class movement.
And some of the Catholic people are
becoming a little better off. It is only in the
ghettos that the Sinn Feiners have any real
support.

The changes that were fought for years
ago have gone through and a lot of the anti-
British feelings have gone.

The majority of people in both commu-
nities want to stay in the North. They are
looking for a solution within Northern Ire-
land, not cutside that framework. Of those
who vote, 80% vote for an internal sofution
to our problems.

It is now the case that many Catholics and
Nationalists are thinking of voting for Union-
ists; certainly those on higher incomes are.
It is a big change and it has come very
quickly.

People can see what economic life is like
in the South and they do not like the look
of it. There is not the same standard of liv-
ing in the south and most people in
Northern Ireland would not exchange a
drop in their quality of life for a united Ire-
land.

In fact a lot of the barriers to the South

have already gone down and we are united
through Europe.

We must forget about the question of
the border and accept that Northern Ireland
is here to stay, ‘We must concentrate on
class questions not the border.

@ Paddy Devlin was a founder of the
SDLP and later attempted to set up a
new Labour Party in Northern Ire-
Iand. He was a Minister in the
power-sharing Northern Irish gov-
ernment (January-May 1974)

Deal with the
remnants of
imperialism

Matt Merrigan

THERE were undertakings given before the
IRA ceasefire took effect that there would
be all-party talks within three months of
an ending of the military campaign. After
the ceasefire took effect the British gov-
ernment began to raise all sorts of questions
that they had not previously mentioned, s
the ceasefire “permanent”? Well, how per-
manent is permanent?

Then they demanded the decommis-
sioning of weapons. But there had been
no mention of such a demand in the Down-
ing Street declaration or the Framework
Document. It was made quite clear by
Adams that the IRA were not going to
deliver before there was a movement
towards all-party talks or a settlement in
the offing.

5o the ceasefire broke down because of
an act of bad faith by the British govern-
ment.

Now they are punishing Sinn Fein for
their association with the IRA. Sinn Fein has
been exchuded from all talks prior to 10
June. This is no way to solve the problem.
Sinn Fein represent about 40% of the nation-
alist population of the North. That is not an
insignificant mandate,

We should not view Sinn Fein and the

IRA as one organisation. The IRA have the
same republican objectives as Sinn Fein,
but they have a predilection to use the gun
rather than negotiations.

The big bomb in London has completely
changed the attitude of the British govern-
ment towards dealing with Sinn Fein/IRA.,
And how has this miraculous change of
heart and date for all-party talks been
brought about? By the bombing in London.
The British government does not care about
bombs going off in Irefand, but it certainty
does care about bombs going off in London.
Is this not always the way? The British have
been stampeded again by viclence: they
were like that over the fall of Stormont
[1972], and they responded in the same
way to the violence of the guerrilla war of
the IRA.

Northern Ireland was always a politicat
slum. The Nationalist community always
faced political inequality: constituencies
were gerrymandered on the basis of sec-
tarian headcounting; they were repressed.
The degree of discrimination and repression
was such that it was impossible to make
political progress in a constitutional way.

The IRA are engaged in a revolutionary
nationalist struggle. It is impossible to sep-
arate the liberation of the Irish working
class from the task of dealing with the rem-
nants of imperialism.

It seems as if some of the fringe unionist
parties have some roots it the working
class — but for all that they are still union-
ists. They are still prepared to defend the
union with Britain.

‘What is the way forward? Well, joint sov-
ereignty of Britain and Ireland over
Northern Ireland is not an ideal solution
but it would — immediately — help to
guarantee the rights of the nationalist com-
munity. The germ of this concept is in the
Anglo-Irish Agreement, where it was stated
that the Irish government could become the
guarantor of the rights of the Noirthern
Minority,

The left int the North is all but extirpated.
1 do not see any other choice than to back
the SDLP-Sinn Fein-Irish government $

North and
South

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

By 1961 40% of the 26 Counties
workforce was in industry and com-
merce, and 25% in industry alone.
The South had become a predomi-
nantly urban, industrial economy.
Since the 1960s manufacturing for
export has increased sharply in the
South. The 26 Counties are now more

industrial than the Six Counties: 37%
of value added in the South comes
from industry, as against only 27% in
the North. And the South’s industries
are generally more advanced.

In 1960 Northern Ireland had
10,000 more manufacturing jobs than
the South. It now has half as many.
Since Protestants had more jobs to
start with they have been worse hit,
but still male unemployment is 2.6
times as high for Catholics as for
Protestants and overall unemploy-
ment, male and female, twice as high.

35 years ago living standards in the
South were on average scarcely half
those in the North: now EU figures
reckon the purchasing-power of
income per head in the South at only
8% less than in the North.




moves to secure some movement. There is

no other practical alternative.

Immediately we need to demand space
for the Nationalist community. That means
release of prisoners, and end to discrimi-
nation and the removal of armed RUC and
British soldiers from the streets in the
North.

The problem is that the working class is
divided. There are large sections which do
not support basic socialist concepts. The
most ceniral feature of socialism is that
there must be the democratic right to
decide for yourself what to do. On this
basis the population of the whole of Ireland
should decide the political status of the
North. However the unionists would not
allow an all-lreland plebiscite to determine
whether or not they should leave the union.
@ Maitt Merrigan was for many years
a Dublin official of the AT&GWU. In
the "40s he was a member of the Irish
section of the Fourth International,
finally backing the current of post-
Trotsky Trotskyism identified with
the name of Max Shachtman.

A united lreland is
a united people

Joe Hendron

THE blame for the breakdown of the cease-
fire lies, firstly, with the Provisional IRA.
There can be no equivocation of any kind
on that question: they carried out the
Canary Wharf bombing and killed two
totally innocent people.

Having said that I also believe that the
British government have grossly mishan-
dled the situation over the past few months.
We had 17 months of peace, To maintain
that peace, the government should have
convened all-party talks long ago.

In addition the Prime Minister presentec
an unbalanced view of the Mitchell Report’s
recommendations to parliament. Senator
Mitchell’s main stress was on decommis-
sioning of weapons alongside all-party talks.
There was vague mention of elections in the
Report, but this was the point that John
Major chose to stress. Although the bomb-
ing had been under preparation for some
time, this speech seemed to trigger the
Provos into action.

John Major has had an eye on the voting
arithmetic in parliament, he has been under
pressure from the Tory right and the peace
process has, consequently, been allowed to
drift. So I am pleased that John Major and
John Bruton have announced a date for all-
party negotiations: 10 June. Major has said
this date is sacrosanct and will not be
moved for anyone,

Proximity talks are now starting at Stor-
mont. The SDLEP is willing to talk to anyone
in the search for peace.

The details of the forthcoming elections
will have to be sorted out. Perhaps the par-
ties will be able to come to an agreement

acceptable to the government. I not the
government will have to decide the form of
the elections. But, in any event, there will
be elections before 10 June.

The question therefore is: where do we
go after 10 June?

My party is a nationalist party, but we are
much more concerned about the question
of peace than that of a united Ireland. We
do not talk of 2 united Ireland, what inter-
ests us right now is reconciliation between
two peoples divided by history.

Such a reconciliation can only come
about by agreement and respect for the dif
ferent traditions.

Perhaps, one day, there will be a united
Ireland — but if so it will be brought about
by consent. By a united Ireland we mean a
united people, and people can not be
united by guns and bombs.

There are three areas we need to exam-
ine: the relations between the two
communities in the North; the relations
between North and South; the relations
between Britain and Ireland.

There could be a local administration in
the North, but only with the other two sets
of relationships agreed and in place at the
same time. There is no question of having
a power-sharing administration in the North
and then, gfter that is in place, allowing
such a body to deal with North-South rela-
tions. That is not on. Nationalists would
not accept this. All such relations must be
agreed as part of one package.

@ Joe Hendron is SDLP MP for West
Belfast.

There is no
capitalist solution

CLEARLY the IRA were responsible for the
physical breakdown of the ceasefire. But
the underlying reason for the collapse of the
peace process was the intransigence of the
British government — their refusal to move
on the question of talks while continually
shifting the goal posts.

The on-going sectarian obstinacy of local
politicians also continued unabated.

This led to genuine frustrations within the
Republican movement. Republicans felt
the talks were being deliberately stalled
and that the process was going nowhere.
However, these frustrations in no way jus-
tified the IRA’s resumption of the military
campaign. The bombings can achieve noth-
ing positive for working-class people.

John Major’s mission has been to string
things out for as long as possible. He wanted
to let the paramilitary activity recede as far
as possible into the past, to create a differ-
ent atmosphere for discussions. He felt that
in this way he could get more of his own
way in the tatks. So he has been playing for
tfime. However, the policy of continually
pushing the Republican movement to the
wire came apart when they pushed them
too far.

Traditionally the only two choices which
are presented to the people are: cither the
status quo — which is unacceptable to 2
large section of the working-class of the
Catholic minority — or the idea of a
Catholic united Ireland, which is unac-
ceptable to Protestants.

There is no long-term, lasting capitalist
solution to the conflict in Treland.

I think it is possible that the various polit-
ical groupings might reach an agreement,
But such a deal would not resolve the
underlying problems of poverty and the
built-in injustices of the six county state.

I think that the problem the Republican
movement faced was that they were in a
dead end with their military strategy — it
simply could not deliver a united Ireland,
or progress towards it. So in the place of the
military campaign they took up the strategy
of Adams: of linking up with the right-wing
political establishment in the South, with
the US administration and with the SDLP in
Northern Ireland. This is also a dead end
because it doesn’t offer anything to Catholic
working-class people of the North. The
common interests of Catholic and Protes-
tant workers must be put to the forefront
in a common struggle for socialism.

The Protestant people are not a distinct
nationality separate from Catholics. The
day-to-day living conditions of Protestants
and working-class Catholic people are very
largely the same. These people have much
more in common than they have to divide
them. On the basis of putting the struggle
for a decent, socialist society to the fore-
front, it will be possible to achieve unity and
agreement on a solution to the national
question. Militant Labour advocates a social-
ist Ireland. Our preference would be fora
single state, but the precise relationships
could be discussed within the working
class; we believe any disagreements could
be resolved amicably.

We argue for a united, socialist Ireland
within a socialist federation of Britain and
Ireland. We have never advocated a fed-
eral solution in Ireland. But in order to
overcome the doubts and reservations of
Protestant workers we have 1o guarantee
that there would be no coercion. If they
maintain their opposition to one Irish state,
we must make it clear that we respect their
wishes. At this moment in time we think
that it is better from all points of view to
maintain our position and argue for a sin-
gle state, not a federation.

In fact a federation would not mean a fed-
eration of northern Ireland and southern
Ireland - the Catholics wouldn’t accept

@ The Northern Ireland conflict
caused some 3,100 deaths and 34,000
injuries between 1969 and 1994,

@ Jobs in externally owned plants
in Northern Ireland declined by
53% (46,000 jobs) in 1973-90, com-
pared with a 27% increase in the
Republic.

@ The Northern Ireland economy
depends heavily on the British subsidy,
now £3 billion a year.




Orange men on the march

that. It would mean the re-partition of Ire-
land. While this could be accomplished on
the basis of socialism, on a capitalist basis
it would mean bloodbath.

During the last two weeks of February,
the breakdown of the IRA ceasefire in the
face of British government intransigence
has stimulated one of the biggest mass
movements in our history. People have
come out onto the streets in opposition to
the resumption of viclence. They have
stopped the IRA in their tracks. The lesson
for socialists is that the future doesn’t lie
with the traditional politicians or the gov-
ernment. The future lies with building on
the mass movement of working-class peo-
ple, and out of this creating a new politics
based on class, not religion.

@ Peter Hadden is a leading member
of the Northern Ireland “Militant
Labour” group.

Create the right
atmosphere for
taiks

EIGHTEEN montls Sinn Fein were able to
g0 with others to the IRA with a package
which we believed was an agreement for
a ceasefire, and would create conditions
whereby the British government would
enter into full and meaningful negotiations,
which they promised would be held within
three months. They broke that promise,
and went on to break a series of promises,
and I think the resulting frustration, the
sense of getting nowhere, were factors that
contributed to the breakdown of the cease-
fire.

We remain committed to a peace
process, however difficult that is going to
be. We have been attempting to encourage
the British government to come on board
this process, to enter into all-party negoti-

ations, to end all preconditions. T must say
that to date that we have had very limited
SUCCESS.

There are only two ways that wars end.
Either one side has victory over the other,
or negotiations break out, What we have
offered very clearly, and what the IRA
offered throughout the last seventeen and
a half months, was negotiations. The British
government’'s current policy — or renewal
of its old policy — of exchuding Sinn Fein
does not move the process forward.

By all effective barometers, a majority of
working-class people on the island of Ire-
land, and indeed in Britain, wish to see
all-party talks. That pressure has got to be
brought to bear on those who prevent
those tatks, whether it is the Conservative
Party government in Britain or the Union-
ist parties here. That message has to be
brought home.

The only way forward is through nego-
tiations, and those negotiations should
already have happened, but let's all work for
them to take place.

Negotiations could praduce a number of
things which would be of mutual benefit to
all sections of our community. We need
demilitarisation. We need an end to legis-
lation which is politically repressive. We
need the question of prisoners to be
addressed; we need the question of polic-
ing to be addressed.

These are things which are perhaps lim-
ited, but at least there is some common
ground. They can create an atmosphere
where the more complicated and the more
difficult questions can begin to be locked
at. Everything should be on the table —
both the Sinn Fein position, and that of the
British Government, and others. We still, of
course, believe that unification is the most
effective long-term solution to the conflict,
but we need to create an environment
where people who are not Republicans
and not nationalists can feel that they can
at least have some allegiance to the struc-
tures that can be formed. That's more
difficult, but it has to be addressed.

@ Joe Austin is a spokesperson for
Sinn Fein in Belfast.

Call a congress of
Republicans and
socialists

Rayner Lysaght

THERE was always a probability that the
ceasefire would break down. The British
went too far and the Irish government could
not provide sufficient reassurances for the
IRA. It is understandable that the British
want to keep the Unionists on side.

The statement clarified matters but the
ceasefire will be hard 1o restore.

The resumption of the military campaign
won the restoration of talks. Generally it is
not going to work. My position is much
the same as Bernadette McAliskey's, who
has called for a ceasefire, and a congress of
Republicans, socialists and antiimperialists
to work out what to do next.

I do not think that many people in the
Republican movement really believe that
they ¢an bomb their way to an united Ire-
land. Right now they are trying 10 bomb
their way to the negotiating table. What
happens at the negotiating table is an open
question. I think there is a very large ele-
ment among the Republicans — I don’t
know if it includes the leaders, Adams or
McGuinness — who would be prepared to
see a settlement leaving the six counties
intact bat with guarantees of Catholic equal-
ity, in short a genuine settlement such as
was negotiated in 1973 at Sunningdale, a
proper Bill of Rights, a situation where the
field in Northern Irefand was level. That
would allow discussion about the pros and
cons of a united Ireland without the inter-
ests being balanced on the other side.

If the British pulled out, they would prob-
ably leave plenty of arms in the hands of the
Protestants, Whether the Protestants would
use them is an interesting question —
whether they want to be British more than
they want to have ascendancy. Up to now,
since the union with Britain, the two have
gone hand in hand and intermingled.

There are two sides to this. There is the
British withdrawal and there is the issue of
a united Ireland. At the moment the one
thing that is clear is that the Southern bour-
geoisie do not want the north. They are
the people who will decide — not Sinn
Fein, or the SDLP.

A united Ireland is not really part of the
perspective of the southern national bour-
geoisie. It's something that they would like.
In the same way, in the dusty corners of
Whitehall there are aging people who
would like to restore the full parliamentary
union with Ireland. The bourgeoisie in the
south is not strong. The only way it sees
uniting Ireland is through Europe. But it is
more interested in Europe than in a united
Ireland.

The left in Ireland is arguing that there
has to be discussions berween the left and
the Republicans in a congress. The pressure
of years has forced the dichotomy - the b




separation of Republicanism and socialism
— to develop, even more so than in Con-
nolly’s time. I'm not immediately optimistic
that we can re-establish a revolutionary per-
spective. If there is an outbreak of industrial
mifitancy in the Republic maybe it will be
different.

The industrial militancy will create cir-
cumstances in which people will look
suspiciously at the state. At the moment,
unfortunately, the main force holding to a
critique of both states in Ireland is the
Republican movement.

We have spoken with the real leaders of
conscious Protestant workers in the north
— we don't mean Billy Hutchinson either,
but various groups that have come out of
the Northern Ireland Labour Party. There
are people who have an idea that you can
still have 2 fully democratic society within
Northern Ireland framework. I don’t agree
with them, but they are socialists.

A way to relate to the Protestants? Well,
the Bolsheviks weren't very keen on fed-
eralism in Ireland. The Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics wasn’t conceived as a
federation, except of nations. The question
is, are the Protestants a nation? They've
always identified themselves as a pressure
group for Britain. And Britain has been sub-
sidising, defending and keeping the place
going. It's possible if Britain went away
there could be — as a number of socialists
think — an independent Six County state.
That would imply there was a national char-
acteristic to the Protestants. But we don't
know. One-off mobilisations — against for
instance the Anglo-Irish deal - are not

proof of Protestant-Unionist national iden-
tity.

@ Rayner Eysaght, author of The
Republic of Ireland and other works,
is a Welsh socialisi long domiciled in
Dublin, and a supporter of the Man-
delite “Fourth International.”

Not peace, but an
imperialist
offensive

John McAnuly

ANY impartial assessment of the 18-month
IRA ceasefire in Ireland would register not
surprise that it has ended, but wonderment
that it fasted so long. Initial British conces-
sions — withdrawal of the troops from the
urban areas, the opening of border roads,
withdrawal of the radio and TV ban on Sinn
Fein — gave place to the “spoijling”
demands that IRA weapons be “decom-
missioned” before the promised all-party
talks could begin. This had little military sig-
nificance. The IRA could have Jied about its
weaponry and easily replaced “decommis-
sioned” weapons with new supplies. The
Canary Whaef bomb was made from widely
available fertiliser. Decommissioning was
essentially a political demand for the uncon-
ditional surrender of the republican forces.

Pemand for surrender was accompanied

IN the Iast twenty years of stalemate in
Northern Ireland, the British left has given
less and less attention to analysing Irish
reality, and fallen back more and more on
varying combinations of two stock general
ideas: support Ireland against Britain; unite
the workers.

Socialist Worker’s four-page feature on
the breakdown of the Northern Ireland
ceasefire (17 February), for example, com-
bined crude Irish-nationalist “packaging”
with ultra-economistic “workers’ unity”
content, without any attempt to make the
two fit together.

It explained the roots of the Troubles as
follows: “In 1918, in the last general elec-
tion to take place across the whole of
Ireland, Sinn Fein won almost 80 per cent
of the vote for independence for Britain”.
In fact:

@ Sinn Fein won 48% of the vote in the
1918 election, not “almost 80%".

® Even then there was a compact major-
ity against Irish independence among the
Irish-minority (Protestant) workers of the
north-east.

@ The nearest direct continuation today
of 1918's Sinn Fein is... the Fine Gael party
of Dublin prime minister John Bruton!

@ Today's Sinn Fein has the electoral
support of maybe five or six per cent of
the people of Ireland.

‘The main theme of Socialist Worker's
coverage was “The Blame Lies With The
Tories” and that the Unjonists are “com-
pletely scctarian”. Yet Socialist Worker did

not conclude by calling for British troops
out or an immediate united Ireland.

Socialist Workes's conclusion was that
the workers, Catholic and Protestant,
should unite on bread-and-butter issues
and round socialist ideas — in other
words, they should do exactly what work-
ers should do wherever no national
question figures in politics. And the
national -commural-conflict question?
Every time it comes into your head, try to
think about strikes instead... This is not
politically serious.

Socialist Qutlook (17 February) argued,
in contrast “There will be only one chan-
nel through which the course of Irish
peace will flow. Fhat Is by the occupying
colonial power leaving and a process of
Irish reunification in train”.

In tyain? In what train? With what
engine and what driver? Outlook suggests
that “a 32 county political campaign... on...
democratic questions — such as the release
of political prisoners”, or “a strategy based
on mass mobilisation of the nationalist
community” [emphasis added] is the neces-
sary cngine, and the Provos the driver.

But how can any mass mobilisation of
the Northern Catholics, ten per cent of Ire-
land’s people, unify Ireland? How can any
campaign, aimed narrowly at “the nation-
alist community” unify the people, or the
workers, of Ireland? Outlook’s editors
write as if the Protestants do not exist and
Britain is a classic cofonial power in North-
ern Ireland.

by a series of provocations. The only step
taken towards the release of prisoners was
the restoration of remission rates that the
British had earlier removed. Only a few
republican prisoners were returned from
England, and for those that remained, con-
ditions were made harsher and more
punitive. Private Lee Clegg of the parachute
regiment, convicted of the murder of a
Belfast teenager, was released in circum-
stances which essentially endorsed the right
of members of the state forces to kill with
impunity.

Sectarian Orange marches were forced
through Catholic areas by state forces while
republicans were batoned off the streets.
Even the much heralded economic “peasce
dividend” faded away in a welter of “invest-
ment conferences”, while cuts were made
in funding for community projects.

The peace process was founded on a
gigantic illusion — the illusion that Britain
was leaving Ireland. In the run-up to the
ceasefire British ministers repeatedly said
that they had no selfish, strategic or eco-
nomic interest in Ireland. The British were
lying. Britain remains an imperial power
with major economic and strategic interests
in her oldest colony.

The formula of British disinterest was
supposed to be contained in the Downing
Street Declaration, jointly signed by London
and Dublin just before the ceasefire. In the
Declaration, for the first time ever, Britain
used the term self-determination in rela-
tion to Ireland. But the term was
immediately negated by enshrining a veio
for the Unionist minority in the occupied
area to continue the partition of the coun-
try.

Following the ceasefire, London and
Dublin negotiated the February 1995
“Framework” document as the concrete
expression of the Downing Street declara-
tion. This made it clear that partition would
remain, but by advocating a few cross-bor-
der taiking shops it allowed the illusion




that the proposals were a stepping-stone 1o
a united Ireland. Tellingly, the British
accompanied the publication of these
woolly proposals in the occupied North
with very detailed and specific proposals on
the creation of a new Belfast local assembly.
Just how seriously the British toolk the
Framework document, essentially the max-
imum programme for bourgeois
nationalism, was shown when, a week: after
publication, Pelitical Development Minister
Michael Ancram announced that the British
would welcome fresh ideas to solve the
crisis!

An insight into British strategy was given
by a throwaway remurk by foreign secretary
Douglas Hurd after the signing of the Down-
ing Street declaration. Asked if he thought
that the republicans would buy the cease-
fire he replied: “I hardly think it matters.”

The reality for the British was that their
“peace process” was in fact a major impe-
rialist offensive designed to forge a new
capitalist stability and roll back all the gains
of the anti-imperialist struggle. They had
won from Dublin agreement in principle to
support the establishment of a reinvigo-
rated partition and, in addition, to rescind
the historic aspiration of the majority of
the Irish working class for unity by remov-
ing all claims to a united national territory
from the constitution.

Inn addition they had greatly constrained
the effects of the republican armed cam-
paign. The IRA’s difficulty in attacking state
forces had led to broadening the number of
“soft targets” considered legitimate and a
new concentration on military adventur-
ism in England. The main effect was to
demoralise republican supporters,

Further, the British had built up the Loy-
alist death squads, and these were able to
strike at will in nationalist areas, carrying out
a number of sectarian atrocities. The IRA
had no credible defensive sirategy, and
when they attempted to carry the fight into
loyalist areas the result was civilian casual-
ties which further weakened their support.

The British were willing to make minor
concessions that would help the republican
leadership come in from the cold — but the
price would be republican surrender. That
was the only measure that would allow the
imperialist offensive to roll on.

As the peace process ground to a halt, the
Clinton administration stepped in. A visit by
the President helped reinforce the British
line and served as a platform for the
“Mitchell Commission.” Its report in Feb-
ruary was linked to a “target date” for
all-party talks.

In the event the commission’s report was
overshadowed by the British decision to
sideline the report, scrap the target date,
and propose elections which would have
the effect of fixing in stone the outcome of
the process — the return of a modified
local assembly with a built-in sectarian
majority.

In fact its proposals simply moved the
date for an IRA surrender {rom before the
talks to during the talks. The proposals, if
put into effect, would have forced the dis-
bandment of the IRA. It dismissed utterly

The American connection

any attempt to bring state weaponry into
the equation, despite the many atrocities by
these forces, and their associations with
the right-wing death squads. Above all the
report ignores all the issues in the ali-Ireland
dimension. It too makes clear that a
revamped partition is what is on offer.

So the ceasefire ended with two pro-
posals on the table — one from the Mitchell
commission and one from the British govw-
ernment. Both demanded the surrender of
the TRA and both signposted a return to a
modified Stormont — the old regime that
ruled a web of sectarian discrimination and
privilege.

The whole sorry process was helped by

“The republican
leadership bad to
close its eyes to the
role of the US as the
main force for the
suppression of
democratic rights on
a world stage and its
constant invasion
and manipulation of
small countries.”

a sharp move to the right by the Republi-
can leadership. They wanted out of the
cul-de-sac of the militarist strategy, but their
new political strategy rested on a whole
series of illusions.

The first illusion was in British imperial-
ism itself. It is quite clear that the
republicans believed that Britain was
preparing to withdraw from Ireland. After
all, the British themselves said that they
had no “selfish or strategic” interest in Ire-
land! Yet Sinn Fein found itself unabie to

sign up to any of the proposals on which
the “peace process” was based.

Alongside the illusions in British imperi-
alism ran more general illusions in the US
and the EC. In internal documents it was
consistently argued that these forces would
support a democratic solution in Ireland
and force Britain to toe the line. In order to
believe this, the republic leadership had to
close its eyes to the role of the US as the
main force for the suppression of democ-
ratic rights on a4 world stage, its constant
invasion and manipulation of small coun-
tries and the key role that Britain has always
played as American imperialism’s most
dependable aly.

An even more worrying indication of the .
republic leadership’s political evolution has
been their tendency to praise and look to
as a model the “Peace Process” in the mid-
dle East and the role of Yasser Arafat. This
praise was being repeated by Martin
McGuinness only days before the ceasefire
broke down.

The fact that the republicans held on as
long as they did is a tribute to the greatest
illusion of all — the illusion of the “nation-
alist family.” Both publicly and in internal
documents the Adams leadership put for-
ward an alliance with bourgeois nationalism
as representing an alternative weapon to
the traditional militarist strategy. Unfortu-
nately republican illusions in the Irish
bourgeoisie are just as traditional and just
as incorrect as their faith in militarism, with
the disadvantage that this alliance immedi-
ately puts them on the same side of the
barricades as the direct oppressors of the
majority ¢f the Irish working class. In fact
the whole peace process was a process of
watching the “nationalist family” crumble
to dust. As the ceasefire drew to an end the
bourgeois parties were all entering negoti-
ations with the British proposals for a
Unionist assembly at the top of the agenda.
The formal expression of the family « a
forum meeting in Dublin over the past 18
months — produced z final report which
trashed the demand for self-determination §




and left Sinn Fein out in the cold, unable to
sign up.

Even now the leadership cling to the
{rish bourgeoisie. Their latest analysis indi-
cates that the family would have survived
if it had continued to be led by the populist
Fianna Fail party rather than the slightly
more openly pro-imperialist Fine Gael party!

The end of the ceasefire in now way
resolves the problems for republicans or
ends the confusions and illusions. The
bombing campaign is itself based on the
assumption that Britain is willing to leave
Ireland. If it is in Britain's interest as an
imperialist power to stay then lost trade
and tourism and bills of £150 million for
bomb damage will make no difference.

At the same time the Sinn Fein leadership
peddle the foolish idea that the difficulties
they face are due to a British Tory govern-
ment with a tiny majority being dependent
on Unionist support. They don’t explain
why the Labour Party and the British estab-
lishment as a whole would support such
irresponsible behaviour or why the Union-
ist party would vote against the government
in a crucial vote. In fact, leading establish-
ment figures warned Prime Minister Major
not to play party politics with the Irish
question. They have remained silent since,
indicating that the government’s stance is
essentially based on the interests of British
imperialism. Sinn Fein continue to make
their main call for all-party talks. Again, if
Britain is leaving then Sinn Fein can fight
their corner within all-party talks as a minor
party. If they are not then the talks will
achieve nothing.

Even more worrying is the question mark
over the military campaign itself. As Ruairi
O’Bradaigh of the breakaway Republican
Sinn Fein has indicated, the statement end-
ing the ceasefire makes no mention of the
traditional troops out demand and instead
calls for negotiations.

All the recent remarks by the republican
leadership indicate that the link between
military and political action is the demand
for talks. Now London and Dublin have
provided a fixed date for all-party talks on
10 June — in the context of a partitionist
election, with the “nationalist family” lined
up with the British and Unionists in ruling
out any democratic solution and with the
Mitchell proposals at hand to turn the screw
on the republicans at every turm.

In a familiar tactic, Gerry Adams has wel-
comed the talk dates while looking for
“clarity.” For many militants the outcome
of the “peace process” has become all too
clear. So also is the symbolism of the leader
of Sinn Fein sitting with John Hume, the
northern representative of bourgeois
nationalism, across the table from the IRA
and caling for a ceasefire.

Veteran campaigner Bernadette
McAliskey has called for a Republican con-
gress to map a new way forward, This
would be an important step forward but
could only be supported by the present
republican leadership if they withdrew
from alliances with bourgeois nationalism.
Without such a U-turn Sinn Fein's position
will continue to weaken - applying two

contradictory and failed strategies in the
face of the most determined offensive by
imperialism since the outbreak of the pre-
sent troubles.

There is yet much to play for. There have
becn massive peace demonstrations but
many have flacked the harsh pro-imperialist
edge of the past. Opinion polls indicate
that a majority of the population in both Ire-
land and Britain blame the British
government for the breakdown of the
ceasefire. Opposition to the return of a
Stormont regime or direct Dublin support

“There bave been
massive peace
demonstrations bult
many bave lacked the
barsh pro-imperialist
edge of the past”

for partition is not confined to the ranks of
Sinn Fein. Even to secure the reactionary
settlement they propose now the British
woulkd need to force the Unionists to make
some concessions to the Catholic middle
class. At the moment the Unionists are
essentially demanding the return of “a
Protestant Parliament for a Protestant peo-
ple” and there is little sign of any real British
pressure to amend this.

Marxists should continue to stand as irrec-
oncilable opponents to the imperialist
offensive, while calling for the self-organi-
sation of the working class as the one
immutable barrier to that offensive.

@ John McAnulty is a member of the
Irish Committee for a Marxist Pro-
gramme, and a long-time leader of
the People’s Democracy.

Conservatives
confont
conservatives

STANDING back from the conflict: one of
the most Conservative governments in
Europe is facing one of the most conserva-
tive opposition moments. There is a strong
degree of fundamentalism in the Republican
movement which is utterly detached from
modern left wing thinking and re-thinking.

The issue really, given these poles, is
how can the left inject some different think-
ing into the situation? The question is: what
should the left advocate?

The problem is similar, in a way, to the

problem faced in the British Labour Party:
either side with Traditionalists who seem to
exist in a time warp and fail to relate to the
modern world, or side with the Modernisers
who appear to have lost all their connec-
tions with the left. It seems to me that we
need a radical modernisation of politics
which avoids these two alternatives. That
applies to politics in Ireland too.

There has hbeen some modernisation in
the Republic during the last twenty — and
particularly the last ten — years. The
changed attitude towards the North we
now find on the left in the South is support
for a multi-cultural, multi-ethnic society.
People are arguing for the maximum effort
to develop links between the two parts of
reland and an island-wide economy. Such
an entity would be highly autonomous from
Britain.

Of course, as I readily accept, the prob-
lem is that there is no significant political
force arguing for this solution in the North,
where impacted conditions have tended
to stunt political debate. There is no forum
here where people can get together and dis-
Cuss.

The Ileft must talk a language of democ-
racy and human rights that has some sort
of universal basis. On this ground it can
hope to appeal to a wide range of people.
@ Robin Wilson is a member of the
editorial board of the Belfast maga-
zine Fortnight, and works for the
“Democratic Dialogue” group.

Build links, leave
long-term politics

THE basic reason that the ceasefire broke
down was Republican disappointment
with the pace and results of the peace
process.

The question however was precisely
why they were disappointed.

I do not think that the Sinn Fein leader-
ship were as shocked as they claimed to be
that the issue of disarmament of the IRA
has proved to be such a stumbling block.
If we examine Mr Adams’s interview in
the Irish News of § January 1994, or at his
speech to Sion Fein in February of that
year, it is clear that he knew that this was
going to be a big issue.

I think they knew that there would be
no easy, automatic admission into inter-
party talks. So although 2 lot of ordinary
nationalists regard the lack of all-party talks
as & defeat, I do not think that the Repub-
lican elite were surprised that it has proved
so difficult to arrange.

The basic problem was this: when the
international commission on arms was set
up it was clear that whatever it decided it
was not going to rule in favour of the
Republican movement, whose view was




that arms would only be handed over at the
end of satisfactory negotiations. So 1
believe that the ceasefire was doomed
from the moment that this commission
was in place.

All the signs are that long before Major's
speech on the Mitchell report the deci-
sion had been made to end the ceasefire.
Every indication points to that.

Clearly the Republican leadership had no
hope of getting a united Ireland. I believe
they have been looking for something like
an imposed joint British-Southern author-
ity over Northern Ireland. Some of the
more realistic people thought that the
Framework Document — which fafls short
of joint authority — contained enough all-
Ireland institutions in order to be
presented as something which is transi-
tional to a united Ireland. So the leaders
were looking for either joint authority or
a particular version of the Framework Doc-
ument which could definitely be regarded
as progress towards a united Ireland.

The leaders knew this. Ordinary people
on the ground generally believed some-
thing entirely different. And that is one of
the big tensions at the moment inside the
Republican movement.

It is a bit hard to calculate, but I think it
is probably true that Adams believed that
he was swimming with the flow.

He believed the British had imposed the
Anglo-Irish Agreement in 1985 and per-
haps they would impose a deal again on
the Protestants. However, broadly speak-
ing, the British government’s view is that
the lesson of 1985 is that it is much better
to have a settlement for which there is
genuine consent. So the British have been
very reluctant to act as enforcers against
the Protestants. And they would have been
reluctant even if the pariamentary balance
of forces had not favoured the Unionists.

From one point of view the British gov-
ernment defeated the Protestant
mobilisations against the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment. They calculated correctly.

The Anglo-Irish Agreement was a big
success internationally for Britain. But it
remains the case that many of the effects
inside Northern Ireland are negative. It
actually made a long-term accommodation
between Catholics and Protestants much
harder. And the British government are
aware of this.

The whole thinking behind the Frame-
work Document [February 1995] is that
consent is essential — from both commu-
nities. This is quite different from an
imposed settlement.

There may be lots of things that Union-
ists don’t like about the Framework
proposals: they think that they are being
asked to go more than half-way to meet a
minority (and they are actually right — it
is also the case that there is no choice,
they must go more than half way). How-
ever the principle is that agreement should
be reached which is based on consent —
of agreement of the parties followed by a
referendum.

Many Nationalists in Ireland believed
that there is some intention of imposing

SDLP leader John Hume

institutions on the Protestants. Some even
interpret Article 47 of the Framework Doc-
ument in this way. But Article 47 only
commits the British government to main-
taining cross-border institutions if, after
all-party agreement, ratified by a referen-
dum, one side welshes on the agreement,
That is totally different from #mposing
cross-border institutions before that
process has occurred.

One of the tragedies is that one of the
reasons why the Republicans re-started
the military campaign is that some of them
believe that continuation of the campaign
will lead to imposition of Article 47. They
fust do not understand this clause or,
indeed, the general thinking behind the
Framework Document.

It is Irish governmental strategy to work
for a resolution within Europe. They would
have liked the European Section, which is
quite significant in the Framework Docu-
ment, to have been even more extensive.
However, the broad view of Europe now
found in many Buropean countries is not
really the view of the current British gov-
ernment.

My own view is that cross-border insti-
tutions could be brought into existence
which were simply designed to bring about
better relations between North and South,
together with some economic and social
advantages, while leaving long-term polit-
ical meanings open. I think that some
people on the British side view the Frame-
work Document in this way; perhaps
others share the Irish government's view.

The British government’s policy is the
big question. 83% of the play lies with
them.

The fundamental policy of the British is
to calm the situation. They do not think
they can make progress without the co-

operation of the Unionists. They are, there-
fore, not as keen as the Irish government
to try to push the Unionists around.

So, because the Unionists have to be
takken into account, the Framework Doc-
ument is not necessarily a2 model for a
united Ireland. In fact with the commit-
ment to consent, the stress, more than
ever, is a two state sofution.

But we are now looking at a much more
unified economic and social culture in Ire-
land. Only the Unionists can actually
deliver that. The British can not act as sur-
rogates to bring Belfast and Dublin closer
together.

I am very pleased that we now have a
date for talitss. The most important thing
that everybody should be calling for is
Ppeace, and a commitment of all parties to
democratic and peaceful means. That is
the first priority.

If we get peace, the history of Northern
Ireland shows that the conflict between
Nationalism and Unionism can then be
lessened. One example is from the 1960°s.
In the Stormont elections in 1962, in 15
Belfast seats, the Northern Irish Labour
Party (NILP) got just under 60,000 votes,
the Unionists 70,000.

At that time the Unionist government’s
record was so poor on welfare measures
that there was a lot of Protestant working-
class protest. The possibility for Catholics
and Protestants coming together in the
NILP and really achieving something was
created. I think that kind of politics can re-
emerge if we can switch off the main
antagonism.

Of course that occurred partly because
the Republicans were in disarray because
of the collapse of their military campaign
{1952-62] on the Border. But the history of
the early '60s still does indicate what may
be possible.

If these talks are successful we will see
a re-negotiation of basis of the union and
of fusing a new relationship with Dublin
into it. If this process has the effect of
switching off the conflict, it will opena up
possibilities for working-class politics to
develop.

There is no question that there are pro-
gressive voices in Northern Ireland and
they will be heard more once the conflict
dies down. There is no guarantee that such
politics will become a hegemonic force. I
can offer no guarantee that they will win
the day. But I am sure that they could win
substantial support around Belfast.

Is this the best that can be hoped for? At
various points I have preferred other
options. Other solutions would have been
easier and cleaner.

But now the choice is either the status
quo or some settlement based on: a) local
power sharing; b) a revised Anglo-Irish
Agreement; ¢) new North-South bodies;
d) the dropping of the Irish territorial
claim. I think that this model is clearly
preferable to the current situation. Right
now this is the only possible, available
alternative.

@ Paul Bew is a professor of politics
at Queen’s University, Belfast.




Liverpool dockers

Workers Liberty

WE were sacked after we refused to cross
a picket line on 28 September 1995. To
understand why this happened you have
to go back to 1989, when an Act of Par-
liament zbolished the National Dock
Labour Scheme.

The labour force in all the other major
ports was made redundant in 1989 with
payments of £35,000 each. Some of the
money came from tax-payers. A new
labour force was employed, and it was
unorganised.

After 1989 Liverpool was the only port
in the country with trade union labour
and former registered dock workers, The
average age of dockers in Liverpool is 33.
No one has worked there for less than 20
years.

In 1990 the Mersey Docks and Harbour
Company realised they had made a mistake
in not making the Liverpool dockers redun-
dant: we were still organised. But in 1991
they also realised they had shed too many
men from the industry — they needed
more men for the general cargo area of the
port. Because of unemployment in the
area, the TGWU agreed to 30 young men
being taken on. MDHC set up 4 new com-
pany, called Torside, to employ the men.

Some of us knew these developments
signalled the gradual introduction of casual
labour. Within eighteen months, 80 lads
had been taken on.

Later Torside said they didn’t have work
for 80 men and wanted to make 20 redun-
dant, who would then be employed on a
casual basis. The Torside lads said they

weren’'t having this and they requested an
official trade union ballot for industrial
action.

Three days before the end of the period
of 28 days notice for action the company
withdrew the redundancies. But a week
after the 28 days notice was up, an incident
occurred. A shift was going to go three-
quarters of an hour over time (we have to
work on a job until it is finished). Pay-
ment is made in a 2 hour block, so the men
were expecting 2 hours’ pay. But man-
agement said “there’s 40 minutes’ worl
there and you'll get paid an hour’s pay for
it". All the lads refused to do the work. The

Liverpool dockers: fighting so that younger men will not have to accept casual
labour

next day — Tuesday 26th September — all
80 men were sacked.

Some of these lads had fathers working
at the Seaforth Container Terminal 3 miles
away. They put a picket on the Seaforth
gate on morning of the 28th. Naturally the
Seaforth men didn’t cross the picket line.

On the evening of the 28th the Dock
Company dispatched motor cycle couriers
to the entire labour force, with letters say-
ing that if we didn’t return to work by 12
o*clock on the 29th we would be sacked,
because we were “in breach of contract”.

Less than 24 hours later, on the 29th,
200 of the 350 — now sacked — workers
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Liverpool dockers

at Seaforth received individual contracts.
They were told if they signed these and
returned to work no later than 2 October,
their terms and conditions would be hon-
oured. Of course, terms and conditions
would from then on be decided without
collective arrangements with the union.
They wanted 200 men to cross a picket
line, leaving 150 of their comrades outside
the gate! They wanted them to accept that
there would be no union recognition!

The company would have us believe
these contracts were drawn up in the
space of twelve hours. I know we're liv-
ing in a computer age — but that’s
ridiculous. The contracts were already in
place. They planned it like that.

The background to this issue goes back
to 1994. The company derecognised
TGWU stewards for 10 months. Then they
came to dockers on the Seaforth Terminal
with new contracts. We could not get
agreement on these, After a while the com-
pany said they would implemement the
contracts anyway. They put the final con-
tracts into an envelope along with our 90
days’ notice! It was like putting a2 gun to
our heads — we felt we had no choice but
to sign these contracts.

Our conditions got worse. You had to
work 117 hours over three weeks. Over-
time was only paid if you worked more
than 117 hours. If there were no ships in
one week you would only work perhaps
20 hours. The next week you could be
working 60 hours. Plus we had 10 work
Saturday and Sunday. They've been try-
ing to make our job more “casual” for a
while.

Ten days after we were sacked MDHC
brought in a strike-breaking firm called
Drake Port Services, These people go
round a lot of industries, bringing in scabs,
and they're spreading like a cancer.

We then got another letter from the
Dock Company, saying they had hired
Drake, and we could apply to them for our
job back. At £3000 a year less!

Because of the anti-trade union laws we
haven’t had a lot of physical support from
docks around the country. We've had to
go outside of Britain for any physical sup-
port. We've sent delegates to Canada, New
Zealand, Australia and America. The first
positive result we got was in the United
States. One of the biggest shipping com-
panies to use the port of Liverpool is the
American ATL line, based in Halifax, Nova
Scotia, Baltimore and New York. An ATL

ship had been diverted to Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, so we went there. Norfolk is a naval
base and the security is quite tight. We
weren’t exactly greeted by the police; they
said they had no problem with our picket
but would tell us what gate to picket and
showed us to a gate round the back that
nobody used! After an hour the chief of
police came up to them and said “you may
have friends up north, but it’s a different
ball game down south. If you're not off this
picket line in half an hour, you'll be locked
up.” So they had to get out of town!

They went to Baltimore where they had
success. The stevedores crossed the picket
line but the checkers didn’t. They held
up an ATL vessel for 12 hours. That cost
the company a lot of money.

They went to the ATL terminal in New
Jersey. and had a meeting with the Amer-
ican longshoremen’s union. They
addressed a meeting of their members. Tt
is illegal for workers to collectively decide
to cross a picket line. However, they can
refuse to cross as individuals. Out of 97
men, not one crossed our picket line,

The American dockers went to the ATL
office and said “we want you to get in
touch with the Mersey Dock Company
and tell them to get this problem sorted
out.” The ATL gave the Dock Company an
ultimafum — if the problem wasn’t sorted
out by January 22 they would take their
ships elsewhere,

The TGWU had been silent up to this
peoint. When they saw us getting a bit of
support they decided to get on board. Bill
Morris had a meeting with the Dock Com-
pany and they came up with an offer. The
package was £10,000 each and 100 of us
could apply for our jobs back. Those not
picked out could go into the casual pool.
Plus anyone going to an industrial tribunal
had to drop their case. We rejected this
offer out of hand.

After talking behind the scenes, the
union got another offer. This time it was
£25,000 each and 40 jobs back. The jobs
were not at the Seaforth Terminal. We
had a postal ballot on the offer. We were
quite prepared to have a postal ballot
because we knew our members would
reject the offer. You couldn’t have blamed
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the men over 55 from walking away with
£25,000. But it speaks volumes for the cal-
ibre of the men that they didn’t do this.
The offer was rejected by 271 to 50.

These lads are not fighting for them-
selves, but are fighting to keep trade union
recognition in the port of Liverpool so
that we can protect the pay and conditions
of the younger lads.

Both John Major and Michael Heseltine
have come out in support of the Dock
Company. But then the government owns
20% of the company and is bankroiling it.

The silence from the Labour Party has
been deafening. Michael Meacher did get
off the fence and spoke out for us, but
then Tony Blair gagged him. We've heard
no more from the Labour Party.

There has been an early day motion in
Parliament by Eddie Loyden and Bob Parry
and we've had the support of most of the
Liverpool Labour MPs except that guy
who represents me in Birkenhead, Frank
Field. He didn't want to know. We've had
support from all the churches of alf denom-
inations across the country and from
Wirral borough council, Merseyside coun-
cil and Sefton council.

On 17 February we had an international
dockers' conference in Liverpool com-
prising 34 delegates from 17 countries
across the world. The company got fright-
ened by this: they have just spent £10,000
on full page adverts in the Liverpool Fcho
and the Daily Post.

Bernard Thripp — the Chief Executive
of the Mersey Docks and Harbour Com-
pany — has been on the local radio several
times. He has said that Torside has noth-
ing to do with the MDHC and therefore he
couldn’t reemploy the sacked Torside
men. But then he turns round and says
he’d be willing to employ the men brought
in by Drake Services at Torside!

This is what it is all about — ending
unionised labour in the port of Liverpool.
The Mersey Docks and Habour Company
thought they could beat us, but they are
wrong. They won't beat us.

@ Mick Curran was speaking about the
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty’s industrial
school on 24 February. &
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Julie Connolly, Education
Vice-President at the
University of Queensland
Students” Union, told us
about the Australian system
of student income support,
and student contributions to
university fees, which has
been presented as a model
by rightwingers in the British
student movement and the

Labour Party.

THE BECS system, under which students
pay partial fees, was based on the argu-
ment that students must contribute to
their education. But we have a progres
sive taxation system in Australia. People
who earn more, pay more tax. If people
have benefitted from a university educa-
tion through increased earnings, then
they pay more tax.

Instead of introducing what are effec-
tively discriminatory measures, which
militate against the entry of a range of stu-
dents from different backgrounds into
higher education, the government should
use the progressive taxation system to
fund the increase of higher education.

At the time when HECS was intro-
duced, some people argued that industry
should be taxed, rather than students.
That fell by the wayside, but it was inter-
esting that corporate tax was reduced
from 40% to 33% at the same time that
fees were introduced for students. There
are altecnatives to charging students fees.

During the 1980s the population at uni-
versities broadened considerably,
because university education was free.
We haven’t yet seen it narrow, except
that the rates of female participation have
started to decrease where there are fee-
paying courses; but the numbers of
students from Aboriginal or Torres Strait
Islander backgrounds, or lower socic-eco-
nomic backgrounds, are still very low.
University education is still very much
the bastion of the middle class.

HECS [the Higher Education Contribu-
tion System] was introduced by Labor in
1989. The year before, an administration
fee for higher education of $250, paid up-
front, had been introduced; prior to that,
tertiary education had been free.

Under HECS, the federal government
would subsidise higher education, but
students would contribute, on average,
15% — it has now increased to abut 25%

— of the cost. The contribution is a flat
rate for all colleges and all courses,
regardless of actual cost.

Students can choose to pay their HECS
up-front, and then they get a 25% dis-
count; if not it becomes a debt to be paid
through the taxation system once the stu-
dents are employed. Repayments are
graduaied according to income, so some-
one earning $25,000 (about £12,500)
might only be paying one per cent of
their income, but once you get up to
$30,000 you are paying three or four per
cent.

The debt is indexed to inflation, and
this discriminates against people who are
unemployed or drop in and out of the
workforce, for example women having
children. The debt hangs over their heads
a lot longer, and it accumulates.

HECS is only available for a first degree.
The situation with postgraduate degrees
is a bit fuzzy. The federal government has
deregulated fee-paying for course-work
degrees, but research degrees are still
HECS-liable.

Austudy — income support for stu-
dents — is contingent on parental
income unless the student is over 22. On
this campus only about 30% of students
get any Austudy at 2ll. The percentage is
higher at other universities, but the limit
of parental income above which you get
no Austudy is not very high. And with
each Budget the system becomes avail-
able to fewer and fewer people.

Austudy is not a loan — it’s a grant. But
there are Austudy loans, too. If you
receive, say, 580 [£40] a week Austudy,
and you want more money, you can trade
in $40 of the grant and receive $80 loan
in its place, making a total of $120. Again,
the loan is paid back through the taxation
system once you start earning above the
threshold, and is indexed to inflation.

One of the problems about Austudy
which the student movement has been
campaigning on is that there is no rent
assistance. On other benefits such as dole
or jobstart, if you pay rent in excess of
$35 a week you receive rent assistance.

Full Austudy is $120 a week. People do
get by on it, but in Brisbane, for example,
rents average between $60 and §75a
week, so it’s really very difficult. Very,
very few students get the full $120. Also,
Austudy decreases once you get over $50
a fortnight from part-time work. About
half the students on this campus have to
work part-time to support themselves.

Public funding for higher education has
been capped, so the proportion of fund-
ing for universities which comes from
public sources will diminish in years to
come. We have scen a proliferation of
postgraduate fees, universities investigat-

ing corporate wings and centres for
research which are privately funded. This
campus has recently purchased the Bond
University, which is Australia’s main pri-
vate university — there have been three,
and none of them have done very wel at
all — as a means to subsidise what is gen-
erally unprofitable mass undergraduate
teaching.

There is an increasing tendency to
introduce broad undergraduate degrees
and have professional education made
postgraduate. Just recently, medicine at a
few universities, including this one, has
gone postgraduate, which sets a prece-
dent for [aw and perhaps engineering to
require students to complete an under-
graduate degree before going ahead. The
university has struck a deal whereby the
medical courses will still be HECS-liable,
but the future of that is uncertain.

The Coalition [the Liberal-National
alliance which won power on 2 March]
wants to introduce voluntary student
unionism and undermine the power of
student unions to be political representa-
tives, and to diminish public funding and
support the creation of private educa-
tional alternatives. The Liberal
governments in Victoria and Western
Australia have attempted to introduce vol-
untary student unionism. This has been
mitigated somewhat by Labor federal gov-
ernment legislation which has continued
funding to the student unions. I think the
Coalition will continue the HECS system,
since it has proven very popular elec-
torally, but provide universities with
greater scope to charge fees for degrees
— for example, full fee-paying places for
extra students on top of the HECSfunded
places.

The National Unicn of Students was
formed in response to the introduction of
HECS in 1989. There had been previous
national bodies, but they folded in the
early "80s. The student campaign against
the loan system, with limited support
from the National Union of Students, was
run by a range of campuses and spear-
headed by the left groups on campus like
the International Socialists and Resis-
tance.

NUS is factionalised in a very similar
way to the Australian Labor Party. There’s
the Labor right — “Labor Unity.” The
National Organisation of Labor Students
has both a left and a right component;
then there’s the Left Alliance, which is a
separate group, and a few Liberals and
independents. It maintains opposition to
increases in HECS, the Austudy loans
scheme, and so on, but whether it puts
any money or active work into campaign-
ing depends very much on the politics of
the National Executive. @
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The Paris Commune of
1871 was the first
workers” government.
Tom Willis looks at its
significance 125 years

Collapse of the old order

OUR story starts with the defeat of France
in the Franco-Prussian war of 1870,

The war was caused by the territorial
rivalry berween the French Second Empire
and the Prussian-dominated North German
Federation. The immediate spark was a dis-
pute over Prussian support for the
candidature of a Hohenzollern (member
of the Prussian royal family) for the Span-
ish throne. The French overestimated their
strength, and took the initiative in attack-
ing, but were defeat at Sedan in September
1870. France lost Alsace and most of Lor-
raine. The Emperor was a prisoner of war.

The necessary consequence of military
defeat was the Paris Revolution of 4 Sep-
tember 1870.

The Second Empire collapsed. Thus the
undemocratic rule of Napoleon I which
was built on the defeat of the democratic
revolution of 1848 and which had ushered
in the archetypal “Bonapartist Regime” —-
serving big capital but resting on the peas-
ants and petit-bourgeois — passed into
history to be replaced by the proclama-
tion of the republic.

This republic was extremely weak and
unstable. The Prussian Army was at the
gates of Paris while the army of the Second
Empire had been defeated or captured.

In these circumstances the people of
Paris allowed the deputies in Napoleon’s
former tame legislature (2 rag bag of monar-
chists and fake liberals) to declare
themselves a “government of national
defence.” This “government’s” powers
were very weak because the defence of
Paris was actually in the hands of the armed
people.

All Parisians capable of bearing arms had
been enrolled in the National Guard. The
majority in this armed force was composed
of workers.

A capitalist government and an armed
working class cannot co-exist for long. One
power or another must triumph. Conflict
between the two {s inevitable.

This antagonism broke out in open con-
flict on 31 October. Workers’ battalions of
the Nationai Guard stormed the Town Hall
and captured some members of the gov-
ernment. But through double talk and false
promises plus the armed intervention of
some middle-class detachments of the

The Paris Commune

t

Nartional Guard
they managed to
get free.

Faced with the
alterpative of
unieashing a full-
scale civil war
inside a besieged
city the majority
of the National
Guard left the for-
mer government
in office.

Then on 28
January 1871
the government
of National
Defence surren-
dered to the
Prussians. Engels takes up the story:

“...starved Paris capitulated. But with
honours unprecedented in the history of
the war. The forts were surrendered, the
city wall stripped of guns, the weapons of
the regiments of the line, and of the Mobile
Guard were handed over, and they them-
selves considered prisoners of war. But
the National Guard kept its weapons and
guns, and only entered into an armistice
with the victors. And these did not dare
enter Paris in triumph. They only dared to
occupy a tiny corner of Paris, which, into
the bargain, consisted partly of public
parks, and even this they only occupied for
a few days! And during this time they, who
had maintained their encirclement of Paris
for 131 days, were themselves encircted by
the armed workers of Paris, who kept a
sharp watch that no “Prussian” should over-
step the narrow bounds of the corner
ceded to the foreign conqueror. Such was
the respect which the Paris workers
inspired in the army before which all the
armies of the Empire had laid down their
arms; the Prussian Junkers, who had come
to take revenge at the home of the revo-
lution, were compelled to stand by
respectfully, and salute precisely this armed
revolution!”

The emergence of the

Commune

THE end of the war brought out into the
open the conflicts that had been sup-
pressed by the need to defend Paris.

Engels again:

“During the war the Paris workers had
confined themselves to demanding the vig-
orous prosecution of the fight. But now,
when peace had come after the capitula-
tion of Paris, now Thiers, the new supreme
head of the government, was compelled to
realise that the rule of the propertied
classes — big landowners and capitalists —
was in constant danger so long as the work-
ers of Paris had arms in their hands. His first
action was an attempt to disarm them.”

Communards at the barricade

On 18 March, Thiers sent regular troops
to attempt to seize the artillery belonging
to the National Guard. Those weapons had
been built during the siege of Paris and
paid for through taxes on the workers and
middle class of the capital The regular
troops failed. Paris mobilised for resistance
and war was declared between Paris and
Thiers government sitting at Versailles.

On 26 March the Paris Commune was
elected and on 28 March it was officially
proclaimed. The central committee of the
National Guard which untit then had car-
ried out all the functions of government in
Paris handed in its resignation to the Com-
mune.

The first decree of the Commune, to be
replaced by the armed people, was the
abolition of the standing army and con-
scription on 30 March.

The Commune was a local council, but
of a new revolutionary type. As Marx
explained in his classic “The Civil War in
France’:

“The Commune was formed of the
municipal councillors, chosen by universal
suffrage in the various wards of the town,
responsible and revocable at short terms.
The majority of its members were natu-
rally working men, or acknowledged
representatives of the working class...
Instead of continuing to be the agent of the
Central Government, the police was at
once stripped of its political attributes, and
turned into the responsible and at all times
revocable agent of the Commune. So were
the officials of all other branches of the
Administration. From the members of the
Commune downwards, the public service
had to be done at workmen’s wages, The
vested interests and the representation
allowances of the high dignitaries of state
disappeared along with the high dignitaries
themselves...”

The Commune in action

'THE abolition of the standing army was fol-
lowed by the cancellation of all housing
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rents for the period of the siege of Paris. If
the rent had already been paid then the
money was to be deducted from future rent
payments.

Also on the 30 March, the Commune
confirmed in office all foreigners who had
been elected to it announcing that “The
flag of the Commune is the flag of the world
republic.” There then followed a month of
revolutionary decrees.

On 1 April wages for any member or
employee of the Commune were pegged at
a maximum of 6,000 francs (the average for
a skilled worker).

On 2 April the Commune decreed the
separation of church from state and the
abolition of all payments by the tax payer
to the Catholic church. All church property
wils nationalised.

On 5 April in response to the shooting
of captured Communards by the Versailles
troops an order was made allowing the
imprisonment of hostages, but it was never
carried out.

On 6 April the guillotine was brought
out by armed workers and publicly burnt
to great rejoicing.

On 8 April all religious symbols and pric-
tices were removed from the schools.

On 12 April it was decided to demolish
the Victory Column in the Place Vendome,
which celebrated Napoleon's wars hecause
it was a symbol of chauvinism and nation-
alism. This was carried out on 16 May.

On 16 April the Commune began to
drive forward a more revolutionary eco-
nomic programme. It ordered a workers’
enquiry into all factories that had been
closed down by the bosses. Workers' plans
were to be drawn up for their reopening.

The workers in such places were to be
organised into co-operative societies to run
the enterprise and it was projected that all
the co-operatives should be brought
together in one great union.

On 20 April night work was abolished
for bakers. Employment offices were taken
out of private hands and put under local
control. On 30 April the pawnshops were
closed down.

This programme was ambitious but lim-
ited. As Marx put it: “The great social
measure of the Commune was its own
working existence.” It was a workers' gov-
ernment even though it had not gone far
down the road to directly socialist mea-
sures.

On 5 May the Commune proudly
asserted the revolutionary heritage of the
Paristan working class and its allies by order-
ing the destruction of the Chapel of
Atonement built as a public apelogy (o
god?) for the execution of Louis XVI.

End of the Commune

FROM the beginning of May onwards the
Commune was placed entirely on the defen-
sive. The Versailles government started its
maoves against Paris in early April, capturing
the Seine crossing at Neuilly to the west of
Paris on 7 April. But on 11 April an actack
on the southern front was successfully
repulsed. The response of the Versailles

government was to fet lose their artiflery in
an indiscriminate bombardment of the
Parisian workers.

Engels described the situation.

“Paris was continually bombarded and,
moreover, by the very people who had stig-
matised as a sacrilege the bombardment of
the same city by the Prussians. These same
people now begged the Prussian govern-
ment for the hasty return of the French
soldiers taken prisoner at Sedan and Metz
in order that they might recapture Paris for
them. From the beginning of May the grad-
ual arrival of these troops gave the Versailles
forces a decided superiority.”

On 23 April Thiers broke off the nego-
tiations for the exchange of the Archbishop
of Paris and a number of other priests for
just one man: Louis Auguste Blanqui — the
revolutionary leader of the left wing of the
1848 revolution — who at the time was
imprisoned by the Versailles government.

The Versailles government made slow
progress against the Communards and
required the active collaboration of their
real *mortal” enemies: the Prussians.

Engels tells the story:

“The Prussians, who held the northern
and eastern forts, allowed the Versailles
troops to advance across the land north of
the city, which was forbidden ground to
them under the armistice and thus to march
forward, attacking on a wide front, which
the Parisians naturally thought covered by
the armistice and therefore held only
weakly. As a result of this, only a weak
resistance was put up in the western half
of Paris, in the luxury city proper; it grew
stronger and more tenacious the nearer the
incoming troops approached the eastern
half, the working-class city proper. It was
only after eight days’ fighting that the last
defenders of the Commune succumbed on
the heights of Belleville and Menilmontant;
and then the massacre of defenceless men,
women and children, which had been rag-
ging all through the week on an increasing
scale, reached its zenith. The breechloader
could no longer kill fast enough; the van-
quished were shot down in hundreds by
mitrailleuse fire. The “Wall of the Federals”
at the Pére Lachaise cemetery, where the
mass murder was consummated, is still
standing today, a mute but eloquent testi-
mony to the frenzy of which the ruling
class is capable as soon as the working class
dares to stand up for its rights.”

The Commune in

retrospect

IN their audacious will to fight even in
highly unfavourable circumstances the
Parisian workers had set an example for the
whole international socialist movement,
argued Karl Marx in letters to his friend
Kugelmann.

Marx's comments on the bravery of the
Communards taking on a struggle in
unfavourable circumstances sheds light on
how he would have replied to those social-
ists who in the name of “Marxism” argue
that the Russian revolution of 1917 was
“premature.”

Workers' Liberty

“What elasticity, what historical initia-
tive, what a capacity for sacrifice in these
Parisians! After six months of hunger and
ruin, caused by internal treachery more
even than by the external enemy, they rise,
beneath Prussian bayonets, as if there had
never been & war between France and Ger-
many and the enemy were not still at the
gates of Paris! History has no like of great-
ness! If they are defeated only their ‘good
nature’ will be to blame. They should have
marched at once on Versailles after first
Vinoy and then the reactionary section of
the Paris National Guard had themselves
retreated. They missed their opportunity
because of conscientious scruples. They
did not want to start a civil war, as if that
mischievous abortion Thiers had not
already started the civil war with his
attempt to disarm Paris! Second mistake:
The Central Committee surrendered its
power too soon, to make way for the Com-
mune. Again from a too “honourable”
scrupulosity! However that may be, the
present rising in Paris — even if it be
crushed by the wolves, swine, and vile
curs of the old society — is the most glo-
rious deed of our Party since the June
insurrection in Paris [1848]. Compare these
Parisians, storming heaven, with the slaves
to heaven of the German-Prussian Holy
Roman Empire, with its posthumous mas-
gquerades recking of the barracks, the
Church, cabbage-Junkerdom and, above
all, of the philistine...”

It was ridiculous, argued Marx, to criti-
cise the Communards for not holding back
and waiting for more “favourable” cir-
cumstances.On the contrary, it was better
to fight and lose than to be defeated with-
out a fight.

“World history would indeed be very
easy to make if the struggle were taken up
only on condition of infallible favourable
chances. It would on the other hand be of
a very mystical nature, if “accidents” played
no part. These accidents naturally form
part of the general course of development
and are compensated by other accidents.
But acceleration and delay are very much
dependent upon such “accidents”, includ-
ing the “accident” of the character of the
people who first head the movement.

“The decisively unfavourabie “accident”
this time is by no means to be sought in the
general conditions of French society, but
in the presence of the Prussians in France
and their position right before Paris. Of
this the Parisians were well aware. But of
this, the bourgeois rabble of Versailles were
also aware. Precisely for that reason they
presented the Parisians with the alternative
of either taking up the fight or succumb-
ing without a struggle. The demoralisation
of the working class in the latter case
would have been a far greater misfortune
than the succumbing of any number of
“Jeaders.” With the struggle in Paris the
struggle of the working class against the
capitalist class and its state has entered
upon a new phase. Whatever the immedi-
ate outcome may be, a new point of
departure of world-wide importance has
been gained.”
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The Paris Commune

THE Commune, like many previous revo-
lutions, was the product of defeat in war;
bt it was also a new, far deeper and more
thoroughgoing, kind of revolution.

It provided, in the words of Karl Marx,
“the political form at last discovered under
which to work out the economic emanci-
pation of labour.”

This political form was not “discovered”
by some act of pure philosophic abstrac-
tion. Nor was it deduced from the concepts
“democracy”, “working class” and “repre-
sentation.” It was discovered through the
self-conscious, self-controlling activity of
the working class itself.

A democratic revolution

IN setting up the Commune the workers of
Paris and their allies carried out an heroic act
of self-determination. Their revolution was
first and foremost a democratic one.

The Commune was based on:

@ Election of all Commune members by
unlimited universal suffrage.

@ All officials to be recallable at 21l times.
@ All officials to be paid the equivalent of a
worker’s wage.

@ Separation of church and state.

@ The clearing out and purging of the
police.

@ All judges to be elected, recallable and
removable at any time.

@ Local municipal freedom.

@ Abclition of the standing army and state
bureaucracy.

@ The abolition of the distinction between
legislature (the law makers) and executive
(those who carry out the laws) with both
functions to be carried out simultaneously
by the Commune.

The practical purpose of these revolu-
tionary democratic measures was to shatter
and destroy the existing state removing the
diaphragm separating the working class
from power. In doing so, the Commune
broke out of the barriers and limits imposed
on democracy by the bourgeois state.

Engels speled this out very clearly:

“Against this transformation of the state
and the organs of the state from servants of
society into masters of society — an
inevitable transformation in all previous
states — the Commune made use of two
infallible means.

“In the first place, it filled all posts —
administrative, judicial and educational —
by election on the basis of universal suf-
frage, subject to the right of recall at any
time, And, in the second place, alt officials,
high or low, were paid only the wages
received by other workers. .. In this way an
effective barrier to place hunting and
careerism was set up, even apart from the
binding mandates to delegates to represen-
tative bodies which were added besides.”

Smashing the state

WHAT is essential for the workers’ revolu-

tion is the removal of all barriers separating
the majority from real self government. Marx
put this brilliantly. The Commune, he
argued, had proved that “the working class
cannot simply lay hold of the existing state
machine and wield it for its own purposes.”

On the contrary, as Marx wrote to his
friend Kugelmann at the time of the Com-
mune:

“If you look at the last chapter of my Eigh-
teenth Brumaire, you will find that T declare
that the next attempt at the French Revo-
Iution will be no longer, as before, to transfer
the bureaucratic-mititary machine from one
hand to another, but to siesh it [Marx’s ital-
ics] and this is the preliminary condition
for every real people’s revolution on the
continent. And this is what our heroic Party
comrades in Paris are attempting.”

The beginning of the end of
the state

MARX believed that the Commune was “the
positive form” of “a republic that was not
only to supersede the monarchical forms of
class rule, but class rule itself.”

As the state is a product of and form of
class rule then the Commune was a new and
peculiar form of state: it was a republic
whose basic purpose was the overcoming
of the conditions that make the state itself
necessary. It represented the beginning of
the end of the state as a separate and spe-
cial institution standing above society. Tt
was a state and simultaneously an anti-state.

It was a state to the extent that it func-
tioned as a lever to hold down the capitalist
class in the interests of the working class. It
was an anti-state to the extent that it func-
tioned as an organ of the collective
administration of society by the freely asso-
¢iated producers and consumers
themselves,

What smashing the state
means

LENIN discussed the significance of this
new type of state in his classic The State and
Revoluiion.

“The Commune appears to have replaced
the smashed state machine “only™ by fuller
democracy: abolition of the standing army;
all officials to be elected and subject to
recall. But as a matter of fact this “only” sig-
nifies a gigantic replacement of certain
institutions by other institutions of a fun-
damentally different order. This is exactly a
case of ‘quantity becoming transformed into
quality”: democracy, introduced as fully and
consistently as is at all conceivable, is trans-
formed from bourgeois democracy into
proletarian democracy; from the state (= a
special force for the suppression of a par-
ticular class) into something which is no
longer, properly speaking, the state.

“It is still necessary to suppress the bour-
geoisie and its resistance. This was
particularly necessary for the Commune;

and one of the reasons for its defeat was that
it did not do this with sufficient determina-
tton. But the organ of suppression is here the
majority of the population, and not a minor-
ity, as was always the case under slavery,
serfdom and wage slavery. And since the
majority of the people itself suppresses its
oppressors, a “special force” for suppression
is no longer necessary! In this sense the
state begins to wither away. Instead of the
special institutions of a privileged minority
(privileged officialdom, the chiefs of the
standing army), the majority itself can
directly fulfil all these functions, and the
more the functions of state power devolve
upon the people as a whole the less need
there is for the existence of this power.”

Theory and practice

THE revolutionary significance of the Com-
mune was soon forgotten. As it receded in
time and capitalism developed through a
new wave of expansion, theory decayed.

Before the Commune Marx had only
been able to sketch a rough outline of Com-
mumist revolution. For instance he had this
to say in the Poverly of Philosophy:

“The working class, in the course of its
development, will substitute for the old
civil [capitalist] society an association which
will exclude classes and their antagonism,
and there will be no more political power
properly so-called.”

But after the Commune the theoretical
level of the movement receded in the main
below that set by Marx before the Com-
mune.

In the years after 1871 many people in
the socialist movement returned to earlier,
more elitist, pre-Commune notions of social-
ist transformation.

They believed that the existing state
machine — or a reformed version of the
existing state machine — could be used to
introduce socialism from above,

Engels carried out a rearguard struggle
against all this nonsense.

In 1890 he managed to get Marx’s “Cri-
tigue of the Gotha Programme” published
— 15 years after it was first written.

The Critigue was originally a circular let-
ter — not a piece of private
correspondence or a public article, but a
discussion paper for a restricted audience.
In it, Marx attacked the leaders of the
“Marxist” faction in the German workers’
movement {or making impermissible intel
lectual concessions to the supporters of
Ferdinand Lassalie in the party programme
in order to create a united organisation.
Engels used the fact that the party pro-
gramme was once more up for discussion
in order to get Marx’s original views on the
Gotha programme published.

Amongst many things that rattled Marx’s
cage was the nonsense the Gotha pro-
gramme talked about the state and in
particular the establishment of Lassalle's
dream of a4 “Free State.” No, said Marx. We
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do not want to make the state free, but to
put it under democratic control:

“Freedom consists in transforming the
state from an organ sct above society into
one thoroughly subordinated to it, and
today too the state forms are more frec or
less free to the extent that they restrict the
‘freedom of the state’.”

Marx then went on to spell out an alter-
native:

“Between the capitalist and the commu-
nist society lies the period of the
revolutionary transformation of the one
into the other. To this corresponds a polit-
ical transition period whose state can be
nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship
of the proletariat.”

This talk of “revolutionary dictatorship”
caused great concern in the parliamentary
caucus of the German Party. One leader of
the caucus actually repudjated Marx on the
floor of the Reichstag, whereas the Caucus
as a2 whole wrote a reply to Marx - eight
years after his death — and the entire party
leadership boycotted Engels personally for
daring to make Marx's views kanown to the
party rank and file and to the public.

It is interesting to note that the parlia-
mentary careerists and opportunists of the
German Party showed exactly the same
misunderstanding of the phrase “dictator-
ship of the proletariat” as the Stalinists. For
both, dictatorship had to mean the oppo-
site of democracy — but while the
reformists opposed it, the Stalinists sup-
ported it!

Engels spelt out the rational meaning of
the phrase:

“Of late, the Social-Democratic philistine
has once more been filled with wholesome
terror at the phrase: dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. Well and good, gentlemen, do you
want to know what this dictatorship looks
like? Look at the Paris Commune. That was
the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

In other words for Engels as for Marx
the phrase “dictatorship of the proletariat”
was synonymous with working class self-
rle. Engels drove this point home in his
critique of the new party programme.

“If anything is established, it is that our
party and the working class can come to
power only under the form of the democ-
ratic republic. This is even the specific form
for the dictatorship of the proletariat, as
the great French Revolution (Paris Com-
mune) has already shown.”

But despite Engels best efforts it seems
that all official “Marxists” were determined
to misunderstand.

Karl Kautsky, the “Pope of Marxism”,
who asserted himself as the leading “theo-
retician” after Engels’ death, could even
write such stupid rubbish as:

“Only one who is politically blind can
still maintain today that the representative
system even under the sway of universal suf-
frage ensures the rule of the bourgeoisie,
and that in order to overthrow the later
one must get rid of the representative sys-
tem. Now it is already beginning to become
obvious that a truly parliamentary system
can be just as good as instrument of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat as it is an

instrument of the dictatorship of the bour-
geoisie.”

Confusing representation in general and
the Reichstag in particular, Kautsky failed
to see that the essential point was to extend
democracy beyond the limits imposed by
the bourgeois state, to smash it.

Plekhanov, the pioneer Russian Marxist
and, another leading fgure in the pre-world
wair one international socialist movement,
fared little better. Avoiding the worst
excesses of Kautsky's rationalisations of
parliamentary cretinism, he nevertheless
maintained a lot of the pre-Marxist Jacobin
notion of dictatorship meaning rule by an
enlightened revolutionary elite. This is
understandable given the backwardness of
Russia, the ruthlessness of the Tsarist state
and the fact that the working class was a
tiny minority in society, but it was still a mis-
take. Before 1914 only Rosa Luxemburg
kept Marx's original conception alive.

It took world war and the reappearance
of mass working class self-activity in the
form of the Russian revolution of 1917 for
it to be once more possible to re-unite the-
ory and practice at the level achieved at the
time of the Commune.

Lenin’s State and Revolution played a
vital role in this. Written in 1917, it was part
of his attempt to orientate the Bolshevik
Party towards the seizure of power by the
workers. In order to do this he had to res-
cue Marx and Engels’ original assessment of
the Commune from those official “Marxists”
like Plekhanov and Kautsky who had gut-
ted “Marxism™ of its revolutionary
COommuInist content.

In July, 1917 at the height of the reac-
tionary wave between the February and
Qctober revolutions, Lenin wrote this short
note to his comrade Kamenev. It shows
Lenin’s growing awareness of how deep
seated the misunderstanding of the Com-
mune had been.

“Comrade Kamenev, in strict confidence,
if I should be bumped off I beg you to pub-
lish a notebook with the title ‘Marxism and
the state.’ (It has been left in safekeeping
in Stockholm). Bound with a blue cover.
There are collected all the quotations from
Marx and Engels, as well as those of Kaut-
sky's controversy with Pannekoek. Also a
serics of remarks and reviews. It has only
to be edited. I think this work could be
published within a week. I think it is very
important, because it isn’t only Kautsky
and Plekhanov who have gone off the rails.”

Lenin was abviously talking about himself
and the other Bolshevik comrades. His writ-
ing of State and Revolution and with it his
rediscovery of Marx’s attitude to the state,
went hand in hand with the practical reap-
pearance of the Commune-type of state:
the Russian soviets.

It you too want to avoid going “off the
rails” or simply want to discover for the
first time the real history of the Paris Com-
mune, then there is no better place to start
than where Lenin did, with a study of Karl
Marx’s The Civil War in France, which
tells the heroic story of the Commune and
explains its place in the struggle of the
working class for a higher social order.

Workers' Liberty

LAST December millions of French workers
took to the streets in defence of welfare
benefits, full health services and pensions.
The workers used marches, protests and
strike action to resist the plans of France’s
Tory government led by Jacques Chirac
and Alin Juppé. The government was
forced to back down ona number of issues
but not completely defeated. Chirac has
simply backed down for now, but further
attacks are inevitable.

On the marches one slogan dominated:
“Quais, ouais, tous ensemble, tous ensem-
ble” — All together, all together.

The workers were celebrating the re-dis-
covery of working class solidarity.

And on the victory march some placards,
like the one pictured on this page, even
linked the mass mobilisations of 1995 with
the Paris Commune of 1871 — when the
worlers took over the running of the cap-
ital and founded the first working class
government in human history.

The fight for a workers’

government

IT’S quite right to link the two.

The Conmmmune — a state in which the
majority of the population, the working
class, are in the saddle — is not just a great,
inspiring, historic event to be celebrated,;
it also provides a practical model for social-
ists today.

Quite simply there is no way to defend
working class living standards, welfare ser-
vices and free trade unions other than
though a new commune.

The alternative not just in Britain, or
France, but internationally, to the working

The Scholars

Bald heads forgetful of their sins,

Old, learned, respectable bald heads

Edit and annotate the lines

That young men, tossing on their
beds,

Rhymed out in love's despair

To flatter beauty’s ignorant ear.

All shuffle there; all cough in ink;

All wear the carpet with their shoes;

All think what other people think;

All know the man their neighbour
knows.

Lord, what woulkd they say

Did their Catullus walk that way?

W.B. Yeats




March 1996

The Paris Commune

class taking over and reorganising saciety
according to the dictates of human need,
not capitalist profit, is a further collapse in
the general level of human culture and a
regression towards barbarism.

That's why Workers’ Liberty advecates
and fights for a workers’ government. We
want a government based on the working
class and its organisation and accountable
to them, a government which is prepared
to take on the power of the bosses and
their state.

Right now, the cutting edge of such a
fight is the reassertion of what Marx called
“the political economy of the working
class” i.e. the struggle to assert the basic
needs of human beings for free time, edu-
cation, health services and decent housing
against the profitmaking, people-degrading
rule of capital.

Today it is out of a battle for reforms —
rebuilding the health service, a decent min-
imum wage, full employment, a shorter
working week, free trade unions -— that the
revolutionary movement will be built.

That revolutionary movement will have
exactly the same aim as the Paris Com-
mune -~ the formation of 2 workers’
government.

The Commune in the 20th

century

THE soviets of 1905 and 1917 in Russia; the
workers’ councils of 1918 in Germany; the
factory councils of 1919-20 in faly; the jun-
tas of the Spanish revolution in 1936; the
central workers’ council in Hungary in
1956; the Nantes/St Nazaire central strike
committee in France, May 1968; the cor-
dones in Chile, 1973; the neighbourhood
commissions and workers' commissions in
Portugal in 1975; the inter-factory strike
committees in Poland in 1980-1, and the
Alexandria Action Committee in South
Africa in the mid-1980s: all to one extent or
another represented developments of the
basic form of working class self-govern-
ment established first in Paris in 1871.

This is not to say that there are no dif-
ferences within the Commune type.

In the majority of cases these 20th cen-
tury organs of workers power developed as
workplace-centred structures based on del-
egates from different factories, offices,
depots, mines, railway stations etc. —
rather as strictly territorially-based forms
of organisation as the Commune was.

The experience of revolutionary move-
ments in the 20th century also reveals a
great flexibility of form.

In some cases entirely new improvised
structures had to be built — and, in the case
of the soviets, rebuilt — from the ground
up in competition with the pre-existing
organisation of the working class. In other
cases exjsting structures were either trans-

formed for new purposes (the factory coun-
¢ils in Italy) or new structures built out of
re-organising the elements of the existing
movement (the Spanish juntas).

The common thread is provided by the
fact that working class organisation devel-
ops in order to answer particufar immediate
needs dictated by the actually existing con-
ditions of struggle. The working class has
to use whatever weapons are at hand. Thus
differences within the Commune type usu-
ally reflect the different conditions out of
whicl the emerging organs of workers’
power developed.

This throws some light on the question
of the relationship between Parliament and
independent organs of workers’ power in
a socialist revolation in Britain, an issue
that has been discussed in Workers’ Liberty.

Parliament will play a bigger or lesser
role dependent on what the situation is.
Let’s take two examples to illusteate the
point. If a Tory or a Labour government
viciously attacks the workers and provokes
resistance on the scale of the General Strike
of 1926 or the strike movement that freed
the Pentonville dockers in 1972 then the
development of organs of workers’ power
will necessarily run absolutely counter to
the rule of Parliament. Elections would only
be called in order to derail the movement.

Conversely, should a left-wing parlia-
mentary majority find itself under threat
from a conspiracy by the bosses, bankers,
civil service and military chiefs, then the
workers would undoubtedly rally to the
defence of Parliament.

The decisive point is not to speculate
about which scenario is most likely, but
rather to understand that even if 2 revolu-
tion started off with the defence of a
left-wing parliamentary majority it would
have to break out of the limits imposed on
democracy by the bourgeois state if it were
not to be defeated. In all cases the power
of the existing state machine — bureau-
cracy, army, police — would have to be
destroyed by the armed people — a force
that couldn’t possibly be channelled
through the narrow confines of the Palace
of Westminster.

The Commune will return

IT is absolutely certain that there will be’

new versions of the Paris Commune in the
future.

The working class knows no other way
of struggling to re-order society, and while
capitalism continues to exist that struggle
is inevitable.

The basis for a new Paris Commune is
being laid by the developing crisis of capi-
talism itself.

What Marx said of the original Commune
and the International Working Men's Asso-
ciation which supported it is still true today.

Banner of the recent French strikes

“The soil out of which it grows is mod-
ern society itself. It cannot be stamped out
by any amount of carnage. To stamp it out,
the Generals would have to stamp out the
despotism of capital over labour — the con-
ditions of their own parasitical existence.

“Working men’s Paris, with its Com-
mune, will be forever celebrated as the
glorious harbinger of a new society. ts mar-
tyrs are enshrined in the great heart of the
working class. Its exterminators history has
already nailed to that external pillory from
which all the prayers of their priests will not
avail to redeem them.”

The modern priests of the ruling class
who pray that we have now reached the
“end of history” are engaged in an equally
froitiess task.

History has not ended — in fact, as the
malign influence that Stalinism has exer-
cised for most of this century fades, it is
bound to accelerate through a new period
of storm and stress.

The only question is not whether there
will be another Commune, but where and
when?

That’s why Workers’ Liberty celebrates
the Paris Conunune.
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US trade unionists launch a labour party

Steve Zeltzer, an activist
from Labor Party
Advocates in the United
States, was in Britain
recently and talked to
Martin Thomas and Paul
Hampton

IN 1990, Tony Mazzochi, who was secre-
tary-treasurer of the Oil, Chemical and
Atomic Workers union, formed an organi-
sation called Labor Party Advocates [LPA].
After some pressure from myself and oth-
ers, LPA has committed itself to calling a
convention to found a labour party on 69
June 1996 in Cleveland, Ohio. It is the first
labour party movement in our lifetime
which has some important support in the
trade unions.

Labor Party Advocates has grown to
about five to ten thousand members across
the United States. At this point, there is
union support from the International Long-
shore and Warehousemen's Union, which
organises about 60,000 West Coast dockers;
Qil, Chemical and Atomic Workers, which
is about 70,000 strong, the Brotherhood of
Maintenance of Way Employees, workers
who repair railroads; and United Electrical
Workers, a small electrical workers’ union
which was witch-hunved in the 1950s in the
AFL.CIO. We also expect delegates from
maybe fifty, sixty, a hundred union focals
[branches] at the convention in June, There
should be over a thousand delegates in all.

I am from the San Francisco chapter of
LPA, which has about 3530 members. In San
Francisco, the LPA offices are in the Labor
Council headquarters; most of the Bay Area
Labor Councils have endorsed LPA, and the
California Federation of Labor secretary,
John Henning, speaks at its meetings. We
have had meeting of six or seven hundred
trade unionists supporting the idea of a
labour party.

In Decatur, Iflinois, the so-calied War
Zone, Bridgestone Firestone workers have
been on strike, and now gone back to work
without a contract. The Caterpillar workers
were on strike, and have gone back to work
without a contract. The Staley workers —
Staley is a sugar manufacturer owned by
Tate and Lyle — were locked out for over
two years, and all in this one town, Decatur,
llinois. Of the 70,000 people in the town,
there were seven thousand workers on
strike or locked out. The workers formed
a United Labor Front of the three unions
and ran some labour people as candidates
in elections. An electrical worker got
elected to the city council.

Although most of the trade unions are still
with the Democrats, things are becoming
more fluid in the trade union movement. At

the AFL-CIO convention last October, for
the first time in the movement’s history, an
opposition slate defeated the incumbent
leadership.

Richard Trumbka, who was the president
of the mineworkers and is now secretary-
treasurer of the AFL-CIO, said: “If we get
elected, this is going to be corporate Amer-
ica’s worst nightmare. We're going to go
out there on the picket lines and get those
scabs.” John Sweeney, the new president of
the AFL-CIO, is a social-democrat. He’s a
member of the Democratic Socialists of
America [a social-democratic grouping
inside the Democratic Party]. All the top
AFIL-CIO leaders were saying that they had
to get more women, ethnic-minority and
immigrant workers into the unions — that
their survival depended on it.

“We don’t yet bave a
mass mobilisation of
the working class of the
sort that would force
the capitalists to do
deals with the unions.”

The capitalists aren’t giving the trade-
union leadership much room to negotiate.
We don’t yet have a mass mobilisation of
the working class in the United States, of the
sort that would force the capitalists to do
deals with the unions. There are excep-
tions, but by and large the unions are being
defeated all over the country. There are
more and more angry workers, and it is a
very volatile situation.

Union membership is going up again.
The AFL-CIO has said it will spend $20 mil-
lion on a national organising drive this
summer. These organising drives are more
than the glossy-leaflet flops organised by
some unions in Britain, The SEIU, for exam-
ple, has hired college students and sent
them out to talk to workers and organise
demonstrations — it produces results.

Working people are being politicised in
the United States. The workers who went
through the Decatur struggle, for example,
have become class-conscious. They under-
stand that there is a class struggle, and in the
United States that is something!

There is a lot of less-defined class batred
in the United States. Unfortunately, because
there is no labour party, it is reflected
mostly through Buchanan, through a right-
wing turn in the Republican Party — but it
is the first time I can remember that a sec-
tion of the Republican Party has attacked
Wall Street and the bankers.

Buchanan is a racist, an anti-semite, and
a hypocrite, but when he attacks Wall Street
and NAFTA he strikes a chord, They have
to be attacked — only we have to put for-

ward a working-class solution, rather than
Buchanan's racist solution.

Isn’t there a danger that this could be a
premature start, a blank shot, producing
no more than another left group? I think
not. After a while, it's difficult recruiting
people to a non-existent party without a
platform. And there’s a volatile and dan-
gerous situation in the United States.

1 don’t think the labour party will be no
more than another left group. For one thing
it will have some trade-union base; and it
will be more democratic. Most of the left
groups are undemocratic. In fact, I think
one reason why the left groups don’t want
to be involved in the labour party is that
their members would be drawn into dis-
cussion and debate.

The LPA steering committee, the LPA
conference call says that the Iabour party is
not going to run candidates. Tony Mazzochi
put that out unilaterally without getting
the approval of the steering committee.
That issue will have to be decided at the
convention, but I think the labour party
will probably start off by running candi-
dates [ocally.

The work done by Ron Daniels [a former
organiser for Jesse Jackson who is now
campaigning for a new, left-wing, third
party] is more of a broad popular thing: it
doesn’'t have a base in the unions. I don’t
really know what has happened with his
constituency. I don’t think it represents a
lot. But in the Bay Area, anyway, the unions
which are supporting a labour party are
the unions which endorsed Jesse Jackson.

The black community support which
Jackson had is not in Labor Party Advocates
as yet. But a labour party has the possibil-
ity of winning that support. T think it is a
weakness of Labor Party Advocates so far
that it is o0 narrowly union-based — mostly
union activists.

Tony Mazzochi thinks the labour party
should be like the British Labour Party and
the New Democratic Party in Canada. We
have won a struggle to open up Labor Party
Advocates to women'’s, minority, and envi-
ronmental groups, so that they can endorse
LPA and send delegates.

Mazzochi, I guess, is a social democrat.
He comes out of a left tradition, around
Trotskyism; he appoints people from Soli-
darity [a loose left-wing group, broadly
Trotskyist/Shachtmanite] to organising jobs.
The [1.WU and the UE both have a strong
Communist Party influence, historically,
though the Communist Party is not such a
force now and it supports the Demaocratic
Party anyway.

For the most part, the left groups have
pretty much boycotted Labor Party Advo-
cates. Most of the people who are joining
are union activists and people who used to
be in left organisations but are not affiliated
now.

How the relations between the sponsor
% bottom of facing page.
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The worlk of

By Clive Bradley

FOUR ROOMS bombed with the critics,
but Quentin Tarantino remains hot prop-
erty, According to Paul Schrader, writer of
such Martin Scorsese movies as Taxi Dri-
ver and The Last Temptation of Christ,
and director of — among others — Amer-
ican Gigolo, and Misbima, Hollywood is
desperately trying to remould its output
on Tarantino-esque lines, but can't work
out what they are. Schrader sees Tarantino
as a watershed in American film, ending
the tradition of what he calls ‘the exis-
tential hero’. Travis Bickle in Taxi Driver
is secking to shape a place for himself in
the world, however warped; Tarantino’s
characters simply exist, with nothing
beneath the surface.

Tarantino is responsible for four and a
quarter films, aside from productions he
has lent his name to. The quarter is his bit
of Four Rooms; the others are True
Romance, for which he wrote the script,
Natural Born Killers, for which he wrote
the original script, so altered in Oliver
Stone’s film that Tarantino took his name

Quentin Tarantino

uientin Tarantine

The Cultural Front

More blood than violence: Reservoir Dogs

off the credits; and the two movies he
has directed, Reservoir Dogs and Pulp
Fiction. On the strength of this alone he
has already had more written about him
than most other directors ever have.

There is no doubt that Tarantino’s work
is radically different from most American
movies. For one thing there is a great deal
more dialogue, and hardly any of it is the
‘functional’ dialogue long typical of Hol-
lywood, The opening scene of Reservoir
Dogs, focused around the hidden meaning
of a Madonna song and whether to tip
waitresses, is longer than the average
action sequence, never mind the average
movie conversation, and it has almost
nothing to do with the story. Most Holly-
wood script analysts would have cut it.
Indeed, the whole film bears an unusual
similarity to a stage play. Commeniators
have suggested that this has helped the
recent revival of Shakespeare in the cin-
ema - audiences have got used to more
talking.

Structurally, too, Tarantino’s films bear
no relationship to the standard ‘three act’
format of most movies. Rather than the

usual pattern — disruption of equilibrium,
development, equilibrium restored —
both Reservoir Dogs and (especially) Pulp
Fiction shoot off in all directions. Action
does not take place in sequence.

And again, both these films are ‘ensem-
ble' pieces, without a single central
character, without a single (or clear)
antagonist. They are ‘character’, rather
than ‘plot’ driven. This is less true of his
carlier screenplays, True Romance or
Natural Born Killers (which was writ-
ten before Reservoir Dogs), although here
too there are departures from conven-
tion: consider the scene building up to
Dennis Hopper’s death at Christopher
Walken’s hands in True Romarnce, which
includes a lengthy dissertation on the eth-
nic origins of Sicilians unlikely to be found
in any standard Hollywood movie.

Yet these features alone do not mark
Tarantino out. Dialogue-heavy American
films are rare, but not unheard of (Moo#-
siruck springs to mind), and it is anything
but unusual for European film to be heav-
ily verbal and character-driven; the
average scene in a European film is §
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ing unions and the activists in the labour
party will go, I don’t know. It's a process. It
could happen that the unions say “no further
with the politics, or we walk out”. Probably
the labour party will have a structure like the
British Labour Party, with local chapters and
union affiliations.

Mazzochi proposed that if unions gave
$25,000 or more to IPA, they would be able
to get voting rights at the convention, even
if they did not endorse LPA. We argued that
this was undemocratic. The Teamsters’
Union in Pennsylvania gave LPA
$100,000 to print brochures; the Minework-
ers have given $25,000; but they don’t want

to take a public position in favour of LPA. It
does show that there is a growing sentiment
in the unicns for the idea of a labour party.

Part of the thinking of the union leader-
ships, and maybe of Tony Mazzochi, is to be
alever on the Democrats, What Clinton and
the Democrats tell the trade unions is: “we’re
the only thing you've got.” The union lead-
ers want some leverage. At some point, with
the formation of a labour party, they are
going to have to start running independent
lIabour candidates and make a break with
the Democrats. That will be a test of how
serious they are.

If the labour party is going to be success-
ful it bas got to broaden out and deal with

issues like health care, labour laws, hous
ing, minority rights, and women’'s rights.
Tony Mazzochi says he does not wanr to get
involved in issues like immigration or affir-
mative action. They're too touchy, too
controversial. My view is that a Iabour party
has to have a position on issues like that, par-
ticularly with a person like Buchanan
appealing to workers.

Unions in particular sectors, and women’s
and minority groups, should work out plat-
forms for their areas of concern and take
them into the labour party. For the labour
party to be successful, a debate has to go on
in the rank and file about the programme we
need.
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Ruah Carlyle reviews The
Xfiles

THIS could be a headline in the Daily
Sport or, quite plausibly, a plot for
The X-files, the hugely popular
imported American sci-fi TV series
on BBC1. Slickly made and entertain-
ing, it plays on every paranoid
conspiracy theory and on every
wildest wet dream. It is total bilge!

For those three people who
haven’t seen the show, it depicts two
¥BI agents who investigate paranor-
mal events and invariably discover
that they are caused by aliens, gov-
ernment conspiracies, a cult, or all
three. Or have some other bizarre
cause. Recent plots, for instance,
have included vampires, alien
bounty hunters and — weirdest of
all — Southern US cannibals running
a chicken factory.

The show is a success because it
taps into a rich seam of paranoia in
American (and now it seems British)
society, Millions of American people
have asserted in surveys that they
have been abducted by, or seen,
aliens. A large number also believe
that the government has know of the
existence of aliens for years but keep
it secret, {There is never any expla-
nation for why they’d bother to keep
this secret).

This paranoia is an indication of
how little controf people feel in their
lives; there must be a conspiracy
working behind the scenes. It is the
psychology of a small child who
really doesn’t control his or her life.

The X-Files transiate this paranoia
into pseudo-factual TV, adding a bit
of New Age, Mother-carth, peace,
more herbal tea, vicar? bullshit. I
suppose this is an attempt to give a
purpose to all these conspiracy theo-
ries.

As such things do, The X-Files, has
generated a Star Trek-type cult fan
club. Why do naff sci-fi shows
always have such massive nerdy fan
clubs? ¥ suppose it's vaguely more
interesting than trainspotting.

To any X-file fans out there, I say
this: ook, you with the X-file t-shirt,
X-file mug of tea, X-file video and tin
foil wrapped around your head to
stop aliens invading your brain,
grow up! Get a life! Read a book
instead!

Bora Killers is
focused much
more than the
il eventual  film
around the char-
acter of the
sleazeball TV pre-
senter who runs a
showw about serial
killers. A long
sequence con-
Ceris &
‘documentary’

about Micky and
Mallory which
includes scenes
from a movie
made abowt them
(departing drasti-
cally from ‘fact’,
naturally). Taran-
tino’s script is
about the media
which makes
heroes of psy-
chotic murderers,
turning morality
on its head. (The
inferences, in
Stone’s film, that
people are natu-
rally violent, and
the bizarre sec-
tion with the
insightful native
Americans, are

The cast of Pulp Fiction

twice as long as in an American one. Hol-
lywood may go for visual stimulation
above character and dialogue, but Amer-
ican independent film (think of Jim
Jarmusch's Night on Earth or Stephen
Soderbergh's sex, lies and videotape, ot
John Sayles’ magnificent Matewan) can
often manage both. There are plenty of
structurally-innovative films — Woody
Allen's Crimes and Misdemeanours, for
example.

What does mark Tarantino out is that he
is an independent film-maker who has
managed to be vastly more successful; he
is therefore ‘independent’ no longer.

The uniqueness of Tarantino — and
what is controversial — is his amoral
humour, and in particular his use of vio-
lence as a way of getting a laugh.
Post-modernists like to speak of reality as
merely ‘surfaces’, and that sums up Taran-
tino’s work very accurately. His films
could be taken as satires on the collapse
of all life into its media-saturated surfaces.
The hero of True Romance is a comic-
book obsessed ingenue who falls in love
on a first date because that's how love is
supposed to be, and murders his new
wife’s pimp because that’s how heroes
are supposed to act (She agrees: ‘That’s
s0... romantic,” she declares, upon hear-
ing of the pimp’s dispatch). They embark
on an adventure because the only mode
of existence they can imagine is one bor-
rowed from trash-culture.

Tarantine’s original script of Natural

entirely absent from
Tarantino’s script).
Puip Fiction is famous for the obsession
of its characters with hamburgers and
other conunercial trivia as they go about
their business of shooting people. When
the Samuel L Jackson character decides to
give up being a professional killer, there
is little suggestion that he has questioned
his career morally; even his religion is just
another surface,

“His films could be
taken as satives on
the collapse of all life
into ils medid-
saturated surfaces.”

Yet in fact, Tarantino’s concerns are
less satirical, Iess political, than this inter-
pretation suggests. This is not to say that
the interpretation isn’t valid — film like
any other art form doesn’t necessarily
work only on its intended Ievel. But Taran-
tino's concerns are much more
‘self-referential’ than that. True Romance
is self-consciously an ‘homage’ to Terence
Mallick's Badlands. Pulp Fiction is stuffed
full of movie references: the sequence in
which Harvey Keitel is brought in to clean
up the hitmen’s brain-spattered car is less
about the dehumanisation of violence
than a joke about Mafia ‘cleapers’ in films.
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The episode of ER he directed for TV
even has visual references to Reservoir
Dogs.

Rather than satires on the superficiality
of contemporary culture, the films are
tongue-in-cheek celebrations of it. They
are not about ‘surfaces’; they are designed
to be, so to speak, just another surface,
one product of popular culture cross-ref-
erencing others. They are, in other words,
thoroughly post-modern in their whole
conceprion. Tarantino is not criticising
trivialisation, moral inversion and the rest:
he is saying, this is how reality is, and
isn’t it funny?

It seems to me that what makes Taran-
tino’s work nevertheless of considerable
value is that by highlighting how funny it
is, he does, whatever his intentions, indict
it. You might watch John Travoita acci-
dentally blow somecne’s head off and
laugh { did), and you might think, a la
Beavis and Butthead, that it's ‘cool’ to be
like John Travolta. There is no doubt that
lots of people do think so. Butit isn’t cool
at 2ll, in reality, and by depicting the ‘sur-
face’ so vividly, Tarantino exposes it to
anyone who wants to see the truth.
Doubtless, many viewers of Reservoir
Dogs find the violence merely entertain-
ing (although in truth there is more blood
than actual violence). But buried in the
story is an old-fashioned Hollywood tale
of ‘crime doesn’t pay’, if you want to see
it (even if that’s just another movie-buff
joke).

Quentin Tarantino is a writer and direc-
tor of outstanding talent: his dialogue
alone is breathtakingly virtuosic. (If Hol-
lywood does start churning out movies
full of assassins blithely discussing French
hamburgers I think this point will be
proven). If he has shaken up the lame for-
mulas of mainstream American film, that
can only be good. He is the ultimate post-
modernist in film, and suffers from
everything that is bad about post-mod-
ernism - flippant, soulless, form and style
over content. But the end result rises
above these limitations, puts the soul-
lessness under scrutiny and exposes it.
The joke has 2 sting in its tail whether it
was meant to or not. @

Urma Thurman plays “gangster’s
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Renton checks out the worst toilet in Scotland

Edward Ellis reviews
Trainspotting

POSSIBLY the most hyped British movie
ever, Trainspotling is also one of the
best British movies of recent years.
From the team wio made the unusual
thriller Shallow Grave, and based on
Irving Welsh’s cult novel, the film fol-
lows a group of Edinburgh skag-heads,
and in particular Renton (Ewan McGre-
gor}), who wants to kick the habit. After
a couple of false starts, he moves to
London and is doing okay until two of
his mates turn up, one of them on the
run following an armed robbery. They
drag him back down, until he gets
involved in a big heroin sale which, if
they get caught, would mean a long jail
sentence,

The film has been criticised for glam-
orising drugs, social irresponsibility,
et cetera; I find this is a puzzling judge-
ment. It is certainly not as grim as
anti-drugs films like Christiane F, but
it has hard to see how anyone could
conclude from it that drugs (or at least
heroin) are great. What it does is
explain why people take heroin. Chris-
tHiane F and its kind show how terrible
heroin is, but it feave it somewhat mys-
terious why anyone should take it,
except for stupidity. Trainspotting con-

trasts the partial joys of being ‘out of it’
with the grinding misery and point-
lessness of ‘normal’ life. It shows how
people take drugs because life is mind-
numbingly dull without them, and
because the experience itself can be
pleasurable.

But it doeso’t stop there. One char-
acter dies of AIDS — in utter squalor;
another loses her baby due to neglect.
The life of the addict is hardly por-
trayed as one of happiness and hope.
When Renton gets his lucky break —
the chance of really getting clean — it’s
because of a windfall, and even then his
alternative js just as mindnumbingly
dull; the difference is that now he can
afford a slightly better mindnumbingly
dull life,

The film is endlessly innovative, from
surreal sequences (such as Renton’s
celebrated disappearance into the bowl
of the worst toilet in Scotland, or his
cold turkey hallucinations) to its use
of dialogue and its camera angles. It is
visually a million miles from the fre-
quent ‘British movie’ syndrome of
looking like an episode of FastEnders
done on the cheap. It is also very funny.

It cost £1.5 million to make, a tiny
fraction of what is spent on most Hol-
lywood blockbusters (Waterworld cost
$180 million). An original, compelling
movie, showing how vibrant British
cinema can be.




Review
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Will Hutton’s book “The
State We're In.”

GLIB HOPE is difficult these days. Stalinist
“sociakism” is defunct. The Iouder the claims
of free-market ideologues, the less capital-
ism delivers other than unemployment,
insecurity, inequality and squalor. Social
democracy has abandoned any pretence of
seriously transforming capitalism.

Anyone who thinks about the future of
society has two basic choices. They can
fight for working-class socialism — which,
uniting commeon ownership and control of
wealth with thorough economic democ-
racy, contrasts as starkly with Stalinism as
with market capitalism -~ but that means,
for the present, fighting against the odds,
batding against demoralisation in a bruised
and cowed working class. Or they can give
up.

Will Hutton’s book, now out in paper-
back after being a bestseller in hardback,
owes its success to its spirited and energetic
attempt to present a third alternative, a
prospect of dramatic improvement within
and through the agencies of the established
system.

“Britain, the first country to establish par-
liamentary democracy and modern
industry, could become the first country to
transform itself peacefully without the spur
of some national disaster.” Tory Britain is
decaying. A Labour-Liberal alliance could
“sreprise” the “constitutional reforms of the
Liberal government at the turn of the cen-
tury, and the economic and social reshaping
of British capitalism by the 1945-51 Labour
government.”

Hutton’s diagnosis is that Britain is
blighted by a “governing class” of rentiers
— capitalists who live off dividends and
financial returns without being directly
involved in organising production. Their
economic dominance, through the City,
forces British industry to orient itself to big
dividend pay-outs and quick profits. Long-
term investment suffers. The obsession with
immediate financial results also, argues Hut-
ton, makes it hard for bosses to build up the
sort of stable “partnership” with workers
which he considers desirable. The political
dominance of the rentiers, through the
Tory party and the scarcely-trammelled
“winner takes all” British parliamentary sys-
tem, with its lack of formal checks and
balances on central state power, leadstoa
system of arrogance at the top, pauperism
and demoralisation at the bottom.

Hutton’s answer is to link political reform
— cutting the power of the Crown, pro-
porticnal representation, devolution —
with the establishment of a network of
restraints, negotiations, and institutions to
drive finance into a closer pantnership with

industry and bosses into a closer partner-
ship with workers. He wants the welfare
state restored, but, hie says explicitly, on
two tiers with the better-off able to get bet-
ter health and education provision within
the state system. “The aim is to imbue the
middle class with a sense of their common
citizenship, whilst recognising their impulse
for self-advancement.”

Hutton wants to make British capitalism
more of a “moral economy”, to lessen its
“fundamental amorality.” He takes it for
granted that capitalism, of one sort or
another, is the only possibility; he pleads
that morality and long-term profit go
together, because market economies never
are, nor can be, pure market economies
— they always rely on some social and
moral framework of co-operation.

Hutton's model for his rather priggish,
paternalistic “capitalism-by-committee” is
Germany, with its dense web of local
autonomies and consultative procedures,
and its close long-term links between banks
and industry.

The same Germany that has a higher job-
less rate than Britain, a more drastic rise of
racism and fascism? Hardly. Hutton believes
that Germany is suffering only temporary
difficulties from reunification. “The new
world of ‘lean production’... will emphasise
its strengths.” “The social market is adapt-
ing to changed conditions in a unique way.”

Generally, Hutton focuses so much on
the specific (or allegedly specific) ailments
of Britain that he scarcely registers the gen-
eral, world-wide troubles of capitalism.
Unemployment, insecurity, inequality, and
eroded welfare are not special to Britain,
but, in essence, universal, from Sydney to
Stockholm, from ‘Frisco to Frankfurt.

However: surely, between now and
socialist revolution, capitalism comes in
different variants? And British capitalism #s
especially marked by its large internation-
ally-oriented finance sector and its lack of
formal, legal guarantees for workers and
the trade unions. Should we not rally round
Hutton’s ideas at least as a basis for imme-
diate demands on the next Labour
government?

No. He is very far from rousing the British
labour movement to struggle even for the
most limited aims. He welcomes Tony
Blair's “modernising” of the Labour Party,
and the fact that “the pressure of the recent
Conservative governments” has changed
the “culture” of the trade unions. “Rather
than see themselves as the embodiment of
a Labour movement dedicated to the trans-
formation of capitalism, they have started
to redefine themselves as social partners in
the management of capitalism.” All this he
sees not as what it has been in reality — an
inseparable part of the Tory drive, which he
deplores, to a more brutal capitalism —
but as a welcome move away from old
utopianism and a reorientation 10 more
realistic projects of change.

Warkers' Liberty

hy can't he find the Good Capitalist?

And Hutton’s key agency for change is
not the labour movement — but the age-old
mythical figure, the Good Capitalist. In a
diagnosis out of date by well over 100 years,
he repeatedly describes the Tories as “the
party of land and finance” — i.e. not of the
industrial and commercial bosses. He is
thrilied by the fact that “one or two major
companies are considering donations to
Labour... in industry and commerce there
is growing support for a focus on the val-
ues of production rather than finance.”

He misses the whole point of capitalism,
British or German, regulated or deregu-
lated! Capitalism means production for
profit. The time-horizon for calculations of
profit may be longer or shorter, but profit
is always the aim. Volkswagen, Daimler-
Benz, Hoechst and Siemens do not make
profits in order to make goods; they make
cars, trucks, chemicals and electronic equip-
ment in order to make profits. If you want
an economy oriented to production for
need, and not the “values of finance”, then
you must have working-class socialism, not
any kind of capitalism.

While Hutton frequently mentions “the
governing class” and the “middle class”,
the working class is absent from his picture
of the world. Instead he sees society as
divided “30-30-40” — 30% jobless and more
or less pauperised; 30% in insecure or mar-
ginal employment; and 40% “privileged”, in
secure full-time employment, “The 31% of
the workforce still represented by trade
unions generally fall into this category” of
the “privileged.”

To lump in low-paid postal workers or
railworkers — because they still have full-
time and relatively secure jobs — with the
millionaire class makes no sense. To lump
in all pensioners and students and tem-
porarily jobless with the pauper class is
equally false.

It s true that inequalitics within the work-
ing class have increased greatly since 1979,
The trade unions are mainly based among
workers who have better job security and
often better conditions and wages. Yet
between the school teacher or white-collar
public-service worker, on the one hand,
and the cleaner or building worker, on the
other, there is a difference of degree;
between all these workers and the top one
per cent, there is something much greater,
a conflict of class interest. The “afffuent
worker” — the car worker in the 1970s, or
the miner in the 1980s, or the French train
drivers and school teachers in 1995 - can
often lead the whole working class in strug-
gle.

That Hutton's book has been a best-seller
shows, at least, that there is a large body of
people angry at the destruction of the wel-
fare state and ready to do some serious
reading and thinking in order to find an
answer. Socialists need to find these people
— and convince them that Hutton's is the
wrong answer, &




By Kate Ahrens, Pete
Firmin, Steve French and

Dorothy Macedo, officers
of the Socialist Campaigr:
Group Supporters Network

DEAR COMRADE Scargill,

It was agreed at the Annual Conference of
the Socialist Campaign Group to write to
you, giving our response to the idea of a
new “Socialist Labour Party”. Following the
Hemsworth by-election result, it has
become even more important that you con-
sider the opinion of those on the left of
the Labour Party who have fought alongside
you for socialism over many years.

‘We consider it vital that, in a discussion
about an issue this important, every voice
on the left has an opportunity to be heard.
It would be folly in the extreme to think
that one section of the left could decide 1o
[aunch a new party, and hope for it to suc-
ceed.

We believe the place for socialists in
Britain today is inside the Labour Party,
fighting for socialism against the Blairite
anti-socialist project. We believe that this is
still the case despite the removal of Clause
Four, despite the refusal to endorse Liz
Davies and despite the acceptance of Alan
Howarth into the Parliamentary Labout
Party.

It is clear that the mass of working peo-
ple in the country are absolutely desperate
to get rid of the Tory government. In the
_ past seventeen years, we have seen brutal
attacks on all sections of the working class
and there is an overwhelming feeling of
despair and defeat. It is crucial in this cli-
mate, that those who would be at the
forefront of any struggle for socialism help
the class as a whole take the first necessary
step in regaining their strength. We must
help in kicking the Tory government out of
office. Without this first step, we can noth-
ing.

In the document Frdure Strategy for the
Left you say: “Labour is now almost indis-
tinguishable from the Democratic Party in
the United States, Germany’s Social Democ-
rats, or, nearer home, the Liberal
Democrats. It has changed its policies on all
the fundamental issues which have been
determined by the Party Conference over
many years.”

Well, looking at the policies of all the
parties mentioned, you would appear to
be correct: indeed there is no longer much
to choose between the Labour Party’s poli-

cies and those of the Tory government. But
by looking only a little further back in his-
tory, we can see that this is hardly a new
situation. All the policies you mention in
your document - ‘Privatisation, National
Minimun Wage, Unemployment, Pensions,
Health, Education, Europe, Anti-trade Union
Laws' — are all issues which have always
been bitterly contested between right and
left. The idea that they have been cast in
stone since time immemorial and are only
now being crushed by Blair is a nonsense.

The fundamental difference between the
Labour Party, however right wing its poli-
cies are, and the Tories, or the Liberal
Democrats, is its link with the working
class. And that link was not forged by, nor
is it dependent on, the party passing some
good policies, or even having Chuse Four
in its constitution. It is true that the link
with the trade unions has been under seri-
ous attack over recent years but it is not yet
broken, and while that fact remains true, we
would be conceding defeat before the bat-
tle is over if we left the Party,

In such a situation, the launching of a
new party is both premature and a distrac-
tion. As was shown by the result in the
Hemsworth by-election, such an approach
will not reach out to the mass of working
people. If a Socialist Labour candidate can-
not gain more votes that the Tory or Liberal
Democrat candidate even in a place like
Hemsworth, surely you must see the folly
of standing candidates against the Labour
Party in less favourable places.

You say: “Today radical opposition in
Britain is symbolised not by the labour and
trade union movement but by the group-
ings such as those which defeated the poll
tax, the anti-motorway and animal rights
bodies, Greenpeace and other anti-nuclear
campaigners and those fighting against
opencast mining.”

What about the dock dispute in Liver
pool? The Scottish postal workers’ strike?
The JJ Food campaign? Trade union dis-
putes may be at a low ebb, that is oniy to
be expected given seventeen years of con-
tinual defeats, but it is not extinect. You also
appear to forget the fact that large numbers
of Labour Party members, and trade union-
ists, are involved in, and central to, the
campaigns that you cite. You seem to be for-
getting the history of struggle in this
country when you imply that these cam-
paigns are somechow separate from the

labour and trade union movement.

Ordinary trade unionists and Labour Party
members have always been at the forefront
of struggles, but other parts of the move-
ment ~- the leadership — have always
sought to hold back, and to check such
struggles. The situation today is not differ-
ent o that faced throughout the history of
the labour movement. We face, not the
end of struggle inside the Labour Party, but
only another stage in the continuing battle
between those of us who genuinely want
to see socialism and those who mislead the
working class through their bureaucratic
manoeuvring.

If you truly wish to improve the lives of
working class people, then you must agree
that the first and most necessary steps to
take right now are to get rid of the Tory gov-
ernment and to put concerted and united
pressure on the incoming Labour govern-
ment to implement real change,

In the first instance, that means uniting
together people from all through the labour
and tracle union movement and fighting for
those issues where we already have mass
support: for a minimum wage — deter-
mined by the workers themselves; for
renationalisation of the railways; for extra
spending to rebuild the Welfare State, These
are the areas where we can win, if only we
can stick together in the fight for them.

Comrade Scargill, you say that the case for
a Socialist Labour Party is overwhelming.
But it is the case for socialism that is over-
whelming. We are deluding ourselves if we
think we can achieve it without the organ-
ised political activity of the working class
themselves, That will come, and the next
stages of it will come with the dispatching
of the rotten and corrupt Tory government
and their replacement with a Labour gov-
ernment, a government at least partially
linked to our class. Please don’t distance
yourself from the tentative step forward, by
pursuing a path away from the Labour Party
and the fight which will continue inside it.
It is not too late for you and your support-
ers in the Socialist Labour Party to pull back
from this mistaken venture and join with us
in our fight inside the Labour Party and the
trade union movement. Oppose the Blairite
project for the labour movement, of course,
but don’t oppose the labour movement
itself.

Unfair to
Bernie Grant

I WAS interested to read your articles
“Separate or equal” and “Segregate and
repatriate?” in the January issue of
Workers’ Liberty. Of course it’s true
that black nationalism is 2 ludicrous
and inadeguate solution to racial §



problems in today’s society. I'would, of
course, accept the vast majority of your
arguments on this subject as, indeed,
would most socialists.

However, your personal attacks on
Bernie Grant were both childish and
unnecessary. His ideas about repatria-
tion are daft and totally unrealistic, as
vou state. But to equate him with those
black leaders who have sought pacts
with fascists is ridiculous. I know it
can be hard at times to distinguish the
two, but Michael Howard and the Klan
are not quite the same thing! For one
thing, Howard is the Home Secretary
and therefore someone with whom an
MP should argue points regarding
social problems. For another, both the
Klan and black nationalists would
probably be willing to barbecue
Howard, who is himself a Jew! Thus,
Grant talking to Howard is not the
same as Garvey meeting the Klan or Eli-
jab Muhammed meeting the US Nazi
Party.

Grant’s message, erroneous though
it is, is not “in effect... what the Pow-
ellite Tories, the National Front and
the British National Party have been
saying all along.” A naive and unreal-
istic scheme for voluntary, free
repatriation of black people to some
mythical motherland is not the same as
posting shit to them in order to force
them out of neighbourhoods! The AWL
should get this in perspective: Grant’s
politics are naive and misdirected, not
racist or evil.

Finally, surely Grant’s willingness to
work on a regular basis with the white-
dominated Parliamentary Labour Party,
shows that he is far from being an
“inverted racist.” Someone who con-
sidered whites to be somehow evil or
inferior would hardly have accepted a
joint ticket with (white) Ken Living-
stone in the post-1992 Labour
leadership contest! Such insults just
make your argument look shallow and
juvenile.

Overall, youw've got it right — unlike
the matter of the AWL's sympathy for
Billy Hutchinson’s UVF front organi-
sation, the PUP. However, childish
insults and slurs against those who are
merely misguided, are not the way to
further an adult, socialist debate on
such an important issue.

Adalnst all
mmigration
control?

By Brad Cleveland

THE REVOLUTIONARY left has always called
for the abolition of all immigration controls;
it was, for example, one of the issues which
distinguished the far left from reformists and
liberals in the Anti-Nazi League in the late
1970s. T'm not sure, however, that it is the
right demand to raise.

Socialists are, of course, against nations
and borders, and in favour of uniting people
across the world. We are in favour of peo-
ple’s right to live and work wherever they
wish. The problem with the political cul-
ture which the left has created around ‘no
o immigration controls’ is that it has defined
anything less than the complete abolition
of such controls as reformist at best, and
racist at worst.

‘Abstract demands for
open borders and a
failure to address
specific issues equally
play into the bands
of racists.”

Thus the only real campaigns around
immigration issues are either responses to
specific new attacks (like the Asylum and
Immigration Bill), or over specific deporta-
tions, or small carmpaigns involving just the
revolutionary left (or, more accurately,
whichever left group has set up the cam-
paign in question). Campaigns to amend or
reform the existing immigation legislation are
treated with suspicion, or condemned as
‘capitulating to racism.’

For example, the Stonewall Immigation
Group has been campaigning for a couple of
years or more for equality in the immigration
rules’ treatment of the partners of British
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leshians and gay men. Currenitly, the rules
explicitly discriminate aganst ‘same-sex” reli-
tionships. Of course, equality would leave
the immigration faws as a whole intact, and
some on the left have concluded either
explicitly, or in unstated gen.eral attitudes,
that the campaign is misguided, accepts the
racist assumptions of the law, and so on.
The trouble is that lesbian and gay couples
threatened with forcible separation can’t
wait until the socialist revolution and the
abolition of borders; their relationships are
under immediate threat.

1 think this ‘maximalist’ attitude applies to
a wide range of issues. There are innumer-
able areas in the law which could be
vigorously campaigned against. For example:
improving people’s rights of appeal; giving
greater powers to tribunals (which currently
can only make recommendations, unless the
person has been in the UK legally for seven
years, and whose recommendations are
invariably then ignored by the Home Office);
creating reciprocal agreements with specific
countries {(as apply to the EC); specifying
countries which have an urgent ‘refugee
problem’ and speeding up 1sylum process-
ing in precisely the opposite sense to the
government's current Bill, i.€. making it eas-
ier, not more difficult, to get asylum;
improving people’s rights to be joined by
their families (and widening the definition of
family); abolishing the visa system; ending
the discriminatory nature of “work permits’
(at present you have to prove you are not tak
ing ajob for which a British citizen is equaliy
quaified); and so on.

These would constitute important
reforms, and would vastly improve the lives
of thousands of people. (I am not dogmatic
about these proposals in particular; I'm try-
ing to make a general case for fighting around
specific demands). Yet the Left would tend
to be deeply uncomfortable with a cam-
paign around any or all of these demands, on
the grounds that they appear to accept the
legitimacy of immigration controls.

The central argument for putting opposi-
tion to all controls centre stage is that
anything less, by capitulating to racist
assumptions, will end up feeding racism,
and by implication, fascism. This can be
true, if the argument is presented as an alter-
native to ‘unreasonable demands’ for
unlimited immigration. But it need not be;
and it could also be that abstract demands for
open borders and a failure to address specific
issues — and therefore a failure to campaign,
instead relying entirely on abstract propa-
ganda — equally play into the hands of
racists,

1 am not advocating that socialists make
propaganda in favour of immigration con-
trols; and we should make propaganda for
‘freedom of movement’, the right of anyone
to work in Britain regardless of nationality,
the need to provide sanctuary for refugees
- in other words, break the issue of immi-
gration down into concrete areas, and
campaign vigorously around them. ‘End all
immigration controls’ seems to me too
abstract, and carries too much emotional
and political baggage, and so militates
against a serious campaign.



March 1996

The Worlkers' Libery symposium

TO help traumatised ex-membexs of
the IS-SWP get their political beazings
and to establish before younger read-
ers its real history, we continue our
symposium on the “IS/SWP tradition.”

Some of those who participate i this
symposium have moved a long way

from the politics they had in the
IS/8WP, and from the politics of Work-
ers’ Liberty now. Nonetheless, at the
end of this discussion we — and the
thinking left in general — will be bet-
ter equipped to formulate the lessons
of the IS-SWP experience.

By Pete Keenlyside™

IJOINED International Socialists (IS) in. April
1972 and was expelled in August 1975.

I joined in Cardiff where at the start we
had three members. For about a year the
local organisation had a shaky, middle-class
existence. In the months before the Febru-
ary *74 election, we began to grow quickly,
on a diet of anti-Toryism. The general mood
in the movement at that time was virulently
anti-Tory. IS swam with the tide. A lot of
workers joined up.

By mid-1974 IS had set up perhaps 40 or
50 factory groups. Nevertheless, IS had no
idea how to relate to a Labour government.
What we built soon fell to bits. A year into
a Labour government, not one of the jerry-
built factory groups existed.

The character of the organisation changed
radically over this period. At the first con-
ference I antended, in 1972 or 1973, there
was one delegate for every five members.
Conference was open to all members. By
1974 the delegates came from District organ-
isations and the effect of this change was to
make it nearky impossible for dissidents to
attend. In 1975 the members were not even
told where the conference was to be held!

In 1972 members still received National
Committee minutes with records of votes
and what was said. People with differing
views were, at that time, still elected to the
NC — alithouzgh even then there was some
messing about. The joke was that the centre
always had a “worker of the year” elected.
Whoever had led a particular strike was
pushed as the “worker of the year” to goon
to the National Committee.

Now, there is nothing wrong in principle
with pushing workers forward for NC places
- but merely having led a strike is not nec-
essarily a quaktification for political leadership.

This procedure was a piece of sand-in-
the-eyes tokenism by the leadership. The

* Pete Keenlyside is an activist in the Communication
Werkers' Union.

“worker of the year” only lasted a year, was
replaced by the next star worker, and -~
usually — never seen or heard of again.

Even so, at that time the national leader-
ship still felt it necessary to go to meetings
and argue their case with the members,

The cult of Cliff was in its early stages. But
gradually things changed.

There were a few real or concocted secu-
rity scares, with the police. They were used
to justify stopping the circulation of NC min-
ues to the members. One day we got a
circular telling us to burn all our internal
documents — dutifully we went down to the
bottom of our gardens and set fire to the stuff
— real shades of Healy and the Socialist
Labour League.

My expulsion took place in August 1975
for “factional activity”. I was a member of the
Left Faction, who were expelled as a group
two months later.

I was given a sort of trial by the local Dis-
trict Committee and was suspended. I then
got a letter from the National Secretary, Jim.
Nichol, telling me that I had been expelled.
I had no hearing or any sort of right to defend
myself.

My expulsion, and that of another Cardiff
Left Faction member, had been secretly pre-
pared, in advance, by the national centre. [
had some glimpse of how they were work-
ing: I was the paper sales organiser and I
turned up ata comrade’s house to deliver his
papers, and there discovered a2 Central Com-
mittee member in the front room; ' went to
a local union fraction meeting with the
papers and found Duncan Hallas in atten-
dance, preparing.

I think they got rid of the two of us first
because we had a lot of contact with the
working-class members whom we had just
helped to recruit — and they needed to get
rid of us quickly.

Then, in October 1975 the Left Faction
were asked to dissolve and stop fighting for
their politics. They refused and were booted
out. I had eriginally joined the Left Faction
in 1972. I thought that the problem with IS
was not just that they had the wrong politics

- which they did on a lot of issues — but
that for IS, politics was always an optional
extra.

A lot of the previous contributions to the
Workers’ Liberty symposium on the IS-SWP
tradition just simply miss this point. They
have said: IS did this wrong and that wrong,
but basically they were OK. I do not accept
that,

The root problem is that politics for IS
were always after-the-decision justifications
for pragmatic, opportunistic twisting and
turning. Politics was invoked to preach
‘good’ reasons; the real reasons were not
political apart from the politics of “building
the party”, on any basis.

The most striking example, initially, was
over the Irish question. I was aware of the
discussion in 1969. IS continued to manoew-
vre on the issue, and this was the issue that
the Left Faction was initially most concerned
with.

Later, in the run up to the 1975 EEC ref-
erendum — and I distinctly remember this
— we received a bundle of leaflets which
said something like “No to price rises, Yes
to a socialist united states of Europe” — not
perfect, but at least the germ of interna-
tiopalism was there. The next week we
received another bundle which said “No to
price rises, No to the EEC”, with instruc-
tions to throw away the first lot of leaflets.
There was no political accounting, and the
explanation was simply that the IS leadership
wanted to sail with the nationalist tide which
was running against Europe. Even if they
were right — and they weren't! — on the
issue, this was no way to proceed.

After the 1973 conference the first Left
Faction dissolved. I think the faction lead-
ership at that time were closer to the 1S
leadership’s positions than some of the rest
of us. I voted not to dissolve the fraction.

Later the Left Faction —very much under
Workers' Fight's influence [Workers’ Fight
was 2 forerunner of Workers' Liberty] —
developed much deeper, broader criticisms
of 1S and became a tendency rather than a
faction. By the end we realised that it was not
just necessary to oppose particular IS posi-
tions, but that winning votes at conference
meant nothing in an organisation where the
leadership would ignore any conference
decisions it did not agree with.

The Left Faction did not actually advocate
membership of the Labour Party. But by the
time of my expulsion I was certainly of the
opinion that IS should send members in.
Even if it had sent in half its 4,000 members
it could have made a radical impact on the
Labour Party as it was then. Perhaps the
Labour left would have won all the battles
of the Iate *70s and early '80s — instead of
going down to eventual defeat. Things could
have been very different for the class as a
whole. And for that alone the IS [eaders bear
a great responsibility. B
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Workers Liberty

The ABCs: 1

By Mark Sandell

MARXISTS are internationalists not only
because we have a personal commitment
to fight for the liberation of all people
regardless of race, sex, or creed, but also
becanse we understand the need for inter-
national working-class solidarity.

The world market enslaves all workers.
Capital, factories and financial investment
can be moved rapidly to those countries
with cheaper workers or weaker trade
unions. Capitalism is 2 world economic sys-
tem. To replace it with socialism we will
have to build a world-wide workers' move-
ment, to form the basis of an alternative
world-wide economic system.

However, nationalism is stifl important
and popular in the working classes of many
countries around the world. Despite the
international nature of capitalism, national
divisions and nationalist politics continue to
have deep roots in modern society.

Nationalism, as a political movement,
developed alongside capitalism from the
seventeenth century onwards. In country
after country the capitalist class, the bour-
geoisie, in an effort to create unified national
markets which they could exploit, drew
workers and small farmers into political
moavements to smash up the feudal order of
the kings and barons. They consolidated
their fight for power by stirring up national
sentiments and using nationalist ideclogy.

The nationalism of the upcoming bour-
geoisie was progressive in as much as it
opposed the “nation” or the “people” to the
narrower authority of the king and the aris-
tocracy. This was a revolutionary
nationalism but it alsc laid the foundations
for justifying colonialism, racism and xeno-
phobia. Nationalism is as dangerous as a
razor blade which cuts both ways.

Socialists need to deal with the national
question because of such strong historical
roots but also because nationality and
national identity can be the source of
oppression for many workers.

In Kurdistan, in former Yugoslavia, in
East Timor, in Palestine, people have been
denied political and sociat rights — even the
right to speak their own language — or
murdered because of their nationality. In
short, they have been denied the right to
decide how to rule themselves, as a nation,
by larger and stronger nations.

Socialists cannot tell Kurdish workers
that only their class matters, not their nation-
ality. They face death precisely because of
their nationality. To ignore this would show
2 Jack of human compassion and cut social-
ists off from the workers suffering
oppression. Socialists have to champion
the national rights of every nation.

The Bolshevik Party developed a policy
of “the right of all nations to sclfdetermi-
nation”. They worked in a Russian Empire
where many nations were trapped and
oppressed by an tyrannical state ruled by
the Tsar. Trotsky summarised the policy
like this: “...recognition of the right to
secession and independent existence for
each national portion of the state.

“In so far as the various nationalities vol-
untarily or through force of necessity,
coexist within the borders of one state their
cultural interests must find the highest pos-
sible satisfaction within the framework of
the broadest regional (and consequently
territorial) autonomy, including statutory
guarantees of the rights of each minority.”

“T'be Bolsbheviks argued
that if socialists
combined class struggle
Dpolitics with support for
self-determination they
could build trust
between workers of
oppressed and oppressor
nation.”

The point of such an approach is not to
boost nationalism but to undermine it. Lenin
and the Bolshevilks argued that if Russian
socialists combined class struggle politics
with support for self-determination they
could build trust between workers of
oppressed and oppressor nation. They
could also provide an alternative focus to
the bourgeois nationalists in the oppressed
nations.

To achieve such a combined policy
socialists need to build working-class organ-
isations independent of the bourgeois
parties with a programme integrating the
fight for national rights with the working-
class socialist revolution.

After his death Lenin’s ideas were dis-
torted by Stalin to justify giving up the fight
for socialist revolution and linking up
instead with bourgecis nationalists in
oppressed countries. Sadly this Stalinist ver-
sion of selfdetermination lives on today,
including among many groups who call
themselves “Trotskyist”. Trotsky vigorously
opposed the Stalinist policy on the national
question.

According to the Stalinists and the
pseudo-Trotskyists the world is divided into

“good” (oppressed) and “Dad” (oppress
ing) nations and which is good, which is
bad, is set in stone, it does not change over
time. History shows us that an oppressor
nation can become a minor power, and
sometimes an oppressed nation. For
instance the Ottoman Empire Cnow Turkey)
once ruled over vast parts of thee Middle East
and Eastern Furope. Turkey is now a minor
power, a relatively backward capitalist
country. It is however an oppressor of the
Kurds. The Tamils were an advantaged
minority in Sri Lanka, then became an
oppressed group. The Jews wrere the most
oppressed group in Europe, then became
oppressors of the Arabs in Israel.

Lenin argued socialists should fight for
consistent democracy on the national ques-
tion: “A struggle against the privileges and
violence of the oppressing nation, and no
toleration of the striving for privileges on
the part of the oppressed nation”.

By adopting a scheme of good nations
and bad nations many left grotps have aban-
doned Lenin’s idea of consistent democracy.
They champion Palestinian nationalism and
support the destruction of the Israeli nation
state by the surrounding Arab states.

They champion the “Catholic” national-
ism of Sinn Fein/IRA, and ignore the
legitimate fears of the Protestant working
class of being oppressed within a united Ire-
land.

In the last analysis the good nation/bad
nation scheme writes off the working class
of the so-called bad nation — the Israeli
working class or the Irish Protestant work-
ing class

In the last decade the Alliance for Work-
ers’ Liberty has tried to resurrect the
Bolsheviks’ ideas on the national question,
in particular their notion of consistent
democracy. @
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And explanation of
dialectical materialism by
Edward Congze

SCIENTIFIC method demands that we
should study things in their inter-relation
with one another, and with the purpose
we have in mind whep studying them.
Lenin called this the “spirit and essence of
the dialectic”, and few men have practised
it better than he did. In itself, this demand
Is rather meaningless. It gains life only by
being applied. The capacity to think ade-
quately cannot be learned by heart, It is
acquired only be much cxercise and prac-
tice in tackling concrete problems, A
knowledge of the scientific method is no
substitute for this €xercise, just as reading
a book on golf will never in irself make a
man a golfer.

Generally speaking, we understand
something only by seeing it in relation to
or in connection with other things. Take
a chair, for example. As long as we merely
repeat the word “chair”, we learn nothing
about it. Whatever we may know about the
chair, we can express in sentences about
it. In these sentences we relate this chair
to other objects. We say: “This chair is
hard or black or ugly.” This means that
our mind connects this chair with other
hard (or soft), black (or not black), ugly (or
beautiful) objects, Fach thing stands in
some relation to everything else in the
world. it is thus fully understood only if all
its relations are known. Therefore it has
been said that to know one thing ¢om-
pletely is to know everything.

In the case of this chair, the reader need
strain his fancy only a little in order to see
the point. Its temperature is influenced
by a depression thousands of miles away,
Its molecules are hijt by radio waves from
Milan and Tokyo and continually broken
up by cosmic rays from the stratosphere.
Its weight depends on the earth and the lat-
ter’s position among the stars. The light
which falls upon it connects it with the
sun. We might go on indefinitely with this
cnumeration.

The philosopher sums up — everything
is interrelated with everything else. The
Poct expresses the same idea by saying:

“Thou canst not stir a flower

Without troubling of a star.”

But actually, we never worry about all
these properties of our chair, We are sat-
isfied when we know those of its qualities
which are of practical importance for us,
like stability, size or beawty. We normally
try to understand things, because we want
to handle or control them better. There
are, of course, people who want to know
a fot of things which are of no conceivable

“We think inadequately
about British
democracy if we
overlook the actual
Jorm that democracy

] takes and the actual
# soclal circumstances
under which it operates
and may cease to

use 1o anybody in the world. There are
many theoreticians who imagine that their
dignity is bound up with the uselessness
of their results. The ruling class often delib-
erately feeds the minds of the working
class with a knowledge which is entirely
useless for the working peopie, in order to
lead them away from the class struggle. But
these exceptions show only that inteili-
gence, like everything else, can be put to
a wrong use

Reason, rightly used, guides us in our
practical control of things. Guided by the
practical purpose we have in mind, we
arc satisfied with knowing one section out
of the infinite number of relations, quali-
ties and properties of an object. We know
of something if our knowledge of that
thing contains everything we need for our
practical purposes, The owner of a bicycle
knows his bicycle when he knows enough
about it 1o be able to ride and occasionaily
repair it. The amount of things which the
producer of bicycles must know about
them, in order to have a successful knowl-
edge, is of course much greater. The
wealth of our knowledge of a subject is rel-
ative to our practical purposes.

Our knowledge reflects or copies reality,
We have a correct idea of 2 thing if we
know those of its properties and relations
which are important for our practical con-
trol of the thing,

Scientific method lays special stress
upon this aspect of correct thinking,
because it is so very common to look at
things and events apart from their inter-
relations with cne another, and apart from
our purpose,

A man would think quite wrongly if he
considered the question of building a
bridge ora road ora house without regard
to the peculiar circumstances in which
this bridge or road or house is to be built.
Again, when a man is riding a bicycle, the
peculiar circumstances are, for example,

operate.”

the state of the road, the other vehicles and
the traffic signs on the road. A person
would not ride a bicycle well if (being
inattentive or drunk) he were to ignore ail
these special circumstances and overlook
these important factors in the concrete
situation. The result would be that he soon
would be knocked down; practical defeat
always follows wrong thinking,

The reader will think that there is
nobody foolish enough to behave in such
away. And yet, in social questions people
do behave in that way daily. We can dis-
tinguish three principal violations of the
first law of scientific method,

Wrong thinking

OUR attitude to something is faulty if we
do not look at the thing as we meet it in
our practical life, but in a general way.
We can, for example, discuss democracy
as pure democracy, and dwell on its mer-
its. Bur this is quite valueless, because in
our everyday life and struggle we have
nothing to do with pure democracy or the
idea of democracy. “Democracy” is an
empty word. The only thing which exists
and can interest us practically is “parlia-
mentary bourgeois democracy in
contemporary Britain.” We think inade-
quately about British democracy if we
overlook the actual form that democracy
takes and the acrual social circumstances
under which it operates and may cease to
operate. The practical consequence of
speaking thus ahout democracy is to make
a fetish of it and to sacrifice everything in
order to keep it, even things which are far
more valuable. The German social democ-
rats conceded wage cuts between 1930
and 1933 in order to save democracy; they
lost both wages and democracy, since the
workers could scarcely be expected to
fight very ardently for trade unions which
had consented to numerous wage cuts “in
the interest of democracy.” The practical §

L 27
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consequence of seeing democracy as it
actually is — isto regarditasa special form
of capitalist control which gives certain
facilities to the working class, but only on
condition that the workers behave, o are
strong enough o compel the granting of
these Facilities.

When we think about democracy we
should do so for the practical purpose of
finding out what it means for the emandci-
pation of the working class. Whenever we
fook at any social guestion, we must se¢ it
its bearing upon the practical emancipa-
tion of the working class. The real function
of British democracy in the class struggle
is of supreme importance in this respect.
To leave that out of consideration leads to
theoretical error and practical impotence.

Generally speaking, thinldng that vio-
lates the first law of scientific method
neglects parts of 4 question of factors in 2
situation which are important for our prac-
tical attitude to this question or situation.

By remaining in the sphere of vague and
merely verbal abstractions, and by stress-
ing the similarities between ail
democracies, we take no notice of the fun-
damental differences between them. It is
wrong to state that “democracy is —
democracy.” For all practical purposes,
there is all the difference in the world
between bourgeois parliamentary democ-
racy and working class democracy. It is
equally wrong to say that “war is — war”
and to treat all wars alike. We then over-
fook just those differences berween the
different types of war which should be
decisive in forming the attitude of mem-
bers of the working class to those wars in
which their ruling class involves them.

Lenin showed in 1920 how foolish it is
o decide for or against compromises quite
generally or in the abstract, without basing
the decision in each case on “the concrete
conditions of each compromise.” His ‘Left
Wing' Conunutsisim — afl Infantile Dis-
order fully illustrates this point of the
scientific method.

Many fascist and orthodox theoreticians
regard imperialism as simply the vaguc
desire to extend one’s power and terri-
tory. Imperialism, as a historical reality, is
always more than a policy of conquest in
general. Imperialism, defined abstractly,
is the “desire for expansion.” But this
abstract definition becomes a false defini-
tion, if it is used to explain some actually
existing form of imperialism. In saying,
for example, that Britain, like Rome, etc.,
is expanding its influence over the world
because it is the natural desire of ail soci-
eties to expand, the differences between
Roman and British imperialism are glossed
over. The economic circumstances in
which this policy of expansion takes place
are left out of account. A correct idea of
imperialism is the desire for expansion
plus sofme eConomic motive for this expan-
sion. This motive can be scttlement of
surplus population, trade, plunder, €tc.
The special form of imperialism will
depend on the economic and class struc-
rure of the society which expands.

The peculiarities of modern imperial-

ism — on which imperialism our practical
interest naturally centres — are brought
out only if we see its roots in the very
structure of a developed capitalist country.
Modern imperialism is the necessity for
finance capital to expand, owing to the
pressure not of some vague “will to
power”, but of its very real surplus prod-
wcts, This correct definition of imperialism
is indispensable for all practical purposes,
c.g for an efficient fight against imperial-
ism. We can thus abolish imperialism,
which demands so many sacrifices from
workers all over the world, not by the
moral reform of ambitious statesmen Or
by passing pious resolutions against it. We
must destroy its roots by abolishing the
cconomic system of capitalism which
makes imperialist exploitation a necessity.

“Scientific method
carefully studies the
mistakes of the past,

in ovder to avoid

them in the future,
and from the past il
takes the lessons for
the present struggle.”

Things do not exist in “purity”

WE never meet with pure social phenom-
ena. Pure capitalist countries, for instance,
do not exist. In Germany, to take an exam-
ple, the capitalist system is blended with
feudal elements (the Junkers and the mil-
jtary caste) and small producers (peasant
farmers, artisans). The non-capitalist ele-
ments got 4 strong political influence in
Nazism and partly account for the anti-
capitalist character of the Nazi movement.
Their influence gives to the antj-capitalist
propaganda of the Nazis a reality which we
never can understand if we regard Ger-
many as a purely capitalist country.

But is Britain a pure capitalist country?
The feudal lords have almost entirely
merged into the business world, The mil-
itary caste is small and enjoys little respect.
Few peasants have survived the vicissi-
tudes of the industrial revolution. The
percentage of persons engaged in agei-
culture has steadily declined from 12.5% in
1881 to 5.6% in 1931. And yet, Britain can
appear as an almost purc capitalist coun-
try only if we look at the geographical unit
and not at the British economic system as
a whole.

A pure capitalist country cannot exist.
Capitalism needs as its complement vast
non-capitalist agricultural districts. Events
in these agricultural districts deeply affect
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the industrial areas of the world, We shall
never be able to understand what happens
in Britain if we keep our ¢yes fixed on
events at home. Since about 1900, we have
entered into the stage of a world econ-
omy in which each capitalist country is
inter-related with the rest of the world.
What happens, for instance, to the farmers
in Asia is as important for us as what hap-
pens at home. A conerete study of British
capitalism must give serious attention to
the peasant revolt in Asia, which is far
away geographically, but very near home
cconomically. In Russia, the peasant revolt
put the Bolsheviks into power and, in con-
sequence, 4 very large country ceased to
be available for capitalist investment on i
large scale. In China and India the hunger
of the peasants undermines the power of
British impesiakism. The Lancashire worker
goes hungry because the Indian peasant
does. And last, but not least, the ruin of the
Japanesc peasant has brought about that
Frantic industrialisation of Japan which dri-
ves British goods from the markets of the
Pacific, Southern Asia and Africa. Pure cap-
italism does not exist even in England,
because the peasants that are scattered
over the vast spaces of the world form a
part of British capitalism.

Lenin, in 1921, gavea scientific analysis
of the different economic systems which
coexist under the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat in Russia. He found five of them —
(1) patriarchal peasant CONOMY; (2) sim-
ple commodity production; (3) privaie
capitalism; (4) state capitalism; (5) social-
ism. This analysis has remained the key
for the understanding of Soviet Russia. In
the meantime, private capitalism has been
destroyed almost completely, but bureas-
cratic state capifalism has grown
immensely. It is very unscientific to talk
about the “gigantic steps towards social-
ism” in the USSR and to forget the other
factors in the situation, especially 4.

Danger of isolating facts

IN another way we think unscientifically
if we isolate one fact or event from all
other facts or events with which it is con-
nected and which account for its changes.

Biology studies man not in isolation, but
as one of a number of related species. In
psychology we can stucly our “mind” only
in its close connection with our bodily
and soclal activities, which to a great
extent build it up. Without constantly
referring to them, we are unable to give a
scientific explapation of what happens in
our mind.

Fach social fact or event must be con-
sidered in connection with the economic
system on which it stands. We have already
demonstrated this in the case of democ-
racy. It is impossible to get the right view
about fascism by looking only at fascist
shirts, violence and spectacular nonsense.
We must understand fascism as a mani-
festation of the economic system under
which we live. No social events at which
we may look at the present time in Europc
will appear to us in the true light unless we
see how they grow out of finance capital-
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ism planning for war. All of them fulfil
some function in this economic system.
When seen in isolation, Nazism, wars and
tariffs appear as the unintelligible outcome
of sheer stupidity and madness.

Looking ahead

SCIENTIFIC method is interested not only
in the thing as it is now, but as it was yes-
terday. It is interested in the past history
of the thing. Scientific method carefully
studies the mistakes of the past, in order
to avoid them in the future, and from the
past it takes the lessons for the present
struggle. Science is especially interested in
what the thing will be tomorrow, for sci-
ence is greatly concerned with the
“tendencies” of a thing's movement and
development. No scientific understanding
is possible withowt the capacity for look-
ing ahead. We regard an astronomer as a
scientist, because he can foresee years
ahead an eclipse of the sun. Lack of fore-
sight is one of the main causes of the
subjection of the working class. Because
the ordinary person so often sees only
what is directly before his eyes, he can be
casily duped. Scientific method sees in
peace the coming war and in war the com-
ing peace. Most people “foresee™ events
only a fortnight after they have happened.
Many people whose eyes are fixed on what
just now is, will believe in the coming war
only when they smell the poison gas in
their nostrils. Scientific method foresecs in
prosperity the coming depression and
expects in depressions the coming pros-
perity. The scientific mind saw in the rise
of the British Empire the germs of its
decay, as Napoleon did 120 years ago. It
sees in the victory of German social democ-
racy in 1918 the germ of its destruction
through fascism. It sees in fascism already
the forces which drive it to its own
destruction in a new war.

Social events, however, can never be
predicted with absojute certainty. Why
could we be quite sure years ago that the
sun would be partially eclipsed in 1935 on
June 30th? Because this event depends
only on three factors which we know well,
that is the movements of the earth, sun and
moon. These three bodies move in fairly
regular paths. They form an almost iso-
lated system in which new factors very
rarely interfere. If another, now distant,
star suddenly moved into the neighbour-
hood of sun, meoon or earth, our
prediction, of course, would break down.

Why could nobody be sure, years ahead,
that in 1934, on June 30th, Hitler would
murder his pals? Because this event
depended on thousands and thousands of
factors, factors so numerous that it was
impossible to survey them all,

Apart from: that, it is a fundamental rule
of scientific method that we can foresee
only “tendencies.” What do we mean by
this word “tendency”? Marx defined a “ten-
dency” as a “law, the operation of which
is checked, retarded or weakened by coun-
teracting influences.”

In the social sciences, the emergence
of new, unforeseen circumstances is rather
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frequent. To take an example: Ricardo
assumed that agricultural rents in Britain
would rise with the growth of the popu-
lation. His reasoning was quite correct.
But later on a new factor arose. The virgin
land of America was thrown open to agri-
culture and cheap wheat from America
drove agricultural rents down. Ricardo cor
rectly foresaw the “tendency” for
agricultural rents to rise; but a counter-
acting force checked this tendency.

Marx in 1867 predicted that the growth
of capitalism would be accompanied by
the increasing misery of the working class
and increasing unemployment. In actual
fact, the situation of the working class
improved in the capitalist countries during
the following 50 years, the real wages
went up and unemployment did not grow
perceptibly. The revisionists and reformists
regarded Marx as refuted and based their
case mainly on this rise in the standard of
the working class.

Marx, however, had only maintained
that the growth of capitalism created a
“tendency” to impoverish the masses more
and more. He says of the law of the increas-
ing misery of the masses: “Like all other
laws, it is modified in its actual working by
numerous considerations, with the analy-
sis of which we are not here concerned.”

What was the counteracting force in
this case? Two factors need special empha-
sis: (1) Emigration to America and Australia
absorbed a great part of the European sur-
plus population, at the rate of about one
million a year; (2) imperialist expansion
opened up markets which for a long time
appeared inexhaustible.

Labour is more and more displaced by
machines and coasequently more and
more workers will be unemployed, but
emigration and imperialism as counter-
acting forces reduce the number of
unemployed for a time. In other words, the
new factors delay the operation of Marx’s
law. But in the long run their counteraction
exhausted itself. Emigration has practically
ceased and the colonial markets are shrink-
ing steadily, Mass unemployment is
therefore visible to everybody.

Our political activities will gain in pre-
cision if we see that we can predict
tendencies only and keep in mind that
something new may happen of which we
did not think beforehand. Whenever cap-
italism was in difficulty, Marxists predicted
its speedy collapse. The futility of these
prophecies should warn us that scientific
method does not furnish us with the omni-
science theologians attribute to God.

To sum up the first law of scientific
method, Whenever we think or have
thought about a question, we should ask
ourselves — (1) Did I, in studying it, con-
sider everything relevant for the purpose
which the working class and I should pur-
sue? (2) Did I see it in the context in which
it stands? (3) Did I consider its tenden-
cies? Nobody who repeatedly and
consistently applies these tests to the
resuits of his thinking can fail to experi-
ence a widening of his understanding of
the world. I
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OVER £600 hillions of money are
in circulation in Britain. Total incomes
are about £13 to £14 biflion a week.
I'o rebuild the Welfare State would
take maybe £40 billion a year. That
would be enough to pay for all the
demands of the current welfare-staie
campaigns — free education, restored
health service, reduced class sizes,
renovations to school and hospital
buildings, nursery provision, ncw
housing, increased pensions and
benefits - yet it i less than &1
hiflion a week.

Whatever the obstacles to such
demands, lack of cash certainly isn'e
one. Is it a lack of real resources?

Not that, either. The number of
hospital beds in the Health Service
has gone down by one third since
1979, Yer the number of beds in
private hospitals and nursing homes
has gone up by the same number.
There are not fewer beds, Equally,
one-third of the health-care staff in
Britain now are in the private sector,
The resources are there — they're
just in different hands.

The 10% or so of school teachers
who waork in private schools are not
encugh to make up the shortfidl in
education, Yet there are tens of
thousands of qualificd teachers jobless or i
work outside teaching which does not use
their qualifications. Schools are sacking
teachers. Again, the resources are available
— but squandered.

Hundreds of thousands of people qualified
and willing to do ancillary work in the Health
Service and education are on the dole. Neatly
half 4 million building workers are jobless,
and there are vast stockpiies of bricks.

If the welfare state were restored, and a
decent minimum wage introduced, then
the previously poor — jobless, low-paid,
pensioners, students. .. — would ear better
and dress betier. Would that strain the
available real resources?

No, The Buropesn Union pays farmers
not to produce. Whereas for thousands of
years virtually all the kabour power of society,
apptied to the land, could not refiably
praduce enough to feed everyone, today
about 2% of the workforce in Britain can do
it. It is hard o disentangie exactly how
much of socicty’s lubour time goes to
produeing the basics of Jife — food, clothing,
housing, cducation, health-care, transport,
undd, of course, the equipment and raw
materials used ws inputs for all these — but
it is probably no more than 25% in Britain.
Seme of the “overhead” labour — wholesale
and regail, banking and book-keeping -
would be necessary in any society, but not
most of it.
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‘FThe world's natural resources, the existing,
rechnology. and the available labour force.
are not sufficient — and perhaps fortunately
50 — to enable everyone to live like Princess
Di. They are amply sufficient for everyone 1o
have a comfortabie ife, a good education, and
adeguate health care.

That, however, is net how it works.
Resources, technology and fabour are
deployed differently. They are allocated by
the ebbs and flows and signals of thosc
coloured bits of paper called "money” —
diverted to wasteful or harmful “manufactured
needs”, to the luxuries of the rich, or held
idle by the rich.

The demand to tax the rich is highly
justified as agaiast Tony Blair's promises to
bosses that Labour will increase no taxes, and
could certainly yvield improvements.
Successive Tory b cuts now put £10 biliion
a year extra into the pockets of the top
10%, while the majority pay bigher taxes,
Dividend, rent and interest paymonts (o
individuals currently total £7 3 biffion a year.

At least £30 billion a year (after current
taxes) goes in over-the-top salaries to
managers and professionals. Of the money
collected by the stare, £22 billion a year is
spent on the military.

Yet we should go further than these
figures, for two reasons, The first is that
£10 billion is fess than £40 billion: the proper
rebuilding of the welfare state reguires more
than caa be got from casy immediate mx
increases. The second is that to focus attention
ot £10 hillion, or even &40 billion, to be tusxed
or not taxed, is to leave the course of the
other £600 billivn of national income
unexamined. It is 1o accept the nurket as the
basic, “natural”, economic regulator, and
confine ourselves (o nibbling at the edges.

Because we have never Hved under any
other regime, the capitalist market
may look like an eternal fact of nature,
It is not. It was created, and is
reproduced, by particular human
actions; it can be replaced by different
human choices.

Our economic world is one of social
relations between thirgs — goods,
services, money, all exchanging with
*ach other in ways apparently
prescribed by their objective nature,
outside the scope of uman chotce —
with human relations subordinate.
As fong as capitalism is the framework,
that seems natural. Yet in a longer
view, all those goods and services,
and the rvefations between them, are
no more than the products of human
activity.

Karl Marx argued that commodities cin
be equated, and measured as higher
or lower on a single finear scale (10p
t0 £10 hillion) only because they ail
represent more or less of a single
social substance, secial labourtime,
The market relations of commuodities
are a “fetishised” way of forcing the
Iabour of each individual into line
with social-average labour and
affocating to cach commodity a value
corresponding to the sociabaverage
labour it represcnts.

The value of commodity labour-power
is determined by the soctl labour-time it
represents, that is, the social labour-time
embodied in an average “living wage” for the
whole working cluss (costs of children, ete.,
included). But the exchange in which labour-
power is bought and sold has a special
charxcter, The workers sell not this or that
iteny, but their prodictive ffe-activity; the
capitalists buy the whole creative frower
of soclety. The capitalists "consume” the
fabourpower they have bought by making
the workers work - by turning labour-
power into labour. Profits come from the
difference between the new value produced
by that labour and the “living wage.”

However fair and propertyv-conducted the
exchunge may be by the criteria of the
market, i1 human terms it is grossly unequal.
The capitalist market shapes production so
as to make the expansion of the wealth of the
rich its central goal, and the maintenunce of
the working clss a mere “overhend expense.”
Health-care, education and other services for
the working class are also only “overhead
costs”, with the capitalists always on the
loole-out to reduce them.

To force them to pay more for overheads
is worthwhile. 1t is also possible, One
conclusion [rom Marx’s theory is that the
division between profits and our “overhicads”
(wages and welfare} is not fixed, but flexible
and elastic, open 1o being changed by class
struggle. But our aim should be something
more — to change the organisation of
production, through common ownership, so
that people’s basic needs, and not expanding
the wealeh of the rich, become the central
priority of production. That is the political
economy of the working class. €




