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By an Iranian socialist

e defend Salman
Rushdie because we’ve
experienced Khomein-
ism in practice. Many Iranians,
in Iran and in exile, oppose the
‘Islamic Republic’, and want a
secular Iran.

Those of us living in Britain
would like also to see a secular Bri-
tain, and oppose any religious
group, including oppressed
minorities, trying to foist their
religion on everyone else.

Ayatollah Khomeini’s threat on
the life of Salman Rushdie is typical
of the man and his regime. The
‘Islamic Republic’ was founded on
the defeat of the Iranian revolution
in 1979, and instituted a regime of
medieval barbarism, persecuting all
of its opponents — left-wingers,
Kurds, women and religious
minorities.

There is at the moment in Iran a
wave of executions of leftist op-
ponents of Khomeini. The threats
against Rushdie are also a warning
to oppositionists in Iran, and op-
ponents of Khomeini everywhere.

The spread of Islamic fundamen-
talism is very worrying. Obviously it
was spurred on by the consolidation
of the Khomeini regime. Although
it claims to be ‘anti-imperialist’, it is
deeply reactionary.

Salman Rushdie has a perfect
right to write about Islam. Free
speech and the right to criticise are
vital for a democratic society and
religious leaders do not have the
right to prohibit or threaten their
critics., :

There is a danger of a racist
backlash; the right have seized on
Muslim opposition to Rushdie as an
example of barbarian immigrants
who don’t know how to behave in a
civilised country. But there is
nothing exclusively Muslim about
fundamentalism and intolerance —
look at the recent furore over ‘The
Last Temptation of Christ’.

The working class movement
must defend free speech. Muslim
workers who now call for the bann-
ing of ‘The Satanic Verses’ are play-

ing with fire. The workers’ move-
ment itself always suffers from
bans. If it’s Rushdie now, it could
be other anti-racist writers later —
and Rushdie, let it not be forgotten,
is a socialist and anti-racist writer.

The workers’ movement needs
democracy and debate — in Iran

and in Britain. Khomeini and his ilk

are the enemies of working class
freedom. Religious leaders who
want Rushdie banned or killed will
not be striking a blow for Muslim
communities, but against the rights
of all people to think, write and talk
as they wish.

It’s wrong to equate Rushdie with
fascists whom we seek to crush, not
only because Rushdie isn’t a fascist.
When we call for mobilisation
against fascists, it’s less because of
what they say than because of what
they do. No one can seriously argue
that ‘The Satanic Verses’ is en-
couragement to racial harassment
or a threat to the democratic rights
of black people in Britain.

Why

e

playing with fire"’

we defend

““Muslims who call for the banning of ‘Satanic ses' are
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acists have been climbing on

the Salman Rushdie band-

wagon. Muslim opposition
to Rushdie’s right to free speech has
been seized on by racists to show
the supposed ‘barbarism’ not anly
of Muslims but of immigrants in
general. _

The implication is clearly that
‘these people’ shouldn’t come to
‘our country’ with their obnoxious
views.

None of those putting forward
such arguments could claim to be
democrats. Their criticism of
Islam is pure hypocrisy.

Christians have proved just as
touchy. The attempt to ban ‘The
Last Temptation of Christ’ was on-
ly the most recent example of a long
list of Christian-inspired attacks on

Stop the

Sman Rushdie

civil liberties. The original ‘Gay
Times’ was eventually destroyed by
a ‘blasphemous libel’ case.

Who wanted to ban ‘Death on
the Rock’? The very same racist

newspapers that now criticise

Muslims for wanting to ban
Rushdie’s book.

Socialists are clear. We oppose
absolutely the attempt to deprive

racists cashing in!

Salman Rushdie orany other artist
of their artistic or political
freedoms. We oppose the Muslim
fundamentalists who will not accept
any standards but their own.

Equally we oppose the racist
backlash. It is a matter of fighting
for free speech, not ‘against Islam’.
We are for full freedom of worship.

In fact not all Muslims by any
means support Khomeini’s call. Dr
Zaki Badawi, chair of the Imans
and Muslims Council, the voice of
Britain’s 400 mosques, told The
Guardian: ‘“‘If you go into any
library you can find worse books
about Islam, and Christianity for
that matter.” ‘

Democratic debate is the way for-
ward.
m.*:nd the racists have no interest in
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2 NEWS

Lessons
from our

setbacks

Ray Ferris reviews a new
pamphlet from Socialist
Organiser containing three
articles by Leon Trotsky on
the relation between class
struggle and economic
cyles, with an introduction
by John O’"Mahony

or Trotsky there is no direct
or mechanical relationship
between booms and slumps
and the radicalisation of the
working class.

The political consequences of an
.economic ‘revival as well as of the crisis,
far from being automatic in character,
are each time determined anew,
depending on the preceding course of
the struggle, and so on the entire
situation in the country.”

So the reason the economic slump in
the early 1980s decimated militancy can
be understood in terms of the preceding
experiences of the class. Kicking out
Heath in 1974 on a wave of industrial
action only led to a government
under... Wilson.

His government only stepped up the
attacks on the working class. And
eventually the Labour government was
scuppered by the same type of militancy
that swept it into power — the ‘“Winter
of Discontent’.

John O’Mahony puts it this way:
““Disappointment with the victories it
won in the '70s shaped the way the
British working class responded in the
eawrly '80s. So did the fact that in the
’60s and ’70s no adequate and stable
organisations of a rank and file militant
trade union type had been built, and
neither had_ a halfway serious
revolutionary political organisation
with substantial roots in the working
class.’’

If those organisations had been built
and put forward political answers to the
question of government, to the question
of viability of factories, etc. then things
could have been different.

O’Mahony continues: ‘““The job of
socialists now is to prepare themselves
and do a better job than we did in the

-

- years when working class industrial

militancy seemed all powerful and self-
sufficient.”’
This involves learning from both the

recent history of the British class

struggle and from the written legacies of
real living Marxists like Trotsky, who
stuck to the revolutionary ideas of
Lenin and the Bolsheviks against the
Stalinists and reformists. It means we
must reject mechanistic ‘downturn’
theories that simply tie working class
militancy to the economy.

This pamphlet is a valuable tool in

learning these lessons — and making
sure we don’t make the same mistakes
again.

‘Why did working class militancy
collapse in face of Thatcherism?’ 50p
plus 13 postage from SO, PO Box 823,
London SE15 4NA.

By Paul Albert
(Further Education

- Socialists Steering
Committee)

espite being largely
ignored by the National
Union of Students, and
despite being told by the
Socialist Workers Party at a
London activists’ meeting that
only higher education students
could really fight loans, further
education students have been
active and vocal against the
Tories’ plans.

On Monday 13th we organised a
march from one site of Barnet
college to another. Despite the
pouring rain, it attracted about 100
students.

When we arrived at the other site,
soaked through, we thought we’d
end the march there. But the
students were having none of it.

After a brief rally in the coffee
bar, we turned round and marched
back. Spirits were surprisingly high
and all the old demo songs were
sung as well as some new ones. We

Sheffield HE students prots:c: FE students have been active too

were joined on the march by
members of NATFHE and
NALGO and got coverage in the

local press.
On Tuesday we had a ‘Blind

Date/We Love Our Grant’ social,
and we managed to get a few anti-
loans speeches in.

On Wednesday we had a debate.
Liz Millward, from the NUS
National Executive, took on a Tory
prospective Parliamentary
candidate. The Tory accused us of
racism and sexism for saying that
loans would discriminate against
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ethnic minorities and women. Her
arguments, however, were soon
destroyed.

Thursday was the most successful
day. We held a one-day shutdown
of education. We had pickets at
both sites and stopped nearly all
courses.

For those in the SWP who say
that students can win on their own,
Barnet is an example of how linking
up with the campus trade unions

-made our action much more suc-

cessful. Our . links with the trade
unions are good and we have learnt

Further Education organises

a lot from them.

Also on Thursday there was a
picket of the Department of Educa-
tion and Science offices in London.
About a thousand students turned
up.

Next stop is the demo on the
25th. We would have preferred to
have it on a weekday when we don’t
have to work. But we will be there
anyway.

+And we will continue to organise
through the second and third terms
to make sure that loans are
defeated! ;

Giving up

By Stan Crooke

his Saturday, 25 February
I a strange array of
demoralised former Labour
Party members, academics,
Stalinists of various hues, and other
political gypsies will be meeting in
Glasgow™ to proclaim the
transformation of the Movement
for a Socialist Scotland into the
Scottish Socialist Party.

According to the MSS, the Labour
Party underwent a - qualitative
transformation last year. Before then, it
was a party “‘nominally committed to
socialism’’., But now it is “‘a party
enthusiastically committed to the
maintenance of capitalism and an
electoral appeal geared to the relatively
affluent South-East of England’’.

““Although the Labour Party has
never been a socialist party, it has
hitherto accepted that the socialist
minority of its membership has been a
legitimate and powerful current within
it. That also is no longer the case.”

Yet the MSS’s most prominant
member is Alex Wood, former leader of
Edingburgh District Council. This is the
same Alex Woaod who backed the witch-
hunt of socialists in the ‘Militant’
tendency!

It writes off the Labour Party, and
even writes off the English working

on English workers

class, apparently now hopelessly
corrupted by Thatcherism:
““Thatcherism has sunk deep roots in
English society, achieving support even
fium substantial sections of the working
C ass'!!

The working class is corrupted: so the
MSS looks instead to the Scottish
nation.

““Scottish socialists are now being
forced to defend the very existence of
the Scottish nation...The Scots are
exiles in their own country,’”’ declares

the MSS. “The Scottish people in
general and the working class in
particular remain committed to a more
socialist view of society (than do the
$nglish]," Scotland is “‘solidly anti-
01'?". ‘

Although the MSS talks of a
““landlord-ridden, capitalist-ridden
Scotland’’ (are the landlords and
capitalists solidly anti-Tory as well?) it
simultaneously assures us that an

independent Scotland must, by its very
nature, be a socialist Scotland. The
g2~" —Ins as follows:

Le 2 Act of Union of 1707 the
Scottish ruling class was absorbed into
an all-British ruling class. Therefore,
there is no Scottish capitalist ruling
I;.d?ss. Therefore, there is no Scottish

urgeoisie to rule an independent
Scotland. Therefore, an independent
Scotland must be socialist, given that
the only class left to be the ruling class is
the working class.

joint British-Irish
Aparliamentary assembly
should be launched

this week.
It will have about 50 seats, to be

filled by Westminster and Dublin MPs

in proportion to party strengths. The
assembly will meet twice a year, star-
ting this June.

Northern Ireland Unionists say they
will not take the three seats allocated

to them, but all other big parties will
take part. :
Officially the assembly is not part
of the workings of the Anglo-lrish
Agreement signed in November
1985, but Unionists see it as un-
mistakeably “‘part of the process of
intertwining Northern Ireland with the
Republic™. It certainly signals closer
collaboration between London and
Dublin than at any time since 1921.

eruvian Trotskyist Hugo
Blanco is in jail,
charged with ‘‘armed
rebellion.”” He was arrested after

P

Joint British-Irish Assembly launched

a peasant demonstration on 9
February.

Police attacked the demonstration,
killing 28 people, and afterwards raid-
ed a meeting, arresting Hugo Blanco
and others.

Peru is supposed to be a parliamen-
tary democracy, but police and.
military repression has become more
ferocious as the economic crisis and
the internal war with the ‘Shining
Path™ peasant guerillas gets worse.

Hugo Blanco is a well-known tigure
in Peru and throughout Latin America.
He led a powerful peasant movement
in the early 1960s, and a left electoral
alliance which won 12% of the vote
in 1980. An international campaign is
underway to free him from jail.

Satanic Verses, deep blue sea

By Jim Denham

ast Saturday 1 briefly felt
a strange and disturbing

motion. I found myself
agreeing with an editorial in the
Sun.

Well, not exactly agreeing, perhaps:
more genérally I liked the spirit and tone
of what I read.

The editorial, of course, was about
Salman Rushdie and the Ayatollah’s
death threat.

The gist of it was along the lines of,
““What the hell are Geoffrey Howe and
the British government doing
pussyfooting around while a bunch of
medieval crackpots threaten the life of a
British citizen who’s committed no
crime beyond writing a controversial
novel?’’

Yes, I admit that I liked what | read.

Take the gloves off. Show the bastards
what we’re made of.

Never mind the fact that the Sun itself
roundly abused Rushdie when the
Satanic Verses first appeared. Never
mind the fact that these champions of
free speech called for the banning of
‘Death on the Rock’; never mind the
editorial’s evocation of Churchillian
patriotism; never mind (for a brief mo-
ment anyway) the barbarity of the Sun’s
proposed course of action: ““Tell the
mad mullah, touch Rushdie and face
our bomber.”’

Sanity did return, thankfully, and
memories of Reagan’s murderous raid
on Libya soon eclipsed the attractions
of gun-boat diplomacy, but I'm sure I
have not been the only good leftie to ex-
perience such perverse reactions as this
bizarre affair has unfolded.

Perhaps even some of those who
cheered on the Iranian side in the
genocidal Gulf War are now having se-
cond thoughts about Khomeini’s ‘anti-
imperialism’.

The paradoxes of the situation were
not lost on Peregrine Worsthorne, the
high-Tory editor of the Sunday

Telegraph. Behind his usual mask of
solemnity, Worsthorne could scarcely
contain his glee. In a way I don’t blame
him: he has a certain logic on his side.

““What is sad...is that it should take a
threat to one of their own for Britain’s
liberals to start taking terrorism serious-
ly...so long as terrorists killed non-
creative people, their eloquent voices
were always raised, counselling govern-
ments to turn the other cheek. Only
when blood-curdling thredts are made
to an intellectual do they start losing
their cool and start calling for retalia-
tion in kind.”’

Worsthorne rather spoils his case with
that last bit. As far as I know, no
‘liberal intellectuals’ have yet called for
‘retaliation in kind’, (unless you con-
sider the Sun a ‘liberal intellectual’
organ).

But, still, he has a point. There is a
certain element on the left that tends to
come over as just a trifle indifferent to
ordinary civilian casualties of what are
generally termed ‘terrorist’ attacks.
That some of the same people now hold
up their hands in horror at the threat to
an individual leftist intellectual does

seem a little...well, inconsistent.

Worsthorne has even more fun at the
expense of what he calls ‘multi-
culturalism’.

*“Oh, what a problem for the liberal
conscience! For these oases of religious
bigotry and anti-feminist and anti-
permissive social reaction are in the no-
go areas protected by the current liberal
obsession with the rights of ethnic
minorities...having compromised the
right to free speech in the interests of
protecting racial sensitivities about col-
our, on what grounds can Parliament
refuse to do likewise to protect ethnic
feelings about religion?"”’

This line of argument Ileads
Worsthorne, uniquely amongst writers
in the national press, to temper his sym-
pathies for Rushdie’s plight with a call
for the ‘liberal literati’ to ‘curb their
pens’.

How can it be that two equally right-
wing, pro-Thatcher papers can reach
such different editorial conclusions on
‘the Rushdie affair’? .

Worsthorne has decided to go along
— under protest — with legislation like
the Race Relations Act and prevalent

ideas of ‘multi-culturalism’. His main
concern now is to ensure that the ‘liberal
intelligentsia’ is hoist by its own petard.

““Fair’s fair,”” he says, ‘‘the liberals
have made their multi-cultural bed, now
they must lie ifi it.”’

The Sun on the other hand has never
made any secret of its hostility to multi-
culturalism and all race relations legisla-
tion and so has no hesitation in coming
out on the libertarian side regardless of
what they said about Rushdie in the
past.

The only way for the left to avoid the
devil versus deep blue sea choice bet-
ween the Sun and Worsthorne is for us
to reject now once and for all the idea
that educational policy and legislation
should be used as means of social
engineering and limiting free speech on
racial and cultural matters.

We support legislation to protect
minorities against persecution and
discrimination in jobs, housing and
other such tangible matters. Otherwise
let freedom reign and if that sounds a
bit like the Sun, so be ‘it. Except we
never tried to ban ‘Death on the Rock’.
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or nine years, the army
Fand air force of the bur-
eaucratic ruling class of
the Soviet Union waged a brutal
war of conquest against the
peoples of Afghanistan.

They napalmed villages and
burned the crops in the fields. They
devastated the countryside,
wrecked the primitive economy,
and drove as many as five million
refugees — one quarter of the entire
population — over the borders into
Pakistan and Iran.

Yet they never even came near
conquering the people. Western
military experts caiculated that a
full conquest would have taken at
least three times as many as the
100,000 soldiers and flyers whom
the Brezhnev regime committed to
Afghanistan. They would have had
to slaughter a large part of the
population and terrorise the rest.

Unprepared for an imperialist
operation on that scale, the Kremlin
made murderous but inconclusive
war for a decade. Now it withdraws
its army and air force.

Why? Essentially because
Gorbachev wants to concentrate
resources for the drive to modernise
the economy. The new ruler, the
reforming Tsar, wants to liquidate
the costly blunder made by his
predecessor, and he can even admit
that it was a ‘mistake’. Pulling out
the USSR’s army is also a useful
gesture in USSR-''€ dinlomacy.

But the withdrawal of the
Russian army leaves the native
Afghan forces of progress and
modernisation in dire straits.

Those fighting the Russian
occupation were always backward-
looking and reactionary. The fact
that the big majority of the people
of Afghanistan are medieval in their
thinking does not cancel out their
right to self-determination. It could
not justify the Russian invasion,
nor make progressive the

Afghanistan: def

bureaucratic state-monopoly
system they fought to establish.
When the overwhelming majority
of the people of Afghanistan fought
to drive out the Russians, they were
entitled to the support of all
socialists.

- Now that the Russians have gone,
the question is posed differently.
The question now is what attitude
we take to a civil war in
Afghanistan — a civil war which is
likely to be in large part a war
between the cities and the
countryside, between the men and
women of the towns, with their
relatively modern outlook, and the
viciously reactionary and medieval
forces which have-been the main
organisers of Afghan resistance to
Russian imperialism. The question
has to be posed like that, because
no working class exists in
Afghanistan strong enough to
transform the situation.

A similar civil war predated the
Russian invasion. It was subsumed
into the conflict between the USSR
and the people of Afghanistan.

In April 1978, the Afghan
Stalinist party, the PDP, took
power by way of a military coup.
The Afghan airforce and army
officers who formed the core of the
PDP believed that it was their
mission to drag Afghanistan into
the twentieth century.

Army officers in many
underdeveloped countries have
undertaken the same mission. The
difference in Afghanistan was that
the air force and army officers had,
from the mid ’50s, been trained and
educated in the USSR. They took
the USSR as their model of
development.

The PDP was essentially an
urban middle-class movement —
and a movement of a middle class
trying to turn itself into a state-
monopoly bureaucracy. It could
make a coup; lacking mass support,
it could not make a revolution.

When the government passed
progressive laws against usurers and
landlords and in favour of women,
the landlords and the Muslim
priests roused a large part of the

The left and Afghanistan

hen the Russians invaded
WAfghanistan in December
1979, almost every ‘ortho-
dox Trotskyist’ group in the world
supported them, or at any rate
refused to call for their withdrawal.

Some were wildly enthusiastic for a
while. A big part of the so-called
‘United Secretariat of the Fourth Inter-
national’, grouped around the Socialist
Workers' Party of the USA, hailed the
Russians as ‘going to the aid of the
Afghan revelution’. Even those who
had a more balanced view refused to call
for the Russians to get out.

Over the years most of the Troiskyists
changed their minds and staried to call
for withdrawal. AMilirari? was an excep-
tion. Socialist Organiser was very much
in the minority when it insisted at the
beginning that socizlists should call for
immediate Russian withdrawal,

The tragedy, as vet unfinished, that
engulfed Afghanistan, shows who was
right; and it would have been a2 worse
tragedy, in its human conseguences, if

the Russians had decided to commi
themselves to full-scale conquest.

Those, like Militant, who supported
the Russians need to give an honest ac-
count of themselves on this question.
They looked to the Russian bureaucracy
to ‘make a revolution’ — against the en-
tire population of Afghanistan. Logical-
ly they should now denounce the Rus-
sians for betraying that revolution. So
far they have tried to square their circle
by claiming that the Russians are
withdrawing from Afghanistan vic-
torious — but how long can that delu-
sion last? _

Militant won’t give an account of
themselves. The reason why they repeat
the self-same errors over and over again
is that they don’t want to learn.

Delusions are more comfortable than
the bitter truth. Nevertheless, Trotsky
was right when he wrote: **To face reali-
ty squarely; not to seek the line of least
resistance; to call things by their right
names; to speak the truth to the masses,
no matter how bitter it may be; to be
true in little things as in big ones... these
are the rules’ of Marxist revolu-
tionaries.

A e . ——

‘The emancipation of the
working class is also the
emancipation of all human
beings without distinction of
sex or race’

Karl Marx
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Women queue for bread in Kabul. If the reactionaries win the
civil war all women will be forced to wear the veil

countryside against them. Similar
things had happened in Europe at
the time of the French Revolution,
with the Catholic countryside
roused against the Jacobin towns in
Belgium and France — except that
in Europe the forces of progress
were strong, and in Afghanistan the
Stalinist middle class was feeble.

The PDP regime responded with
savage violence against the people
of the countryside. The air force
was dropping napalm on rebel
villages within weeks of the coup.

In the subsequent 20 months the
reactionary opposition to the
regime grew and spread. At the
same time the PDP tore itself apart
in faction-fighting. By December
1979 the Russians became
convinced that their client regime
would be overthrown unless they
intervened.

The Russians invaded, purged the
PDP, and set out to conquer the
country. They failed. Muslim
reaction became much stronger. At
the end the Russians had a grip only
on the towns, and that an insecure
one. They leave a native
government in power which,
though well-armed, is far weaker
than 1its predecessor which the
Russians replaced in December

1979.

The Muslim reactionaries have
been subjected for over a decade to
the napalming war of the Russians
and their Afghan allies. They have
good reason to be vindictive. Large-
scale massacres of the townspeople
are certain if the Mujahedeen
conquer the cities.

One issue alone is sufficient to
indicate that socialists should take
sides in this horror, and tell us
which side we should take: the
position of women. In the towns
some — middle-class — women
have escaped the inhuman bondage
decreed for women by Islamic
fundamentalism. They will be
slaughtered, and all women in
Afghanistan thrown back to the
Dark Ages, if the Mujahedeen win.

Before the Russian invasion — as
we wrote in 1980 — socialists in
Afghanistan would have had to give
critical support to specific measures
of the regime, though in no sense
could they have supported the
regime as such,

It would have been necessary to
fight for the class independence of
the tiny working class; to fight to
dismantle and destroy the state
apparatus; to criticise and expose
the brutal military-bureaucratic

end the cities!

methods of the regime as both
counter-productive in relation to
the reforms and expressive of the
class character of the regime.
Socialists would have. faced the
repression of the one-party PDP-
Army regime. But they would have
directed their fire against the
reaction; and in that sense only
would have ‘supported’ the PDP-
Army regime, while maintaining
political and if possible military
independence from it and striving

. to overthrow it.

Now that the Russians have gone,
the same basic arguments hold. The
main enemy is the Muslim-landlord
reaction. .

Tragically, it looks very much as
if the result of the decade of
Russian occupation is to make
certain the victory of the Islamic
medievalists. The vyears of the
Russian-conducted bloodbath are
likely to be crowned by the
slaughter of most of the people who
form the elements of a modern
society in Afghanistan.

There is little or nothing that
socialists in the West can do about
it — except wunderstand the
unfolding tragedy, and tell
ourselves the truth about the why

_and how of it.

Allowing the racists
to play at justice

tompie Seipei may have
been murdered by Winnie
Mandela’s bodyguards.
The South African government,
which has killed, maimed, tor-
tured and terrorised thousands
upon thousands of black youth,
must be cackling with glee.

Now these racists can play at be-
ing the lawgivers, the protectors of
the weak, the guardians of impar-
tial law and order.

Over the weekend of 18-19
February the police picked up four
members of the bodyguard. More
arrests are likely. The South
African police are making an
elaborate show of proper pro-
ceedure. Racist politicians are talk-

-

ing about how ‘black on black’
violence shows that black people
are somehow incapable of
democratic self-rule.

But white minority rule in South
Africa means: -
® The detention without trial of tens
of thousands of people (including
many small children).
* The systematic and terrifying tor-
ture of thousands of detainees using
electric shocks, beatings, suf-
focating, rape, ramming nails
‘through testicles, sustained isola-
tion etc etc.
® The operation of Latin American
style death-squads against political
activists, striking people down
across the glote from Port
Elizabeth to Paris.
* The occupation of Namibia and

LS

the 1ayinyg waste of whole areas of
neighbouring countries such as
Angola and Mozambique. When in-
vading South African soldiers cross
the border into South Angola their
officers traditionally tell them that
“‘rape and pillage is the only way to
deal with the locals.”’ |
® The sponsoring of vicious groups
of ‘vigilantes’ of ‘Witdoeke’ —
black collaborators and youngsters
who terrify the workers in the
townships on a scale which makes
the ‘‘Mandela United football
team’’ look very petty indeed.

Winnie Mandela and her
bodyguards stand accused on two
accounts. First, the killing of Stom-
pie Seipei; and, second, giving the
murderous apartheid state a chance
to cover up its bloody record.
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Labour council leader Dick Knowles at the poll tax bazaar

Gleeful about the
poll tax '

GRAFFITI

ne group of people who
Oare rubbing their hands

in glee over the introduc-
tion of the poll tax are the bosses

of office supply firms.

At the recent ‘Community Charge
Implementation Trade Fair’ 50 com-
panies involved in computing, printing
and paper vied with each other for a
slice of the multi-million pound
market which the poll tax will create.
Something like £300 million will be
spent on paper alone.

Opening the exhibition was...the
Labour leader of Birmingham City

Council.

ory MP John Browne’s
- Bill has had a lot of
publicity.

The Privacy Bill has been vaunted as
a way to protect people from the in-
trusive and tasteless journalistic
methods of the tabloid press.

But it seems that Mr Browne’s
motives aren’t guite so philanthropic
as he would like us to believe. Browne
himself has quite a lot to hide. He has
lobbied ministers and civil servants to

support constructive contracts, without .

revealing that he was being paid by
middlement. Just a few of the other
payments he has received without
disclosing them in the Register of
Members’ Interests are: $88,000 from
Saudi Arabian authorities for a report
on the possible consequences if US
banks froze Saudi assets in London;
$67,000 from a US merchant bank as
commission for investment fund-
raising and $9,200 from a US oil com-
pany. ' _

The Privacy Bill would enable public
figures to take out injunctions banning
the publication of their financial deal-
ings — thus preventing us from fin-
ding-out what vested interests they
may have. No wonder Browne is so
anxious to get it through.

B ocial Security minister
SJohn Moore and Margaret
Thatcher are preparing a
review of state support for one-
parent families.

The review is expected to include
more help with childcare expenses for
mothers on ET schemes, and an in-
crease in the amount a woman is
allowed to earn without losing benefit.
This is weirdly coupled with an inten-
tion to stop pregnant women from

council house “‘queue jumping’” ana a
search for ways to get more men to
pay maintenance,

The review has two aims: to reduce
the state’s financial commitment to
single parents and to get more mothers
out to work. Thatcher, apparently, in-
tends to present the review as a
““feminist’’ move,

The director of the National Council
for One Parent Families has been
closely involved in the consultation
process. This is Sue Slipman, one-time
president of the National Union of
Students, who is famous for her com-
ment on leaving the Communist Party
to join the SDP: ‘*My politics haven’t
changed.”’

Ms Slipman has said of the review:
““The government is talking our
language here, the language of enabl-
ing women to go back to work.”

Perhaps someone should explain to
her the difference between ‘enabling’
and ‘forcing’. What Thatcher and
Moore are really saying is that they
don’t want women on benefits — they
want them as cheap labour instead.

g

eople suffering from cancer,
kidney disease and AIDS
are seriously worse off .

after last April’s social security

changes.

In April special allowances for
food, heating and laundry were
abolished. The chronically sick often
need expensive special diets, constant
heating or their clothes and bedding
washed more frequently.

All this costs money. Before April
1988 a single man with kidney failure
would receive around £46 per week,
plus all travel expenses to hospital.
Now it's more likely to be £41 — out
of which a substantial share of travel
expenses has to be paid.

Organisations dealing with the
chronically sick reckon that many have
lost upwards of £20 a week. Doctors .
say that those who fell sick before are
still receiving the higher rate because
of *‘transitional arrangements’’ are
noticeably less badly affected by their
illnesses than those who became ill
after April.

Other benefits, which have not been
abolished, are harder to get. Atten-
dance allowance is £22 per week and is
also a passport to other benefits.
Before the changes virtually all kidney
patients received it — now virtually all
new applications are rejected,

The Department of Social Security
officially describes the changes as a
‘“‘simpler, streamlined system.”’

Revoit against Russian Imperialism

-

Out
now!

The new issue of Workers’
Liberty, with articles on the
Eastern Bloc, ‘post-Fordism’,
Thatcherism, givil liberties,
modern architecture and much
more. £1.50 plus 32p post from
PO Box 823, London SE15 4NA.
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Labour council seizes
protesters’ accounts

By Stan Crooke

ne hundred and thirty
Opeuple in Central Region

in Scotland had their
bank accounts seized by
Sheriff’s officers last week for
alleged failure to return poll tax

registration forms.

Among the victims were Stirling
District Council Labour Group
leader Michael Connarty, Central
Region councillor Corrie McChord

and a mother of five who had
specially opened up a bank account
in order to pay her monthly child
benefit payments into it.

Falkirk West Labour MP Dennis
Canavan received an ‘earnings ar-
restment schedule’ under which the
fine for non-registration will be
deducted from his salary as an MP.

Under the poll tax legislation
local authorities can arrest wages,
freeze bank accounts and seize and
sell your property in order to
recover poll tax payments and fines
for non-registration or non-
payment.

The Labour Party hierarchy is
now involved "in the well-known
ritual of ‘passing the buck’. The
leader of Labour-controlled Central

Region Council has tried to pin the

blame on the council officials, argu-
ing that the ‘arrestment’ of the
bank accounts is at odds with the

Labour Group’s policy that fines

should be obtained from people

‘sensitively and with caution’.

Labour Party spokesperson on
local government, John Maxton
MP, on the other hand, has sug-
gested that it’s really the Tories’
fault: *‘It is very regrettable that the
government is forcing local
authorities into such actions. I hope
that Central Region...makes sure
that nobody will have their bank ac-
counts frozen to the extent that they
can no longer get sufficient money
to live.”’

LETTERS

I n Socialist Organiser No.388

(9 February 1989) John
O’ Mahony says ‘‘At the end
of his life he (Trotsky) believed
that the persecution of the Jews

and the effect of that persecu-

tion on the consciousness of the

‘Jewish people had made the

creation of some sort of Jewish
state an inescapable necessity.

‘‘He did not support the
Palestine programme of the
Zionists, or anyway not as conceiv-
ed by them. But — his train of
thought is clear — he was for a
Jewish state nonetheless™’.

The quotes given for Trotsky’s
views are from 1937. However,
Trotsky’s final remarks on the sub-
ject were given in 1940. It is my con-
tention that at the end of his life
Trotsky did not favour a Jewish

Trotsky

state.

In a discussion between Sam Gor-
dan and Trotsky on 15 June 1940
the following conversation took
place.

Gordon: What tactical approach
would you suggest (towards Jewish
workers in the USA).

Trotsky: That is another thing. I

Was Trotsky for a Jewish state?

am not informed well about that
phase. The first thing is to give
them a perspective, critcise all the
past, the democratic tendency, etc.
To pose for them that the socialist
revolution is the only realistic solu-
tion of the Jewish question.

If -the Jewish workers and
peasants asked for an independent
state, good — but they didn’t get it
under Great Britain. But if they
want it, the proletariat will give it.

We are not in favour (my em-
phasis) but only the victorious
working class can give it to them.
(Discussions with Trotsky in
Writingg.of Le~= Trotsky 1939-40,
Pathfinder Press, 1973 page 287).

Obviously Trotsky did not have a
dogmatic view on the question of a
Jewish state, as a reading of all his
words on the subject will show, but
John O’Mahony was clearly wrong
not to provide SO readers with
Trotsky’s 1940 position.

Barry Buitekant,
London E5

Scares don’t help

here were some
Tinaccuracies in SO’s lead
article last week (Capital-
ism makes you sick). The choice

of subject was spot on — people

are more and more concerned

about what goes into their food
and how it is treated before they

purchase it.

But what it said about ‘cow
madness’ will make us look foolish
and ill-informed scare-mongers.

Bovine spongiform
encephalopathy (not eucephalitis) is
a disease which causes degeneration
of cows’ brains and something that
might be called dementia.

It is likely, but not proved, that
BSE is the cow’s version of the
sheep disease, scrapie, having

Against the

u inquired about the
YEuardian Angels in the
US. Unfortunately I can’t
offer you any detailed analysis
or discussion that we in the FIT
have done on this subject. Nor
am I aware of anything by the
other Fourth Internationalist
groups in the US.

My own personal view is that the
Guardian Angels represent an at-
tempt to channel the sentiment of
alienated youth into collaboration
with the ‘law and order’ establish-
ment, and as such should be oppos-
ed. This is true despite the fact that,
on occasion, the Angels come into
conflict with that establishment.

If the Guardian Angels were
organised by a mass movement
within the communities of the op-
pressed to function as a self-defence
force, and were under
democratic control of such a mov-
ment, then that would probably

e e ol .

the

Angels

give them a different character. As
it stands now, however, the move-
ment tends to function, or at least
aspire to function, as an appendage
of the bourgeois state.
Steve Bloom,
Fourth Internationlist Tendency,
New York

crossed over the species barrier (as
it has done in goats and dogs).

However, to say that BSE ‘‘can
go on to induce dementia in
people’” is to state as a fact
something for which there is no
evidence whatsoever. It is to invite
our readers to make utter fools of
themselves.

It is merely a possibility that BSE
can be transmitted to humans. The
evidence, if anything, is against it,
since scrapie does not appear to
have infected people throughout
thousands of years of sheep-eating.

The possibility should be
investigated, and even guarded
against, in view of the devastating
effects were it a reality. But it
remains a remote possibility.

The article would have been more
use if it had given some of the less
disputed arguments about food and
its safety. -

Les Hearn,
South London

Remember
Blair Peach!

“On 23 April 1979 Blair Peach was
killed at a demonstration protesting
against a National Front meeting in
Southall. He was killed by a blow on
the head dealt by a member of the
Special Patrol Group and witnessed
by eleven members of the public.
There were numerous injured people,
700 arrests and 342 charged with
various offences — most of them
from the local black community. Not
a single policeman ever faced pro-
secution or disciplinary action.

R B8 = Bl |

Memorial March and Meeting
Sunday 23 April 1989
Assemble: 1pm Southall
Park, Uxbridge Road,
Southall
March through to a rally at
Fenner Brockway Centre,
South Road, Southall at
3pm.

Organised by the Blair Peach 10th
Anniversary Committee, c/o 1st
Floor. 50/52 King Street, Southall,
Middx UB2 4DB. Tel: 01-843 2333
or 01-555 8151.
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SOUTH AFRICA 5

Uprising in Dudrza township 1985. The ANC reacted to the township rebellion by pretending that making the townships ‘ungovernable’ would

force the Botha regime to surrender.

A policy, not just
a person, at fault

By Bob Fine

innie Mandela’s predi-

cament worsens by the

day. Members of her
personal bodyguard, the
‘Mandela United Football
Club’, have now been charged
with abducting four young men
from a church refuge in Soweto,
assaulting all of them and
murdering one of them,
Stompie Seipei.

Stompie was found dead in a
ditch, severely beaten and with his
throat cut. One of the youths who
later escaped says that Mrs Mandela
herself presided over and
participated in the beating.

Mrs Mandela denied any
knowledge of the murder and
claimed that the kids had been
‘rescued’ from the mission. Her
explanation was that they had been
engaged in ‘homosexual practices’
with the priests and that such
behaviour was not acceptable ‘in
our culture’.

Two further members of her
bodyguard have subsequently been
charged with shooting dead a
doctor who examined the
kidnapped youths. Police
investigations are going on into
further killings and disappearances.

One of Winnie Mandela’s team
has recently been charged with the
murder of another member who
said in his defence that his fellow
bodyguard had tried to slit his
throat. He appeared in court with a
knife wound across his neck from
ear to ear.

While little credence can be put
on the reports of the South African
police, Mrs Mandela’s reputation

inside the Soweto community is
equally bad.

It was not helped by her building
a large and expensive mansion ‘fit
for a president’ in Soweto. Things
came to a head when school
students destroyed her original
home in revenge for the rape of a
fellow student. by members of her

retinue. :
Now the United Democratic

Front (the half-legal pro-ANC mass
organisation), the Congress of
South African Trade Unions, the
Weekly Mail (a left liberal,
generally pro-ANC newspaper) and
Mrs Mandela’s own lawyer (her
main contact with Nelson) have all
disassociated themselves from her.

Oliver Tambo, the president of
the ANC — strangely out of line
with the response inside the country
— has reiterated his support for
Mrs Mandela.

What does all this mean?

First, it is important to discover
the truth. We cannot trust the apar-
theid courts, not least because most
black people would refuse to testify
on behalf of the apartheid govern-
ment. What is needed, therefore, is
an inquiry by the democratic move-
ment into what was done and how
the situation got so out of hand.

Second, I think it is important
not to turn Mrs Mandela into a
scapegoat for what went wrong
with the struggle for ‘people’s
power’ in 1984-5.

The ANC raised such slogans as
‘make the townships ungover-
nable’, and ‘no education before
liberation’. The aim was to create
such chaos and mayhem as would
force the government to .:negotiate
with the ANC.

But who were the victims of the
chaos? As the left wing academic
journal ‘Work in Progress’ put it at

Democratic inquiry needed

A shop steward from the
giant South African
metalworkers’ union NUMSA
explained how he and many
other workers in Soweto see
the Winnie Mandela scandal.
““It is rank and file trade
unionists along with many
progressive organisations
who have taken the initiative
to demand an apology for the
way Winnie Mandela and her

supporters have handled the
situation. People are seeking
a democratic inquiry into the
allegations against her.

"*Enough evidence exists for
all progressive organisations
to have distanced themselves
from her.

“’It is expected that she will
revert to using her maiden

name in order not to harm the

name of Mandela.”

Winnie Mandela
the time: ‘‘Undisciplined comrades,
often acting with no organisational
basis or mandate, have divided
communities, setting workers
against the unemployed, children
against parents, trade unions
against community groups.

““Some of the rent boycotts have
been enforced with a high degree of
anti-democratic authoritarianism.
The youth have often acted without
the organisations structure
necessary for democratic decision
making, and without adequate
mandate or consultation. Recourse
to ‘discipline’ — ‘necklacings’,
beatings and other punishments —
has come too easily to a group
which often lacks a mandate to act
on behalf of a constituency.”

Mrs Mandela was a vocal cham-
pion of the ‘necklace’ and of the
rather injudicious use of ‘people’s
justice’. She delivered political
statements without any mandate
and ‘called upon the people’ to
follow certain lines of struggle with
little concern for the norms of
democratic decision making. Her
elitism certainly alienated many
trade unionists accustomed to the
ideas of accountability and par-
ticipation.

When she spoke at a number of
trade union congresses advocating
adoption of the Freedom Charter
(the ANC'’s basic programme) and
at the miners’ conference ad-

vocating a united front between the
mine owners and the mineworkers
against the state, many workers
were resentful.

Mrs Mandela was only following
the policies of the ANC at the time.
She is a strong and articulate
woman, the wife of the man whom
the ANC has elevated as the per-
sonification of the struggle, and she
seemed by then to have won a cer-
tain level of immunity from police
repression. Of course she was a par-
ticularly important representative
for the ANC inside the country.

Today the failure of the ANC’s

- strategy is clear enough and so is a

certain degree of popular discontent
with the excesses to which it led.
But ANC policy has remained in a
state of limbo, offering no formal

change of direction and no formal |

assessment of what went wrong.

Now a number of kites are being
flown about the need for the
democratic movement to reconsider
its' whole approach to non-
participation and ‘people’s power’.
Archie Gumede and a number of in-
tellectuals have floated the need for
participating in elections.

The South African Communist
Party, which is highly influential
within the ANC, is under pressure
to adapt to the new spirit of reform
and detente in Russia and to Gor-
bachev’s diplomacy in Southern
Africa.

So the UDF’s condemnation of
Winnie Mandela may signal the
beginnings of a change in line by the
ANC’s CP axis, with some in-
dividuals trailing behind the new
consensus. A critical honest review
of the mistakes made in the past is
certainly welcome, but it will only
shortcut this much-needed process
if the woman previously named
‘mother of the nation’ is turned into
the individual embodiment of the
sins of the past.

For us here in the solidarity
movement the fall of Mrs Mandela
should be a timely reminder of
where uncritical admiration of
leaders may lead, particularly when
these leaders are unelected. Our
solidarity with the liberation move-
ment should not blind us to the fact
that working class people in
Southern Africa have the same in-
terest in, and need for, democracy
as do working class people here.

Democracy is not a ‘western con-
cept’ — it is a universal requirement
of the working class.

A letter

from Moses

Mayekiso

‘““To all Moses Mayekiso
supporters.

“’This serves to
acknowledge and thank you
for the moral and financial
support we (my family, the
Alexandra 5 and NUMSA)
have received from yourself
and solidarity generally,
supporting us in our trial,
pressurising the state.

This support has
strengthened us, our families,
and workers generally and
encouraged amongst
ourselves unity, knowing that,
and the enemy recognising
that, we’'ve got friends on
whom we may lean. -

| have decided to take this
opportunity to air my sincere
gratitude to you for all that
you have done for us and urge
and encourage you to
continue with your campaign
of support and pressure as
the trial judgement is
imminent. It will be through
the strength and solidarity of
workers here, at home, and
internationally that we will
win this trial and get the
liberation of workers from
exploitation and oppression.

‘An injury to one is an injury
to allY’

As you may have heard, we
have been released on bail
under very strict, severe and
restrictive bail conditions.

It is difficult and impossible
to do the union work because
of these conditions. We
cannot attend any meetings,
we cannot be with more than
10 people at a time. We can’t
talk to the press. We must
remain in the Witwatersrand
area.

We are not allowed to go to
Alexandra township, our
residential area, and we must
report daily to the police.

| remain yours in the
struggle.’’

Moses Mayekiso

General Secretary

National Union of
Metalworkers of South Africa

Khola Mayekiso
tours Britain

Moses Mayekiso, general secretary
of the giant South Africn metal
workers union, NUMSA, is now on
trial for treason for organising
working class people into street
committees in the black township of
Alexandra, near Johannesburg.

To raise support for Moses and
the other four defendants on ftrial
alongside him, Khola Mayekiso
(Moses’ wife) is to visit the UK next
month.

Khola Mayekiso’'s tour is
organised jointly by NUMSA and
the TUC. Regional TUC’s will be
organising events on the following
timetable:

3 March: arrive London

6 March: address
international committee

6-10 March: TUC North West
region including, TUC Women'’s
Conference (Blackpool, 9 March)

11-13 March: Glasgow (anmd
STUC international forum,
Edinburgh)

14-15 March: Newcastle upon
Tyne. TUC North region

16-17 March: TUC Yorkshire
and Humberside region

TUC

18-19 March: TUC East
Midlands region
20-21 March: TUC West

Midlands region

22-23 March: TUC East Anglia
region

24-25 March: NUT Conference

27-29 Marech: Wales and South
West TUC regions

29 March-1 April: London area
(South Eastern region TUC)

2 April: Depart for USA and
Ireland
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A Po
speaks out

Jack Allison recently
visited Poland and
talked to working
class activists there.
In this interview, one
such activist — active
in Solidarnosc and in
the ‘Democratic
Revolution’ wing of
the Polish Socialist
Party (PPS-RD) —
explains how the
workers organise, why
he thinks new strike
waves will come, and
how he thinks the
present system in
Poland can be
replaced.

olidarnosc’s underground

structures are a kind of

compromise between
democracy and security. The
members are the people who
collect money in the factory for
the secret committee. Then
there are secret inter-factory
committees covering different
factories in a town; and then the
regional secret committee of
Solidarnosc.

Security had to be tightest at
regional level, as it is dangerous for
peole to be known to be members
of one of these committees.

The regional committees are
made up of one delegate from each
inter-factory committee — who was
never known to the inter-factory
committiee — to be their delegate.

The members of the regional com-
mittee would always keep a low
profile in the inter-factory commit-
tees.

These structures still exist and the
best situation is where they work
with the new open structures of
Solidarnosc, both having a role in
making decisions. In many factories
this is impossible as only the
underground structure exists, or on-
ly the open Solidarnosc committee
exists.

The reason that many good ac-
tivists keep the underground struc-
tures going is because the open
declared structures offer no protec-
tion to militants. The result of the
open structures was seen in the two
most recent round of strikes. The
open structures were completely
destroyed, but the secret commit-
tees had meetings every day and in
many factories were able to build
big strikes, with an organisation
that has contacts in each factory.

There is, of course, a problem of
security inside the factory. The only
way someone can get involved in
the secret structure is through their
own activity. This is done by the
most active members. Those who
pay and collect money for the union
are invited by people on the secret
committee to join it. Within the
committee there are free and open
elections for leaderships and jobs
on thes committee. The same
method is used to make up the
inter-factory committees, taking the
most active and able people from
the factory committees.

The problems of the leadership
are not as important as people
think, because a change in the
leadership can, and will, not change
the situation in the factories. We
must go back to the ideas of 1980
and organise the basic work inside
the factories, then all the problems
between the people at the top will
lose their meaning.

People are more active in
Wroclaw than in other parts of

Poland. After martial law, people
started to organise themselves into
secret committees without any in-
fluence from outside, as at that time
all the people with a name inside
Solidarnosc were in prison. When
the people with famous names were
released, the conflict between the
well-known people and the secret
committees began.

The open committees were set up
with these well-known people and
hand-picked workers. There were
some good people in these open
structures, but also many people
with bad ideas.

In 1987 the national committee
made it clear that they did not want
a member of a regional secret com-
mittee to join the national commit-
tee of Solidarnosc. They did not
want a person who represented fac-
tories, real structures, real workers
and so on; instead they wanted peo-
ple who are eloquent, have famous
names, have interesting ideas, but
are not trade unionists. They want
to make Solidarnosc into a kind of
social movement — not a trade
union but a social movement,

I don’t want to stop people
building a Solidarity social move-
ment. Let them be. For me, the

~most important thing is the trade

union, because it is the weakest
point of the communist system.

It does not matter what the com-
munists say on TV, or what they
publish, because always there is in-
flation, and always people have less
food, worse food, less money, less
places to live. A social movement
under the name of Solidarnosc can-
not help them when they have no
chance of buying a flat, and have
not got enough money to buy food
and the most important things.

There will be new strikes and not
the structures or even the activists
of the union will do that, but maybe
people who today even think that
the trade union doesn’t exist. They
will be people with their backs to
the wall. They will have to fight

Socialist Organiser stands for
workers’ liberty East and West.
We aim to help organise the
left wing in the Labour Party
and trade unions to fight to
replace capitalism with work-
ing class socialism.,

We want public ownership of
the major enterprises and a
planned economy under

workers’ control. We want
democracy much fuller than
the present Westminster
system — a workers’
democracy, with elected
representatives recallabie at
any time, and an end to
bureaucrats’ and managers’
privileges.

Socialism can never be built
in one country alone. The
workers in every country have
more in common with workers
in other countries than with
their own capitalist or Stalinist
rulers. We support national
liberation struggles and
workers’ struggles worldwide,
including the struggle of

SUBSCRIBE

Get Socialist Organiser delivered to your
door by post. Rates (UK) £8.50 for six mon-

ths, £16 for year.
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£......... Send to: Socialist Organiser, PO

Box 823, London SE15 4NA

workers and oppressed na-
tionalities in the Stalinist
states against their own anti-
socialist bureaucracies.

We stand:

For full equality for women,
and social provision to free
women from the burden of
housework. For a mass work-
ing class-based women's
movement.

Against racism, and against
deportations and all immigra-
tion controls.

For equality for lesbians and
gays.

For a united and free Ireland,
with some federal system to
protect the rights of the Pro-
testant minority.

For left unity in action; clari-
ty in debate and discussion.

For a labour movement ac-
cessible to the most oppress-

ed, accountable to its rank and

file, and militant against
capitalism.

We want Labour Party and
trade union members who sup-
port our basic ideas to become
supporters of the paper — to
take a bundle of papers to sell
each week and pay a small
contribution to help meet the

- paper’s deficit. Our policy is

democratically controlled by
our supporters through Annual
General Meetings and an
elected National Editorial
Board.

Some heads will be cut off this time
— the heads of our bureaucracy,
the oppositional bureaucracy.

The patience of our society is
wearing out. Solidarncsc is no
longer the most important element
of the new strikes. Solidarnosc is
weak. People do not see thatSolidar-
nosc can help them, as a structure,
as an organisation. The most im-
portant thing for people is their
own pockets.

Those strikes will not be when the

Top: 1980. Above: 1988

leadership of Solidarnosc call for
them, but when someone watching
TV, who may not listen to the free
radio and does not read many op-
position underground newspapers,
will switch off the TV and check his
pocket, find there is not enough
money in his pocket, and decide he
will have to take things into his own
hands. The strikes will be decided
by many people who are outside
Solidarnosc now.

At first PPS made a lot of

By i i




ERIC HEFFER 7

istakes. We were a group of
pung people who did not know
ow to organise a political party.
istead of working together with
ade unions we went into cabinet
ghts against the older group that
as around Lipski, and it took a lot
f time before we realised we
eren’t doing anything.

Now we bring together people
ho are active, and we have a real
pssibility to do something. Our
eak point is that we have not got a
rogramme.

We are now the biggest enemy of
ther opposition groups, and will
¢ in the future — especially if they
ay we are on the left but they use
beral arguments and want a com-
romise with the totalitarian
ystem, if they talk about getting
cher and richer without speaking
bout the poorest levels of society.
' They start to forget their big un-
le who helped them to exist on the
ublic level. That big uncle is the
-ade union Solidarnosc. They want
y use that big uncle to get some
ower and then they can make a big
airn and fight against the union.

Working alongside trade
nionists, fighting for workers’
emands together, we can build an
lternative power to those liberals
tho have become stronger over the
ist months.

People know very well what the
ommunists call real socialism.
hey also know capitalism from
qovies and travel to the West. Of
opurse they prefer -capitalism,

ecause they see people live better

here than they do here.
That does not mean, however,

3

that when they reach that world,
and maybe they will live in better
houses than now and have more
money, they won’t see the distance
between the best houses and their
better houses may be bigger than
before. They will realise that they are
again nobody — in another system.

Probably the whole of society
will go to the right and then go back
to the left. I think the best way is to
make a mixture of the two systems
— a mixture of the socialist system,
taking care of poor people and so
on, and the Western free-market
system. In the West, capitalism
started with children and old people
working for 16 hours a day and
became richer and richer over the
years. We have not got the time to
do that, and we cannot go back to
the 19th century.

The structure of modern factories
are completely different, so that
when we change the system we will
stop building b.3 monpolies and
rather atomise the structure into
small pieces, going back to the mix-
ture of capitalism and socialism, the
beginnings of which we had before
the Second World War, when there
was a strong trade union movement
and a strong PPS and they worked
together.

There is a big problem with our
factories. Most of our factories pro-
duce emptiness, which means 90%
should just be closed. But who
owns those factories? Who will
close them? The most powerful
people in Poland are the working
class, a 19th century-type working

class that no longer exists in the
West.

The class

struggle In

Parliament

Eric Heffer MP

reviews ‘Bolsheviks in
the Tsarist Duma’, by
A.Y. Badayev, with an

introduction by Tony
Cliff. (Bookmarks,

£5.95)

first read this book many
Iyears ago, and it is as inter-
esting as ever. The intro-
duction by Tomny CIliff is,
however, a travesty.

I am sorry to say this because I
have always felt a liking for Tony
CIliff, but his distortion of my own
political position in his introduction
of the book is unforgiveable. For
example, he writes on page 11 that,
“If, for a left Labour MP like
Heffer, the struggle in Parliament
appears as all important, whilst the
class struggle of workers merits only
a footnote, for right-wing Labour
leaders the industrial struggle
appears nonsense, and if on a large
scale, may impede electoral
success.’’

At no time have I ever said that
the struggle in Parliament was all
important. I said and argued in my
book ‘The Class Struggle in
Parliament’ that the fight and
struggle in Parliament were
reflections of the class struggle
outside. If the struggle outside was
really tough, strong and
widespread, then the struggle in
Parliament would be more
vigorous, because it would force the
fainthearts to make a more
determined stand.

I was, in fact, in the book,
writing about Parliament. That was
where 1 was and it was there that I
helped co-ordinate the attack from
the Front Bench against the Tories’
legislation and before that, the
right-wing of the Labour Party and
those like Barbara Castle and
Harold Wilson who, by ‘In Place of
Strife’, had helped pave the way for
the Tory legislation. That is all
explained in my book, but it is clear
that Cliff only wants to quote that
(out of context) which helps his
case.

In any case, I think it is ridiculous
for Cliff to compare my book with
Badayev’s. There is no comparison.
The situation was quite different
and Britain under Wilson, or Heath
for that matter, was very different
from the situation under the Czar.

Unlike CIiff, I spent years of my
life on the shopfloor, in the
shipyards and on large construction
sites. 1 was involved in, and helped
lead, huge strikes involving many
thousands of workers.

To me strikes were not and never
have been academic questions.
They are real, they are the true
struggle of the workers and a great
deal of suffering of varying kinds
takes place.

To sit in the ivory tower of the
SWP is somewhat different to the
actual experience of the struggle at
the grass roots.

Cliff visited my home and stayed
with me when I was on the
shopfloor and he knows I was never
tied to the Parliamentary concept.
In fact I had to be persuaded to
stand for Parliament.

I entered Parliament only
because the workers in the Labour
Party and trade unions wanted me
to do so, not because I was looking

for opportunistic preferment. In
fact some of those in the SWP earn-
ed more in a day as bourgeois jour-
nalists, etc. than I earned in a mon-
th.

I have always regarded and con-
tinue to regard the industrial and
political struggle outside Parliament
as the real struggle. Parliamentary
struggle has only ever been a reflec-
tion of that struggle.

Certainly, Labour governments
can and do bring in legislation that
benefits workers. Legislation for
example, which today is being
destroyed by the Tory government
on behalf of the capitalist class.

My experience, for what it is wor-
th, is that when the struggle outside
Parliament heightens the con-
sciousness of workers, that is
reflected in votes for the Labour
Party at local and general elections.
When the struggle outside Parlia-
ment is quiescent, then the votes go
down. Recent experience has shown
that in places like Liverpool, the
coalfields and Scotland. The votes
increased because of the workers
struggles in such areas.

With regard to Badayev’s book
itself, one has to remember the
historical circumstances under
which it was written. Russia under
the Czar was not at any time like
Britain under the bourgeois
democracy of Lloyd George,
Disraeli or Gladstone. The
democratic right to have elections,
votes for the workers, constituen-
cies or more or less equal size, and
payment of MPs, had been part of
the working class struggle, but such
rights had not been really establish-
ed in Czarist Russia.

As Badayev says on page 32,
“The electoral law, passed by the
government prior to the elections of
the First Duma, was so drafted as to
secure a majority for the
bourgeoisie and the landlords. The
voting was not direct but by a
system of stages.”” Yet despite this
fact, the First and Second Dumas

had majorities against the govern-
ment.

Badayev says: ‘‘After the dissolu-
tion of the Second Duma on 3rd
June 1907, a new electoral law was
passed which still further curtailed
the suffrage, and excluded large
groups of the population. Special
attention was paid to the workers
and the number of workers’ curias
was greatly reduced.”’

With regard to the work of the
Social-Democratic faction in the
Fourth Duma, it is interesting to
note, despite the fact that the
Bolsheviks had a revolutionary
position and the Tribunites and
Campaign Groupgrs have basically
a reformist position, just how
similar they were in their activities.

The Bolsheviks held ‘surgeries’
and meetings with trade unionists
and workers involved in strikes and
various other struggles. I found all
that absolutely fascinating. I read
the book before going to Parlia-
ment, and having been in Parlia-
ment for 24 years, it makes even
more interesting reading.

One of the most interesting parts
of the book is that concerned with
the role of Malinovsky, who was
found to be a police spy. He was,
however, a good speaker. Badayev
says: ‘‘Malinovsky’s oratorical
powers made him one of the fre-
quent speakers of our faction. But a
careful analysis of his speeches
reveals the fact that the blunt
revolutionary content characteristic
of the speeches of our workers’
deputies was absent.”” How that
could be said for some of the most
glib speakers in the Labour Group
in the House of Commons!

This is a book which should be
read by all left-wing Labour MPs.
But it must be read critically and in
the historical context. To translate a
situation automatically to a situa-
tion in Britain is wrong, even
though a great deal of what is said
in the book is applicable under both

circumstances.

Lenin argued for the Bolsheviks to work inside the Duma
despite its deeply anti-democratic nature




It's a ruling class, but in crisis
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8 EASTERN BLOC

 DISCUSSION.

Barry Finger con-
tributes to our debate
on the Eastern Bloc

tan Crooke (SO 386)
questions whether the
ruling stratum in the
Eastern Bloc can rightfully be
characterised as a ruling class.

If I understand his argument cor-
rectly, the crux of the issue is the in-
ability of the bureaucracy to
generate an effective regulator for
the supply and extraction of social
Bbour. Failing this, it cannot
master the appropriation of the
surplus-product and consequently
enable to fulfil its class aspirations.

This explains why the
sureaucracy and the society it
dominates find themselves ever
more deeply into a historic ‘blind
alley’.

What is so problematic in this
argument is that Crooke identifies
that condition which under any
ather mode of production would be
characterised as a ‘class’ crises, but
denies its applicability for
Stalinism.

After all, a capitalist crisis, look-
ed at from one angle, is nothing if
mot a failure of the pricing system to
generate a sufficient level of de-
mand for the profitable accumula-
tion of capital. Conversely, com-
modities are over-produced relative
to the current level of exploitation
so that markets cannot be cleared at
grices that preserve the existing
level of capital values.

Yet it would be absurd to analyse
capitalism solely during such
periods of crises. For then one
would have to conclude from the
abservation of contracting output
md declining or stagnating living
s#andards that capital lacked a
mechanism of social regulation.

Every antagonistic class society
affers from problems of waste and
xoblems inherent to the introduc-
won of new technology which are
mique to it, including capitalism.
Ehe pricing system is incapable of
weventing disproportionalities —
mncurrent gluts and shortages —
md can detect and correct them on-
¥ ex post facto. This predominant
orm of capitalist waste prevents
Be individual expenditure of labour
ounting as social labour and is a
ontinuous and unavoidable
sdienomenon of capitalist society.

The pricing system also filters out
ke introduction of labour saving
echnological innovations which are
@0 costly to be profit-enhancing.
Jnder crisis conditions these pro-
dems are multiplied and thereby
wought into bold relief.

So might one not apply Crooke’s
malysis to capitalism? By isolating
apitalism under crisis conditions,
sould we not be forced to conclude
Bat, lacking an ‘‘effective’’ social
ggulator, capitalists are incapable
f constituting themselves as a
ass?

Similarly the undeniable
sstorical fact of reproduction on
@ expanded scale also proves the
3esis untenable that Stalinism lacks
@ economic regulator. For what we
ge witnessing in the Eastern Bloc
aday is not the normal — ie
astorically typical — workings of
Be Stalinist system, but a
meakdown crisis.

Granted even this, still stagnation
$ not the universal current ex-
wrience of the Stalinist social
ystem, merely its predominant ex-
wession — witness the East Ger-
;an exception.

Clearly the Stalinist social
:ystems have also seen prolonged
yeriods of dramatic economic
sgowth. This requires the perfor-
mance of surplus labour, its ap-

S

All those against calling ourselves a new ruling class.

propriation and its reapplication to
the production process, all of which
is executed however imperfectly in
response tQ, planning directives.
And whether these directives are
detailed commands or general

‘guidelines the details of which are

fleshed out by market forces, they
are drawn up by a bureaucracy
answerable neither directly nor in-
directly to any other social force.

This in itself is sufficient to belie
the “‘orthodox’’ Trotskyist distor-
tion that by preserving nationalised
property the bureaucracy acts as a
fiduciary agent of the working
class. The task for Marxists remain
in working out how class conflicts
within the Stalinist sytem express
themselves in the acute breakdown
of the bureaucratic planning
mechanism.

Crooke provides a fruitful star-
ting point for this by distinguishing
between a system of bureaucratic
commands and planning through
socialist democracy. For the
bureauracy’s power lies in its ablity
to circumscribe popular initiative
and by so doing shape society in ac-
cordance with its own priorities.

This planning-from-above is
necessarily a one-way system which,
by choking off all feedback from

-below, precludes a continuous cor-

rection process. In this it differs
from socialist planning which aims
to bring into ex ante alignment pro-
duction decisions with consumer
demands. ; ’

Such a free association of im-
mediate producers would effective-
ly invoke a system of production to
order. But this presupposes the fu-
sion of economic and political
power within the democratic self-
governing organs of society. It is
otherwise inconceivable,

The Bolshevik revolution and its
soviet institutions represented the
first tentative, historical steps in
that direction. Because of the
cultural backwardness of revolu-
tionary Russia, labouring tragically
without the fraternal assistance of a
revolutionary society to its west,
workers’ power came to be ever
more mediated through a party
bureaucracy. This consigned the
revolution to teeter in the elan of its
bureaucratic ranks — ranks whose

revolutionary zeal was thinned at
once both by civil-war losses and
their replacement with careerist in-
tellectuals imbued with the ideals of
the old society.

The revolution was therefore
borne with a fatal susceptibility.
When revolutionary authority was
filtered through a bureaucratic
sieve, the potential existed to skim
so much political power from the
working class as to effectively disen-
franchise it. The Stalinist counter-
revolution realised this potential,
but not before exacting an ocean of
blood.

And because revolutionary
authority consists in the fusion of
political with economic power, the
political disenfranchisement of the
working class was at the same time
its economic expropriation. Class

society — albeit in a historically -

unique mode — was forcibly rein-
troduced. Or more precisely, the
Bolshevik attempt at class abolition
was subverted and a new form of
class exploitation created.

Corresponding to this system of
‘““bureaucratic collectivism’’ is a
specific class dynamic. Production
maximisation conflicts with the
conditions of exploitation because,
as was stated, feedback is lacking.
Planning takes the form of ukase,
while plan fulfillment becomes a
shell game.

As a result disproportionalities
cannot be detected until large,
multiple bottlenecks jam up the
system. But the rate at which the
economy can grow is critically
dependent, in the final analysis,
upon the mass of surplus-labour
which can be productively reap-
plied. Without an effective feed-
back system, bureaucratic planning
lacks the sensitivity to anticipate
and locate potential distruptions.

Offsetting this requires an enor-
mous reserve of spare parts, inven-
tories, intermediate goods and
semi-finished products, in short —
a colossal tie-up of necessary labour
in social overhead before an hour of
surplus-labour can actually be ex-
pended. This is reflected in the
hypertrophic growth of the pro-
ducer goods sector.

Bourgeois economists attribute
this to some misguided ideological

attachment to Marxian theory,
while the ‘‘state capitalist’’ school
fancies itself to have discovered the
dynamic of capital accumulation at
play. Both conceptions are
nonsense. The former because it at-
tributes the inner logic of
bureaucratic collectivism to an
ideological quirk, the latter because
the resemblance i1s purely super-
ficial.

Accumulation under capitalism,
it is true, necessitates an increase in
capital-intensity or the organic
composition of capital. Capitalists
find it profitable to invest ever
greater amounts of value in new,
labour-saving technology as long as
the savings in labour costs exceed
the additional expenditure of cons-
tant capital. This occurs both to ob-
tain the temporary monopoly pro-
fits of the innovator or to preserve
the value of the capital already in-
vested by meeting the innovator’s
challenge.

But the key point is this. The in-

crease in the organic composition of

value is the way in which increased
productivity expresses itself under
capitalism. Its result is the shorten-
ing of the necessary part of the
working day and the increase of
surplus-labour.

The increase in the ‘‘capital in-
tensity’’ (for lack of a more ap-
propriate term) under bureaucratic
collectivism bears no necessary cor-
relation to productivity gains. It has
little to do with the investment in
more expensive technological im-
provements.

On the contrary, the mere
multiplication of production
spheres, even simple expanded
reproduction, multiplies the points
of potential disruption. For even
this process to proceed smoothly re-
quires an increase in the offsettng
““capital’’ reserves per hour of pro-
ductive labour worked.

This furthermore means that
every actual percentage increase in
productivity that does occur results
in a smaller increment in final out-
put than would be the case under
capitalism, owing to the difference
held as reserves.

Multiply this problem by the sub-
standard, even unusable, quality of
much of the output, as well as the
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economically exhausting demands
of the arms race, and the enormous
potential for stagnation becomes
readily apparent.

The bureaucracy has historically
sought indemnification of this
through increases in the intensity of
labour and in the length of the col-
lective working year. But bad hous-
ing, shoddy consumer goods and in-
adequate living conditions place
definite limits on the productivity
of the working class.

Under Gorbachev, piece work
and incentive pay — throwbacks to
the Stalin era — are again the order
of the day. Yet as the bureaucrats

“are well aware, without a dramatic

improvement in the welfare of the.
working class such proposals have
meagre potential.

To this end limited openings for
private initiative in personal ser-
vices, and agriculture as well as major
steps to economise on labour-time
and producer goods through the
employment of market rationing
are being undertaken. Managers are
being retrained to shed their
‘“‘bureaucratic mentalities’’ and
read market signals so that they can
respond rapidly to a coherent set of
prices. Workers are being asked to
submit to the whip of unemploy-
ment — and this without the
elementary leagal and welfare pro-
visions which are in place under
modern capitalism — for the pro-
mise of better living standards.

How far this can proceed without
challenging the supremacy of the
Party in economic and social life is
as yet unknown. The experiments in
Eastern Europe represent so many
national laboratories. to test the
limits of reform. For this reason
they will be allowed to continue
under microscopic scrutiny in ad-
vance of the USSR.

This has already opened an op-
portunity not only for the restora-
tion of capitalism, but also for
revolutionary working class
upheavals. Bureaucratic collec-
tivism is walking a tightrope. For
this reason I would rephrase Stan
Crooke’s question.

The issue is not whether the class
aspirations of the bureaucracy are
attainable, but whether its class
hegemony is sustainable.

& -
ar il . -~ g -~ - | ] i
t | __4':- s 1_1?:!;" » 'I_‘:\:_x Ol L - |



T R S ——

ACTIVISTS' PAGE 9

Ireland: the missing issue

By Martin Thomas

ime To Go’ will be the major
focus of debate at the
Labour Committee on
Ireland conference this weekend,

25-26 February.

“Time To Go’, a campaign for British
withdrawal from Ireland, was launched
last year. Its first conference drew some
600 people, more than any other such
conference on Ireland for some time. 1t
plans a ‘Great Debate’ on the weekend
of 24-25 June, a demonstration and car-
nival on 12 August, and activities round
this year’s trade union conferences.
Some local ‘Time To Go’ groups have
been set up.

Three different approaches to ‘Time
To Go’ are advocated in the resolutions
to the Labour Committee on Ireland.

Socialist Action supporters are 100
per cent for ‘Time To Go’. It has “‘won
support from a broad layer of MPs,
from leading trade unionists, the Na-

tional Union of Students, the National
Organisation of Labour Students, the
Morning Star, the Irish Post, the Com-
munist Party, the SWP, local
authorities, artists and many
others...This represents a qualitative
broadening of the movement for British
withdrawal.”

Workers’ Power, however, claims
that “‘the ‘Time To Go' campaign has
not aided the fight to build a withdrawal
movement’’ because it is ‘‘based on a
fake mass appeal, celebrity support, and
a sham openness to discussing ‘all the
options for withdrawal'.”” These com-
rades argue that the Labour Comittee
on- Ireland should organise a distinct
contingent on the August demonstra-
tion, with the demands ‘Troops Out
Now!’ and ‘Self-determination for the
Irish people as a whole’.

A motion from Socialist Outlook
makes the same proposal for a distinct
contingent, with the slogan ‘Troops
Out!’ instead of ‘Troops Out Now!’. It
is critical of ‘Time To Go’, but less

vehemently than Workers’ Power.
Socialist Organiser supporters have
submitted a motion which raises a dif-

" ferent issue: not how sharply or briskly

the demand for withdrawal is raised,
but whether the demand on its own is
sufficient, **“Troops Out’ is only one
part of a settlement. On its own,
without the rest of the settlement, 1t
would bring sectarian civil war, then
repartition. ‘Troops Out’ must be link-
ed to a positive programme — for a
free, united Ireland...a federal Ireland
with regional autonomy for the mainly
Protestant area.”’

At the recent Sinn Fein conference,
Gerry Adams identified the Protestants’
fears of the ‘‘creation of a Catholic state
and an end to their Protestant identity’’
as a central issue in Ireland. He did not
say much about how to deal with the
problem; but at least he recognised it.

Sadly most of the perspectives pro-
posed to the Labour Committee on
Ireland AGM do not even mention the

A

1ssue.

For some schools of thought, how
“revolutionary’’ your politics are is
measured by the ferocity of your com-
mitment to (Catholic) Irish nationalism.
Thus two resolutions apparently in-
spired by Workers” Power call for ‘‘the
withdrawal of British unions from
organising in Ireland’’.

A broader range of opinion, however,
is certain to be represented at the con-
ference and a useful debate should be
possible.

Labour Commitee on Ireland
AGM. Saturday-Sunday 25-26
February, at the Summerfield
Community Centre, Winson
Green/Dudley Road, Birm-
ingham. Starting 10.30am
Saturday. Registration: £2
waged/£1 unwaged.
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GCHQ protest: workers are still fighting!

Socialists discuss
trade union work

By Colin Foster

lass struggle is not
dead! Despite all the
wailing of the ‘New
Realists’, all the theorising of
Marxism Today about ‘New
Times’, and all the dogmatising
of the Socialist Workers’ Party
about ‘the downturn’, the
working class is ‘still here and
still fighting.

The drop in unemployment (ex-
aggerated though it 1s by the
Government), and the revival of in-
flation, will probably fuel new
struggles. And important, if
limited, battles are happening now.

That was the theme of the
Socialist Organiser industrial school
in Manchester last weekend, 18th-
19th, attended by some 100 people.

John O’Mahony opened the
school by examining why the work-
ing class has suffered such setbacks
in the 1980s. It was not inevitable
that slumps and technological
change would produce such effects.
Crucial was the failure of the labour
movement’s leadership — and,
given that failure was to be expected
from the established bureaucrats,

the inability of the left to build a
coherent rank and file movement.

Workshops took up most of the
weekend. They discussed union
organisation in workplaces;
privatisation; ‘post-Fordism’;
union campaigns; breakaway
unions; women in the unions; strike
organisation; and the block vote.

A Sheffield railworker led a
workshop on workplace bulletins.
We examined the experience of
local Socialist Organiser groups
which produce such bulletins, and
encouraged those who don’t to
start.

A series of workshops discussed
problems of arguing socialist
politics in the workplace. Introduc-
ing them, Lol Duffy explained how
through bold and assertive argu-
ment he had been able to make
headway against crude sexism in
Cammell Lairds shipyard.

We also held trade union caucus
meetings — in some unions, conti-
nuing work by Socialist Organiser
supporters which is already well
established, in others, organising
coordination for the first time.

The patient, painstaking work of
building groups of socialists in
unions and workplaces now will be
crucial in deciding victory or defeat
in the struggles of years to come.

Magazine sales drive

- This week marks a new sales drive for

Workers’ Liberty magazine. |

Sellers in cities round the country
will be drawing up lists of local
socialists and labour activists to
approach with the magazine. Many
people who have no great sympathy
for the general politics of Workers’
Liberty and Socialist Organiser are
nonetheless interested in some of the
articles in the magazine.

The current issue includes basic

articles by Max Shachtman on why he
considered the Soviet bureaucracy a
new ruling class, a dissection of the
hype about ‘post-Fordism’, an
examination of modern and post-
modern architecture, a survey of civil
liberties under Thatcher, and much
more. ,

Workers’ Liberty is available for
£1.50 plus 32p postage from SO, PO
Box 823, London SE15 4NA.

ACTIVISTS'
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Wednesday 22 February

Adam Keller tour meeting: 'The
struggle for Palestinian-israeli
peace’, Brighton

Thursday 23 February.

Balsall Heath/Sparkhill Against the
Poll Tax. Speakers include Cate Mur-
phy. St Paul's School Hall, 7.00.
Contact the campaign c/o 448
Stratford Rd, Birmingham
Thursday 23 February

York SO meeting: ‘South Africa: for
a workers' party!’. Speaker Tom
Rigby. York University SU, 1.15
Saturday 25 February

Labour Committee on lreland Con-
ference (two days), Birmingham
Saturday 25 February

Women for Socialism Conference
(two days). Wesley House, Wild Ct,
London WC1. Contact: Ruth Clarke,
7 Cumberland Park, London W3
6SY; 01 992 0945

Monday 27 February

Sheffield SO Debate with Socialist
Dutlook on Eastern Bloc

Tuesday 28 February .
Northampton SO meeting: ‘Gor-
bachev and the Eastern Bloc’.
Speaker John O’'Mahony, 7.30
Saturday 4 March ,
‘Women in Black’ mass picket at St
Martins in the Field, 3.00-4.00.
Please wear black. To demand
recognition of PLO and self-
determination for Palestine
Monday 6 March

London SO education series: ‘The
General Strike of 1926'. Speaker:
Vicki Morris, 7.00

Monday 6 March

Manchester SO meeting: ‘Profits
before safety’. Speaker Julia
Coulton. Millstone pub, Thomas St,
7.30

Thursday 9 March. Merseyside SC
meeting: ‘Lessons of Afghanistan’.
Speaker Tom Rigby

Monday 20 March

London SO education series: ‘Early
years of the British CP’. Speaker
Tom Rigby, 7.00

Wednesday 22 March

South London SO meeting:
Socialists and Ireland with Martin
Collins and Martin Thomas. 7.30pm,
Walworth Town Hali, Walworth Rd,
SE17

Saturday 8 April

Gorbachev and the European Left
Conference (two days). ULU, Malet
St, London WC1. Contact Gus
Fagan, 30 Bridge St, Oxford OX2
OBA

Saturday 29 April

CLPs Conference on Party
Democracy

Saturday 17 June

Socialist Conference Third Con-
ference (two days). Octagon Centre,
Sheffield

Saturday 8 July

Workers’ Liberty Summer School
(two days), London

Saturday 11 November

Socialist Conference ‘Building the
Left in the Unions’, Sheffield

Camp'élign
Against the
Massacres in
Iran, Iraq and
Turkey

Picket
Iraqgi Cultural Centre
177 Tottenham Court Rd
(Goodge St tube)
Saturday 28 February
1.00 — 3.00




By Jill Mountford
(Convenor, Socialist
Student)

his Saturday, 25th, sees
Tthe long-awaited official
demo by the National
Union of Students (NUS)
against the introduction of

loans.

The NUS Executive is under a
mandate to organise a national
deme as part of a fight back against
the Tories’ proposals to turn
education into an institution for the
rich and privileged.

The Tories’ proposals mean that
the worst off and most oppressed in
society will lose out once again.
Black people, women and working
class youth will be locked out of
education — thrown onto the

scrapheap in a society where profit

and greed for a few individuals are
more highly regarded than free
education for all.

Last term a wave of direct action
swept across the country.
Thousands of students in all sectors
of education organised and
demonstrated against the
introduction of loans.

A mass lobby of Parliament on

24 November last year turned into a
20,000-strong pitched battle against
the police. For the first time many
new student activists witnessed the
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STOP TORY LOANS!

strong arm of the state at work.
Police on horseback armed in riot
gear, waded into crowds of
demonstrating students. Many
students were injured, but many
more were inspired to fight on.

With such a wave of militancy on
the ground many activists felt
confident about beating the Tories
on this issue. For the first time in
four years the student movement
was active, vibrant and fighting
back.

Socialist Student said then that
the militancy on the campuses had
to be organised on a national scale
— it had to be channelled in a co-
ordinated resistance to loans. ““The
rank and file action must be built
on, the opportunity seized.”” We
said that ““If the militancy is not
developed, then the Tories have the
green light from NUS to introduce
loans.”’

That was the situation in

November last year. But the so-

called ‘leadership’ of NUS waited
three months before organising
more action — they are responsible
for allowing student militancy to
fade..

The Democratic Left leadership
of NUS, made in the same mould as
Kinnock and Willis, dissipated the
action of the rank and file. Rather
than calling for a 24-hour shutdown
in education after the battle on
Waterloo Bridge, rather than call-
ing for a wave of occupations
across the country and building the
links with the campus trade unions

Skl

By ;'-- IR et D

‘. FIGHT TH

No to loans!

National Union of Students
demonstration Saturday 25 February

Assemble Embankment 11am,

march to Kennington Park for festival

E TORIES

FIGHT THE
WITCH-HUNT

%

Student sit-down in P
— especially linking the struggle of
students to the lecturers’ dispute —
the Democratic Left leadership has
once more sold out its membership.
_This term’s week of action has
generally been low-level compared
to last term. Many students feel
isolated and demoralised. Just as
Kinnock and Willis have played a

Israel/Palestine
peace campaign
launched

o follow up on the current
Tspeaking tour of Britain
by Israeli socialist Adam
Keller, an ongoing campaign
has been launched, and is

appealing for support.

The Campaign for Israeli-
Palestinian Peace has been founded
in solidarity with the Israeli Council
for Israeli-Palestinian Peace.
Formed in 1976, ICIPP is active in
the wider Israeli Peace Movement,
and has consistently advocated
talks between Israel and the PLO
on the basis of a two state solution
to the conflict.

CIPP aims to promote the ideas
and aims of ICIPP in Britain. As
Israeli repression of the Palestinian
intifada (uprising) intensifies, it is
vital that we make solidarity with
both the Palestinians and the Israeli
left.

1. CIPP will organise distribution
of ‘The Other Israel’, the ICIPP

journal, in Britain.

2. CIPP will engage in financial
and material aid for the Palestinians
of the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
and for the Israeli Peace
Movement.

3. CIPP will publish its own
newsletter. Members will receive
this in addition to ‘The Other
Israel’. It will include reports from
the Israeli and Palestinian press,
and articles by members.

4.- CIPP will arrange meetings
between the PLO, members of the
Jewish community,” and Israeli
peace activists. -

5. CIPP will publicise the
activities of left-wing Oriental
Jewish groups in Israel, who are
struggling against the stereotype of
Oriental Jews being collectively
anti-Palestinian. .

6. CIPP will challenge both
Israeli and Arab chauvinism,
maintaining the right of both
peoples to self-determination.
CIPP is against boycotts of Israeli
goods.

7. CIPP will fight anti-Semitism
and anti-Arab racism. We reject the
idea that Zionism is racism, and
other such smears.

8. CIPP will work with similar

- Two nations, two states!

groups in Europe and the USA.

9. CIPP will organise political
tours of Israel and the Occupied
Territories.

We aim to work primarily in the
labour movement, the student
movement and in both the Jewish
and Palestinian communities living
in Britain. If you want to take part
in the struggle for peace in the
Middle East, then join CIPP now.

Contact Ben Cohen, 91 Granville
Road, Fallowfield, Manchester
M14 6AD

Ada Keller

Squar, 1988. Photo: lan Swindal

despicable role in demoralising and
weakening the working class as a
whole, NUS president Maeve
Sherlock and her co-thinkers have
done the business on behalf of the
government in squandering the
militancy and dtermination of the
rank and file in the colleges.

This time last year Socialist Stu-
dent stood a full slate in the NUS
NEC elections. We ran a campaign
to turn NUS into a fighting mass-
based union. Socialist Student’s
record is one to be proud of. We
have consistently offered a serious
alternative to the block of the
Democratic Left and Communist
Student. -

Unlike the SWP and the Militant,
Socialist Student does not regard
the student movement as a mere
recruiting -chamber to a particular
group, but recognises the impor-
tance and potential power of a mili-
tant mass movement in fighting the
Tories.

The SWP and Militant complain
bitterly about the NUS leadership,
yet the same SWP and Militant
voted for that very leadership at last
year’s conference. Putting the sec-
tarian desires of their own groups
first, the SWP and Militant share
responsibility for the Democratic
Left leadership of NUS. The DL
show little more than contempt for
the rank and file of NUS — putting
their careers first every time — but
the SWP and Militant coldly decid-
ed last April to vote for the self-
seeking careerists rather than the
organised left alternative —
Socialist Student — at the expense
of the mass movement.

Socialist Student is standing Liz
Millward for the National Secretary
of NUS in this year’s elections. Liz
has been a part-time executive
member for the last two years and

has a strong campaigning record

Socialist Student meeting

Where now for the anti-loans campaign?

Saturday, 5.30, Two Eagles Pub, Kennington :
Speakers include: Liz Millward (NEC and candidate for National
Secretary); Paul McGarry (NEC); Emma Colyer (NEC). All in a
personal capacity

e

behind her. She is by far the best
candidate in this election.

The alternative is Cosmo
Hawkes, an egotistical right-winger,
who has repeatedly shown his con-
tempt for the student movement by
standing as a joke candidate. Also
standing is Joe Marshall, Com-
munist Student, who is probably
most noted for his determination to
redirect and disperse the students
demonstrating on Waterloo Bridge
on 24 November.

For Vice-President (Further
Education Union Development)
Steve Mitchell, an FE student from
Manchester, is standing for
Socialist Student against Jane Mar-

shall, & self-confessed
‘independent” — whatever that
means!

We also have five candidates in
the part-time elections — Paul

McGarry, Emma Colyer, Mischa
Eligoloff, Sigrid Fisher and Claire
Standring.

The Militant and the SWP are
faced with an option — either they
vote Democratic Left and get more
of the same, or they can vote for the
serious organised left candidates in
the elections,_— Socialist Student
supporters.

The NUS leadership have squash-
ed and diluted the militancy of last
term. We have to make sure that
that mood is regenerated. That
means building strong activists’
groups in the colleges, linking our
student unions with the trade
unions on and off campus, and ty-
ing the struggle against loans to the
fight facing the working class
against the poll tax, privatisation
and the decimation of the NHS.

We can beat the Tories. Nothing
is static. The demonstration on
Saturday should be the relaunch of
massive student fight back against
the Tories. -
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‘No way!

The Tories have unveiled
their plans for the NHS —
and they make horrendous
reading. The intention is to
completely *restructure the
NHS on market lines — good
patient care is to be replaced
by the criteria of cost-
efficiency, strong-
management and financial
expertise.

The main proposals are:
e GP practices with over 11,000
patients on thier books are to be
encouraged to apply for their
own budgets. Those who
underspend at the end of the
year will be allowed to keep half
of the money left.

So there will be a disincentive
for GPs to take on ‘expensive’

[rap—— T

patients — the old, the disable,
the chronically sick. Patients
needing high cost drugs are like-
ly to be switched to cheaper and
possibly less appropriate ones.
Doctors will be forced to ‘shop
around’ for ‘cheap’ and ‘effi-
cient’ hospital treatment —
often meaning patients will be
admitted to hospitals far away
from their homes.
¢ Echoing the Tories education
policy, hospitals will be allowed
to ‘opt out’ — to become self-
governing enclaves within the
NHS. Funding will be from bor-
rowing (from the government
and the private sector). They
will then sell their services to
GPs, Health Authorities and
other hospitals.

Not only will this be bad for
patient care, but bad for NHS
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workers. National pay bargain-
ing will go out of the window.
Efficiency will mean attacks on
pay and conditions. Union-
busting will be the order of the

day.

According to the latest
reports opting out can be pro-
posed by any group. It will then

be referred to the Minister of

Health, who will make the final
decision.
ballot.

e The ‘medical audit’. An audit
could be used to make sure
health care is of the best quality
available. But now the criteria
will be patient turnover and
management expertise. Con-
sultants will be kept in line by
the use of ‘merit payments’.
These will be up for review
every 5 years and to get them
counsultants will have to
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- Manchester nurses strike in defence of the NHS, 1988

'Health for sale?

There will be no -

Muslim woman
backs Rushdie

“‘demonstrate their committ-
ment to the management and
development of the service’” —
that is, put cost-effectiveness
before patients.

We can’t let them get away
with it. Labour Party Women’s
Sections should organise mar-
ches and rallies, public
meetings, lobbies of health
authorities, pickets of doctors
surgeries against self-
budgetting.

The Tory’s policies on the
NHS are extremely unpopular.
The Labour leadership and the
union fat cats have allowed the
government to chip away at the
NHS for 10 years. Enough is
enough. We can and should
channel the real anger which
does exist into a mass campaign
to save our NHS.

I am writing to you to say
how horrified 1 am by the
campaign against ‘The
Satanic Verses’ presently be-
ing organised by various
Muslim fundamentalist

groups. 1 am even more ap-
palled by the Ayatollah Kho-
meini’s ‘‘sentence of death’’
upon the book’s author,
Salman Rushdie.

I have not read the book, but
from the extracts 1 have read
(ironically, circulated by people
from my local Mosque urging
us not to read the book!) it
seems obvious that it is an
honest and serious piece of
literature that raises quite
reasonable points about the
nature of all religions and the
role that religion play’s In
people’s lives. If the mullahs
and zealots don’t like the book,
let them debate the matter in
public instead of burning it and
threatening the life of its
author.

I understand that ‘The Satanic
Verses’ also makes some very
critical comments about Islam’s
treatment of women. It is about
time that this matter was brought
out into the open.

As a Muslim woman, I have been
fortunate to grow up in a relatively
easy-going household, but even so I
often feel very restricted. Many
Muslim women lead terribly sup-
pressed lives, trapped in domestic
situations that should not be
tolerated in any civilised society. It
is noticeable that all the protests
against the book that I have seen or
heard about have been entirely
male. Perhaps some Muslim men
fear the consequences of a public
exposure of the way they use Islam
to justify their treatment of women.

[ have not been very interested in
politics until recently, but I always
looked to Labour as ‘my’ party. |
am very disappointed that the
leadership of the Labour Party has
so far remained silent on this issue.
Worse still, we have seen some
Labour MPs and councillors giving
support to the book-burners.

The Labour Party should be
organising full support for Salman
Rushdie, defending free speech and
publically condemning the book
burners — especially when they are
Labour Party representatives!

Mrs Thatcher’s government
seems to be determined to make
Britain a less tolerant and less
democratic place to live in at the
moment. It is very sad to see sec-
tions of the Asian community now
copying Mrs Thatcher’s methods
and attempting to further restrict
free speech. This short-sighted at-
titude will surely rebound in all our
faces sooner or later.

Already, racists are using this .
issue to stir up hatred against all-
Asians and to divide us from or-
dinary white people who should be
our allies against Thatcher.

As I said, 1 have not read ‘The
Satanic Verses’. I am sure that most
of the book-burners haven’t read it
either. The difference between them
and me is that in my ignorance, I
say let freedom to write, read and
argue prevail. In their ignorance,
they say let ignorance prevail!

I now fully intend to read the
book which I probably wouldn’t
have even heard of were it not for
the campaign against it. I will let
you know my opinion of it when
I’ve read it.

Ruksana Khan,
Sparkhill, Birmingham
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Another International
Women’s Day is approaching,
and Iranian women are still liv-
ing under the most barbaric
conditions recent history has
witnessed.

During the past 10 years, since
the overthrow of the Shah’s regime
by a popular movement, the situa-
tion of women in Iran has gone
from bad to worse.

The Islamic regime, using the
Islamic ideology as an excuse for its
repressive measures imposed on the
whole of society, has given itself the
right to intervene in the most basic
rights of people, especially women,
who ae officially considered second
class, and half a man.

Women, who after the revolution
had started to organise themselves
and put forward new demands,
were the first to be attacked. After a
long struggle, they not only failed
to gain any new rights, but lost a lot
of what they had won by struggle
during the rule of the previous
regime.

Using Islamic teachings, the
regime started repealing women’s
legal rights, such as the right to
divorce, child custody, abortion,
contraception, etc. Instead, they
imposed one of the most barbaric
and brutal laws, the infamous law
of retribution which completely
undermines the position of women
as human beings.

According to this law, the hus-
band is allowed to kill his
‘adulterous’ wife and not be
punished. If not killed by the hus-
band, the law rules that the woman
and the man involved be stoned to
death.

Flogging is the softer sentence for
lesbians and prostitutes, etc.

In case of rape, although the law
considers it not to be the women’s
fault, she has to prove that she has
been forced and, almost always,
unless she can provide two male
witnesses or four women witnesses,
she becomes guilty of adultery and
therefore is sentenced to death. In
all cases, testimony of two women
equals that of one man.

This law is just one part of a
system which makes women’s lives
a misery. To better understand the
present situation of women in Iran,
we have to look at the women’s
situation under the Shah’s regime
and see how their condition has
changed.

The Shah’s regime, as part of its
social and economic reforms to
establish Iran as one of the allies of
the West, and to show its march
towards the ‘‘great civilisation”,
gave women some legal rights.
There even existed a women’s
organisation, chaired by the Shah’s
sister, which was supposed to de-
fend women'’s rights and enlighten
them.

The reality of women’s lives was
that the vast majority of them could
not benefit from the ‘‘freedom”
given by the regime. :

Girls generally were being
brought up in traditional families
with patriarchal and backward
culture. Hence, especially in work-
ing class and poorer families,
education for girls was available, at
best, up to secondary school. First-
ly, because too much education was
seen to be harmful for women, and
secondly, even if they were allowed
further education, they could not
afford it.

Most married women were finan-
cially dependent on their husbands
and because of a lack of protection
from the law, society in general, or
even their families, they had to stay
in unwanted marriages, and make
what they could of their lives. In
practice, they could not use the
right to divorce.

Women were underpaid and
treated unjustly at work. Sexual
harassment was an accepted condi-
tion of work. .

The picture of women’s situation

Iranian women revolutionary guards

in Iran was similar to that of many
other underdeveloped countries.
Despite all this, many women,
mostly educated and coming from
middle class families, had started to
assert themselves in the social life of
the country.

More and more women were tak-
ing up further education. Having a
career and financial independence
was the next step. Girls would not
easily be persuaded to go into ar-
ranged marriages and wanted to
decide their own future. :

These women had a difficult fight
on their hands, but were gradually
making these wishes the norm. The
greatest shortcoming women had
was lack of any women's organisa-
tions, or any sort of organised
movement. Whatever was done,
was purely based on individual ef-
forts.

During the rise of the popular
movement against the Shah’s
regime, women joined the ranks of
the movement in their thousands.
But lack of organisation and a clear
picture of their demands and what
they expected from the revolution,
pushed them to a situation where
their demands as women were never
raised. Instead of organising
themselves and putting forward

their demands, to show their sup-
port for the revolution they wore
the veil and demanded the Shah’s
downfall.

With the downfall of the regime,
a number of women’s organisations
wree formed. Many of these were
offshoots of the existing political
organisations, and almost none had
a clear understanding of the
situation of women, their demands,
and how to organise around them.

Right from the beginning, the
new regime made its position on
women’s issues clear. Women were
to wear the veil and obey the
Islamic code of conduct. On the 8
March 1977, women organised a
mass demonstration in celebration
of International Women'’s Day, and
protested against the new rulings.
This demonstration was heavily at-
tacked by the Islamic thugs and
hardly supported by the so-called
‘vanguard’ organisations, who saw
the demonstration as an untimely
act, and mainly composed of
bourgeois womerl.

There were many other
demonstrations and protests by
women, but as the months went by
women’s organisations, due to their
lack of tactics and solidarity,
became weaker and eventually were

completely wiped out by the regime.

Women were once again left to
their own devices to fight for their
rights. Now it was not only the

backward culture and male, it was .

the force of a regime which wanted
to impose its Islamic ideology in its
most brutal forms upon them.
Women not obeying the new rule
were sacked from their jobs, public-
ly humiliated, lashed — and even
executed.

The ongoing war with Irag meant
even more pressure for women.
Food rationing, soaring black
market prices and long queues
meant hours of extra work and
tremendous hardship. But the real
tragedy could be seen with the
women whose husbands were killed
in the war. A great number of them
who had no income and nowhere to
go were housed in common
residences. They were under cons-
tant pressure from the thugs and
were forced into prostitution, in
what is called Islamic temporary
marriage.

These common residences were
turned into brothels for soldiers.
The rate of suicide among these
women was very high. Women were
told that they should encourage
their husbands to marry the war
widows and not be selfish.

Women political prisoners have
been subjected to the most brutal
torture. Young girls are raped
before their execution to make sure
they do not go to heaven. The list of
tragedies happening inside Iranian
prisons is endless, and only history
will reveal what went on behind
those walls,

Despite all the unbearable
pressure, women have continued
their resistance. During the past 10
years, women have learnt a great
deal about their situgtion and their
power and are more than ever ready
to fight for their rights as they do
not have much to lose.

But there are no women’s
organisations to concentrate all this
energy, to give it direction, to
organise the protests and push for
common demands.

One reason why there is no
women’'s movement is that the
regime has managed to suppress all
opposition organisations, be they
political, democratic, religious or
nationalist. Almost all the people
active in such organisations have
either been executed, imprisoned,
fled the country or live in hiding.
The Same goes for women’s
organisations, and those active in
them.

As a result, setting up an active
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imen’s organisation with popular
pport, under present cir-
mstances, is almost an im-
ssibility. However, the eventual
ace with Iraq and the end of the
r, may change the situation
lourably, since the regime will
e to ease off the present social
ssure to be able to carry out its
toration programme. This may
l prepare the ground for opposi-
I organisations to be set up.
Now more than ever we, as Ira-
n women living abroad, need to
anise ourselves. We have two
jor tasks in nand. One, to
anise campaigns in support of
' Iranian women’s struggles and
jose the brutal treatment of them
ithe regime. And, second, to
fm about the women’s question
8 whole, and Iranian women in
ficular, in order to'be able to

ibute to the women’s move-

mn Iran.

€ women’s section of the Cam-

Against Repression in Iran

ARI) has taken up the first task.
. in the women’s section aim to
22 to people’s attention — and
ticularly women — the situation
Iranian women, and to mobilise
olidarity with them.
dehrzad,
‘ARI Women’s Section

Build a campaigning women’s
movement!

As we go to press the first na-
tional conference of Women for
Socialism is about to take place.
Women for Socialism was form-
ed at the first Socialist Con-
ference in Chesterfield, out of
the need felt by many women
for a socialist-feminist move-
ment.

As women face attacks from
the Tories and passive com-
placency from the predominantly
male labour movement leader-
ship, the need for us to organise
and fightback is pressing. This
means not only knowing what
we are fighting against, but full
and open discussion to clarify
how we go about it, and a learn-
ing from past experiences —
successes and failures.

Below we reprint a selection
from papers to be presented to
the conference.

The next Women's Fightback
will include a series of reports
about the conference.

Liz Williams, Wirral
Women's Council

Women for Socialism was
formed at the first Socialist
Conference in November 1987,
It came from a general regroup-
ing of the left, particularly in
the Labour Party, who saw the
need to build a fighting alter-
native to the politics of Kin-
nock, which are increasingly
anti-working class and becom-
ing more like the individualistic
US-style of organising.

It 1s recognised by all on the left
that we must fight to get rid of the
Tories now — not merely,wait for
the next general election, and in the
meantime kowtow to the Tories’
laws. And it is also widely recognis-
ed that we cannot be satisfied with
replacing Thatcher’s Tory govern-
ment with a Labour one under Kin-
nock’s leadership: that we must
fight to create a Labour Party
which is democratic, accountable,
and based on the principles of
socialism and women’s liberation,
and which is dedicated to class
struggle as the only means to
achieve these ends. ¢

At a time when the Labour Par-
ty and trade unions are becoming
more and more bureaucratised,
moving away from basic socialist
principles towards a watered-down
Toryism, and are openly witch-
hunting those that disagree with
them, we have two choices: either,
as some sections of the left argue, to
leave, in particular the Labour Par-
ty, and form a new political party,
thereby abandoning the working
class to the Kinnocks and Willises;
or to fight and change the labour
movement as the most powerful

potential force that exists presently
-that could fight for women’s libera-
tion.

The lack of participation which
has been fostered by the leaderships
of both the trade unions and the
Labour Party must be ended. They
know that a real fight for women’s
rights will mean an active involve-
ment by the rank and file, which
will undermine their control and
power. We must regenerate the
labour movement, gearing it so that
it fights for women’s liberation and
socialism. The commitment to
women’s rights that already exists
— however feeble — must be put to
our advantage.

We hope that Women for
Socialism will help build and take
forward the work that has already
been done. It should not be
counterposed to other, single issue,
campaigns and campaigns outside
the labour movement, but might
help to draw together some com-
mon threads between the necessari-
ly specialised work each of them is
doing, and to build local activist
networks of support.

The disintegration of the

women’s movement left many
women to work in isolation in their
trade unions and Labour Parties; so
we need a vehicle to build a coor-
dinated campaign focused both
politically and organisationally on
the labour movement: a campaign
which will- go on the offensive
against the Tories but at the same
time fight for all those policies
which are vital in the struggle for
women's liberation and socialism.
Women for Socialism can be that
vehicle. '

Therefore, Women for Socialism
must:
* Be seen as the political alternative
to both Kinnockite and WAC
politics in the Labour Party. We
must continue to take on the con-
stitutional issues of democracy and
equality; as the Women’s Sections
in the Labour Party have done for
the last eight years. But, on its own,
this is not enough.

We must couple that with actively
building the Women’s Sections. We

should encourage Women’s Sec-

tions to affiliate to Women for
Socialism so that we can build a na-
tional campaign in the party. We
must argue for the Women’s Sec-
tions to turn outwards so that they
campaign around the issues relevant
to women: on housing estates
against the Housing Act and the
Poll Tax; in the community against
the cuts and closure of nurseries
and other services; on the picket
lines in support of those who are
taking up the fight, eg the health
workers; against deportations;
against attacks on lesbian and gay
rights.

In this way we can build a large,
militant section of working class
women in the party which will add
weight to the demands for
democracy and accountability.

* We must also build women’s sec-
tions in the unions around demands

for a greater involvement of work-
ing women in their unions, for a
commitment from the unions to
fight both for-an improvement in
the working conditions of women
workers and for an end to sexual
discrimination at work and in the
labour movement.
* While the major focus of Women
for Socialism should be in the
organised labour movement — the
Labour Party and trade unions —
we should invite affiliations from
other groups of women actively
campaigning; especially black
women’s groups, campaigns against
deportations, lesbian groups etc.
We should aim to bring together
all these groups which want to fight
for women’s liberation and for
socialism into a broad, united cam-
paigning body, acting as a bridge
between the labour movement and
the communities.
¢ To this end, we should produce a
regular newsletter/broadsheet to
which all campaigns, women’s
groups and sections can contribute,
this to be organised by the steering
committee. 1
® As part of the Socialist Con-
ference, we must work together
with them, building united cam-
paigns, while still retaining our
autonomy.

For more information
about Women for
Socialism write to
Ruth Clarke, 7
Cumberland Park,
London W3 6SY. Or
join — £5 waged/£2
unwaged, student.

Aims and

1. Women for Socialism is an
autonomous women’s organisation af-
filiated to the Socialist Conference.
Memben:slup is open to all women who
agree with actively supporting its aims.
2. Women for Socialism defines itself
as a socialist-feminist organisation:
socialist in that it does not believe
capitalism can be reformed, but must be
replgced by a socialist system; and
feminist in that the oppression of
women has to be directly opposed by
women’s self-organisation. Women for
Socialism does mot subordinate its
feminism to its socialism nor its
socialism to its feminism. Women for
Socialism’s socialist-feminism is anti-
racist, anti-imperialist, anti-
heterosexist, and anti-ablist,

objectives

3. Women for Socialism believes that
women must organise autonomously to
ensure that their interests as women are
never subordinated to other struggles,
while making alliances with other
groups to effect change. Likewise
Women for Socialism supports the
rights of other oppressed groups to

organise autonomously. Women for

Socialism advocates positive action for
women and all different groups of
women who are particularly oppressed
and practices positive action itself.

4. Women for Socialism recognises
that not all women's interests are the
same though all women are oppressed
and exploited by sexism. It is in all
women'’s interests to oppose capitalism
and its attendant supremacist ideologies
— racism, imperialism, heterosexism

and ablism.

5. Women for Socialism recognises
that its members will reflect a wide
variety of political views and believes
diversity and democratic debate to be
vitally important.

6. Women for Socialism aims to
popularise these socialist-feminist ideas
amongst all women and to develop
policy and promote action on this basis.
Women for Socialism works to:

(a) unite in common action women
within the labour movement and women
outside the labour movement;

(b) build support in the Women’s,
Black, Lesbian and Gay Liberation
Movements and in the Irish community.

(c) build support for the demands of
these movements inside the labour
movement.

‘The case for
socialist
feminism’

A new pamphlet
coming from
Women's
Fightback. 75p
plus postage from

WF, PO Box 823,
London SE15 4NA

1. We aim to build a mass campaign
of action against the major attacks
being mounted on women’s rights,
such as the right to control our own
tertility, the right 1o health and

childcare facilities, the right to work,
the right 1o live in this country with
the partner ol our choice, the right to
maternity leave and job security for
mothers, the right to wages, benefits
and legal status. independent of a
man, the right to organise as trade

unionists and as women,

These rights and many other, many
not yvet won or consolidated, must be
delfended and extended in face of the
onslaught against women by this
government.

2. Such a mass campaign has to be
part of a labour movement response
to the Tory attacks. We aim to pro-
vide a focus for united action by
women already organised in  the
labour movement and in campaigns
and groups of the women’s move-

Where
we stand

ment, and to involve women who do
not relate to these movements.

3. We aim to strengthen the position
of women in the labour movement,
and flight for it to take our needs as a
priority. We will encourage and aid
the organisation and consciousness
of women as women in the labour
movement, and fight for the aims
and demands of the women’s move-
ment in the unions and labour
organisations.

We light to change the sexist at-
mosphere in the labour movement.
and for positive discrimination and
changes in arrangements and prac-
tices to enable women to play a full

part at all levels. We fight for the im-
plementation of the TUC Charter of
Women in the unions.

We fight against the labour
movement’s reflecting in any way ihe
oppressive ideas about a woman's
role, which can undermine women's
ability to fight back, and dangeroush
divide the movement. We ally with all
those fighting for rank and file con-
trol, democracy and accountability,
against those who hold back and sell
out our fight. Never again a ‘Labour’
government that ignores party deci-
stons; serves the bosses and bankers,
and beats down workers’ living stan-
dards and struggles.

4. We aim to co-ordinate and assist
those women in the Labour Party,
and * the. trade wunions, who are
highting for these aims.

S.We are tor direct action, solidarity
as women and as workers, and for
maximum mobilisation for all actions
against the capitalist system that ex-
ploits and oppresses us.
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"...No revolution without

women's liberation’’

Penny Newell takes a
look at women's
oppression in the past
and present and
concludes patriarchy
alongside capitalism is
a primary cause of
women’'s oppression

{’m only 5ft 1%2ins tall, but if I
‘piled up all the books I have on
women and feminism and stood
on them, I could touch the ceil-
ing of my living room — paint it
even. That’s a lot of books.

I have many more novels involv-
ing women, written by women,
¢nough to pile up and reach my
third floor flat if the need ever
arose. Yet I'm still confused about
women and class. Here’s the con-
tradictions.

Get a group of women together
anywhere — a mix of any old
iiieology, and they will have a good
beef about men. Men are
nopeless/stupid or both, they will
:ay. Revolutionary socialist
‘eminists do the same. They don’t
prefix the statement with ‘‘It’s
because of capitalism that John

1ever cleans the loo/is boring as

el

So 1 have this problem in my
wead. I have no choice but to be in-
+o0lved, and believe in, the class
struggle, yet I'm not fully convinc-
>d that men will change with the
sverthrow of capitalism. Why? I
suippose it’s because so. many of
them act so badly towards women
now and claim to be socialists.

So is the prime cause of women’s
agppression capitalism or patriar-
chy? Is it capital or men that make
up our problem? It’s clear to me
ithat patriarchy serves the needs of
capitalism. Give me five good
‘reasons why it couldn’t serve the
needs of socialism just as well.

Take women in paid work. There
45 a sexual segregation that keeps

be vast majority of women in low-

naid, unskilled jobs. Over the past
100 vears this segregation has in-
creased.

Now that is the result of
capitalsim, you might say — the
y0osses want a reserve army of
abour, workers who can be
shunted back into the home when
A0t needed.

But that doesn’t completely
wmswer the question why women
+1:d up at the bottom of the pile,
why they are the reserve army, not
nen. Capitalist emplovers don't
vorry about ‘the family’ when they
want cheap laour and there’s lots of
«xamples where employers have
‘eplaced ‘expensive’ men by
‘heaper women. So why don’t they
rust go for women as the main,
‘heapest labour and ditch the men
.nd make them the reserve army. A
~lue can be found, I think, in the
rade unions’ history.

Male workers have consistantly
ought to keep women out:
surneyman tailors in the 1820s and
Ts, for example. ‘“The men are as
~ad as their masters,’’ complained a
~oman worker to the Owenite
«2wspaper in the 1830s, and we are
i1l saying it: ‘‘Men are all the

ime.”’ '

Jumping on a hundred years, in
:720 the National Union of
“=zachers’ newspaper, The School
“aster, removed an ad for equal

scale salaries for women and men
teachers. As the National Union of
Women Teachers pointed out at the
time, the ad that had appeared in
previous issues might have been in-
sincere, but by removing it the NUT
gave a very clear signal to the
employers that they had no serious
intention of fighting for equal pay.

Interestingly, the internal reason
for this decision was to attract more
male members from the National
Union of Schoolmasters. Yet the
NAS had split from the NUT
because the majority of NUT
members were women, and the
union was dominated by women,
they said! Sort that one out!

It’s all about keeping the men
happy, I think. Sometimes called
patriarchy.

Let’s jump again to 1988, the
P&O dispute. Sam McCluskie
spoke at NALGO conference on
behalf of the sacked men of the Na-
tional Union of Seamen. We had an
NUS woman striker called Becky at
the conference, and she was
furious. At a fringe meeting she
spoke at she pointed out that the
president had excluded them from
the union and hadn’t recognised
them as strikers in his speech.

Of course, there have been
famous exceptions, like the London
dockers’ support for the struggles
of women workers in the 1880s. The
exceptions are thin on the ground,
though.

Does it matter to c¢apitalists who
they employ? Is capitalism sex
blind? Surely it just wants cheap
workers and high profits. So is it
patriarchy that is helping to
segregate the workforce?
Heterosexual men benefit by their
partners minding the home and
children, and keeping women out of
their well-paid jobs. Capitalism
joins in because the =ituation suits it
too. But d®es it lead?

When cheap labour is wanted in
the world, any sex will do. Former
black women slaves in the US could
have testified to that. When nurses
were, wanted here, black women
were recruited from the Caribbean.
The government didn’t fret about
them leaving their children behind
to be brought up by reluctant aun-
ties and grandmothers back home.
The family didn’t have priority over
labour needs then.

Most Marxists will say that the
class struggle is the basis for the
overthrow of capitalism. If working
class means everyone without
capital, as Clause 4 of the Labour
Party still says, ‘‘worker by hand or
brain’’, then all those jibes about
middle class women must be ditch-
ed immediately.

Or if the term working class is
more tightly defined by job status,
or lack of it, surely as there are
more women in low paid jobs they
should be the central pivot of all
revolutionary socialist vanguards.
Aren’t they the majority that will
create the change?

But they aren’t in trade unions
often, so have no access to recognis-
ing their collective potential for
change. So it’s back to the white,
male dominated trade unions again.

However much the government
doctors the unemployment figures,
we know that there are less women
in paid work than men, and women
make up 52% of the population, so
they must make up the majority of
unemployed people. Quite frankly,
I think it’s dead fishy that women
as the majority in the class struggle
aren’t paid more attention. To
revive an old slogan:

““There will be no women’s
liberation without revolution.
There will be no revolution without
women’s liberation.’’

I think patriarchy is a bit like VD.
Every time a drug is invented to kill
VD, it develops a resistance and
starts to thrive again. I’'m still not
convinced that after the revolution I
won'’t get VD or a dose of patriar-
chy.

A young girl working in a US cotton mill c1900 as cheap
labour. Is this the result of capitalism or patriarchy?

Busworkers win day
off for periods

‘ gl
A woman’shlace

By Frances Albin

Workers in Camberwell bus
garage, many of them women,
came out on strike two weeks
ago Oover a new garage manager
who had been moved in there to
do a job on the union — paving
the way for the selling-off of
bus routes and garages.

No sooner was he in there than
he started ripping up local and
London-wide agreements and com-
ing down heavily on discipline over
sick records.

One of the London-wide agreements
that he decided he was going to ignore
was one which says that women workers
are entitled to one day off each month
for menstrual problems, without it af-
fecting their sick record: women don’t
get paid for that day, but it can’t be us-

ed in disciplinary action against them.

As I understand it, such an agreement
1S quite rare in most workplaces.
Women are usually made to feel that
their periods are one reason why they
are unsuitable for certain, particularly
traditionally ‘male’ jobs. But what
ought to happen is that menstruation is
taken account of so that women can
take part in a normal working life.

Ripping up this agreement on London
buses would mean women driving with
severe headaches, stomach cramps or
any other of the symptoms their periods
give them, which, when you have
responsibility for up to 70 people’s lives
in your hands, is no joke.

The Camberwell workers won their
dispute, and the garage manager had to
back-track on all the things he was out
to attack. And the women kept their
right to one day a month off for
menstrual problems. Now we must fight
to get it as a paid day off! Why should
we be penalised for problems beyond
our control. The rest of the trade union
movement should also be fighting for
such agreements for their women
members, if they are serious about
fighting for equality.
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York
women
students
show
the way

By Claire Standring,
North Yorkshire Area
NUS Convenor

International Women’s
Week (March 6-10) should be
the ideal focus for activating
women’s campaigns, not on-
ly in the colleges but also in
the community and the
Labour Party. The response
of NUS Women’s Cam-
paign, however, is to call a
one-day ‘briefing’ in Lon-
don. All well and good if you
happen to be a HE student in
London, but useless if you
are a FE student or VIth
form student in York.

The North Yorkshire Area
Women’s Campaign have taken
a radically different approach
because we believe that we must
turn NUS away from the idea
that women’s liberation is
something that only happens in
the cosy confines of a campus
women’s group.

The Area Women'’s campaign
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is co-ordinated by a fortnightly & |

women’s network which not on- °

ly links up women students but
also women’s groups in the
community. So far this year
we’ve had meetings on Women
and the Poll Tax with York
Women’s Aid, meetings on
reproductive rights with the
Reproductive Rights Campaign
and the National Abortion
Campaign; on women and safer
Sex.

For Women’s Week we’ve
organised a Reclaim the Night
march to highlight the issue of
women’s safety and to make
demands for better street
lighting and free rape alarms.

We will be touring a women’s
school around the colleges with
basic information on women’s
health, Rape Crisis centres etc.
The main fqcus of this women’s
roadshow is for a Women’s
Fightback speaking tour which
will be covering most of the col-
leges in our area. This speaker
tour will be used as a launch pad
for a sexual harrassment cam-
paign at the York VIth Form
college and to set up a Women
for Socialism group in York
which will link up women from
the Labour Club and women in
the Labour Party.

The NUS Women’s Cam-
paign should follow our exam-
ple to turn the campaign out-
wards and build an active
Women’s Campaign,

A

. | L AR 3 e >
+ -ﬂi-; R fa-! i .o.";J ...fj.'f'.|
*

[RIT nn 380D ted

21 DOIEY ARGl 20615 DIs ¢ s i il 134704 L, il daid
Lioel s 1 - R o

AU N}

L apy anieme show’ 9F iverieiod ot vot paume ninet

=

'l'-'j". ok L""l'!

B AT DIBICQITER-INE Vigasn 21 3Nniep S S 30 WGIE . CE 0r O



