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he heroic two-year struggle
of the 300 sacked Liverpool
dockers has ended.

tee calling for positive action to
support the dockers, all of these
resolutions were bureaucratically
ruled out of order by the union’s
president at the GEC meeting on
December 1.

More recently the weekly dock-
ers’ mass meetings had heard that
promised escalation of interna-
tional solidarity actions had not
been delivered, and that the dis-
pute appeal fund was close to ex-
haustion. Physical solidarity from
other workers within Britain re-
mained at the lamentably low level
that it has been from the outset.

The courage, resolve and so-
lidity of the dockers has been
magnificent, and their organisa-
tional work has been inspirational.
The paramount importance which
the dockers placed upon interna-
tional working class solidarity
shows us the future of workers’
struggles, in contrast to the nar-
row, implicitly nationalist
sectionalism that dominates much
of the workers’ movement. How-
ever, it has to be recognised that
the ending of the dockers’ fight
represents yet another blow in a
long line of defeats for the work-
ing class.

As dockers’ speakers told last
year’s second anniversary rally in
Liverpool (see Weekly Worker,
October 2 1997), there is no doubt
that it is a defeat that the TGWU
leadership, as well as the Blair
government, wanted.

The dockers were from the out-
set already aware of the union bu-
reaucracy’s attitude. A statement
issued in April 1997 recalled that
“between 1989 and 1993 the Liv-
erpool dockers requested on four
occasions an official ballot relat-
ing to job losses, privatisation
and centralisation. These re-
quests were refused by the union
for various reasons”. Journalist

John Pilger gave elucidation in his
Guardian article of November 23
1996 : “Eric Leatherbarrow (Mer-
sey Docks Communications Man-
ager) wanted me to know that …
the company had no criticisms of
the union or its general secretary,
Bill Morris … ‘We show the
TGWU far more respect than the
men’, he said”.

The TGWU leadership’s deter-
mination to maintain its presence
in the last unionised dock in Brit-
ain had led it to adopt the role of
industrial policemen. Union bu-
reaucrats even went so far as to
threaten the dockers that if they
did not comply with management
they would be sacked.

Any illusions in New Labour as
a party sympathetic to workers’
struggles were shattered in the
first few months of Blair’s govern-
ment.

There is no doubt that the dock-
ers did reach a better understand-
ing of the nature of the trade union
bureaucracy, the Labour Party
and the state. In their ‘Appeal to
the British working class’ (Dock-
ers Charter No18, September
1997), they called for “a mobilisa-
tion against any government
which continues these policies”
(privatisation, casualisation, anti-
trade union laws), and suggested:
“Our powerful circles - our trade
unions - should be used for our
advance to socialism.” They were
looking for answers through work-
ing class political organisation.

Some leaders, like Jimmy Nolan
and Mick Cullen, joined the So-
cialist Labour Party; others called
for a new formation. The dockers’
defeat proves once again that the
key to winning workers’ strug-
gles, today more than ever, is to
go beyond trade union forms. We
need to raise those struggles onto
a higher, political, plane, to di-
rect them consciously against
this reactionary pro-boss govern-
ment, against the capitalist state
itself.

Above all, it shows the urgent
need for the building of a Com-
munist Party l

By a four-to-one majority, a
mass meeting on January 26 de-
cided to accept pay-offs of up to
£28,000 to those dockers formerly
employed by the Mersey Docks
and Harbour Company and its
subsidiary, Coastal Container
Line. Eighty dockers formerly em-
ployed by the Torside company,
whose sacking and subsequent
picket had sparked the dispute,
will get nothing.

The pay-offs will provide no
nest eggs. Under social security
regulations there will be no enti-
tlement to Jobseeker’s Allowance
until each claimant’s savings fall
below £8,000. Many dockers will
need much of the money to pay
off mortgages and other debts run
up during the long struggle. The
settlement is substantially the
same as the offer first rejected by
the dockers in December 1996,
one which was last thrown out by
a 70% majority in a ballot imposed
by Transport and General Work-
ers Union general secretary Bill
Morris three months ago.

In a statement issued at that
time the dockers said: “Should the
dockers vote to reject the offer,
we fully expect that the tide of
solidarity unleashed since the sec-
ond anniversary of our dispute
will rise to a flood, and we will be
demanding that the International
Transport Federation throw its
weight behind the growing inter-
national actions.” The expected
growth in solidarity action did not
occur. Although Morris’s action
in imposing the ballot was con-
demned in resolutions passed by
a number of TGWU regional com-
mittees, and many branches of the
union submitted motions to the
union’s general executive commit-
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Party notes

This week’s paper features an article commemorating the 150th
anniversary of the Communist Manifesto (February 1848 - see
centre pages). Now and over the next month, every left group
worth its salt will be producing articles on the subject. Most of
these, however, will be the standard, run-of-the-mill, hack jobs.
The majority of the revolutionary left in Britain mouth platitudes
about this great work while their day-to-day practice underlines
the fact that they have learned little or nothing of the method that
informed it.

Without becoming too ‘philosophical’, the significant silences
of some groups on key features of the Manifesto are far more in-
structive than their tired homilies. None more so than the largest
organisation on the extra-Labour left, the Socialist Workers Party.
Thus, Socialist Review (January) devotes seven full pages to prov-
ing the contemporary relevance and power of this, “one of the
most powerful political pamphlets every written”. Dave McNulty -
one of the authors - suggests the Manifesto was written in re-
sponse to an identified need of the Communist League: “namely, a
small pamphlet giving a short account of the key ideas of the com-
munists”. The Manifesto has become - they assure us - “one of the
most popular pamphlets of all time”, “second only to the bible as
the highest selling book ever” (my emphasis).

And so it continues. With studious cynicism, these SWP jour-
nalists avoid mentioning what the Manifesto actually was, manag-
ing to steer clear of that dreaded ‘P’ word: it was a programme.

It is now imbedded in SWP culture that having a party programme
is a thoroughly bad idea. The last time the organisation debated
this question with any degree of seriousness (about the last time it
debated anything, in fact) was in the early 1990s. Prominent mem-
ber Gareth Jenkins - in a contribution taken as an unofficial reply
from the leadership to calls from party members for a programme
commission - actually went as far as to state that just like the SWP,
“the Bolsheviks were light-minded about programmes, but princi-
pled in practice” (SWP Internal Bulletin No3, November 1991).

An even more telling comment was made by Maureen Watson
(subsequently expelled) at the session on ‘Centrism and ultra-left-
ism’ at the SWP’s annual ‘Marxism’ school in 1990. She confi-
dently told her audience that “Lenin would be turning in his grave,
at the thought of being bound hand and foot by a programme”
(cited in Republican Marxist, July 1990).

The philistine notion that the mere existence of a party programme
somehow trusses the party up and prevents it from being ‘princi-
pled’ in practice is barely worth commenting on. If this were so, one
wonders why the most astute, flexible and principled working class
politician of the 20th century underlined again and again the “tre-
mendous importance of a programme for the consolidation and
consistent activity of a political party” (VI Lenin CW Vol 4, Mos-
cow 1977, p229).

However, comrade Watson’s foolish throwaway remark does re-
veal a truth about the SWP’s attitude to programme. In fact, it was
not Lenin and the Bolsheviks who were traumatised by the idea of
being “bound hand and foot” by some programmatic document.
No, this is a phobia transferred onto them from the leadership of
the SWP itself.

Why? Simply because like too many others on the British revo-
lutionary left, the SWP, far from being engaged in a party project, is
in the business of building a centrist sect. A programme in these
circumstances can be not simply a nuisance, but an actual obstacle
to the opportunist manoeuvres of the leadership.

For us, “the programme is the foundation for the building of the
Communist Party [in that] it firmly links our continuous and all-
encompassing agitational work with the ultimate aim of commu-
nism; it represents the dialectical unity between revolutionary
theory and revolutionary practice. [It] thus establishes the basis
for agreed revolutionary action and is the standard, the reference
point, around which the voluntary unity of Party members is built
and concretised” (J Conrad Which Road? p235). As a centrist
formation, the SWP must keep itself ‘free’ to adapt to prevailing
moods and prejudices. The last thing the leadership needs is a
revolutionary “standard, a reference point”, against which today’s
particular opportunist or sectarian twist can be judged.

As the comrades who went on to form the Revolutionary Demo-
cratic Group commented, “the SWP method [is borrowed] from the
British ruling class, past masters at deceiving people. The British
constitution like the SWP programme is scattered around in a number
of documents ... Not surprisingly the average British person …
doesn’t really know their constitutional rights” (From The Marxist
programme and the Socialist Workers Party, undated). And -
unsurprisingly - the average SWPer displays equal political confu-
sion; it has no “standard” against which to judge the actions of the
all-powerful clique around Tony Cliff and is therefore characterised
by profound political passivity.

James Cannon was quite right when he said that “it is not the
party that makes the programme: it is the programme that makes the
party” (J Cannon Speeches for socialism p180). The fight for a
reforged Communist Party in this country is centrally a fight to re-
equip our class with a revolutionary programme. It is in this spirit
that we celebrate 150 years of the Communist Manifesto, a brilliant
communist programme written by the founders of scientific social-
ism. The task of communists is to understand the method that
produced it and to stand on its shoulders as we struggle for clarity
and a revolutionary unity of purpose in today’s world l

Comrade Danny Hammill (Letters Weekly
Worker 223) clearly lives in a very differ-
ent world from me. For Danny, everyone
who takes drugs - legal or illegal - does
so in order to “enhance pleasure”, and
the only blight on the horizon is the nasty
puritans who want to impose ‘harm re-
duction’ strategies on this aspect of “hu-
man liberation”.

Sadly, Danny, the reality of my world
is one where women are hooked on pre-
scribed tranquillisers to get through the
drudgery of their daily lives, where chil-
dren are “choosing” to inject themselves
with heroin and where vicious gangsters
are making multi-million pound profit.
This is not to mention the fortunes made
by drug companies and the tobacco and
alcohol industries. For many working
class people drug-taking does not make
their lives “a hell of a lot easier”, as Danny
suggests, but does in fact “fuck them
up”. Of course, there are people who use
drugs recreationally and relatively safely,
but there are also those who are depend-
ent on drugs. Both groups are entitled
to be aware of harm reduction strategies.

Danny seeks to characterise my atti-
tude as one of “dull sobriety”. Nothing
could be further from the truth. I am in
favour of the legalisation of all drugs,
but I certainly do not hold with Danny’s
libertarian and somewhat hedonistic ap-
proach to the subject. I recognise there
are potential dangers and risks.

I believe in informed choice - that is
what harm reduction means; having de-
tailed knowledge about the substance
we are taking, knowing the likely effects,
what to do if it goes wrong. Sorry if all
this sounds boring and didactic to Danny
and his friends, who either have all this
information or do not feel they need it.

Danny also quotes me out of context.
He says: “Get them off drugs and they
will become ‘good citizens’ or, as com-
rade Ward puts it, “function as part of
their communities”. I used this as an ar-
gument for prescribing heroin, not as a
reason for stopping drug taking.

Most of us take drugs, in one form or
another. Sometimes for pleasure, some-
times to keep us alive and sometimes be-
cause we are feeling self-destructive. I
make no apology for being an advocate
of harm reduction strategies and fail to
see why Danny finds this so repugnant.
We must expose the bourgeois prohibi-
tionists for the hypocrites they are and
show the reasons why their policies are
wrong. But we must not present our atti-
tude to the working class as one of ‘take
everything and anything. Danny, com-
munist morality is not just a platitude.

Dundee

Readers may be curious about the ab-
sence of Linda Addison from the polemi-
cal stage in the Weekly Worker. After all
over the past few months and a number
of articles and now a letter several side
swipes and obscure references to pecu-
liar views attributed to Linda Addison
have been penned by Jack Conrad.

Here are few examples. On October 23
comrade Conrad refers to a “very con-
fused comrade Addison”. Linda
Addison is perhaps also one of those
“veering towards sectarianism” in that
issue. In a meeting Linda was wrongly
attributed with the view that the “work-
ing class has been smashed”, which re-
appears attributed to an unnamed
minority in the same issue. Conrad con-
tinues with a bold and unsubstantiated
assertion of “Linda Addison’s shameful
call for a retreat from political practice
and engagement” on December 4. Again
Addison “… does not seem to grasp that
the boycott campaign was about practi-
cal politics. Almost like an anarchist, it
was for her a moral posture designed to
educate the masses in the ‘method’ they
need”. The latest of course is “comrade
Addison’s mish-mash of ineffectual bile,
dour pessimism and puerile inaccuracy

... the comrade arrived at right
liquidationism not as a result of theory,
but due to a lack of theory” (January 22).

My replies to just some of these mis-
representations were not published be-
cause they were characterised as “boring
and technical” by the editor. In fact the
PCC had taken a decision to pursue in-
ternally the arguments I first raised on
October 3 in the Weekly Worker, since
they were not considered immediately
relevant or readable by a broader reader-
ship. Conrad has in fact quoted in the
Weekly Worker of November 13 from an
internal document which I subsequently
wrote.

The problem with Jack Conrad’s
method of attack in this debate, particu-
larly his last, is that it effectively halts
any political debate. If your opponent is
replied to simply with a string of accusa-
tions on her ability to debate at all, how
can the debate be progressed? The de-
bate is written off as irrelevant, as it re-
sults from a “lack of theory”, is “complete
garbage” or “ineffectual bile”. It is per-
haps a little ironic that my original argu-
ment was addressed to the problem of
developing all our comrades more fully
as self-activating “communist theoreti-
cians”.

London

I feel my position on the SLP has been
misrepresented in Alan McArthur’s re-
cent report on the SLP’s 2nd congress in
Workers’ Liberty (‘SLP severely injured’,
January 1998). He cites an article of mine
as a poor example of the response of
some of the left to the farce which the
congress undoubtedly was.

Comrade McArthur quotes my remark
in the December 18 post-conference edi-
tion of the Weekly Worker: “If the class
was combative, if we were moving for-
ward, the SLP would be swamped by
workers who would simply not put up
with the bureaucratic shenanigans of the
leadership.” He then argues: “Even if this
were not so very unlikely, to attempt to
channel the upsurge in working class
activity into a neo-Stalinist sect would
be a grave mistake for socialists.”

Unfortunately, comrade McArthur
failed to quote the very next sentence I
wrote: “Alternatively, the SLP would be
completely ignored, as workers moved
directly towards revolutionary politics”
(Weekly Worker December 18).

The last thing I was doing was posit-
ing the SLP as some necessary step for
an emerging class movement to go
through. I was hypothetically noting that
if the class had been combative at the
time of the SLP’s formation, the SLP
would have either been ignored or been
a completely different beast from what it
is today.

My article was an attempt to stop the
SLP left splintering into 57 different di-
rections. It was a polemic against ab-
stract moralism, against wishful thinking,
not a prescription for an as yet non-ex-
istent militant mass movement. Given an
upsurge in working class activity, I will
be doing my upmost to channel such a
movement into a Communist Party and
away from the politics of “neo-Stalinist
sects”.

However, in the absence of anything
else, I argued that, despite himself,
“Scargill is relatively well positioned”
and that the crisis of the SLP “is one of
the few bridges which exists between the
crisis of Labourism and the struggle for
a Communist Party”.

What is comrade McArthur’s panacea,
but a feeble and decidedly abstract call
for a “Labour Representation Commit-
tee”. Our struggle is for a Communist
Party, but we are not sectarians. Were
such a Labour Representation Commit-
tee to become a reality, it would be be-
holden on revolutionaries to positively
engage with such a process. But so far,
it remains the idle fancy of the Alliance
for Workers’ Liberty.

It is a reflection of the parlous state of

our movement that it only produces
shabby outfits like the SLP. However,
apart from the Socialist Alliances and our
own campaign for communist rap-
prochement, it is all there is by way of
any process for party.

London

Eddie Ford’s look at the recent reincar-
nation of the Revolutionary Communist
Party as media stars on the Channel Four
series Against Nature (Weekly Worker
January 8) made me wonder what has
happened to this organisation. I’ve been
told that the party still exists. Yet the
Against Nature producer, Martin Durkin,
who’s not known as an RCP member or
supporter, said in the Guardian on De-
cember 20 1997 that it had been dissolved
over a year before. Does he know some-
thing we don’t?

Whilst Against Nature did aim a few
nice barbs at the greens, there was noth-
ing in those programmes that could not
have been said by an intelligent spokes-
man for capitalism. To put it another way,
the RCP’s break into the big time was at
the expense of any radical politics. Of
course, the greens cannot tolerate any
criticism of their holy ideas: hence their
annoyance. But merely to pose, as
Against Nature did, undifferentiated
‘progress’, without looking at the issue
of the control of industrialisation, will not
break the ideological stranglehold of
greenery.

As for LM (née Living Marxism), regu-
lar readers will have noticed how narrow
its focus has become over the last cou-
ple of years. Increasingly obsessed with
countering moral panics and heaving
brickbats at the liberal media, whole
hordes of important global events have
escaped its eye. Only if events can be
wedged into the sphere of the party’s
current theoretical hobbyhorse, the “cul-
ture of low expectations”, will they be
covered. One gets the impression of a
steady disengagement from anything
resembling leftwing politics.

A droll lesson, no doubt unintended,
was drawn in last November’s LM. In its
libel case against LM, over what the jour-
nal considered was misleading reportage
on the war in former Yugoslavia, ITN
charged it with having the “improper mo-
tive” of “fuelling its campaign of pro-
Serbian propaganda … thereby hoping
to further the cause of revolutionary com-
munism and/or Marxist ideology”. This,
says LM, is a “caricature” of the maga-
zine’s politics. I would have thought that
being accused of furthering “the cause
of revolutionary communism and/or
Marxist ideology” was not merely a “cari-
cature” of its politics, but constituted a
prima facie case of libel.

The essence of the RCP’s crisis is that
it came to see the disorientation of the
labour movement as the demise of the
working class as a potentially revolution-
ary force, the agency of social transfor-
mation. The RCP is in danger of going
down some very bizarre political thor-
oughfares. There is the possibility that
the combination of its rejection of class
politics - in other words, the repudiation
of the revolutionary potential of the work-
ing class - and its obsession with cen-
sorship and the intrusion of the state into
people’s personal lives could lead to ad-
herents of the group (if not the group
itself) veering wildly towards a reaction-
ary libertarian standpoint. Stripped of
any class criterion, parts of LM are start-
ing to bear an uncomfortable resem-
blance to rightwing libertarianism, that
bolt-hole for the ultimate petty bourgeois
hedonist.

Put this way, the question of ‘does the
party still exist?’ seems pretty academic.

New Interventions
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1918
Russian Revolution
this week 80 years ago

The central offices of the BSP in London were
raided by police officers from Scotland Yard
last Thursday.

Acting under regulation 51 of the Defence of
the Realm Act, they took possession of the
premises and confiscated copies of a manifesto
entitled ‘Russia’s appeal - will British workers
remain silent?’, intended for circulation to the
delegates of the Labour Party conference at
Nottingham this week, together with a message
to British workers by comrade Maxim Litvinov,
the Russian ambassador to Britain. Several
thousand copies of the current issue of The
Call, which contained the manifesto were also
seized, as well as copies of the previous week’s
issue containing comrade Litvinov’s message.

The police had previously visited the
premises of the National Labour Press, which
printed the manifesto, and threatened to dis-
mantle the machinery unless full information
was given as to its printing and delivery.

In the preparation of the manifesto all the
requirements of the new regulation 27c of the
Defence of the Realm Act had been complied
with. Both the manifesto and the reprint of com-
rade Litvinov’s message bore the names and
addresses of the authors and printer, and cop-
ies were lodged with the Official Press Bureau
the requisite 72 hours before the day on which
it was intended to circulate them.

The action of the authorities in this matter
raises a question of grave concern to the or-
ganised working class movement. As an affili-
ated organisation of the Labour Party, the BSP
sought to communicate its views to the other
affiliated societies on a matter of urgent impor-
tance that was bound to arise at the Labour
Party conference. But the government inter-
venes and, by its arbitrary seizure of the mani-
festos, prohibits the BSP representatives
placing their opinions before their fellow del-
egates, and prevents the latter from consider-
ing them. It means, in effect, that at the gravest
moment in the history of the working class
movement an organisation is forcibly restrained
from communicating its views regarding Labour
policy and Labour tactics to other organisa-
tions with which it is in political association,
because those views do not meet with the ap-
proval of the government.

It is not only a further and deadly blow at the
free expression of opinion. It is an undisguised
attack on the liberty of political association;
and it betrays the fear of our ruling class that,
inspired by Russia’s appeal, the working peo-
ple of this country will rally, not only to impose
Russia’s peace terms upon the government, but
to sweep away the whole capitalist system,
which is responsible for the horrors, miseries
and sufferings of the last three years.

The significance of the government’s action,
both to the Labour Party as a whole, as well as
to individual affiliated societies, is easily ap-
preciable, and already resolutions of strong pro-
test have reached us. We hope that similar
resolutions will be passed by Labour, socialist
and trade union organisations all over the
country and sent to the prime minister and
home secretary; and we confidently appeal for
support from those bodies influencing the La-
bour Party executive to make determined rep-
resentations to the government l

[Editor’s note: The offending manifesto, carried
in The Call of January 17 1918, was published in
last week’s Weekly Worker January 22.]

n

Dundee: The
national question
and the federal
republic, February
21-22
London: The USSR:
what was it?
April 4-5
Communist Univer-
sity: A week of
stimulating study
and debate in
August. Contact
Party centre for
details.

n

For details of CPGB
activity in Scotland,
contact PO Box 6773,
Dundee DD1 1YL, or
call 01382 203805.

n

To get involved,
contact PO Box 980,
Glasgow G14 9QQ or
ring 0141-552 6773.

n

The CPGB now has
forms available for
you to include the
Party and the
struggle for commu-
nism in your will.
Write for details.

n

The Hillingdon
strikers in west
London, deserted by
Unison, still need
your support. Send
donations urgently,
payable to Hilling-
don Strikers Support
Campaign, c/o 27
Townsend Way,
Northwood, Middle-
sex UB8 1JD.

n

To support the 350
sacked Magnet
contact the Strike
Committee. For more
information on
01325-282389.

n

London benefit,
including live music
and food. Saturday
February 7, 8.30pm,
£3. Downing Street
picket - first Sunday
of every month, 12
noon to 1.30pm.
Release the prison-
ers! For more details
contact: Fuascailt,
PO Box 3923,
London NW5 1RA.
Tel: 0181-985 8250 or
0956-919 871.

BSP raided -
freedom of political
association attacked

he Constitutional Court of Tur-
key has decreed that the Wel-
fare Party, which seeks to

parliament - still the largest group
with 147 members out a total of 550.
However, they will no longer be rep-
resented in the commissions and
committees of the parliament until
they become members of the new
party.

Many municipal administrations,
including two major cities, are run by
ex-Welfare Party, now independent,
islamists. The religious foundations
and their offsprings, the islamist
companies and corporations, con-
tinue to generate political funds in
and out of Turkey. The ‘illegal’ sects
identified with this party are still in
operation.

The islamists have displayed a
confident and defiant, but guarded
mood in response to the judgement.
They did not panic. They did not rush
into hasty actions. Their organisa-
tional structure remains intact. One
of their options is to force an early
election through mass resignation of
their MPs, once the new party be-
comes operational.

The ban has created new interna-
tional media interest in Turkey’s af-
fairs. We must however be cautious
in our evaluation. First of all, let us
remind ourselves that the islamist
threat to a secular democratic bour-
geois regime in Turkey has not been
confined to the Welfare Party.

The islamist forces were aided and
abetted by the finance capitalists of
Turkey and their state during the late
70s in their attempts to counter the
working class and petty bourgeois
revolutionary movement. The last
remnants of the secularist ideals of
early bourgeois Turkey were blown
away by the winds of revolutionary
crisis and military counterrevolution.
The military regime of the 80s went
so far in this direction that even their
successors of the 90s are now criti-
cising them.

The islamists were still considered
a very important ally by Turkish fi-
nance capitalists in their colonial war
in Kurdistan. The sudden changes
in the Central Asian and Caucasus
regions after the collapse of Soviet
Union gave them a new importance
in aiding the Turkish state in their

desire to expand into these regions.
However, the islamists were them-

selves on the offensive against the
secular regime, encouraged by the
international advance of fundamen-
talist reaction. This offensive
reached beyond the limits of what
secular, western-oriented finance
capital and the influential petty bour-
geoisie were prepared to accept.

The tangible concessions gained
by the islamists during the coalition
government also alienated another
major section of society. The alevis,
oppressed for centuries by the sunni
state islam, began to show their dis-
content. The legal and tacit conces-
sions that the other bourgeois
political parties were forced to give
the islamists in order to cling onto
power, even in the form of a coalition
government with the Welfare Party,
together with the islamists’ success
in the local elections, were the straw
that broke the camel’s back: A secu-
lar backlash became inevitable.

Threatening direct intervention, a
military-led bourgeois secular alli-
ance forced the collapse of the coali-
tion government. Since then the
Constitutional Court decision to ban
Welfare has been on the agenda as a
direct result of this backlash.

However, by these actions the
state cannot hope to suppress an
organised and vocal opposition rep-
resenting a substantial portion of the
population. The finance capitalists
want to control it to their benefit, but
the beast is not easy to tame. The
illusions the islamist have fed to the
dissatisfied masses of the city slums
and the disintegrating rural commu-
nities is very important if those forces
are to be kept in check.

Here lies the tragedy of the Turk-
ish left and communists. A very large
part of their natural constituency re-
mains under islamist influence, while
the bourgeois regime has the great-
est of difficulty in ruling in the old
way. Yet the Turkish left is in deep
ideological crisis and faces organi-
sational disintegration. Far from seiz-
ing upon the opportunities the
situation presents, it stands aside
from these developments in utter
aloofness. This only adds to its con-
fusion and disintegration.

The legal, reformist left evaluates
this judgement as an onslaught
against democracy. The ex-Maoist
left, draped in the colours of the early
bourgeois revolution, defends the
action of army and state as a bulwark
against islamist reaction. The so-
called revolutionary left claims that
this judgement is nothing but an at-
tempt to distort and divert the politi-
cal agenda. Some in the same
tradition even see the islamists move-
ment as an anti-imperialist ally. The
Kurdish nationalist movement is flirt-
ing with its own islamist in trying to
establish a more powerful coalition
against the enemy. The split trade
union movement supports this
judgement on the one hand and asks
for a ‘better’ bourgeois democracy
on the other.

Meanwhile the family feud in cri-
sis-ridden Turkey between the secu-
lar, finance capitalist-led sections of
the bourgeoisie and its islamist reac-
tionary wing is continuing, but with-
out any effective participation of the
working class movement l

Family feud of Turkish ruling bloc

Clinton’s wad
Despite enjoying the backing of
super-rich patrons, as all US presi-
dents must, Bill Clinton’s position
looks decidedly rocky. Those seek-
ing his downfall also have millions
of dollars at their disposal.

One thing is certain: Whatever
the outcome, in the US as in Brit-
ain those who hold the reins of
power will remain at the service of
capital, with virtually unlimited
funds behind them.

We on the other hand cannot
rely on millionaire backers. The
well-being of our paper depends
entirely on our supporters.

Comrades and supporters do-

nated a total of £450 in January -
very good. But not good enough:
We narrowly missed our new
monthly target of £500. Help us
hit the target next month!

Thanks this week to RW (Car-
lisle), who sent us £25 and II from
Southampton, who donated £20.

Thanks also to all the
hardworking comrades, who
raised money on street sales: RT
from Manchester raised more than
£50, MY and NE (Dundee) sent us
£40 and TW and PM in London
collected £34.

Keep it coming, comrades! l

establish a regime based on islamic
sheria  l ines,  has contravened
clauses in the country’s constitution
prohibiting political parties based on
religion.

The party offices have been
closed. Six of its leaders have been
expelled from parliament and banned
from switching to another political
party. They include the chairman of
the party, who until very recently was
deputy prime minister in the coalition
government. Party funds and prop-
erty were confiscated and the sub-
stantial annual subsidy due to be paid
to the party in proportion to its repre-
sentation in parliament was frozen.

However, the islamists had already
taken precautions against this long-
expected development. They, like the
left, are familiar with the whimsical
nature of the Turkish constitutional
legal system.

This is the 23rd party closed down
by the Constitutional Court since
1963, but only the second islamist
party. The rest of them, as the reader
might guess, were various left organi-
sations. Two islamist parties were
also closed down by the martial law
authorities.

Welfare Party leaders are now
ready to form a new, ‘spare wheel’
organisation. They had the option of
doing so in advance, but preferred
to await the conditions attached to
the court judgement.

Otherwise they were ready. All the
party’s property and funds were ‘pri-
vatised’ - placed at the disposal of a
few trusted members. The state was
only able to confiscate two broken
down minibuses and a few sticks of
furniture at party headquarters. In an
added twist of irony, the state became
liable for all party debts. Now each
and every honest citizen who can
prove they lent money or rendered
any service to the party may claim it
from the state.

Apart from the six banned leaders,
the ex-Welfare MPs have been al-
lowed to remain as independents.
They constitute almost a third of the
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enin made a very profound ob-
servation when, in a scribbled
note to Karl Radek, he drew at-

pull of the masses, Marx and Engels
found themselves compelled, first in-
dependently and then in partnership,
with one great leap rapidly following
another, to move beyond the realms
of revolutionary democratic extremism
to full blown revolutionary democratic
communism. Unlike their contempo-
raries, however, the new-found com-
munism of Marx and Engels eschewed
the visionary blueprints of previous
thinkers - down to fanciful notions of
how coming generations must behave
and even dress. Marx and Engels re-
fused to instruct the future. Utopian
communism was a savage and often
brilliant indictment of existing condi-
tions. Fourier and Saint-Simon deserve
the utmost admiration. But, not least
when their ideas took the organisa-
tional form of doctrinaire sects, they
could not provide a realistic strategy.

By 1844 the two had come together
- Marx and Engels were to be firm
friends and lifelong collaborators.
With remarkable quickness they laid
the theoretical base, or starting point,
for what has become known as scien-
tific communism or scientific social-
ism: ie, the materialist and dialectical
understanding of social development.
The productive forces and the clash
of class against class under the con-
ditions of advanced capitalism cre-
ate the necessary material conditions
for social revolution and universal
human liberation. The critical subjec-
tive agent of change was not in the
view of Marx and Engels an enlight-
ened revolutionary elite or minority,
as imagined by Auguste Blanqui and
other great revolutionaries in France.
It was the political struggle of a con-
scious modern working class: the
“proletariat alone is a really revolu-
tionary class”’ they were famously to
declare (K Marx and F Engels MECW
Vol 6, New York 1975, p494).

Germany possessed merely the
faintest beginnings of such a class.
Engels had though fortuitously moved
to Manchester. Here he “forsook” the
middle classes and their “port wine
and champagne” and devoted his lei-
sure hours to the company of the
working class (F Engels The condi-
tion of the working class in England
London 1972, p323). He became con-
vinced that this sprawling city with
its giant factories and huge concen-
trations of workers held up a mirror
for the whole world.

Because of political repression and
economic distress German artisans
migrated westward in large numbers,
not least to France and Britain. Ger-
mans were in that way being prole-
tarianised and attracted to advanced
ideas. Communism was already “itself
a power” (K Marx and F Engels
MECW Vol 6, New York 1976, p477). In
Paris and London Marx and Engels
made contact and then threw in their
lot with those who fought under the
banner of the Communist League. At
one of its delegate meetings - I be-
lieve in Soho - during the summer of
1847 Engels managed to get himself
instructed to draw up a programmatic
document.

After producing a couple of drafts
he handed the whole business over
to Marx. Engels initially put down his
thoughts in the manner of a commu-
nist catechism or confession of faith.
Among communist groups this ques-

tion and answer form was standard.
Engels soon recognised its limitations.
Something more was needed; a mani-
festo, he suggested to Marx. Work
began in November 1847, but was in-
complete by the next delegate meet-
ing of the League - again in London.
Despite that the two persuaded their
comrades to accept the fundamental
principles and perspectives they had
recently developed. Marx was there-
after given a free hand and the Com-
munist Manifesto duly came out in
February 1848.

The document’s biggest propa-
ganda impact would have been on the
circles of communists which organ-
ised underground in Germany as well
as abroad in Switzerland, France, Bel-
gium and Britain. Around this German
‘core’ a number of ‘peripheral’ trans-
lations immediately followed - Swed-
ish, Polish and Danish (those into
French, Italian and Spanish remained
unpublished). The Chartist journal, the
Red Republican, carried the first Eng-
lish translation - by Helen Macfarlane
- a little while later in 1850. Its editor,
George Julian Harney, named Marx
and Engels as the co-authors for the
first time in his introduction. All pre-
vious editions had been anonymous.

In the long period of reaction fol-
lowing the defeat of the revolution-
ary wave of 1848 the Communist
Manifesto had no mass impact or cir-
culation; in the words of Engels “it
seemed thenceforth to be doomed to
oblivion” (F Engels MECW Vol 26,
London 1990, p515). When the prole-
tarian movement revived in the 1860s
with the International Workingman’s
Association there had to be a broad
programme acceptable to British trade
unionists, Proudhonists and
Lassalleans. The open communism of
the Manifesto would have been inap-
propriate and counterproductive.
Only in 1872 was the Manifesto re-
printed; and, as Marx and Engels
noted in their preface, the thing had
become somewhat “antiquated” in
terms of details (K Marx and F Engels
MECW Vol 23, London 1988, p175).

Nevertheless today, according to
the Guinness book of records, the
Communist Manifesto is the second
most widely circulated publication of
all time. One hundred and fifty years
after first coming off the press only
the bible of the Christian religion sur-
passes it - and this cult claims some-
thing like a 2,000-year, uninterrupted
history. More to the point, where the
bible was employed by classes,
schisms and states to shape Western
Europe in the 16th and 17th centuries
- with the coming of the ‘Dutch’ print-
ing press and vernacular editions -
those acting in the name of the Mani-
festo shaped the whole planet in the
20th century.

The mass parties of the Second In-
ternational - founded in 1889 - formally
accepted the politics of the Commu-
nist Manifesto as the general basis of
their programmes (the Labour Party
was a rare exception). These parties
provided the core material for the Third
International set up in 1919 under the
dual impact of the horrors of World
War I and the triumph of the Russian
Revolution. The parties that origi-
nated with the Third International in
turn went on to seize or preside over
state power not only in the Soviet

Union but China, Vietnam, North Ko-
rea, Cuba and Eastern Europe. Capi-
talists were everywhere expropriated
and the economy in these countries
run on the basis of state ownership
and direction. Khrushchev declared
in October 1961 that the socialism “pre-
dicted as inevitable” by Marx and
Engels “has been transformed into
reality” and that the Soviet Union
would assuredly build the material and
technical foundations of communism
by 1980 (Documents of the 22nd Con-
gress of the CPSU The road to com-
munism Moscow 1961, p169).

What of the remaining parties of the
Second International? Having sided
with their own ruling classes in World
War I, they gave ideological gloss and
popular underpinning for the social
democratic settlement following World
War II. Industries were nationalised
on a wide scale; housing, health and
education provision became a univer-
sal right; unemployment was reduced
to minimal proportions. No longer was
ownership of capital concentrated in
the hands of an oligarchy. Capital be-
came progressively social and face-
less. As a result during the 1960s it
was fashionable to talk of the ‘con-
vergence’ of capitalism and socialism
and a new post-capitalist industrial
state. John Kenneth Galbraith argued
that “decisive power in modern indus-
trial society is exercised not by capi-
tal, but organisation; not by the
capitalist, but the industrial bureau-
crat. This is true in the western indus-
trial system. It is true also of the
socialist societies .... For organisation
- bureaucracy - is inescapable in ad-
vanced industrial technology” (JK
Galbraith The new industrial state
New York 1971, pxvii).

From our present vantage point
claims of a post-capitalist capitalism
now appear like babbling nonsense.
In contrast ‘official communism’
stands revealed as one of the biggest
lies in history. What existed in the
Soviet Union from the first five-year
plan onwards had nothing to do with
the self-liberation of the working
class: ie, genuine socialism. Workers
lost all democratic rights under Stalin
and suffered ruthless exploitation.
Real living standards and conditions
plummeted between 1929 and 1934.
Millions were butchered or suffered
premature death. Planning existed on
paper, but it was chaos in reality. The
Soviet Union was neither capitalist
nor socialist.

Socialism was negatively realised
as bureaucratic domination and the
systematic elimination of any hint of
dissent or independent thought. Sta-
lin’s system marked the victory of ter-
rorism, not democracy. His attempt to
build socialism in one country took
him step by improvised step to the
very opposite outcome of his origi-
nal intentions. None of the other ex-
amples of ‘living socialism’ began
with proletarian revolution. Their
model was Stalin’s USSR. With this
in their heads there was no chance of
the ‘official communists’ in China,
Vietnam, Czechoslovakia, or any-
where else, realising anything other
than a travesty of socialism.

The barbarity of bureaucratic so-
cialism, the absolute denial of democ-
racy, the economic backwardness and
autarchy, the privileged and hypocriti-

cal life of the elite served the
ideologues of capitalism admirably.
Each and every opportunity was used
to hammer home the lie that this dys-
topian system was somehow the di-
rect and unavoidable result of the
theories of Marx and Engels. Here the
interests of ‘official communism’ and
official capitalism dovetailed. No won-
der wage slaves in the west consid-
ered themselves lucky. Compared with
what the masses had to contend with
under ‘living socialism’ they enjoyed
far more rights and far better lives.
Capitalism thereby strengthened itself
considerably against those below: on
the one side through anti-communism
and on the other the social democratic
state. It is no accident that with the
1989-91 collapse of bureaucratic so-
cialism in the USSR and Eastern Eu-
rope the representatives and
personifications of capital have
sought to reverse the post-World War
II social democratic settlement and
pare away the welfare state.

The world seems to have returned
to its point of departure. Yet, where
the 20th century was born with high
hopes and the sure expectation of
progress, it is ending with a wide-
spread feeling of despair and failure.
Reaction rules. Marxism has been
thoroughly discredited by ‘Marxists’.
Capitalism appears unassailable…
and yet objectively the need for com-
munism has never been greater. To
show why this alternative to the rule
capital retains all its relevance and
validity, we are well advised to go
back and examine the basic theoreti-
cal propositions of the Communist
Manifesto.

The Manifesto begins with what
could easily be mistaken as a paean
of praise for the bourgeois mode of
production. Marx and Engels state
that the bourgeoisie, has historically
“played the most revolutionary part”
(K Marx and F Engels MECW Vol 6,
New York 1976, p486). The wonders
of the bourgeoisie far surpass the
“Egyptian pyramids, Roman aque-
ducts and Gothic cathedrals”. With
the development of modern industry
and commerce all the old exclusivity
and parochiality was torn away. The
world market destroys or pushes into
the background what has been
handed down from the Middle Ages.
Everything - religion, sentimentalism,
chivalry - is subordinated to cash pay-
ment and “direct, brutal exploitation”
(ibid p487). The bourgeoisie can never
rest. Production must constantly ex-
pand. Conditions and the techniques
of production endlessly revolution-
ised. The bourgeoisie thereby “cre-
ates a world after its own image” (ibid
p488). Hence we have nowadays not
only a world market but a world
economy. Capital has been accumu-
lated on a scale hardly imaginable in
the 19th century - where there were
millionaires now there are billionaires.
And today’s technology makes that
of even 20 years ago look positively
stone age - one person using a mod-
ern computer does the work of a thou-
sand pen-pushing desk clerks.

Needless to say, what is now called
capitalism is riven with endemic con-
tradictions of its own making. Over-
production is inevitable and brings
forth periodic, general crises. Even
though peoples needs go unsatisfied,
there is too much civilisation, too
much wealth, too much industry for
the “narrow” conditions of bourgeois
society, where production takes place
for the sake of production. In our cen-
tury economic crisis has been com-
bined with world war, annihilation of
whole cities and countries, and the
slaughter of millions in automated
death camps.

tention to the fact that the Commu-
nist Manifesto was both the product
of a “small group of revolutionaries”
and “ferment among masses” (VI
Lenin CW Vol 36, Moscow 1977, p335).
The first edition appeared just prior
to the outbreak of the revolutions
which swept Europe in that wonder-
ful year 1848. Bound in a dark green
jacket, the Manifesto of the Commu-
nist Party - to give the full title - had
24 pages and was written in eloquent,
cultured German. However the Mani-
festo was published not in Berlin,
Frankfurt or Cologne - censorship pre-
vented it - but London.

The printer, a political exile named
JE Burghard, was a member of the
Communist League - which in the main
consisted of German-speaking arti-
sans and workers. Few people at the
time would have heard of this semi-
secret society (naturally that did not
apply to the Prussian police or its
agents). Even among the most ad-
vanced continental revolutionaries ie,
those in Paris - the group would have
been obscure. Faced as we are in 1998
with the task of rebuilding the Com-
munist Party on solid political foun-
dations, that point is, to say the least,
germane. Revolutionary organisa-
tions in the Britain of today ought to
be judged not according to vainglori-
ous boasts about influence or size,
but first and foremost by programme
(something shunned by our Socialist
Workers Party almost as a matter of
principle).

Germany in the early 1840s was a
European backwater. Divided between
autocratic empires, numerous petty
kingdoms and city states, it lan-
guished in economic, political and
spiritual stagnation. Germany was the
Yugoslavia of the day. For many ‘so-
ber minded’ intellectuals Germany
represented a hopeless case. Its peo-
ple were naturally conservative. The
very air they breathed made them ser-
vile. There was as a consequence no
chance whatsoever of this dead coun-
try following the splendid example of
France and carrying out its ‘1789’.
Better resign oneself then to the im-
possibility of revolution or radical re-
form than suffer ‘adventurist’
delusions, exertions and dangers. “De-
spair takes more courage than hope”,
claimed Arnold Ruge, the journalist
and young Hegelian. Nevertheless,
despite the fact that nothing existed
in Germany equivalent to the Jacob-
ins, it appeared to the most percep-
tive minds that revolution gestated in
the womb of society - even though
no one believed in it.

Still in their mid-20s, Karl Marx and
Frederick Engels were already com-
mitted political activists, scholars of
the highest calibre and hence revolu-
tionary optimists. Replying to the dire
pessimism of Ruge and his ilk, Marx
suggestively wrote in March 1843 that
Germany was becoming ashamed of
its backwardness - that is “already a
revolution”. Germany would in due
course meet its fate. “That fate is the
impending revolution”, he predicted
with an almost uncanny foresight (K
Marx MECW Vol 3, London 1975,
pp133-4). In 1848 Germany exploded.
Resignation breeds self-defeating and
self-fulfilling inaction. That is why
Marx insisted, in contrast to Ruge’s
cynicism and dust-dry book learning,
on real “participation in politics”. “We
do not say to the world: cease your
struggles; they are foolish.” Instead
Marx promised the “true slogan of
struggle” (ibid p144).

In the early 1840s intellectually, and
practically, in no small part due to the
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The bourgeoisie is increasingly
unfit to govern. Capital must be over-
thrown by proletarian revolution in
the interests of society and the im-
mense majority. To the extent that capi-
tal develops, so does its
“gravediggers”. At the time of the
Manifesto there would have been no
more than a couple of million proletar-
ians across the whole of the planet -
South Korea alone has that and many
more today. The workers spontane-
ously form themselves into trade un-
ions in defence of wages and
conditions. But every real class strug-
gle is a political struggle. With the help
of communists the workers can and
must be organised into a conscious
class, and “consequently into a po-
litical party” (ibid p493).

The workers first clash with the
bourgeoisie on the national terrain.
The content of their struggle is, how-
ever, inescapably global, because capi-
tal as a metabolism is global. Victory
will be secured only over the bour-
geois order as a whole. The notion of
socialism or even successful commu-
nist revolution in one country was
specifically rejected by Engels in his
second draft of October 1847. Our
revolution will have to take place “si-
multaneously in all civilised coun-
tries”. It is a “worldwide revolution
and will therefore be worldwide in
scope” (ibid p352). National commu-
nism or socialism leads not to libera-
tion, but a “freak” society. That surely
describes the Soviet Union under Sta-
lin and his successors.

The role of communists is to bring
to the fore the “common interests of
the entire proletariat, independently
of all nationality” (ibid p497). They
do not establish “a separate party
opposed to other working class par-
ties” - that is parties committed to the
“conquest of political power by the
proletariat”. By this formulation Marx
and Engels meant, of course, organi-
sations such as the Chartists, not to-
day’s Labour Party, which lauds and
props up the capitalist system.

The immediate task of communists
concerns securing state power for the
working class: ie, the minimum part of
the programme. Marx and Engels, as I
have indicated, were by no means in-
different to the political conditions
under which the working class organ-
ises against capital. On the contrary
they stressed the necessity of fight-
ing to “win the battle of democracy”
(ibid p504). Hence their analysis of
the various socialisms which then ex-
isted - reactionary, bourgeois, petty
bourgeois and critical-utopian. Com-
munists, declared the Manifesto,
“fight for the immediate aims” in the
interests of the future of the move-
ment. They therefore proposed tem-
porary alliances with, or support for,
the likes of the radicals in Switzerland,
the bourgeoisie in Germany, and the
social democrats in France. Commu-
nists are for the “union and agreement
of the democratic forces of all coun-
tries”. In short the communists “sup-
port every revolutionary movement
against the existing social and politi-
cal order of things” (ibid p519).

The maximum programme ie, after
the working class has been consti-
tuted as the state - consists of return-
ing the alienated wealth of society -
capital - back to society. Capital is a
“social power” and needs to be con-
verted into “social property” (ibid
p499). Obviously nationalisation by
the capitalist or bureaucratic state
would at best be a partial or negative
attempt to overcome the contradic-
tions of capitalism. What the commu-
nists desire and consider vital is the
positive, that is the democratic
supersession of capital, through over-
coming the subordination of the work-
ers to the products of their collective
labour. In other words a free associa-
tion of free producers.

If the workers are to win the world
we must relearn and reapply these pro-
grammatic lessons. Let us reforge
communism as a power l

n March 1921 the Communist Party
(Bolsheviks) split and fought to the

ful period when the Labour Party
moved left. Later it split between Ted
Grant and Peter Taaffe. The old Mili-
tant Tendency became first Militant
Labour and then divided between
England (Socialist Party) and Scot-
land (Scottish Militant Labour). The
state capitalist tendency has re-
mained relatively intact and focused
on the SWP. But it has produced a
host of tiny groups of dissidents in-
cluding Workers Power, Revolution-
ary Communist Party, who left the
tendency, and the RDG and Interna-
tional Socialist Group who remained
as state caps.

Between the tragic events of
Kronstadt and the end of the USSR
(1991) the communist movement has
been steadily breaking up and frag-
menting. It would be surprising if the
shock waves from those 70 years did
not continue to reverberate for many
years to come. Revolutionary demo-
cratic communism has been a ten-
dency waiting to be reborn. It has
been struggling for life within the
wreckage of the Stalinist, Trotskyist
and state capitalist tendencies.

The ending of the USSR in 1991 is
in many ways a watershed for the
communist movement. In the past,
rapprochement between the three
main tendencies was objectively im-
possible. Every occasion that the
Soviet Union intervened abroad, in
for example Hungary, Czechoslova-

kia or Afghanistan, these divisions
widened and splits were inevitable.

Since 1991 the objective circum-
stances are ripe for rebuilding com-
munist unity and rapprochement.
The communist movement can be
turned in the opposite direction. We
can see examples of elements from
the old tendencies beginning a dia-
logue. Debating and drawing lessons
from the Soviet experience remains
the major source of communist
theory. At heart are the central theo-
retical questions of what constitutes
capitalism, socialism and communism.
But this debate will not be shattered
by an invasion of soviet tanks or the
stepping up of the nuclear arms race
between the USSR and the USA.

Today the process of fragmenta-
tion continues. New fragments are
appearing all the time. For example,
we have seen the Socialist Democ-
racy Group and, within the last few
weeks, Socialist Perspectives
emerge. At the same time we can see
movement in the opposite direction,
towards unity. We have seen the SLP
and the Socialist Alliances bring com-
rades together. But these moves to
unity are not based on revolutionary
democratic communist politics. They
are not primarily about communist
unity. They are about left unity
against Labour.

The time is now ripe for a new pro-
rapprochement tendency. The basis

for this is not “Stalinism” or “Trot-
skyism” or “Marxism-Leninism” but
revolutionary democratic commu-
nism. However, without the con-
scious action, intervention and
support of communists, it will not
happen. Spontaneity will not create
a new tendency. Revolutionary demo-
cratic communists, in whichever ten-
dency they currently reside, must
work for this new unity. We must win
the argument with other comrades
that in the new post-USSR epoch all
communists have a duty and respon-
sibility to work for communist unity.
This must be a central strategic task.
We must work to gather all revolu-
tionary democratic communists un-
der one banner. But we must make it
clear that each constituent group can
carry its own flag.

It is in this context that the organ-
ising committee of the revolutionary
democratic communist tendency has
invited the CPGB, RDG, Open Po-
lemic, Republican Worker Tendency,
Marxist Bulletin, Socialist Democ-
racy Group, and Socialist Perspec-
tives to the first of three meetings.
At these meetings we intend to dis-
cuss the ongoing process of forming
a new tendency.

The emergence of a new tendency,
alongside the three old tendencies,
may prove to be the most significant
development in the communist move-
ment since 1991. Cynics may wonder
whether we really need a fourth ten-
dency. Aren’t three enough? The
answer is that we need a fourth ten-
dency because the other three are
failing. We need a fourth tendency
to provide an alternative way forward
to that offered by the SWP, Socialist
Party and the Communist Party of
Britain. We need a fourth tendency
to work for communist rapproche-
ment.

The fourth tendency may be the
smallest, but it will survive if, and
only if, it meets the needs of our move-
ment at the present time. We have to
show that rapprochement can work.
To begin with, we will draw together
comrades and groups that have come
from all three of the old tendencies.
Certainly there will be state capital-
ists from an IS/SWP background and
comrades whose background was in
the Stalinist and Euro-Stalinist CPGB.
There is every possibility that some
revolutionary democratic Trotskyists
will participate.

Of course this new initiative may
fail. There have been plenty of past
failures. There are many reasons why
it could go pear-shaped. There are
sectarian groups which refuse or fail
to work seriously for unity. There is a
history of sectarian rivalries that have
poisoned relationships within our
movement. We have the egos of all
the various leaders. We have the
machinations of spies and agents
within our movement who are paid to
ferment divisions and splits. Even if
we can overcome this, we may still
fail. But even a failed attempt is well
worth the effort. For like every strug-
gle, there is much to learn in the proc-
ess and much to gain.

Let us raise the banner of revolu-
tionary democratic communism.
l For revolutionary democracy
l For workers’ power
l For international socialism
l For world communism
We will soon begin to see who rallies
to our side l

Building the fourth tendency

Thesis on factions

l

death over the ice at Kronstadt. The
programme of the minority was for
rebuilding workers’ democracy, elec-
tions to soviets, free speech, etc. The
majority backed the Bolshevik gov-
ernment and its policy of war com-
munism, which now came to mean war
between communists. A majority of
Kronstadt communists supported the
uprising and many Red Army units
either refused to fight or were reluc-
tant to do so.

With these tragic events, the Rus-
sian revolution imploded. As a tem-
porary measure, factions were
banned inside the party. This became
permanent. The Communist Party of
the Soviet Union began the long
process of degeneration and decline,
which came to an end in 1991, when
the USSR was abolished. Over these
70 years, the communist movement
has been deeply divided.

During and after 1921 Lenin became
seriously ill and later died. Not be-
fore he had become very worried by
the growth of bureaucratic state
power and the danger posed by Sta-
lin. Following the death of Lenin, Sta-
lin ousted Zinoviev, Trotsky and
eventually Bukharin. The split be-
tween Stalin and Trotsky led eventu-
ally to the foundation of the Fourth
International and Trotsky’s murder.
In the 1940s the Trotskyist movement
split. Armed with the theories of Raya
Dunayevskaya and Tony Cliff, a new
tendency arose based on the view
that the USSR was state capitalist.

What kind of workers’ state was
the USSR? The Trotskyists swore
blind it was a bureaucratic and de-
generate one. The state capitalists,
on the other hand, claimed that with-
out proletarian democracy, it was not
a workers state at all, despite nation-
alisation of the means of production.
One of the central issues was the
question of revolutionary workers’
democracy. Without revolutionary
democracy, within the soviets and in
the communist parties, it was impos-
sible for the working class to win the
world revolution. History has proven
that communism without revolution-
ary democracy is like a car without
an engine. It just does not go any-
where. It is a lesson that all commu-
nists need to learn and apply.

After 1945, the cold war kept the
communist movement divided. In the
UK three main tendencies dominated
the movement. The Stalinists were or-
ganised in the CPGB. The Trotsky-
ists were organised into the Socialist
Labour League (SLL) - later to become
the WRP - and also in the rival Mili-
tant Tendency. The International So-
cialists, since renamed the Socialist
Workers Party, became the focal point
for the “state capitalists”.

From the mid-1970s, the struggle
between these three tendencies for
the right to challenge capitalism was
confronted by a new set of circum-
stances. World capitalism moved into
crisis and mass unemployment re-
turned to the industrial centres. The
world crisis soon impacted on the
USSR. Threatened by huge foreign
debts and an unproductive and un-
competitive economy, the ruling class
in the USSR took the path of market
reforms.

During the 1980s the CPGB and the
WRP broke up. The Militant Ten-
dency enjoyed a relatively success-

I
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upporters of Socialist Labour
Action have left the SLP to re-
join Workers Power.

of your own papers and journals. A
group of comrades could had re-
mained officially outside the SLP in
charge of all the external tasks, while
a disciplined contingent carried out
internal entryist work. The CPGB, a
group smaller than WP, participated
in the SLP, but continued producing
its weekly paper.

WP did not follow that course. A
few weeks after its commitment to
help build a “revolutionary SLP” it
made its first U-turn. In the March
1996 edition of its paper it character-
ised the SLP as “Britain’s newest re-
formist sect” and ruled out any
intervention in it.

However, after the SLP’s 1st Con-
gress (May 1996), WP was most im-
pressed and decided to make a
second U-turn. Its June paper de-
clared that the SLP was not com-
pletely a reformist party, that it was in
the process of definition and that
revolutionaries could win that battle:
“The founding conference indicated
that the SLP is a party that remains in
the process of formation with a small
but significant minority clearly seek-
ing revolutionary policies and an-
swers. One thing is certain: the
struggle for the political soul of the
SLP has only just begun.”

The logical conclusion should
have been to make a very serious and
active intervention. Some weeks later
WP’s youth organisation, Revolution,
applied to join the SLP. During mid-
1996 many long-standing WP cadres
suddenly turned up in SLP branches
claiming to have left their previous
organisation. They promised to be the
best activists in building the party.
The quantity and quality of WP’s SLP
entryists was not insignificant.

Now that WP has called home all
their members, there is no longer any
reason why we should continue try-
ing to protect these comrades against
the witch hunters. By mid-1996 at
least a dozen cadres with several
years experience in WP were inside
the SLP. They retained their WP mem-
bership, including in positions of
leadership in some cases. Some of
them had differences with the WP
leadership, but most of them were
loyal to it. One of these new SLPers
was a founder WP member and an-
other three were or are members of
the LRCI’s national or international
executive committees.

If these experienced comrades had
worked together consistently, they
could have built a bigger bloc nation-
wide than any other current with the
potential of attracting SLP members.
A tendency based around concrete
issues could also have promoted a
broader pro-democracy coalition. Yet
WP adopted a very sectarian and
confused position. It instructed its
supporters inside the SLP not to as-
sociate with any other comrade - not
even former WP members - who were
not under the guidance of its central
committee.

WP created a very exclusionist fac-
tion: Socialist Labour Action. It was
open only to comrades who were po-
litically loyal to WP’s leadership. It
was closed to the rank and file SLP
membership and even to other SLPers
who were former WP members.

SLA was so sectarian that it even

refused to take any responsibility in
building a broader opposition. Inside
the SLP there existed at various times
four oppositionist broad fronts: the
Revolutionary Platform, the Left Net-
work, the Campaign for a Democratic
SLP and the Democratic Platform. WP
instructed its supporters to boycott
some of their initiatives and to refuse
to take on any leadership commit-
ments in these fronts.

In mid-1996 the Revolutionary Plat-
form had its first conference with
around 25 to 30 delegates. At that
meeting comrades who had split from
WP because of political differences
managed to influence the RP’s pro-
gramme and to replace the aim of a
federal republic by the strategy for a
socialist workers’ republic. Neverthe-
less, WP instructed their supporters
not to attend that meeting, not even
to put forward their own positions.

WP’s supporters attended the meet-
ings of the Left Network and the
CDSLP, but they would not take up
any leadership responsibility. In the
LN one of WP’s supporters was com-
missioned to produced a united front
bulletin, but he showed up at the next
meeting with a bulletin produced by
WP sympathisers around WP poli-
cies. That was how Socialist Labour
Action was launched.

The last joint national aggregate of
the LN and the CDSLP almost unani-
mously condemned the SLA for pub-
lishing leaflets in which they fingered
SLP oppositionists as members of
other organisations. According to
Scargill’s constitution any person la-
belled a supporter of another group
could automatically be expelled from
the party.

SLA did not participate in the
Democratic Platform. They did not
even come to the meeting of the en-
tire SLP opposition on January 10.

WP’s sectarian approach is very
much linked to its own confusion and
lack of self-confidence. WP had no
constant, consistent and clear posi-
tion on the SLP. It shifted radically
from one line to another. At one point
the group was selling a monthly pa-
per (Workers Power) which charac-
terised the SLP as an immutable
counterrevolutionary Stalinist sect,
while its theoretical journal (Trotsky-
ist International) was simultaneously
writing that the SLP was a progres-
sive phenomenon and that revolution-
aries should try to influence.

The confusion grew even more
when WP supporters inside and out-
side the SLP had entirely contradic-
tory lines. Outside Socialist Labour
WP was calling for a vote for the Blair-
ites against SLP candidates, while in-
side the party WP supporters were
backing SLP candidates against New
Labour.

WP could have had a point with the
argument that as long than Labour is
the mass party of the working class
(albeit with an imperialist programme)
it might be possible to push it into
power in order to expose its nature
and intervene within it. However, they
did not seem able to see that New La-
bour’s extreme right turn had the po-
tential to drive thousands of activists
outside that party and in opposition
to it. It could be important to relate to
the militants who are trying to create

a class alternative against Blair’s neo-
conservatism. WP could do that
through intervening in the SLP (and
also in the SP and the SWP).

For that reason, as well as calling
for a Labour vote, a revolutionary or-
ganisation ought to have advocated
a critical vote for representative so-
cialist candidates and for socialist
electoral alliances. This does not
mean a propaganda bloc, but a left
united front around specific demands
- against cuts and privatisations and
for the defence of the proletariat’s liv-
ing conditions and historical gains.
However, WP’s tactic towards the
SLP was not at all related to working
class interests, but to satisfying the
appetite of its small-sect mentality. Ri-
chard Brenner, a WP leader, wrote in
the Weekly Worker: “A revolutionary
party would therefore call for a vote
for Labour in all constituencies where
it is unable to stand.” (May 16 1996).
WP could vote for the SLP only “if
we find it possible to join [the SLP]
as a revolutionary organisation with
full rights”.

That meant that WP, which never
stood a single candidate in more than
two decades of its own existence,
would always vote Labour, even if a
significant left force emerged. Voting
for the SLP did not depend on its
ideas, its weight in the class or among
working class activists. WP’s tactic
towards the SLP was summarised in
the following ultimatum: ‘As long as
you don’t allow us to join you as an
independent party, we will support
the Blairites against you and we will
sabotage your organisation.’

WP’s contradictions are devastat-
ing. On the one hand it advocates a
vote only for Labour, while in its
‘Where we stand’ column it carries
the message that “we are for the
building of a revolutionary tendency
in the Labour Party”. Nevertheless,
WP does no work at all inside it. On
the other hand it sent more than 10%
of its cadres into a party to which it
refused to give any kind of electoral
support.

In the three places where SLA had
a some influence (Leicester, Cardiff
and Vauxhall) WP’s policies de-
stroyed all the work that their SLA
supporters had been doing. In Leices-
ter SLA was firmly opposed to mak-
ing any electoral arrangement with
Militant Labour for a council by-elec-
tion in late 1996. Revolutionaries in-
side the SLP should have argued that
the best way for the SLP to stand can-
didates was in coalition with the rest
of the left and the combative trade
unionists.

It was the SLP’s right wing which
opposed any bloc with ML and the
left, because it did not want to ap-
pear too ‘radical’ in the eyes of the
union bureaucrats it was trying to
recruit. In the Leicester election the
SLP achieved 8% while ML obtained
12%. The two forces combined could
had gained more than 20% and could
have pushed New Labour into a close
finish.

Such a result would have been very
positive for the left inside the SLP,
helping to move the party towards a
greater openness as a broader party
of the left. In its sectarianism against
ML SLA campaigned for a ‘pure’ So-

cialist Labour ticket with a member of
the Stalinist and homophobic Eco-
nomic and Philosophic Science Re-
view as its candidate.

In the May general election the SLP
nominated the same EPSR candidate
for a Leicester constituency. This time
the SLA editor decided to make a U-
turn, breaking any sense of party dis-
cipline in calling for a vote for New
Labour against his local SLP candi-
date.

In Vauxhall despite being voided
the branch courageously threw its
own resources into the general elec-
tion campaign behind the SLP candi-
date. In no other constituency did WP
have so many activists. However, WP
decided to campaign for a Blairite
against that rebel branch. Nobody
backed the branch secretary - an SLA
supporter - when she was censored
by the branch for openly supporting
an organisation (WP) which called for
the defeat of its candidate. She be-
came very isolated in her branch and
the party.

In Cardiff WP “wholeheartedly”
supported the SLP candidate Terry
Burns during the general election,
while in the rest of the country they
voted for Labour. It was the first time
in the 22 years of its existence that
WP advocated a non-critical vote.

There were also other twists in
WP’s policies. Traditionally WP had
called for a critical vote for Labour
non-bourgeois candidates, but also
for left candidates (like Sheridan or
Nellist) who have some social basis.

In May 1997 WP rejected its previ-
ous position of voting for any so-
cially-rooted left candidates. It even
campaigned for a bourgeois ex-Tory
minister who was running on a Blairite
ticket against Scargill. They claimed
that Burns stood on their programme.
However, Burns said that his party
and his programme was the Scargill
one and he openly advocated an en-
tirely opposite line to that of WP:
voting ‘yes’ in the Welsh referendum,
but advocating no vote for Labour.

Later in the year Burns stood for
the same Cardiff branch in a council
election. This time, inexplicably, WP
called for a vote for Labour against
Burns.

These disastrous zigzags discred-
ited SLA. It was unable to influence
anybody. Its demoralised supporters
became reluctant to attend meetings
of the SLP opposition movements.
Desperately WP instructed them to
provoke their expulsion. SLA com-
rades called on SLP members to cam-
paign for the expulsion of their
‘Stalinist counterrevolutionary lead-
ership’ and publicly attacked Scargill.
Despite all its bureaucratism, the SLP
leadership took no disciplinary action
against SLA.

Today, former SLA supporters say
that they are returning to a democratic
revolutionary group. However, WP is
no longer a healthy organisation. The
incredible zigzags that we saw over
the SLP also characterise its lines on
Scotland and Wales, on the former
Yugoslavia, on the state question, on
the character of the period, on East-
ern Europe, and on every important
question.

Its internal regime is no better than
Scargill’s. When a left opposition in-
side the group tried to build a fac-
tion, its organisers were suspended
and later expelled without being
given the opportunity to defend them-
selves or the right of appeal. Work-
ers Power is becoming an intolerant
sect, whose members are required to
unquestioningly follow their leader-
ship’s U-turns l

Failure of the left

Their rupture happened unnoticed
by the rest of the membership. Dur-
ing the December congress of the So-
cialist Labour Party they did not
organise any fringe meetings, while
WP itself had no paper-sellers, let
alone a stall. SLA did however pro-
duce the largest bulletin of all the op-
positionist groups for the congress.
Yet, in around 30 pages the comrades
put forward not a single new sugges-
tion - just a collection of old reprints.
WP and their supporters in the SLP
had nothing to propose.

During the congress there was a
meeting of around 70 people attended
by all the opposition groups. SLA
only intervened in order to put for-
ward one idea: that everybody should
immediately leave the party. Nobody
took them seriously.

The January issue of Workers
Power advises the left that “the time
has come for a sharp reassessment
of what they have achieved”. We
could make the same point to WP. Its
intervention in the SLP was for it a
major entryist adventure. Yet it re-
sulted in fiasco. Those who joined
Socialist Labour are leaving it with-
out winning a single recruit to WP.
These comrades have wasted at least
a year and a good deal of energy for
just about nothing. Even worse, half
of the WP entyrists have now decided
to leave WP too. The organisation
stands discredited amongst the SLP
left.

In December 1995 WP argued that
“thousands of trade unionists ... need
a strong, well organised socialist voice
and an organisation to organise and
lead their resistance. That is why WP
welcome Arthur Scargill’s call for dis-
cussions on the left to consider the
establishment of an SLP.” WP com-
mitted itself to the building of a “revo-
lutionary SLP”. It would have been
consistent with that position to ad-
vocate an offensive tactic, pushing for
an active intervention in the process
of the new party’s creation.

When the SLP was launched some
left organisations (like Fisc, the CPGB,
RDG, IBT, ILWP, etc) decided to make
just such an intervention. However,
WP was larger than any of them. In
addition it had a much stronger na-
tional structure. During the 1980s it
was the most theoretically productive
and programmatically consistent left
group. A decisive intervention in the
SLP from its inception could have
made WP the dominant left force in
the organisation - one capable of lead-
ing the opposition, which counted
around one third of the party’s mem-
bership.

For the hundreds of activists who
had joined the SLP to build a combat-
ive alternative to Labour, WP could
have become a pole of attraction - a
defiant force against the leadership’s
bureaucratic passivity. It could have
provided the leadership for SLP ac-
tions and been at the forefront of
many branches. It could have created
a bloc of candidates around its own
programmatic ideas.

WP should have developed a simi-
lar line to the one formulated by
Trotsky towards the ILP in the 1930s:
intervening in the SLP to pose a revo-
lutionary transitional programme in
opposition to Scargill’s little-England
reformist nationalism, while demand-
ing that the SLP adopt a united front
policy towards Labour.

Actively intervening inside the SLP
does not mean dissolving your own
organisation or ceasing publication

S
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l Our central aim is to reforge the Communist
Party of Great Britain. Without this Party the
working class is nothing; with it, it is everything.

l The Communist Party serves the interests of
the working class. We fight all forms of oppor-
tunism and revisionism in the workers’ move-
ment because they endanger those interests. We
insist on open ideological struggle in order to
fight out the correct way forward for our class.

l Marxism-Leninism is powerful because it is
true. Communists relate theory to practice. We
are materialists; we hold that ideas are determined
by social reality and not the other way round.

l We believe in the highest level of unity among
workers. We fight for the  unity of the working
class of all countries and subordinate the struggle
in Britain to the world revolution itself. The
liberation of humanity can only be achieved
through world communism.

l The working class in Britain needs to strike as
a fist. This means all communists should be
organised into a single Party. We oppose all
forms of separatism, which weakens our class.

l Socialism can never come through parliament.
The capitalist class will never peacefully allow
their system to be abolished. Socialism will only
succeed through working class revolution and the
replacement of the dictatorship of the capitalists
with the dictatorship of the working class. Social-
ism lays the basis for the conscious planning of
human affairs: ie, communism.

l We support the right of nations to self-
determination. In Britain today this means the
struggle for Irish freedom should be given full
support by the British working class.

l Communists are champions of the oppressed.
We fight for the liberation of women, the ending
of racism, bigotry and all other forms of chauvin-
ism. Oppression is a direct result of class society
and will only finally be eradicated by the ending
of class society.

l War and peace, pollution and the environment
are class questions. No solution to the world’s
problems can be found within capitalism. Its
ceaseless drive for profit  puts the world at risk.
The future of humanity depends on the triumph
of communism.

r

r

in the series on ‘Marx’s theory of
value’, using II Rubin as a study guide.

 in the series
studying Hal Draper’s ‘Karl Marx’s theory of
revolution’

n a move which is bound to fur-
ther lower morale in the SLP, Terry
Dunn has resigned from the par-

No doubt this is uneven. However,
that there is a crisis is irrefutable.
Comrade Dunn’s resignation is the tip
of the iceberg. Yet, what is Scargill’s
reaction? Adopting the attitude he
struck up in the weeks before the end
of the miners’ Great Strike of 1984-85,
he pretends he sees the opposite. In
the closing moments of the strike,
Scargill was claiming the stockpiles
of coal were all but gone. After the
miners were defeated and forced back
to work, Arthur claimed victory - a
claim he maintains to this day.

With Scargill’s record of refusing
to acknowledge a setback even when
it stares him in the face, the SLP is in
real danger of becoming a sectarian
rump of sycophants and court jest-
ers.

Scargill displays this sectarianism
in Socialist News when he “looks for-
ward to the local elections on May 1
[sic]”. Despite being a week early, his
assertion that “Socialist Labour of-
fers the only alternative” flies in the
face of reality. Established Socialist
Party councillors will be recontesting
their seats and on top of this, Social-
ist Alliances look set to contest local
elections up and down the country.
Reports suggest that candidates from
rebel SLP branches will cooperate
with other forces to present a united
socialist platform to the electorate.

In his article comrade Scargill says:
“The capitalist state knows (I some-
times think better than we do our-
selves) that the working class united
can never be defeated.” Yet by refus-
ing to stand in elections with other,
already existing socialist forces in the
wider movement, the SLP looks set
to add to our division by pig-
headedly claiming to be the “only al-
ternative”.

The awkward task of reporting on
the party’s 2nd congress is left to SLP
president Frank Cave. The article
takes up less than half a page. Even
so, comrade Cave’s report at least
shows that there was division, and
he rightly points out that this politi-
cal schism took the form of wrangles
around the constitution.

He writes: “Our ‘unitary’ constitu-
tion was reaffirmed [sic] at our De-
cember congress in an atmosphere I
would describe as fairly lively. That’s
no complaint.” That the comrade him-
self puts quote marks around ‘uni-
tary’ serves to emphasise the flimsy

basis of the claim. Despite his con-
tention that “lively debate” is wel-
come around the constitution,
comrade Cave contradictorily states
that the current minority should leave
the party. He argues: “What was
made clear at our congress was that
people who believe in what’s called
‘federalism’ and think the SLP should
be an umbrella for other political
groups cannot - in fairness - be mem-
bers of the party.”

The point is that the SLP is already
an “umbrella” for the Fourth Interna-
tional Supporters Caucus, the Stalin
Society, the Indian Workers Associa-
tion, the Economic and Philosophic
Science Review, the North West,
Cheshire and Cumbria Miners Asso-
ciation and a handful of other union
organisations.

Comrade Cave puts a brave face on
the abolition of the black section at
congress. Hiding behind the colour
of the skin of the amendment’s mover,
he reports: “Comrades from the black
community argued that the existence
of black sections is incompatible with
the SLP’s constitution ... in that their
existence effectively perpetuates dis-
crimination.” The party’s president
then notes that “following a heated
debate, the congress accepted” the
motion to abolish black sections.

Nowhere does the report mention
the controversy over the block vote.
Nowhere does it mention that a sub-
stantial majority of delegates from
CSLPs voted against the abolition of
black sections. Nowhere does com-
rade Cave’s report note that it was
effectively three men with 3,000 votes
who decided all.

The latest round of bureaucratic
intrigue complete with resignations
and rebellions by former Scargill loy-
alists all point to an organisation in
deep trouble. In order to understand
the character of the organisation, we
must go deeper than transferring old
categories onto this new phenom-
enon. Clearly, what we have is -
unique - a Scargillite party.

n
In order to understand the nature of
this new creature, it is useful to look
back at past attempts of Scargill-type

figures to mould working class organi-
sations in their own image. One such
figure was Ferdinand Lassalle, who
founded the General German Workers
Association in 1863. The GGWA was
a forerunner of the Social Democratic
Party. Lassalle was at the receiving
end of polemic from Marx, due both
to his contempt for democracy and his
‘state’ socialism - shades of Scargill’s
own politics.

In the fourth volume of his inter-
esting series, Karl Marx’s theory of
revolution, Hal Draper makes some
general observations about Lassalle.
Draper says he “was a very easy man
to dislike as well as to adulate. He
tended to polarise people who knew
him: in this, his flamboyant and stri-
dent personality was both a strength
and a weakness” (p242). He goes on
to note that to his Berlin followers at
the time “he was the enlightened Bo-
naparte; the very constitution of the
GGWA made it a personal dictator-
ship” (p261).

The new movement in Germany at
the time, coming out of the period of
reaction following the defeat of the
European revolutions of 1848, looked
to Lassalle as leader. This testified to
the workers’ lack of class conscious
self-confidence. Lassalle’s ability “to
put his imprint on the new movement
meant that it was cradled in the swad-
dling clothes of a bureaucratic dicta-
torship, nurtured on state-cultist
politics, and educated in the spirit of
the cult of the individual leader ... The
Lassallean pre-emption of the bur-
geoning movement did not mean the
gift of independent organisation from
a shining knight but rather the injec-
tion of a toxin.” (p263).

Many on the left are dismissing the
SLP out of hand. Comrades may well
be right. The SLP could be finished,
dead in the water. However, winning
the mass of our class from Labourite
politics remains the major strategic
task for revolutionaries in Britain.
While the SLP may turn out to be just
another sorry example of what ‘his-
tory’ (or rather our class) leaves be-
hind, its significance as the first split
from Labour for decades, with a promi-
nent workers’ leader at the helm,
ought not to be overlooked.

Although I am not trying to make
direct parallels, the observations
about Lassalle have an eerie ring of
familiarity. At present, Scargill does
not find himself in front of a burgeon-
ing mass movement. But it is a sober-
ing thought that throughout our
class’s history, would-be, as well as
successful, labour-dictators have
managed to lead us into disaster. Try-
ing to understand the reality, instead
of wishfully claiming workers do not
join bureaucratic organisations, is the
real service the left can salvage from
the SLP experience.
Even if Scargill’s current project has
flopped - and that is not yet a cer-
tainty by any means - our history
shows that similar, and more danger-
ous, autocrats will try to emerge to
(mis)lead our movement. For that rea-
son alone, it is worthwhile learning
the lessons now l

Simon Harvey of the SLP
ty’s national executive committee.
This latest development in the SLP’s
crisis at the top creates more oppor-
tunities for those below. Up until now,
comrade Dunn has been part of the
inner circle of Scargill loyalists. Dis-
cussion of comrade Dunn’s resigna-
tion - and Arthur Scargill’s response
- dominated the agenda at last week-
end’s NEC meeting, the first held
since congress.

The ham-fisted utilisation of the
previously unknown 3,000 block vote
at congress has caused outrage and
shock among almost all sections of
the party. Comrade Dunn’s resigna-
tion, handed in just days after con-
gress, was a protest at the way the
block vote was used.

Fallout from the December con-
gress continues. While sections of
the SLP left cravenly slinked out,
‘morally’ outraged at the internal re-
gime, the real shock waves are re-
sounding at the very heart of
Scargill’s creation. The desperate res-
cue of Scargill’s shaky alliance with
the Fourth International Supporter’s
Caucus produced the first casualties
at congress itself when Roshan
Dadoo and Imran Khan refused to
accept their positions on the NEC.
Now a comrade from a solid NUMist
background has fallen by the way-
side, openly expressing his division
with the founder-leader. And, judg-
ing from the report I received of the
NEC meeting, comrade Dunn may not
be the last.

This resignation means that nine
NEC members have left their posts
since the party was founded. On av-
erage, that is one resignation every
two months - a damning indictment
on the internal regime.

Yet, to judge from the latest official
statements emanating from the party,
everything is fine and dandy. Both in
the current issue of Socialist News
and in Scargill’s latest missive to the
membership, the SLP is going from
strength to strength.

In a letter to all members dated Janu-
ary 12 1998, our general secretary
concludes thus: “Finally, you will be
pleased to know that not only is mem-
bership of the party already ahead of
the projections made at the time of its
launch in May 1996, but has in-
creased substantially since the 1997
congress in December.” Such bra-
vado in the face of the continuing
blows to the SLP’s remaining pres-
tige requires breathtaking arrogance
and not a little stupidity.

The claim of growth in membership
is based on ‘official’ reality. An arti-
cle in the current Socialist News (Feb-
ruary/March 1998) by Robert Morris
concerns the affiliation of his Ucatt
branch to Socialist Labour in January
1998. However, reports I am receiv-
ing from across Britain point to a ten-
dency towards the real as opposed
to fictitious or paper membership
haemorrhaging. In the north west,
Wales and the south west, whole
branches have folded since congress.
I have had reports of CSLPs in Lon-
don losing half their membership.
Where people have stayed on, party
life barely has a pulse.

I
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eneath the wave of killings and
seemingly unending series of
crises besetting the Six Coun-

Northern Ireland constitutional par-
ties to exert pressure and hinder the
path to a settlement, the main players
are the British state and those who
have led the resistance to its occupa-
tion of the Six Counties - Sinn Fein
and the IRA. The ‘peace’ process is
about a negotiated end to armed or
violent resistance, and the SF leader-
ship has not been distracted from this
goal by the loyalist murder squads.
Gerry Adams has so far been able to
contain opposition to this strategy
from within his own ranks.

Undoubtedly the ‘propositions on
heads of agreement’ put forward by
London and Dublin have a distinctly
pro-unionist orientation. After initial
prevarication SF declared that the
proposals could not be considered a
basis for serious negotiations. Nev-
ertheless the organisation stated its
intention of remaining in the talks and
has since begun to negotiate. The

IRA issued a statement condemning
the British-Irish proposals for having
once again “succumbed to the Orange
card” and encouraging “continuing
assassinations by loyalist death
squads”. According to The Inde-
pendent, the statement “exudes an
unmistakable air of menace” (Janu-
ary 22).

Yet there is a degree of conver-
gence between the two main players
on the main features of a new consti-
tutional arrangement, and it is likely
that the British state’s next major shift
will be in a decidedly ‘pro-republican’
direction. Unless this occurs, SF/IRA
will not be able to portray any settle-
ment as a step on the road to a united
Ireland. It will not be able to claim
that the struggles and sacrifices of
the past three decades have been
worthwhile. The IRA’s “air of men-
ace” is for the benefit of any waver-
ing supporters just as much as it is

designed to keep up the pressure on
Blair.

None of this means that SF/IRA is
on the verge of a victory over imperi-
alism, as some on the left maintain.
Far from it - Northern Ireland will re-
main under the imperialist domination
of Blair’s redefined UK state. The IRA,
although undefeated, has been forced
to concede that it cannot hope to drive
out the British and is now prepared to
settle for something less ambitious.

However, if the two main players are
to come to an agreement, most of the
other actors must also be pulled to-
wards it, or at least neutralised. That
is why secretary of state for Northern
Ireland Mo Mowlam showed a marked
reluctance to follow the logic of the
Mitchell principles and expel the UDP
from the all-party talks. For several
weeks the government turned a blind
eye to the UDA/UFF involvement,
hoping that the killings would be called

off. Even after it was established as a
fact and could no longer be ignored,
Downing Street ludicrously claimed
that it was up to the talks participants
themselves to decide which of their
number remained qualified to be
present, while the Ulster Unionist
Party, the Social Democratic and La-
bour Party and Sinn Fein all passed
the buck back to the government and
declined to express an opinion on the
matter.

Mowlam expressed her dilemma in
this way: “It’s competing moralities.
We have the competing morality of
the integrity of the talks, the three
murders and the Mitchell principles
on non-violence on one side, versus
trying to hold the talks together and
making sure more lives are not lost.”

The Guardian was even more blunt:
“It is an ugly truth, but the whole
point of this peace process is not to
achieve an agreement among moder-
ate democrats on both sides - but
among the men of violence who have
made Northern Ireland a war zone. If
one side is absent, the negotiators can
agree what they like: their accords
won’t stick” (January 27).

UUP leader David Trimble did a lot
more than mouth the usual platitudes,
condemning the loyalist killings. He
was clearly enraged by what he views
as an attempt by ultra-loyalists to
sabotage a settlement acceptable to
unionists. He denounced the UDA/
UFF as “criminal gangs” who “are
doing the work of republicans”. From
completely different starting points,
SF and the UUP are being pulled to-
wards an accommodation.

In the event the UDP effectively
agreed to be suspended from the talks.
The UDA/UFF reinstated its cease-
fire, declaring obscenely that it had
completed its “measured military re-
sponse” (the indiscriminate murder of
catholics) to the death of Billy Wright.
The loyalists have now to prove “by
word and deed” that they are once
again committed to “exclusively
peaceful means” before readmittance
after a few weeks.

The Mitchell principles have cer-
tainly been devalued over these past
months. Originally they were intended
to cover the state’s retreat from its
previous refusal to openly treat with
Sinn Fein as long as the IRA retained
the means to strike at the state. Now
they are being interpreted as merely
providing for the temporary exclusion
from the main negotiations of any
party associated with current vio-
lence. Even that does not preclude
face-to-face bilateral talks with the
suspended party.

The whole ‘peace’ process remains
fraught with uncertainty. It is continu-
ing to cause new tensions across the
board in the Six Counties - tensions
that could be replicated within the
British state itself. As a settlement
nears, the possibility of increased vio-
lence becomes ever more likely l

ties settlement negotiations, the
‘peace’ process continues to exert its
centripetal force.

Earlier this week the Ulster Demo-
cratic Party, political mouthpiece for
the Ulster Defence Association,
walked out of the Lancaster House all-
party talks, pre-empting its imminent
expulsion. This followed the admis-
sion by the UDA, acting under its Ul-
ster Freedom Fighters nom de guerre,
that its terror gangs were responsible
for the deaths of three catholics,
whose killings had previously been
claimed either by the Loyalist Volun-
teer Force or by no group at all.

This disclosure had been an open
secret, for it was well known that
Eddie Treanor, shot dead on new
year’s eve, had died at the hands of
gunmen operating from a UDA
stronghold. The killers had provided
an LVF code word, but this cover was
finally blown last week. Royal Ulster
Constabulary chief constable Ronnie
Flanagan was paraded before the
press to confirm that the RUC be-
lieved that the three catholics, includ-
ing Treanor, had been shot by the
UDA/UFF murder squads.

Until then they had claimed to be
abiding by their ceasefire, thus allow-
ing the UDP to continue its pretence
of fulfilling the Mitchell ‘principles’,
whereby only parties committed to
“exclusively peaceful” means can
participate in negotiations. On the
other hand the LVF - despite all the
obvious signs to the contrary - in-
sisted that the ‘peace’ process will
inevitably end in a united Ireland, re-
fused to back the talks and contin-
ued its indiscriminate attacks on
catholics. Obviously the group was
enraged by the audacious killing of
its founder-leader, Billy Wright, by
three Irish National Liberation Army
volunteers inside the state’s ‘top se-
curity’ Long Kesh prison camp.

Wright’s death led to an immediate
launch of the present LVF campaign,
aided and abetted by the much big-
ger UDA. Eight catholics have been
killed and others injured in their at-
tacks. But Inla struck again, shoot-
ing dead prominent UDA activist Jim
Guiney, while the Continuity Army
Council planted a ‘protest’ bomb in
Enniskillen.

The bourgeois media have unani-
mously labelled these actions “tit for
tat violence”. They equate random
killings carried out by loyalist
paramilitaries with Inla’s targeted as-
sassination of Wright and Guiney, or
the attacks on loyalist or state prop-
erty, preceded by telephoned warn-
ings, by the CAC.

No matter how they are described,
these comparatively small-scale inci-
dents do not threaten the ‘peace’
process itself. As we have repeatedly
pointed out, despite the ability of both
the loyalist paramilitaries and the
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