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National Committee 25.4.82: short minutes .
National Cormittee 16.5.82: short nminutes
A contribution to the debate on the Falklands .... Kendall

Imperialisn, national oPFpression, and the
Fafklands/Malvinas war: Some questions to the

najority and ninority csceececcescecscscescsssosse BLLiS
Pernanent revolution: notes as background to '
the amendments to the TILC resolution on

Central ANEYIiCA ceseescesssessscssssosssscneosssess Kinnell
(Note: The anended resolution is in the TILC

bulletin no.1. The unamenced version will be

published in the next IB).

Letter on the Malvinags WAY eeevevessscsecessssssss Chris E.
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NATIONAL COMTTEE APRIL 25 1982- L ', i |

AAttendance° Booth unliffe Eliot Fraser, Gable, Gardlner /Hlll, e 5
__;Jagger, Joned, K&ndall Kinnell , Maddox, Matthews Noonan, S
. Yarkinson, Plcton, Traven, Wheaie ettllng, Wolf, . R

. Pius: Ellis, O'Brien, Tuka,. Dalé 4, Ghrls B, Andrea e Judy G
Mike @, Golln H, Will A, C?llaghan, French, Dave ¥t

-*’Agblogie3°‘Booth (part of" meeting"electlons) ArQStrong (TU),

- Gaxdiner:(part:: electlons) Harding (TU), Hun % (YCND), James J oA e
 (wok), Keith (TSC), Khan (Holiday), Lewis (shifts), Morrow (3.11.), o
n'NOliJgr (work), Parsons (donestic), Plggot (111), ~»John (111), -

Smith (i1l), Wheeler (part: S.Afr.. neeting) . oy

1 Absm Gun‘bher, -HarriSOn, o'tchkiss JOhnSOn, Macdouglas, MCViCB,I‘, B Ao e
‘ jSO'Tool, Pearson, Rlel, Stevenscn. o L

B ‘t\

L 1 o oxmm RESIGNATIONS |

=y .jLezx reyo*ted for the'EG. Two NC members - Todd and Gonnolly'~>~7» L

. and-.2 other comrades had resigned in Oxford, EC was fighting for ..

. then to re-join, Bast Midlands Area Ctee had proposed a closed e
‘sesgion of jhe NC on this. The EC advised agalnstaﬁ;_", e DT

" Lf'Grassac move& the E.Midlands Areg Ctee. proposal.,

' Kinnell moved that the discussion be adjourned untll later on the “'fs 5
'age‘,a when Ghorley could report on discussions with' Todd._‘ TR

: 1nnellfs motion cagried 8 votes to 7.:, 3 ;13 ;”Jl  ”;}5thff;jg;55;; j g2
'} yz reported for the Eci Dlscu831on.."

S

3. PALKLANDS | T e T T e e e
|  E3;; from the chair asked ir anyone W1shed to take up the |
‘ ,.Mer9eys1de resolution (see IB 5). - S Be

i ;;;f moved the MErsey81de resolutien. ,‘;;; T

Kimell opposed for the BC. .

'7  Merseyside resolution: defeated, no votes for, all other oomrades
~against bar 2 abstentlons,’Grassac, Wwheeler).

 %] »\ A straw poll was taken of all comrades preSent; 7 voted for the
£ R %M&rsey31de resolutlon, but lt Was defeate& overwhelmingly.;: S

 4.SUMMER SCHOOL ade e
" Kinnell proposed 1deas from the EC on the general format.. h
51D1$cussion. 5 e e ,“' T e '
EC’proposals carried unanlmouSly. ;

 5.0XFORD RESIGNATIONS DISCUSSION RESUMED .
”QCherlex gave & supplementary report. 3,‘ijb*?  ;;3   / : _, "}L‘73ﬁ> ? 
| ‘;D]_SCU.SS:LOno £ SRR L S ‘ i [T S B T o
- grassac moved a closed 39351on of the NC to dlscuss 1ssues arislng*~. -
 ‘motion defeated, with 5 votes for. - S
Chorley noved .a special Nc, with the resigned cemrades invited, on Lo
1. Motion,defeated on a. tled vote' 8~8,. e : SR
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AGAINST ¢ Carolan, Chorley, Collins, Frasor Gardiner, Gunther,
Harrison, Hill, Jagger, Keith, Kendall, Khan, Klnnell MeVicar, '
Matthews, Ollver, Parkinson, Parsons, Pearson, Whetling, Wolf. (20)

Smith announced that he Would form a tendency on the basis of the
defeated position.

Nottinghan resolution calllng for support for Argentlne claim
to the Malvinas: defeated.

FOR: Booth, Janes, Morrow, Wheeler and onme other (5)
AGAINST: 18 .

3. NHS PAY
Chorley reported,

4, LETTER FROM GABLE

- received, resigning fron the NC, Agreed (1) to refer the matter
to the EC, (2) to ask Booth to talk to Gable.

—— - - G- o v -

NOTE TO E.C. MINUTES

Hill has requested that mention be added to the EC mlnutes of
May 9 that he reserved the right to take the Falklands war
issue to the NC. :
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ions ‘of Stalinism and - Faclsm (to‘whlch the ‘a
can Be’ dx ectly” traeéd)-h&ve'béocmé far gréeategy: S = LoEt
,thhouﬁfa thenry ef rmperxal;sm hléh adequately interprets the p@aﬁ-war W

S 'Both the Brltlsh 1mper1allst government and theuArgentlnlan su
mllltary dictatorship are concerned to assert thelr prestlge and strength by
_siezing the 1slands' (P2) ' R

. u: Seen RV S '. 5
Ny LjnsJ SEkosd f3le b%xw*~*»ﬁs¢, ovai yoi

o i 4 tu ~P' &ﬂi'axf‘
In definding Britsip. ssimperiglist,,end, 25, 2 we' s’ Gyt il
the war is not inter-imperialist. ’The qﬁiétlon“o sdgpofi or'gréanina has' é%ﬁvl

been ruled out because we don't see the Falklends as an- - integral.part. of. AYFEntIIRY
: e pobeitl féin%miixﬁ%és“” aionys thetd it in, (_;awaa*sm-'
& bbbt o gl v dvsidieda e ghetiell 4t @i LOTBT I 1% 3 144
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have darived o I," sfeation. " For
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consclous workers 'gﬁe enemy is ak home'

Anyorie Vi wishes e 'dmsag?:‘ wm\ma standa@m& Wes (o : bwid Tt}
a) our idrigitial" shalysiis Was ‘incorrect which can. ‘only be<aahxeweﬁ hy-shawxng th&t s
the Falklands are an integral part of Argentznlan nationality or b) -that the éscald :
ation -of ‘the war- ‘has “seen ‘a qualitatlve change«ln the situ&tlon, thls I belleve Is

the 1ntentisn aﬁ the tendency.u~ et

g ay'do they,ﬁroﬁed,‘rathéf they 1eavexth vgréund
Speculatlon and scenarios. on a global scale, The’ tendoncy ,
‘reduces the question of a. _definition. of the. invasion -~ and aven the p01nt they sa
they . stand- on,-the War§ ~ to, secondary con51derat1 jconcernlng & fnsgible globa
_pcenario of the implications of the present action. This is pot only iuh*nmpntaliy
incorrect: polltlcally but:-it-has led to the: telsscepang and amalgamat1ng of 153u»¢ .
Not 1east of these is the whole question of soverelgnty. : S ] S

What if the Falklands were Argentlna's? If the maaor;ty had drawn that conclusaon :
(I believe ..t to be ludicrous) we would have sgpported the 1nva81on, 1n fact, welcomed
it becouseywhether r ot citiwas an adventyre, to' head of} ‘ S, it -
ha\ﬂeihxaﬁm & progressive, -if; plightly anachron Si}cff’m’cl :

> who didn't support it would at best have confu eJ«ﬁ‘e qué }m'
‘ngort for,the«Junta (& typical liveral fallang), at ﬂﬁ?sé,.
*ﬁﬁﬂ éﬁﬂéhcfﬁ#r3'“‘”
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- ';These quotes were informed by Len;n s analy51s of imperialism and self-determ;natlon.

- By fusing Marx' understanding of capitalist development with the new phenomena of

nﬁ-Aimperlallsm 1n the age of monopoly capitallsm Lenin could conclude.»

'One of the most basic features of Imperialism is that - it accelerates the

_ development of eapitalism in the most backward .countries and: thereby widens

. and intensifies the struggle against: national oppression... It follgws from
this that imperialism often glves r1se to natlonal wars’ (Collected works Vl 35)

o -The core of Len1n and Trotsky's analyses rests on the 1mpact of imperlallsm on

~backward countries providing the material conditions for national struggles. It is

. this whole national dynamic which provides the progressive content of colonial
struggles, and why, even under Chiang kai-Shek, 'Chinese patriotism is legitimate

- end progressive's For that to happen you have to have a national question which, -

. in this concrete situation, we have concluded is not the case. Of course, to argue
that the Falklands are part of Argentina is possible. It is an argument which stands
~_separately from the position of the tendency but has been interwoven wlth thelr :

o arguments. :

Reaction turned to progress when the shooti started?° The tendency have progressed
- towards their global speculations through the TILC resolution:=-

e ’thle recognlxlng that the present conflict is restricted to the Falklands
-issue, in the event of a full scale war we woculd unquestionably support
Argentlna' :

Carolan and the EC menbers of. the tcndaﬁcs caﬁ &rgue about what ﬁ& uuun& tf the :

resclution; it seems irrelevant amnd tomrades should refer to Cunliffe's inteagratnt&uﬂ,

‘85 he wrete it, The impontant fact is that we have two different pesitions on what o

~ the war ‘means. There can be no doubt that it is a war: Bm.tain\ hag already lost- m
RN, tmmege than in the first year of WW11, :

The war however remains one between Britain and Argentina over the Famends, not mr '
 Argentinmian sovereignty. There is a major difference here which the tendency scems
%o ignore, For them once the shooting started Argentina stopped being a reaet;eﬂary

~ foree and became suddenly progressive. The war in and of itself had gualitatively

ke

- chenged the situstion. For their - part, they say the majorxtx has & contradictory

 position:

’ﬁhey {the majority) questzon whether Argentlna is in fact a nanniuperialiat
power and define it as sub-imperialist... Trotsky's position would on&y
apply in the case of an invasion of the Argentinian meinland aimed . at thﬂ
_congquest and mxlztary suppression of Argentina' (Pk)

Ve are told that ‘these positions are contradictory, the former backing up & view a8
the NC that Argentina is a middle ranking capitalist power little different from PR

 Britein, and, secondly, 'in a war of conquest against Argentina it would be rsgardad

as fundementally different and Trotsky's view would apply’.

' _We have already dealt with the guestion of there being a difference between imperiallsm o
. and sub-imperialism. But is it not clear that Argentina is a relat:vely highly s ’
" developed capitaelist power? Argentina has a 72% urben population, one of the largest

cities in the world, a well-developed working and middle cleas and the abilitz to fly
high tec planes and sink a large proportion of British navy = not, in my view, the
identikit of a backward country. The second point raised is more important because

it shows a fundamental misunderstanding of imperialism. When we talk of a war ‘against
Argentina we mean & qualitative change from the present conflict to one direct agsinst
Argentina itself. We are defining war, not by the numbers involved or its intensity,
 but by the reasons for which it is entered on, i.e. 'war is the continuation of politics
by other means'. Why should Britain wish to attack Argentina? There are not that many
peagons = to stop the 3aata bresking from imperialism; to change the et¢onomic relatio-
‘nship with imperialism i.e. re-assert Britain's. hegemony over the U.S.; to support

:ﬁ_the Junta against a proletarlan revolution. These reasons would represent a war to

_ maintain imperialist domination against a back=-drop of a strategic break-down in the

11?relat10n between Argentina and 1mper1al1sm. It is these reasons which would bring -

_into play the central quesyion of defencism, National liberation can only be defined
'“u‘ln relatlon, and in opp051tlon, to 1mper1a115m. The essentlal p01nt is that 1mper-

:-,L/r . E Rt L & -0 R T "‘
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: There‘seems 11tt"

'ialiem does not need, or wish, to change the present 51tuat10n, the junta are doing is“f
e very good job. The whole trajectory of the. ‘tendency in defining the war as antz- :

imperialist means they have back-tracked on the basic question of soverezgnty in
an attempt to prove thelr contention of support for Argentxna. e e

However, they attempt to square the circlej we are told:.

YArgenitina is subaect to national dominatlon by 1mperialsim. National rights -
are involved. The rights of a non—imperlallst nation to reccver whav it thinks
'is its property from 1mnerial§sm without having to face attack and : 1sc1p11ne
'rom the military force of 1mner1a181m' (my empha51s) (P4 Para 3) Ce

went of the = -
¢, not to

"~ world, and certalr TR0 o01nt in attemnting % ) o7 e, nob- &
Argentina's national rights which we perce: e aud ove underﬁp,,u AN A Pxist views
point but to 'what it thinks is its propern, s Lerhaps tre Tollowiiny Lowill

help illustraté .the fallacy of such an approacn to. polltlcs. most workers: }v Sritain
are racist, meny think that black people should be 'sent back home'; suck idsss come
from a decaying imperialist’ power and represent part of ruling class xdernﬂpvz al :
penetrat;on of the working class, While the mctives for hArgentin ian workers support
for the invasion has a progressive element in it this has beemn moulded and shaped by
a bourge®isie caught between imperialsim and autarchy, directly expressed through
Foronisms Both prenomonen ~r: obvicusly different. However, for Marxists. they have .
a common denominator - bosh represent a false consrlouﬁnu,s of the class which we argué¢
aga1nst and attenpt to change. . - . A oL

. Even on the tenuous ground the tendency stand s-on they are. not being con51stent. ,
* Everyone know, from the start, of the mass support for the invasion sc why was the

call for ‘support not made then? The answer - is, I belleVe, found 1n the followangi..

' without hav1ng to face attack.from the mlllt ry force of ;mpe;¢al¢§mf

In this menner the tendency throws overboard any Marxist definition of sovereig@ty;v/
self-determination or the political issues in the war. They allow*the fact of the -
British fleet to determine how they see the war. .It is thxs, or more precisely the

' scenario they draw from it whlch determines thelr politics.

.Vietnam ih'révérse? : The core of their analys1s 1s found in the proposxtmon -

‘Britain is d01ng what the U.Bhe was unable to do in any real sense ‘since
the Vletnam war - to 1mpose its will on a non-lmperlallst power. : ‘

This argument is to all 1ntents and purposes the same as. fhut put forward by the RWL
over Afghanistan(though with more urgency). We cannot call for withdrawal because to
do so would be lining up with imperialism. -Imperialism is attemptlng to reverse its
set-backe since Vietnam; the Falklands are part of its attempt to re-impose its - |
control. It is this préposition around which their analysis is develcped. I have =
1ntended to point out the fa11a01es this has created in their argumentatlon, ot

least this has meant their seeing the world in terms of blocs rather than the perspec-

tive of 1ndependant class pol1t1cs. The tendency pnt forward the following as their
basic idea: : A

‘ 'a v1ctory for Brltaln would increase the confldence of world. 1mperia1;sm
 in using military force and would begin to establish the use of military -
. force against non-imperialist nations as the norm. Whilst a defeat for

Britain would deny the imperialists such a boost and emghasnse thelr
inability to use force successfully (P?/S) o

While this issue is of major 1mportance for Marxists, and w1ll cf course have an effect

- on the political situation we cannot, as I believe the tendency have done, derive our

analysis from it,however horrendous the implications may be. On this issue also I feel‘
there is a con81derable gap between the tendency~and the majority. This is e )
expressed. in a dlfferent aaaessment on a whole range of 'secondary'xssues such as ,.4.

- British 1mper1allsm.

As a world mllltary power Britain ‘was at 1ts zenlth at ‘the turn of- the century, ww1
saw the beginn:ng of an historical decline, as US 1mper;a11sm began its ascendancy.‘
This decline was the basis of Trotsky's analysas of Brltaln in the twenties, and the

. potentlal war with the U.8.
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The,e?lip§e of British imperialism was completed after WW2. A whole process-of;de— ;
colonisation begen to take place (remarkably smoothly from the imperialisf’point of -
.v;ew). This threw up new permutations and queations for Marxists, as well as a number; .
- of anachronisms for imperialism, Northern Ireland and the Falklands to name but tWé;*fvif

Decolonisétion represented both the changing modus operandi of ‘imperialism under the
hegemony of the U.S., and the decline of British capital. With this came a change in
role for the British military. Britain no longer ruled the wawés, the slap on the
w;ist-adm%nistered by the U.S. over Suez brought this point nome. Also thare began
ap economic shi?? a5 capitalism began to look  away from its traditional markets to
Europe, an esseniial move in developing a viable cartel to challenge the U.S. and Japan.
hgainst all the jingoism of sections of capital, their foot soldiers the petit e
bourgeousie and the dreamers of autarchy on the left, Britain redefined its economic -
role, after it had admitted military decline. Britain is a military power geared tc
the European theatee of war. It is one of the reasons Britain has been attempting
to ditch the Falklands, it is why the crulser which used to patrol the South Atlanmtic
had been withdrawn and why, if the Junta had waited another six mcnths, Britain would
not have been able to launch such an operation as.the carriers would have been solds
The issue of maintaining conventional role as opposed to a major Euro-centred niclear
striking force has 'split' the Tories, as witnessed by the resignation of 8peed. I -
do not- see how the jingoism of the petit bourgeous dreamers who look back on BRitains
past glories can succeed in winding the clock back; not only is British capitalism
incapable of such a project but it goes against their over-all class interest and the
_ strategic interests of imperialism. . It seems to me that any potential change. in s
ABritain's role, which is conceivable after the present venture, has to be. gseen within:
the above context, not how the tendency sces it as the restoration of Palmerstonian
gun-boat diplomacye. : o : -

8 th for the Argentinian working-class?: Their scenaric -which has denied their
~position on the characterization of the invasion finds a parallel contradiction over.
-the question of the working class. Theifr opening argument against defeatism i8 ceo

‘the very different material conditicns prevailing in Britain at present as-
against those facing the Argentinian workers' sl e

a situation which has triggered off an anti-imperialist strugglee. It is in this

context that & 'victory to Argentina will create better conditicns for the struggle

to out Galtieri' (P2 para 1)+ Later in the document we are told, quite correctly,

" of the necessity to find a point of contact with the most advenced workers which cag .

only be done by defending:ﬁigentina égainst imperialism. These arguments are quite:

. legitimate-for those who see an anti-imperialist struggle taking place over. the D
Falklands.  This is summed up in the advanceqﬂworkefs' slcgan 'Galtieri No! Malvinag,
Yes{' How can the tendency suppcort such a slogan when they don't suppcrt the invase.

jon. -necesdarily,in opposition to those advenced workers, who they quite rightly
went to -relate to? On the concrete issué, they state that the Argentinian wcrkers have
no interest in ‘the armed occupation of the Falklands against the wishes of the popur.
lation. Once again it is the tendency's scenario which over-rules the problem of
supporting something they don't agree witheoo '-But in thepresent conditions it would
be worse Bor the masses of Latin America as.a whole if we were to concede 2 victory to
armed imperialist aggression (P9 point L)' We will pass over the jmplied point that
the majority are conceding anything to. imperialism. This scenario leads the tendency -

" to the abandonment of any critical politicel comprehension of the situatione Surely,
the point at issue is this = if you wish to relate to the class’'you have to base that

‘on being ready to tell the truth, however unpalatable that may seem at the time.

" Plusses and Minuses: The other side of this argument rests on the gquestion of strength-
ening imperialism. I have already taken, issue with the tendency's'appreciation cf Bro.
imperialism; the other examples they give tc support their argument are-'Reagan was

- forced to openly state his position. The USA is now clearly backing Thatcher' and 'ee
to use the EEC as a pro-imperialist bloc' (P8 Para 2). From this they derive that to
call for a withdrawal of troops now the war ‘has started'would hand Thatcher a massive
victory on a plate'; this more than anything else is a return of the Afghanistan
argument."The7tendency'is jntent on putting a plus where our enemies put a minus. I
‘also wonder who else but Britain Reagan would plen to support, and how the EEC would
act if not in a pro-imperialist manner?
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daminated by 1mper&g115n 1t1{s therofore nationallyig gressed; or.

A gredt many oanfu:&ona have nriaan‘rremwwhat nas nov beoome a ff’f ‘

£t¢ht in the WSL, with neither the majority nor the min oy
peaifying what tnelr positions mean in pgzotiso Tor th§f§§§,5»=
orkﬁrs movement, Clearly what 1s at stake 18 our whols assessmes

forward u theoretioal position on imperialism. 11
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roduced his gamphlot in 191 but what is inoreasi gly olear 1s that
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At the heart of the IM3 poaition and aumnbl hat
Morraw = 18 the notion that the world ea 1talis€rsystom iatncatgg

“divided into 'imperialism' and 'o ssed nations | »
view that post-war deeoleniaatianpg:gt no ditr:gnncgr%gw%ﬁg 5’333335. i
~of imperialist domination, 'rcrntl political control' being all but
~irrelevant). The minority ote ltatiatica in the Argentine ‘

| gonomy, 1naiat that Argcntinn s 'dependent', 'an oppressed natian'

[£+ = presumably followin this anoral 1¢w
ink most of us zbro if .ntin: is éthousdligizgglly . .t', 2

-"»oapitaliﬂﬁ power' - Cde. Snith (?) eortainly said so in publicg.»i"

 On the other hand, it is alleged that the ma flowing
‘from the view of Argentina as a 'middle ranking o italia awer'g & IA‘

I Britain as & 'declinin rialist o sonolude ¢ t
| _little difference botwgan hem, el ° e

Both theso views are oanfulcd. What thoy do is to 1dent1rz
1w1§h raasion. Onoce this iden
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at if a country is -

that if a count ri is not nationally eypressod then
ated by imperialism

: National o m sion has nothing to do with the relative
strcnsth of a natlonal bcur ecusie vis g vis aﬁher ‘bourgeousies.
" The faot that Argqntino tal 1is weaker than U.8., Itallan or

8 not domin-. 

British oaxital cons has no 1mﬁlioat10nl for the national
- pights of Argentina. Fia u.s. ; s or vhoever txghozt &rgaat&aq :
_ oppros:ion. e f act

 workers, the op Gpeaaion 1nvo
~ the Itallan cr a:&po eayital
stronger, & ba rful
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. imperia 8t
by no medns 1rrolovantt but tha~raot that tho Igital involved is

pralen is on 1{ of relevance to a nationallst. is in thia oontext
that d aationllisn 1: so pernicious in workers' movements .
in oountrioa like i -4¢ 18 because of thil pervasive and
div'raionary nationall tﬁat the junta was ablz o upo the Malvinas
4invasion in the wnz it did. In other vordo, nat 1 rgantin!' ,
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" national dimension (aove: ty over oi 10143 rnr'l:am le = though
naticnalisation of oil-fie eun also be an oty 1enll bour=

., geousies for their own btncfit ‘and to be 0nu1n9iy anti perialist
~ have %o be linked to the expropriation of

" 4ing olass), What it is to say 8 that imperia

' 'vclass 1£prassion, can only ba rokon by & movement that 13 nnt&a
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eapital by the work- 1 “
8t omination, as

general.



‘]’_‘0 be clearer; i-b is nOt only -

i thatf(atfleast;inggqmntriesfwﬁeré.&)?élaﬁiYerf7ﬁQ“eiﬁﬁﬁa bapita&&Stf"
- economy exists) no other strugéle against lap
 against imperialismat all. ..

Tt isvin this sense that the mejorit
stress the unprogregsiveccharacter of Argel
: I'mindriﬁy;absolutelyﬁwrong~tq.believe that

nationalism can-dig the Jjunta's own grave,

ideology to serve the ruling class, even 1f in certain situations N

. a%‘félestinez;itﬁ-l
he whole“conééption*thatfﬁhat 1s;involveQ~in;ArggsJiﬁgﬁisngngy“ona |
‘{?geration struggle, éven 1f the war Was'tg;lead;gq¢tha;d91453§%_ggm;,;
this>partiéular’juﬂ%&,‘w¢uldjserveﬂtp~strgggtgep:ghe:;deolog_G%1,; it
'inationfof”Argentihefcapitalzoverfthe4wor§iﬁg,c;§§§wygqnsequeﬁ.;{é.-
is a central task of 'Argentine'SOCialiStﬂz?QS;1@i@95th§irﬂ, 2? d,

. countries today where ’anti~imperialist*'demagagyggs,sg«effec?.ve,, o
maintaining the role of capital, to argue again t nationalism; espec-
ially 'national' claims over hunks of :Qck;,,OﬁmllegngaXJi%nd;eﬁpeg"/
‘riallyﬂwheréqthé*effectﬁofn?natioﬁal'soyerﬁignty?fovar;thﬁgM%lYiﬂas S,
waild be to impose the mile of the junta on the lslanders (suppose
Britain hadn't retaliated e e R : Lo

pational skruggle can be progressive (Vietnem,.

Nationsl o ressignfiéfiﬁv&iﬁé&fiﬁfﬁiﬁu&ﬁidﬁ§“ﬁﬁfﬁhiéhﬁa_ﬁation',

;~(howeVérrdefined§ suffers direct political control from another, =
(whether lmperiallst or not) or armed occupation, or a suppression of

'»z\natibnalibulture-(languagey,traditicns);by;fercééfﬁrgﬂablyiffbﬁeign- |
’ 1d be clear

jcontrol»OVer,national‘resdurces}mightmqualiry ~ but’'we shot

that to recapture control over, eg. an[biiefieldgﬁbniy}m&k§SQSQn$9‘ S

as part of a soclalist revelutlon. Under certain circumstances, part-:

~ icular governments in ‘the ‘ 1k : _ rhaL
48t interests (the most obvious example that comes to mind is Egypt's
nationalisation of the Suez Canal in

anti=-imperlalist action is invdlved, but even here our support is =

 surely extremely qualified, and a genuine anti~imperialist content to

such actlon still depends upon independent working class action.
. But to follow this analdgy_through“'had~the¢A:§ ntine junta
* (for some reason difficult to imagine) taken a partia;
ist measure (eg. nationalised Fiat or U.S. banks) - in which case
- there would havevbeen-a:ratiqnal‘basis,fcr;working&alass:suppgrt”(as«
part of a strategy to follow up the action, which of necesslty would

involve expropriating Argentine eapital) - and had imperiallsm resp-: L

onded to nggiaction,,theqargument,about*!a*war&agaihétiiﬁperiéL$8m’.

would make sense. As I say, this secenario is difficult to imagine., The

 circumstances under which Nasser nationalised the Suez Canal do not

' readily repeat themselves: but clearly in such an event what would be

involved is a) a response by imperialism to an actlon that actually 5
~ does affect their short-term interests, & around which anti-imperialist
}working~class-mobiliSatibn~can‘be&organised;ﬂb)pdiréct)military\inter-.~

 vention threatening the national sovereignty of the country and attem-
~ pting to reverse the action. . . .
g M:ﬁﬁjit»ié,clearjtﬁa,ﬂthe'supﬁdsedfnatfbnal‘liberatibnfStrugglé.over
. the Malvinas 1s nothing like any of that. It 1s clear that the unlted
imperlalist response in support of Britain is not due to any action

 that can be regarded as anti-imperialist., What is at stake is on the .
" one hand Britain's prestize (and also the Thatcher govt.) and on the
:8%ngn, a’U.%;’ggmin§§%S§%§e (and aésgaﬁgeﬂTh cher govt )_and_on tne‘x B

~othel ministratlon force ack its major world ally .
against its major Latin American ally. National liberatlon versus
p_;mperialism doesn't enter into it. Nor, indeed, could 1t. -

;~a3~I{havejoutlined;jimpérialist;capital»éléaxl*;dbeSLOperatégin4grgen;
. tina, as capital, ‘[d;Argentiné'workers»therefore;suﬁferscl&$saoppres—
~sion from imperialism. The signifilcance of this,

as all Trotskylsts would”ag?eeb*tf:j.
et S e working class' can effectively fight imperialisl, T

is e stmgele

hird forld do take action against imperal- =
1956). in which case a partial -

en a partial anti-imperial-

T hoes 1t follow from this that Britain &hrgentina are feguall,
‘or that Argentina is not dominated by imperlalism 2 ' T my oplnion,

“tOLQOncludé57(iésﬂthe,?;ff
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- significance of imperialism's role in Argentina,) is not 46 render -

. Argentine nationalism progressive, but to guarantee that any anti- =

. capitalist/anti-imperialist action by the Argentine working class
'will directly bring it up against the imperialist states. PR
- The bulk of this argument clearly is intended to support the

- position of the majority, However, 1t seems to me that there are a -

~ number of questions that need to be answered before the rank & file

~of the organisation can correctly assess the two positions,
 QUESTIONS TO THE MAJORITY R S o
1/ Is the general strategic argument contained at the end of the
- minority document incompatible with a defeatist position ? T
-~ seems to me to correspond with the Trotskyist position in World
. War II - ile. it 1s essentlally a defeatist position modified to .
- ‘take account of the nature of 'the enemy'. = - S S S
-2/  More fundamentally, what is, your understanding of imperialism in .
~ Argentina ? Do you think that imperialism dominates Argentina at
~all - in the sense that I have outlined (ie. drawlng a distinetion
- between imperialist domination and national oppression)? A recent
“book (Bill Warren, "Imperialism, Ploneer of Capitalism") ?rgued i
that since Third World economies such as Argentina's are 'develop-
. - ing', imperialism is ceasing to exist., Is it the case that you ot
~ equate Argentina's level of capitalist development automatically : .
- with the disappearance of imperialist domination in any sense?: han
3/ ‘If this is the caseﬁ this clear%g_hii deﬁp %mpligagiggglgogxgggéSéd,i
. politics as a whole. Unlike the minority who ave : : >ssed *
,,‘%anduwrong) conception of imperialism, Eheégaggr%ggs%avgﬁgglggigrﬁ o
~ etical position at all., If the answer to s 'yes', shouldn't . |
 we be having a major discussion on this question ? o
".'/WeIseitfthegcase %hat you believe tﬁat a British victory is actug;ly .
' to the benefit of the Argentine workers? e SRS
5/ Is the dropping of the demand for Argentine withdrawal in the. e
" paper a deliberate move, on the grounds that this demand is one
- for the Argentine working class ? SRR
 QUESTIONS TO THE MINORITY RN (‘; o o
1/ Is the general line at the end of the minorlty document Lorgan sing
"1/withinbt%e army, etc.) incompatible with a qefeatlst‘pogit%gggiIti,ﬁ
" geems to me that in conditions of conscription ?tc. di e%i h ih9*" o
.~ cannot mean much else than fighting for workers Or%anxﬁafag,fnin-~
 ‘the army, against Galtieri etc.. Isn't this the essence of turning
' the war into a civil war? = un ’ e dantion of +he
5*2/Fh%ﬂw%géigbntext of this war %iven thezminqrity's‘rgjectiogbzf‘%gz_, o
. call for Argentine’withd§awai iven’aihad§§§g°%§£e)ﬁopgﬁggmtneiéfcre1"“
~_minority believe that this war is wor ‘ for. Do thay . thovetore
o th ‘ t Argentine socialists should ralse the whole . .
',rigzggdghifigﬁgtggi or ﬁot:Argentine possession of the Malvigig gs
'genuinely.anlanti-imperialiSt issue and therefore worth the ;:‘9 |
RS ORI tine workers. - . = PR e
3/°fwﬁ§g§ge§ defeatism in Argentina necessarily imply that faAgigggge
7 por British imperialism is good from theﬂpointvo£ viveo . w%th' o
.~ workers (any more than we at present equate British;de,ea‘  Lth o
CONCLUSION = | PR S
oo RS 12 8, preat danger, thas she questlon,of jupirianisn i be
- used as a factional football in this . tified as to believe
 with a conception of imperialism that 1s so mystified ac beliere.
< n any s : s anti-imperialist, it is tempting
that in any sense Galtierl's war is anti-in Pt ] S to be -
to simoly ' But the ambiguities nee
to simply go along with the majority. D e e onentails in Argentina;
ironed out. We need to know exactly what de Asn entalls 10 ey
o amethers 1t lves anything radically different from the o
 'gggggigﬁ.}znégzglgi'opiiion % probably when all this is over - the WSL“

e Lo, . fpe ' perialism (whiech no .
el a -undertake some theoretical work on imperlalism Ly '
G l*.«%§3%§k§§s%“has ever done - except Mandel, but his attempt is lament-
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| "PERMANENT REVOLUTION: NOTES-AS BACKGROUND" 70 AMENDMENTS T0-TTLG
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DRAFT ON GENIRAL AMERICA

The general perspective for the revolution in the semi colonial

countries is analysed in the TP:

- " The struggle for the most elementary achievements‘of'ﬁational ind-

ependence and bourgeois democracy is combined with the socialist struggle -

against world imperialism ...
#t As a primary step, the workers must be armed with this democratic

basis of the revolutionary democratic programme, it is necessary to oppose
the workers to the 'national! bourgeoisie. Then, at a certain stage in the
‘mobilisation of the masses under the slogans of revolutionary democracyy

‘ soviets can and should arise <.. Sooner or later, the soviets should over-- e
throw bourgois democracy. Only they are capable of bringing the democratic.

‘revolution to a conclusion and likewise opening an era of socialist revo-
lution". ' : L

class and petty bourgeois forces. -But it must be an alliance against the

general; o

. The alliance proposed by the proietariat - not to the 'middle CIassési",«:
in general but to the exploited layers of the urban and rural petty bourg- -

‘eoisie, against all exploiters, including those of the 'middle classes' ~

. ‘can be based not on compulsion but only on free consent, which should be

s

consolidated in a special 'contract'. This tcontract'! is the programme of -
1transitional_demands voluntarily accepted by both sidea". (TP)

The same point about the need to appeal, not to the middle classes in

‘;general, but to their revolutionary elements, was made by the Communist
' International in its 1920 discussions on the National and Colonial Question.

' As Lenin explained: " Very often - even in most cases, perhaps - while -
the bourgeoisie of the oppressed countries does support the national move= -

ment, it is at the same time in accord with the jmperialist bourgeoisie,

 programme. Only they will be able to summon and unite the farmers. - On the i

‘ The primary task for Marxists'ié to organise the wofking'cléss - both’ffrw c
urban or rural - into a seperate class party. That class party, with a revaluetiomary
lutionary programme, must then aim to forge an alliance between the working :

_ pational bourgeoisie, and an alliance not with all petty bourgeois forces in =

that is, together with the latter it fights against all revolutionary moveA;; 

" ments and revolutionary classes. This was irrefutably demonstrated in the
commission, and we decided that the. only correct thing was to take this '

distinction into account and in nearly all cases substitute the term

. 'ngtion&lArevolutionary' for 'bourgeocis-democratic'... we, as Communists, =~
" should and will support bourgeois»liberabion;movements_in the colonies only

when they are genuinely,revolutionéry..."

of the democratic revolution cannot be solved, nor even seriously posed. .

 ‘But the alliance of these two classes can be realised in no other way than-

. Also: "Without an alliancebbf the proletariat with thé peasantry the tasks

through an irreconcilable struggle against the influence of the national-' o

1iberal»bourgéoisie“._ (Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution)s

o b
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The neoessity for a. struggle apa- nst the national: boergielsmeezszgzeed/
on that bourgeoisie’s fiewce antogonisn to the Tabcuring Dasces, anth -
reluctance to. fight 1mper1al1um ccneiﬂtantty, not on the idea that the

- ional bourgeoisie camnot oppoee imperialism at all. . Thus in 1928 Trotsky

rejected the Stalinists' contention that the Chinese bourgeoisze had 'defin-

- ately gone over to the counter-revolutlonary camp'

"There will stlll be not a few 1e¢tward;zigzags in’ the pollcy of the
Chinese bourge0151e. There will. be no lack of temptations in the future for the
amateurs of the *national united front'. “To tell the Chinese: comnun‘sts today

" that their alliance with the huurge01sle from 1924 to the ‘end of 1927 was eor-

rect but that it is worikiess now because the bourge0151e has,demlnately gone
over to the counter-revolutionary camp, is to disarm the Chinese commun¢ats...

(Third Internatlonal After Lenln)

In relation to such left ward zigzaoe, tbe proletarlan pollcy must be as
indicated previously by us: ~PFor specific and limited take under certain con-
ditions the proletarlaa and pocr peasantry can 4~ without making any concession

 in their own demands - wage a suruggle jolutly with sections of tne 'national'

bourgeoisie dgailistithe imper 18Libh-Saeuyd - ivt froatti,

MBut it is wrong to seek to ektend: sish teéporarvralliéﬁeee to tﬁe*level i-
of a xongeterm- politcal bloc1 in -wiidh thé indepen&hnt ‘programme and strugglee
of the working clase and poor’ peasants ere Bubordirated to the political de-
mands of the 'democratlc’ bcurgeo;ote in the. ‘name of‘an 'antl-imperlallst front'"

Latin America is to be located w1thin thle general strategy for the ‘semi-

"colonlal countriess It has its pecularltles, but these - ~particularly the

fact that the countries of Latin America have a relatlvely high level of cap-

 italist development, and bourge0151es with a much longer record of lndependent
‘rule, than other semi-colonial coun*riea, together with the fact of the tremen~

dous combativity of the masees in Latin Lperica = rather strengthen than diminish -
the need for independence of proletarlan polltlcs.;

#

Trotsky directly dlscucsed strategy for Latin Amerlca in the following
terms.-5 : , . , :

"Latin Amerlcan socmety, 1ike every qocle’cy - developed or’ backward -is

.composed of three -classes: the bou*ge01ole, the petty bourge01sie, and the

proletarlat....

 "During the struggle for the democratlc tasks, we' cppose the proletariat
to the bourgeoisie« The independsnce .of the proletariat even at the beginning
of this movement is abso.ute;y r!reeeary, and we eeoeclallv oppose  the prol- -
etarlat to the bourgeoisie in the agrarian question for that class will rule

,‘1n Mexieo as in every Latin Amerizan count”y which’ bas the peaSanta...

"In every case. where it is a dlrect flght (by the natlonal bourge0181e)

‘ agalnst the foreign imperealests or their reactionary fasc1st agents, we give
-,_support, preserving the full pOllth”l 1ndep°ndence of our organisation, of

our programme, of our party and the full freedom of our criticism. " The -
Kuomintang. in,Ctha, the PRM in Mexico and the APRA in’ Peru are’ very. 81m11ar

’»»organlsatlons. It is the People 8 Wront in the form of a party.»,t |

" Of ‘course the People's Front in Latin Amerlca does not have 80 reactlon-
ary a character as in France or in Spain., It isg two—sided. It can have a

. .reactlonary attitude insofar as it is directed against the wor rkers; it-can hé&e A'L
- an: aggresaxve attitude insofar as 1t is dlrected agalnst imper allsm‘ B

S
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"But in our appreciation of the People' i ;
_ . ] ple's Front in Latin Amer in t
form ef a national political party, we make a distinct o o

from Spain. But this historial difference of appreciation and difference

jon from France and

of attitude can be permitted only under the condition that our organisation

doesn't participate’in

the APRA,Kuomintang,or PRM, that it preserves ab-

solute freedom of action and criticism," ('Latin American Problems',

November 1938).

(That is - even if the
role in Latin America,

of ‘anti-imperialist front'

Popular Front objectively has a

somewhat different

the need for proletarian independence from it re-
mains. Trotsky's argument would also apply to Popular

Fronts in the form

as well as Popular Fronts in the form of parties.)

Trotsky further.remarked: uof course, we cannot enter such a party
(as APRA); but we can create a nucleus in it in order to win the workers
the bourgeoisie. But under no circumstances uvan
we repeat the Stalinist jdiocy with the Kuomintang in China". '

and separate them from

In relation to the KMT in China also,'Trctskyfrefers,eléewhére to
the possibility of communists, when they are only a small pucleus, doing
frattion work in such a movement. But he always draws
tion, vital from the point of view of Marxism, between
ibly forced on a very small Marxist nucleus, and the necessity for the
Marxists, to the extent that they are able to appear & ;
to appear as politically'independent.

a strict distinc-
such tactics poss=

s a political force,

Since World War 2, in conditions of the weakening of imperialism, the

strengthening of Stalinism, the weakness of revolutionary Marxism, and the

tremendous new revolt of the masses of the ‘'Third World', revolutionary.
petty bourgeois_nationalists in several countries (Algeria, Mozambique
and Angola are examples) have broken substantially with the bourggoisie, _

undertaken major struggles against imp

and consolidated state

capitalistvregimes, sometimes

with the working class, and in all cases continuing it

 exploitation.

In China, Vietnam

erislism, won serious victories -

claeshing heavily -
s oppression and

(and Yugoslavia) the petty bourgeois nationalists
concerned were the Stalinist parties - who went further, and established
deformed workers' states, but equally were'bitterly-counter-revolutionary
against the working class. ’ ,

The Chinese leaders rationalised their strategy thus: "unite the
working class, the peasantry, the urban petty bourgeoisie and the national
 pourgeoisie, form a domestic united front under the jeadership of the
working class, and advance from this to the gstablishment of a state which
is a people’s democratic dictatorship under the 1eadership of the working
clasS..." (Mao). ngninterrupted revolution”, they argued, meant that "The
national-democratic revolution is the necessary preparation for the

socialist revolution,

1d the socialist,revolution is

the inevitable sequel

to the pational-democratic revolution. There is no Great Wall between the
¢wo revolutionary stages. But the socialist revolution is only possible
after the completion of the national-democratic revolation” (Lin Pieo).
And the alliance with the 'national bourgeoisie" should and could be main- .
tained;right-through the "'socialist revolution". , : .

This theory is an jdeological encoding of the facts of .the Chinese
Stalinist party's ability to dominate its few bourgeois allies and to-
naﬂipulaxe-alliancee and movements with_bourgeois-democratic formel prog-
remmes according to the CCP's own politics. "But this

ability was certainly

fo .

%
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: dershio! roletar eremony™s it L t to soc-
not “working class leadership" or ﬂproletarian‘hegemony”, it led'né ( tahe
ialis:O;evolution but to a foreshortened d%stortion ofwit\agd:touigzre;gigflsh ,
ment of a bureaucratic state machine stamping thg wprking 07852‘ t1y derived
And, being based on the use of military-bureaucratic s;trgnsth,:i;::;it Srives
from the CCP's relation with the Kremlin) tOfmanipulafg the-mgﬁ 81 ® ! |

a possibility open to prolétgrianfsociqlistsgi'

Versions of the Maoist sttategy,have'bé5n4widély.inflﬂea§§al, énd~39§
only among Meoists. 'Very often they have just led to the subordiantion o o
left-wing orgenisations to vain searches for a proper ngtional bourggoisi
- elly with. Under no circumstances have they served socialism. -

_The Cuban experience presents important difference. The Castroite petty
bourgeois :"-ad’ieaﬁe - not. Stalinists - génuinely moved to the left in-a serious
way during the revolution, and ‘consolidated a deformed- workera' state ( i.e.

. one without accountable, demceratic forms of workers' power, but rather with a
- sort of plebiscitary populism) while basing themselves seriously on the working.
class and not directly opposing it. Moreover, they seriously fought. for the
international extension of the revolution, and that not on the basis of the -
sbloc of classes' or 'stages' theories put forward by all other tendencies bar
- As Guevara pointed out: C T o
. M™In many,countries-of'AmericagtherevéreWObjectite conflicts between the
national bourgeoisies struggling to develop and ... imperialism,..- In spite
~ of these. conflicts the national bourgeoisies are not capable, in general, of
: sﬁatainingvavconsequential*struggle against imperialism. They fear the pop- :
ular revolution mome than- sufferings under the oppresaive and despotic domination -
of imperialism..." ('Cuba, exception or vanguard®'). - o

And again:

" The autochthonous bourgeoisie have lost all their capacity to.oppose
imperialism « if they ever had it - and they have become the last card in
- the packe There are no alternatives:either a socialist revolution or . a
A,makeébelieve.re#blntion""(MesSage’tc‘the~Tricontinental),~‘ B

- But the Castroite regime hardéned bureaucratically and came more under
the control of the Kremlin. And the Castroite movement ianatin'Amer;ca”ran
into the sands, as a result of its populist confusion between working class
end peasantry and above all its failure to deal politically with Stalinism.
Despite the collapse of Maoism‘as”euch;,vefsionsz£Athe“Raqisx theory (boosted
by the Vietnam experiencé) have regained d grip on much of the Left, alongside
~ the more rigidly stage-ist Kremlin theory. @ B T A

. Thws none of these revolutions, not even the Cuban, can be accepted by
Trotekyists as representing a 'médel' of a 'first stage' to-which we should
subordinate ourselves, In any case, the}!modéls?*AOWfagtﬁally;adOpted‘from
_.all these revolutions are class-bloc, revolution-by-stages strategies -

. falsifying the actual expérience. Such a -strategy was-followed.by the Sand-
inistas, who now provide a model to other petty beurgeois revolutionaries.

- *Proletarian hegemony: in =& people's front' is the general formula. It
can be given more or less left wing versions according to the definition of
‘proletarian hegemony'. But it must always subordinate the working. class to
‘bourgeois (or aspirant-bourgeois) nationalism or to the machinations of :
international'Kremlin-Stalinism, the only force which sometimes has sufficiant
_ apparatus strength to participate in 'such fronts and simply overpower. -

P
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- bOurggois'forceB, for neither of these ali . : ‘ 'tl?

peacefully subordinated to the working c}:la;zsl.for“":e''a cabe Erame L

" The wish to learn from the Chinese, Cuban and Vietnémesé re .

. ish to lear m the Chine and volut- '

;Ons is legitimate, indeed necessary. A great deal of work remainzutb SRR

e d?ne‘by ?rotskyists on this.score. But for sure the line of copying -

-~ the idealogical rationalisations given by the leaders of those revolutions B

~while perhapsAtrying»to'give-them a more left wing or ﬁarxist_gloés will
zzzdgiéld‘p081§ive-results;. Aind the fundamentals of Marxism Still,éivé

o1d-pos | ‘ : A X1 bill gl

 The position of Marxists towards such revolutions led by petty.

bourgeois nationslists must be (in proad outline and with the relevant _
alterations according to circumstances)ithat proposed by Marx in 185€. a2
(To 'bourgeois-democrat!, we could add 'or Stalinist'). L

- Mat the moment, while the democratic petty bourgeois are everywhere
oppressed, they preach to the proletariat-general«unity andﬂreconciliat-"r :
jon; they extend the hand of friendship, and seek to found a great oppo--
sition party which will embrace all shades of democratic opinion; that is
they&seek to ensnare the workers in a party organisation in which'genera1~‘~
social-democratic phrases prevail, while their particular interests are
_ kept hidden behind, and in which, for the sake of preserving the peace,
the -specific demands of the proletariat may not be presented. Such a -
unity would be to,their'advantage'alane and to the complete disadvantage
of the pr.oletariat'.g.. N ’ T ‘ - . - s

: " Instead of lowering‘themselves.to the level of an applandingvchorus»'
the workers, éndAabove'”allt“’thg'League, must work for the creation of -
an independent organisation'bf-the'workers' party, both secret and open’ . ©
alongside'the.official'democrats, and the League must aim to meke every.
.one of its communes & centre and nucleus of workers' associations in
which the position and interests of the proletariat can‘be‘discussed
free from bourgeois influenceess y - . -

.  Wpyring and after the struggle the workers must at every oppOrtunity?
put forward their own demands against those of the bourgeois democratSess
They must check in every way and as far as it is possible the vietory

. euphoria and enthusiasm for.the new situation which follow every success=-
ful street’battle,fuith-a'coolAand1co}d-blobdéd analysis of the situation | ,

:  .énd‘with nndisguised mistrust othhe‘newvgcverhment.‘

hlongside the¢new~of£icial:gove:nmghta they must simultaneously est-
gblish their own revolutionary~workers';governmentsg either in the form
of local executive committees and councils or through workers' clubs and
committees, so that from the very moment of victory the workers' susp=
icion must be directed no longer against the defeated reactionary party -
but against their former ‘ally, against the party which intends tg exploit
the ¢common victory for itselfeces ‘ o o IR,

" Their battle;cry~mﬁstzﬁé:f Thef?erﬁanentVRéiolutioﬁ". (March Address).

.»;J; .:1.‘.,¥: :;:  .“1' ; o KINNELL? December}lQSlf
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. LETTER ON THE MALVINAS WAR
Dear Comrades,

“Your articles and editorlals on the Malvinas- crisis

are a disappointment for a paper which claims to:-have some connection
with internationalism. To reply to some of your more contradictory,
muddled positions, tet me direct your attention to the following points
which, in my view, are necessary to counter the gross inversion of

'~ Marxism which you have espoused in dealing‘with,the Malvinas.

1. You say L that the British have been trying to get rid
of the Malvinas for years and are fighting merely to save face. This
step towards characterising Britain as a reluctant imperialist - as
is again suggested with regard to Ireland - is a ludicrous and clumsy
attempt to avoid the real character of the war, The psychology of ~the
imperialists has never been our criterla. As Trotsky states in "In
Defence of Marxism": "The entire forelgn policy of finance capital is
imperialist regardless of whether it be occupled at a given moment in
carrying out an annexation or in 'defending' Finland against annexat-
jon" (page 130, Pathfinder edn.). To claim that Britain has been try-
ing to get rid of the Malvinas glosses over the fact that Britain hag
been trying to achieve a semi-colonial deal with Argentina over the
Malvinas, which would give sovereignty. to Argentina, but guarantee
Britain's ecenomlc interests such as: oil prospecting; minerals,

territorial & strateglc rights in the Malvinas and Antarctlea. It 1s
preclsely because Argentina resisted such rights that Britain refused
to grant sovereignty. In short, Britain was seeking a Zimbabwe-type
deal which left its essential Interests intact. The war is not to
save face, but because Thatcher knows that if Argentina succeeds in
this war, it will spur on other oppressed natlons to retake their
stolen territories all over the world. It would be the thin end of
“the wedge. That 1s why Thatcher is making such an lssue out of it.

It is the fact that Argentina took the islands by force that makes
‘this a crucial issue for Thatcher and the imperlalists. A peacefully
negotiated, Zimbabwe-type semi-colontal deal would not have been a
problem because it would not have acted to spur on the anti-imperialist
struggle world-wide. Thatcher recognises, by her actlons, that the
invasion is, objectively, a threat to imperialism. I

2. You say in the same article that Marxists must fight in the camp
of the working class and... not in the camp of.either Thatcher or
Galtieri. This is totally mistaken. We must condemn Galtlerl not for
fighting the war, but for not conducting 1t zgzg%eggly_gngugn; for
being an inadequate leadership. We must give 100% support to the war
and encourage Trotskylsts in Argentina to play a leading role in the
war, the better to expose the sham nature of the Junta's antli-imperi-
alism, This implies, of courSei the maintenance of politlcal indepen-
dence., You continue: "Galtieri's invasion did not liberate anyone
from colonialism and imperialism". This is a statement that very con-
veniently forgets to place the present crisis in its historlcal and
social context. Instead, it rips the present crisls from its locatlon
in (literally) time and space, so that we see it purely from the here
& now - a blinkered view which sults the Thatcher-government very
nicely. The whole of the bloody cess-pool of imperialist history 1s
thus contemptuously dismissed with a wave of the hand. There are
quite a few embarrasing little 'details' from the past which the imp-

erialists would like to forget. Of course it is very difficult to
'l1iberate! an Argentine 'population' on the Malvinas, especlally

. when the islands were unceremonlously grabbed by the British invasion

in 18331 To eclaim that Galtieri's invasion did not liberate anyone
from colonialism, and not mention these historlcal facts is pure dls-
honesty - a dishonesty which suitd the rationale of Thatcher.

’ The facts that you conveniently omit are that the Malvinas were
n1iberated from colonialism" in the early 19th century when the

" United Provinces of the Rio de la Plata declared independence from '
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Spain., Tt was only decades later in 1833 that Britain suddenly dec-
ided to invade them. The claim on the islands by Argentina hag rem-
ained consistently since that time. Galtierl was only able to gain -
popularity by the invasion because the Argentines do actually regard
- the Malvinas as part of Argentina. This nationalism has a progressive
democratie content, precisely because of this history. Do we accept’
the right of a colonial pcwer to occupy territory on the other slde
~of the globe, install 1ts own population after having robbed 1t from
the democratic national movement of the creoles, and then declare
the settlers! rights of self-determination? (The Buenos Aires
creoles had claimed sovereignty over the Malvinas when they declared
independence from Spain in 1816, it should be remembered) .,

‘Tt is hecessary to stress that the Falkland Islanders are not
demanding self-determination; they are demanding to remain part of
the colonial power - Britain. In my view they are themselves an ,
enclave of the colonial power, despite being a tiny population. This
does not mean that they are in any way responsible for the historical
predicament in which they find themselves; nor_does it mean that
they are not entitled to stay on the islands., But, whether they real-
ise it or not, by opposing Argentina's sovereign%y, by wishing to
~ remain linked to the colonial power, they are implicitly upholding

‘and supporting imperialist interests in the area: oil; mineral, *
territorial & strategic interests.
To pretend that the Falklanders or the Brits could be unaware

of these conflicting interests, to pretend that the issue of sover-
‘eignty and control of the Falkiands/Malvinas can be divorced from
these economic (and podsibly strategic) interests, is to bury one's
head in the sand. The choice for the Falklanders is simple: either
stay, recognise Argentinlan sovereignty and fight the regime with the
Argentine working class, or leave and demand compensation from the
British government,who created the problem. (In my view, the revolut-
ifonary left in Britain should take up this demand). In no way can
 the present generatlon of Falklanders be held responsible for

the current crisis; but neither have they the right to veto what
is a matter of MMW-

3. To counterpose the correct demand for the expropriation of all
imperialist holdings in Argentina to the 1imited action over the
"Malvinas is ridiculous. Does that mean that we are opposed to demo-
‘ecracy in the Labour Party as fought for by the careerist, reformist
‘Benn, because he does not advocate the overthrow of capitalism? To
concentrate on the reactlonary motives of Galtieri in launching the
invasion as a justification for not supporting the legltimate terr-
itorial claims of Argentina, is to confuse the issue of imperialist |
oppression. The IWL {etter correctly cites the case of Brazil/Britain”
in the 30s, as being comparable to the present conflict. (Alan
Brookes'!s claim that somehow Varga's regime wasn't so 'nasty! as .
Galtieri's, 1s childish). The whole of the editorial line in S.0s
is infected by a non-Marxist ‘moral' abhorence of the repressive
Argentine regime. This understandable revulsion would seem to have
‘plinded the editors to 3 clinical assessment of the relations between
the .colonial powers and the 'Third World'; the relations between

 sountries has become obscured by a preoccupation with the internal

regimes (Thatcher's & Galtieri's).

4, You claim that the analogy with Treland or Palestine is not
valid, but do not justify your claim, saying merely that you would
not wish the Zionists or Protestants “the same fate that the Falk-
landers are likely to face under Galtieri's boot". As Trotsky polnts
out: "The policy of defeatism-1s not a punishment of a given governa
ment for this or that erime it has commlitted but a conclusion from
 the class relationships" (I.D.M. p. 176) . Your attitude again reveals
the preoccupation with moral revulsion against the political form -
diectatorship 1s evils tdemocracy' 1is goode
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Having blinded the reader with an issue which 1s emotive, but
entirely separate from the question, the article then fails %o
address itse 0 the central question raised by the IWL letter -
do the'Falklanders have the right of veto over the question of
sovereignty? Or do we not accept that it is the right of self-
determination of Argentina as a whole which should prevail?

5. You say that the Falklanders have neither "displaced anyone,
nor oppress any community". Firstly, the British robbed the islands
fron the Buenos Aires creoles in 1833; secondly, %o ‘the extent that
they deny Argentine sovereignty, the islanders are accomplices of
the oppressor colonial power which has claims on Argentine oil,
and mineral interests in the part of the Antarctic adjacent to
Argentina, and who claim the territory of the Falkland Islands
robbed from the creoles in 1833,

You further state that it is "not an issue of Argentine national
wnity", again as a bald, arrogant assertion with no attempt to
justify it. This is a scandalous attitude in an article replying
to a letter from Argentine comrades over a sensitive issue, In fact
the whole of the reply is rotten with arrogance and a cavalier
off-handedness - an attitude that nust have angered any Argentine
or Latin American reading it. The content is bad enough, but the
pompous way in which it was written is a disgrace,_particularly in
the present crisis,

6 Y%urvstatements about the invasion being "a reactionary war"
fly in the face of the anti-imperialist character of the war, the
completion of the 19th century war of liberation against colonialism.
Again as Trotsky points out, "The Marxist line of conduct in war is
not based on abstract moral or sentimental considerations but on
the social appraisal of a regime in its reciprocal relations with
other regimes" (IDM p.176). The relationship of Argentina is one of
dependency. That should be our starting point.

7. Your statement that it is a war between "two right-wing

governments both striving for self-assertion and prestige" is a
non-naterialist statement whichaﬁlosses over the actual material
interests outlined above. Capitalists do not fight over 'face!.

8, You also say that the working class cannot support "either
Geltierit's takeover or Thatcher's equally reactionary response".
This is a concession to pacifism, marxists nust give critical support
%o the Argentine invasion. (If the Dublin governnent invaded the
6 Counties would we remain neutral? - Certainly not, we would support
the move).

9., You say "Galtieri's invasion had nothing to do with any
supposed struggle against imperialism. On the contrary - his regord
shows hin to be a fiathful junior partner of imperialisn..." This
is again missing the point about imperialism. As was pointed out in
tThe Transitional Programme in Today's Class Struggle! gnd once
again in the 'Draft Platform' (July 1981), "... For specific and
limited tasks underxr certain conditions the proletaria? and poor
peasants can - without naking any concessions in their own demands -

wage a struggle jointly with sections of the tnational! bourgeoisie
against the imperialist enemy". (Even a seni-Bonapartist military
dictatorship is still only a forn of the national bourgeoisie). A
junior partner of imperialism Galtieri may well havebeen, but he
is hardly in tanden with British imperialism on this "specific and
linited task", is he ?

10. You further state that: "We must not hesitate to speak out
against the junta because of some nebulous fear that we thereby
t1ine up with the Tories and: imperialisn'."” This can only be the
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height of irresponsibility in the present jingoistic climate in
Britain. ' ’ ' ‘

It is a view which has nothing whatever to do with the tasks
of revolutionaries in an oppressor colonial power, It is an
invitation to exacerbate the problen of jingoism, not challenge
it. It is a catalogue of slanders against the Argentine national
struggle. Our task is not to echo the hypocritical cant of the
Thatcher government by whining about 'fascist dictatorships', but
to emphasise again and again the legitimacy of the Argentine case.

Anything short of this is at best opportunist fudging of the
 igsue, and at worst "lining up with the Tories and imperialisn",
This is not a nebulous fear, it is a very real actuality that

your line Treinforces the ideology of Thatcher. It also does little
%0 educate or challenge the blinkered pacifisnm of the Labour left,
which is probably even nore to the point. o

Tt is about time that you stopped tailinnding the pacifists
and led thése layers on a principled basis of defeat for Britain
and victory for Argentina. To call for revolutionary defeatisn
in Britain, as you do, is one thing, but if this is not coupled
- with the demand for 'Victory to Argentina', then there is an
implicit failure to meet, head on, the mssive chauvinism within
the working class generally, or the pacifisn of the CND/Labour
left in particular. The neutral "‘plague on both houses' is a
concession’ to this climate. '

CHRIS E.
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