i
.

s

7

i
7

-

.
.
L

o
-




‘nternational

A journal of Marxism in the Labour Party
No. 6 September/October 1986

CONTENTS

UPFRONTYT
1 Editorial 2 Symposium 3 US

warmongering 4 Labour
and Ireland

How the ri?ht fought back
~ Phil Hearse

Still here, still fighting
Tony Benn interviewed

Apartheid’s continuing crisis
Charlie von Gelderen

14 -

What future for women under Labour
Barbara Green

5

Printworkers fight on
Jude Arkwrignt

17 -24

Trotsky: photo supplement

25

Nicaragua’s agrarian reform
Stuart Piper

Robinson sets the pace
Francis Devine

New series: No 6 3 3
Published by International .
PO Box 503, Tondon N1 1Y Troubled tories
B Jean Baker & Jane Wells
Design by Spencers (TU) Lud,
[.ondon I:C1 . 3 5 .
Printed by Fast Eand Oftset (TU) Lad, Brookside: the rape and the ratings
[ondon 153 Jane Wells

Il(\,llzt]:;l] llw\( :(llh.n'.mcr Typesetting (TU) Lad, - - 'iEVIEws—

37 Shootdown GrahamRichards 38 Revisionism
revisited Julian Atkinson 39 The artful
Hoxha Michelelee 40 YellowEarth Gill
Cover photor Andrew Moore/Reflex I:EG 41 Rosa CQLI’] Sm”h

ISSN 0308 3217




ONE

No consensus with the bosses

THIS YEAR’S TUC conference set the agenda for a
Labour government committed to austerity. In
his speech to the conference, Neil Kinnock said
two things to the captains of industry and their
fund managers in the city.

First, they have nothing to fear from a
possible future majority Labour government.
Secondly, the Labour leadership has wholehear-
tedly embraced ‘consensus’ as the framework for
policy-making whether or not Labour win an
overall majority. The message for the rest of us
was blunt: austerity, hard work and more
austerity.

Is this really the way to persuade the anti-
Tory voter to positively vote Labour rather than
for the SDP/Liberal Alliance? Surely the drive for
consensus, unity of the nation and the rejection
of extremists on both sides has been most
consistently represented by Steel and Owen?

True, there is a commitment to the creation of
one million jobs in two years. But this depends on
us not daring to ask for more. In addition to
junking the traditional commmitment to full
employment, also junked are demands for rena-
tionalisation, repatriation of capital and nation-
alisation of the wealth of the financial in-
stitutions. This is giving a free rein to the
managers of public services and industry — all of
whom owe their positions to Thatcher and have
faithfully done her bidding.

Congress’ decision in favour of a legal
minimum wage was equally inadequate. lts
implementation will follow the creation of those
one million jobs. The actual figure will be set only
after Labour has sat down with the bosses and
the TUC in the ‘National Economic Assessment.”
So, perhaps in three years time a part time
clearner must take her firm to the Low Pay Court.
Would she risk victimisation? Would she risk her
job? Should she rely on the Low Pay tribunal to
rule in her favour anymore than it has been
advisable to rely on the Equal Pay or Unfair
Dismissal tribunals to date?

A very low figure of £80 has been mooted. In
a period of recession with the unions severly
weakened the employers will either cut the take
home wages of weaker sections or cut jobs or
both. The TUC and Labour leaders have made it
clear that they will oppose anyone paid more
than such a figure taking action over pay. After
all ‘one person’s pay rise is another person’s
job.” Remember that. This version of a statutory
minimumis no lessthan abaseline for anincomes
policy.

Prevarication over job creation and low pay
is in contrast to the leadership’s resolute firmness
over trade union legislation. The introduction of
statutory rights to secret balloting before strikes
and for the election of national executives are a
massive extension of ruling class interference in
the unions. These measures — which are much

worse than ‘In Place of Strife’ — greatly stren-
gthen the bureaucrats against the democratic-
ally elected stewards and activists. They find the
trade union and labour leaders faithfully echo-
ing the two main lessons the bosses want to
hammer home from the defeat of the miners’
strike. Strikes don’t work and “‘extra-parliamen-
tary’ activists advocating collective class action
are indeed the ‘enemy within’ — the ‘saloon bar
revolutionaries’.

In attacking collective class action these
measures attack socialism. They setin motion yet
another conveyor belt of liberal, individualistic
ideas into the labour movement. The ‘new rights’
referred to are apparently collective but are in
fact those of the individual who must have them
guaranteed by the state and defended by in-
dividual secret ballot. They are not to be
guaranteed by strong collective organisation at
work and defended by collective action. It is
classic liberalism. The boss and the individual
worker are equals before the law. Tell that to the
miners!

The leadership and programme being off-
ered by the Kinnockite majority is the chief
obstacle to fighting back against the bosses’
offensive. They propose consensus with the very
bosses who have thrown four million on the dole.
With these ‘allies’ they propose to stabilise the
present situation and then to introduce with
infinite slowness ¢ smidgeon of reflation.

But this project is built on sand. It is not
acceptable to the owners of capital (except in the
immediate pre-election period). With an election
due and Labour coming to heel there will be a
very short respite in their frontal offensive
before relaunching big new attacks. The bosses
must claw back more and yet more of what they
regard as the ‘giveaways’ of welfarism, high
employment and reasonable wages. It will take
just one little economic squall after the election of
a Labour government to blow even Kinnock’s
pathetic promise of one million jobs off course.

Kinnock’s political project will breed further
demoralisation paving the way for governments
to the right of Thatcher’s. It will stimulate the
growth of far right forces in society as racism,
sexism and other divisions in the class deepen. It
is a recipe for the disunity of the class not the
unity we heard bellowed in Brighton.

Not that the Kinnockites have no differences
with full-blown new realists like Hammond.
While the spectre of the miners’ strike still haunts
Congress House and Walworth Road, however,
the centre and sections of the left will continue to
huddle for warmth around Kinnock temporarily
moderating Hammonds approach. At this year’s
TUC, the trade union bureaucracy tried — quite
successfully — to set the seal on the miners’
defeat.
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A weekend of debates and discussions

organised by International magazine.

7-19 October 1986
Kingsway Princeton College,
Sidmouth Sureer,
London WCl
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SPEAKERS INCLUDE: ® Ernest Mandel ® Hilary Wainwright @ John Palmer @ Jane Kelly
@ Valerie Couitas ® Dany Ahrens @ Joy Hurcombe ® Tariq Ali ® Robin Blackburn @ Patrick Camillier
® Gus Fagan @ Branka Margas ® Jeremy Corbyn MP @ Alan Thornett ® Gunter Minnerup @ Oliver MacDonald
® Erica Flegg ® and speakers from Europe including the Green movement, the Danish left socialists and SOS racisme.
PLUS FILMS, VIDEOS, BOOKSHOPS, CAMPAIGN STALLS

Creche provided. Places must be booked in udvance.
Booked as a conference with Britsh Rail.

The cost of a ticket for the entire weckend is £7 (i for unwaged).

Please write for further information on day sessions.
For programme and further details please send to: Sympeosium. PO Box 503, London N1 1Y

A socialist alternative in Europe

THAT'S THE theme of the first
International Symposium to
be held in London’s Princeton
Kingsway College on 17-19
October. The event will try to
break new ground indrawing
together experiences from a
wide variety of European
countries in discussing how to
construct an alternative to the
oerceived failure of social
democratic governments in
and out of power in the last
decade.

The task is an urgent one
for British socialists. Those on

the left like Tony Benn and
Eric Heffer have correctly
drawn attention to the right-
ward drift of the Labour lead-
ership in the approach to the
next election. Others have
pointed out that Kinnock’s
‘democratic socialist’
approach has resulted in the
evaculation of pro-working
class policies when applied in
France and the Spanish state.
But what is still lacking is the
sort of constructive critique of
these experiences that can
lead to the building of an

alternative which is credible
among hundreds of
thousands, let alone millions,
of working class people.
Such an alternative must
take into account centrally the
pan-European dimension of
this crisis of traditional work-
ing class politics. Since the
end of the 1970s the peace
movement has not only posed
the possibility of a united
European-wide movement,
but also the aspiration of a
united Europe without im-
perialist bases, a Europe

which dispenses with the
post-war division that has
shaped politics so pro-
foundly.

Itis also incumbent on Mar-
xists to fully evaluate the
growth and development of
alternative political move-
ments which have arisen in
consequence of the crisis not
only of the reformist parties,
but of many revolutionary
organisations which started
to flourish with the end of the
post war boom and the onset
of the political crisis marked
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by the events of 1968. Such a
friendly critique of broad
movements  which  have
based their programme on
issues of race and gender, or
around the issues of peace
and ecology, provides an im-
portant challenge for the
majority ot revolutionary
organisations, even if the
dominant reaction on the far
left has been defensive or, in
the case of Britain, hostile.
The symposium will teature
major  sessions on the
alternative to Thatcherite au-
sterity in Europe and on the
socialist alternative in Britain.
The rest of the weekend will
be organised info ‘streams’
devoted to particular topics.
Series of workshops will
examine such theses as:
* the crisis of reformist
strategy in Western Europe,
* European alternatives such
as the Greens, Sinn Fein and
the experience of the revolu-
tionary left since 1968,
* the last ten years of the
women'’s liberation move-
ment,
* o European agenda focus-
ing on the new technology,
campaigning against NATO
and other central political
themes vital to today’s social-
ist movement,
* European labour history
including evaluation of the
legocy of Hungary and Suez,
and the important develop-
ments in the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union.
Participants in the sympo-
sium can either follow one of
these streams, or pick their
own course from the thirty or
so forums on offer. Speakers
will include; Ernest Mandel,
Hilary Wainwright, John Pal-
mer, Jane Kelly, Valerie Coul-
tas, Dani Ahrens, Tariq Ali,

Robin  Blackburn, Patrick
Camiller, Branka Magas,
Jeremy Corbyn MP, Alan

Thornett, Gunter Minnecrup,
Oliver MacDonald as well as
speakers from the rest of
Europe.

The cost of tickets in adv-
ance is £7 and £4 concession-
ary (£8 and £5 on the door). A
creche is provided for which
places must be booked in
advance.

Write with registration fee
to: Symposium, PO Box 503
London N1 1YH.

Colonel Gadafi at the non-dligned summit

Dollars for the contras,
B52sfor Libya

ASWE gotopressthereare
persistent reports of US
preparations for a major
strike against Libya. B52
bombers, which can launch
massively destructive stand-
off missiles to hit Libya from
mid-Atlantic are being
prepared, and a Us-Egyptian
naval exercise is taking place
off Libya's coastline. All that
is needed is atrumped up
excuse for another attack,
maybe another attempt to kill
Gadafi, maybe astrike
againstoilfields or military
installations. One way or
another a further attack will
come inthe Usquestto
overthrow the Gadafi
regime.

These preparations follow

onjusta couple of weeks
afterthe us Congress
decision to send 200 million
dollars tothe counter
revolutionary contras
operating on the borders of
Nicaragua, as Reagan seeks
to deepen the push to
overthrow the Sandinista
government.

The project conceived in
the late 1970s, that of a major
use of usmilitary power to
defend Usinterests against all
comers—the Soviet Union,
the colonial revolution and
even the Us’ capitalist
‘partners’ —is being fulfilled
with a vengeance. Butitis
important for the leftio
understand what this open
display of us world-wide

military might means, and to
work through what the
necessary political tasks for
those who stand opposed to
the imperialistwar drive.

The offensive against
Nicaraguais of course
motivated not just by global
power considerations, but by
the fear of the example of
‘another Cuba’ spreading
through Latin America, a
continent wracked by the
debt crisis and the IMF-
imposed poverty whichis the
consequence. What stands in
the way of an all-out us
invasion in the short or
medium-termis the continued
popularity of the revolution
among the Nicaraguan
masses and the gains which it
has brought. Theusaimisa
long-term effort at
destabilisation through
bleeding the Nicaraguan
economy to death. Through
this they hope to create a
basis for popular disaffection
with the FSLNwhich can
prepare afinal blow against
the FSLN, eitherthrough a
directinvasion or substantial
military progress by the
contras, aided by US air
power.

The usstill has lots of cards
to play inrelation to
Nicaragua; the problem s
that the Sandinistas are
running out of options, as the
economic situation worsens.
The FsLN strategy of driving a
wedge between the
imperialist nations,
supporting the Contadora
peace initiatives and playing
for time is showing
diminishing returns. The
Contadora peace process
has groundto a half, and the
usis hardly inclined to worry
about what its European
allies think anyway. A major
part of the responsibility for
the grave situation facing the
Sandinistas lies with the
SovietUnion, whose aid is
givenoutwithaneye-
dropper and who have made
it perfectly clear that they will
lift a single finger to defend
Nicaragua from attack.

The loyalty of the
Nicaraguan massesto the
revolution derives not from
ideological conviction but
from the hard evidence of
material progress. But living
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Reaganiio mibin
adventurisia more surely than
acampaign against
European and British
complicity which won wide
supportinthe labour
movement. The use of British
bases to attack Libya
dramatically showed the
coreciness of the anti-NATO
banner raised by Tony Benn
and Eric Heffer in the Labour
Party. The fight to get nd of
the Usbases must be builtinto
along-term campaign which
can rcally do damage to the
interests of maniacs like
Casper Weinberger, Richard
Perle and the other cold war
ideologues, for whom the use
of usmilitary poweris, as yet,
just beginning.
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Ihe tistonc 1981 working
panty report established Irish
unity by consent as parly
pohcy and thus heralded
bab:our's Irish Spring with a
promise of continued debate
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and anend to bipartisan
agreement with the Tories on
the issve. When a further
working party was setup in
1984 itseemed a possible
vehicle for carrying this
debate through the party as a
whole and the unions, as well
as challenging some of its
inconsistencies. Such hopes
seemed underlined by the
presence of arelatively
progressive deputy
spokesperson—-Clive Soley.

But, by January 1985, Soley
had been sacked from his
post and the pro-‘troops out’
chair of the working party,
Joan Maynard, replaced by
Alex Kitson - rcknowned foi
his pro-unionist views.

Kinnock, anticipating the
generalised retreat ot the left
thatoccurred in 1985,
decidedto ensure that its
visibility on the Irish question
was also dealt with.

By the summer of that year,
the working party had all but
ceasedio funchion. With the
‘Anglo-lrish Talks’
approaching their
conclusion, there was no
needtorock the boat. The
working party had already
achieved something for the
leadership— co-opting
elements of the party that
wanted to see movement on
the unification policy through
a’harmonisation’ line that

Derry

remarkably resembled
Garret Fitzgerald’s
petceplion of the Accord.

Some of these figures —
like Clave Shortmp atthe 1985
Labour Cormmitice on lreland
AGM- hadalsobeen saying
thatthe argument for
withdrawal had already been
won, generating dangerous
illusions in the state of the
debate and disarming the left
in the face of developmentsto
come.

Atthe same time, the
leadership was engaged ina
crackdown on sections of the
party committed to
advancing a discussion on
British withdrawal involving
the Republican viewpoint.
Despite being agreedto by a
majority of 2210 3, a London
Region Labour Party
executive plantohold arally
on this theme involving Sinn
Fein was banned by the Party
NEC. And in the new year

WL LA IO A o e Do tobe T aoven b 18R
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prominent LCImember, Kevin
Scally, was expelled from the
party.

By November 1985 and the
signing of the Hillsborough
Agreement, Peter Archer,
spokespersonon ireland,
was claiming that the Party
was ‘united’ inbacking it —
going so far asto deny the
existence of a ‘withdrawal
wing’ when challenged on
television. Of course this
hadn't prevented him
engaging inafriendly
dialogue with the LCtand
sending it greetings at Party
conference.

Since then nothing has
been heard from the working
party other than vigorous
denials from Archer that it
had been wound up. It's total
inactivity, he told the 1986 LCI
AGM, was due to a lack of
resources at Party
headquarters. How
convenient! Thus, 18 months

Pt AT A T e Ok
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afterithad been setup and
six months after a Labour-
backed agreement that was
unleashing a wave of Loyalist
reaction in Ireland forcing
hundreds of nationalists from
their homes, Archer was
promising ‘no full policy
review’ at 1986 conference.

He explained that a policy
package was being prepared
combining a commitment to
civilliberties and economic
reflation in the six counties
with backing for the Accord.
But this could only be
campaigned for in the context
of Labour being re-elected to
government. The important
thing was therefore to wait for
the General Election.

1986 has also seen the
Party’s leadership
predictably refuse to mobilise
its MPs to vote against the PTA
ortoimplement the Labour
Women's conference call for
ademonsiration against strip

searching—both party
policy, supposedly backed by
the front bench. Given these
developments, the Party
seems more likely to returnto
the vacuous and pro-
imperialist ‘Better Life For
All"-type policies of the 1970s
than any progressive policy
elaboration... and that's
before it'shad a changeto
sell outin government.

Of course very significant
advances have been made:
the National Union of
Students and Labour
women's conference
commitments to support for
withdrawal and opposition to
the Accord; the wide base of
supportinthe Manchester
and London parties for such
policies and very promising
developmentsinthe NUR,
ASTMS and NALGO
demonstrating thatit's not all
goingthe leadership’s way.
Butitwould be wrong to
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conclude that the pro-
withdrawal lobby doesn’t
face major problems.

The attacks on the London
Party in 1985 and women'’s
conference decisions this
year show that the leadership
will nottolerate progressive,
let alone anti-imperialist,
policies onlreland being
implemented under the Party
banner. The factthat in six
months the NUS has done
nothing visible to put its new
policy into effectis
convenient for its Labour
leadership—ifthey did they
would find their cosy
relationship with Kinnock
comingto ashort, sharp end.

Sections of the left
committed to fighting for
withdrawal have faced this
renewed offensive around
bipartisanship for over 18
months now but have tended
to duck the issue. Those in the
tcc—like Ken Livingstone —
are rapidly going to have to
choose between their Irish
policy and their support for
the Kinnock leadership. The
Campaign Group of MpPs is
going to have to sort out what
kind of policy on Ireland it
really has. Despite official
oppositionto the Accord, less
than athird of its members
could actually bring
themselves to vote against it.

Support for progressive
Irish policy is meeting
competition from other
priorities on a left agenda
thatis increasingly squeezed.
When the working party was
firstsetup in 1984, there were
18 conference resolutions on
ireland. This year there are 8.
In 1985 18 MPs and the
Campaign Group as a whole
sent greetings to the LCIAGM,
this year only 4 MPsbothered.

The favourable conditions
for Labour’s discussion on
Ireland inthe early 1980s
have changed. The left needs
anew strategy on Ireland that
both takes these conditions
into accountand enables itto
make use of the gains
undoubtedly made. Inthe
run-up to a general election,
a strategy based on dialogue
with the Party leadership isnt
going to work, because that
leadership simply doesn't
wantto talk and neither does
itwantusto.

_




TONY BENN RECENTLY rightly said that the
left often underestimates its own strength.
But that is no reason for not looking at the
strength of our opponents and our own
weaknesses. And the 1986 Labour Party
conference is a useful point to look at what
has occurred in the inner-party struggle
since Thatcher came to power. In the heady
days berween Benn’s resignation from the
front bench in 1979 and the deputy lead-
crship campaign in 1981, it looked to many
as if the party was about to fall to the left. If
these hopes have been dashed, it has been
due only partly to strokes of ill-fortune. The
main causes have been an underestimation of
the scope of the project of defeating the
centre-right in the party, and the left’s lack of
political clarity, especially in the 1979-81
period.

Perhaps the high point of the Bennite
offensive in the party was the February 1981
Wembley conference which crystallised the
drive for constitutional change. Here the
clectoral college for electing the leadership
was decided. But within two months the
Council for Social Democracy, the ‘Gang of
Four’, had consummated the split in the
party and founded the sDP. At the party
conference the following September Tony
Benn lost the deputy leadership clection by
one per cent of the clectoral college.

Despite the brave face put on this loss,
Benn’s defeat by Healey was a turning point
which revitalised the right and demoralised
the left. It was rotten bad luck — or was 1t?
These two events in 1981 — the foundation
of the $sDP and Benn’s defeat in the deputy
leadership clection were hardly just chance
events. In their own ways they showed
something fundamental about the structure
of the Labour Party and the political

© coalition which it represents. The sDP split

by a group of pro-capitalist right-wingers
show ed that a section of the parliamentary
party was prepared to break the party rather
than see it dominated by the left. They left
behind many in the PLPand beyond who had
identical political views, but who had a
different assessment about the possibility of
defeating the left.

Benn was defeated in the deputy lead-
ership election by the votes of the right wing
trade union leaders and parliamentary erst-
while ‘lefts’ who abstained or voted for
Healey. His defeat showed the weakness of
the constitutional reforms, which still left 70
per cent of the electoral college votes in the
hands of the union tops and the pLP. Given

Denis Doran/Reflex

The Kinnock operation

that Benn gained 80 per cent of the const-
tuency votes (or nearly 25 per cent of the
total), 46 per cent of the 31 por cent vote
against him came from the union teps and
the Pre. In the absence of left majorities i
most of the major untons, something vhich
presupposes a - very  high level of class
struggle and consciousness way beyond the
situation in 1981, the left will always collide
with this inbuilt domination of the PLP and
the trade union leaderships. The old adage
that the Labour Party is the ‘political
expression of the trade unions” — in some
versions ‘of the trade union burcaucracy’ —
has alarge clement of truth in it. Thus looked
at objectively, the ‘surprise’ can surely not
have been that Benn lost, but that he lost by
such a slender margin. His defeat was a
reflection of the current inbuilt burcaucratc
domination of the party by parhamentary
and trade union leaders. It was not “chance’
or an accident. It would be self-deception to
belicve so.

The next major shocks for the left in the
party were the Falklands warin 1982 and the
general clection in 1983, The two must be
considered together, because the outcome of
the latter was so affected by the events in the
former. As has  been  extensively
documented, the historical trend has been
towards a decline in popular support for the
Torics. In 1981 the Thatcher government
was, measured by the opinion polls at least,
the most unpopular peacetime government
ever. And yet in 1983 it won with a 140-plus

majority.
Three things decided Labour’s disastrous
showing in 1983 — two major and onc

subsidiary. Thatcher’s successtul prosecution
of the war, combined with Labour’s failure
to oppose it, and the failure of Argentinian
bombs to explode when they hit British
aircraft carricrs, massively boosted Tory
popularity. The second factor of course was
the clectoral showing of the spr/Liberal
Alliance. And third was the sabotaging
intervention of the Labour right against the
party’s nuclear weapons policy during the
general election campaign. Party policy itselt

How the right
fought back

The 1986 Labour Party conference is likely to mark the high tde of
Kinnockism and an apparent low-point of the ‘hard lete’. Whereas
five years ago it seemed that the left was taking the party by storm
now the trade union bosses and their chosen representatives are back
in control. How did we get to this point and what doces it tell us about
the future? PHIL HEARSE looks at the turning points of the struggle,
and argues that the hard left needs to reorganisc itself to face the tasks

ahead.
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scemed, in the hands of the compromising

Foot, mconsistent and incoherent - espe
cially on the cconomy and defence.
The 1983 clectoral disaster was also a

disaster for the left. For, despite the modera-
tion of the election manifesto for those who
actually read it, nonetheless it could casily be
presented as the defeat of aleft manifesto, the
defeat of the party because of the worries of
the electorate about Bennite extremism. The
‘common sense’ explanation of the clection
defeat was that the party lost because it was
disunited, and it was disunited because the
left had been on the rampage. The message
from the right was “we must never let this
happen agamn’.

From Llu moment of the election defeat
and Foots resignation as leader, the drive

was started to carry out the ‘Kinnock

operation’ — to put in place a new leadership

which would recentre the party mlmully
adopt the face of ‘moderation’, and roll back
left encroachments in policy. The result was
the Kinnock-Hattersley leadership, success-
fully installed at the 1983 Brighton confer-
ence. The extent of the shift in mood as a
result of the election defeat was signalled by
the poor showing of the left candidates for
the leadership — less than six per cent of the
clectoral eollege for Heffer standing as leader
and just 26 per cent for Meacher standing for
deputy.

In the following period the newly installed
leadership — the ‘dream ticket” of Kinnock
and Hattersley — received s blg"cst chal-
lenge not trom internal party opposition but
from the class struggle — above all from the
miners’ strike and the battle agamst rate
capping. A change of mood in the class
struggle was signalled in December 1983
when the NGA became locked into its ficree
battle with Eddic Shah over union recogni-
tion at the Stockport Messenger. It showed
that despite four million unemployed and
the ravages of four years of Thatcherism, big
reserves of resistance still existed in the most
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militant sections of the working class, and
thar workers given no choice but wo fight or
surrender wonld, if the feadership was there,
fight rather than roll over.

This showed something significant - that
if the ‘Bennite’ feft was being pushed back in
the Labour Party. thie torces on which 1t
based itselt, in two trade untons and the mass
campaigns, were by no means finished. Hard
on the heels of the NGA struggle came the
start of the miners’ strike, which itself set the
scene for the rate capping tight.

The miners’ strike was undoubtedly one
of the most difticult phases for the Kinnock
feadership and the whole of the trade union
burcaucracy which except for the extreme
right wing gave verbal support to the miners
but loathed Scargill and everything he stood
for. It was a difficult ughtrope to tread, to
support the miners but to oppose  their

leadership. A victory for the miners would
have created immense difficulues for Kin-
nock and his trade union backers. Their
whole strategy of re-centering the party
dcpuldul on a declining curve of class
struggle, itdepended on retreat and demora-
listion not on ascending victories. The TuUC
and Kinnock adopted the tactic of a negoti-
ated ‘defeat-compromise’ for the miners; but
in its absence, thanks o the intransigence of
Scargill, a simple defeat would do. The
eventual defeat of the mimers set the scene for
the crumbling of the defiance to ratecapping,.
But before we discuss that we have o go
back a bit and discuss some of the other
consequences of Kinnock’s accession to the
leadership in 1983.

The outcome of the 1983 general election
and the change of leadership set in tram two
linked and vitally important processes —
political recomposition on the left and the
witch hunt. The “recomposition” of the left
meant the emergence of the ‘soft-left” axis in
the party and its detaching of a scction of the
former ‘Bennite’ coalinon from Benn him-
sclf and the hard lefe in general. The soft left

——

opcerations was spearheaded organisation-
ally by the Labour Co-ordinating Committee
(at onc ume, Bennite
operation) and politically spearheaded by
the ideologues of Marxism Today, who
however to this day remain on the extreme
right wing of the process. Key factors in this
were the emergence of the “Blunkett-
Sawyer’ axis on the Labour NEC, and the
eventual defection of Livingstone from the
hard left camp. As opposed to the hard left’s
simple oppositionto Kinnock, the 1.CC prop-
osed what might be called a strategy of
‘unity-contradiction’ - given critical sup-
port to Kinnock but trying to influence
policy to the left. This has, as it turned out,
been a hopelessly utopian ploy, as Kinnock
took the support but not the eriticism, as has
recently been recognised in a shame-faced
way by the Lo iwself in a recent internal
newsletter.

lest we forget, a

The final stages of the fight against
ratecapping were pivotal in the emergence of
the soft left bloc including Livingstone and
Blunkett, and thus in finally breaking up the
‘old’ Bennite left. At the G1.¢, the decision of
whether or not to set a rate encapsulated the
divide between ‘realism’ and ‘confrontation-
ism’, or morc precisely between a class
struggle and a parliamentarist-

‘the miners’ strike was
undoubtedly one of the
most difficult phases for
the Kinnock leadership’

constitutionalist’ approach. Livingstone’s
argument for ‘giving lcadership” and setting a
rate was that it was the only realistic option
to allow the GL.C to continue, and prevent its
functions being taken over by government
|cplcscnmt1\c.. A year later thc GLC was
abolished, and its functions dispersed or
taken over by the government appointed
‘residuary body’. Livingstonc’s capitulation
had an important effect in strengthening the
soft left in a dozen or more Labour councils
which had promised to fight to the end.

But the collapse of the rate capping tight
was not just the responsibility of the Living-
stone and Blunkett, and all the liutle lem;;
stones and Blunketts in Labour councils, but
also of the local government trade union
burcaucafts who had never wanted a fight
but found it necessary to go along with the
‘no rate’ demagogy. In this context it s
necessary to record that the Militane-led
Liverpool council, despite some appalling
tactical errors stuck to a policy of defiance
until it was completely isolated and over-
whelmed. The  parrotng  of  Kinnock’s
attacks on Liverpool by the soft left and the
union leaderships is sickening hypocrisy.
Those who didn’t fight and who never
wanted to fight are not in a good position to
attack those who fought but made some
mistakes along the way.

The success of the soft-left operation has
to be recognised and analysed. Why did a
section of the formerly Bennite left crumble?




Simple-minded explanations of betrayal and
carecrism, while containing an clement of
teuth, will not suffice. The truth of the
matter is that the 1.¢¢ homed in on the
different strands of opinion inside the old
Bennite left itself, its contradictions, political
fudges and lack of clarity. For the left which
fought for constitutional reforms was never
homogenous or totally united. It included a
section of the left trade union burcaucracy
which could go along with left policies a
certain distance but never all the way. The
old Bennite left was a partial and temporary
political alliance around certain minimal
reforms. As new cvents presented them-
selves in the class struggle and inside the
party a scction of the Bennite forces, today
represented by the active core of the Cam-
paign group and the forces which supportit,
radicalised and moved to the left. Benn’s
own political development has undoubtedly
been in this direction, as his policies on
questions like NATO and Ircland shows.
Another section of the old Bennites pola-
rised in the other direction, towards the
right.

Something else has to be recognised here
however. The soft left operation was only
made possible by a certain style and
approach from Kinnock himself. The in-
stallation of the Kinnock-Hattersley team
was a stroke of inspiration. Kinnock did not
simply repesent areturn to the old-fashioned
right. He was not Callaghan reborn. He had
a long record as Tribune MP and CND
supporter, as Wilson had had in 1963 when
he beat George Brown in the clection for
party leader. He showed the truth of the old
adage that the party is ‘best led from the lefe’.

The ploy of putting Kinnock in the
leadership was one which implied not a
return tothe right, but the stabilisation of the
party on the basis of acceptance of the
constitutional reforms, and no major rolling
back of the left wing policies accepted by the
party conference — and thus a leader who
could create ‘unity” in the party. Of coursc
this implied stance contained within 1t a
‘hidden agenda’, an agenda of the very
careful, deliberate and little-by-little margi-
nalisation of the left and creeping assault on
left-wing policies. Two things happened at
the 1983 conference which installed the new
leadership which indicated crucial mechan-
isms for this process. On the one hand a new
statement on a ‘socialist orientation to
Furope’ was adopted  which effectively
scrapped any vestige ol opposition to the
11C, and on the other the expulsion of the
Militant editorial board was confirmed.

The choice of Militant as the tendency in
the party to attack was an obvious one,
because Militant could simultancously be
presented as big enough to be a ‘danger’ to
the party, while its policics could be attacked
from a supposcdly “left’” stance, the better to
disorientate scctions of the left. Thus Jim
Mortimer’s conference report on Militant
singled out its lack of support for ¢CND and
womens rights as crucial evidence for its
sectarianism and dogmatism. In the light of
the politics of most of those situng on the
platform next to Mortimer this may secem
bizarre, but it was typical of the way that the

8 leadership used the political sensitivities of

\ 48 _

President Mitterrand — a lesson
in austerity for Kinnock

the left, and especially of the LCC-soft left, to
push forward 1ts project.

Subscquently, it has been on the crucial
terrain of economic policy where the lead-
ership has scored some of its biggest succes-
ses on policy questions against the left, and
this has been done by quite openly picking
up the ideological themes of the soft left.
Roy Hattersley has for eighteen months
been attacking nationalisation, but on the

‘the leadership want to
avoid the U-turn that
Mitterrand made by
starting off where he
ended up’

grounds that nationalisation is bureaucratic,
insensitive to the needs of ordinary people
and so forth. In its place he has argued for
more stress on co-ops and ‘new forms of
social ownership’ like employee share own-
ership schemes. These policies were lifted,
word for word, from the LCC and soft left
theoreticians like Geoff Hodgson.The irony
of the whole thing is that it has always been
the Marxist left in Britain which has attacked
the shortcomings of capitalist nationalisa-
tion, and argued for a socially-owned eco-
nomy under workers control. The LCC
theoreticians  provided the theoretical
ammunition for the right wing to take up left
wing themes, gut them of their radical
content, and present them as ‘new’ (start-
lingly radical) policies. On economic policy
the role of the soft left in this process is
amply demonstrated by the fact that co-
author of the NEC’s document on employce
sharc ownership schemes, a warmed up
version of the Liberal Party’s long-standing
proposal for ‘co-ownership’, is none other
than David Blunkertt.

The effect of the witch hunt against the
Militant and others has not been primarily

f

organisational, but idcological. Militant, de-
spite nearly forty expulsions, has not been
prevented from operating in the party. The
bulk of the hard left has not been expelled.
But the witch hunt has very effectively
drawn a dividing line between the ‘accept-
able’, ‘constructive’ left and the hard, ‘irre-
concilable’ and above all ‘anti-democratic’
left which moreover is damaging to Labour’s
electoral prospects. The objective of the LCC,
quite openly stated in its manifestos, to
‘isolate’” and ‘marginalise’ the hard left have
been the perfect foil to the witch hunters and
the right wing. It has provided another
crucial ideological implement, taken up in
Kinnock’s Fabian lecture, and due to be
codified in an overall statement of ‘democra-
tic socialism’, that the main divide in the
party is not between right and left, or
between pro-capitalist and anti-capitalist,
but between ‘democratic socialists’ and
‘vanguardist sectarians’. In Livingstone’s
first public statement of his defection from
the hard left, his Marxism Today interview'
with Bea Campbell, he utilised this distinc-
tion as that between the ‘vanguardist’ left
(otherwise the “Stalinist” left) and the ‘parti-
cipatory’ left. This outrageous caricature
came directly from the pages of Marxism
Today and from the LCC, and makes Living-
stone’s recent adherence to the LCC perfectly
understandable.

To say that to date the witch hunt inside
the party has had primarily an ideological
rather than organisational effect does not of
course mean that in the future it could be
utilised to try to inflict real damage on the
hard left’s participation in the party. Indeed
the leadership shows every sign of wanting
to bring all parts of the party structure under
its own control. The proposals for the future
of the Young Socialists, effectively putting a
large section of its membership outside of
the LPYS, is one indication. And Kinnock has
been quite ruthless in driving the left out of
crucial NEC sub-committees. But it has of
course been the balance of power on the NEC
itself which has been vital to pushing
through Kinnock’s assault on left policy in
the party. That takes us on directly to a
consideration of the motor forces of the
leadership’s project.

We have identified three crucial events
which acted to push back the left — the
defeat of Benn in the deputy leadership fight,
the general election defeat, and the defeat of
the miners strike. We have also discussed the
crucial role of the LCC-soft left. But the most
powerful allies of Kinnock and Hattersley
have not been the right wing thinkers of
Marxism Today and the LCC, but the trade
union bureaucracy who have held the deci-
sive power in the party, and exerted a key
role in course of the mass struggle, and
especially during the miners strike and rate
capping struggles.

Kinnock has constructed an alliance of the
trade union bureaucracy, left and right,
around his leadership and the project of
getting a Labour government installed which
they can again ‘do business’ with. Inside the
party he has linked up directly with the right
wing trade union leaders on the NEC,
exemplified by the role of gross right winger
Ken Cure on the Organisational Sub-
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Committee. But he has, with the notable
exception of the NUM, brought the ‘lefv
bureaucracy into line, with Ron Todd of the
TGwU playing a vital role, and the soft-left
influenced NUPE leadership as a uscful out-
rider. Even in the NUM, there is a crystallis-
ing bloc, led by the ¢P and encouraged by
Kinnock, which wants to drive Scargill out
of the leadership. This role of the trade union
leaders, able to produce the bloc votes ar
conference, is of vital strategic significance
for the left; a left which fails to confront this
question will always be defeated.

The upshot of the whole process which we
have been discussing is that the hard lefe
inside the party is more isolated than at any
time since 1979, and that we have in place a
leadership which, with strong backing from

‘few of the policies the
left fought for are going
to find their way into the

manifesto’

the trade union burcaucracy, is driving
towards the formation of a right wing
Labour government which will maintain
some crucial aspects of Thatcherism. Against
that, we have to note the continuing strength
of the hard left both in the party and outside,
still  of a qualitatively  organisational
strength, with a larger social base than exited
before 1979.

What are the conclusions which we must
draw from this process to arm us for the
tasks ahead, about the character of the
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Labour Party, the Labour left, and the forms
of organisation which we have to adopt? 1
would put forward four points as a basis for
understanding what has happened:

* The ‘Bennite’ left which arose in the
1979-81 period, was a coalition with con-
flicting tendencies within it, which remained
dormant so long as they fought together for
the inner-party constitutional changes. The
main contradiction in this left was between
those who wanted to base themselves on the
class struggle and mass action and those
who, while rejecting the right, mainly based
themselves on inner-party manoeuvering
and a left-parliamentarist perspective. The
conflict between these different tendencies
only crupted at a later stage of the class
struggle, and especially over the miners
strike and the rate capping right. It was,
however, inevitable, that this coaliton
should break up; the emergence of the “soft
left’, and the radicalisation of a section of the
Bennite leadership (including Benn himselt)
was the result.

* During the 1979-81 period, and especial-
ly during the deputy leadership campaign,
Benn’s base inside the party and the wade
union’s was able to exert pressure on the
trade union burcaucracy. Thus, for example,
a series of unions were compelled to vote for
Benn in the deputy leadership  clection.
However, with the sole exceptionof the NUM
lcadership, none of the left trade union
leaders based themselves on a class struggle
perspective. When the pressure at the base
slackened they quickly swung behind Kin-
nock.

* ‘The constitutional reforms adopted 1n
1981 have not reversed the inbuilt structural
domination of the Labour Party by the trade
union burcaucracy and the right-dominated
pLP . Breaking this hold requires a huge level
of class struggle and class consciousness; 1t
cannot be achieved through mner party
manocuvres. Given the character of the
Labour party as the ‘political expression of
the trade union burcaucracy’, the destruc-
tion of the burcaucracy’s grip on the Labour
Party would require the level of class
struggle which resulted in huge conflict
between the burcaucracy and the rank and
file inside the trade unions, probably leading
to a split in the Labour Party itself.

* Constructing a left wing which does not
suffer the fate of the 1979-81 Bennite left
means learning two lessons. First, a left
which fights must basc itself on policies
which cannot, like those of the LeC-soft left
by co-opted by a right wing leadership, but
on the contrary are anti-capitalist demands,
which break with the interests of capitalism
on the economy and on foreign policy, and
which support and extend the struggle of the
working class.

Sccondly, if a lett which fights on anu-
capirtalist policies wants to confront the right
wing in the labour Party, it has to confront
the right wing union leaders. While not
abandoning the struggle inside the Labour
Party itself, the left has to pursue a fight for
leadership inside the wade unions. Any
policy which is based on pursuing the
mner-party struggle, and relying on the
good offices of ‘left wing friends’ inside the
union leaderships is bound to be defeated.

AsTony Benn makes clearin his interview
clsewhere in this issue, few of the policies

‘the “Bennite” left was a
coaltion with conflicting
tendencies within it’

which the left fought for are going to find
their way into the manifesto for the next
clection. Whatever the outcome of that
clection, the hard leftin the party 1s going to
have to sharpen up its policies and organis-
taion. It has not ‘won’ the fight in the party
since 1979. But anyone thrown into despair
or resigntion by that fact can only have a
light-minded and hugely over-optimistic
view of what ‘winning’ the right cntails.
Breaking right-wing burcaucratic domina-
tion of the Labour Party means renovating
the entire Britsh labour movement. It is a
gigantic task, historic in its aims and
scope.The lefe faces the period up to and
beyond the general election with much of its
human and political capital intact.

The key thing is not to throw our hands up
in horror at the defeats we have suffered, but
to grasp that the left in the British labour
movement is stronger than for decades; that
Kinnockism can neverworkas a governmen-
tal project; and that if we raise our sights to
the necessary strategic objective — an anti-
capitalist left which fights in the party and
the unions — the onward march of the hard
left can be resumed with a vengeance.




In South Africa, the state of s h ® '
emergency has taken its toll. out A rl ca s
But, as CHARLIE VAN '
GELDEREN shows in the o o e O
organisations of the Black I n U I ng crISIs
working class new leaders are B

replacing the old as quickly as
they can be arrested. The crisis
of white rule continues.

‘THE OLD ORDER is dying but the new
refuses to be born..’. Gramsci’s phrase
accurately depicts the South African crisis
today. Despite the state of emergency the
masses remain combatative. The ruling class
is divided, uncertain of its next step. Neither
reforms nor brutal repression has succeeded
in cooling the revolutionary spirtt of the
black people in the urban townships and the
mood of revolt has now spread to the rural
areas too.

It is widely expected that Botha will stage
a general election for the white chamber of
the tri-cameral parliament before his rivals
on the right can increase their influence.
Central to this project was the success of the
state of emergency. With an estimated total
of between 10,000 and 15,000 detained under
the emergency regulations the regime hoped
that it had decapitated the mass movement.

There can be no doubt that the repression
with the almost permancnt deployment of
security forces within the townships and
armed combat troops inside the schools, has
taken its toll of the liberation movement. But
the crumbling of the restrictions imposed on
the media under the emergency regulations
has revealed not only the extent of the
bloody actions taken by the security forces,
but also the continuing resistance of Black
workers.

Despite the fact that trade unionists from
the Congress of South African Unions
(cosaTU) and the Council of Unions of
South Africa (CUSA) figure prominently
amongst the detainees there has been a
continuation in the pattern of labour mili-
tancy. According to Work in Progress (Wip),
the radical South African labour monitoring
magazine, a partial survey of the industrial
relations scene between May and the middle
of August revealed that 35,810 workers had
participated 1n strikes and disputes. The
penalty was heavy for some workers— some
740 workers were detailed en masse at their
factories while on strike at Nels Dairies.

But according to WIP the unions coped
with detentions and unionists on the run by

shopfloor workers taking over union admi- ¢y was dcylargd was obviously an pndcrcsti— this may turn out to have been an LIl‘ldCl'Cbtl:-
nistration and assuming direct responsibility (EUMEUS According to the South A‘fncan [nsti-  mate, since many B.lacl\:s do not take therr
for negotiations while office bearers took tute of Race Relations a total of 754 people  injured to hospital for fear of arrest.
annual leave to fill in for negotiating teams. died in political violence between January The other aspect of the massacre 1s that it
This reaction has shown the deep roots and May alonc. also represented a repulse of the evictions
which the new independent unionism has But the pretence that the emergency has mpaign, a mMajor government initiative.
sunk among Black workers. ‘stabilised’ the townships received the final  Rents are the principal source of income for
The true situation in the townships is also blow with the Soweto massacre of 27 the local authorities in the townships. The
beginning to emerge. The official figure August. The government was finally forced  people do notrecognise the legitimacy of the
issued in mid-August from the government’s to confirm the statements of anti-apartheid  councils and regard all who serve on them as

Bureau of Information (sic) of 221 people organisations that 21 people had died and  stooges of the regime. As a Sowcto pamphlet

( 10 «killedin T R T T T RIS s O N over 200 were injured in the incident. Even  putit: “We won't pay rent. We won’t pay thy




salaries of our enemies, the puppet council-
lors and their police.”

The nation-wide rent boveott has already
cost the state more than R250 milhon,
According to the Johannesburg Weekh Mail
aspecial body the Gesamentlike Bestuursen-
trums made up ol representatives from
business, community councils, ex-
development boards and the security forces
was set-up to undertake the campaign. The
flight of the 30 1own coundllors out ol
Soweto on 29/30 August marked a decisive
set-back for the government campaign.

The rent strike marked the
complete fatlure ot the whole project of

has also
creating pro-government Black local coun
cils. Our ot the 34 elected
December 1983 (with only ten percent of the
clectorate voting, in townships ke Soweto)
only three were stll tunctioning at the end of
1985. The collapse of the local councils was

councils

paralleled by the decsive rejection of the
Black population as a whole of the -
cameral parliament and the artempts o
divide and rule through enlisting Indian and
Coloured support.

Botha's reforms have thus been spurned
by the Black people of South Atrica. But
FCPression 1s not an alterntive to reform. An
important section of the South  African
capitalist class, as well as international capital
with a big stake in the South African
cconomy continues to press for much more
radical measures.

One  hundred  important  corporations
under the auspices of the American Cham-
ber of Commeree in South Africa have taken
out full page advertisements in major South
Alrican newspapers calling for: the frecing
of political detainees; unbannimyg of political
organisations; negotiations with acknow-
ledged leaders about power-sharing; politic-
al vights for all; the repeal of the Population
Registration  Act;  the granting of  SA
citizenship o ally the repeal of the Group
Arcas Act; common cqual education and the
equalisation of the health service. This heady
programme anms, according o its authors, to
save South Africa tor ‘free enterprise’. So
where does the ditterence with the South
African government arise?

Botha accepts that the Verwoed model of
apartheid s ‘outmoded’. The contnued
existence of capitalism in South Africa
demands major modifications of the system.
His problems are pohtical - based on the
reactions of the black and white popultions.

The government is acutely aware that the
implementation of a programme like that of
the American Chamber of Commerce could
spell not only the end of apartheid, but also
of the capitalistsystem itselfin South Africa.
Precisely because apartheid has consciously
fimited the development of a Black middle
class of any importance, the only alternative
today to the white capitalist regime would be
a government based on the working masses.
There is no guarantee that such a govern-
ment would be able 1o control the aspira-
tions for social justice voiced by a large,
strongly organised and cconomically power-
ful working class. Botha knows that the
pattern of neo-colonialist regimes which
exist in the rest of South Africa is highly
unlikely to be repeated in South Africa.
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The other side of Botha's dilemma rests in
the white population. The ideology  of
apartherd is deeply rooted, not only among
the  Afrikaans-speaking  section of the
whites, but also among a large proportion of
the English speaking population.

Nadime Gordimer, the well known South
African novelist, explains that theres “an old
misconception still current abroad: the Afri-
kaaners are baddies and the English speakers
the goodies among whites in our country ...
[n November 1983 the then prime minister,
Mr PW Botha received an overwhelming
“Yes' vote for his new constitution with its
i cameral parliament for whites, Indians
and so called Coloureds, and total exclusion
of the Black majority. The referendum held

‘shopfloor workers took
over union
administration’

was open to whites only, Afrikaans and
English-speaking. Mr Botha could not have
received a mandate if the English speakers
had voted “no”. “Yes” they said, voung
along with Mr. Botha's supporters in the
National (sic) Party. “Yes™, they  said,
twenty three and a half milhon Black people
shall have no say in the central government
of South Africa’. (Nadime Gordimer, Apar-
theid in Crisis Penguin, 1986.)

All white South Africans, with a few
exeeptions, enjoy or have the potential to
enjoy the enhanced social and economic
status which apartheid hs conferred on them.
They will not give it up lightly.

In fact it is from those whose living
standards tend to converge with those of the
Black population that the strongest reaction
to Botha’s reforms have come. The abolition
of job reservation coming at the same time as
deep cconomic recession has allowed indus-
try and commerce to shed costly white
labour and replace it with cheaper Black
workers. White workers are now competing,
with Black workers for unskilled jobs and
even, horror of horrors, queucing up for
soup kitchens. The downturn in the eco-
nomy is also atfecting the smaller farmers

Nigel Dickenson

and it is these elements who now are flocking
into the NWP (National Resistance Move-
ment), the fascist organisation waiting in the
wings to serve the cause of white supremacy
when the time comes. Thousands of former
supporters of the government National
Party are likewise rallying to the parties of
the extreme right, the Conservatve Party
and the Herstigte (Reconstituted) National
Party.

Thus, while also being a serious attempt to
crush the mass movement, the reign of terror
launched against the townships and the
Black trade unions is also a signal to the
faithful that the government is quite capable
of controlling the situation with a policy of
kragdadigherd, the exercise of brute power.
And as Botha made clear at the recent
national congress of his party, his policy
remains defending the essential cornerstones
of apartheid — the Group Areas Act and
race-based ceducation.

While these are still enforced the dropping
of the pass laws, the Mixed Marriage Acts
and the granting of frechold rights for all are
simply gestures designed to mollify liberal
domestic and foreign opinion, while defying
the world to do its worse with sanctions.

There is no doubt that this strategy has
temporarily increased Botha’s  support
among the white population. But the con-
tinuing heroic resistance of the Black masses
in the beginning to undermine this approach
and ensure the continuing crisis of the white
ruling class. Not only has the mass move-
ment not been crushed, but the reports
which have inevitably leaked out depicting
the reign of terror in the South African has
further aroused world opinion against the
apartheid regime and strengthened the call to
isolate South Africa with etfective sanctions.

South Africa is not on the eve of a
successful Black revolution today. The de-
gree of political crisis of the regime has not
yet affected the repressive capacitics of its
formidably modern army, nor has armed
struggle of the masses yet come onto the
agenda. But the contradictions inherent in
the white body politic cnsures that its
convulsions will continue, while the new
order continues to dig below the surface.
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Why do you think that the left farled to
capture the Labour Party for socialism
berween 1979 and 19817

It was the high point of the Labour Party
because, in my view, it looked as if it was
going to be possible to getbeyond an
sbr-type of Labour Party, and change the
situation wherby the Parliamentary Labour
Party comes to power free to do whatit likes
without consulting the movementas a
whole.

I think this frightenced the British
establishment to an extraordinary degrec.
Although they have never liked the Labour
Party, in the past they have known that if
Labour came to power, nothing much would
change. But they saw the possibility that, if
the left won inside the party and Labour
came back to power, then all that would
change. They saw the possibility of a Labour
government which would bring aboutas big
aswing to the leftas Thatcher has brought
about on the right.

The cvents between 1979-81 also
frightened the Labour leadership because,
like the establishment, they wanted no such
thing. And what we witnessed during that
time was a combination of the British
establishment, the Labour establishment and
the media getting together to snuff itout. But
they did notsucceed in snuffing itout.
Everything that’s happeed since is rooted in
what happened during those years.

Now if the deputy leadership campaign
had gone the other way 1 think the results
would have been different to what people
expected. The Parliamentary party would
probably have elected their own deputy
leader — they would nothave accepted the
decision. There were probably also errorsin
the way the campaign was conducted. Was it
right to focus on the deputy leadership
campaign? Theissues might have been better
focussed by pushing the constitutional
reforms to the point where the shadow
cabinet was clected. 1 think that’s open to
argument.

Justas we criticise the party for being an
clectoral machine, is there a danger of the left
becoming an elctoral machine, where
everything is concentrated on getting power
within the framework of the party?

Ithink the deputy leadership campaign was
the highpoint of the left; people knew the
issue was about policies and began to
organise in the unions in support of left
policies. But just on the issuc of the reasons
for the defeat of the left, some people would
argue that it was incvitable because the
institutions of the right —— the Parliamentary
party and the trade union leaders —— have

always combined to stifle revolt inside the
party.

Well we got nearer to it then than atany
other time. P’m sceptical about the ability of
asingle candidate to encapsulate the whole
argument of the left— 1 don’tbelieve these
things are doncat the top anyway. But it’s
truc that the simple question of who to
support for deputy leader did bring into
focus lefupolicies and did radicalise the
movement.

I’m not sure L agree that the leftcan never
win in the party. There’s anote of scepticism
in that. Not a scepticism about the Labour
Party, which [ can understand, but ot the
idea of the British working class movement
ever adopting - through its institutions —
policies which lead to real change. Afrerall
the ‘Labour Party” is only aname for the
constitucncies and unions. Are you saving,
and 'm sure I wouldn’tsay this, that 650
c1.ps and thousands of unions branches
could never develop enough unerstanding
and pressure to bring about real change? The
establishment would never believe that,
because they’ve been scared of itsinee 1649,
since 1789 and since 1917 in particular. Of
course there are powerfal ¢entres of
resistance to such change, thepLl and the

TuC General Council inpar ,lg;ml’m

not sure that they areas strmaﬁ;&iff‘ e

You said yourself that if you'd wonthe
deputy leadership election thePLr might
haveset up its own deputy leadcrship. All
I'm questioning is whether the Labour Party
as it is can be a real agency for change.

Well — there are two Labour parties. The
relationship between the two was
highlighted by the democratic reforms. The
pLP, unlike every local party, does not have
its own standing orders or constitution
incorporated into the constitution of the
Labour Party. The pL.Pis based on the
Burkeian idea that when you getthere you
represent everybody. Youareonty aparty
person when you are sefected as a candidate.
When you get elected youkick away the
ladder. ;

The problem of the Plj’hasnojtgoi;to&é" ¥

confused with the nature, characterand
potential of the Labour Party. The PLPis
going to be different after the next clection.
When an incoming Labour government =
we hope — comes forward with policies that
might be unacceptableto the labour
movement. For at leastthe first 18 months
there is going to be a very high degreeof
accountability before the re-selections come
through. We cstablished the beginnings of a
change that would be really important but
we never completed it.

OK. Let’s talk about what’s going on now.
What chance do you think we on the left
have of a Labour government coming to
power that really changes the lives of
working class people in this country?

Well the manifesto for the next election will
be within the framework of whatis
acceptable to the establshment, with the
possible exception of cruise missiles. ftisa
manifesto that will merely lead to a Labour
team replacing a Tory team. Electoralism
isn’t the be-all and end-all but the displacing

of Mrs Thatcher is a very relevant question.
The one change that will be encapsulated in
an clection victory for Labour is the electoral
defeat of Thatcher, the throwing back of the
Torics into opposition. We will then havea
new and different labour movement team in
power. The questionis what does the labour
movementdo then?

I'm moving away from theideaofa
manifesto of promises to amanifesto of
demands. You've seen the Chesterfield
Manifesto. The idea that the role of the
labour movement is to make demands on
whoceverisin power. The policies as now
forecast become less relevant than what we
do when thereis Labour government.
Labour, in this phase, would operate morein
the way capital operates — as a pressurc on
society, and on the government.

But business has a lot of auromatic power in
oursocicty. The working class has to
organisc to have any say atall. Going back to
what vou said about 81 threatening changes
on the leftas radical as Thatcherism was for
the righe, I belicve that’s just what's needed
— aradical Labour government. The sbpr has
no alternative o Thatcher, Labour’s NEC1s
moving towards amanifestotht will differ
very lietle with thespp. How docs the left
hold up the banner ofthekind of policies and
the kind of labour movement we need to
fight Thatcher and her allies? Some people
want that deabrecompletély squashed.

But they have not succéeded in quashing that
debate. There’s something else about the
political situation in Britain - ashared
analysis among a very large number o
peopleabout what's going on, The mai
factor in bringing about that shared analys
~which I supposc you would calla class
and socialist analysis — was thé miners’

i the miners’ strike wasable to

p the Greenham women, the Black

struggle, the democratic reforms in the
* Labour Party. 1 think thereisashadow

socialist party in Britain inside the Labour
Party, notexclusively inside. [ think it’s that

whmh the establishment fears.

very important we don’taccept the
iadefinition of the left which is thatit’s
is’appcax‘ed‘becausc that’s designed to

- ‘fiémoralisé us. What makes the

establishmentfrightened is that they know
the lefthas notbecn destroyed. The arming
ofthe pOIi{:e, the S gas, the water capnons, the BBC
isonelong campaign against socialist idcas.
The facethat Fleet Street opens firc on
anyonethatputs their heads above the
parapet— beit Bernic Grant, Derck Hatton,
Arthur Scagill or myself —all this is an
indication of their concern about the left.
lagree with you— weneed a Labour
government with socialist policies if we are
going to carry forward any transformation.
It may be that the deteat of Thatcher at chis
moment— and I don’t want to sound like
Marxism Today because don’tagree with
them —and the achievement of a Labour
victory will open up prospects for change
again. Hope is a very important factor in
mobilisation. Fear is a very negative factor.
Capital is much more entrenched in our
society. Labour is an external pressure and
capital is aninternal pressure from the top.
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