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Labour and US militarism

DURING THE Labour Party conference all the
normal rules of ‘protocol’ went out the window as
senior figures in the us administration attacked
the Labour Party. When us defence advisor
Richard Perle warned that the election of a
Labour government would be a disaster for the
Atlanticalliance, Denis Healey dismissed himas a
‘middle ranking pipsqueak’. Actually Perle is one
of the most influential cold warriors in the United
States, but no matter. When Defence Secretary
Casper Weinberger said exactly the same thing,
Neil Kinnock said he was sure that this did not
represent the views of the us administration.

But Healey and Kinnock were further em-
barassed when the us ambassador in London
confirmed that this was indeed the Us view. In fact
no one should be in the least surprised that the
United States views with alarm the prospect of
the election of a government pledged to phase
out British nuclear weapons and remove us
nuclear bases; equally no one should be sur-
prised that the us will resist such moves by every
means at its disposal — the initial warnings by
Weinberger and Perle were just the beginning of
what could become an ali-out fight.

Looked at from one angle, Labour Party
policy could be accommodated quite easily by
the United States. Kinnock made clear, in his
conference speech, that non-nuclear us bases
would stay — that key installations like Brawdy,
which monitors Soviet submarines entering the
Atlantic, and the early warning station at Fyling-
dales would not be affected. Moreover if there
were ‘non-nuclear’ us airforce bases it would be
extremely difficult to check whether nuclear
weapons were being brought in from the usa.
Why then the us concern?

For the Reaganite cold warriors politics is in
command, not narrow military questions which
are secondary. While a non-nuclear Britain
would damage us war fighting capacities only
marginally, the political dynamic it would set up
inside NATO is a frightening one. The us cold war
offensive has aimed to secure political military
and economic domination of the West while
sabotaging any attempts at European neutrality
or independence vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and
the Eastern bloc. The sight of Britain dismantling
its nuclear weapons and removing Us nuclear
bases would be seen in Europe as a victory for
neutralist tendencies and the peace movement,
even if Kinnock loudly proclaimed his loyalty to
NATO. It is the last thing which the us wants to see.

Since Thatcher has made it clear that defence
will be a major issue in the election, Kinnock has
now embroiled himself in a host of contradica-
tions. Why, if the basic assumptions of NATO and
the Western alliance are accepted — namely the
need for a nuclear alliance to confront the ‘Soviet
threat’ — should Kinnock want to damage us
warfighting capacities in the slightest? Why
should he even be suspected of doing so? It is an
illogical stance, born out of the need to simul-

taneously appease an overwhelmingly unila-
teralist British labour movement and at the same
time convince the us and British establishments
that there is no question of a Labour government
going neutralist. Neil Kinnock risks being acc-
used of bad faith by both sides. The only logical
basis of wanting to get rid of both British and us
nukes is that they are part of an aggressive
imperialist alliance which makes nuclear war
more likely, and indeed that real British political
independence in creating a new social and
political order in Europe means getting out of the
us nuclear embrace. But in order to give his
assurances to the British and us establishments,
Kinnock is prevented from telling the truth about
us militarism.

In the event that a Labour government were
elected these contradications in Kinnock’s posi-
tion would indeed become explosive. The United
States would immediately step up its blackmail,
threaten all kinds of dire consequences and
retaliation if Kinnock kept to his promises to
remove the nukes and bases. The campaign
would be ably backed up by the British media
and establishment. There would be strong press-
ure from the right in the Labour Party to renege
on these promises. Healey’s faux pas during
party conference — his statement that Britain
might in certain circumstances keep Polaris —
shows that there would be plenty of room to
fudge.

There can be no doubt that this would be the
most likely outcome. If on the other hand the
government actually proceeded with its plans, it
would set in train the biggest political crisis in
post-war British history. During such a crisis
Labour would find itself disarmed in face of NATO
accusations of disloyalty. The only adequate
answer would be to point out the real character of
NATO, and mobilise the labour movement in
support of an anti-NATO stance. The truth of the
matter is that British membership of NATO, and
loyalty to its nuclear policies, is deeply ingrained
in the British capitalist order. Getting out of NATO
is a task of almost revoluntionary proportions.

How should the left then respond to the

‘Weinberger-Perle-Reagan offensive? First, it

should demand that Kinnock sticks to his policy
of getting rid of the nukes and bases. Second, it
should point out that so doing means confronting
NATO and the British ruling class. Third, the left
should do everything to support the emerging
campaign for British withdrawal from NATO. By
campaigning on this basis the left can create the
best preconditions for pushing forward the
anti-nuclear fight if a Labour government is
elected.

The us government can of course take solace
from the fact that it is by no means certain that a
Labour government will be elected and almost
certain that a pro-NATO Kinnock would capitulate
to us pressure. That, of course, is precisely what
Perle and Weinberger, via their warning shot
across Labour’s bows, are preparing for.



Syrian terrorism and the Hindawi affair

THE severing of diplomatic
relations between Britain and
Syria was the dramatic
culmination of the El Al bomb
plot affair. The prosecution
case during the Hindawi trial
was that Hindawi had been in
the pay of the Syrians, and
that the bomb, given to
Hindawi’s hapless girlfriend,
had been provided by the
Syrian embassy.

The guilty verdict gave
Thatcher the opportunity she
wanted to break off
diplomatic relations with
Syria, an action gleefully
supported by the Reagan
administration. How should
socialists see this affair?

The Hindawi affair fits
perfectly with Reagan’s
political offensive which posits
terrorism as the major enemy
of the West, and which
legitimises the us cold war
posture. Thatcher has toddled
along meekly behind this
offensive, oblivious to its main
intention of bringing Europe to
heel behind us political,
economic and military
leadership.

it might be tempting, to see
Hindawi as a victim of crude
political calculation, with the
British courts simply helping
Thatcher to create a new
‘terrorism’ scare, any ‘frame
up' thesis is a long shot in this
particular case. Hindawi’s
defence was exceedingly
weak, being based simply on
the assertion that he had
thought he was smuggling
drugs, not planting a bomb on
the El Al plane.

Even if the facts are at this
stage unknown it would be
entirely characteristic of the
Syrian security service to use a
Palestinian like Hindawi to
carry out its dirty work.

Terrorist actions, like
random bombings, air
hijackings, and attacks on
Jewish restaurants and
synagogues, are not a
symptom of the strength of the
Palestinian movement, but of
its weakness. Even when
carried out by sincere
Palestinian militants, driven to
desperation by the succesive
blows the Palestinian
population has suffered at the
hands of Israel, Shi‘ite
fundamentalists and others,
many of these actions cannot
possibly by supported from

either a political or mora/
point of view.

Bombing a synagogue in
Istanbul is simply a
reactionary act, based on a
confusion between Zionism,
the Zionist state and the jewish
people. Apart from being an
attack on innocents, such
activity only strengths the
Zionist equation between
anti-Zionism and
anti-semitism.

And if Hindawi was planting
a bomb on the El Al plane,
how can it possibly be justified
that anyone travelling to the
state of Israel on an El Al
plane is a legitimate target for
assassination? To argue that
they are, would be to begin to
adopt the morality of the
Palestinians’ oppressors.

To state these facts bluntly is
not to adopt the hypocritical
morality of Thatcher and
Reagan who keep guiet-about
the hundreds of deaths among
the Palestinians over the past
five years at the hands of the
Israelis; and the Shi‘ite
movement Amal in Lebanon,
which is keeping the refugee
camps under constant siege.
Random terrorist attacks,
however, are no solution to
the problems of the
Palestinian people, and in
certain cases even set their
struggle back.

There is another problem
with the adoption of terrorist
tactics. By their very nature
they require utter secrecy and
are carried out by groups not
under any kind of democratic
control. This renders them
open to manipulation and
provocation by state security
agencies utilising them for
their own ends.

The Abu Nidal group,
responsible for many terrorist
actions, is based in Damascus,
and kept under tight Syrian
control. It seems clear that his
actions are at least sanctioned
by the Syrian regime, who
may even supply him with
resources and logisitical
support.

Terrorist groups, especially
those under the control of
reactionary governments, very
easily degenerate from having
clear political-military
objectives, to simply trying to
carry off ‘successful’
operations generally
measured by the degree of

international publicity, and not
by whether they actually
succeed in promoting the
struggle of the oppressed.

Those Palestinian militants
who are caught up in the
vicious circle of apolitical
terrorism, and who have come
under the control of the
Syrians face an insuperable
political contradiction.
Everyday the Palestinian
camps in Lebanon are under
attack from Amal, the
Shi‘ite-led movement, and
who is behind these attacks?
None other than Assad, the
Syrian leader, who is Amal’s
main political and financial
backer. Assad does not want
a strong independent
Palestinian movement On the
contrary, he sees it as a'threat
to his own control of Lebanon
and Syria’s international
position. It is a sad
commentary on the Palestinian
resistance that desperate
militants now align themselves
with a mortal enemy like

Assad .

Terrorist actions pose a
particular problem for
socialists in the imperialist
countries. They are magnified
out of all proportion by the
imperialist politicians to justify
the cold war, repressive laws
and police actions, and to

attack civil liberties and create
a climate of reaction.

Moreover, socialists have
generally supported — and
righily so — armed struggle
by oppressed peoples against
imperialism. But we have to
face the fact that many
terrorist groups, from the Red
army faction and its
successors in West Germany,
to the red brigades in ltaly to
the Palestinian splinter groups,
have nothing whatever to do
with popular armed struggle
based on mass mobilisation,
in the fight for national
liberation.

Abu Nidal is a million miles
away from the original
fedayeen fighters or the active
service units of the irish
republican movement. If that is
true for small terrorist
formations, it is doubly true
for the ruthless state security
agencies of countries like
Syria and Libya.

Our enemy’s enemy is not
always our friend. We should
be wary about giving
credence or support to
reactionary terrorist activities,
just because their perpetrators
carry them out in the name of
‘anti-imperialism’.

* There will be a major
article on terrorism in
our next issue.

Privatisation:
fightback in jeopardy

The Queens speech at the
state opening of parliament in
November unveiled a new
stage in the government's
privatisation programme — a
plan to force local authorities
to put many services out to
private tender. The first stage
of this includes maintenance,
catering and other services.
None of this is a great
surprise — already
enthusiastic privatisers in local
government have made
experiments towards this goal
— Southend, Wandsworth and
Ealing before it went Labour,
are notable examples.

We know already from
these experiences that it leads
to a radically reduced level of
service and an all-round
attack on local authority
workers, through redundancy

and a drop in earnings. There
have been cases, for example,
in direct works departments,
of local authority workers
putting in their own tenders for
a particular service, which
necessarily involve reduction
of wages to ensure a
competitive bid. In other
cases, local authority workers
have been re-employed by
private contractors at
drastically reduced rates of

pay.

So bad have privately
tendered services been, both
in the health service and local
government that some local
authorities have been forced
to cancel contracts and bring
services back in-house. But
now environment secretary
Nicholas Ridley intends to
tighten up regulations about

INTERNATIONAL No 7 November/December 1986
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Privatisation of council services has frequén

~crding contracts in health
z ccc! government to

s_rs ~ema smzsmact

tender is accecec

In response to icca
government privatisation,
~\ALGO and NUPE, who have a
'o'c o cver one quarter of a
~. on members, are
launcning a joint
anti-privatisation campaign.
The problem is that it is almost
certainly bound to fail. To see
why, it is necessary to look at
previous attempts to fight
privatisation in the public
services and health.

British Gas, about to be
floated on the stock exchange,
is a good example. When Gas
privatisation was announced
the unions, mainly NALGO and
GMBATU, launched an
anti-privatisation campaign
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government privatisation has
all the hallmarks of the GUARD
campaign. It will rely on
publicity and protest. There is
no recognition at all that, as
with any attack on workers, in
the last analysis only industrial
action will defeat it.

The local government
unions do not have an
inspiring recent record behind
them. They were defeated on
abolition of the GLC and Met. .
counties and rate capping,
again because, in the end,
they used the tactics of protest
rather than using their muscle,
and were prepared to get out
of the firing line, leaving the
main campaigning to be done
by left-wing local authorities.
Of course, there were many
rank and file members of
NALGO and NUPE who did want
a serious fight, but their

-leaderships never did.

The prevailing wisdom in
the bureaucracy is that ‘we
cannot deliver our members’
for industrial action. And on
the surface of things it seems
very difficult to get any serious
strike action against
privatisation going. But the
reason for that is not simply
demoralisation and apathy,
but the failure of the union
leaderships to mobilise their
members; their failure to give
serious and sustained support
to those who have taken
action — for example NUPE's
effective abandonment of the
Borking women hospital
cleaners; and the accumulated
effect of defeats on the
preparedness of the rank and
file to fight.

NALGO has prepared a long
‘campaign strategy’ document
on local government
privatisation, which fails to
mention industrial action. It
has designated 1987 ‘Public
Services Year’, heralding
another expensive publicity

aa e
tly been a disaster
affecting privatisation in the
slightest!

Once NALGO's ballot on
industrial action had gone
down, the defeat of the GUARD
campaign was inevitable.
Now, the joint NALGO-NUPE
campaign on local

called ‘GUARD’. Its strategy
was to make anti-privatisation
publicity by lobbying
cooosition wes, and generally
~MCK:NG as MucCh Noise as
possible. All this did not
impress the Tories with their
140-plus majority in
parliament. They calculated
that the unions could not, or
rather would not, respond with
industrial action to defeat the
privatisation moves. Their
calculation was correct.
Belatedly NALGO did hold a
ballot on industrial action
which was defeated. The
question on the ballot paper
asked whether gas workers
were prepared to one-day
strike action — which of
course they were not, knowing
full well that it would lose
them a day’s wages without




campaign, like ‘Put People
First' in 1982. Among some
local authority workers this
approach is leading them to
ask whether the best
preparation for privatisation is
not to work out how to tender,
to ensure an in-house bid
wins. This will certainly be
pushed by the right wing.

Behind the prevarications of
the bureaucracy in confronting
privatisation is the fact that
they are ‘waiting for Kinnock’,
and have been for several
years. The irony is that Neil
Kinnock has made it crystal
clear thot re-nationalisation of
privatised industries is very
low down on his list of
priorities for a future Labour
government.

Militants in NALGO and NUPE
need to popularise the
examples of where
privatisation has been
defeated, as in Bury, and
begin to fight for an
alternative strategy to defeat
privatisation. The likes of
Bickerstaffe and Daly are not
interested in a struggle. If the
left does not lead it, then no
one will.

In keeping the split about
abstaining from participation
in the Dail at this year’s Ard
Fheis to a minimum, Sinn Fein
President Gerry Adams
demonstrated his authority
within a politically mature,
collective leadership.

Adams spoke publicly on
abstentionism for the first time
in a year in his presidential
address, but clearly the whole
leadership had spent much
time within the republican
movement campaigning to
break out of its isolation,
particularly in the 26 Counties,
to reach broader
anti-imperialist forces and
wider republican support.

They brought with them
backing from the army council
and support from famous
long-standing supporters of
abstention, John Joe McGirl
and Joe Cahill. Seconding the
Ard Chomhairle motion,
McGirl received a massive
standing ovation. Support
from among the old guard
was significant; they have the
most bitter experiences of the
civil war in the South following
partition, when many of their

Young voters outside Divis, West Belfast

Andrew Moore/Reflex

Sinn Fein Steps Forward

comrades were murdered by
Free State forces.

Over 100 delegates queued
to speak in the debate. Not all
could be taken. The main
themes referred to by
supporters of the Ard
Chombhairle were the need for
political means to confront the
struggle in the South, to win
popular support for continued
armed struggle, and for unity
inside the movement following
the vote. In @ hard-hitting
speech Martin McGuinness
argued that the old leadership
had never accepted criticism
from the new leaders over the
truce in the 1970s, and has
never given them full support.

The two-thirds majority
required was won by a mere
nine votes. While the
pro-abstentionists lost only
narrowly, they were
overwhelmed politically. They
relied on emotive arguments
and had scant political
alternative. As one speaker
put it: ‘we were right in 1970
(the last time the movement
split) and if we were right
then, we're right today’.

The ending of the abstention

policy after 65 years removes
a major barrier to Adams’
long-term strategy. ‘The
central issue is not
abstentionism’, he explained,
‘it is merely a problematic,
deeply-rooted and emotive
symptom of the lack of
republican politics and the
failure of successive

generations of republicans fo
grasp the centrality, the
primacy and the fundamental
need for republican politics.’
Adams’ seriousness in his
attempt to avoid a split was
clearly visible. As Ruairi
O’Bradaigh stepped up to the
rostrum to argue for continued
abstentionism Adams

Sinn Fein poised to enter the Dail
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deliberately shook his hand
and stood up, forcing an
ovation from conference.
Before the result was
announced, Adams delivered
a powerful speech again
calling on supporters of
abstentionism not to walk out
and divide the movement, and
calling on other delegates not
to indulge in triumphalism.
The effect was that the
walk-out — of no more than
20 — failed to disrupt the
conference, which resumed in
seconds.

The other main debate — on
abortion rights — showed,
however, that the leadership
are not always the most
advanced supporters of
progressive ideas. Arguing o
more consistent political line,
women delegates led a strong
defence of the advance made
last year on a woman'’s right
to choose. Moving the
resolution, Dodie
McGuinness, Derry councillor,
explained she was attempting
to end confusion by presenting
a more rounded policy on a
woman’s right to choose,
consistent with Sinn Fein’s
demand for self-determination
and a secular state.

The leadership had failed to
campaign and organise
support for last year’s
conference decision. Adams
criticised comrades for going
"too far, too fast’ last year,
although he described the
debate as the most
educational and
thought-provoking discussion
of 1985 conference. Criticising
the policy as a fudge Adams
argued, along with Rita
O’Hare, for a return to the
pre-1985 position which is o
‘compassionate, progressive
policy’. In summary, Dodie
McGuinness conceded that
though the policy of a
woman'’s right to choose
policy may fall the debate is
now in the open.

This is surely the point.
Discussion has definitely
changed people’s opinions,
and the most significant show
of hands was the minuscule
vote against any progressive
policy on abortion at all. This
is a victory for the women and
men who have raised this
issue in the republican
movement in their attempt to
make Sinn Fein a more
progressive party.
Stephanie Grant &

Jean Reilly

Is this the
way the
world
ends?

MOST PEOPLE have, by now,
some idea of what the ‘Big
Bang’ means. Either they have
read the endless ‘guides’ in
the bourgeios press — in
which case they know that the
‘Big Bang’ means
deregulation, healthy
competition and a gateway to
a share-owning democracy —
or they have seen Steve Bell's
‘If" cartoon in the Guardian, in
which case they know that the
Jack-the-Lad jobbers with the
flat-top haircuts are merging
with the Sloaney stock-brokers
to become even more efficient
at acquiring huge quantities of
money.

What most people won't
have seen in their daily papers
is any indication of the
possible effects this
‘revolution’ is going to have
on jobs. Labour Research in its
October issue raised this
question in relation to changes
in atttudes in pension fund
managers, who in going for
short-term risky profits will
collude in takeover bids and
asset-stripping exercises
rather than sticking with firms
with long-term profit (and
employment) prospects.

The new deregulatory City
makes the likelihood of these
types of takeover bids greater
and calls into question the
ability of the City regulation
institutions, and more
importantly, the government to
police these operations.

One of the changes
introduced on 27 October is
the removal of the restrictions
on who can deal on the floor
of the sfock exchange.

Huge financial
conglomerates have been
established combining the
functions of stock-brokers,
jobbers, merchant bankers
and so on which have
traditionally been performed
by separate firms. So, for
instance, the people who
advise people or companies
on what shares they should
buy or sell (brokers) are now
working for the same firm as
those who actually sell shares
or buy them (jobbers).
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In addition, these
conglomerates are investing
on their own account as well
as advising and carrying out
investments for clients. The
conflict of interest is clear.
Information which could have
an effect on share prices is
more likely to be passed
between interested parties
who all happen to work for
the same parent company.

A Campaign Group
pamphlet The City Big Bank
2000 by Brian Sedgmore and
Dennis Skinner outlines the
kind of thing which might
happen. Companies with the
opportunity of taking over
firms with undervalued assets,
component parts or
subsidiaries can maximise
their ‘earnings per share’ by
carrying out the takeover and
simply selling the various bits
off. The fact that share prices
bear very little relation to the
long-term profitability and
efficiency of o company
means that this kind of thing
can happen to firms which
could realistically have
expected to provide
employment well into the
future.

The new deregulated City
means that, in the course of
advising a client company, o
merchant banker, for instance,
may obtain some
price-sensitive information.
S/he may then pass this
information on illegally to
brokers who work for the
same parent company as

her/himself. The broker may
use the information to advise
other companies that a
takeover bid might be
possible.

The buying and selling of
the shares might also be
handled by the same firm, and
the banker might earn a huge
commission for helping to
fight the ensuing takeover bid.
Therefore, this multi-functional
financial institution makes
money all they way down the
line and a perfectly viable firm
is taken over and perhaps
broken up with consequent
mass redundancies.

So as well as the huge
amount of investment funds
{(and therfore jobs) which are
expected to go abroad as
foreign firms gain access to
the Stock Exchange we might
also see a stepping up of the
takeover binge of the last few
years and yet more job losses.

One other, more immediate,
source of job losses might be
the bloodbath expected in the
gilts market which will almost
certainly result in some 20
firms being pushed out. The
staff of the large research
departments taken on by
many firms in expectation of
opgating in this market —
many of whom were given
very large ‘golden hellos’ —
will probably now be made
redundant. Anybody
interested in setting up @
support committee?

JEAN REILLY



Mozambican
workers’ appeal

THE STATE-SPONSORED .

Mozambican trade union
movement, the OTM, has
appealed to workers
throughout the world to step
up their solidarity with
Mozambican workers in the
face of growing South African
threats. In a statement from
the organisation’s secretariat,
the OTM points fo the
possibility of an imminent
South African attack against
Mozambique, and accuses the
Pretoria regime of trying to
strangle the Mozambican
economy.

The statement refers
particularly to last week’s
South African government
decision to cease the
movement of Mozambican
migrant workers into South
Africa, and to expel those
already in South Africa at the
end of their current contracts.
The OTM notes that there are
about 61,000 Mozambicans
working South African
mines.

The oTMm statement thanks
the South African National
Union of Miners (NUM) and the
Congress of South African
Trade Unions (COsATU) for
their expressions of solidarity
with the Mozambican miners.
It pledges the OTM's continued
support to South African
workers in their struggle
against apartheid.

The 0™ also calls on
Mozambican workers to
organise ourselves in the
defence of our country
threatened by racist
barbarism. In all workplaces
let us prepare to defend our
economy and our
sovereignty.’ The Pretoria
regime, says the OT™
statement, wants to export the
conflict between itself and the
South African people to the
neighbouring states and, to
this end, Pretoria ‘finances
and infiltrates bandit gangs to
destabilise our country and to
sow destruction and death.’

(from MOZAMBIQUE
INFORMATION AGENCY)

300 at International

Symposium

Three hundred readers of
International packed into
London’s Kingsway Princeton
College on 17-19 October for
our first symposium. The
theme, ‘A socialist strategy in
Europe’, succeeded in locating
the tasks of British socialists
firmly within an infernational
context.

Speaking at a well-attended
opening plenary session,
Ernest Mandel, Marxist
economist and leading
member of the Fourth
International, set the theme for
much that followed with an
examination of what he called
the ‘restructuration and
recomposition’ of the
European working class and
its labour movements.

For Mandel these changes
had not significantly
weakened the role of the
working class, but posed the
urgent necessity of a political
strategy to meet the new
realities. From this point of
view it was necessary to
critically evaluate those
currents that have emerged
within the working class in the
last period, in particular, not
taking a sectarian stand
towards developments within
the peace movement and the
movements of the oppressed.

Subsequent speakers
including Steffi Engert from
the Socialist Left of the West
German Green Party, Tarig
Ali, Quentin Hoare, Branka
Magas, Oliver MacDonald,
John Palmer, Graham Bash,
Margaret Coulson, Kum-Kum
Bavani, Veronica Beechey,
Alan Thornett and members of
International’s editorial board,
addressed these themes in 30
workshops over the weekend.

A notable feature of the
symposium was the
attendance of socialists from
Sweden, West Germany,
Switzerland, Netherlands,
France, and Italy and Ireland,
who contributed their
experiences fo the debate.

Welcome too was the
contribution of representatives
from organisations such as the
Socialist Society and the
Socialist Workers Party who
provided their own distinctive
answers to the problems
raised in the discussion. In
particular the Symposium
marked the growing
convergence between the
politics of International and
Socialist Viewpoint magazine.

At the closing session of the
event Jeremy Corbyn MP and
Narendra Makeniji of the
Labour Party Black Sections
outlined the necessity of an
agenda for the left of the party
which resisted the charge to
the right not only of Kinnock,
but many erst-while lefts. Jane
Kelly from the editorial board
of International agreed,
pointing to the disastrous
failure of those on the left who
had tried to influence the
direction of the party through
an accommodation with the
Kinnock leadership and the
dangers of any new
‘realignment Mark 2.

The alternative for the left
was fo base itself on mass
action against the policies of
the Tory government and
employers. Fittingly therefore
it was strikers from the Silent
Night and Hangar disputes
who received a standing
ovation as the symposium
came to a close.

See you all next year!
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THE GROWTH OF new realism in the trade
unions is bound up with the rise of the
Kinnock-Hattersley leadership inside the
Labour Party. The most powerful allies of
Kinnock and Hattersley are not actually the
rightward-moving thinkers of the Lcc (La-
bour Coordinating Committee) and Marx-
ism Today, but the trade union bureaucrats
who have the power to influence the out-
come of struggles, most notably the miners’
strike and the fight against rate-capping.

Inside the party, Kinnock has constructed
an alliance with the right-wing trade union
leaders on the National Executive and pulled
Ron Todd’s Tewu into line with NUPE’s soft
left leadership trailing behind. The goal is to
persuade the trade union bureaucracy to col-
lude with a right-wing Labour government
who will control the trade unions by making
use of key aspects of Thatcher’s anti-union
legislation such as pre-strike ballots.

This new realism has three main aspects.
First, it is a strategic response by sections of
the bureaucracy to the new relationship of
class forces under the Tories. The starting
point of the philosophy is to avoid the class
struggle and any independent action by the
working class against either the Tories or the
state. In fact it relies heavily on the notion of
‘benign neutrality’ of the state in order to
impose its version of Thatcher’s anti-trade
union laws by laying out a framework of
legal rights for the individual which militate
against collective action.

As John Edmonds of GMBaTU put it with
almost touching naivety, ‘the law should be
on the side of the kitchen porter and the
chambermaid and not Murdoch’. Such a
strategy will hold the working class back
from struggle and, in the context of mass
unemployment and weakening trade union-
ism, lay the basis for the creation of an
incomes policy with a statutory minimum
wage as the baseline.

The second goal of the so-called new real-
ism is to unite the trade union bureaucracy
behind Kinnock and the Labour leaders on
the grounds that it is the only alternative to
Thatcher. This strategy involves sabotaging
and isolating any struggles that break out in
the interest of ‘unity’: witness the miners’,
railworkers” and printworkers’ disputes.
Such a strategy is designed to present the
Labour/trade union alliance as a real alter-
native for the bourgeoisie.

The third aspect of new realism, and this is
also its Achilles heel, is that it is based on
defeats and setbacks for the working class.
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The September 1986 Trades Union Congress, followed closely by
a stage-managed annual Labour Party conference, firmly
established the ‘new realists’ as the dominant current within the

labour bureaucracy.

GRAHAM TOPLEY examines the growth of the new
consensus politics and proposes the outline of a strategy to

combat its influence in the trade union movement.

New redadlism rules

Andrew Moore/Reflex

August conference, 1986

The advance of the Labour left through the
Bennite struggle and the increased radicali-
sation among important sections of the trade
unions in the period after 1979 was a signifi-

cant develoment. The miners’ strike in parti-
cular opened up tremendous possibilities for
the development of a stable class-struggle
current across the labour movement.
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The defeat of the Benn-for-deputy cam-
paign, however, followed by the defeat of
some of the combative sections of the class
by the Thatcher government, in particular
the defeat of the miners, has led to the
growth instead of a ‘soft left’/right wing
alliance behind Kinnock. This represents a
rejection of class struggle methods (that is,
Scargillism) in favour of class collabora-
tion.

The essential utopianism of the new realist
project resides in its being based on defeats
and unemployment, since it cannot there-
fore deliver anything to the working class.
In the context of the economic crisis the
room for material reforms is increasingly
squeezed. A strategy which accepts the legi-
timacy of the bourgeois state to determine
what resources are available and which

7

shackles the working class to the state could
be rapidly shaken by an upsurge of militan-
cy which would bypass it completely.

It is ironic that the supporters of such
policies make so much noise on behalf of the
so-called ‘new servant class’ and the ‘lost
millions’. While accepting the need to
seriously analyse the restructuring of the
workforce and the question of non-
unionisation, the growth of part-time and
low paid work, we must reject the frame-
work offered by the new realists and the
sometimes thin ideological cover given for
this by the Lcc/Marxism Today current.

As capitalism moves deeper into crisis
full-time jobs are being replaced by part-
time and temporary jobs. Employment in
manufacturing continues to decline relative
to jobs in the service sector. Blue collars are

being displaced by white collars. Women,
particularly part-time workers, are more
likely than men to take new jobs that are
going. The electricians union, the EETPU was
the first to come up with a coherent response
to the new trends, with its strike-free pack-
age offered mainly to electronic compa-
nies.

Now cmeaTU under John Edmonds pur-
ports to take up the challenge of developing
a new strategy for the changing labour
movement. The unions are being advertised
as offering help to individuals such as advice
with mortgages, cheap holidays and so on.
Edmonds s clear that the unions should not
promise what they can’t deliver, that is: an
end to low pay and the prevention of job
losses.

Wapping




For the realists like him struggle through
collective action should be abandoned in
favour of some nebulous concept of the
needs of the individual. What is emerging is
a strategy of individual rights backed up in
law as a clear alternative to collective trade
union action. The mass meeting and partici-
pation would be replaced by pre-strike bal-
lots arbitrated by management and the state.
Not very reassuring for the security of the
‘new servant class’.

Although there are differences of
perspective between the new realists and
out-and-out right wingers such as Ham-
mond and, to a lesser extent, Bill Jordan of
the Aru, there are moves in Hammond’s
direction. Edmonds accepts that much of the
approach of the eeTPU towards more clearly
detined ‘business unionism’ cannot be ig-
nored. His own white collar section, MATSA,
has adopted a package of services to attract
potential recruits to the high-tech sector.
While Edmonds refuses to concede that
deals should contain any so-called ‘no-
strike’ clauses, he does accept binding arbi-
tration, flexibility of labour and single status
for workers. He is quoted as saying that
“The EETPU has set an example and we have to
follow them’ (Financial Times 22/3/86). A
recent agreement by GmBAaTU at National
Panasonic in South Wales is an example.

Edmonds is not alone or even particularly
original in identifying structural changes in
the workforce, but he is alone in taking his
perceptions to such rigorous lengths. He
plays on the fact that the movement is, in his
view, male, craft and activist (sic) based and
recommends new forms of organisation.
Clearly the organisation, structure and in-
ternal democracy of the unions would have
to change in order to accommodate, for
example, the influx of part-time women
workers. But the new realists’ only mea-
ningful step in this direction appears to be
the adoption of key aspects of the Tories’
anti-union legislation!

In fact, Hammond’s role as the right-wing
battering ram of the new policy of consensus
cannot be underestimated. He rejects class-
based industrial conflict in favour of
mutually beneficial cooperation, pragma-
tically embracing social and technological
change. The problem for the left is that the
EETPU, along with the AEU is no longer alone.
Edmonds, as we have seen, is prepared to
launch glossy single union agreements to
complement the individual rights angle; and
even Todd and Morris at the Towu are talk-
ing about the union adjusting to a changing
labour market—new realist speak for reject-
ing the class struggle in favour of class
collaboration.

In the 1970s Barbara Castle and Harold
Wilson had to withdraw the then Labour
government’s proposal for trade union
‘reform’, In place of strife, on the grounds
that it threatened the independence of the
trade unions. Callaghan, a decade later
rounded on the 1980 tuc Congress to ask
‘What can you offer? Can you offer any-
thing to a new partnership? Kinnock now
realises that he does not have to offer a real
partnership to organisations which don’t
have the power or the ability to deliver on it.
Unemployment and structural change have
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weakened the union movement. It has alrea-
dy accepted the leadership’s belief that it
must proceed with ‘respectable caution’.
Ron Todd as leader of the biggest union and
formerly on the left, summed it up; ‘You
cannot put the clock back. We are at another
part of our history.” (quoted in New State-
sman, 29/8/86.) .

The crucial question, however, is whether
the new realists are correct in their assess-
ment of the plight of the labour movement,
and the short answer is that they are not. Of
course, over the last ten years there has been
a decline in employment in industry as op-
posed to the service sector — although it is

‘Hammond’s role as the
right-wing battering ram of
the new policy cannot be
underestimated’

less pronounced than is usually assumed. In
Britain there has been a cumulative decline
of 17% over 11 years from 1972-83 (See
International Viewpoint No 96). But does
this inevitably mean a weakening of the or-
ganised workers’ movement? There is a
relative increase in the weight of wage
earners and unions in the public sector, but
why should this automatically mean a wea-
kening of working class militancy or
strength?

The paralyzing of telecommunications
centres, big transport companies or elec-
trical stations can hit the capitalist economy
just as hard as shutting down the mines, the
steelworks or even the car industry. Ob-
viously some working class bastions have
been weakened, but many still remain. The-
re has been no fundamental weakening of
the trade union movement as a whole. There
has been a decline in the rate of unionisation,

Andrew Moore/Re

butitis less than the drop in employment. In
comparison with the 1930s the weakening of
the trade unions is nowhere near as se-
vere.

We reject any idea that nothing can be
done in the unions except battening down
the hatches while waiting for an upturn. The
left today, while not abandoning the fight
inside the Labour Party itself, must engage
in the fight for leadership inside the trade
unions. We cannot rely on a policy of fight-
ing inside the party while relying on the
friendly support for some left allies in the
unions. Serious consideration needs to be
given to the project of building real roots
inside the trade unions, to the creation of a
class struggle current across the labour
movement, prepared to fight the reformist
bureaucracies all the way.

To combat the drift towards new realism

_ the left needs to develop a programme to

resolve the crisis in capitalist society through
demands for workers’ control of industry
and by mobilising the interests of the work-
ing class which are independent of the bour-
geoisie. There is a clear need for revolution-
ary socialists to develop a long-term strategy
towards the trade unions and not short-term
projects with no permanent basis in the
movement.

* We should reject the division between the
Labour Party and the trade unions.
Struggles inside the trade unions confront
the same politics as those in the Labour
Party.

* We should be building support at the
base; campaigning for  rank-and-file
democratic control must be at the centre of
any programme for the unions. We should
advance a programme of democratic reform
based on the right to mass meetings, work-
place branches and the right of women and
Black workers to organise autonomously
within the union.

* The demands of women as workers and
trade unionists should become more central
in campaigns and activities. Such a program-
me would include demands for women
relating to questions of discrimination,
equal pay, unionisation, nursery facilities
and defence of the Nhs.

* We must develop demands for a shorter
working week with no loss of pay, work
sharing, a genuine programme of job crea-
tion and a minimum wage at a realistic level,
not tied to an incomes policy. In short a
programme of anti-capitalist demands
which meet the needs of the working class
and begin to resolve the crisis in its fa-
vour.

* Any strategy for socialists has to be based
on workers” control as opposed to ‘social
ownership’ and ‘freedom and fairness’. The
new realists have addressed themselves to
some fundamental problems within the la-
bour movement today. However their solu-
tions are dangerous and provide cover for a
drift to the right. Our starting point must be
the independent interests and activity of the
working class and the need to act collect-
ively. New realism goes in the opposite
direction — towards an industrial strategy in
the interests of the ruling class.



THE DEATH OF Mozambique’s president Sa-
mora Machel on October 19 in a plane crash
on South African soil raised an immediate
question: was this another of the outrages
carried out by South Africa against Mozam-
bique, (and country after country in sou-
thern Africa) over the past decade and more.
The conviction of South Africa’s guilt in this
latest tragedy was echoed in declarations and
demonstrations in the region, including
from among the oppressed population wi-
thin South Africa itself and — unpreceden-
tedly — in a violent demonstration by
Mozambican youth against the South Afri-
can trade mission building in Maputo.
Whether the international commission of
inquiry into the crash will be able to prove
South Africa’s culpability or not, however,
is actually secondary to more fundamental
considerations.

South Africa has been waging a large-scale
war of economic and military destabilisation
of Mozambique for years. This has included
direct military artacks — South African
Defence Force (sapF) bombings and com-
mando raids — as well as economic pressure
such as the strangulation of the railways and
harbour system that had been a major earner
of foreign currency for the Frelimo govern-
ment. Most damaging, however, has been
the war waged by South Africa through the
so-called ‘Mozambique National Resistan-
ce’ (MnR). Trained, supplied and organised
from South Africa, the MnR have been at-
tacking Mozambique’s transport and com-
munication networks, energy supply lines,
agricultural and mineral production units,
and the rural population itself, with terrible
effects.

Even after Frelimo was forced into sign- .

ing the mis-named ‘non-aggression’ Nko-
mati Accord with Pretoria, in March 1984,
South Africa’s war of destabilisation has not
let up. The capture of documents and other
material evidence at the MNR’s Gorongose
headquarters, in central Mozambique, in
August 1985, provided incontrovertible
proof of the continuing direct involvement
with the MNR of top-level South African poli-
tical and military figures.

The South African response was to shift
the main rear base of its MNR operations into
Malawi in an attempt to mask its own conti-

South Africd’s
dirty hands

South Africa still refuses to release the black box flight recorder
recovered from the wreckage of Samora Machel’s fateful last
flight. The evidence of the guilt of the apartheid regime 1s
mounting. JOANA FERREIRA examines the impact of Machel’s

death on Mozambican society and suggests that our solidarity

needs to be stepped up.

nuing role in the devastation being wrought
in Mozambique. More, importantly, this
shift enabled the MnR bands to build up their
attacks on some of the most populated and
richest areas of the country in Zambezia and
Nampula provinces, and along the Zambezi
valley in northern Sofala and southern Tete
provinces. The gravity of Mozambique’s
situation now is reflected in the figures of
almost four million people officially at risk
of starvation, one and a half million of these
displaced by the war; of mines, tea, cotton,
coco-nut and sugar plantations and mills
paralysed or destroyed, and Mozambique’s

‘the gravity of
Mozambique’s situation is
reflected in the almost four

million at risk from
starvation’

annual foreign exchange earnings plumett-
ing from a meagre Us $250 million to a miser-
able $90 million over the past three years.

The intensification of South Africa’s cam-
paign against Mozambique is also reflected
in the escalation of the propaganda war from
Pretoria in the weeks prior to the Mozambi-
que president’s death — threatening
Mozambique, and Machel himself, with dire
consequences for purportedly having bro-
ken the non-aggression pact by allowing the
anc to allegedly set up land-mine attacks in
South Africa near the Mozambique border.
More significantly, the South African gov-
ernment stepped up its economic pressures
on Maputo by forbidding further migration
of Mozambican workers into the South
African mines, with serious consequences
for Mozambique’s shrinking foreign
exchange earnings and its general economic
crisis.

South Africa is now making Mozambique
the prime target of its aggression as the
struggle of the oppressed population within
South Africa deepens, and the international
campaign for effective sanctions grows. An
important part of South Africa’s counter-

strategy is to hold the countries around it in
the firm grip of economic dependence...or
force them 1nto compliance. Lesotho, Swa-
ziland and Botswana are already in this
situation. Namibia is being held captive for
the same purpose.

Mozambique, carrying an oil pipe line,
roads and, above all, railway lines to its
Indian Ocean ports, could enable Zimbab-
we, Zambia, Malawi, and even distant Zaire
to end their dependence on South Africa’s
transport system and harbours. Angola’s
Benguela railway could similarly play this
role, which is why it too is a major target of
direct aggression by South Africa, and desta-
bilisation through its UNITA surrogates.

It is Mozambique, however, that is both
strategically crucial as well as the most vul -
nerable of the front lines states facing South
Africa, owing to geographical proximity as
well as the particularly distorted way in
which it was ‘developed’ under Portuguese
colonialism linked into the South African
economy.

However much Frelimo’s own socialist
development strategies failed to break
Mozambique out of that dependence; and
however much its current survival measures
are deepening Mozambique’s dependence
on Western emergency food aid and govern-
ment ‘development’ aid (and even ‘partner-
ship’ deals with capitalist investors such as
Tiny Rowlands); and even as we witness
Mozambique’s impending surrender to the
IMF’s economic strictures to qualify for in-
ternational loans — anti-apartheid cam-
paigners and socialists have an important
responsibility to Mozambique.

The world must recognise that the
Mozambican people are fighting and dying
in their tens of thousands in the struggle
against the South African regime, side by
side with the oppressed people of South
Africa itself. We have to do all we can to
ensure that Mozambique (and indeed the
other countries in the region) can survive
and fight back in the deepening crisis in
southern Africa, and that the hopes — and
forces — for a socialist future for Mozambi-
que — and South Africa itself — are secured
in the coming years of struggle against the
apartheid-capitalist system dominating the
entire region.
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