
ully in line with government re-
quirements, the ‘independent’
Low Pay Commission has rec-

what is being proposed is a simple
transfer of capitalist payments from
indirect funding via taxation to
wages.

There were three trade union mem-
bers of the commission - Bill Gates,
general secretary of the knitwear un-
ion; Rita Donaghy, a Unison time-
server whose union has a minimum
wage target of £4.61 per hour; and
Bill Callaghan, an economics adviser
at the Trades Union Congress. The
commission’s report is prefaced with
the statement, “[the recommenda-
tions] were agreed unanimously,
through social partnership. We be-
lieve they are simple and straightfor-
ward, prudent, and supportive of a
competitive economy. We view the
introduction of the minimum wage as
a key element of the government’s
wider reforms which aim to make work
pay and help people move from wel-
fare to work.”

The minimum wage legislation is in-
deed a key element of Blair’s wider
project. It is part of the effort of capi-
tal’s chosen government to forge a
new identification of the mass of the
population with the United Kingdom
state.

The owners of capital in Britain
have let it be known that they are well
pleased with the commission’s pro-
posals. Sir Colin Marshall, president
of the Confederation of British Indus-
try, said they were “workable and rea-
sonable”, whilst the Federation of
Small Businesses said £3.60 was “a
sensible starting point” (Financial
Times May 29). Meanwhile, the same
newspaper could not find a trade un-
ion leader prepared to put his or her
name to a criticism of the report. It
had to resort to the phrase, “The Low
Pay Commission’s proposals were
attacked by some trade union lead-
ers”. The Observer coaxed out the
mildest of criticism from Unison gen-
eral secretary Rodney Bickerstaffe,
who, we were told, has spent 35 years
campaigning for a minimum wage, but
is now taking a “phlegmatic” ap-
proach : “The unions can take huge
credit for having stuck out for so long
and so hard and established a princi-
ple, but is £170 a week really enough
for anyone to live on at the tail end of
this century? We really ought to be
aspiring for more” (May 31).

Bickerstaffe’s comment contains a
conundrum. At £3.60 an hour, a worker
would have to put in 48 hours a week
to earn £170 gross. Does Bickerstaffe
regard 48 hours as a normal working
week? Or was he just too plain em-
barrassed to use the true figure of
£144? Such bureaucrats will not even

fight for a minimum wage equivalent
to the value of labour.

Marx explained in Capital how the
value of labour power is determined.
Firstly, “Given the existence of the
individual, the production of labour
power consists in his reproduction
of himself or his maintenance. For his
maintenance he requires a certain
quantity of the means of subsistence.
Therefore the labour time necessary
for the production of labour power is
the same as that necessary for the
production of those means of sub-
sistence; in other words the value of
labour-power is the value of the
means of subsistence necessary for
the maintenance of its owner.”

He then refines this explanation: “If
the owner of labour power works to-
day, tomorrow he must again be able
to repeat the same process in the
same conditions as regards health and
strength. His means of subsistence
must therefore be sufficient to main-
tain him in his normal state as a work-
ing individual. His natural needs,
such as food, clothing, fuel and hous-
ing vary according to the climatic and
other physical peculiarities of his
country. On the other hand, the
number and extent of his so-called
necessary requirements, as also the
manner in which they are satisfied,
are themselves products of history,
and depend therefore to a great ex-
tent on the level of civilisation at-
tained by a country; in particular they
depend on the conditions in which,
and consequently on the habits and
expectations with which, the class of
free workers has been formed. In con-
trast therefore with the case of other

commodities, the determination of the
value of labour power contains a his-
torical and moral element.”

And a further refinement: “The
owner of labour power is mortal. If
then his appearance in the market is
to be continuous, and the continu-
ous transformation of money into
capital assumes this, the seller of la-
bour power must perpetuate himself
in the way that every living individual
perpetuates himself, by procreation.
The labour power withdrawn from the
market by wear and tear, and by death,
must be continually replaced by, at
the very least, an equal amount of
fresh labour power. Hence the sum of
the means of subsistence necessary
for the production of labour power
must include the means necessary for
the worker’s replacements - ie, his
children - in order that this race of
peculiar commodity-owners may per-
petuate its presence on the market.”

Marx then addresses the phenom-
enon of the depression of the price
of labour power below the value
which he has developed above: “The
ultimate or minimum limit of the value
of labour power is formed by the
value of the commodities which have
to be supplied every day to the bearer
of labour power, the man, so that he
can renew his life process. That is to
say, the limit is formed by the value
of the physically indispensable means
of subsistence. If the price of labour
power falls to this minimum, it falls
below its value, since under such cir-
cumstances it can be maintained and
developed only in a crippled state,
and the value of every commodity is
determined by the labour time required

Fight for what we need!
ommended an initial value for the
statutory national minimum wage, to
be introduced in April 1999, that is
actually a sub-minimum wage. The
commission advises an hourly rate of
£3.60 for workers aged over 20, £3.20
for 18-20 year-olds, with 16 and 17
year-old workers and schoolchildren
being exempted entirely. This falls far
short of what is needed to maintain
and reproduce the worker physically
and culturally.

The commission’s terms of refer-
ence stipulated that it “should have
regard to the wider economic and
social implications, the likely effect
on the level of employment and infla-
tion, the impact on the competitive-
ness of business, particularly the small
firms sector, and the potential impact
on the costs to industry and the ex-
chequer”. In other words, the factor
governing the level of the minimum
wage should not be the needs of the
wage labourer, but what capitalism
can afford.

Thus, the commission reports that,
although it accepted that a higher rate
“could make greater inroads into pay
inequality”, it was “conscious we will
not help low paid workers by recom-
mending a rate which is so high their
jobs are put at risk or they have to
pay a lot more for everyday goods
and services”. The justification for
the lower rate for young workers is
even more blatant - equal treatment
with their elders “would lead to a par-
ticularly large increase in the pay of
many young workers, which would
cause excessive cost increases and
threaten jobs”.

The commission has estimated that
around two million workers will re-
ceive higher earnings if its recom-
mended rates are implemented.
However, the true impact of the pro-
posals can be measured by the fact
that the national wages bill will in-
crease by a mere 0.6 per cent. A study
by the Institute of Fiscal Studies,
cited in The Observer (May 31),
shows that many of these workers are
in receipt of ‘in work’ benefits, which
will be reduced as a result of the pay
rise. An employee receiving the work-
ing families tax credit (which is to re-
place family credit in April 1999) and
housing benefit, could lose up to 90%
of any extra income gained as a result
of the statutory minimum wage.
About 100,000 people will lose all en-
titlement to benefit and the govern-
ment will save about £300 million on
the benefits bill. To a large extent

F

to provide it in its normal quality.”
£3.60 an hour is a physically crip-

pling price of labour power. Sellers
who receive this price cannot feed,
clothe, warm and shelter themselves
and their children. The state recog-
nises this and makes available top-
up subsidies for the sake of social
stability. But the moderate targets for
the minimum wage, urged upon the
working class by the likes of Unison
and the Socialist Party, are themselves
culturally crippling prices of labour
power. They are destructive of the
habits and expectations of the work-
ers. The proponents of such targets
do not act as conscious class lead-
ers. They behave like merchants of
labour power, thinking only of what
they can bargain for.

The CPGB has calculated that
workers need £285 for a maximum 35-
hour week, or £8.10 per hour, in order
to reproduce themselves physically
and culturally. It recommends to the
working class that this figure becomes
a parity for pensions, benefits and
student grants, and that it be used in
the calculation of all other wage rates.
These demands coincide with the
needs of our class. Capital cannot
afford to concede them. They are
revolutionary demands. Unlike
groups such as the SP and the So-
cialist Workers Party, the CPGB does
not go out of its way to insist that
capitalism can afford to grant the de-
mands it advocates to the working
class. The true minimum wage, the
income workers need, will only be won
by the conscious revolutionary self-
activity of the working class l
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Party notes

Uncharacteristically last week our
friend and comrade David Craig went
into print with a rather ill-considered
article (‘Rapprochement stalled’
Weekly Worker May 28 1998). It was
not comrade Craig’s taunting of vari-
ous small Trotskyite groups who
doggedly refuse to join or even deal
with our process of organisational
and political convergence that con-
cerned me. There is nothing to disa-
gree with him on here. The fact that
the likes of the Marxist Bulletin and
the Socialist Democracy Group are
unable or unwilling to debate with
us is a sure sign of dishonesty, cow-
ardice and paralysis.

No, what is objectionable in com-
rade Craig’s article is how it deals
with relations between the Commu-
nist Party and the Revolutionary
Democratic Group. In particular the
attitude towards and claims for those
individuals who some time ago re-
signed their CPGB membership. Let
me deal with comrade Craig’s errors.

He begins with the almost trium-
phal statement that the Revolution-
ary Democratic Communist
Tendency - established by the CPGB
and the RDG at the beginning of the
year – has now “three autonomous
groups”. He is referring to what he
calls the “Dundee Group within the
Scottish Socialist Alliance”. Its “con-
firmed support” for our tendency is
greeted as a “boost” for rapproche-
ment.

Unfortunately the CPGB is una-
ware of a ‘Dundee Group’. First news
of its existence came in comrade
Craig’s article. As to its programme,
principles, methods of organisation
and immediate aims, there is mystery.
Presumably the ‘Dundee Group’ con-
sists of those in Scotland who de-
serted the CPGB citing personal
burn-out and sub-political trivia. If
that is the case – and it is – there is
cause for concern on a number of
counts.

The CPGB and the RDG agreed
from the start that no other organi-
sation would be eligible to join our
tendency without the express agree-
ment of both partners. There has
been no agreement. Nor has there
been discussion between our repre-
sentatives about whether or not to
allow the ‘Dundee Group’ to join us.
Hence there remain two, not three
“autonomous groups” in the ten-
dency. Comrade Craig should re-
count, retract and rethink.

Resigning - either from the CPGB
or the RDG – does not de facto mean
one retains standing with regard to
our tendency. It consists of organi-
sations, not individuals. No one, no
matter how well intentioned, neither
Jack Conrad nor Dave Craig, can ar-
bitrarily alter that. If those who lightly
give up their CPGB responsibilities
and duties go on to form themselves
into an independent organisation,
that is their business. But if they wish
to join the rapprochement process
and have rights within our tendency,
we are obliged to assess them politi-
cally.

Frankly our so-called ‘Dundee
Group’ violated elementary commu-
nist principles in their manner of de-
parture from the CPGB. Furthermore
towards the end of their time with us
they displayed a marked right
liquidationist orientation. It would
take a great deal of persuading be-
fore the CPGB gave them rights
within our tendency. They would
have to convince us that they had
changed and were genuinely com-
mitted to communist unity. Inciden-
tally, comrade Craig, that not only
means “unity with the RDG”, but

There was a mistake in my article in
last week’s Weekly Worker (‘Rap-
prochement stalled’, May 28). In the
second paragraph I wrote: “There are
now three autonomous groups within
the tendency.” This is not strictly ac-
curate in terms of decisions of the ten-
dency’s organising committee. It
should have said “supporting” rather
than “within”.

There was another error in the
“Revolutionary democratic commu-
nism’ statement published under the
article. The statement printed was the
original version. This was later
amended at the founding conference.
It was the amended version that
should have been printed, including
in paragraph two “workplace and
workers’ councils” and in paragraph
three the sentence, “Socialism cannot
be built in one or a few countries”.

RDG

The four points of the platform of the
‘Revolutionary Democratic Commu-
nist Tendency’ have the quality of
‘apple pie and motherhood’ insofar
as they are correct. Points two, three
and four are simply general statements
that could be agreed to in the abstract
by organisations as diverse as the
SWP and the Spartacist League, for
instance. Despite that, however, these
organisations in recent memory found
themselves supporting forces on op-
posite sides of the barricades in ac-
tual shooting wars (Afghanistan!).
Indeed, the SWP found itself on the
wrong side of the barricades. As a
programme for a communist tendency,
a platform like this is meaningless,
since it is a general statement of prin-
ciples that has no necessary impact
on the positions Marxists must take
on actual events in the real, material
world of today. To put it slightly dif-
ferently, it is possible to deduce from
these aspects of the ‘maximum’ ele-
ment of the communist programme
many different routes as to how alleg-
edly to get to them.

The main problem with the left (or
at least the ostensibly Leninist left) is
not generally differences over the
maximum programme, which points
three and four exclusively and point
two largely are composed of. It is
rather about the strategy and tactics
necessary to get from the here and
now, with the working class at its
present level of consciousness, to the
point where it has the class-con-
sciousness and organisation to carry
out the ‘maximum’ programme. The
comrades should for instance, read
the document, ‘Where are we going?,
produced by Trotskyists within the
SLP in early 1997 for a contemporary
application of the transitional
method, derived from the best contri-
butions of the revolutionary Third and
Fourth Internationals to the matter of
programme. In the words of Leon
Trotsky:

“The Fourth International does not
discard the programme of the old ‘mini-
mal’ demands to the degree to which
these have preserved at least part of
their vital forcefulness. Indefatigably,
it defends the democratic rights and
social conquests of the workers. But
it carries on this day-to-day work
within the framework of the correct
actual - that is, revolutionary - per-
spective. Insofar as the old partial,
‘minimal’ demands of the masses clash
with the destructive and degrading
tendencies of decadent capitalism -
and this occurs at each step - the
Fourth International advances a sys-
tem of transitional demands, the es-
sence of which is contained in the fact
that ever more openly and decisively
they will be directed against the very
foundations of the bourgeois regime.

The old ‘minimal programme’ is su-
perseded by the transitional pro-
gramme, the task of which lies in
systematic mobilisation of the masses
for the proletarian revolution” (The
death agony of capitalism and the
tasks of the Fourth International
1938).

In my view there are also a number
of concessions to vulgar conceptions
of ‘democracy’ in the draft platform,
particularly in point one but also in
point two. What does a “revolution-
ary democratic attitude” mean in prac-
tice? What indeed, given that those
whose views closely parallel those of
at least one of the components of the
joint tendency regard the views of
subjective Trotskyists on questions
of “republicanism” “in Britain and Ire-
land” as “ultra-left and therefore re-
actionary” (see exchange with SLP
Republicans in Marxist Bulletin no5,
December 1997)? Given that these
views concern the need for the work-
ers’ movement to adopt as its crown-
ing demand that of a workers’
government, which is quite clearly
based on the armed power of work-
ers’ councils?

In other words, not the aim of a re-
formed bourgeois parliamentary re-
gime, which is clearly to most people
the meaning of the slogan of a ‘fed-
eral republic’ without specifying the
class nature of that republic. Of course
Marxists defend the rights of the work-
ing class that have grown up under
bourgeois democracy, against reac-
tionary attack. The working class in
general, and revolutionaries in particu-
lar, must become the most consistent
fighters for the democratic rights of
specially oppressed minorities under
capitalism. But that is as far as it goes.
The statement that “the working class
can become the leading force in soci-
ety by championing the struggle for
democracy” is an ambiguous state-
ment that could mean many things to
many people. I note for instance that
the CPGB has been holding a series
of seminars on the works of Hal Draper.
Now there is nothing wrong in itself
with studying the works of Draper,
many of which contain much insight
particularly on historical questions
(his savage indictment of Mikhail
Bakunin in his Critique of other
socialisms, for instance, is quite re-
markable).

But politics abhors a vacuum, and
there is a dangerous vacuum around
the politics of the CPGB at this time,
which seems to be slowly being filled
with politics at least in part derived
from the tradition of which Hal Draper
(and Hillel Ticktin) is part. That is, the
tradition of the ‘third camp’ defectors
from Trotskyism, whose vulgar con-
ceptions of ‘democracy’ as an end in
itself led to such atrocities as the sup-
port by Max Shachtman and his fol-
lowers for US imperialism’s Bay of Pigs
invasion of Cuba. A less extreme ex-
ample, more in tune with comrade
Draper (who, to his credit, broke with
Shachtman over the Bay of Pigs), was
the support of these ‘third campists’
(and indeed, even many ostensibly
‘orthodox’ Trotskyists) for Polish
Solidarnosc in the 1980s, even after it
had quite openly stated its pro-
gramme of capitalist restoration, in the
name of ‘democracy’. In this context,
the proclaimed opposition to ‘social-
ism in one country’ in the draft plat-
form also can mean many things to
many people, and does not clarify
matters. The ‘third campists’ fre-
quently proclaim their opposition to
‘socialism in one country’ (read the
‘Where we stand’ column in Social-
ist Worker for instance) - in order to
justify their refusal to defend such his-
toric gains of the proletariat as the
planned economies of the former So-
viet bloc.

The slogan of a “workers’ parlia-
ment” in part two of the draft also ap-
pears in my view to be confusionist,

and tends to blur the fact that the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat does not
simply mean more ‘democracy’ but
will involve serious restrictions on
‘democracy’ for a section of the popu-
lation - the bourgeoisie. While the
workers’ state will not engage in point-
less persecution of such elements, it
will take all means necessary to en-
sure that there is no way they can
reconquer power as a class. That is
the meaning of the term dictatorship
(of a class).

As a programme, however, even if
these matters were ‘corrected’, it
would be inadequate, for there are
world-historic questions that are not
addressed in it at all. For instance,
the attitude of Marxists to the remain-
ing workers’ states, such as China,
Cuba, North Korea, which revolution-
aries are duty-bound to defend
against imperialism and internal
counterrevolution (as indeed The
Leninist, in a crude way, did over Po-
land), while seeking workers’ politi-
cal revolution. The attitude of
Marxists to dependent capitalist
countries in the semi-colonial world,
where we are duty-bound to defend
states such as Iraq which come un-
der military attack from the imperial-
ists. The attitude of Marxists to the
popular front and the united front, and
a decent contemporary analysis of the
rightward drift of mass social demo-
cratic parties, with the appropriate
tactical conclusions when layers of
ordinary workers with even left-re-
formist consciousness can see that
these no longer claim to represent the
working class. All these matters need
to be addressed concretely and at
least the main outline of the strategy
of Marxists in dealing with them in
any document that purported to be
the programme of a revolutionary
tendency.

Such a programme would need to
be of the same general thrust as the
Transitional Programme of 1938. While
that particular document in many of
its conjunctural specifics is no longer
adequate, in its essential thrust if
such a programme were to be rewrit-
ten today to take account of recent
developments, it would not be a dif-
ferent programme. It would rather be
a different elaboration, or
concretisation, of the same pro-
gramme, whose fundamental core is
the need for a bridge from today’s felt
needs of the working class to the so-
cialist programme of the revolution.
In this regard, the draft platform of the
‘Revolutionary Democratic Commu-
nist Tendency’ is fundamentally
flawed as the programme of a revolu-
tionary tendency.

Marxists do not simply
ultimatistically rule out collaboration,
or even joint organisation, with those
with whom they have significant dif-
ferences, if there is sufficient agree-
ment on the key issues facing
revolutionaries in a particular period
and real pointers to the fact that out-
standing differences can be resolved
through common struggle. It does ap-
pear, however, that the formation of
this joint tendency is based on a con-
gruence around a stageist strategy
based on vulgar democratism as the
basis for convergence, rather that a
regroupment that offers the possibil-
ity of the emergence of a revolution-
ary party. While Trotskyists are very
willing to engage in political discus-
sion with comrades who support this
mistaken perspective, to endorse
such a bloc on this basis would give
credibility to something that can only
muddy the waters, not lead to an ad-
vance for revolutionary politics.

Revolution and Truth

unity with the CPGB.
Comrade Craig makes several ref-

erences to “the crisis within the
CPGB”. Later he uses the equally
charged phrase, “split”. ‘Crisis’ is a
very broad term of course. Certainly
over the recent period the work of
reforging the CPGB has suffered
what I would call a setback. There
have been a rash of resignations, in-
cluding that of the former editor of
the Weekly Worker. None of that has
been hidden. Yet despite the ‘set-
back’ or ‘crisis’ the circulation of our
press continues to grow and our
leading body of cadre remains in-
tact. So whether the term ‘setback’
or ‘crisis’ is the appropriate term to
describe the present state of our or-
ganisation can be left for the future
to decide. Either way there was no
split.

A split implies a faction fight, po-
litical platforms and a disciplined
schism (usually around a vital pro-
grammatic question). Nothing of the
kind took place. Our resignations
marked a headlong flight from com-
munist politics and a scattering to
the four winds. In print I challenged
the ‘dissidents’ to form a faction.
They declined. Evidently the quiet
life was preferable to serious strug-
gle. That regrettable course, as com-
rade Craig emphasises, was related
or brought to a head by the stresses
and strains that accompanied the
boycott campaign we ran in Scot-
land against Blair’s September 11
1997 rigged referendum. But elevat-
ing political and moral collapse to
the level of a split is wrong.

Equally wrong is comrade Craig’s
claim that there exists a “big hole in
the policy of ‘openness’” (note - the
RDG is still to be won in practice to
openness: its internal differences
have to be guessed at). It is true that
the Weekly Worker has yet to pub-
lish the resignation letter of Mary
Ward and Nick Clarke. But, as he
should know, our intention is to
leave the matter in their hands. Be-
cause we do not want to further sour
things or deepen divisions our na-
tional organiser has drafted a pri-
vate reply. We will publish the lot if
comrades Ward and Clarke give the
go-ahead.

The CPGB welcomes comrade
Craig’s intervention in what he de-
scribes as our “internal affairs”. He
and his comrades have an open in-
vitation to, and speaking rights at,
our membership aggregates for ex-
ample. This we do in order to further
the process of rapprochement,
which is as much about differentia-
tion as convergence. Rapproche-
ment is not a mutual non-aggression
pact. It definitely should not involve
adopting some equidistant position
between the CPGB’s Provisional
Central Committee and ‘dissidents’
in the name of avoiding serious
“damage”. We seek to fully inform
and involve our RDG comrades pre-
cisely so that they can take sides –
for Leninism and against right liqui-
dationism.

Rapprochement will not go for-
ward by waiting for, let alone flatter-
ing those who have fled the field of
battle. That fatal course allows the
politically backward, the disillu-
sioned, the cynical to set our agenda.
No, the best way of encouraging
people back and crucially bringing
forth new, healthy forces is moving
things to a higher plane. That means
uniting members of CPGB and the
RDG into one democratic centralist
organisation at the earliest possible
opportunity l
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action

The
offensive
against
The Call

Russian Revolution
this week 80 years ago

It is quite a frequent occur-
rence for those responsible
for The Call to receive com-
munication on the sustained
excellence of the paper. But
a few days since, the most
distinguished man of letters
now living said that The
Call was the best socialist
paper published since the
days of William Morris’s
Commonweal.

Now we have evidence of
its quality from an alto-
gether different quarter. A
new Army Council order,
becoming operative on May
27, stipulates that persons
desiring to dispatch papers
to destinations abroad must
obtain a permit for that pur-
pose from the chief postal
censor. Application was
made to that functionary for
permission to send The Call
out of Great Britain, and in
due course the chief postal
censor, writing from the war
office, replied that a permit
could not be granted for The
Call to any foreign destina-
tion.

Already prohibited from
transmission to neutral
countries, The Call is now
to be prevented from circu-
lating within the countries
with which we are allied in
the war. While this is a fur-
ther testimony to the good
work The Call has been do-
ing, it is at the same time a
further indication of the re-
pressive methods to which
the government is com-
pelled to resort in order to
maintain its position. Hav-
ing found that the use of ar-
bitrary power is indefensi-
ble, the authorities must
continue their descent until
at last not one vestige re-
mains of freedom of speech,
of the press, or of the right
of association.

The doctrine that we are
fighting for free institutions
abroad by a strange perver-
sion is made into an argu-
ment for the disruption of
every principle of liberty at
home. The real danger is
that, the longer the people
of this country remain silent,
the more difficult it will be
for them to shake off the re-
strictions that now limit their
action at every point l

n

London: June 7 -
Lasallean state socialism.
For more details call
0181-459 7146.
Manchester: June 15 -
The labour theory of
value.
For more details call
0161-798 6417.

n
The CPGB has forms
available for you to
include the Party and the
struggle for communism
in your will. Write for
details.

n

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

n

Glasgow City Halls,
Albion Street, June 20,
10am - 4pm
CPGB fringe meeting
‘Against separatism, for
workers unity’. Opening
speaker: Jack Conrad.

n

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

n

Downing Street picket -
first Sunday of every
month, 12 noon to
1.30pm. Release the
prisoners! For more
details contact: Fuascailt,
PO Box 3923, London
NW5 1RA. Tel: 0181-985
8250 or 0956-919 871.

n

Despite a serious heart
complaint Josephine
Hayden, courageous
Irish liberation fighter,
continues to be held in
Limerick prison.
Lobby the Irish embassy,
Saturday June 6, 12am, 17
Grosvenor Place, London
SW1.
Called by the Workers
Republican Forum.

n

International demonstra-
tion - assemble 1.30pm,
Cooper’s Field (behind
Cardiff Castle), Saturday
June 13. March to Euro
summit.
For more details call
0181-800 7460.

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

Where to get your
Weekly Worker

s the thunder of burgeoning revo-
lution echoes throughout Indone-
sian society, as all forces assess

threatens to unravel the entire project of
the reform-minded ruling elite. They are
acting in the narrowest interests of pure
class self-preservation, in collaboration
with the US state department.

At great risk to his own highly privi-
leged position president Habibie has made
concessions in this direction by hinting
at an investigation into corruption and
nepotism. British imperialist interests have
been the first to be hit by the review of
contracts negotiated with the all-embrac-
ing Suharto family business empire. Her
majesty’s government was the first to send
a ministerial representative to meet with
the new Habibie cabinet. The junior for-
eign affairs minister is trying to rescue the
Thames Water contract. No doubt ‘ethi-
cal’ businesses, like the Body Shop, which
has a Jakarta store, will be nervously ex-
amining their own relations with the dis-
credited Suharto clan.

Pressure is mounting both inside and
outside Indonesia for retribution for the
nepotism and corruption which handed
relatives and friends of former president
Suharto commercial opportunities during
his 32-year rule. International capital hopes
a clearly regulated business regime will
provide a stable environment for its more
efficient operation. A state department
spokesperson said the US government was
considering an inquiry into the Suharto
family’s assets in the United States.

Few of the hundreds of Suharto family-
owned companies are publicly traded, forc-
ing analysts to guess at their total worth.
Two years ago, SocGen-Crosby Securities
estimated the family’s business assets in
Indonesia at about 11 trillion rupiah, or $5
billion at the 1996 exchange rate. An esti-
mate from the Central Intelligence Agency
puts the family’s total wealth at about $30
billion.

Thirty years of graft, corruption and
greed on the backs of the oppressed
masses is being undone. The very fact
Habibie has been forced to give ground
shows the pressure the masses are still
exerting on the incoming government,
which almost all view as a continuation of
Suharto’s ‘new order’ regime. But it is not
only Habibie who is beholden to Suharto.
Twenty of the 36 ministers in his ‘reform’
cabinet served in the former presidents’s
last administration.

Yet where can Habibie draw the line? If
he concedes an inquiry with limited pow-
ers to confiscate even a fraction of the
Suharto billions, the masses will call for
expropriations to be carried much further.
This will surely spill over to include not
only the complete stripping of the Suharto
family fortune but the expropriation of the
Habibie family wealth and all those who
benefited from cronyism, corruption and
nepotism. Calls for criminal proceedings
will not stop at the Suharto clan.

In such a situation, the contradictions
between the desire to defend individual
interests and the need to stabilise a politi-
cal system which is able to defend the
bourgeoisie as a class will become more
and more pronounced. The role of the mili-
tary in this until now Bonapartist society
remains crucial.

Reports in the Far Eastern Economic
Review this week (June 4) indicate that
factions within the military nearly came to
blows during the transfer of power. This
was triggered by the sacking by armed
forces chief and defence minister Wiranto
of Suharto’s son-in-law, lieutenant-general
Prabowo Subianto. According to the Re-
view, “By all accounts, he took his demo-
tion badly - at one point strapping on a
sidearm, summoning several truckloads of
troops and confronting guards at the
presidential palace as he tried to win an
audience with new president Habibie. He
left empty-handed - but the incident may
nevertheless have been the closest Indo-
nesia came to its nightmare scenario: con-
frontation between military units with
competing loyalties.”

The same source points out that
Suharto’s resignation did not proceed as
smoothly as it may have seemed. The Far
Eastern Economic Review (June 4) claims:
“First, Suharto toyed with the idea of im-
posing martial law, and even had decrees
drawn up for this purpose, according to
senior officials involved in the process.”

The splits in the ruling elite are begin-
ning to take a more explicit political form.
The ruling Golkar party, Suharto’s power-
base, showed its first signs of crumbling
with the announcement that one faction
has broken away to form a separate party.
One of Golkar’s founding elements, the
MKGR, has split under the leadership of
the former minister for women’s affairs,
Mien Sugandhi, who said: “We established
the MKGR party to anticipate change
brought by the reform campaign and the
planned establishment of new laws on
political parties.”

Anticipating ongoing upheaval, the IMF
is set to renegotiate its $43 billion rescue
package. “We have to recognise that the
economic measures will only work and be
really effective if there is political stabil-
ity,” said IMF Asia Director Hubert Neiss.
He returned to Jakarta on May 26 to ex-
plore ways of reviving the rescue pro-
gramme.

It is clear that the students, together with
the other potentially revolutionary sec-
tions of Indonesian society, are demand-
ing far more that the  government is
prepared to give. For example, after a 90-
minute meeting with Habibie and members
of his Cabinet, the speaker of the parlia-
ment announced that an extraordinary ses-
sion of the 1,000-member People’s
Consultative Assembly (MPR) would be
called to draft political laws ahead of fresh
general elections. But even this was not
planned until the end of this year, or early
next year

Most of the radicalised sections of so-
ciety are demanding an immediate extraor-
dinary session of the MPR. This demand
is shared both by those who want change
to prevent change and by revolutionar-
ies. Islamic leader Amien Rais, as well as
the reactionary anti-revolutionary clot that
is the Peoples Council, has made this call.
But so has the Peoples Democratic Party
(PRD). There is a clear danger that the revo-
lutionary wing of the democratic move-
ment will be effectively liquidated under
the slogans of the bourgeoisie and petty
bourgeoisie.

As part of the campaign to develop soli-
darity with the Indonesian masses in Brit-
ain, we need to expose the British
government’s role in supporting the dic-
tatorship politically, economically and mili-
tarily. The struggle against the Indonesian
ruling clique and British imperialism is one
and the same. Further, a movement in sup-
port of full political freedom, concentrat-
ing on the release the prisoners of the
Indonesian democratic movement and the
struggle for East Timorese self-determina-
tion are key.

Imperialism will be pulling out all the
stops to stabilise Indonesia. The mass
movement could act as a spark for revolu-
tionary conflagration across a very fragile
region. While it may be possible for the
uni-polar New World Order to enforce a
relatively peaceful transition from Cold War
dictatorship to neo-liberal bourgeois de-
mocracy, it has yet to be secured. Every-
thing is still up for grabs.

The question posed for the forces of
international revolution is the one that ech-
oes across the century from another demo-
cratic revolution. It is the question posed
by Lenin in 1905: “Dare we win?” l

Indonesia

the implications of Suharto’s resignation,
the framework for the next phase of social
upheaval is being set.

While the clash between the old and
new seems for the moment to have sub-
sided, the most democratic and determined
sections of the mass movement refuse to
water down their demands.

According to the Sydney Morning Her-
ald (May 30), about 400 students returned
to the parliament building last Friday (May
29), where protests by tens of thousands
of students had forced Suharto to resign
the presidency. Tanks and soldiers barred
entry as student chanted, “Bring Habibie
down right now.”

On university campuses students hung
banners saying, “Habibie is the protégé
of Suharto, reform has not yet begun”, and
at the prestigious University of Indonesia
they announced new protests after a one-
week lull. In the key industrial centre of
Surabaya about 3,000 students have been
occupying the grounds of a government
building for days, calling for an extraordi-
nary session of parliament to be convened
immediately.

The thirst for justice has gripped the
mass. The most widespread manifestation
of this comes in the form of popular de-
mands for the prosecution of the Suharto
clan and the expropriation of their ill-gotten
wealth. President Suharto’s richest son,
Bambang Trihatmodjo, resigned from the
board of his Bimantara business empire
last Friday, as scores of protesters out-
side the company’s headquarters de-
manded trials for the Suharto clan.

This is a correct and revolutionary de-
mand. It is picking at a loose thread that

A



June 4 1998 Page 

got a couple of documents
through the post this morning: one
by Alan McCombes on Scottish

Alan came very close to admitting
that their respective attitudes to the
Scottish question had only superfi-
cial similarity. Alan wrote:

“Even while fighting for an inde-
pendent socialist Scotland, Maclean
called for one single all-Britain trade
union - and even expressed the con-
viction that over generations, ‘inter-
marriage will wipe out all national
differences and the world will be as
one’.”

This is very basic stuff, but Alan’s
use of the word “even” suggests he
disagrees. I remember thinking at the
time that Alan was subliminally chal-
lenging Maclean on this fundamen-
tal point, implying he was being
childishly utopian or ‘perversely’ in-
ternationalist. All he was doing, how-
ever, was indicating one of the
mechanisms by which nationalities
will wither away in the transition to a
socialist society. Given the immense
technological achievements which
have taken place in the intervening
70 years, mass migration and the con-
tinuous movement of individuals
across the globe (not to mention tel-
ecommunications technology) are
going to represent far more important
mechanisms by which these histori-
cal anachronisms will bite the dust.

But Alan’s criticism of Maclean is
far more substantial than this. He just
cannot get his head round the ortho-
dox Marxist position. He knows that
one consequence of his doing so
would be to cut himself off from the
leftwing SNP members he has been
trying so hard to recruit. Far, far to
the left of Blair though they are, they
will not be persuaded to jettison their

vision of an independent capitalist
Scotland if its independent socialist
alternative is presented (as Maclean
presented it) as a transitory stepping
stone on the path to an international
classless society. They will not bar-
gain away their ‘historic nation’ be-
fore it even comes into existence.

The price Alan is willing to pay in
order to establish a relationship with
these radical workers is far too high.
Not for one second do we have to
trade our socialist perspective for
their nationalist one in order to cap-
ture their votes. Given a straight
choice between Alex Salmond’s party
and ours, many can be persuaded to
opt for a pro-worker, pro-common
ownership party - even one with the
most radical internationalist perspec-
tive. I am not even suggesting we
specifically deny them access to the
SSA. Not at any rate if they genu-
inely want to put an end to the rule of
capital. If, on the other hand, they just
find our candidate selection proce-
dure less arduous than the SNP’s,
then they should be shown the door.

When I joined SML, I expected
Alan McCombes to be playing a lead-
ing role in converting leftwing nation-
alists. I am genuinely disappointed
that he has thrown in the towel. How-
ever much Alan would like to deny it,
he has certainly embraced a version
of nationalism. Comparing him to
Pilsudski is, I would argue, unfair.

But I think Peter Taaffe might agree
with me that he is playing a role not
dissimilar to that played by Andreas
Nin. Just like the one-time leader of
the Spanish Trotskyists, Alan has
taken it upon himself to wind up ‘his’
section of a Trotskyist International.
His international comrades were kept
in the dark while he conspired with
other ‘patriots’ to dissolve ‘his’ or-
ganisation.

Alan has, apparently, forgotten
that the Third International of Lenin
and Trotsky recognised, from day
one, that all national sections of the
International had to be subordinate
to the decisions of the world organi-
sation. The formally ‘Marxist’ Second
International collapsed into national
chauvinism precisely because it ne-
glected to do this. In order to keep
some leading members of the SSA on
board, Alan has, apparently, been
persuaded to cut SML adrift from his
international comrades.

If the debate on the Scottish ques-
tion was not a choice between na-
tionalism or socialism, but merely
about determining the best strategy
for leading the working class to
power in Scotland and elsewhere,
then Alan would have consulted the
CWI rather than presenting them with
a fait accompli. His warning to all
non-Scots (and especially CWI mem-
bers) to butt out of ‘our’ decision-
making process bodes ill for the
future. If he proves successful in com-
pletely eradicating all CWI influence
in the SSA, I fear he will be tempted
to try to liberate ‘us Scots’ from other
pernicious influences.

As he has been aware for some
time, I have been concerned that some
SSA members will seek to split the
trade unions along nationalist lines.
Alan  has strenuously denied this,
and perhaps I am being unfair to him.

Nevertheless, I no longer trust
Alan as implicitly as I once did, and
for the following reason. On the day
after Paisley branch selected its can-
didate for the by-election, I got a
phone call from him. He complained
that, as a result of a letter I wrote to
the SP leadership, he had been forced
to endure an hour-long phone call
from Mike Waddington, interrogat-

ing him about my suspicion that SML
was on course to liquidate itself.

Alan attempted to reassure me in
precisely the manner he did Mike
Waddington: there was not a shred
of truth in the accusation, and I
should be ashamed of myself for wast-
ing the SP leadership’s time with such
scaremongering. My punishment for
refusing to recognise that SML’s au-
tonomy stretches quite as far as Alan
would like was to be sent to Coven-
try and excluded from SML branch
meetings and aggregates. Some SML
members apparently got carried away
and thought they could go so far as
to exclude me from SSA public meet-
ings!

If the CWI wants to put an end to
centrifugal tensions threatening to
tear it apart, it should take measures
to protect whistleblowers, and not
allow their defence of the integrity of
the International to be silenced by
those who would liquidate its vari-
ous sections. This being what hap-
pened in my case.

In a full year as an SML member, I
was not informed about a single
branch meeting nor aggregate, yet
both did take place. Had I only per-
sonal experience to go by, I would
suggest to Peter Taaffe that the threat
to the CWI section in Scotland was
less of liquidation than of evapora-
tion. However, despite treatment
which I think is the very opposite of
comradely, I have not the slightest
intention of calling on anyone to
wage an unprincipled war on either
the majority or minority of the immi-
nent split in SML. Neither side should
withdraw from the SSA nor attempt
to expel one another. This crucial
weapon of ours, the SSA, has to con-
tinue to be big enough to embrace
both the winners and the losers in
this battle and to bring on board the
SLP, SWP and excluded dissidents
from all these parties.

Just because I do not believe Alan
McCombes ‘changed his mind’ be-
tween last October and March about
dissolving SML, just because I am
convinced he deliberately lied to me,
and to Mike Waddington, is no rea-
son to do a runner and call for the
setting up of a pure socialist alterna-
tive. However, while neither the win-
ners nor losers of the liquidation
battle should leave or be expelled from
the SSA, all socialists, in England and
Wales just as much as those in Scot-
land, need to examine where we are
going.

In the letter in which I predicted
(accurately, as it has turned out) im-
minent plans to liquidate the CWI
section in Scotland, I made one other
far more serious prediction. I inter-
preted remarks by Alan Green, SSA
national secretary, remarks made at a
national council meeting last October,
as an advocacy of splitting the trade
unions along nationalist lines. Alan
McCombes was clearly livid with me
for daring to suggest such a thing. I
am not arguing that either Alan
McCombes or Alan Green deliber-
ately want to do this. I do however
have genuine anxiety that they are
playing around with formulations
which are liable to lead inexorably in
this direction. I have been waiting for
Alan McCombes to put pen to paper
to repeat Alan Green’s expression
before attempting to explore its impli-
cations. I have waited for this because
I do not want to be accused, as I al-
ready have been, of putting words
into people’s mouths. In his latest
document, Alan McCombes has
gone on record calling for national
“autonomy” for the trade unions. To
quote in full, he calls for “the mainte-

nance of existing all-Britain trade un-
ion structures, with greater autonomy
for the Scottish sections of British
trade unions”.

The first half of this sentence
seems to destroy my argument. The
problem is with the second half. This
formulation is, or appears to be, self-
contradictory. Neither Alan
McCombes in this document nor
Alan Green in his contribution to last
October’s national council has been
able to clarify what they mean by “au-
tonomy”. Is it the kind of autonomy
the SML executive won for them-
selves prior to declaring UDI?

Alan McCombes has tried in his lat-
est document to pretend that the dic-
tionary definition of ‘independence’
is not a synonym for ‘separate’. I
would suggest he gets a better dic-
tionary, one which informs him that
‘autonomy’ means self-government.
What we need to know, but are not
being told, is what degree of self-gov-
ernance is being proposed. One per-
son’s autonomy is another person’s
split, and quantitative shifts in the
degree of autonomy will lead, inevi-
tably, to split - as Peter Taaffe has
learnt to his cost.

If  Alan was defending the au-
tonomy of militant sections of work-
ers against the dead hand of
conservative bureaucracy, then I
would be the first to support him. But
union autonomy in terms of geogra-
phy (whether national or local) is not
necessarily progressive. To suggest
that any section of our class is per-
manently in advance of other sec-
tions borders on racism. Such
reactionary prejudices only play into
the hands of our class enemies.

Mick McGahey used national au-
tonomy to justify steel workers cross-
ing picket lines at Ravenscraig during
the miners’ Great Strike of 1984-5 (as
did the area leadership in Wales).
Nottingham miners used autonomy to
justify crossing picket lines during
the same strike. Arthur Scargill may
have made some mistakes in recent
years, but he was 100% right when
he argued that those men had no right
to vote others out of a job. But if you
judge struggles in terms of geographi-
cal autonomy, then the flying pickets
from Yorkshire were anti-democratic.

To call for autonomy for “Scottish
sections” of unions would inevitably
lead to a plethora of such petty and
nasty conflicts. The SNP leaders
would have a field day. They have
already revealed their true colours
when they denounced ‘English’ trade
unions for strangling job opportuni-
ties in Dundee a decade or so ago.
For these narrow nationalists, the
multi-national giant, Ford, were the
good guys for promising to bring
much needed jobs to ‘our’ country;
TGWU leaders were the bad guys for
trying to defend wages and condition
of their ‘English’ members.

Alan Green and Alan McCombes
have to learn to appreciate that any
attempt to play with the idea of au-
tonomy on grounds of geography
rather than on grounds of militancy
can only lead to beauty contests with
our exploiters as the judges. If we
were to think of going down this road,
we would only encourage English
and Welsh trade unionists to play the
same game. And we would set in mo-
tion a process whereby workers in
Glasgow turned against those in Ed-
inburgh, and workers in one factory
turned against those next door.

I am not for one second suggest-
ing that either Alan McCombes or
Alan Green intend any such thing; it
is however where their position logi-
cally leads l

independence; the other by Alan
Green on the proposed Scottish So-
cialist Party.

The first goes to extraordinary
lengths to try to prove that he (Alan
McCombes) does not believe you can
have socialism in one country. But
his support for the slogan of an inde-
pendent socialist Scotland under-
mines all these protestations. I would
like to be generous and explain the
glaring contradiction by suggesting
that Alan (like Lenin in On coopera-
tion and his critique of the slogan of
a socialist united states of Europe) is
using the word ‘socialism’ in two dis-
tinct senses. I have been hoping that
he was merely emulating the Bolshe-
vik leader’s use of the term ‘social-
ism’ as a synonym for workers’ power,
a workers’ state or the dictatorship
of the proletariat. But, in the two infa-
mous articles where Lenin resorted
to this sloppy shorthand, the idea of
socialism in one country was so much
anathema to genuine Marxists (Len-
in’s target audience) there was no real
prospect of his being misunderstood.

Sadly, 70 plus years of Stalinist dis-
tortions have catapulted us into an
entirely different political context. The
Stalinists (and social democrats as
well, of course) have seen to it that
we can no longer afford the luxury of
such shorthand - not unless we are
deliberately trying to confuse the is-
sue. I would very much like to uphold
this generous interpretation of Alan’s
inconsistencies. This is, however,
looking less and less credible.

Alan’s latest document has con-
vinced me that even if we can say in
unison, ‘You can’t have socialism in
one country’, we mean two very dif-
ferent things by these words.

As Lenin wrote in State and revo-
lution, states, even the healthiest of
workers’ states, constitute special
bodies of armed men separate from
society as a whole. As such, they are
an expression of the irreconcilability
of class antagonisms. Socialism, on
the other hand, is by definition (if you
are a Marxist) a classless society. As
such, it can only be born as states
(workers’ states) wither away - a proc-
ess which can clearly not be com-
pleted so long as a single capitalist
state remains intact on this planet.
While this is the socialist vision of
Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and
Luxemburg, it appears no longer to
be the socialist vision of Alan
McCombes. His long-term goal is
now limited to a confederation of “in-
dependent socialist states”. Confed-
eration, let us not forget, was the
“international relationship” the slave
states of the American south went to
war to defend. More to the point,
Alan’s long-term goal is precisely the
one Josef Stalin contrasted to that of
Leon Trotsky and every genuine
Marxist. This is a long-term goal he
should immediately rethink.

John Maclean, whose good name
is being dragged in to support Alan’s
position (effectively this great revo-
lutionary is being used as a refer-
ence), was, unlike Alan, a thoroughly
orthodox Marxist vis-à-vis the ulti-
mate goal. In a previous article (Scot-
tish Socialist Voice February 6 1998),

I

Socialist Party
in crisis
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hile it should be stressed that
I possess no expertise when
it comes to literature, paint-

with a huge parliamentary majority. On
the other side of the Channel the
French Communist Party has minis-
ters in the ‘socialist’ government.
However, neither in terms of theory
nor practice is there any suggestion
of using that position or salient of
power to replace capitalism with a new,
higher social order.

The Labour Party in Britain, like the
Socialist Party in France, is openly
committed to the success of capital-
ism. Political debate is now dominated
by alternative strategies of best en-
suring and sustaining the growth of
profit. How to make the country and
its people attractive to capital is what
passes for political thought nowa-
days. Labour or SNP, Liberal Demo-
crat or Green, Tory or Plaid Cymru,
there is only variation on Mammon’s
theme.

There is a positive side. The pro-
grammes of ‘official communism’ and
social democracy (Labourism) were
always illusory, not to say reaction-
ary. Increasing the monstrous power
of the state and production for the

sake of production were presented as
the road to human freedom. With such
means the end had to be unfreedom.
Moreover these ideologies were for-
mally committed to negating capital-
ism within the constricting, not to say
suffocating, confines of the nation
state. In the case of social democracy
that meant getting rid of capitalism in
name only. Nationalisation and state
capitalism were equated with social-
ism. As for ‘official communism’, it
could replace capitalism, but not with
anything superior. Bureaucratic so-
cialism in the USSR and eastern Eu-
rope was non-capitalism, but also
non-socialism.

Not surprisingly then the 1980s saw
many radical artists retreat from con-
scious politics. Thatcher and the Tory
vandals wanted to impose a backward-
looking culture. Shakespeare was to
be iconic, not raw material; heritage,
not ammunition. Contemporary poli-
tics became viewed by the art estab-
lishment as a danger positively to be
avoided. The high hopes, carefree ex-
perimentation and violent passions of

the late 1960s and early 70s have there-
fore given way to a more sober, darker
mood.

Globalisation is capital at its most
extreme  Fear, irrationality, insecurity
and a general sense of powerlessness
pervade every layer of society. No
person, no party, no class now even
pretends to control the uncontrolla-
ble system.

Capitalism might for the moment im-
agine and promote itself as the final
point of history. But, as shown by the
miserable record of Blair’s govern-
ment - the attacks on students, single
parents and the unemployed; the anti-
drugs hypocrisy and the
criminalisation of youth; Tory spend-
ing limits and the poverty-level mini-
mum wage; the maintenance of
anti-trade union laws and the insipid
promotion of censorship; the blind
‘education, education, education’
worship of exams and the rat race cul-
ture of money - it is a system unwor-
thy of human beings. Fittingly the
‘Full Monty’ is admired as a film by
Blair and his philistine cronies, not be-
cause of its social criticism, albeit sen-
timental, mild and limited, but its
success in terms of takings at the box
office.

Taking all this into consideration
artists have a particularly difficult, but
crucially important role. The Red
Room’s ‘Seeing Red’ season is a brave
attempt to meet the challenge by chal-
lenging theatre writers. On balance,
so far it succeeds. Sixteen, mainly
young, writers contributed short
pieces. Evidently each comes from a
unique direction. There is no one
voice. Only a common thread - criti-
cism. That today almost inevitably
means a certain introspection and
pessimism. But full-blown optimism at
such a time is surely out of place. It
would not be art, but mere entertain-
ment.

Part one, which ran from May 6-24,
had its full share of anger and raw en-
ergy. New Labour was unmasked,
savaged and mocked by Tony Craze,
Aiden Healy and Roddy McDevitt.
However, it was the slower rhythm,
the more measured pace of the ‘non-
political’ plays by Peter Barnes - a 68er
- and Judy Upton which lodge in the
mind. Both in their very different ways
explore alienation. The great worth of
these artists lies in their creative abil-
ity to lay bare this human condition.
Barnes does it with whimsy. Upton
does it with biting and brilliantly well
observed social comment.

In part two overtly political subject
matter comes into its own. That means
questions. Within itself art does not
contain answers. No matter how out-
standing, art cannot substitute for the
revolutionary party, let alone social
revolution. And it should not be ex-
pected to. So the four pieces must not
be judged by some narrow set of po-
litical criteria, but first and foremost
according to the laws of art.

‘On the couch with Enoch’ by
Tanika Gupta is an intelligent piece
which pits a 30 year-old nurse (Akbar
Kurtha) against a dying Enoch Powell
(Edmund Dehn). Old Britain comes
face to face with New Britain. Instead
of a predictable Anti-Nazi League-
style exchange between ‘Indian’ vic-
tim and ‘racialist’ victimiser, the patri-
cian and xenophobic politics of Powell
are explained in terms of a frustrated
homosexual encounter during his time
with the Imperial Army in India. But
there is much more to it than that.

Review

Powell and his purple poetry are
used as a metaphor for the collectively
imagined relationship between impe-
rialist Britain and its Indian colony.
The romantic ‘love’ the master ex-
presses for the slave has nothing
mutual, nothing equal about it. India
is insultingly demonised as savage on
the one hand and demeaned as a child
on the other. Moreover the imperialist
spurned turns into its spiteful oppo-
site. They went to India as conquer-
ors. The Indians were supposed to be
grateful. They were not.

Having been forced to concede in-
dependence in 1947, the likes of
Powell despised the migrants who
came to Britain in the 1950s and 60s
as free labourers. Gupta has here
sketched the outline of a modern epic.

Helen Kelly’s ‘The big idea’ ex-
poses the sham of communitarianism
and the crisis of intellectuals who are
forced to prostitute themselves by
New Labour to the interests of big
business. The thing is well con-
structed, the acting and direction
thought out and skilful but in essence
the underpinning ideas are not big
enough. In some measure fine char-
acter realisation from Peter Marinker,
Viv Moore and Lizzie McPhee com-
pensate, but it never quite comes off.
The piece lacks real conviction.

‘The Mandelson files’ is not taxing,
but it works a treat. It is a timely farce
based on a Modern review article by
Nick Cohen. Writer Paul Siret uses the
absurdist notion of Peter Mandelson
as the 1950s love child of Che Guevara
and a well meaning British communist,
Edith (Viv Moore), to wonderful ef-
fect. The career and politics of
Mandelson are roller-coastered out,
pre- and post-May 1 1997, as a vast
Cuban conspiracy designed to under-
mine the stability of British capitalism
and prepare the country for revolu-
tion.

You almost believe it. How else it is
possible to explain New Labour and
its despicable anti-working class
agenda?

Director Deborah Bruce adds to the
sense of the absurd with all manner of
nice touches. David Eastman not only
plays a sexually charged Che Guevara,
but a half-innocent, half-sinister Pe-
ter Mandelson. The short trousers and
the two-way headphone complement
the splendid turn.

For me though I must confess the
highlight of the night was ‘The (bo-
gus) people’s poem’. Kay Adshead
has written a genuinely remarkable
piece of theatre which director Lisa
Goldman handles with imagination
and sensitivity.

Moving back and forth between
Heathrow immigration control,
Campsfield detention centre and Af-
rica, we are given not only a searing
indictment of immigration laws, but a
heart-rending assertion of the human
spirit.

The ‘young woman’ journalist
played by Noma Dumezweni flees per-
secution in her native country in or-
der to find sanctuary in democratic
Britain. She finds bureaucratic ob-
struction, institutional hostility, Group
Four guards and concentration camp
imprisonment. Dumezweni gives a
performance to remember. The play is
powerful, unrelenting, but never veers
towards histrionics or cheap emotion-
alism. Above all it is true.

We await the final part of the ‘See-
ing Red’ season with expectation l

ing, music, sculpture, theatre, etc, as
a communist politician I recognise that
all forms of genuinely creative art ex-
press - be it conscious or uncon-
scious, active or passive, optimistic
or despairing - humanity’s yearning
to be fully human. Art attacks mental
complacency, refines our emotions,
generalises experience and altogether
enriches the inner life.

For its part capitalism both uses and
fears art. Each new school or wave of
artists begins as rebels. Capitalism flat-
ters, commodifies, incorporates and
tames. At the same time it boycotts,
horrifies, repels and enrages. Art at
its best is therefore a protest against
reality and anyone dedicated to
changing reality must pay the closest
attention to the complex sensitivities
and insights of artists, not least when
they are addressing political themes.

In reviewing the four short plays
making up part two of the Red Room’s
‘Seeing Red’ season, it is necessary
to put them in their general historical
context. I make no apology for a long
detour. They - and the six pieces which
preceded and the six which are to fol-
low them - were after all specifically
commissioned under the rubric of the
30th anniversary of the May events
in Paris and the first anniversary of
the election of the Blair government.

Not only bureaucratic socialism
collapsed with the end of the Cold
War. The triumph of the USA over the
USSR also marked capital’s moral vic-
tory over its internal oppositions.
Many former leftwing or radical art-
ists and intellectuals sold out or
changed camps. For their part Noel
Gallagher and Eric Hobsbawm, Mar-
tin Jacques and Tom Nairn, Ben Elton
and David Putnam became apostles
or apologists for New Labour. Fierce
class struggles there have been. The
miners’ Great Strike of 1984-85 will
never be forgotten. But what is par-
ticularly notable about this period of
reaction is that it has been imposed in
the main peacefully, without terror.
There has been a mental cosh, not the
iron heel. Richard Branson, not
Augusto Pinochet, personifies the
zeitgeist.

Margaret Thatcher’s bleak refrain,
‘there is no alternative’, is now ac-
cepted as common sense by those
below. Workers exist objectively as
owners of labour power and
comatosed individual consumers.
Capital, as an exploitative social rela-
tionship, is inconceivable without liv-
ing labour. But workers are not
organised by themselves as a politi-
cal class. They do not believe in, or
envisage, a different, or more humane,
version of society. As sellers in the
labour market they and their trade
unions compete, one against all, all
against one. As consumers they and
their children are bombarded, conned
and manipulated by advertisers who
create all manner of false needs. As
citizens they vote for the lesser of vir-
tually undifferentiated evils.

No one is suggesting that at some
point in the past the majority, let alone
all workers, were convinced socialists.
There was never a golden age. In Brit-
ain Marxism - even in its inverted
forms - has always been marginal.
Nevertheless - amongst the conscious
minority - syndicalism, left reformism
and ‘official communism’ functioned
as a mass culture that resisted and
fought against the effects of capital-
ism and its never satiated thirst for
surplus labour. That dynamic and the
associated body of ideas formed the
workers into a class, and from Oscar
Wilde to David Edgar, inspired one
generation of intellectuals after an-
other.

We must distinguish between form
and content. ‘Official communism’
and social democracy in terms of outer
appearance continue not only to ex-
ist, but flourish. May last year saw
the Labour Party swept into office

W

Seeing red A festival of dissent
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rue to form the left has for the
most part collapsed in the face of

sible options are to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’
or boycott - the SP tries to invent a
fourth, virtual position. That is to say
‘yes’, but at the same time disassoci-
ate itself from the politics of ‘yes-ism’.
But in the real world to say ‘yes’ is to
say ‘yes’ to Blair and his project to
stabilise or ‘normalise’ Six Counties
politics. New Britain, New Northern
Ireland.

The Socialist editorial a week be-
fore the May 22 referendum was a
perfect illustration of the SP’s Janus-
faced approach. It tells us that the SP’s
“view of the referendum and the deal
is in line with the approach of most
working class people. We do not en-
dorse this deal which is neither a so-
lution, nor the basis of a solution, but
we think it is preferable to vote ‘yes’
in order to continue with a peace proc-

ess and to defeat the reactionary and
backward-looking forces who make
up the ‘no’ camp. The peace agree-
ment at least gives the working class
a chance to organise a class-based
political alternative.” But then it adds:
“An agreement which has the poten-
tial to further widen divisions in North-
ern Ireland and which sees no way of
overcoming them is no solution” (May
15).

As you can see, clear as mud. Yet in
its own way the SP’s position is per-
fectly clear and logical … given its
starting point.  It is predicated exclu-
sively on a miserable ‘lesser of two
evils’ methodology. As the editorial
says, “Given a choice of two roads to
ruin, an immediate route or a longer
one, only the most foolhardy would
pick the former. The longer route al-
ways offers at least a hope of escape.”
But why go down the road to ruin in
the first place, SP comrades?

The SP’s post-referendum analysis
is an extension of this schizophrenia:
“As the SP predicted, a large majority
voted ‘yes’, because they feared the
prospect of returning to sectarian vio-
lence and even civil war if they had
voted ‘no’. It was a vote to keep up
the ‘peace process’ and to reject the
reactionary, backward-looking forces

Around the left
Back to normal

in the ‘no’ camp … The main advan-
tage of the big ‘yes’ vote is to give
time to build a genuine working class
alternative on the ground” (May 29).
But later we are told: “In reality this
referendum has not ended sectarian
politics. It has in fact set the sectar-
ian divide in stone. Any new assem-
bly will be dominated by the same
politicians, the protestant-based un-
ionists who set up the sectarian state
in Northern Ireland and the catholic-
based nationalist/republican parties”
(my emphasis). The SP thinks “it is
preferable” to vote for an agreement
that has “set the sectarian divide in
stone”.

The SWP, of course, has the same
essential approach as the SP - both
organisations being committed to
economistic schemas. Socialist
Worker tells us: “The vote in North-
ern Ireland shows the desire for peace
of the overwhelming majority of peo-
ple here, both catholics and
protestants. The vote was a rejection
of the hatred and bigotry spouted by
Ian Paisley and other unionists.” But,
naturally, “the settlement does not
challenge many of the fundamental
causes of the years of violence and
division in Northern Ireland” (May
30). It adds that the June 25 elections

could “drive people back into sectar-
ian camps behind unionist or nation-
alist politicians”. Note how republi-
cans, including Sinn Féin/IRA, are
equated with sectarian bigots whose
whole raison d’être is to defend loy-
alist dominance over catholics.

The solutions offered by Socialist
Worker are sickly. It explains: “Trade
union rights, the minimum wage and
attacks on welfare are all issues
through which we can begin to forge
unity from below. We had Richard
Branson visit Northern Ireland with
Mo Mowlam as part of the ‘yes’ cam-
paign in the referendum. He said a
‘yes’ vote would mean he’d be more
willing to invest in the railways. So
that is the future? A privatised rail-
way run by Richard Branson!

“On the same day train drivers,
both protestant and catholic, took
unofficial action in a dispute over a
driver who had been suspended by
the bosses. Socialists say loud and
clear that we are on the side of the
workers, not Richard Branson.”

Forget your nationality and the
revolutionary challenge to the state,
says the SWP. Why don’t you take
up ‘normal’, British, trade union
struggles? l

the imperialist-led peace process in
Northern Ireland. In order to avoid
adopting a principled position cow-
ardly fudge and evasion become the
characteristic features. Once again, we
see that some left groups are so afraid
of being ‘unpopular’ that the very idea
of swimming upstream is viewed with
abhorrence.

For the Socialist Party of England
and Wales this means that political
method boils down to something
barely more sophisticated than stick-
ing a finger in the air to see which way
the wind is blowing - and then allow-
ing itself to be wafted along.

When faced with an awkwardly con-
crete situation like the May 7 and May
22 referendums - where the only pos-

T

ccording to the well rehearsed
and oft repeated script, the
‘collapse of communism’

darity - announced that the promo-
tion of the country to the nuclear club
was a “blow against imperialism”.
Crowds took to the streets of Delhi
and Islamabad in order to celebrate
the coming of age of India and Paki-
stan. Both governments fired aggres-
sive verbal salvos. After hearing of
Pakistan’s nuclear tests Atal Behari
Vajpayee, the prime minister of India,
stated: “They have vindicated our
policy. India is ready to meet any chal-
lenge.” In Pakistan Abdul Qadeer
Khan, head of the nuclear programme
and known as Pakistan’s Dr
Strangelove, has been feted as a hero
- almost a film star.

For Britain to bemoan the latest cri-
sis is particularly galling. The former
colonial power, in a carnival of reac-
tion, partitioned the sub-continent

into a hindu India and a muslim Paki-
stan. Now - years later - we have a
‘hindu’ bomb and a ‘muslim’ bomb.
The words of Bill Clinton can also be
treated with particular contempt. The
US helped to ‘nuclearise’ Pakistan - a
good anti-communist pawn, especially
under the helmsmanship of the mili-
tary dictator, Zia ul-Haq.

During this latest crisis we have
been moralistically informed that there
are enough nuclear weapons to de-
stroy the world many times over. So
why is there need for any more in the
shape of the ‘hindu’ and ‘muslim’
bomb’ - or, for that matter, a ‘Jewish’
bomb? All very fine and well. But then
again, you can be sure there are
enough bullets in existence to kill
every single person on the planet a
few times over as well - and that right

India and Pakistan

now large numbers are on the receiv-
ing end of this very conventional
weaponry. It is not weapons of them-
selves that threaten humanity, but the
political system - and regimes - that
utilise them.

To serve peace, a violent struggle
against the imperialist-dominated new
world order is required. It is a class
struggle to overthrow the bourgeoi-
sie of every country. This means that
the main enemy is at home. Genuine
communists would not be celebrating
with their rulers, but exposing them in
front of the masses.

Only hours after the tests, Pakistani
president Mohammed Rafique Tarar
declared a state of emergency - giv-
ing himself the right to suspend virtu-
ally all civil liberties. Nawaz Sharif, the
prime minister, has appeared on tel-

evision saying that austerity meas-
ures would be necessary to fund Pa-
kistan’s nuclear programme - even if it
meant selling off government build-
ings and offices. Very movingly, he
also made the following pledge: “If the
nation will only take one meal a day,
my children will take only one meal a
day.”

Not much there for the oppressed
and exploited to applaud.

In every country, we have to press
home the ‘extreme’ message that not
a single penny should go to the bour-
geois standing army - whether it is
spent on tanks, a battery of Trident
missiles or a ‘peace keeping’ force is
immaterial. All are used to prop up the
ruling class and its inhuman political
system l

could only usher in universal peace
and happiness. But recent events from
the Balkans to the Gulf have rudely
punctured this cosy picture. Now the
old nightmares - supposedly exor-
cised forever - are recurring.

Newspaper headlines over the last
week have warned of nuclear confron-
tation - ‘On the nuclear precipice’, as
the front page of The Guardian put it
(May 29). But these grim prophecies
were not referring, of course, to the
possibility of a nuclear confrontation
between the United States and Rus-
sia, but between India and Pakistan.
Both states have recently engaged in
open and truimphalistic nuclear weap-
ons testing.

The response of the imperialist
powers to this nuclear testing has
been predictably hypocritical. Bill
Clinton declared without blushing: “I
cannot believe we are about to start
the 21st century by having the Indian
sub-continent repeat the worst mis-
takes of the 20th century when we
know it is not necessary to peace, to
security, to prosperity, to national
greatness or national fulfilment.”
Robin Cook’s comments were equally
cant-ridden - and paternalistic. How
dare India and Pakistan get ambitions
above their station? The nuclear club
is meant to be exclusive. So exclusive
in fact, that under the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty no one but the US, Rus-
sia, China, Britain and France may
possess nuclear weapons. Further-
more the US and its allies supposedly
have a natural and divine right to po-
lice the world.

To crown it all, Cook demanded that
India and Pakistan “should accept the
rules” and “sign up to the Compre-
hensive Test Ban Treaty without con-
ditions” - a treaty which the US has
refused to ratify.

The nuclear tests have unleashed a
wave of euphoric national chauvin-
ism on the sub-continent. Opposition
parties declared their support for such
a noble state-building task as gaining
the bomb. The Communist Party of
India - in the spirit of cross-class soli-

A
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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.
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Late start
A first contribution of £300 from
one North London comrade this
week was the result of several extra
work shifts. Another sold a super-
fluous camera lens for £150, while
a third made a start by raising £109
on a street stall. Highly commend-
able examples of the variety of meth-
ods comrades are using to fulfil
their personal targets towards our
goal of £20,000 by June 29.

However, our 15th Summer Offen-
sive fundraising campaign is suf-
fering from the ‘late start’
syndrome. Having reached half
time, we are a long way from reach-
ing half the target. An effective
Summer Offensive campaign can-
not be conducted as ordinary busi-
ness. It means prioritising
fundraising for a short period -
namely the remainder of June - over

and above all the other pressing
tasks which I know you still have.
Comrades, it is vital that you, per-
sonally, act now rather than later.
Do not rely on others to provide
the boost we need well before the
June 29 deadline. The more money
comes in, the more the momentum
of the campaign grows.

The £1,136 raised in week four of
the eight-week campaign brings the
half-time total to £4,605, or 23% of
the target. Pledges stand at £13,830,
falling short by £6,170. However, a
late start and a fast finish is not
unusual. This weekend I shall be
asking comrades to raise their per-
sonal pledges so we can get within
reach of the target. We know how
to raise the money, comrades. Let’s
get busy l

ast Saturday, May 30, around 35-
40 delegates and observers at-
tended the London Regional

Simon Harvey of the SLP

L failure to attend the conference.
George Newton, of the undemo-

cratically reconstituted Vauxhall CSLP,
is finance officer. Tony Goss ally Guy
Smallman, and Harpal Brar’s son,
Ranjit Brar (leading light and virtually
the sole member of the Stalinite Red
Youth) share the youth officer post.
Jacky Rafferty, who has yet to attend
any SLP event, was returned as cam-
paigns officer. And everyone’s favour-
ite thug, Tony Goss, is election agent.

The discussion around the secre-
tary’s report was extremely wide-rang-
ing, but one point of contention
concerned next year’s European elec-
tion. Terry Dunn claimed that, on av-
erage, the SLP received 11.9% of the
vote in the London local elections.
This produced a frisson of excitement,
given the shift to a form of propor-
tional representation, where 10% sup-
port would be enough to secure the
SLP a London MEP. However, if
Arthur Scargill was to be believed, in
the lead-up to the 1997 general elec-
tion the SLP was averaging around
13% in by-elections, yet we gained
less than two percent overall where
we stood on May 1.

Assuming a 30% turnout for the
European elections, 10% support
would require around 150,000 SLP
votes in London, twice the 75,000 we
received nationally in the general
election. In view of this the forging of
an electoral alliance for a common list
of socialist candidates is essential.
Peter Pierce of Lewisham referred to
the “golden opportunity” the new
system presented and stated that a
split vote would guarantee that the
10% threshold was not reached by
any one left group across London as
a whole.

Fiscite witch hunter Carolyn
Sikorski rejected electoral cooperation
outright and a comrade from Ealing
suggested the only alliances needed
were with the community, not with
“small groups with no community
links”.

n
Adrian Greenman was the only sup-
porter of Roy Bull’s homophobic Eco-
nomic and Philosophic Science
Review in attendance. He distributed
a leaflet reproduced in the typically
amateurish EPSR format in the name
of Tooting CSLP. It was highly critical
of the SLP’s direction, slamming “ma-
jor weaknesses” in SLP policies, in-
cluding “an indifferent and unsure”
boycott line around the London ref-
erendum.

The EPSR/Tooting leaflet criticised
the May 7 London election campaign.
It stated that the building of local con-
nections without “warning about the
imminent capitalist slump ... is to waste
crucial opportunities ... It can be even
worse, a misleading of workers”. It
added: “Misleadership is dangerous
for the working class ... It is a sad day
when the working class party is be-
hind the capitalist press in saying what
is happening.”

Although no one takes these
sociopaths seriously, you would not
think so from reading the latest So-
cialist News (issue 12, May/June
1998), whose entire back page is given
over to EPSRites Roy Bull and Dave
Roberts.

n
The 12th issue of this irregular paper
is again an eclectic mishmash of per-
sonal stories, odd agendas, dull re-
ports and liberal hand-wringing. Yet,
for all its ‘variety’, Socialist News re-
mains an appalling bore of a read. I

personally enjoy reading the Morn-
ing Star more - and that’s saying some-
thing.

Roy Bull gets on his soap box, rail-
ing against any campaign for the le-
galisation of drugs as a “huge
diversion” from the real task of over-
throwing capitalism. This is despite,
somewhat contradictorily,  starting his
argument by claiming: “Surely the re-
ality is that capitalism does not ban
drugs - if it did, why is the planet
flooded with them?” What brilliance.
Having seen him in action, I want some
of whatever Roy’s on.

Pat Sikorski’s contribution on Ire-
land is of some interest. While dodg-
ing any direct criticism of Sinn Féin,
he does speak of the British-Irish
Agreement in the context of the im-
perialist resolution of ‘hot spots’ “in
favour of its local allies ... while damp-
ing down the worldwide struggle
against injustice”. Clearly an imperi-

alist peace settlement.
But the SLP’s vice-president man-

ages to face both ways, assuring us
that the agreement “opens up the pos-
sibility of fruitful struggle in the area
of equality, human and civil rights, po-
licing and justice, and provides legiti-
macy to participating in the assembly,
as this is the route to participating in
the all-Ireland bodies. Sinn Féin itself
has not given up its programmatic
demand for a 32-county democratic,
socialist republic.”

It is certainly a remarkable deal that
serves the interests of both imperial-
ism and socialism.

n
Socialist Labour Youth is set to kick
off at its founding conference at
Conway Hall on June 13. All SLP mem-
bers aged 25 or under may attend. Call
Daniel O’Neill on 01223 517495 for
details l

Conference of the Socialist Labour
Party.

The annual meeting was squeezed
into an obviously inadequate hour and
a half. The conference agenda in-
cluded the regional secretary’s report
and discussion, the outgoing London
committee’s proposals for the coming
year and election of officers for the
London executive. The atmosphere
was very different from the 80-strong
London pre-general election meeting
at which Scargill was opposed by
speakers in favour of party democracy
and against the witch hunt.

What was patently clear from the
conference was that the left has been
as good as purged from the SLP - in
London as well as in the party as a
whole. Only one constituency party
delegation, Hackney and Stoke
Newington, put forward any opposi-
tion to the Fisc-Scargillite alliance
which dominates the party in London.
Geoff Palmer and Peter Morton, both
of Hackney and Stoke Newington,
challenged the sitting regional presi-
dent, Brian Heron, and vice-president,
Roshan Dadoo. Both Fiscite incum-
bents were comfortably re-elected.
Geoff Palmer distributed a ‘vote Marx-
ist’ leaflet in support of his candida-
ture. The platform of the former
Marxist Bulletin supporter empha-
sised internationalism, no support for
the Labour Party, electoral alliances
with other socialists groups, and in-
ner-party democracy.

Republican candidate Peter Morton
distributed a leaflet supporting his
candidature for vice-president, which
stressed the need for democracy in
the party, a programme of work to
draw in new members and expressed
a desire for the “SLP [to] develop as
the republican party of the working
class”. He emphasised that “a party
of the working class must have an-
swers to the political problems of capi-
talist society, not just the economic
problems”. Comrade Morton encour-
aged distribution of the NEC’s dis-
cussion paper on a republican
constitution as a basis for the politi-
cal development of the London party.

There were no contests for the other
positions, as comrades either with-
drew their nominations or candidates
opted for unwieldy job-share ar-
rangements. Secretary/treasurer is
Bernard Gibbon (Fisc), who was
elected unopposed. London organ-
isers are: Helen Drummond, Ann
Goss, Brian Money and Bruce
Ramsay. Steve Cowan from Ealing
Southall withdrew, owing to his ac-
ceptance of a trade union post. Com-
rade Cowan suggested that another
Ealing member be nominated in his
stead, but comrade Heron ruled from
the chair that no further nominations
could be accepted. However, he stated
that the London committee could
coopt an Ealing comrade, but this
privilege could not be extended to the
leftwing Hackney/Stoke Newington
CSLP as they had not put forward a
candidate for organiser before nomi-
nations closed.

The trade union organisers are John
Mulrenan and Terry Dunn, while the
local government post is job-shared
between Jenny Burnett and former
councillor Tony Link. Amanda Rose,
who is close to Stalinite NEC member
Harpal Brar, is editor of the London
bulletin. Political education is again a
job-share arrangement between Pat
Walsh and Heather Downs. Publicity
goes to Angela Ruddock, despite her



he protracted factional conflict
in the so-called Communist
Party of Britain which burst

committee member, but holds ap-
pointed positions as secretary and
chief executive. The plan for an SGM
now appears to have been overtaken
by the arrival of the regular AGM,
where the removal of disgraced com-
mittee members is not on the agenda.
However, five seats are vacant, with
four retiring committee members - Ann
Green, Pat Hicks, John Thompson and
George Wake - eligible for re-election..

The five candidates backed by the
strikers and the Committee to Save the
Morning Star are Ann Green, Ken
Thomas, Ken Cameron, Nicola Seyd
and Avtar Sadiq. If this slate is victo-
rious, four of the ‘unhealthy elements’
will retain their seats, but will be re-
duced to a minority. Despite this, they
do not appear to be backing down.
Rosser’s survival as PPPS chief execu-
tive is still a possibility.

This is made all the more plausible
by the fact that the only proposed rule
change – to increase the maximum in-
dividual shareholding in the PPPS from
£10,000 to £20,000 – appears in the
joint names of Rosser and Haylett.

Laughably, the annual report pre-
sented by Rosser on behalf of the
management committee carries no
mention of the strike. Nor is discus-
sion of the strike, or of the conflicts
about to take place in the PPPS AGM,
carried in the Star itself. As usual, read-

into public view at the start of 1998
reaches a crisis point this weekend.
The Hicks-Rosser ‘North Korean’
family dynasty faces antagonistic
shareholders at the annual general
meeting of the People’s Press Print-
ing Society, the cooperative which
owns the Morning Star. After the
January CPB executive committee
meeting ousted Mike Hicks as gen-
eral secretary and his wife Mary
Rosser as treasurer, the retaliatory
sacking of Morning Star editor John
Haylett on unsustainable charges
sparked a five-week official strike by
journalists - the first in the history of
the Morning Star or its forerunner the
Daily Worker. The action ended in
ignominious defeat for the Star man-
agement committee and the reinstate-
ment of comrade Haylett.

Hundreds of PPPS shareholders’
signatures were collected by the Com-
mittee to Save the Morning Star, with
the strikers’ support. A special gen-
eral meeting was to remove “those
management committee members im-
plicated in the original attack on John
Haylett” - Joan Bellamy, Terry Herbert,
Pat Hicks, Anni Marjoram, George
Wake and Francis Wilcox. Rosser her-
self is not an elected management

T ers are kept in the dark about what is
of most significance for the survival
and effectiveness of the paper which
they are asked to sustain with work
and money.

The strike itself appeared incompre-
hensible to most readers. Now the fac-
tional battle will be continued at the
AGM in veiled form. There is no mo-
tion from the winning side of the strike
- the side which confidently expects
to come out on top at the AGM - the
CPB executive committee majority
around new general secretary Robert
Griffiths and Haylett. Consequently
we have no declaration of what it is
they are for. The unity gathered
around the strikers is only unity
against the Hicks-Rosser clique, and
can only last so long as that clique
retains its power.

Karl Dallas has entered the only mo-
tion about the strike – a moralising
piece which blames both sides equally
and points out that many issues re-
main unresolved. It quite rightly calls
for the Star to “attempt to be a forum
for the many blossoms which flower
in the course of struggle”.

Frustration at being ill informed is
expressed in two of the five AGM mo-
tions posted up inside the Morning
Star building (I was told they could
not be sent out, even to sharehold-
ers). Renate Simpson wants “share-

holders informed of management com-
mittee decisions and of news of Morn-
ing Star Readers and Supporters
Groups by providing a newsletter on
payment of individual subscriptions”.
Why not use the obvious medium, the
Star itself? John Bowden and George
Anthony (of the Islip Unity Group)
propose that “election voting figures
at PPPS AGMs be published in the
Morning Star within seven days of
the end of voting”. The fact that such
a common-sense democratic measure
requires AGM time says everything
about the gross inadequacy of the
Star’s level of openness.

Rosser loyalists and CPB executive
committee members Joan Bellamy and
Francis Wilcox have submitted a tur-
gid legalistic motion whose real sig-
nificance is transparently clear. The
PPPS “has a responsibility as a trad-
ing organisation”, it reads, and man-
agement committee members must act
in its interests and not those of “any
other body” – echoes of former editor
Tony Chater calling the CPGB an “out-
side body”. The next bit should be
taken as a warning: “The directors of
a subsidiary society [and who exactly
are the directors of the Morning Star
Cooperative Society Ltd? - IF] must
serve not only the group [ie, the PPPS
- IF] interests in the subsidiary board
but must actively consider the inter-

ests of the subsidiary as a separate
entity.”

Ominously, the auditor’s report on
the PPPS subsidiary, the Morning Star
Cooperative Society - which holds
most of the PPPS assets - carries a
paragraph headed “Fundamental un-
certainty”, which refers to “the dis-
closure made in the financial state-
ments concerning the possible
outcome of the society being unable
to continue trading due to the fact that
the society’s liabilities exceed current
assets by £1,335,336” as at May 6.

In plain English, the directors of the
Morning Star Cooperative Society,
whoever they are, may be in a posi-
tion to pull the plug on the PPPS and
the Star itself. The war of attrition is
not yet over l

s the mainstream republican
movement ends its armed resist-

with strategic success. Whatever ten-
sions and divisions they may provoke
amongst unionist and state forces,
they cannot result in any lasting ad-
vance if made in isolation from a mass
movement.

In addition organisations which
claim adherence to the cause of work-
ing class liberation, as does the Irish
Republican Socialist Party, political
wing of Inla, must never relinquish
control to other groups of their own
military actions, which must always
be subordinated to political direc-
tion.

It is the duty of communists to fight
first and foremost for political clarity
in order to gain working class he-
gemony over the revolutionary anti-
imperialist struggle. The fact that Sinn
Féin is about to enter the new North-
ern Ireland Assembly and, at the very
least, cooperate in the administration
of the Six Counties statelet leaves the
way clear for forces to its left to at-
tempt to win leadership of the repub-
lican movement, to channel Irish
national aspirations towards the ideas
of revolutionary socialism.

While SF retains its own agenda, it
shares Blair’s desire to make the
agreement work and to overcome im-
mediate barriers. Both are as one on
the need to defeat unionist anti-
agreement forces in the June 25 elec-

tions. On this it shares common
ground with the Ulster Unionist Party
majority and also has the backing of
sections of the British left - eg, the
Socialist Workers Party - who view
the sidelining of the Paisleyites as
more important than the defeat of the
British state itself. There is no role
for the masses in any of their schemes.

Yet the fact remains that the peace
process is driven and directed by im-
perialism - particularly by Britain and
the US.

The establishment of cross-border
institutions may be an advance from
the point of view of Irish nationalism,
but they will not take the anti-imperi-
alist movement one step forward. In-
deed Blair believes that the
achievement of a stable settlement
will facilitate imperialist control, per-
mitting the more effective operation
of international capital over the whole
island under British domination. The
start of this redefined relationship will
be symbolised by Blair’s planned
speech in Dublin later this year. He
will become the first British prime min-
ister to address the Dail and will al-
most certainly receive a hero’s
welcome.

So keen is the British government
to retain the cooperation of SF at this
stage that it is effectively encourag-
ing Gerry Adams and Martin

McGuinness to take up positions on
the Northern Ireland executive. De-
spite demands from unionists and
Tories that Blair abides by what they
believe was an undertaking to exclude
SF from ministerial posts unless the
IRA has begun to decommission its
arms, Mo Mowlam told the House of
Commons earlier this week that only
four broad preconditions would ap-
ply. The Northern Ireland secretary
stated that these were laid down “so
that we can be sure that all parties are
committed exclusively to peace and
democracy and that violence is genu-
inely being given up for good”. SF
has already signed up to this under
the Mitchell principles of course.

Mowlam described the four “fac-
tors” as a clear commitment that the
war was over; a complete and un-
equivocal ceasefire; full cooperation
with the decommissioning body; and
no other organisations being used as
proxies for violence. She said they
would be incorporated into the bills
setting up the assembly and estab-
lishing the early release of prisoners.

Tory Northern Ireland spokesper-
son Archie Mackay demanded the
bills should specify that decommis-
sioning must be underway before SF
was allowed on the executive or any
prisoners were released. Despite the
hot air the difference is one of nu-

ance. Would the surrender of a few
items of outdated weaponry be suffi-
cient for the Tories to consider de-
commissioning “underway”?

Disputes such as these and the row
over SF’s invitation to a royal garden
party typify the jockeying for posi-
tion in relation to unionism. British
political parties as well as Ulster Un-
ionists must make the right noises in
order to prevent hardline loyalists
from gaining enough support to desta-
bilise the agreement. The decision to
allow last weekend’s Orange march
in Portadown despite its likely vio-
lent consequences was a concession
to those elements. Ulster Unionist
Party leader David Trimble is fight-
ing the same battle within his own
party, as he tries to prevent anti-
agreement UUP candidates being
nominated for the June 25 elections,
while holding off the challenge of Ian
Paisley’s Democratic Unionist Party.

This battle within unionism now
assumes the greatest importance. If
Trimble wins, further progress for the
settlement will be assured. If Paisley
gains ground among the protestant
population, loyalists could pour onto
the streets in force as the marching
season approaches. Major distur-
bances would strengthen the hand of
‘Ulster says no’ Paisleyites looking
to derail the peace progress.

But a full-scale loyalist rebellion
would have its effect on Britain too.
Sections of the Conservative Party
might be tempted to join in such un-
constitutional actions, seeing it as
their opportunity to wreck Blair’s
whole project of constitutional reform
which is threatening to marginalise
the Tories l

State targets Irish republicans
ance to the British occupation of the
Six Counties, the danger grows of a
strike by state forces against the in-
transigent groups who refuse to fol-
low Sinn Féin/IRA along the road
towards respectable constitutional
politics.

Last Sunday’s Observer reported
a meeting between representatives of
three such groups - the Continuity
Army Council, the Irish National Lib-
eration Army and the Real IRA (May
31). The authoritative tone of the ar-
ticle, together with the detail it con-
tained, suggested that state
intelligence forces have intimate
knowledge of their organisations and
leading figures.

The May 22 referendums clearly
demonstrated that support for the
strategy of these groups has for the
present been marginalised. In the re-
public just 5.6% voted ‘no’, and in
the Six Counties it is likely that the
proportion from the nationalist/repub-
lican community who wanted to re-
ject the British-Irish Agreement in
favour of continued armed struggle
was even smaller (overwhelmingly
the ‘no’ voters were loyalists).

In these circumstances plans for
military coordination or the pooling
of weaponry amongst the three or-
ganisations (proposals which The
Observer claimed were made at the
meeting) are hardly the most urgent
of tasks. Much more pressing is the
building of political coordination
amongst anti-imperialist forces. Mili-
tary actions conducted against the
background of an absence of grass-
roots support, however legitimate in
principle, are highly unlikely to meet
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