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AGAINST NEUTRALITY ON THE FALKLANDS WAR

DEFEND ARGENTINA - NO CONFIDENCE IN GALTIERI

The present position of the movement on the Falklands war was
endorsed by a 20-16 vote on the National Committee on Sunday May 17th.
This vote overturned a 5-3 majority decision of the Executive Committee
a week earlier, The present majority NC mosition, which determines our
attitude to the Falklands war, is one of defeatism om both sides, linked
to demands for the withdrawal of Argentine troops from the Falklands
and self-determination for the 1500 islanders. The signatories to this
document consider these positions to be wrcng and damaging to the
WSL, the working class and the anti-imperialist masses.

There seems to be a lack of clarity as to what defeatism on both
‘sides mecans. "¢ have to be absolutely honest and say that it means
neutralitz in the military conflict between Britain and Argentina,
Contrary to the impression which may be given, to call for defeatism
in Britain does not imply a call for the victory of the Argentine
forces over Rritish forces. This has been clear on the EC and the NC,
There has been agreement on the call for the defeat of the British
forces but not by the Argentine forces.

Defeatism means the defeat of your own ruling class by the working
class. It means "the main enemy is at home", It means "British workers
and soldiers turn your guns on your own officers and ruling class",
because our own ruling class is an imperialist ruling class, That is a
basic Marxist position that we hold in all wars at any time which are
being waged by our own ruling class. The question is, what position do
we hold for the other side in the war, in this case Argentina? If
we hold, as we do, a revolutionary defeatish position for the Argentine
working class, then we are saying, "Both working classes defeat your
own ruling class; the outcome of the war is irrelevant; a victory for

;obe elde-would not be more progresaive than ths other". Ia other

' words, we ara neutral in the military conflict between the two state
powers, both in the final outcome and in particular battles or clashes.
This is often a correct position to hold., We would always hold it in
the case of a war between two imperialist powers, It would often be our
position in the case of a war between non-imperialist powers - like
Iran and Iraq. In the case of a war between a major imperialist power
and a non-imperialist power, however, it can be fundamentally wrong.
It even questions whether we would favour the defeat of the DBritish
forces by the Argentine forces if it happened. At the NC, Comrade
Carolan could not decide which would be worst - a British or an
Argentine victory!

Such a position of neutrality reflects in part the very different
material conditions prevailing at present in Britain as against those
facing the Argentine workers. In Britain of course there is no con-
scription, no danger of air strikes at our mainland, no cnemy fleet
cruising 12 miles off the coast threatening to attack any ship or
aircraft which ventures out of port, and no overt austcrity measures,

Conditions in Argentina are very different. The working class
cannot escape from the fact that their country is under attack. The
whole male population has been conscripted; and there is a foreign,
imperialist navy offshore with guns and missiles trained on Argentine
targets. The imperialist response to Galtieri's adventure in invading
the Malvinas has in turn triggered a wave of anti-imperialist militancy.
In the mass mobilisations on the streects can be seen the most advanced,
class conscious elements in the Argentine workers' movement, exploiting
the opening in the repression to put forward the slogan "Malvinas
yes - Galtieri notin '

It is in this context that every major current of Trotskyism, with
the exception of the WSL, the Sparts and a handful of (North Europecan)
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USFI people, has concluded that the war creates conditions to raise
the consciousness of the Argentine working class and develop the
struggle against impcerialism. The closer we get to Latin America,

the morec unanimous are political tendencies that a victory for
Argentina would create better conditions for the struggle to oust
Galtieri and the junta. Yet from England, the "SL majority tells them
all that they are wrong.

Indeed, since the majority position suggests - at least implicitly
- that the cause of the Argentine workers might be better served by a
military victory of British impcrialism than by an Argentine victory,
it is worth looking a little more closely at this scenario. Would a
defeat for Galtieri precipitate a resurgence of workers® militancy in
Argentina, a resumption of the mass action which pushed Galtieri
into his initial invasion, a produce a hcightened confidence among
workers of their ability to topple the imperialist-backed junta which
has so savagely repressed them?

This might be argued to be the case were it true that the predomi-
nant mood among thc workers was hostility to the war, But all the
signs are that the workers identify with the fight against British
imperialism. They would rcgard a sctback in that war as a setback
for them. We have no reason to presume at present that under the
blows of such a sctback the working class - which had not been strong
enough previously to topple the junta - will suddenly find renewed
strength., Indeed a beaten and isolated Galtieri could even seek ways
to utilisc such a situation to rally '"national unity® in a beleaguercd
Argentina, and implant the Malvinas diversion as a central obstacle
to further moves of the working class.

Outside Argentina the masces of Latin America would witnems a

bloody .setback infilicsed upon & WhHole nation by imperifatist armeds---

force. We cannot precisely 'quantify' such a blow to the consciousness
of the msses: but it would certainly shape the tpinking and thus the
actions of those in struggle against iuperialist control.

To stand for the defence of Argentina in the war does not imply,
of course, support for the blood-drenched military junta. It means
standing with an oppressed nation against an oppressor. The government
of the day in the opprcssed nation is an important issuc which we
have to address ourselves to, but it is secondary to the struggle
against imperialism. The very clear position argucd by Trotsky on th;s
is well worth reveating for comrades who still may not be familiar with
it

On Brazil:

"In the countries of Latin America the agents of t'democratic!
imperialism are especially dangerous, since they are more 9apable
of fooling the masses than the open agents of fascist bandits. I
will take the most simple and obvious cxample. In Drazil there now

" reigns a semifascist regime that cevery revolutionary can only view
with hatred. Let us assume, however, that on the morrow England
enters into a military conflict with Brazil. I ask you on whose
side of the conflict will the working class be? I will answer for
myself personally - in this case I will be on the side of ffascist?
Brazil against 'democratic’ Great Pritain. Why? BRecause in the
conflict between them it will not be a question of democracy or
fascism. If Epgland should be victorious, she will put another.
fascist in Rio de Janeiro and will place doublt chains on Brazil.
If Brazil on thc contrary should be victorious, it will give a
mighty impulsc to national and democratic consciousnesg of the .
country and will lcad to thc overthrow of the Vargas dictatorship.
The &feat of England will at the samc time deliver a blow to
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British imperialism and will give an impulse to the revolutionary

movement of the British proletariat, Truly, one must have an

empty head to reduce world antagonisms and military conflicts to

the struggle betwecn fascism and democracy. Under all masks one

must know how to distinguish exploiters, slave-owners and robbersim®
(Writings 38-39, p.34)

Om China: When China was feced with invasion from Imperialist Japan,
Trotsky had to polcmicz®sc against a falsc position argucd by scctarian
forces (including somc in the Chinese section). Their position was
this: Since Chiang Kai-Shek is reactionary, a war fought in dufcnce
against the Japanese inp rialists under his lcadership was therefore
also reactionary. In arguing their defeatism, the scctarians said:
"The only salvation of the workcrs and peasants of China is to struggle
independently against the two armies". Faced with a situation of a
real military convlict betwcen a non-imperialist country against an
imperialist invasion, Trotsky defined the sectarian position in this
way: "Fo speak of ‘revolutionary dcfecatisn® in general without dis-
tinguishing between exploiter and exploited countries, is to make

a miserable caricature of Bolshcvism . . . If Japan is an imperialist

country, and if China is the victim of imperialism, we favour

China. Japanese patriotism is the hideous mask of world-wide

robbery. Chinesc patriotism is legitimate and progressive,"

Trotsky was not unaware of theo rcactionary nature of thc¢ Chinesec
regime: "Chiang Kai-Shck is the executioncr of the Chinese workers
and peasants, But today hc is forced, despite himsclf, to struggle
against Japan", "(it is) the duty ¢f all workers organisations of
Chinz to participate actively and in the front lines e « o« Wwithout
abandoning for a single moment their own program and independent
activity . . . To be ablc to replace him (Chiang) it is necessary
to gain decisive influence among the proletariat and in the army,
and to do this it is necessary, not to remain suspended in the air,
but to place oneself in the midst of the struggle. We must win
influgnce and prestige in the military strugglc against the foreign

~invasion /Mrotsky uscs the word 'invasion' because he is rcferring
to an invasion, on Brazil he tallks about 'military conflict:? and in
the political strugglec against the wcaknesses, the deficiencics,

the internal betrayal. At a certain point, which we cannot fix in

advance, this political opposition can and must be transformcd

into armed conflict since the civil war, like war generally, is

nothing more than the continuation of the political struggle., It

necessnry however to know when and how to transform political
opposition into armed insurrection . . . To participate actively
and consciously in the war does not mean to 'serve Chiang Kai-Shek!?
but to serve the independence of a colonial country in spite of

Chiang Kai-Shek « . . In participating in the military strugglc

under the orders of Chiang Kai-Shek, since unfortunatcly it is he

who has the command in the war for independence - to preparc
politically the overthrow of Chiang Kai-Shek . . . that is the
only revolutionary policy."

(On Chinas Ppe. 567'571)

6n Mexico:

"Thus, in a conflict betwecen the o0il kings and their executive
committec, which is the democratic government of Great Britain,
the class conscious proletariat of the world sides wholly with
Mexico.™

(Writings 38-3G, p.64)

On Tunisia:
"We shall not dwell on the fact that in the event of a national

war waged by the Bey of Tunis against France, program would be on

the side of the barbarian monarch.,"
(Writings 38-39, p.66)
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... That very clear quotec, where Trotsky is talking about a regime
worse than Galticri, has not becn adequatcly refuted by the comrades
on the NC majority. They tackle it in two ways. First, they question
whether Argentina is in fact a non-impcrialist power, and define 1t as
Ngub-imperialist®, Seccndly, they say that Trotsky®s position would
only apply in the case of «x invasion of the Argcntine mainland aimed
at‘the conquest and military suppression of Argentina. (Something
~which is absolutcly inconccivable), But these two positions are
coptrgdictory. The first backs up an oftcn-oxpressed view of the NC
mggorlty comrades that Argentina is a middle-ranking capitalist power
little diffcrent to Britain. The sccond says that in the event of a war
of conquest against Argcntina it would be regarded as fundamentally
diffcrent and Trotsky's view would apply.

. The NC majority say that they would support Argentina in a war against
imperialism only i7 national liberation was involved. And national
liberation is defincd to mcan only the strugglc to romove, or defend
against direct imperialist rule through conquest. What the comrades

have done is to definc national liberation and war in such a way that
they will ncver be called upon to defend Argentina.

But the facts arc that Argentina is subj.ct to national domination
by inipcrialism, National rights arc involved - thc right of a non-
imperialist nation to rccover what it thinks is its property from
imperialism, without having to face attack and discipline from the
" military force of imperialism. Argentinz is a non-imperialist dependent
state. And it is at war, in defence against imperialist attack.

The majority comrades arguc at great length, and place great score,
as to whether we have changed our position or not (although they would
be bettor discussing whether we are right or wrong rather than if
we have changed)., There have certainly becen mistakes since April 2nd
bty a majority of comrades on both the ™C and the OC. The estimations
of the wor by the majority (not thc majority as it now stands) have
varied between trcating it as a joke to a consistent undercstimation
of its. significance., At the first OC mecting after April 2nd, comrade
Carolan argucd zgainst discussing the adoption of a position on the
task force on the basis that it w=s "a joko™M. From then until the
first bombing of Port Stanley airstrip, a majority view held that the
most likely outcomc would be military intimidation to back up diplo-
matic moves limiting wilitary action to igkirmishesW, Pressurc for this
camc from the OC comrades who now form the NC majority, and was
undoubtedly influenced by a desire to mould events to fit their view
that Sritish imperialism hardly exists and is certainly .» longer a
significant force in the world.

A third strand of argument, recurrent in comradec Carolan'’s document,
is to brand the anti-impcurialist sobilisation of workers in Argentina -
or ¢ven Latin America as a whole - as no nore than "chauvinism™,

Those who call for defence of Apgentina arc likencd to the social
patriotic traitors of 1914, This position yct agran obliterates any
distinction betwcen the status of imperialist Britailn and dependent,
non-impcerialist Argentina. And it ignorcs the very rcal contradictions
within thc mobilisation of the masses that has followcd the -esaalation
of the war, The hundrcds of thousands of workers on the streets are
denounced in one lump as Wchauvinists® - thus dismissing any prospect
of devecloping the anti-impe:ialist dynamic of this movement in the
direction of the overthrow of the necarcst clemcnt of imperialist
control - the junta itself, Tc make thceritualistic calls of the majority
comrades for the arming of the workcers, expropriation of imperialist
holdings and overthrow of naltieri a reality, it is nccessary to find
a point of connection with the most advanced workers. That connection
is plain only from the standpoint of defcending Argentina against
imperialism - combined with the exposurc and political strugglec against
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Galtierits junta.

On April 8th the EC met a few hours beforc the opening of the TILC
meecting to discuss, amongst othcr things, an attitude towards the
Falklands situation. A draf by comrade Kinnell was agreed with five
cormrades-in attendance. When we arrived-at the TILC meeting, the draft
was obviously inadequate, the comrades from the other groups wanting
an in-depth discussion on the Falklands,..A.new draft was produced by
comrade Cunlirfe which elaborated the position more,; removed self-
determination of thc islanders from point 1 to a lower position, and
introduced a paragraph calling for thc defcnce of Argentina in the
event of an-fall out war"W: "hile recognising that the prescnt conflict
is restricted to the Falklands issue, in the event of a full-scale war
<betveen Britain and Argentina we would be unequivocally for the defence
of Argentina,®

(Comrade Carolan now invokcs the first sentence to nullify the
paragraph, but that was not the intention of comrade Cunliffe, who
wrote it, and since any war and any scale of action which arises out
of this will remain an issue "over the Falklands", it is obviously a
ridiculous interpretation.)

This paragraph is important; because although we may disagrec now
over what constitutes an all-out war, the paragrah clcarly shows
that the resolution saw a war between Britain and Argcecntina as somothin
different to an inter-imperialist war, It rccognised that a stage o

could arise when we would have to d-fend Argentina and made provisions
for it, Why was it agrced so easily then and disputed now? One can
only conclude that the comrades have eithcer changed their position on
it, or that they ngrced to the formulation safe behind their assess-
ment that the war would never reach this stage, and the question of
invoking the clause would never arise. RPut what has changed?

If the n=ature and stage of devclopment of Argentine capitalism
and the decline of British imperialism invalidates a comparison with
Trotsky's views (quoted above) now, thcn the same was the case on
April 9th at the TILC meeting, If the view that Argentina and Britain
are similar middlc-ranking capitalist statcs is right now, it wvas
right then. The view of course docs not hold. Militarily there is no
comparisoun. Argentina is economically dependent on imperialism, mainly
US imperialism. Like most of Latin America, it is a producer of primary
commodities, in its case gr in and beef, for export. Argentine private
industry is heavily depcndent on forcign, mostly US, investment, and
the state industries and services a. > heavily depcndent on vast loans
from foreign banks rcsulting in the current huge debts. ‘

"Despite this, Argentina is sccond only tc Brazil in economic
development in Latin America. But this is still a long way behind the
imperialist countries., Intercontinental Prcss uses a useful comparison
with Canada to make this point (May 3rd 82, p.367):

Argentina Canada

Population .vvvvvveeeeneenens 27,300,000 23,940,000
% UTDAN veeeecernnnncennnoeee 72% ?75.5%
Gross domestic product ...... £61.5 billion g245,8 billion
Imports ceec-veceeocencnceees 6.7 billion g62.6 billion
EXPOrts seeeeececescoosnceaes $B7.8 billion F67.5 billion
Electricity produced (kw hrs) 29.05 billion 335,71 billion
Crude stecl produced (metric :

o tons) ..... 3.2 million 16,1 million
Autos 1in US€ .ieeevcecceeeos.. 2.03 million 9.02 million
Autos manufactured s.ecv..... 135,000 1.14 million

Trucks manufactured ......... . 45,480 610,800
' . (continued)
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Argentina Canada *

Rail freizght (net ton B .

equals Ki1) seeseeesesses 10.37 billion 215,%5 billion -
Beef produced (metric '

tons) seeeeees 3.19 million 1.06 million

TCLEePNONES suessessssesees 2.6 million 14.5 million
5-19-year-olds in school  59% 76%
Infant mortality (per

1000 born 2live) e.eeee 59.0 2ol

(With the car production figures, Argentina is equivaicnt to 2
tracks in Cowley and Canada is equivalent to BL before Edwardes).

The Telcgraph City Cowmcnt of May 18th gave some intercsting figures
on recent Western bank lcans to Latin Amcrican countrics (which should
be secn in rclationship to GNP):

"Since the Falklands crisis, international banks have been
taking a hard look at the extent of their involvement in loans not
only to Argentina, but to the whole of Latin America, with the rcsult
that many have begun to regret their past gencrosity. The latcst
figurcs from the Bank for Interaational Settlements make 1t casicer
to understand why, The bank, which monitors offshorc lending by
international banks, reveals that Latin Amcrica continucd to attract
the 'lion's share! of new bank loans right up until the end of last
year. ‘

"In the fourth quarter of 1981, international banks lent an extra
$17,000 million to devcloping countrics. Of that, ncarly F12,000
million went to Latin America. Mexico alonc borrowcd an additional
£5,400 million while Brazil took $4,200 million worth of new loans,
Argentina, though, loss avid for new moncy, borrowed an cxtra
71,300 million. The BIS figures also show that at the last count,
banks had a total of $182,000 million out on loan to Latin America,
Against that, dcposits from thc arca, which are scen as the first
linc of defonce in the cvent of payment problems, amounted to just
g58,000 million.™

So, if thc objection based on Argentinc econocinic deveclopment is not
valid, has the war rc.ached the stage of an all-out war? It is ccrtainly
true that such a stage was ncver adequately defined at the TILC
meeting. In debate, views wcre exprcssed that this stagc would cone
in the event of an attack on the Argentine nmainland, This was plainly
inadequate, and has to bc rcassessed in the light of the unfolcing of
real events. A full-scalc war involving the destruction of most of the
Argentine navy and air force and much of its army could conceivably
take place without evecr involving the Argentinc mainland. It would be
‘a false distinction to hnld a ncutral position on =2 bloody war raging
between Apgentine state power and British imperialism in the South
Atlantic and the Falklands and switch to the defence of Apgentina only
in the cvent of air strikes on mainland bases which would be 2 part of
the same war,

Already British forccs are operating on thc Argentine mainland,
preparing military opcrations against bascs and instalations. Where
do we stand on thesc? Do we defend Argentina against them whilst
remaining neutral in battles with the ships which landed them there?

In the first stages, when the task forcc was dispatched, 1t was not
at all clear that Thatcher would be rreparcd to laurch a war 1f
diplomntic efforts failed. Thc South Georgia opcration was conducted ;
without bloodshcd and the officers invited to dinner afterwards. It 4
changed with thc bombing of Port Stanlcey airstrip, the ginking of the //
Belgrano and thce Shefficld, the shooting down of aircraft and the
cxteonsion of the total exclusion zonc to cover the whole of the Sout’ /
Atlantic up to 12 milces of the Argentinc coast, preventing Argentir
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the paramcters of the situation we arc dealing with. In other words,

cdn Victn~: and Korla. 'hat Thntcher neans ie law and ¢ricr 2y defined
-and dinterproted by inperinlisn. The ii.plicntidns of thig are that the
outecoi.c of the war will have a profound ¢ffcect on the world political

7.
ships from leaving port. At the same timc the size of the task.force
was doubled and the number of troops at sca trebled. The decision had
been taken to go to war., :

Whatever assessment we had made of the previous p<riod, and whether
we had been right or wrong in our assessment of Thatcher's intentions

and the probable coursc of ¢vents, all becamc irreclevant. It was now

in our opinion an undecclarcd war and should be trecated as such. On
th=t basis we proposcd at thc ®BC on May 16th to change our attitude

to the war in linc with thc contingency agrccd in the TILC resolution,
and switch to a dcfence of Argentina position.

This dots pot alter our asscssment of Galtieri's motives in his
invasion of the Falklands., It w-s to hcad off a confrontation with the
powerful Argcntine working class and thereforc cntirely reactionary.
Galticri's anti-imperialism is phoney because he rests on imperialism,
He wanted to invoke the strong anti-colonialist and anti-imperialist
sentiuent in the Argentince working class for his own cnds, But he
clearly miscalculated the responsc of British impcrialism, which saw
in it a threat to its authority and an opportunity to rcestablish
sorte of thc past glory of British impcerialism, and establish a position
where the forces of British imporialism has a record of military
intervention far beyond Ircland. Galticri's problem was that he could
not stand against thc British assault without bringing forward the
Argentine working class and inflaming the strong and progressive
anti-imperialist sentiments, somcthing which could dig his grave at a
later stage.

Nor does it alter the rights or wrongs of the¢ Argentine claim of
sovercignty rights over the Falklands. We cannot ignorec the fact that
the Falklands werc taken by force fron Argciatina as part of Britain's
pclicy of colonial cxpansion. We rccognisc that they werc used by
3ritain as a naval basc to guard thc passage from the Pacific to the
Atlantic ocean, but if thc scttlers werc a distinct and viable community
and wcre asking for self-determination, we would support them,
Geographical or historical arguments would not apply. Put they arc not
asking for self-determination. They arc militantly pro-impcrialist and
determined to stay that way. On top of this, they are a population, as
was said at the NC, the size of 3 strccts in Islington, and declining
all the time. A third of thcim aro there simply because they arc erployed
by Coalite Co. who run the place likc a company cncampment, Obviously
thelr views and fears arc a consideration and could be decisive under
different conditions. But we cannot subordinate the world political
situation to the Falkland scttlcrs and give them an imperialist voto.

To do so would ignore the class politics involved.

We cannot allow 2 reflexive bias towards self-determination a2s an
answer to all questions to allow us to subordinate the international
class issucs involved in the Falklands war, It is the intcrnational
struggle against imperialism which should come first for us now it has
reached this stagc,

As comrade Morrow makces clear in his document, the war has changed

the international dimension beeomes paramount. Britain is doing what
the USA has becn unablc to do in any real way since the Vietnam war, to
impose its will on 2 non-impcrialist powcr, It is indecd a war of
imperialist authority. The i ~iDh plank of Thatchor is'that ' Britain is
nov upholding intcernational law and osrder ~n US impcerinlisn clnined

cituntion aftorwnards, A victory for Pritain would incrcasc the confidence
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of world impcerialism in using military force, and would begin to
establish thc use of military forec ngainst non-impcrialist nations as
the norm, #Whilst a defcat for Britain would deny the imperialists of
such a boost and cmphasise their inability to usc force successfully.

- Neither is it just a wmatter.of British impcerialism. US imperialism,
which hesitatced for wecks, has now comc down on the side of Rritain.
Like Thatcher, Reagan would prefer a negotiated scttlcment on Britain's
terms forced on Argentina by military threats and intimidation. But
§ince this is not possiblec, with the junta cought between British
imperialism and the anti-impcrialist sentiments of the powerful
Argcntine working class, Reagan wos forced to openly state his position.
The USA is now clcarly backing Thatcher with considerablc military aid.
Fuel supplics for ship and in-flight refuclling is now readily avail~able
to thc task force. Sophisticatcd radar cover is now being supplied
to thc extent of a specinally launched 'Rig Pird' spy satcllit: orbiting
constantly over thce South Atlantic. Therce is no doubt that an unlimited
amount of combat and logistical cquipment will be nade availlable to
Britain from thc USA as ~nd when it beconcs neccssary, (Only a persis-
tent anti-war fecling at homc has provented Reagan from carrying out
similar adventurcs of his own.) To back this up thecy arc also trying
to use the EEC as a pro-impcrialist political block.

The cscalating military conflict to war proportions put an end to
Haig's medirtion and Reagan's prevarication, Though their overall
interests arc by no means identical, thc USA's dccision to back Britain
was bascd on tho asscssmont that this would best scrve its world
intercsts. The risk of severc disruption of tho USA's rclationship with
the South Amcrican states, through undermining the Rio Treaty, OAS ctc.,
were rogarded by the US government as loss dainging than weakoning
links with Wcstorn Furopean NATO states and thelr common anti-USSR
c¢cold war policics,

For us to call for the withdrawal of the Argentinc troops from the
Falklands, which thc NC majority comradcs vehemently argue for, and
about which comrade Kinncll has self-criticised hic husitation 2t the
EC, undcr thesc conditions 1is incredible. To do that now the war has
startcd would handThatch.r = massive victory on a plate, particularly
if the invasion of the islands had started and a2 land war wWas taking
placc, (Neither is it parochial to say that such a demand for with-
drawal if carricd out would rcsult in anothcr Tory government with &
massive majority, sincc it would be an cvent of world significance).

For British Trotskyists to call for the withdrawal of Argcntince
troops is thus doubly unaccceptable. But of coursc this docs ncot nmcan
that the issuc is not a perfoctly logitimnte question for debate
within the Argentine workers® movement,; as part of a strugglc which
shoukd c.ontrc around thc slogans "Defind Argentina: NO Confidcence in
Galticri®™, Th. linc of argumcnt would thocn be obvious:

1) Argcntina is under attack and must bo dofended against imperi-
alism, . )

2) But who is bcst placed to dcefend Argoentina? The Galticri junta,
hatchct men of imperialism, whose crazy diversionary adventure started
a war over a side issuc instcad of over the cxpropriation of imperi-
alist holdings? Thc Gnlticri junta,; who sunt young conseripts into the
invasion with ordcrs not to shoot back; who still chrink from any
broak with imncriaiism; who kceep thousands of militants in their
prisons? Or thc workers rovemont, organiscd in detachments to arivc
off the imperialist aggressors and scize their real bulwarks in Argen-
tina - thcir factorics, banks and land? :

3) The workcrs hove boen placcd under conscription - 1ct the unions
now organisec thc arming and training of their members in indcpendent
workcrs' detachments, Lot the rank and file goldicrs organisc their:
own comnittecs, and clect officcrs 1in whort=thcy hzve confidcnco to

e .m'u-ua‘
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wage the struggle against imperialism! Down with tho officer clite;
down with the Galticri juntal :

4) Argentint workcers have no interest in thoe armcd occupation of
the Falklands against the wishes of thce population - most of whom arc
exploitcd workers. But in thc proscnt conditions it would ke worsc for
the masscts of Latin Amcrica as a wnobe if we were to concode a victory
to armed impcrinlist aggression., A withdrawal of impcrialist forces
is the precondition for thoe Argoentinc workcers' movencent to take up the
issue¢ of tho'rightu of thce Falkland islandcrs as part of the fight on
cvery level for democratic rights and the overthrow of the Galticri
junta.

We all agrcc of coursc about the main slogans for our work in the
labour ﬁOVvquut in Britain. Stop the war - bring back the flcet - but
it would bc absolutcly astounding if we didnt, since we can get
agreeuent right across the 1le¢ft on that., "¢ also agrcc that thesc
slogans, not "Victory to Argentina®™, would bc the thrust of our propa-
ganda work, But wc hnvc to have 2 political basis behind the slogens
which we arguc in dctzil, There we shouid arguc for the defence of
Argentina,

The NC majority comrades aggue that a ncutral position on the war
gives ‘us an adequate or cveh better basis for our anti-war work in
Britain® Ccrtﬂlnly a dcfuatist'position is not nccessarily a ha andicap.
But therc is nlso a danger that it dan be, there is a danger that a
neutral p001t10n will takc the cdge off our campaign. In fact we would
arguec it alruady has. Certainly prior to the NC on May 26th, our record
was very bad against the IMG and the CP (and wc sy that with the
knowlcdge that IMG-baiting is becoming 2n incrceasing problem on the NC),
taking into account of course the CP's pacifist pro-UN position.

It was also argued thnt a victory of the Argentine forcces would
strongthen the junta and would thercfore be negative, There arc two
points about this. Firstly, since thc war is now a major world issuc,
and its outcome will affcct the relationship of class forces on a world
scalc, the strengthening or weakening of the junta could not be a
detcrmining factor, But sccondly, it would not necessarily strcengthen
the junta in the long or wmcdium term. Whilst it is not truc to say that
Argcntina is sub-impprinljst the junta doces of coursc rest entircly
on impcrialism, Military juntas in non-imperinlist countrics arc the
stooges of imperialism, Like o foreman's rclationship to an cmployer,
or a licutcnant's rolationship to the generals., Therefore if imperialism
is weakenced, as in the cvent of a British defoat by Argentina, the
depcendent military dictatorship must ultimatuly be weakencd, and Galticri
would face that situation under conditions wherc the Arguntinc working
class would bec definitively strengthencd by the military victory.

smith
Joncs
Cuniiffec
Levy
Morrow
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The following is thc resolution agrecd by the EC on May 9th. gyt

roewerscd by thc NC on May I6th. :

1.
2.
3.
k.

6.
7.

We rotain our position on forcing the withdrawdl of the Fritish flect
and campaign for thc disruption of the war cffort.

The Falklands conflict has now gonc beyond issucs of sovercignty and
sclf-deterninntion,

The struggle has now beconc an anti-imperialist war with EEC/NATO,

US and Japan 211 lincd up against Argentina, .

The bombing of Port Stanlcey, the sinking of the Belgrano and

Shefficld, the declaration of the 12-milc limit represcnt a decisive

cecalation in the situation of undcclarcd war, . .

The central part of our position must be for the defeat of British
imperialism and the victory of the Argentinc forces. '

We rotain our asscssment of the basis of the invasion by Galticri.
We drop our call for the withdrawal of Argentince troops.

We. are appealing to the comradcs who support the general line of ths
documcnt,particularly the conclusions which arc sunmariscd in the EC
motion which was reversed by the NC,to join the tendcncy which wc hawe
dcelared on this issuc. The purpesc of the tcndency will be solcly and
exclusively to argue and organise with a vicw to changing the current

line of the movemcnt on the Falklands/Argentina war,
e e T o e -

B I .




