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A new chapter opens

A turning point has been reached in
the post-war history of world capital-
ism. A new epoch of storm and stress
now opens up before mankind. In three
days in October, 2 trillion dollars of
share-values were wiped out world-
wide—that is, a quarter of all share
values in the world. The Wall Street
crash of 1929 really affected the USA
alone, and only after a considerable
delay spread to the other stock
exchanges. This time it was a simulta-
neous slump in stock exchanges world-
wide—a graphic illustration of the col-
ossal increase in the interdependence
of the world economy and world market
created in the post-war period. Peter
Wilmot-Sitwell, joint chairman of War-
burg Securities, gave voice to the
alarm of the capitalists: “It is not our
problem. It is America’s. But we are
interlinked. Each market looked over
its shoulder at the other. Governments
can take actions to stabilise their
national markets. But no one can stop
this global momentum. This is the
frightening aspect of last week’s fall,”
Observer, 28 October 1987.

it is extremely unlikely that the capi-
talists can postpone a slump for
another year or two, though that re-

mains theoretically possible. The falil
on the stock exchange in New York
could have taken place six months
before or six months after the time it
did. But once it started, it marked a
new decisive phase in the development
of world capitalism. Although it was
triggered off accidentally by the US
Treasury Secretary’s attack on the Ger-
mans for not ‘reflating’, and by the
raising of interest rates in Germany at
that time, it was prepared, as in 1929,
by massive share price rises—largely
fictitious capital—in the ‘boom’ of
1981-87.

US arms boom over

The post world War Il upswing took
place, among other reasons, because
of the development of world trade at
the rate of 12.5% per annum. A subsi-
diary factor in the 1950s and 1960s
was the Keynesian methods of deficit
financing. The latter inevitably brought
its nemesis in the development of

inflation, and it was as a recoil against
the failures of Keynesianism that the
ideas of ‘monetarism’ were put for-
ward. However, in reality, both in Bri-
tain and in the United States, deficit
financing still continued. in the case of
Reagan, who came to power on the
programme of a balanced budget, it
was ‘negative’ Keynesianism, an enor-
mous development of arms production
resulting in a big fall in unemploy-
ment.

Reagan’s arms expenditure of $375
bn per year—which makes Hitler's rear-
mament programme seem lilliputian by
comparison—created a market and the
illusions of ‘boom’ for world capitalism
during the past eight years. The laws of
capitalism were stood on their head. In
order to plug the yawning gap created
by the budget and trade deficits, the
Americans were forced to raise interest
rates to attract foreign capital. Vast
sums of money poured in from the
entire capitalist world because the US
was regarded as a ‘safe-haven’, and to
take advantage of the bloated interest
rates. The resulting appreciation of the
dollar rendered US goods on the world
market uncompetitive, with the home
market also affected by imports. The



US economy boosted the world market
by its demand for imports. In the last
few years, growth in Japan, the EEC
and the other countries of western
Europe was increased by 1% by this
massive market alone.

Another 1% increase in the growth of
these economies was provided by a
$750,000 million per annum bonus
from the underdeveloped world due to
the fall in the price of food and raw
materials. The growth of the developed
economies during the last two or three
years was roughly 2% per annum. In
other words, there would have been a
slump in America and in the world two
or three years ago if it had not been for
the above factors.

However, even given this favourable
position, the rate of growth was very
sluggish in comparison with the econo-
mic upswing of 1950-75. Such a situa-
tion could not last indefinitely—either it
would break out into a genuine boom,
or else it would have to collapse. A new
boom was ruled out, and therefore the
present collapse was inevitable.

The shadow of the impending slump
has been shown by the impasse of the
productive forces. The fact that the
productive capacity of the economy
cannot be used to the full and that
productive forces are destroyed are
indications of the impasse of world
capitalism. The productive forces have
clearly outgrown the barriers of the
nation state and private ownership of
the means of production.

Capitalist crisis

The crisis is caused by the funda-
mental Achilles heel of capitalism. The
fatal weakness of the whole system is
that the working class—the only pro-
ducer of real wealth—cannot buy back
the whole product of its labour. The
system can work, provided that the
surplus extracted from the labour of
the working class is being ploughed
back into industry. The problem for
capitalism is that, at a certain point,
this must result in more wealth being
produced—through the productivity of
labour, the introduction of machinery
etc—than can be absorbed by the
limited market of the masses. They
then are confronted with a dilemma:
either to cut the share of the capitalist
class, which means a limitation of
investment, or to cut the share of the
working class, which further reduces
the market.

This point is reached at varying times
in the history of capitalism. There are
factors which can counter-act it for a
period. But inevitably the crisis point is
reached, and a collapse follows. The
fact that even during the ‘boom’ the
capitalists were already dimly aware of

this process is revealed by the deli-
berate destruction of productive forces
that went on uninterruptedly in the last
8 years. There is no such thing as a
‘final crisis of capitalism’. Unless capi-
talism Is overthrown, the mechanism
of economic recovery eventually comes
into play again.

The partly conscious, partly uncon-
scious destruction of the means of
production, through the simple pro-
cess of decay, rusting, and the deve-
lopment of new and more advanced
machinery to replace the old, prepares
a revival at a certain stage. However,
whereas the period of capitalist ascent
was marked by a strong rhythm of
growth, the present epoch of capitalist
decay which opens up is characterised
by deeper slumps and more feeble
periods of recovery and ‘boom’.

in spite of the urgency of the econo-
mic crisis with which they are faced,
and in spite of the collapse on the
stock exchanges, there has been no
meeting of the seven big capitalist
powers because there is no possibility
of an agreement. There may be a
meeting in a few months, but this will
only be after the Americans have suc-
ceeded in forcing down the dollar to a
level which would make the goods of
other countries uncompetitive on the
American market and make American
goods cheaper in the European and
Japanese markets.

The situation has now been reached
where the US, having aiready put the
colonial countries on ‘hunger and star-
vation rations’ in the last few years
through the IMF and World Bank, in-
tends to put the economies of Europe
and Japan on rations. US financial
politicians and bankers are constantly
attacking West Germany and Japan for
not playing the role which was played
by the US as the ‘locomotive’ of the
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world economy. But they do so in vain.
America, via policies of rearmament,
accidentally acted as a temporary
boost not only for its own, but for the
world economy. They did not do it for
the benefit of their rivals, but to
increase the power of American impe-
rialism vis-a-vis the colonial revolution
and their mighty rivai, the bureaucracy
in Russia.

Dollar Falls

In spite of its weaknesses, American
imperialism remains the dominant
power on the globe and in world eco-
nomy. As JK Galbraith stated in the
Sunday Times, 25 October 1987, “If
we have a recesssion here in the
United States, the world effect will be
more prompt and greater than it was in
the 1930s. Then the United States was
a relatively small player on the interna-
tional trade scene. Now, it is a much
greater factor.” But all the capitalist
powers are helpess in the face of the
impending crisis.

In reality, the US has no intention of
fundamentally redressing its budget
deficit. The dilemma before the US
imperialists is that if they do cut
heavily into the budget deficit, by
cutting demand they would produce a
deep slump in the US. The deficit cut
which they have carried out so far-$30
billion in 1988 and $45 billion in
1989—is mainly cosmetic. In fact, even
if the cuts were carried out to the full it
would still leave a deficit of more than
$150 billion, bigger than in 1986
($148 billion). On the other hand the
huge budget deficits and trade defi-
cits, bigger than anything ever seen in
any country in history before. cannot
be continued indefinitely.

The solution that the strateg sts of
US imperialism have decided =~ zs the



Africa and Latin America.

‘lesser evil’ is to deliberately allow the
dollar to fall. After the last meeting of
the ‘group of seven’ the doilar was
stabilised for a temporary period, but
that policy has now been abandoned,
particularly after the collapse of the
stock market. if the doliar falis far
enough it will increase the competiti-
veness of US goods, so long as they
can avoid the inevitable inflation which
would follow from devaluation.

The central banks of other countries
have spent massive sums trying to
prop up the dollar to shore up the
competitiveness of their own curren-
cies and economies. The US partici-
pated in this only to a token extent and
has now virtually abandoned any at-
tempt to keep up the value of the
dollar. The Americans have determined
that if a slump comes they will unload
the burdens of it onto the shoulders of
the European countries and Japan. But
though they want to avoid the effects
of a ‘1929’ catastrophe by unloading a
deep slump onto Western Europe first,
it would undoubtedly react on them
later. The EEC and Japan will not just
accept the slump once it begins to
affect their economies. It will result in
veiled and then open trade conflicts
between the powers; competitive deva-
luations and even open tariff and non-
tariff wars.

It is impossible to say in advance
exactly what the depth of the new

A niaéé?ally in the Phlllbpln s. The yérs aﬁea ee a tld wave ol, enera strl, upris| ng guerilla wars throughout Asia,

slump will be. However, even a small
slump will have profound political and
social consequences. A fall in produc-
tion in the OECD countries from 1974-
75 of less than 1% was followed by
revolutionary developments in Por-
tugal, Greece, Spain and throughout
the ex-colonial world. But one thing is
absolutely clear—the new downturn will
be of a greater depth and intensity
than any of the post-war slumps. Of
course, within a few years there will be
a new ‘boom’. But this will be of an
extremely fragile nature, preparing the
way for an even steeper collapse a few
years later.

Debt defaults

We are now in a period of organic
crisis, with booms and slumps
succeeding each other in rapid succes-
sion. This, by its very nature, will be a
revolutionary epoch which will far ex-
ceed anything seen in the post-war
years. It is a return to the period of the
1920s and 1930s, but on an infinitely
higher level. The years ahead will see
the greatest radicalisation of the world
working class since 1917-20, with
ferment among the intellectuals and
ongoing crises in the mass organisa-
tions of the ciass. The swing to the
right in the advanced capitalist coun-
tries in recent years will be compen-
sated by an even greater swing of the
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pendulum to the left. The youth, the
students and the working class will
draw the most radical conclusions from
the situation.

If this will be the case in the ad-
vanced capitalist countries, then there
will be a tidal wave of revolt, general
strikes, uprisings, and guerrilla wars
throughout Asia, Africa and Latin Amer-
ica. In the last period these countries
have amassed total debts of more than
a trillion doliars ($1 million miilions)
which can never be repaid. In the
general catastrophe, they will be swept
away in a series of defauits. The
burden of the repudiated debts will
then be transferred by the Western
governments in collusion with the
banks onto the shoulders of the
workers and middle class in the deve-
loped world. The banks of course, will
be part bailed out by the governments
to avoid a financial disaster. In Britain
and America the big banks have alrea-
dy made preparations for this, setting
aside funds to deal with ‘bad debts’.
This comes out of taxes on profits,
which effectively comes out of the
pockets of the workers and middie
class. The banks, as always, lose
nothing.

Ali the efforts of the capitalist powers
to reach an agreement to find a way
out of the crisis are foredoomed to
failure. The ever increasing disagree-
ments between the powers, as well as
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increasing conflict between the diffe-
rent sections of the ruling class within
each country—as in the conflict be-
tween Reagan and Congress—are a
symptom of the crisis.

While one could not theoretically rule
out the possibility of a temporary
agreement which would only serve to
postpone the slump a year or two,
while making it more severe when it
finally arrives, at the present time, all
the signs point in the opposite direc-
tion. The deal between Reagan and
Congress for a small cut in the deficit
has not served to strengthen business
‘confidence’. Meanwhile, all the
leaders of the Western world are falling
over each other to place the blame for
the crisis on the shoulders of their
rivals. Thus the British Chancellor Law-
son reads sermons to the Japanese
and West Germans, advocating that
they use their surpluses to re-float the
world economy, while the latter, quite
naturally, do nothing of the sort. They
are not willing to puli the chestnuts out

of the fire for US imperialism, preferr-
ing to husband their resources in anti-
cipation of a slump.

When world capitalism was going
forward, it was possible for the rival
groups temporarily to sink their diffe-
rences and reach agreement on tariffs
and trade. But now they all feel the fire
under their backsides, it is a case of
‘every man for himself and the devil
take the hindmost'.

The enormous intensification of the
world division of labour since World
War Two has created a situation of
unparalleled interdependence be-
tween all the capitalist powers—and
partly the Stalinist states also. All the
factors which made for boom in the
past have now been dialectically trans-
formed into their opposite. The USA, as
the strongest capitalist power, far from
being the locomotive of the world
economy, is now fast sliding into rec-
ession and is pulling all the others
down with it. Thus, as Trotsky prophe-
tically wrote in 1938, all the capitalist

Business Manager’s Report
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governments are toboganning to dis-
aster with their eyes closed. A new and
convulsive chapter in human history
has now opened, in which the future of
mankind will be decided.

Opportunities ahead to build the MIR

As explained elsewhere in this edi-
tion of the MIR, October 1987 will go
down In the pages of history as herald-
Ing a decisive tuming point In the
development of world capltalism. It
will also be recorded, In the footnotes,
as the month when the ‘theoretical’
journal of the British ‘Communist’ Par-
ty, Marxism Today, launched a finan-
cial supplement for ‘soclalist investors’
on the stock exchange— demonstrating
once agaln that, for workers seeking a
way forward, the ‘Communist’ Party
has nothing to offer.

Last year also saw the temporary
demise of New Soclalist, the Labour
Party's theoretical magazine. its finan-
clal position had steadily deteriorated
since 1984. Despite the installation of
professional editors and sales person-
nel, and a new rule to boost Its ‘mass
appeal' that no articie should exceed
three picture-filled pages, sales fell to
nearly half their 1982-83 level and by
1987 the magazine was losing £8,000
per issue.

The decline of New Soclalist from the
early 1980s shows the importance of a
theoretical journal having a fim
anchor In the ideas of Marxism. Marx-
ism Is Iindispensable for preparing indl-
viduals and the movement as a whole
for future events—for setbacks as well
as victories. It was precisely this lack
of Marxist theory and perspectives that
lead to the collapse of the largely
middle class lefts who were the mov-
Ing force behind New Sociallst.

Clubbed on the head by events they
could not explain—Labour's election
defeats, the so-called ‘economic
success’ of Thatcher, the defeat of the
miners, the counter-reforms of the
Mitterand government—they became
demoralised, either dropping out of
activity or moving to the right. Atten-
dance at the New Socialist Editorial
Advisory Panel fell to as low as two out
of 39! Indeed, how could a journal
survive when Iits perspective, as In the
post-election analysis of ‘left’ acade-
mic Jeremy Seabrook, was that “the
most likely development In the next
four years is the consolidation of the
present situation—a permanently mino-
ritised poor, with the rest maintaining
or Improving their living standards”?
“Of course,” this far-sighted professor
added, the “crisis of capitalism could
always supervene, but it would be
unwise to place too much faith in that
rather remote possibility.”

Certalnly, a theoretical journal must
continually examine new develop-
ments—including the actual prospects
for the worid economy— acting. in the
words of Trotsky, as ~a laboratory
where all questions., even the most
complex, are analysed and shamply
focused.” But only by starting out from
the standpoint of Mardsm—the syste-
matisation of the collective experience
of workers over generations—can cur-
rent developments be appraised and
the correct perspectives, programme,
strategy and tactics be drawn to ad-

vance the movement.

Now New Soclalist Is being
relaunched as a bi-monthly on a 12
month trial basis. However, it is clear
that the Labour NEC's right wing major-
ity are not committed to developing a
jounal of genuine debate and ana-
tysis. Their approach was summed up
in the election ‘theory’ of EEPTU Of-
ficial John Speilar, that Labour couid
only win in London If constituency
Labour Parties are “faced with clear
alternatives, conformity or closure.”
Who needs tiresome discussion when
bureaucratic command will do? Yet
this verbal thuggery was singled out as
a “thought-provoking contribution” by
New Soclalist editor Nigel Williamson,
formerly the editor of Tribune!

Of course, the MIR must not be
judged against the ‘theoretical’ contri-
butions of the ‘Communist’ Party or the
Labour leaders, right or left. But the
move to the right of the Labour
leaders—just as great events impend
which will produce profound shifts in
the consclousness of wide sections of
the population—opens up enormous
opportuntties for a Journal of genuine
Marxism. Sales are there for the ask-
ing In trade unlon meetings, the La-
bour Partles, Womens Sections, LPYS
branches and student Labour Clubs.
Wherever the Militant is on sale, the
MIR shouid be sold as well. 1988 must
be the year all our readers help us to
move forward to the bi-monthly MIR!



An MIR interview with Peter Taaffe, Editor of Militant and co-author, with surcharged Liverpool
councillor Tony Mulhearn, of an important new book on the historic struggle of Liverpool council from

1983-87.

Liverpool—A City That

MIR: Why write a book on Liverpool
Council?

PT: Well, there have been two major
struggles of the British working class
since 1979: the miners strike and the
struggle of Liverpool City Council. The
miners strike has been the subject of
much analysis and comment, although
mostly superficial. But not one book
has dealt with Liverpool from an all-
sided approach. Michael Parkinson's
book deals with the economic aspect
from a financial and largely academic
angle only. Liverpool is a city with half
a million people, formerly the major
sea port of the British empire. The city
succeeded in humbling the ‘iron Lady’
herself and forced her to retreat in
1984—-something only the miners had
achieved, in 1981. | wanted to rescue
the truth of that story from under heaps
of lies and slanders that have poured
down on the heads of the leaders of
the Liverpool struggie.

MIR: So your book is more than a
factual account?

PT: A narrative account would have
been interesting in itself but the hid-
den processes beneath the events
have been glossed over by most com-
mentators. Liverpool was not a ‘fiend-
ish piot’ by Marxists but the product of
a number of factors. Firstly there is the
coltapse of capitalism manifested in a
striking fashion in the state of Liver-
pool in the 1980s. And secondly there
was the presence of a powerful Marxist
tendency gathered around Militant
which invested the Liverpool labour
movement with a unique fighting
capacity. Those are the key underlying
factors to the story.

MIR: You have written this book in
collaboration with Tony Mul-
hearn—what were the features of this
cooperation?

PT: | have had a long association
with Tony going back more than 20
years. Tony has played and is playing a
key role in the development of the
labour movement. He won wide respect
as President of the Liverpool District
Labour Party and as a councilior during
the Liverpool events. | have closely

Dared to Fight

E Y

Get your copy now! Send £7.85 (paperback) or £16.15 (hardback), post paid, to:
Fortress Books, PO Box 141, London E2 ORL. Cheques payable to Fortress Books.

followed events in Liverpool, visited
the city on many occasions, and dis-
cussed with Tony and others on the
major strategical and tactical pro-
blems confronting the leaders of the
struggle as they happened. | think we
realised that it was a natural alliance
to write a book on Liverpool's story.

MIR: What were the key events in the
Liverpool story that your book deals
with?

PT: The story of Liverpool's fight can
be divided into two phases: the ascen-
dant or offensive period from the elec-
tions of 1983 up to September 1985;
and the defensive period from Sep-
tember 1985 to now when the gains of

the first period have had to be de-
fended.

The 1983 election campaign stands
out for its completely different cha-
racter compared to other Labour Party
election campaigns. Liverpool did not
just rely on an ‘opinion poll’ recording
the preferences of voters on the
doorstep. Liverpoo! canvassers set out
to convince voters as well, through
argument in lengthy discussions. That
election revealed what Marxists have
always claimed. The working class is
not stupid. They wante¢ to know
whether Labour could do any better
than other parties, and just presenting
an anti-Tory case was not enough to
convince them. Voters even discussed
with canvassers the failure ¢ =
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Socialist government in France. They
wanted to know why there was
unemployment and how to change the
situation.

That experience in 1983 was applied
in all subsequent elections in Liverpool
with brilliant results for Labour. It
shows that Labour can win in the teeth
of ferocious anti-Labour media at-
tacks. In Liverpool Labour created its
own ‘public opinion’ by action and by a
huge volume of socialist propaganda
that counteracted the poison of the
press. Apart from the mass demonstra-
tions, the other moments that stand
out were the exciting council meeting
in 1984 when the counci! set a rate
below that needed to finance expendi-
ture and demanded the government
provide more resources, and the jubila-
tion following the victory over the gov-
ernment in July 1984. And of course
there was the dramatic September
1985 days when the call for strike
action was narrowly defeated. After
that Liverpool under its Marxist leader-
ship managed to avoid a rout and
conducted an orderly retreat which
allowed them to consolidate the gains
made in previous years through victo-
ries in the local and general elections
of 1986 and 1987.

MIR: Would you say that Liverpool
was defeated in the end?

PT: Eventually there was a setback in
the sense that the councillors were
surcharged, banned from office and
some were expelled from the Labour
Party. But there were enormous achie-
vements that had lasting effect. The
gains in jobs, housing and education
are spelt out in our book but also the
Liverpoo! experience was a monument
to working class struggle heightening
the political awareness of Liverpool
people. The struggle of the 47 is now a
tremendous obstacle to the right wing
temporarily in control of the council
and trying to make cuts. The 47 sur-
charged councillors are like Banquo’s
ghost in Macbeth coming back to
haunt him by occupying his seat. Whe-
never the present leadership try to
make cuts they are confronted with the
achievements of the 47.

MiR: Why was Liverpool eventually
defeated?

PT: Well, it was not because of the
policies or strategy adopted by the
council. There were mistakes, of
course, what mass struggle can be
conducted without making some mi-
stakes? But when mistakes were made
they were openly admitted and cor-
rected before the working class which
helped to raise everybody's un-
derstanding. The most famous mistake

was the issuing of ‘redundancy notices’
in September 1985 as a legal
manoeuvre, a tactic to gain time to
pursue the campaign to the end of
1985. Of course there was no question
of the council sacking anybody but the
council’'s opponents used the question
to obscure the real issues at stake.
This was openly recognised by the
Liverpoo! leaders. Compare that to the
national Labour leaders who have no
comment to make on their role in the
general election defeat last year.
Because they admit no mistakes, they
are preparing even greater
blunders.

The main reason for the defeat was
the poticies and action of the national
trade union and Labour leaders. They
were a prop for the Tory government.
Without their connivance the Thatcher,
Jenkin and Baker combination would
never have been able to fine or drive
from office the 47. Also the former
‘soft left’ when they ditched their own
rate- capping campaign gave renewed
strength to the national Labour leaders
to attack Liverpool.

MIR: What are the main lessons of
the Liverpool experience?

PT: Some superficial commentators
suggest that Liverpool is in some way
peculiar. The pollster Professor An-
thony King said the election results
showed that Liverpool had declared
‘political UDY from the rest of the
‘normal’ country; while others have
talked mystically about the special
‘character’ of scousers. But Liverpool is
not unique in that sense—the same
economic and social problems are
faced by Glasgow, the North East and
parts of inner London. But Liverpool
was and is unigue in the sense that the
working class there had developed a
Marxist leadership and consequently
powerfu!l strategy and tactics. It is not
the objective conditions in Liverpool
that are unique but the subjective
factor of its leadership. And the truth is
that what happened in Liverpool be-
tween 1983-87 will apply to the rest of
the country in the future—there will be
many more ‘Liverpools’ in the next five
to ten years. The struggle will not
unfold in the same way—at the moment
industrial struggles are  more
likely—but the same fighting capabili-
ties that the miners and Liverpool
working people showed will be re-
peated.

But the key factor was a tried and
tested Marxist leadership. Forexample,
in Liverpool in the June 1987 election
the swing to Labour was so great that if
it had been repeated country wide Neil
Kinnock would have got 116 more
Labour MPs beside him, which would
have meant a Labour government. And

| repeat that there is nothing unique
about the economic and social condi-
tions in Liverpool. That swing was only
achieved because of the leadership
and role of Liverpool council.

MIR: Finally, your book is the first
venture of the newly founded publ-
ishers, Fortress Books. What signifi-
cance is the establishment of Fortress
Books for the development of Marx-
ism?

PT: It is of historic importance. Trots-
ky emphasised in the 1930s that the
establishment of a Marxist publishing
house in America represented a decis-
ive turning point. He stressed that the
labour movement and particularly the
Marxists could not rely on bourgeois
publishers. They would occasionally
publish works of Marxism, particularly
if they could profit by this. but this
could not counter the deiuge of books
whose purpose was o ideologically
reinforce capitalism. He also pointed
out that with the onset of capitalist
economic crisis from 1929 bourgeois
publishing houses. “which from time to
time printed radica! works in the firm
belief that the US was rmmune to the
actions of ‘destructive’ ideas, will in
the coming years become more cau-
tious, ie reactionary. and will comp-
letely ostracize revoiutionary theore-
tical thought.” The crude and hooligan
efforts of the Stalinists in the publish-
ing field, with their horribie perversion
of Marxism, only reinforcec the bour-
geois.

Trotsky's hopes in his American fol-
lowers, however, were 10 be dashed.
Their heirs have today completely
abandoned Marxism. Trotsky advo-
cated “a revolutionary publishing
house, independent both from capital
and from the Soviet bureaucracy”
which would “from the very beginning
set itself the task of bringing out a
serious library of revolutionary thought
for advanced workers and radicai intel-
ligentsia.... Under the blows of the
crisis and social shake-ups there will
here arise a generation of revolution-
ary theoreticans capable cf saying a
new word. All the more necessary is it
to create for this awakering social
criticism a stable base in the form of a
publishing house not bound by any
other considerations and obligations
outside of the objective 10 open to
humanity a new road of gevelopment.”
How delighted would he then be, if he
were alive today, to see the establish-
ment of Fortress Books. The publica-
tion of this book is only the first of a
stream of books which will be produced
which will play a vital role in the
building of Marxism in Britain and
internationally.



What can be learnt from the 1929 Wall Street crash which can tell us about what might happen in

1988?

The Crash: 1929 and today

On Monday 19 October 1987, there
was pandemonium and panic on the
stock exchange in Wall Street, New
York. Just before the market closed,
dealers came to blows as they fought to
make last minute sales of stocks and
shares. The market had just suffered an
unprecedented 22% fall in share prices
from previous levels in just one day.
Black Monday of 1987 easily outs-
tripped the notorious terrible Tuesday
in October 1929 which started the Wall
Street Crash. The fall in 1929 was just a
mere 13% drop in value in a day. And
yet that crash in prices of Tuesday 29
October 1929 has always been regarded
as the beginning of the Great Slump in
capitalist production, investment and
trade which ensued from 1930-32 and
carried on in some countries for the rest
of that terrible decade until the Second
World War.

So does the crash of 1987 mean that
capitalism is heading into another major
slump, with all that means for employ-
ment, wages, and the rights and condi-
tions of working people? If so, in what
ways, if any, will it be different this
time?

Worldwide crash

The stock market crash of 1987 was
even more extensive and severe than
that of 1929 in two principal ways.
Firstly, the magnitude of the fall was
much greater this time. In the fortnight
ending on 26 October, Wall Street saw
the value of shares plunge by over 30%,
in London the fall was similar, in Hong
Kong it was even larger, and in Tokyo it
was still nearly 20%. In 1929, the
severest fall was in New York. Other
exchanges did not experience such
quick and steep declines. This time,
while New York triggered off the crash,
it quickly spread to every other market
for shares in the capitalist world. No
one was spared—with the exception of
Sri Lanka, where investors were ob-
viously hoping that the Indian troops’
crushing of the Tamil Tigers would
herald a new era of peace!

This international chain reaction is
another graphic demonstration of the
inextricable links among modern capi-
talist national economies. No one capi-
talist nation can avoid the effects of a
crisis in another; they stand and fall
together. The British government and
the employers federation, the CBI,
wailed that the crash did not reflect the
‘underlying strength’ of British inlustry
and claimed they could not understand

By Bob McKee

why a crash in New York should affect
London’s stock exchange. Leaving
aside for the moment the question of
whether the British economy is really
strong, in saying what they did, the
spokesmen for British capitalism were
not prepared to recognise that while
most shares quoted on stock exchanges
were those of nationally based compa-
nies, the funds used to buy and sell
them were not. Much of the purchasing
power for speculation in stock markets
comes from funds held by big interna-
tional banks and multinationals, which
shoot around from one country to
another in search of the biggest return.
Also buyers and sellers of stocks in
London are very quickly going to take
into account what speculators in New
York think of the future of share prices
and act accordingly.

What can we learn from the Great
Crash on Wall Street in 1929 which can
tell us about what might happen in

"1988? Just as in 1987, the stock market

had been rising fast in a charging ‘bull
market’ from about 1925 up to 1929.
Wall Street reached a record high on
3rd September 1929 of 381.17 on the
Dow Jones Industrial Share Index.
Most share analysts were confident of
further rises, and there were very few
voices expressing doubts. And yet pro-
duction and investment had just begun
to fall in the summer of 1929, and
interest rates had reached their highest
level since 1921. There was a definite
downward drift in prices during Oc-
tober. Just as in 1987, the slump really
began on Monday 21 October, with
panic selling on the Thursday which was
only stopped when the leaders of the big
institutions declared that they would
‘support’ the market prices. But by
Monday 28 October the slump recom-
menced, this time with no recovery,
culminating in Black Tuesday, when the
fall in one day equalled the gains of the
previous 12 months.

The slump continued right through to
13 November reaching a low of 198.69
on the index, nearly 50% below the
high of 3 September. What was the
reaction of the political leaders and
economic advisers to the crash? Throu-
ghout that four weeks from Black Tues-
day to mid-November, they all claimed
there was no reason for panic. The
leading economist, Irving Fisher, called
the crash ‘a great accident’ caused by a

‘psychology of panic’. There would be
no recession in the real economy, he
claimed. President Hoover announced
that “the fundamental business of the
country, ie the production and distribu-
tion of commodities, is on a sound and
prosperous basis”. Eugene Stevens, the
President of Continental Illinois Bank
claimed that “there is nothing in the
business situation to justify nervous-
ness”’. Charles Schwab of US Steel said
that industry was in a ‘fundamentally
sound condition’, a claim repeated by
all the other industrial barons. These
claims have been echoed, even down to
the last word, by Reagan, Thatcher,
Lawson and the CBI leaders now after
the crash of 1987.

And the capitalist leaders of 1929 also
took action to reassure markets. The
day after Black Tuesday, banks cut
interest rates. And in November
Hoover cut taxes, and there was a
further fall in interest rates. These are
similar to the measures carried out by
the banks and governments of 1987 to
stem the falls in the market for shares
and restore confidence.

192429

In 1929 it appeared at first that the
words of confidence and measures to
provide more and cheaper funds had
worked. The market began to recover.
From New Year 1930 until April the
market rose back to 294.07 on the
index, 100 points above the low of
November 1929, but still 90 points
below the peak of September 1929. It
was a bigger recovery than so far
achieved in 1987. But after a short lull,
in June 1930 prices resumed their fall
reaching a new low in December 1930
well below the low of 1929. The fall
continued, with a only a brief limited
recovery, in 1931 and on through 1932
to reach rock bottom in July with the
index at only 41.22! While a rise began
in early 1933, the bull market was so
weak for the rest of the decade that
Wall Street did not reach the November
low of 1929 until 1937 and then suffered
a further collapse that was not retrieved
until after the war. It is clear why, after
seeming to recover its nerve between
November 1929 and Spring 1930, the
stock market then began slippng into a
bottomless pit. Because by Spring 1930,
a major decline in production and in-
vestment had began to bite into the US
economy, and the prospects for profits
were clearly dismal.

Why did the Great Crash come in
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October 1929 and why could it not be
avoided? The answer to these questions
depends on understanding what hap-
pened in the boom of 1924-29. Capital-
ism is a system of production based on
competition among owners of capital to
obtain the greatest share of profit
created by exploiting the labour of the
working-class who own no capital.
Capital will not be invested and produc-
tion will not commence unless the re-
turn in profits on that capital is suffi-
ciently high to justify its advancement.
Thus the key to expansion of produc-
tion, investment and trade under capi-
talism is profit. The whole of the Marx-
ist analysis of capitalist production aims
to show that profits and therefore in-
vestment and production do not move
steadily forward under capitalism. On
the contrary capitalist production
moves in cycles of boom and slump or
recession, as Trotsky once described,
like a human being breathes in and
out.

Moreover there are clearly distingu-
ished epochs of capitalist production
when that inhaling and exhaling is easy
and healthy, and others when it grows
increasingly painful and bronchitic.
Thus the period 1896-1914 was gen-
erally an epoch of boom, when growth
in production and profitability was high,
and any downturns were shortlived and
confined. However, the period 1918-39
was entirely different, with production
and investment sluggish, culminating in
a long lasting and extensive slump
beginning at the end of 1929. As Trots-
ky described the post 1919 period: “In
the decades preceding the war, crises
had the character of short and not too
profound interruptions, while each new
upswing left the peak of the previous
one far below. But now we must expect
the opposite: profound, long and pain-
ful crises, while the upward movements
are weak and short lived,” Writings
1932. p173.

The boom of 1924-29 was relatively
weak compared to the pre-war period.
This was confirmed by the slow expan-
sion of investment; only 3% a year
compared to 5% prior to 1919. The
productive sectors of the economy did
not grow as much as the financial and
service sectors. There were less workers
employed in US manufacturing in 1929
than in 1919. Spare capacity unused by
capitalist enterprises was up to 20%
even during the boom of 1924-29. All
the factors for a slump in investment
and production existed but were only
delayed by the speculative credit-
financed dealing in fictitious capital that
drove the capitalist economies of the
1920s onward temporarily, while still
preparing the way for the Great Crash
and Great Depression of the 1930s.

The boom of 1924-29 shows great

“The US economy is funda-
mentally sound”, President
Reagan, 22 October 1987.

“The US economy is funda-
mentally sound”, Andrew
Melion, US Treasury Secret-
ary, 29 October 1929.

similarities with the boom of 1982-87. In
1974-5 capitalism suffered the first
simultaneous world- wide recession in
production, investment and trade since
world war two. This marked a new
turning point. Capitalism now entered a
new era of relatively sluggish growth.
Between 1964 and 1973 output in Japan
had increased by 9% per year; in
Europe by 4.5%; and in the USA by
3.7%. But despite a short upturn be-
tween 1976-9, capitalism went into
another recession between 1979-81. In
the mid-1970s Japan’s growth rate fell
to 3.6%; Europe to 2.4% and the USA
to 2.6%. By 1980 profitability had
declined to one-third on average of its
1960s peak. That is why a recession was
inevitable to capitalism in 1979-81-in
order to write off capital values of old
plant and reduce wage costs to try and
restore profits.

The stock market

That recession has been succeeded by
what Reagan has boasted of as 60
uninterrupted months of expansion of
output, at least in the USA. But the
boom of 1982-7 has been the weakest of
all those since 1949. Since 1979 output
has moved forward in Japan by just
3.8%; in Europe by under 2% and in
the USA by about 2%. While profitabil-
ity did recover somewhat through the
cutbacks in the recession of 1981 and
the subsequent boom, it only rose to
half the levels achieved in the 1960s.
And in order to achieve that, major
sectors of industrial capacity, particu-
larly in Europe, had to be closed down
and unemployment shot up to over 30
million, two-thirds in Europe alone.
Capitalism was much leaner but only a
little fitter.

And despite being leaner, excess

Alan Greenspan, Chairman
US Federal Reserve Bank, “I
detect none of the excesses
that could cause the expan-
sion to turn brittle or seif-
destruct”, two days before
‘Black Monday’, 22 October
1987.

—

capacity in industry has continued to
grow, just as in the 1920s. Each inhala-
tion and exhalation of the organism of
capitalism is becoming more painful.
The new slump or recession now in
prospect will only restore a basis for a
further limited spurt forward. There¢ can
be no return to the long boom of the
1950s and 1960s. The post-war boom is
clearly at an end and capitalism is well
into an epoch similar to that between
the two world wars, of shallow booms
and painful slumps.

The 1982-7 years were just such a
shallow boom. Profits and profit rates
recovered somewhat from the all time
lows reached just prior to the world
recession of 1979-81. Production has
made some limited steps forward. This
improvement in the world economy was
expressed in a bull market in all the
major stock exchanges for nearly five
years. But because the stock market has
increasingly become a market for ficti-
tious capital, rather than for raising
funds for investment in production as it
originally was, prices have wildly outs-
tripped the expansion in real capital
values ie the growth of commodities,
factories, machinery and profits.

One way of measuring this variance is
to compare the average price of shares
with the average dividend that can be
received in the world’s stock markets.
Historically, in London this price/
earnings ratio has been around 10/1 to
12/1. In other words it took approxi-
mately ten to twelve years of dividends
or company profits to pay back the
value of the share price. Prior to the
crash this ratio was over 18/1. The New
York figure was similar, while in Tokyo
the price/earnings ratio had reached
nearly 70/1 with ratios for some compa-
nies meaning that it would take 150 to
200 years to pay back from profits.
Clearly the speculative bubble was
stretching share prices to sky-high levels
when compared to the real state of the
economy. In the first half of 1987 share
values rose on most markets by any-
thing between 25-50%. This pace of
growth could not be maintained.

This explains why the crash was so
severe when it came. Stock markets
were so overstretched compared to the
growth of real values. That is why the
comments of government and the CBI
about the share crash being unreal and
unrelated to real economic strength are
so ridiculous. On the contrary what was
unreal was the previous high share price
level. The crash has established some
semblance of reality.

The stock crash of 1929 similarly
reduced fictitious capital values to levels
more appropriate with real capital va-
lues, but also heralded a massive con-
traction of real values which was also
necessary. And the collapse in real



“There have been eight rec-
essions in the post-war pe-
riod and the stock market
has entered sustained
declines, signalling their
approach, by lead times ave-
raging just under eight
months”, National Bureau of
Economic Research, USA as
reported in the Wall Street
Journal, 19 October 1987.

values was severe, although the degree
of severity varied among the four capi-
talist nations who contributed up to
70% of world capitalist production in
1929: the USA, Britain, Germany and
France. The USA, the key capitalist
economy with 40% of production alone,
had seen a 15% growth in overall
production from 1924-29 and a 26%
growth in industrial production. But it
then suffered a fall in national product
of 29% in the four years to the end of
1933, while industrial production fell by
36%!

Protectionism

The collapse started in the USA and
soon spread to the other capitalist na-
tions. Germany had experienced a fre-
netic growth of production in just three
years from 1926 but its more vulnerable
position on world markets led to a
massive contraction of national output
of nearly 40% . France had expanded by
14% in national output and by 20% in
industrial production from 1924-29.
Because of its colonial markets the
Great Depression only led to a fall of
7% in overall output and 15% in indus-
try between 1930-3. Britain had expe-
rienced particularly sluggish growth
after 1919, never recovering its leading
role in world capitalism. Growth in
national output between 1924-9 was
only 10% and industrial production rose
even less. But again because of pro-
tected colonial markets, the fall in
output overall between 1930-3 was only
4%, although industry declined by
12%. ‘

Unemployment rose from 10 million
in 1929 to 40 million by 1932, with the
USA reaching 30% and Britain 25%.
National product in the USA rose by
34% from 1933 to 1937, and industrial
production recovered by nearly 30% to
reach the levels of 1929. But then the
US economy experienced a new slump
and slipped back. Production did not
again reach the levels of 1929 until the
USA entered the war in 1941 when
unemployment was still over 17%. In
Europe, the recovery was sharp in

Germany, output rising by over 45% to
1937 as Hitler put the economy on a war
footing. But in France there was little
respite, as industrial production
stagnated at depression levels. Britain
surged back with 15% more output and
24% more industrial production than in
1929 by 1937, but this revival had only
been possible after nearly 12 years of
recession. The inter-war period was
clearly one of shallow and short lived
growth and lengthy and extensive
slumps for Britain.

Many capitalist commentators rule
out the possibility of a slump of 1930s
proportions because they argue that
governments have learnt from those
years of depression and will not commit
the same mistakes of policy made then.
The mistakes that are referred to are
that: governments then did not expand
money supply and so lower interest
rates and make it easier to invest; they
did not cut taxes and expand govern-
ment spending to boost demand for
goods and services in the economy; they
actually cut markets for capitalist pro-
duction when each government im-
posed tariffs and quotas on imports to
protect home markets and devalued
their currencies to make their own
national commodities cheaper on world
markets. Rather than cooperate inter-
nationally in keeping markets open and
supporting each others currencies, the
governments of the 1930s engaged in an
economic war which drove them all into
slump. This time it will be different, the
commentators claim. Already govern-
ments are cutting interest rates and
expanding the money supply and
central bankers are cooperating in stabi-
lising the value of national currencies,

|

particularly the dollar. But was it really
true that the governments of the 1930s
were so stupid and selfish that they
created a huge slump when there would
probably have been just a small reces-
sion otherwise? And is it true that the
policies adopted now by the govern-
ments of 1987 will be any different?

US economy

Firstly, it is not true that governments
and bankers in the depression of the
1930s restricted money supply and kept
interest rates high, thus driving the
financial system and consequently in-
dustry into bankruptcy. In the USA,
interest rates fell from nearly 6% to
under 2% between 1929-33. And as
explained above, from the first day after
the Great Crash, interest rates were
lowered. While prices had actually fal-
len by 3% between 1924-9 and then fell
by over 30% to 1933, money supply
rose by 11% up to 1929 and then
declined by only 25%. So during the
depression, real money supply or
purchasing power was much higher than
in the boom period and much cheaper,
but it still did not revive the economy.
A similar trend is revealed in each of
the other capitalist nations. Money was
plentiful and cheap but it made no
difference, because the market for pro-
fitable production and investment was
so poor, there was no demand for
money. As the proverb goes, you can
lead a horse to water but you cannot
make him drink.

It is true that the major capitalist
governments tried to cut back govern-
ment expenditure, thus reducing the
market for commodities and employ-



ment further. Even in the New Deal
era, President Roosevelt was calling for
‘balanced’ government budgets where
expenditure did not exceed tax reve-
nues. But this policy, which was also
applied between 1924-9, could hardly
be blamed for the collapsc of 1930-
2.

During the Great Depression, there
were several attempts at international
cooperation but they all collapsed,
because each government made deci-
sions to protect its own capitalist eco-
nomy rather than be dictated to by
other governments. When the US gov-
ernment introduced the Smoot Hawley
Tariff Act in June 1930, mainly to
protect American agricultural capital-
ists, the slump in industry had already
begun. US restrictions on imports of
agricultural goods had a devastating
effect on the agricultural economies of
Central Europe whose main market was
now closed to it. They had borrowed
heavily from French and British banks,
as had German industry. They began to
default on their debts, driving Britain
and France into financial crisis, and
causing wholesale bankruptcies in US
banking. Eventually Britain was forced
to end the pound sterling’s connection
to the value of gold ie the Gold Stan-
dard, and devalue its currency. Soon
every national government followed
suit and tried to maintain its share of
dwindling world markets by competitive
devaluations, and tariff and quota trade
barriers. The collapse of world trade
and financial cooperation was a conse-
quence of the unavoidable slump in
production and investment. Policies of
protection and devaluation were inevit-
able despite the initial good intentions
of the capitalist powers. There is no
reason to expect that if the stump in
production sets in, that capitalist gov-
ernments will react any differently now
in trying to protect their national econo-
mies.

In 1929, what triggered off the Great
Depression worldwide was the slump in
production and investment in the USA.
In 1987 the USA is still the most
important and largest capitalist eco-
nomy. It contributes 38% of world
production. It is the most important
market for commodities produced by
many of the other capitalist nations.
Therefore, if the USA is expanding,
world capitalism goes forward and if it
goes into recession, the world fol-
lows.

In the post-war period, the US eco-
nomy has lost ground relatively to West
Germany and Japan. Investment has
been lower, growth has been slower and
profitability smaller. As a result its
share of world manufacturing produc-
tion and trade has declined. In the
recessions of 1974-5 and 1979-81 the US

economy suffered losses of production,
capital and employment. The product-
ive sectors of the US economy appeared
to be stagnant. Yet the US capitalists
had to continue to provide the war
machine to protect the interests of
imperialism worldwide. Reagan came
into office in 1980 at the start of the
recession, committed to higher employ-
ment, less taxes and less government
expenditure to relieve the burdens of
the capitalist class and win support of
working people alike. But Reagan was
also committed to a rearmament pro-
gramme to grow by 7.5% a year over
inflation. This had the accidental by-
product of fuelling the recovery from
recession. The arms programme in-
creased profits for the ‘military indus-
trial complex’ and their spending on
other commodities filtered through to
the productive sectors of the US eco-
nomy. It was ‘war Keynesianism’ or
‘negative Keynesianism’.

Plaza accord

But how could this extra government
spending be financed? Reagan at first
claimed he could fund it by cutting
welfare spending on the poor. But even
his savage measures in this area were
not enough. As he was reducing taxes
for the rich, there was only one other
solution: to borrow the money capital.
So after having bitterly attacked the
previous Carter administration for driv-
ing up the total national debt to
$8,000bn, the Reagan regime pro-
ceeded to raise that to over $25,000bn
in five years. The deficit of government
expenditure over revenue reached
$220bn in 1987. The US government
borrowed the money by issuing US
Treasury bonds which paid interest to
lenders. Who were the lenders? They
were the major commercial banks and
multinational companies around the
world, particularly those in Japan and
West Germany who were flush with
dollars received from their successful
sales of exports to the USA.

The US government had to offer high
rates of interest to attract buyers of
their bonds. This had two important
consequences. High US rates of interest
made it very attractive for banks and
multinationals not only to buy US gov-
ernment bonds but also to buy more
dollars with other currencies to receive
the high rate of interest. This extra
demand for dollars over supply drove
up the value of the dollar compared to
other currencies. As a result, US manu-
facturers found that their commodities
for sale were more expensive because
buyers had to pay more dollars to buy a
US product. On the other hand US
consumers at home found that they had
to pay less dollars to buy imports.

The result was that US manufac-
turers, already weaker on world
markets, now lost even more ground
and also found that they were driven
out of their own domestic market by
cheaper European and Japanese im-
ports. On top of this US manufacturers
could not improve their costs by invest-
ment in better machinery and techni-
ques because the cost of borrowing
money to invest was so high due to the
high interest rates created by the US
government’s need to borrow! Now for
the first time in 100 years the US was
importing more commodities than it
was exporting and its borrowing had
made it the world’s largest debtor.

So while the US budget deficit at first
appeared to start off a boom in produc-
tion, trade and employment, this was
mainly centred in arms, financial ser-
vices, and general service sectors. In-
dustrial production stagnated and
manufacturing employment continued
to fall. While arms production may
create some employment and purchas-
ing power in the market, arms in them-
selves add nothing to real production
values. Workers cannot eat tanks in
order to produce more value and capi-
talists cannot use missiles to make more
commodities for sale. So the resources
devoted to arms production are entirely
wasted and eventually must reduce the
overall surplus-value available to the
productive sectors of capitalist eco-
nomy. Production growth must even-
tually come to a standstill.

The US government tried to avoid
the coming slump in US production and
restore the fortunes of US industry by
reversing its policies in 1985. It called a
conference of the seven major capitalist
powers. Under the terms of the
so-called Plaza agreement, these na-
tions agreed that they would allow the
US government to lower interest rates
on their dollar borrowings while the US
government attempted to reduce its
spending deficit and therefore its bor-
rowing requirement. This meant that it
would be less attractive to hold dollars
and the value of the dollar would
decline compared to other currencies.
Thus US industrial goods would be
cheaper on home and overseas markets
making it possible for the trade deficit
to be reduced.

In the last two years the US dollar has
fallen dramatically in value, by over
40% against an average of other curren-
cies, with an even larger drop against
West Germany and Japan, the two main
exporters into the US market. But there
has been no real improvement in the
trade deficit. On the contrary it has got
worse, approaching $170bn in 1987. US
industry has so far failed to regain its
lost markets. And the US government
had not cut its deficit at all as it



continued the arms race and also tried
to maintain the market for its artificially
created boom.

This failure of the Plaza agreement
seriously troubled the West German
and Japanese capitalists. They were
now receiving less value for sales of
their commodities to US buyers because
the dollar had been devalued, and they
were receiving less interest on the dol-
lars they lent back to the US govern-
ment to pay for Reagan’s budget deficit.
There was growing disquiet which led to
a further meeting in Paris in February
1987 where the ‘Louvre Accord’ of the
seven top capitalist powers was signed.
Under this agreement, the value of the
dollar was to be supported, in return for
which the US government would cut its
deficit and Japan and West Germany
would gradually expand their econo-
mies to allow the USA to reduce their
trade deficit by increased exports.

Third World debts

The Louvre Accord is now in tatters.
Following the stock market crash, gov-
ernments have lowered interest rates to
restore investment. But the lowering of
interest rates has made holding dollars
less attractive. The result has been
downward pressure on the value of the
dollar. Europe and Japan cannot con-
tinue to allow the dollar to fall, making
their goods more expensive on world
markets, while the USA fails to correct
its budget deficit. If there is no action by
the USA, Europe and Japan will be
forced to protect their markets and/or
devalue their currencies. On the other
hand if the US government significantly
raises taxation or appreciably cuts gov-
ernment expenditure to reduce the defi-
cit it could lower further the profitabil-
ity of US industry and push it into a
deeper recession, while cutting markets
for Japanese and European exports.

Already the dangers of protectionism
have grown as the rivalry between
Japan and Europe, Europe and the
USA , and the USA and Japan has
increased with slowing world trade.
These three trading blocs already im-
pose considerable non-tariff barriers to
imports from each other, and even tariff
rates have been raised on specific com-
modities. If the world economy moves
into stagnation, then the pressures for
protectionist  measures may be
overwhelming despite the fine words
about cooperation.

Any recession in production and tra-
de will be disastrous for the economies
of the Third World, with huge debts
owed to the international banks, and
vitally dependent on exports to the
markets of the USA, Europe and
Japan. Defaults on payment of these
debts couid become an epidemic in any

“All the contradictions that
make for a devastating
slump are piling up. The
price of stocks and shares is
not in proportion to the eco-
nomy. It is fictitious capital...
The bankers and the stock
brokers are under the illusion
that the increase in stocks
and shares will lead to an
increase in production to
match it. In fact they will
have to come down with a
bump as they came down in
the past. Stocks and shares
will have to come into line
with the real economy.” Ted
Grant, July 1987, MIR No 35,
Summer 1987.

recession, forcing the governments of
the advanced world to protect the inter-
national banks from collapse through
government funds. More government
spending to help the banks will mean
extra taxation and less social spend-
ing.
The 1929 Great Crash was followed
in less than six months by a major stump
in production, investment and trade.
The post first world war period was one
of weak booms and severe recessions
for capitalism, and the weak boom of
1924-29 was followed by the Great
Depression of 1930-32. The period since
1975 seems to be similar. The boom of
1924- 29 was healthier than that of
1982-7. It raised production in the 16
major capitalist nations by nearly 4%

Militant international Review No 35,
Summer 1987 Is avallable at 90p plus
20p postage, from World Soclalist
Books, 3/13 Hepscott Road, London
E9 5HB. This edition iIncludes Ted
Grant's major article, written before
the stock market crash, outlining the
fundamental processes at work in the
world capitalist economy. Undeclared
trade wars through currency devalua-
tions; the end of the ‘hegemonic’ posl-
tion of US capitalismon a world scale,
especlally In relation to Japan; the
advanced overcapacity; the stock
market speculation; the explosion of
consumer credit; even the world trend
for tax cuts—ali are explained as
factors preparing a world slump. All
readers should make sure that they

have a copy of this back Issue of the |
MIR to study alongside the present |

material. Cheques etc to be made
payable to World Soclalist Books.

per year on average. The 1982-7 boom
is weaker. Unemployment between
1924-9 was only 4-5% on average,
although it was much higher in the USA
and Germany. Now it is higher on
average.

The coming slump

The Great Crash of 1987 is making
way for the most serious economic
decline in capitalism since the early
1930s. Whether it will be as severe as
1930-32 is difficult to judge at this early
stage. But it is likely that the inevitable
downturn will surpass anything expe-
rienced in the post-war period, with
significant absolute falls in production
and investment. The crash and the
slump that will follow illustrate how
completely reactionary modern capital-
ism is, in its increasing inability to
develop a sufficient quantity of products
for human need. The long upswing of
1949-73 developed the productive for-
ces enormously, but even then not as
much as a world federation of workers
democracies could have achieved, coo-
perating internationally to develop the
resources of technique, labour and
natural materials available.

Private ownership of the means of
production and the national state have
acted as barriers to economic develop-
ment during the 20th century. These
restrictions, specific to the capitalist
mode of production for profit, were
partially overcome and temporarily hid-
den by the long post-war upswing. Now
in this period of downswing, these key
contradictions in capitalism will exert
themselves with renewed force with
drastic consequences for the livelihoods
of the people of the world.




‘Historically, there have always been two strains within the British trade unions; the conservative,
deferential, friendly society tradition, and the unconquerable, fighting, revolutionary side’.

The future of the trade unions

In 1983, after Labour’s second gen-
eral election defeat in succession, Mili-
tant alone kept faith in the ability of the
working class to fight. The June 1983
election was followed by the TUC
Conference. There the  Alistair
Graham/Len Murray axis of ‘New Rea-
lism’ was in the ascendant, with talk of
how obijectively the power of the work-
ing class had been undermined, how the
workers would not struggle and how, if
they did, they would lose. The best that
could be done, they said, was to throw
aside talk of confrontation and, in
effect, to go statesmanlike to the
employers and government asking them
to be ‘fair’.

The Tories answered this grovelling
with GCHQ and the snatching away of
trade union rights. The more these
‘leaders’ bent down at Thatcher’s feet,
the more she kicked them in the teeth.
The most crushing answer came,
though, from the miners with their
magnificent year long strike. In the
course of that strike Len Murray retired
to read poetry and smell flowers, and,
with a little help from Militant sup-
porters, Alistair Graham soon fol-
lowed.

‘New Realism’

Now, following Labour’s third conse-
cutive election defeat, ‘New Realism’ is
back in an even more degenerate form.
The higher echelons of the trade union
movement are gripped by a sense of
utter helplessness. Their message to
shop stewards, convenors, branch of-
ficials and other rank and file trade
union members is: ‘Nothing can be
done.’

Fundamentally, the union leaders fail
to grasp the irreconcilable gulf that
exists between the classes in capitalist
society. Marx explained 140 years ago
that the class struggle is sometimes
nakedly clear, while at other
times—times of relative capitalist stabil-
ity— it is more hidden. Class relations
were softened in the period after the
second world wat during the protracted
economic upswing. Then a material
basis existed for the privileged, parasitic
existence of the trade union bureau-
cracy. Capitalism was expanding, cer-
tain reforms could be granted to the
working class. The union leaders ima-
gined that it was their deft negotiating
skills which secured all the reforms of
those years. In reality, even at this time.
reforms were secured by the pressure of
ordinary workers, by trade union action

By Brian Ingham

or by the threat of action, often in the
teeth of harsh repressive action by the
union leaders.

Now we are in an entirely different
epoch. The engine of world capitalism
has been thrown into reverse. Rather
than leading to some great new revival
of British capitalism, the present weak
boomlet is already proving to be ephe-
meral. Capitalism has pulled the rug
from under the feet of the union
leaders. Their ‘realism’ is totally
removed from reality.

The 1987 TUC Congress revealed
where trade union leaders can end up
without perspectives, without theory. It
was clear that the trade union leaders
had absorbed lock, stock and barrel all
the talk of the Tory press that the
unions were ‘marginalised’. Moreover,
as the Labour Party Conference one
month later again demonstrated, they
had also swallowed wholesale the idea
that Thatcher had found a formula for
the rescue of British capitalism.

Marxist theory is absolutely indispen-
sible for any union leader at any level
who is striving to give adequate fighting
leadership. In navigation, if the sound-
ings are miscalculated, a pilot’s chart
can be dangerously wrong, leading the
pilot to steer the ship into disaster. So it
is in the unions for those leaders who
are not armed with the chart of Marxist
theory and perspectives. Without an
understanding of the real problems that
are developing for trade union
members, it is impossible to point the
correct way forward strategically or
tactically. In the last few years they
have stumbled from one disaster to
another, one incorrect analysis has
paved the way to set-backs which have
then led to further wrong conclusions
being drawn. In the process they have
imperiled the material well-being of
millions of ordinary union members.

In his writings on the unions in the
1930s, Trotsky brilliantly answered, in
advance, these supposedly modern
‘New Realists’. He explained that capi-
talist crisis absolutely exhausts any
reforming role for the trade union
leaders. They are faced ultimately with
one of two alternatives: either to turn to
the ideas of Marxism, to link together
the day-to-day struggles with the need
to change society, to try to raise the
level of understanding of workers when
they are in struggle, when they are

thinking, questioning, looking for a way
forward. Or they can attempt to recon-
cile themselves with the existence of
capitalism in decline, ending up as
policemen of their own class. With the
House of Lords, the courts, the press,
they become another institution of capi-
talism, in fact a decisive institution,
holding back the working class.
Attempts to moderate the move-
ment, to find a middle road, are being
made today by leaders in all the unions.
Open business trade unionism is being
practiced by the EETPU leaders and to
some extent also by the leaders of the
AEU. The EETPU leaders organised a
strike breaking force at Wapping and,
scandalously, got away scot free. Their
punishment was a polite tap on the
knuckles from the TUC leaders. They
have also hawked around no-strike
deals, attempting to make their tender
for membership rights irresistible to
employers. They have sold historic tra-
de union rights sometimes even before
one worker has entered the factory

gate.
The AEU

The AEU leaders have done their
best to emulate the class collaboration
deals of the EETPU. Bill Jordan, the
president of the AEU, became the
darling of the media at this year’s TUC.
He effectively said that it is not the
employers who are the enemy, but
Germany and Japan. In other words,
British workers have to collaborate with
their employers to smash the German
and Japanese workers. New technology
has opened up the possibility for a far
shorter, far less intense working week.
Jordan’s response was to negotiate for a
certain reduction in hours, but, in re-
turn, to help the engineering bosses to
intensify exploitation, get rid of condi-
tions which have been won over genera-
tions, and gain greatly enhanced flexi-
bility, including flexibility over the
number of hours worked at different
times of the year. This agrecment would
have brought about a rapid deteriora-
tion in shop floor conditions and in the
quality of life for engineering workers
and tueir families.

‘Is there no limit to the fall?” ‘Are
there no depths to which the trade
union leaders will not sink?’ In recent
years these questions have been asked
repeatedly by active workers within the
unions. Engineering workers have rec-
ently given the answer. How far the
union leaders go in their collaboration
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Te NCU gives a glimpse of what is to come. Having been bloodled I battle, many NCU mémbers, Bartlculaﬂy arholig the Ieadlng active
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layers, understand far more sharply the cruclal role of leadership. As a resuit, John Golding, right, narrowly avolded being called on to resign

at their annual conference.

with capitalist management depends en-
tirely on the pressure they feel from
below and whether this is sufficient to
overcome the pressure from above of
the capitalist class. It was the merciless
pressure from below, involving many
convenors and shop stewards formerly
associated with the right, which forced
the AEU leaders, at least for the
moment, to abandon their efforts to
conclude this deal.

At the 1987 TUC Congress the right
displayed a complete smugness and
arrogance. As Trotsky explained, they
feel that they have got capitalist society
behind them. They are lauded by the
capitalists’ press, slipped ready-made
solutions. Every time they take one step
against the working class they are
praised to the skies. They think they
know where they are going. Insulated
from the daily uncertainties and worries
of the mass of their members, cocooned
in their own privileged world, they are
hard and ruthless only when it comes to
the struggle against the left, particularly
the Marxists.

The left themselves swing from one
position to another, responding at each
stage to those class forces bearing down
upon them most. With the situation in
front of them today, the total formless-
ness of the left in the Labour movement
is becoming more and more transpa-
rent. They launched a verbal assault on

the right at this years TUC, but then
ceded the ground to the right on one
fundamental issue after another. There
was a new panacea. If a fundamental
problem existed, if there was an issue of
principle on which there were irrecon-
cilable differences, the answer was not
‘resolve it’ but, ‘review it’.

Privatisation

On the no-strike deals of the EET-
PU, Ron Todd spoke from the rostrum,
saying that these deals were questions
of principle, fundamental human rights
were involved, it was not a question on
the margins. But then he advocated
shelving the issue to a review body, to
come back to the General Council of
the TUC. At the TUC Congress the
pressures of ordinary trade union
members are-to say the least- ex-
tremely remote, having been sieved first
through different proceedural stages in
the individual unions. However, Con-
gress remains far closer to rank and file
workers than the rarified inner sanc-
tums of the General Council. The Gen-
eral Council has been undemocratically
reconstructed to favour the right, it
contains only a handful of lay members
and it is removed from the public glare.
Hammond is confident that on the
General Council he will be exone-
rated.

The pressure bearing down on the
trade union leaders is producing, as was
seen at the TUC, deep antagonisms,
including intense personal bitterness,
between the left and the right. But, with
honourable exceptions—and here, at the
1987 TUC, John Macreadie and Arthur
Scargill stood out in bold relief-all the
union leaders are travelling to the right.
In local government, with videos and
masses of special literature, NUPE, the
GMB, and the TGWU all went to
extraordinary lengths to convince their
members to sign an agreement that, in
reality, is no different from that which
Jordan and Laird of the AEU hoped to
sign. It involved a certain rise in pay.
But it signed away enhanced payment
for working weekends, etc. Some of
these leaders have used left credentials
in order to convince thousands of
workers to conclude this deal.

Why? The unwritten idea behind this
agreement is that at both national and
local level the battle against privatisa-
tion is over. The union leaders hope
that this deal will make local in-house
tendering easier. The national agree-
ment is an impediment to local deals.
So, they ‘safeguard’ the national agree-
ment while at the same time facilitating
local in-house tenders with worse condi-
tions. In other words, the national
agreement can be broken within the
agreement! Logic is made to do somer-
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saults.

If all the campaigning time, effort,
finance and energy used to pursuade
Jocal authority workers to conclude this
agreement had been harnessed instead
to carry out the NUPE Conference
policy of a national fightback against
privatisation, by now an unstoppable
movement in defence of local services
could have developed among local au-
thority workers, with the full active
support from millions of other workers
who rely on the services which local
authority workers provide. Instead, for
the moment, this struggle has been
undermined. The union leaders have
dissipated the pressure underneath
them. The isolation of every individual
group of workers confronted by the
privatisation leeches has been legiti-
mised. But this agreement will satisfy
no-ore. It will only whet the appetites
of those Tory employers who want the
national agreement totally abolished
and local authority workers will find
they are even more vulnerable to at-
tacks, not only from Tory authorities
but also from those Labour counciliors
who-like the union leaders-have aban-
doned any idea of a serious struggle
against the onslaught of the Tories on
local services.

TU numbers fall

The union leaders face the future
with utter resignation. All the trade
unions have lost members including the
EETPU. More members mean more
contributions. Any drop in membership
threatens their bureaucratic position.
Trade union membership has fallen
from the dizzy heights of 1979 when
more than 50% of the workforce were
in unions. Now 44% of employed
workers are in unions, just 37% of the
potential workforce including the
unemployed. Being slaves to only the
most dark facts which they see right in
front of their noses, the leaders are
convinced that these declining member-
ship figures prove conclusively that tra-
de union power has been irreversibly
broken.

But these facts are only one side of
the situation. Given the events of the
last 8 years, with no real leadership,
with mass unemployment in the
background, what is striking is the
marvellous resilience of the unions.
Initially, when they came to power, the
Tories were frightened of taking on the
unions. They had their blueprint, the
Ridley plan. But, although they had the
measure of the trade union leaders,
they understood that behind the leaders
was assembled the enormous latent
power of the trade unions. They took
on one group at a time. When it came to
the miners strike, despite all their assi-

duous preparation and their low regard
for the general staff of the trade unions,
they still did not relish the idea of
fighting on more than one front. When
they stumbled into simultaneous strikes
of dockers and miners in the summer of
1984, they were in absolute panic. The
trade union leaders came to the rescue,
refusing to stand firm and mobilise
wider solidarity to turn the govern-
ment’s panic into a shambolic re-
treat.

At each stage, the Tories have moved
gingerly forward, testing and probing,
seeing what they could get away with.
Thatcher’s attitude during the Falklands
war was ‘weakness invites aggression’.
That has been her attitude consistently
in the fight against those she dubbed
‘the enemy within’, the organised trade
union movement. The Tories contempt
for the trade union leaders has grown at
each stage, feeding their aggression
against the hard won rights and condi-
tions of the working class. Each attack
by the Tories has seen the union leaders
hesitant, fumbling, running for cover,
and, of course, blaming the workers
who ‘wouldn’t fight’.

Despite the role of the union leaders,
however, despite the drop in union
membership numbers, despite the se-
rious encroachments into rights and
conditions, Marxists remain confident
that soon the real power of the unions
will be re-asserted. This optimism is
based on a sober analysis of all the
potentially explosive processes now
coming together in British society. It is
also based on a realistic assessment of
the current position of the trade
unions.

A comparison, for instance, with the
1920s is extremely instructive. Condi-
tions today are, of course, very different
but valuable conclusions can still be
drawn. At that time, with the impetus
behind them of the Russian revolution,
as well as the experience of the horrors
of the war, workers were determined to
struggle for a better life. In the imme-
diate aftermath of world war one there
was a doubling of union membership.
But after the defeat of ‘Black Friday’ in
1921, the engineers lockout, the defeat
of the cotton workers, trade union
membership halved. There was an ac-
tual march out of the unions because of
the fear of victimisation. Shop floor
organisation was atomised. Yet within a
matter of years the general strike took
place. Today trade union numbers are
stronger than at any time in British
history aside from that exceptional pe-
riod from the mid 1970s to the early
1980s. Any drop in trade union mem-
bership is due almost exclusively to the
destruction of manufacturing industry,
the coal industry, the docks: all those
areas where the unions traditionally

—

have been strong and most well orga-
nised.

There has been a whelter of academic
research in the past year, most designed
to show that the unions are ‘marginal’,
but which grudgingly, instead, has had
to show that the underlying, potential
power of the trade unions remains.
There has been no atomisation of shop
floor organisation, rather the reverse. A
drop has occured in the number of shop
stewards in manufacturing industry,
again where the unions were most
organised. But the number of shop
stewards in industry as a whole from
1980 to 1984 went up from 317,000 to
385,000. The working class has streng-
thened its organisational bonds, draw-
ing in more shop stewards from those
social layers which had entered the
trade unions for the first time in the
1970s and 1980s. Objectively, the work-
ing class is becoming stronger, not
weaker.

The first movement of workers acting
consciously together as a class is always
in the direction of trade union activity.
In the future, as in the period after the
first world war, or the growth of the
CIO in America, or with the explosion
of union membership in the 1970s,
millions of workers will once again
flood into the trade unions.

Part-time workers

Mainly because of the growth of
service industries, there are now about
five million part-timers in British indus-
try. This is a huge proportion of the
workforce, the majority of whom are
not organised. But they will join the
unions. In the 1970s part-time workers,
mainly the supposedly unorganisable
women workers in the public services,
spilt into NUPE, COHSE, the
G&MWU and the TGWU. In the not
too distant future millions of other
unorganised workers will follow.

In an effort to bolster their flagging
membership, the union leaders are at-
tempting to recruit the army of unorga-
nised workers. They will have scant
success, however, if they relied solely
upon the attitude of John Edmonds,
GMB General Secretary and, suppo-
sedly, the new intellectual guru of the
unions. In an interview during the
TUC, he posed the question: ‘what does
solidarity mean to a shopworker?’ That
approach reveals an utter contempt for
ordinary working people. Ironically, it
was being answered around the time of
the TUC in a newly released film,
Business as Usual which depicted a real
life struggle of —yes— a shopworker
against sexual harrassment in which it
was the solidarity and support of other
workers which were the critical factors
in securing victory. These layers, shop-



workers, factory workers, fastfood
workers will join the unions when life
becomes absolutely intolerable, when
they are driven beyond breaking point.
And in the so-called no-go areas for the
trade unions in the south, once the
coming economic collapse begins to
make itself felt, when today’s seeming
hope and stability is turned inside out,
they also will turn towards trade union
struggle.

The union leaders are relying on
gimmicks to build up membership, such
as cheap cars and cheap insurance. In
one union cheap divorce is available, in
another, a marriage guidance counsel-
lor! FTAT have given free toothbrushes
to new members and offered cheap
funerals. There has always been two
strains within the history of the British
trade unions, the conservative, deferen-
tial side and the unconquerable, fight-
ing, revolutionary side. The trade union
leaders have dug back into the friendly
society tradition, the worst side of
British trade unionism. The real impe-
tus for growth will not come about
because of any clever gimmicks. It will
come when the heavy battalions move
back into action, flexing their muscles,
re-discovering their power, demonstrat-
ing, in the process, to every unorga-
nised worker that it is precisely through
trade union action and solidarity that
there is a way to resist management
pressure and exploitation.

The ‘New Realists’ dismiss the idea of
a resurgence of industrial activity; they
cannot imagine the unions once again
demonstrating their latent power. They
see temporary strike figures, reflecting
a temporary mood of the working class,
and imagine that this reflects a new,
permanent rejection of strikes and in-
dustrial action by the working class.
Nothing could be further from the
truth, as the months and years ahead
will show. Certainly, last year saw a 50
year low in strike activity. A combina-
tion of factors brought this about
including the knowledge that disputes
could be long, difficult and fought to a
bitter conclusion, and also the un-
derstanding, at least among a layer of
the more active trade union members,
of the weakness of their leadership at a
time when bold, decisive leadership was
vital. The number of strikes this year is
still very low, although there was alrea-
dy more strike activity in the first six
months of 1987 than in the whole of
1986. Strikes have been shorter and
sharper; a wide range of activity has
taken place that has not yet got to the
level of strikes.

With no central lead, inevitably there
have been different layers of workers
travelling in different directions with
many complexities and difficulties deve-
loping. But generally, the mood has

been one of taking stock, weighing up
the way forward. This is a very impor-
tant phase. There might have been
relative quiet on the surface. Under-
neath the surface of events, however, is
anger, frustration, resentment and a
deep politicisation, waiting to erupt to
the surface.

When, how and among what group of
workers the decisive break will come
can not be predicted. All that can be
indicated is the combustible material
now beginning to build up in all the
different sectors of industry. We argued
that perhaps when the economic situa-
tion improved even slightly, then in
private industry offensive, not defens-
ive, struggles would begin to take place.
This process has been slow to develop,
partly because of the understanding of
workers, knowing what struggle means,
but also because wages in manufactur-
ing industry have outstripped prices
over the last few years. To keep indus-
try moving the employers have been
giving wages over and above the rate of
inflation. Workers do not go out on
strike for the sake of it, they go on
strike when they feel they have little or
no alternative, and, unless they are
driven by sheer desperation, they will
ask: ‘can we win?’

Recession looms

In the last few years a savage mana-
gerial counter-revolution has been un-
leashed in the mines, in engineering and
in industry generally. On the whole
workers have met this onslaught with
gritted teeth, biding their time, waiting
for a favourable opportunity to strike
back. Managers have tried to re-
establish their position on the shop-
floor. There has been an intensification
of work. Such pressure is bound to
bring a reaction, especially from the
new, younger workers who, in the
interests of maximum efficiency, have
been made to endure the most
backbreaking and arduous jobs. To be
24 on a car assembly line these days is
considered old! The Nisson factory in
Sunderland opened with intensive work
practises. It has had a significant turn
over of labour. It has also experienced
at least one strike even despite, in
effect, a no-strike agreement, and 25%
of the workers being unorganised.

The strikes that are taking place at
Vauxalls and Fords-as we go to
press—are both of enormous symptoma-
tic importance. While there is not yet a
general offensive, here we have graphic
confirmation of a changing mood.
Workers in manufacturing industry feel
firmer ground under their feet. They
are beginning to move to reclaim some
of the ground lost in the last few years.
One or two significant victories could

open the flood gates.

Just at this time, though, as confi-
dence is lifting, on the horizon the
economic stormclouds are assembling.
How will this affect industrial workers?
There was a stunned response to the
slump of 1979-81. Then, economic
devastation and mass redundancies
caught the working class unaware. Eve-
ryone had been led to believe that such
evils had gone forever. The organised
resistance  which  occurred  was
muted. )

This time the reaction is likely to be
explosive. It is the rapid movement
from slump to boom and back again,
the total instability of life, the crushing
of any morsel of hope for the future,
which drives workers to draw the most
revolutionary conclusions. This will be
the case in the years ahead. There will
be leaps on the industrial plane and
leaps in political understanding. Mil-
lions who voted in the past for the
Tories or SDP will come to embrace the
ideas of Marxism. When mass redun-
dancies are threatened they are likely to
be met by widespread defensive move-
ments, strikes, sit-ins, and demands for
nationalisation. Not one stone of socie-
ty will be left unturned.

In the public sector already there is
combustible material everywhere. Con-
ditions which workers have enjoyed for
decades on the buses, in local authori-
ties, the post office, the NHS etc, are
being snatched away. The current
defensive struggles in the public sector
will have enormous repercussions on
the outlook of millions of workers.
Among busworkers there have been
strikes in every area of the country, with
the first aill London bus strikes since
1958. In the local authorities, while
some councillors may have thrown in
the towel, the pressure will build up
underneath the union leaders,
especially from among the new,
younger, harder shop stewards thrown
forward in the last few years, who will
be searching for ways to take the fight
forward. In the Post Office there have
been strikes in almost every area of the
country against management plans to
bring in casual and part time labour.
Since April there have been over 90
strikes nationally by Post Office
workers, 61 in London alone. Now they
are attempting to push their leaders
onto the offensive in a battle for a
shorter working week.

Alongside all of these possibilities,
the miners are now coming back onto
the scene of history. What is happening
in the pits is an absolute vindication of
the methods and perspectives of the
Militant. After the strike Militant exp-
lained that there had been a defeat. We
disagreed with those who tried to gloss
over what had happened. Workers must
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prepare for the future by a realistic
assessment of things as they are, includ-
ing anything that is distasteful. There
was a defeat, and defeats have conse-
quences. There has been a halving of
the workers in mining in the last three
years. But the consequences were not
all one way. Militant said that there
would be a war of attrition in the pits.
That is exactly what has taken place,
with a spate of ‘rag-outs’, sudden short
sharp action, in and out over this issue
or that. Sometimes the management
stepped back, sometimes the workers,
but with the trend increasingly going in
the direction of the miners. In 1986
there were 35 times more strikes per
worker in the mining industry than in
the economy as a whole. On average
miners lost 8 times more hours in
industrial  disputes  than  other
workers.

Miners prepare

Once again the miners were beginn-
ing openly to talk about revenge. The
mood was building up over six day
production, with the South Wales
leaders cut off from their own rank and
file. Alongside was the issue of the
disciplinary code. Then, with the sack-
ing of Ted Scott and the disciplinary
measures against other Yorkshire mi-
ners, the temperature reached boiling
point. A potential all out strike in
Yorkshire would have taken place,
which then could have developed more
widely, but for the leadership of the
Yorkshire coalfield. In the immediate
aftermath of these developments a
crushing 77.8% majority was achieved
for industrial action on the issue of the
disciplinary code, the first majority in
the pits in a ballot for industrial action
for some years. Since then the mood
slipped back, not least due to certain
ex-lefts in the leadership of the NUM
publicly waging a campaign against any
intensification of the action, giving en-
couragement to the coal industry mana-
gement and showing the miners that
they had a divided and largely hesitant
leadership. This undoubtedly under-
mined the will of the miners to enter
any new trial of strength, at least for the
moment.

The 1984/5 strike cost the govern-
ment over £7 billion. They thought it
was worthwhile. They allowed them-
selves to believe that they had crushed
the miners and taught an unforgettable
lesson to the wider working class.
Now-even with the backsliding among
sections of the NUM leaders—the Tories
are wary of pushing the miners too far
and being forced to face them again in
all-out action. The young miners who
were steeled in the fire of a year long
fight have scores with the government
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‘It is the rapid movement from slump to boom and back
again, the total instability of life, the crushing of any
morsel of hope for the future, which drives workers to
draw the most revolutionary conclusions’.

which they are determined to settle.
With the mood that is developing in the
mining industry, even in the next 12 or
18 months, a new miners’ strike is
entirely possible.

With the perspective before us of
storm and stress in the unions and on
the industrial plane, enormous opportu-
nities will open up for the development
of Marxism in the trade union move-
ment. With the election of John
Macreadie to the General Council, for
the first time ever the ideas of genuine
Marxism are represented on the general
staff of the trade unions. John Macrea-
die has already made his mark arguing
for the TUC to give fighting campaign-
ing leadership, to mobilise the mighty
army which potentially they have at
their disposal, to ensure the defeat of
Alton’s Bill attacking the abortion
rights of working class women, and to
defeat the government’s anti-union
legislation.

The trade union leaders right and left
have resorted to desperate bureaucratic
disciplinary measures to try, vainly, to
limit the growth in influence of Marx-
ism. The bureaucracy feel themselves
isolated, suspended in the air, the ma-
terial basis for their existence eroded.
They have contempt for the rank and
file and yet at the same time they feel
the hot breath of the rank and file upon
them. They know that Militant sup-
porters can effectively articulate and
organise the rank and file. That is why
Militant supporters have faced victimi-
sation: because they strike a chord
among ordinary workers! But this is
also why victimisations can be defeated,
and have been. Where right wing

bureaucrats appear secure one moment,
they will shake with insecurity the
next.

The NCU gives a glimpse of what is
to come. John Golding had beaten Phil
Holt to become the elected NCU gen-
eral secretary. The executive had gone
to the right. But this general secretary
and this executive were forced to ‘lead’
a fight on pay. When the Post Ofice
Engineers went into action, they had
not had the experience of testing their
leaders fully in action. Now that they
have been bloodied in battle many
NCU members, particularly among the
leading active layers, understand far
more sharply the crucial role of leader-
ship. As a result, Golding narrowly
avoided being called on to resign at the
annual conference.

Broad Lefts

As the rank and file of all unions go
into action, in ever increasing numbers
they will come to see the importance of
fighting socialist leadership. The ranks
of the unions will attempt in one way
and then another to organise to force
their leaders to fight and, if this proves
impossible, to try to change their
leaders. All kinds of unofficial organisa-
tions, ad hoc bodies, Broad Lefts, city
wide action committees. will spring up.
Marxists will play a full and active part
in these developments, attempting whe-
rever possible to help give a lead when
new initiatives are calied for.

The opportunity exists to build on the
rich lessons of the 1920s, particularly
the experiences of the Communist Party
in building the National Minority Move-
ment. The national Broad Left Organis-

As this material was being prepared
for our printers Arthur Scarglil's deci-
sion to stand for re-election as presi-
dent of the National Union of Mine-
workers was announced. Militant sup-
porters have had differences with Ar-
thur Scargill on certaln questions of
programme and, at times, on tactics.
Nevertheless, in this election, sup-
porters of Militant In the coalfields will
work tirelessly to help secure his re-
election. All the forces of the
establishment immediately began to
try and find a candidate with some
credibility who could be put forward in
an attempt to defeat him. The Torles,
the capitalist media and right wing
Labour leaders are all afrald of the

impact of a renewed mandate from the
miners for Arthur Scarglll. A Niagara of
lles, slander and abuse will be un-
leashed by the media against Arthur
Scarglll, even surpassing the flith they
huded at him during the 1984/85
strike. No effort will be spared In an
attempt to stampede miners against
him. Despite all their efforts, we are
confident that Arthur Scargiil will be
returned as President of the NUM with
a resounding majority. This will be a
crushing answer to the ldea that miii-
tancy and soclalist Ideas are unpopu-
lar. It will glve a huge Impetus to the
developing militancy of the miners and
1ift the confidence of workers generally
throughout the whole of industry.
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Striking miners lobby a meeting of the South Yorkshire Area panel NUM, called to discuss the dispute earlier this year at Bentley colliery.

ing Committee (BLOC) conference in
February 1988 is timely. It can help
chart the course for the battle ahead to
re-arm the unions with fighting leader-
ship. Militant supporters are proud of
the role they have played in recent years
helping to build in many unions a
nucleus of future powerful Broad Lefts.
As yet this work is still in its carly
stages. The CPSA Broad Left was built
over many years with Militant sup-
porters playing a leading role throu-
ghout. What took perhaps 10 years and
more in the CPSA can be completed far
quicker in all other unions given the
events ahead. If the Broad Lefts are
campaigning bodies then they wili thr-
ive. They mast fight consistently along-
side workers in struggle doing all they
can to help and assist, developing a firm
programme which at cach stage of the
struggle meets the needs and aspirations
of ordinary werkers. They must tell the
truth to the working class: that on the
basis of capitalism there is no way out.
Broad Letts must champion the ideas of
socialism. The Broad Lefts also must
remain the foremost advocates of trade
union democracy. demanding: no secret
negotiations, no deals behind the backs
of workers, regular elections of all
officials under democratic rank and file
scrutiny and control, no official to
receive more than the average wage of a
skilled worker, plus legitimate ex-
penses.

But even the best trade union or
Broad Left activity is insufficient if it is
not linked at all times to the building of
a powerful Marxist tendency in the
unions. Marxists must appeal to the
385,000 shop stewards, especially to the
new younger, fresher, layers, to the
activists in the Broad Lefts and to young
workers generally to join with the Mili-
tant and fight for socialism.

Socialist leadership

We are in the period of capitalism’s
terminal decline. Crisis in the economy
is leading to crisis in all the organisa-
tions of the working class. Significant
gains can still be won. but only through
mass resolute action. We are in the
period of counter-reforms where what
they are forced to concede today, the
employers will prepare even more
brutally to snatch back tomorrow.
Events will shake society to its founda-
tions, not once but many times. The
tendency of the union leaders to police
their ranks will be cut across. We will
even see right wing trade union leaders
feeling compelled to put themselves at
the front of mighty movements in order
to try and keep some semblance of
control and authority. Some ex-lefts will
for a time under pressure move back to
the left, even to the extreme left. In the
charged period ahead ideas and de-
mands that seem remote from the pres-

ent mood of the working class, rapidly
will come back onto the agenda. During
the course of the miners strike, on one
or two occasions the general strike was
inherent in the situation. Now it is not
on the agenda. But one incident, one
accidental miscalculation by the govern-
ment, one provocation too many, and
all that will change.

Marxists in the unions must prepare
carefully for the opportunities and great
responsibilites which will come before
them. Tireless work and patient expla-
nation of Marxist ideas will be necess-
ary. In the words of Lenin, “Marxists...
are not stray visitors in the working
class movement. They know that sooner
or later all the unions will take their
stand on the basis of Marxism. They are
convinced that the future belongs to
their ideas and, therefore, do not force
events, do not goad the unions on, and
do not... split them. Steadily and confi-
dently they carry on their Marxist pro-
paganda... drawing on the lessons of
life, and no deals between unprincipled
groups will divert them from that path.”
Today, working in this way in the
British trade unions, Marxists will play
the leading part in helping the working
class reclaim fully their trade union
organisations, to use them as mighty
levers for the ending of capitalist exploi-
tation and for the building instead of a
healthy socialist democracy.
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Trotsky: Discussion with
a US union organiser

We reprint below the transcript of a discussion between
Trotsky and an officlal of the American Congress of
industrial Organisations (C10), who visited Trotsky in Mexico
In September 1938.

The CIO had burst onto the scene of history out of the
explosive movement of American workers In the mid
1930’s. As the economy emerged from the collapse of
1929-33, workers flooded into the unlons. Between 1933
and 1934, 300,000 Joined the mineworkers union, the
steel workers unlon grew from 3,000 to 100,000 and the
textile workers from 50,000 to 300,000. To answer the
ruthless response of the American bosses, who used ali the
arms of the state to try and crush this movement, the
workers pioneered their own sucessful methods of struggle,
Including factory occupations, or as they were known in the
1930's, sit-down strikes. With their power to lInprove
workers’ conditions demonstrated, union membership
tripled to 10 miilion by 1937. It was in the heat of this
movement that the CIO developed, from a committee within
the mainly craft-based American Federation of Labour to a
mass organisation of industrial unions.

But 1938 saw the beginnings of a new slump In the
American economy which threatened to rival that of 1929-
33. In fact it was not until the USA entered the war in 1941

that production again reached the pre-siump levels of
1929. Faced with a new downturn, the CIO, as Trotsky
explained, had “two possiblilities: either to manoeuvre, tack
back and forth, retreat, close their eyes and capitulate bit by
bit...” or “to understand the inexorable character of the
present soclal crisis and to lead the masses to the
offensive.”

Of course, there are important differences in the situation
now to that which existed In the late 1930’s when fascism
had triumphed In Germany, Haly, Austria and Spain. In
contrast the balance of class forces today lies overweim-
ingly with the working class. The labour and trade union
movement In the advanced capitalist countries, potentially,
has an enormously powerful position. But it Is precisely the
disparity between the potential power of organised labour
and the fallure of the trade union leaders to mobilise that
power that makes the central thrust of Trotsky's argument,
as soclety once agaln stands on the eve of momentous
developments across the globe, even more relevant today:
“The masses are better, more daring, more resolute than
the leaders. The masses wish to struggle. Putting the
brakes on the struggle are the leaders who have lagged
behind the masses.... Such Is the true state of affairs at
present.”

ClO Officlal: Our union’s policies
are aimed at preventing complete
unempioyment. We have got the work
spread out among all members of the
union with no reduction in the hourly
rate of pay.

Trotsky: And what percentage of
their former totat wages do your
workers now get?

CI10 Officlal: About 40 per cent.

Trotsky: Why that's monstrous! You'-
ve won a sliding scale of working
hours, with no change in the hourly
rate of pay? But that only means that
the full burden of unemployment falls
with all its weight on the workers
themselves. You free the bourgeoisie
from the need of spending its res-
ources on the unemployed by having
each worker sacrifice three-fifths of his
total wages.

CI0 Officlal: There's a grain of truth
in that. But what can be done?

Trotsky: Not a grain, but the whole
truth! American capitalism is sick with
a chronic and incurable disease. Can
you console your workers with the hope
that the present crisis will have a
transitory character and that a new era
of prosperity will open in the near
future?

Cl0 Officlal: Personally, | don't al-

iow myself such illusions. Many in our
circles understand that capitalism has
entered its era of decline.

Trotsky: But of course this means
that tomorrow your workers will get 30
per cent of their former wages; the day
after, 25 per cent, and so on. Episodic
improvements, it is true, are possible,
even inevitable; but the overall curve is
towards decline, degradation, impove-
rishment. Marx and Engels predicted
this even in the Communist Manifesto.
What is the programme of your union
and the CIO as a whole?

ClO Officlal: Unfortunately, you
don’t know the psychology of the Amer-
ican workers. They are not used to
thinking about the future. They are
interested in only one thing: what can
be done now, immediately. Among the
leaders of the trade union movement
there are, of course, those who take
into account the dangers that threaten.
But they can’t change the psychology
of the masses all at once. The habits,
traditions, and views of the American
workers tie them down and limit what
they can do. All this can't be changed
in a day.

Trotsky: Are you sure that history will
provide you with years enough in which
to prepare? The crisis of American
capitalism has ‘American’ tempos and
proportions. A sturdy organism that
has not known sickness before begins

to deteriorate very rapidly at a certain
point. The disintegration of capitalism
means, at the same time, a direct and
immediate threat to democracy, wi-
thout which the trade unions cannot
exist. Do you think, for example, that
Mayor Hague 1. is just an acci-
dent?

Cl0 Official: Oh, no, | don't think so
at all. | have had quite a few meetings
in the recent period with trade union
officials on this subject. My opinion is
that in every state there is alrea-
dy—under one banner or another—a
ready-made reactionary organisation
that can become a support for fascism
on the national level. We don't have to
wait fifteen or twenty years. Fascism
can conquer among us in three or
four.

Trotsky: In that case what
?

CI10 Officlal: Our programme? | un-
derstand your question. It is a difficult
situation; some major steps are
necessary. But | don't see the necess-
ary forces or necessary leaders for
this.

Trotsky: Then cocs uiai 1nean capi-
tulation without a fight?

Cl0 Officlal: It's a difficult situation.
| have to admit that the majority of
union activists don't see, or don’'t want



to see, the danger. Our unions, as you
know, have had an extraordinary
growth in a short time. It is natural for
the CIO chiefs to have a honeymoon
psychology. They are inclined to view
difficulties lightly. The government not
only has them figured out, but even
plays with them. They are not used to
this from past experience. It is natural
that their heads spin a little. This
pleasant dizziness is not conducive to
critical thinking. They are tasting the
joys of today without worrying about
tomorrow.

Trotsky: Well said! On this | agree
with you completely. But the success
of the CIO is temporary. It is merely a
sympton of the fact that the working
class of the United States has begun to
move, has broken out of its routine, is
hunting for new ways to save itself
from the threatening abyss. If your
unions do not find new ways, they will
be ground to dust. Hague is already
stronger than Lewis; 2. because
Hague, despite his limited situation,
knows exactly what he wants, while
Lewis doesn't. Things may end up with
your chiefs waking from their ‘pleasant
dizziness’ to find themselves—in con-
centration camps.

Ci0 Official: Unfortunately, the past
history of the United States with its
uniimited opportunities, its individual-
ism, has not taught our workers to
think socially. It is enough to tell you
that at best 15 per cent of the orga-
nised workers come to union meetings.
That’s something to think about.

Trotsky: But perhaps the reason for
the absenteeism of 85 per cent is that
the speakers have nothing to say to the
ranks?

Cl0 Official: Hmm. That's true to a
certain extent. The economic situation
is such that we are forced to hoid back
the workers, to put brakes on the
movement, to retreat. This is not to the
workers’ liking, of course.

Trotsky: Here we have the heart of
the matter. It is not the ranks that are
to blame but the leaders. In the
classical epoch of capitalism the trade
unions also got into difficult situations
during crises and were forced to re-
treat, lost part of their membership,
spent their reserve funds. But then
there was at least the assurance that
the_next upturn would allow the losses
to be made up, and more besides.
Today there isn’t the slightest hope for
such a thing. The unions will go down
step by step. Your organisation, the
ClO, may collapse as quickly as it
arose.

4

Leon Trotsky
Cl0 Officlal: What can be done?

Trotsky: Above all, one must tell the
masses what's what. It's inadmissible
to play hide-and-seek. You, of course,
know the American workers better than
I. Nevertheless, let me assure you that
you are looking at them through old
eyeglasses. The masses are immeasu-
rably better, more daring and resolute
than the leaders. The very fact of the
rapid rise of the CIO shows that the
American worker has changed radically
under the impact of the terrible econo-
mic jolts of the post- war period,
especially of the past decade. When
you showed a little initiative in building
more combative unions, the workers
immediately responded and gave you
extraordinary, unprecedented support.
You have no right to complain about
the masses. And what about the so-
called sit-down strikes? It wasn't the
leaders who thought them up, but the
workers themseives. Isn’'t this an un-
mistakable sign that the American
workers are ready to go over to more
decisive methods of combat? Mayor
Hague is a direct product of the sit-
down strikes. Unfortunately, no one in
the top layer of the trade unions has
yet dared to deduce from the sharpen-
ing of the social struggle such daring
conclusions as capitalist reaction has.
This is the key to the situation. The
leaders of capital think and act immea-
surably more firmly, consistently, dar-
ingly, than do the leaders of the prole-
tariat—these  sceptics, routinists,
bureaucrats, who are smothering the
fighting spirit of the masses. It is from
this that grows the danger of a victory
for fascism, even in a very short time.

The workers don't come to your meet-
ings because they instinctively feel the
insufficiency, the lack of substance,
the lifelessness, the outright falsity of
your programme. The trade union
leaders give out with platitudes at the
very moment when every worker senses
catastrophe overhead. One must find
the language that corresponds to the
real conditions of decaying capitalism
and not to bureaucratic iliusions.

ClO Officlal: | have already said that
| see no leaders. There are separate
groups, sects, but | see no one who
could unite the worker masses, even if
| agree with you that the masses are
ready for struggle.

Trotsky: The problem is not leaders,
but programme. The correct program-
me not only arouses and consolidates
the masses, but also trains the
leaders.

CI10 Officlial: What do you consider a
correct programme?

Trotsky: You know that | am a
Marxist; more precisely, a Bolshevik.
My programme has a very short and
simple name: socialist revolution. But |
don't ask that the leaders of the union
movement immediately adopt the pro-
gramme of Marxism. What | do ask is
that they draw conclusions from their
work, from their own situation; that for
themselves and for the masses they
answer just these two questions: 1)
How to save the CIO from bankruptcy
and destruction? 2) How to save the
United States from fascism?

CIO Officlal: What would you your-
self do in the United States today if you
were a trade union organiser?

Trotsky: First of all, the trade unions
shouid stand the question of
unemployment and wages on its head.
The sliding scale of wages, such as you
have, is correct: everyone should have
work. But the sliding scale of hours
should be supplemented by a sliding
scale of wages. The working class
cannot permit a continuous lowering of
its living standards, for this would be
equivalent to the destruction of human
culture. The highest weekly pay rates
on the eve of the 1929 crisis must be
taken as the point of departure. The
mighty productive forces created by
the workers have not disappeared nor
been destroyed; they are there at
hand. Those who own and control
these productive forces are respon-
sible for unemployment. The workers
know how to work and want to work.
The work shoutd be divided up among
all the workers. The weekly pay for
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each worker should be no less than the
maximum attained in the past. Such is
the natural. the necessary, the unpost-
ponable demand of the trade unions.
Otherwise they will be swept away like
trash by historical developments.

CH0 Officlal: Is this programme rea-
lisable? It means the certain ruin of the
capitalists. This very programme might
hasten the growth of fascism.

Trotsky: Of course this programme
means a struggle and not prostration.
The trade unions have two possibili-
ties: either to manoeuvre, tack back
and forth, retreat, close their eyes and
capitulate bit by bit in order not to
‘anger’ the owners or ‘provoke’ reac-
tion. It was by this road that the
German and Austrian social democrats
and trade union officials tried to save
themselves from fascism. The result is
known to you: they cut their own
throats. The other road is to under-
stand the inexorable character of the
present social crisis and to lead the
masses to the offensive.

CIO Officlal: But you still haven't
answered the question about fascism,
that is, the immediate danger that the
trade unions draw down upon them-
selves by radical demands.

Trotsky: | have not forgotten that for
a moment. The fascist danger is alrea-
dy at hand, even before the appea-
rance of radical demands. It flows from
the decline and disintegration of capi-
talism. Granted that it might be streng-
thened for a while by the pressure of a
radical trade union programme. One
must openly warn the workers of this.
One must set about creating special
defense organisations in a practical
way right now. There is no other road!
You can no more save yourself from
fascism with the help of democratic
laws, resolutions or proclamations
than you can’'from a cavalry unit with
the help of diploimatic notes. One must
teach the workers to defend their lives
and their future, arms in hand, from
the gangsters and bandits of capital.
Fascism grows swiftly in an atmos-
phere of immunity from punishment.
One cannot doubt for a moment that
the fascist heroes will turn with their
tails between their legs when they
realise that for each of their squadrons
the workers are ready to send two,
three or four squadrons of their own.
The only way to save not only the
workers' organisations, but also to
keep casualties to the minimum, is to
create a powerful organisation of
workers’ self-defense in time. This is
the trade unions’ most important res-
ponsibility, if they do not wish to perish

ingloriously. The working class needs a
workers militia!

CIO Officlal: But what is the further
perspective? Where will such methods
of struggle get the trade unions in the
last analysis?

Trotsky: It is obvious that the sliding
scale and workers’ self- defense are
not sufficient. These are just the first
steps, necessary in order to protect the
workers from death by starvation or the
fascists’ knives. These are urgent and
necessary means of self- defense. But
by themselves they will not resolve the
problem. The basic task consists in
laying the foundation for a better eco-
nomic system, for a more just, rational
and decent utilisation of the productive
forces in the interests of all the
people. This can't be attained by the
ordinary, ‘normal’, routine methods of
the trade unions. You cannot disagree
with this, for in the conditions of
capitalist decline isolated unions turn
out to be incapable of halting even the
further deterioration of the workers’
conditions. More decisive and deep-
going methods are necessary. The
bourgeoisie, who hold sway over the
means of production and who have
state power, have brought the eco-
nomy to a state of total and hopeless
disarray. It is necessary to declare the
bourgeoisie incompetent and to
transfer the economy into fresh and
honest hands, that is, into the hands of
the workers themselves. How to do
this? The first step is clear: all the
trade unions should unite and form
their own labour party. Not the party of
Roosevelt 3. or La Guardia, 4. not a
‘labour’ party in name only, but a truly
independent political organisation of
the working class. Only such a party is
capable of gathering around itself the
ruined farmers, the small artisans, the
shopkeepers. But for this it would have
to wage an uncompromising struggle
against the banks, trusts, monopolies,
and their political agents, that is, the
Republican and Democratic parties.
The task of the labour party should
consist in taking power into its own
hands, all the power, and then putting
the economy in order. This means: to
organise the entire national economy
according to a single rational plan,
whose aim is not the profit of a small
bunch of exploiters, but the material

Notes

1. Mayor Hague—Democratic mayor of
Jersey City who used New Jersey state
forces, in cooperation with company-hired
thugs, to prevent the CIO from organising.
Picketting was banned and union organisers
were jailed or run out of town.

2. John Lewis (1880-1969)—President of
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and spiritual interests of a population
of 130 million.

CIO Officlal: Many of our activists
are beginning to understand that the
course of political development is mov-
ing towards a labour party. But Roose-
velt's popularity is still too great. If he
agrees to run for president a third time,
the question of a labour party will have
to be postponed for another four
years.

Trotsky: There precisely is the tra-
gedy resulting from the fact that
Messrs Leaders look to those above
them instead of those below. The
coming war, the decay of American
capitalism, the growth of unemploy-
ment and poverty, all these basic
processes, which directly determine
the fate of dozens and hundreds of
millions of people, do not depend on
the candidacy or ‘popularity’ of Roose-
velt. | assure you that he is far more
popular among the -well-paid CIO of-
ficials than among the unemployed.
incidently, the trade unions exist for
the workers, not the officials. If the
idea of the CIO inspired millions of
workers for a certain period, the idea of
an independent, militant labour party
that aims to put an end to economic
anarchy, unemployment and misery, to
save the people and its culture, the
idea of such a party is capable of
inspiring tens of miilions. Of course,
the agitators of the labour party wouid
immediately have to show the masses,
by word and by deed, that they were not
electoral agents of Roosevelt, La Guar-
dia and company, but true fighters for
the interests of the exploited masses.
When the speakers talk in the langu-
age of workers’ leaders and not of
White House agents, the 85 per cent of
the members will come to the meet-
ings, while the 15 per cent of conser-
vative oldsters, worker-aristocrats and
careerists will stay away. The masses
are better, more daring, more resolute
than the leaders. The masses wish to
struggle. Putting the brakes on the
struggle are the leaders who have
lagged behind the masses. Their own
indecisiveness, their own conservat-
ism, their own bourgeois prejudices
are disguised by the leaders with allu-
sions to the backwardness of the
masses. Such is the true state of
affairs at present.

the United Mine Workers, 1920-60. A right
wing Republican who, seeing the ground
shift beneath him, moved to link with the
left and other activists to lead the CIO.
3. Franklin Roosevelt (1882-
1945)-Democratic President, 1933-45.
4. Fiorello La Guardia (1882-
1947)—Mayor of New York City, 1934- 45.



Unable to quell the movement of workers and youth with its white forces of repression alone, the
South African ruling class is increasingly compelled to unleash auxillary forces of reaction In the
townships and workplaces. To the fore of these stands Buthelezl’s Inkatha. Printed below Is an
Editorial Board statement by Ingaba Ya Basebenzi, journal of the Marxist Workers Tendency of the

ANC, followed by a chilling account, published exclusivel

against UDF and COSATU activists in Natal.

For an effective national
fightback to defeat Inkatha!

On 10 December Gatsha Buthelezl
broke off ‘peace talks’ with COSATU
and the UDF, declaring that “the only
reconciliation there will ever be In this
country is the reconciliation of the
most powerful with those who pay
homage to the powerful.” Agalnst CO-
SATU and the UDF, he boasts, “we are
talking about a life and death
struggle... We are talking of all or
nothing victorles.”

It is true that Inkatha and our move-
ment cannot be reconciled. Inkatha Is
the instrument of gangsters, serving
counter-revolution. Buthelezi is
vigllante-in-chief. COSATU and the UDF
are organs of the rising revolutionary
movement of the working class. For his
political survival, the ‘non-violent’ Bu-
thelezl is compelled to fight our move-
ment to the death.

Reign of terror

it seems to many that Inkatha Is
invincible. But the truth Is the op-
posite. Both Buthelezi’'s entry into
‘peace talks’ and his warlike bragging
are signs of desperation. The grip of
his murderous mafla In Natal Is slipp-
ing because of the heroic fightback by
Congress youth over the last months.
The COSATU and UDF leadership must
now mobilise an effective national
fightback to bury inkatha once and for
all! Let us show that there Is no power
stronger than the power of the working
class united In action!

Buthelez! and his coliaborators have
hidden behind the claim that Inkatha Is
a ‘liberation movement’. That has al-
ways been a pretence. Inkatha could
not, and cannot, do anything for the
masses In Natal. It defends caplitalism,
using the Bantustan state of Kwazulu.
Together with the government and the
bosses, Inkatha Is responsible for
mass unemployment, homelessness
and poverty wages.

Inkatha was bullt to Its claimed
million members only by forcing people
to join i, and by mis-leading Zulu
people that thelr freedom couid be
achleved through tribal organisation
and negotiations with the apartheid
state. Now the lle is exposed. Even to

their own followers Butheiezi and his
thugs reveal themselves as state
agents supported by the big bosses to
try to divide the revolutionary move-
ment. Inkatha corruption extends to
manipulating flood rellef funds, eamn-
Ing them the hatred of the
masses.

Buthelezl has resorted to the barba-
rous reign of terror of the last months
because, more and more, the working
people in Natal are joining the revolu-
tion and taking the side of Congress.
The launch of COSATU, the massive
participation of Natal workers In the
May 5-6 natlonal general strike, the
prolonged resistance of the BTR
workers and Its profound effect In the
Maritzburg area—all have been decis-
ive in beginning to break the grip of
Inkatha. In the tradition of 1973, the
Natal werking class Is agaln moving to
the forefront.

Terror alone cannot hold down a
rising class. Despite the casualties
suffered, the courageous organisation
of self-defence against the impis by
Natal youth and workers has begun to
turn the tide against Inkatha. Many of
its former supporters are coming over
to the side of Congress. There are even
instances of policemen and prison
warders tumning against Gatsha.

The bosses are desperate for peace
in Natal. The Chamber of Commerce,
supported by the police, has tried to
make Itself ‘peacebroker In the civil
war. They see that Inkatha's terror
tactics, Iinstead of cowing the working
class, are now arousing Its militancy.
But Buthelezl is in a dilemma. On the
one hand, continuing his relgn of terror
Is rebounding agalnst him. But if he
agrees to peace and calls off his impls,
he will end up losing Natal to Con-
gress.

Of course people want to live In
peace. But we have to be realistic. The
UDF and COSATU leaders who engage
in peace talks fail to see that Inkatha
cannot abide by peace. It uses peace
talks In the hope of paralysing the
Congress youth and workers. Buthelezi
will return agailn and again to war,
although a war policy cannot save him.
Nor can the occupation of Natal town-

y in the MIR, of Inkatha’s barbarous war

ships by the SADF secure Inkatha.
Gatsha Is destined to be reduced to a
pathetic puppet.

Congress policy must be to carry
through the political and physical des-
truction of Inkatha. The conditions for
this are there. But, because the blg
bosses and the state will continue to
back their most reliable ally, it will
require the mobllisation of the full
forces at the disposal of our movement
if Inkatha terror is to be eliminated.
The defeat of Inkatha would be a huge
victory. it would show that vigllantes
everywhere In the country can be de-
feated. It would raise the confidence of
miilions of working people in the pros-
pects for defeating the main enemy:
the viclous apartheld state.

Defence committees

The Congress leaders policy of
‘peace talks’ with Gatsha has falled.
Since the October ‘truce’ more than 70
people have been killed. Now another
attempt at ‘peace’ has broken down,
and the killings continue. Conclliation
cannot end Inkatha terror, nor strip
away Buthelezi's remalning base of
support. As youth In Natal are saying,
the organisation of defence commit-
tees is the only way we can stop them
killing us. Ingaba salutes the fighting
youth and workers of Natal. With them
we say, what is required Is a policy for
action on the part of the whole move-
ment. If the COSATU and UDF leader-
ship has such a policy, they must spell
It out now. The leadership must
lead.

The following measures are urgently
needed on the part of the natlonal and
reglonal leadership. Activists must win
support for this policy in every local
body of the movement and ensure
Immediate implementation by the lea-
dership.

* COSATU, the UDF and SAYCO must
organise throughout Natal self-
defence committees linking the youth
with the organised workers.

* COSATU, the UDF and SAYCO must
jointly organise nation-wide action
around basic soclal demands. This
would strip away Inkatha's remaining
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base of support by convincing working
people throughout Natal that the only
solution to their problems lies in join-
ing Congress In a fight to the finish
against the bosses and the state.
Name a speclfic figure for a natlonal
minimum wage to rally the widest
sections of the working class In action!
Extend the struggle against rents to ali
parts of the country!

* COSATU, the UDF and SAYCO must
campaign In every workplace, school
and community to win political and
financlal support for comrades fighting
agalnst Inkatha. Joint COSATU-UDF-
SAYCO meetings should be orga-
nised.

* COSATU, the UDF and SAYCO must
ensure the bullding of locals based In
every Industrial area of the country, as
a powerful instrument for linking the
organised workers and fighting youth
to carry this campaign forward.

* Every possible initlative must be
taken to procure arms for self-defence.
At the same time we call on the ANC
leadership to supply arms urgently to
the fighting youth and workers of
Natal.

No truce with Inkatha!

For workers and youth
armed self-defence!

For joint COSATU-UDF-
SAYCO action on
social demands!

For workers’ power,
democracy, and
socialism!

16 December 1987.

The current issue of Ingaba Ya
Basebenzi, No 24/25, includes
important material on the fight against
inkatha and its workplace based thugs

of UWUSA. Also available is a back ’

issue, No 18/19, February 1986, with a
major eight page article, ‘Inkatha—this
spear of counter-revolution must be
broken’, including an account of the
formation of Inkatha and the role of the

e
ANC leaders. These are available for
£1 each plus 20p postage from:
Inqaba Ya Basebenzi, BM Box 1719,
London WC1N 3XX, Britain.

The Killing Fields of Natal

Patricia Mkhize is 12 years old. She
livesin a hutin her family kraal near Zon-
di’s store in the rural township of Maswa-
zini, in the rolling hills to the north of
Pietermaritzburg in Natal. Patricia at-
tends Zweliyazuza primary schoo! and
hoped to follow her senior studies at
school in Kwamncane which is close to
Maswazini. But since the night of Oc-
tober 9th 1987 nothing is sure in Patricia’s
life.

That was the night the murder squads
of Inkatha came to the kraal. And what
happened then has left an indelible stain,
abloodstain, on Patricia’s memory which
no passage of time will ever erase. Think
now of what children you know of Patri-
cia’s 12 years and ponder on the gaping
horror of all that follows. Her story is
simply told, in a child’s words, but it rev-
eals all the gruesome reality of the
counter revolution in South Africa. This
is the killing fields of Natal where the
youth who support Congress and CO-
SATU are being hunted down by the
gangster butchers of Gatsha Buthelezi’s
Inkatha.

“On Friday night 9th October 1987 1
was awakened by the sound of knocking
on the door. My mother got up to open
the door and a group of men entered the
hut. T recognised most of them. I know
one of them very well because he is the
induna, the local chief, in our area and 1

By David Johnson

see him all the time. I also know him to be
the leader of Inkatha in our area. He rec-
ently started a campaign to get school
children to join Inkatha. He does this by
holding Inkatha meetings at our school.
We have often been told that the school is
only for Inkatha supporters.”

Patricia recognised one of the other
men as her local shopkeeper from the sto-
re near her kraal and of him she said: “He
comes regularly to our school to give
Inkatha lectures. These lectures deal
with what Inkatha has done for the
people and why we should all join Inka-
tha. He has often said to us, in the stan-
dard 5 class, that if we do not like Inkatha
we should get out of the school and out of
the community or he would burn our
homes and will shoot us as the induna will
supply him with guns.”

Gunned down

Patricia recognised the rest of the
group, or most of them, as coming from
herlocal area. “The induna demanded to
know where the maqgabane (comrades)
were. When my mother said she did not
know what he meant, the induna asked
for my brothers Mangethe and Mntu by

name. They searched the hut but did not
find my brothers. The induna demanded
that my mother open all the huts in the
kraal. As she went out my brother’s
girlfriend and my sister Petronella fol-
lowed her. I stayed behind. My mother
and the men were gone for ashort while. I
heard talking and the opening of doorsin
the other huts. I watched some of what
was happening through the window.

“My mother returned to our hut and
the men seemed to be going to the gate to
leave. My mother said she wanted to go
outside to relieve herself and then we
would all go to sleep. When she wentout-
side the hut she shut the door. I heard the
induna say to her that she should not
move and lean against the wall. Then I
heard gunfire. I heard a body fall and my
mother say she was dying. Then they told
my mother to open the door because we
want the children inside as they will point
at us. My mother replied that she could
not open the door as they had shot
her.”

Patricia’s brother Khatula, who is 13,
speaks of what happened then. “After
they shot my mother I heard someone tell
her to get up and open the door. I did not
hear her answer as I hid under my bed. A
short while later they entered the room. I
saw one of them aim his gun at my sister,
Petronelia, and fire one shot. She fell to
the floor and I heard more shots. T re-
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member her crying out, ‘Awu we MaV’
She lay bleeding on the floor. She was
moaning. I closed my eyes and after a
while the men went outside. I heard the
induna say that they should burn down
the house. One of the men argued against
this, saying that they already had two of
us. A few minutes later my sister Patricia
came into the room. We fled from the hut
and ran into the bush far from the house
where we spent the night. It was cold and
as we were only wearing light clothes we
piled grass on top of us and hugged each
other to keep warm.”

Assailants released

Patricia and Khatula’s eldest brother
Mandla works at a food factory in Pieter-
maritzburg. He is a union member. He
lives in Pietermaritzburg during the week
and returns to the family home at wee-
kends. He came to Maswazini on Satur-
day 10th October around 10am to find his
family and neighbours in a state of hyste-
rical shock. It is impossible to compre-
hend what he must have felt like when
given the news of the deaths of his mother
and sister. Mandla has absolutely no
doubt as to why these brutal slayings took
place. He says “I am a member of the
Food and Allied Workers Union whichis
an affiliate of COSATU. My brother’s
Mangethe and Mntu are both members of
an informal youth group that allies itself
broadly with the UDF. Their youth
grouping was formed for the purpose of

A clash between ‘the comrades’ and ‘the witdoeke’, backed by the police and army. The use of vigilantes Is an open and consclou; part of the

addressing community problems and in
particular the actions of the induna which
have become oppressive and a burden
upon our community.

“Itis apparent that my membership of
a COSATU union and my brothers’
membership of a UDF affiliate, precipi-
tated the murders of my motherandsister
and explains why these people continue
to hound me and my family. The object of
the search at my family’s kraal on the
night of the murders was to find my
brothers. The fact that when this purpose
was defeated they turned upon my
mother and sister illustrates their savag-
ery.”

On Saturday 10th October Mandla and
his family members went to the police sta-
tion to lay charges. The accused, asiden-
tified, were arrested on that weekend.
But on Monday 12th October Mandla
was astonished to see the indunastanding
talking to another man at a road junction
he drove past. Subsequently he learned
that all the other accused had been re-
leased. He went to the police station to
protest at this but was told by the investi-
gating police officer that the whole
matter had nothing to do with him. The
officer concerned then promptly left the
charge office.

Inareport in the Weekly Mail, Mandla
continues: “I spoke to another detect-
ive..... He told me that if he were in my
position he would immediately move his
family to a place where they would be
safer. He said that there were some

members of the police force who did not
regard the chief as a criminal. He said
that, in his experience, when members of
Inkatha committed atrocities, they were
arrested but subsequently released and
almost never charged or prosecuted.”

All the family’s fears of what would be-
come of them were confirmed on the
evening of that day when a schoolboy
visited the Mkhize home. He told Mandla
that he had scen the chief with other men
at the local store and that he had heard
them planning a raid on the kraal that
evening. The family packed their clothes
and left to spend the night with a neigh-
bour. They left not a moment too soon.
As Mandla says, ‘‘while we were on our
way to Mncwabe’s house we looked back
towards our kraal and saw, in the gath-
ering darkness, anumber of torches mov-
ing around the garden and through the
huts.”

Inkatha—The Black
Hundreds of the SA
Revolution

Patricia speaks for all the Mkhize
family when she says, “I am very
frightened and do not feel safe. I am an
eyewitness to the murders. The induna
knows that my brother and I have given
statements to the police and identified
him. My lifeisin danger. He must believe
that he can do anything without fear of
being arrested because the police are on



26 MIR Winter 1988.’ South Aﬁ'ica—-——

his side. T am currently living in a safe
place far from home although I can not
continue to live like this. My home, relat-
ives, and friends are in Maswazini and
unless these people are stopped I will
never be able to resume a normal life.”

This is the killing fields of Natal where
fear stalks the hills carrying guns, knives
and pangas. -

Inkatha is mainly based on the state
apparatus of the KwaZulu homeland and
the eroded remnants of Zulu tribal struc-
tures in Natal. Gatsha Buthelezi, the
leader of Inkatha, claims a membership
of one million to one and a half million.
But it would be wrong to interpret these
figures as depicting massive strength wi-
thout making important qualifications.
Firstly the vast majority of these
members are forced conscripts, coerced
to join Inkatha by the gangsters at the
head of the organisation. Secondly, in
words, Buthelezi has consistently and
consciously fostered the idea that Inka-
tha is part of the movement for national
liberation, bitterly opposed to apartheid.
Forexample, Inkatha’s flag carries the
same green, black and gold colours as
that of the ANC. But actions speak
louder than words and in practice Inkatha
has operated as areactionary gang, winn-
ing alarge element of its support because
of a chauvinistic appeal based on Zulu
tribalism combined with armed intimida-
tion.

The leaders of the ANC mistakenly
conceived of Inkatha as an ally in the libe-
ration struggle and supported its forma-
tion. They mistakenly thought that Inka-
tha could be used as a surrogate leader-
ship because the ANC was banned. They
believed that subsequently Inkatha could
form an alliance with the ANC in the
struggle against apartheid which would
force a negotiated settlement of the
‘democratic stage’, in the so-called two
stage revolution. Thisis autopiandream.
The South African bosses will never con-
cede democracy. Even today there is an
ambivalence in the approach to Inkatha
amongst the leaders of the movement
which gives it a legitimacy it does not
deserve. The COSATU leaders, fore-
xample, still refer to Inkatha’s workplace
based murder squads in UWUSA as a
“tribally based union”.

The bosses eagerly supported the early
development of Inkatha from its forma-
tionin 1975, because so doing conformed
to their historical use of tribal-ethnic di-
vide and rule tactics in the class struggle.
This liberal bourgeois support for Inka-
tha was typified by a statement made by
Gavin Relly, the head of Anglo Ameri-
can, to Business Day in June 1986: “I've
been told that Buthelezi plays a rough
game in Natal. But South Africais not for
the fainthearted.... You can’t expect us
to run away from the one black leader
who says exactly what we think.”

Inkatha is Buthelezi's power base and
ithasmade him aninfluential figure in the
national politics of South Africa. At a
local level Inkatha operates as little more
than a crude extortion racket run by
gangster cliques around many of the local
chiefs. Mandla Mkhize spoke of some of
the ‘customs’introduced by Inkathain his
area: “... if any member of the commun-
ity who is not a member of Inkatha wants
to slaughter a cow, then he or she has to
pay a R5.00 Inkatha membership to the
induna. If any body should refuse to pay
that fee then he or she is taken by the
induna to Chief Zondi. Such persons are
then fined R150.00 by Chief Zondi.
Another custom that the induna has in-
troduced is that if a member of Inkatha
has a wedding it is obligatory that the
wedding be reported to the induna who
then allocates an Inkatha observer to the
wedding at a fee. Anybody who is not an
Inkatha member and has awedding, then
the wedding proceedings are frequently
disrupted.”

Mxolisi Hadebe

Mxolisi Hadebe is fifteen years old.
He joined Inkatha in the Harewood
township near Pietermaritzburg in July
1987. He has made a full statement on
his involvement in Inkatha which has
been carried in parts of the South
African press. His statement exposes
the ferced recruitment used to build
Inkatha and the vicious thuggery and
brutality of its leaders.

“In or about July or August 1987, 1
became a member of Inkatha. I joined
the organisation against my will in the
circumstances described below. One
morning a group of about 50 Inkatha
followers went through Harewocod,
from door to door, recruiting members.
There were two leaders of this group.
Their names were Mlungise Mthembu
and Maghawe Goba, both of whom live
in the same house as Christopher Zuma
who is the local Inkatha leader.

“I was sitting on the verandah of the
house when this group arrived. 1 was
told that they were recruiting members
for Inkatha and that those who did not
join would be assaulted. I was also told
that if I did not join my house would be
burnt. I was instructed to get R1.00 to
pay Inkatha as a joining fee, to arm
myself and to accompany the group. I
did as I was told, arming myself with a
stick... Later that afternoon I took
R1.00 and my stick and went to Zuma’s
house. When I arrived many people had
already gathered whilst others were still
arriving. The meeting took place in the
yard. We were addressed at the meeting
and told that where Inkatha operates,
there is no crime, that Inkatha would
get us jobs and ensure that all of us who
wanted to attend school could do so.

We were instructed to go home and tell
those who had not attended the meeting
to join Inkatha. We were also told that
if we see a person’s house burning we
must not lend assistance if the occu-
pants were not members of Inkatha.

“On the following day 1 went to
Zuma’s house. This time Zuma ad-
dressed the meeting. He sketched the
background to the formation of Inkatha
in the area. He said that after he
decided to recruit members in Hare-
wood he approached the local indunas
who gave their approval. He said that
he believed it was sometimes necessary
to kill a person to make it clear to
people that Inkatha should be obeyed.
He then said that when we come to
meetings at his house, we should be
armed because we might be instructed
to attack UDF members. He warned
that one day we would be put to the
test. We would be instructed to bind
and stab a captive when he ordered us
to do so. This would be a test of loyality
to him.

“I attended a third meeting the fol-
lowing day. At this meeting Zuma
warned us against being seen associat-
ing with UDF members, saying that if
we did so we faced the prospect of being
killed. He also told us that he was on
good terms with the police and subse-
quently, on several occasions, said he
would never be arrested as the police
knew him.”

A few weeks after this Hadebe was
part of an Inkatha raiding party on
UDF members in the neighbouring
township of Sinathing. He explains how
the Inkatha brigade was assembled at
the sound of gunshots, was armed with
sticks and knives and burned down the
house of known UDF members. After
this raid Hadebe took part in a number
of similar assaults. However, he became
disenchanted with Inkatha after one
particular assault on a friend of his and
left the organisation. He says: “The
reason I have decided to disclose this is
that I do not want to participate in the
violence which is part of life in Hare-
wood. I was constantly afraid when I
lived therc that I would fall foul of
Inkatha’s violence, even when I was a
member. I was also shocked by the
violence which was directed at innocent
people, whether it was aimed at coerc-
ing them to join Inkatha or to punish
them for their real or imaginary sympa-
thies with the UDF.”

Godfrey Madala used to reside in
Sinathing township until he was burned
out for non membership of Inkatha. His
story has the same quality of horror as
that of the Mkhize family. When he
relates it in a matter of fact way you feel
your stomach tighten and you can al-
most sense the sheer panic which grips
people caught in this mayhem. From



what he says it is clear that it is not
necessary to be involved in the UDF or
COSATU to provoke Inkatha. Simply
not being an Inkatha member can be
sufficient to provoke beatings, burnings
and murder.

“In or about the first week of Sep-
tember I was at home with my family.
There was my wife and three other
members of our family who were guests
at our house and my brother Ephraim
Madala. Late at night I heard a knock at
the door. I got out of bed and went to
answer. I asked who was there, but
there was no reply. Soon after stones
began to hit the house. The stone attack
was severe and soon most of the win-
dows were broken. I ran back to my
bedroom to ensure the safety of my wife
and child. My wife and I left the room
with our child. We went into the pass-
age which links the rooms in the house.
The other people in the house left their
rooms at about the same time and were
also in the passage. Everyone was ter-
rified. Two of the rooms were set on fire
and the blaze was spreading. I went to
the kitchen to see if we could escape
from the house through the kitchen
door. I opened the door and saw four or
five men armed with spears and sticks
standing outside the doorway.

Inkatha’s civil war

“I slammed the door, locked it and
informed my wife that we could not exit
the house through the kitchen. The
attackers then set fire to the dinning
room. At the same time, I heard people
trying to force their way through the
front door. We had little choice but to
go through the kitchen door. I again
went to the kitchen door and opened it.
I saw a larger group of heavily armed
men just outside. I decided it was
preferable to leave the house and face
our attackers, rather than be burnt to
death inside. I stepped through the
door, closely followed by my wife, child
and niece, Mphumulelo. One of the
group asked me if [ had any weapons in
the house. Suddenly a member of the
group rushed towards me with a knife.
He stabbed me in the right side. I tried
to run but as I turned another person
stabbed me in the chest. Despite these
wounds I carried on running and
managed to get away. I ran to the home
of an acquaintance who arranged tran-
sport to take me to Edendale
Hospital.

“While T was in hospital I was in-
formed that the body of my nephew
Mduduzi Madala was found on the day
after the attack. He had been stabbed
and hacked to death. The attack on my
house, my stabbing and the murder of
Mduduzi are, to me, inexplicable other
than that our family are not members of

Inkatha. While my family and I are not
members of Inkatha neither are we
members of any rival organisation. We
are simple people who want to lead
peaceful lives.”

The statements of Patricia Mkhize,
her brother, of Mxolisi Hadebe and
Godfrey Madala paint a vivid picture of
what is happening in the Pietermaritz-
burg area of Natal. Unfortunately their
stories are only a very small part of the
carnage of Inkatha’s forced recruitment
drive which began in July/August 1987.
Since then almost 200 people have been
killed in the Pietermaritzburg area, the
vast majority of them non members of
Inkatha. In the last eight weeks alone 80
people have perished. To date there
have been no police prosecutions for
murder taken to court for any of the
deaths of non Inkatha members. It is
estimated that nearly 300 people have
died in Natal in this civil war in
1987.

It is clear that Inkatha sees its in-
fluence in Natal being seriously under-
mined by the growth of the UDF and
COSATU and this explains the forced
recruitment drive. Inkatha is being built
through a reign of terror based on
search and destroy missions. The res-
ponse of the leaders of Inkatha to the
charges laid against it of murder and
mayhem, incredibly, is to insist that
Inkatha is a non violent organisation.
Oscar Dhlomo, the general secretary of
Inkatha, said recently in an interview
with the New Nation newspaper that
there were no genuine political diffe-
rences between the ANC and Inkatha!
He added, ‘“However, there are clear
differences in strategy between the two
movements... The ANC has chosen
violence as a strategy whereas Inkatha
has chosen non-violence. Inkatha’s un-
compromising stand on non-violence is
a source of great political frustration for
the ANC.”

Buthelezi issues similar routine
denials of Alice in Wonderland quality
when confronted with accusations of
Inkatha’s murder and pillage. When
questioned at a recent press conference
he replied: “The kind of coercion al-
leged here is strictly contrary to the
dictates of the movement. Inkatha’s
leadership would not tolerate such
behaviour. The allegations are typical
of the propaganda aimed at Inkatha.
Inkatha is a voluntary organisation. It is
well disciplined and disciplinary proce-
dures exist and are used against
members when warranted.”

However, Velaphi Ndlovu, the re-
gional chairman of Inkatha in the Pie-
termaritzburg area, believes that if an
Inkatha member is killed by a member
of the UDF it is acceptable to take
revenge by killing relatives of the UDF
member. He told the Weekly Mail

recently, ““It’s defence, because if there
was no attacker there would be no
revenge. Revenge killing is not accept-
able in policy, but what can you do if
your house is burnt down and the law
won’t do anything about that? You
revenge yourself so that he won’t come
back. Inkatha members are on the
defending side.” This is a camouflage of
lies.

The truth is that Inkatha is about as
non violent as the hoodlums of Al
Capone’s organisation in Chicago in the
1930s. Whenever questioned about vio-
lence in public Capone asserted that he
was opposed to violence and no
member of his organisation could be
accused of such conduct, in much the
same way as Buthelezi and company do
now. In this respect, Gatsha is the Al
Capone of Natal. The township youth
know the facts in any case. ‘Theleweni’
is the township slang for an Inkatha
thug. The word means “killer” in
Zulu.

The response of the leaders of the
UDF to this savagery has been to give
priority to attempting to negotiate a
truce with the leaders of Inkatha. Of
course, ordinary people want to live in
peace but can an end to the conflict with
Inkatha be reached at the negotiating
table? It is simply not possible. Marxism
teaches that where there are two rights,
force decides and this is the case in
Natal now.

No truce with
Inkatha!

Archie Gumede, one of the leaders of
the UDF in Natal, actually signed a
truce agreement with Inkatha early in
October. He is dealing with leaders who
speak fine words, dress in fine suits like
gentlemen, and sing lullabies of com-
promise at the same time as the goon
squads under their command are extort-
ing, burning, and killing in the town-
ships. People have to be judged by their
deeds not by their words. The leaders of
Inkatha play a clever game on occasion.
By being seen as willing and even keen
to negotiate an end to the conflict they
provide a smokescreen of respectability
behind which dirty deeds are planned
and carried out on a day to day basis. A
genuine truce with these thugs is about
as likely as being able to nail a raindrop
to the wall. This is war and there will be
a victor and the vanquished as in all
wars.

The call for defence committees spo-
ken about by the leaders of COSATU
and the UDF on countless occasions
actually has to be made a reality. Every
township, every village throughout the
province should have its own defence
committee, organised by its own mar-
shalls and properly armed to do battle



with the Inkatha thugs.

It is true that this is not easily
achieved in the prevailing circumstances
but the glorious revolutionary youth in
some of the townships have shown what
can be done without the leaders of the
UDF and COSATU seriously mobilis-
ing for battle. The truth is that we are
many and they are few but the many
have to be organised and welded to-
gether to feel their own power.

For it would be wrong to give the
impression, despite its savagery, that
Inkatha is sweeping all before it in its
forced recruitment drive. In several
areas around Pietermaritzburg the
youth, many of them 12 and 13 years of
age, have organised defence of their
own areas. Inkatha has been on the
rampage but in many areas the tide has
been turned. There are now several
places where defence committees orga-
nised by the youth have created ‘no go’
areas for Inkatha murder squads. In
Kwadambuza township, which inci-
dently has been renamed Angola, the
youth have organised and repulsed the
assault of Inkatha. In Kwasange, in
early October, the forces of the UDF
waged battle with those of Inkatha after
which Inkatha was left to bury thirteen
of its number and retreat in defeat.

On 1 November, the Johannesburg
Sunday Star gave a glimpse of the
combative spirit with which the youth of
Natal organise self defence in an article
which can be quoted directly: ““They (ie
Inkatha thugs) usually attack in the
morning when we start to feel drowsy
and sleepy when we have been up on
guard all night. These days we are
ready. I’'m not scared. It is my duty...
The speaker is a 15 year old boy. Should
he and his ten battle ready colleagues
hear a secret alarm call they will spring
into action. In an instant they will be
outside and ready to meet the
enemy...

“These are a new breed of soldier
children. They are members of ‘defence
units’-armed guard groups, born of a
necessity to survive as the township war
in Maritzburg continues... Scores of
these cell- like structures have sprung
up in recent weeks... The group sat in a
small stuffy room.. They meet at dusk

Vigilante-In-chief, Gatsha Buthelezi.

and stay awake until sun rise every day.
Should one of the 50-odd houses under
their jurisdiction sound the alarm they
will react instantly... ‘I do this so my
parents and older brothers who have to
work do not have to stay up all night...
No, we are not scared. We are ready.””

These examples are typical of many
strongholds of the UDF where ordinary
people have come together to say that
enough is enough. In some cases local
policemen have fought on the side of
the UDF youth because they have
become so disgusted by the brutality of
Inkatha. With resolute leadership, the
UDF and COSATU could mobilise tens
of thousands against Inkatha into pro-
perly organised defence committees,
democratically controlled by local
people.

A socialist vision

Whilst the vast majority of those
killed have been non Inkatha members,
this should not create the impression
that sets of armed hoodlums constitute
an invincible army. Ndlovu, the re-
gional chairman of Inkatha, claims 53
functioning branches of Inkatha in the
Pietermaritzburg area. With 40 to 100
people in each that would give Inkatha

Subscribe to Inqaba Ya Basebenzi

To recelve the next four issues of Inqgaba, starting from issue No.26, fill in

the form below.

[\'7: 11 1 S

AdAreSSs .....ccccirrnurimrnntrrserrstastosnansnssarsssaercosensnnssnrnessansasnnsnns
Subscription rates: Britain/Surface Mall overseas, £4 AIrmaII £7.90.
1 enclose £.......and £.......as a donation.Please arrange payment in
sterling to: Inqaba Ya Basebenzi, BM Box 1719, London WC1N 3XX,

Britain.

5,000 members, many of whom were
forced to join, in an area where half a
million live. The potential for ordinary
workers and youth to unite and drive
back Inkatha is clearly evident. In fact,
the tremendous retailiation that there
has been against Inkatha to date shows
that it is not wishful thinking to suggest
that proper organisation, clear strategy
and tactics could see Inkatha
routed.

However, a strategy to defeat Inka-
tha has to link the necessity of organisa-
tional measures to defend communities
to a political campaign. There is no
material base in South Africa to support
black reaction. Inkatha cannot promise
a vision of the future where there are
democratic rights, houses, jobs and an
end to poverty for all. Only a socialist
vision of society can promise that and so
the battle against Inkatha has to be
politically linked to the need to build
the ANC as a movement to bring about
a socialist South Africa.

The march of the vigilantes of reac-
tion has taken a terrible toll in the lives
of those fighting for a new society in the
townships of South Africa. It began in
June 1986 with the use of the witdoeke
in Crossroads. Since then almost every
township has been engulfed in a tide of
vigilante reaction, aided and abetted by
the forces of the state. The march of
Inkatha in Natal is probably the high-
point of this tide of reaction.

It may seem daunting to contemplate
struggle against the butchers of Inkatha
but things are never what they seem.
The processes leading to socialist revo-
lution are not straightforward. Rather
there is always the dialectical interplay
of revolution and counter-revolution.
The victorious revolution in Russia in
October 1917 could never have taken
place without the bloody defeat of 1905,
nor indeed the July days of reaction and
counter revolution in 1917. Defeat har-
dens the proletariat and burns away all
illusions in capitalism and in an easy
victory. In this context, the march of
Buthelezi’s butchers in Natal is actually
forcing workers and youth to come
together to build the organisations
necessary to develop the fightback
against Inkatha which in turn will lay
the basis for an enormous growth in the
forces of the revolution in Natal. Today
Gatsha should take the opportunity to
ring his bells for tomorrow he will be
wringing his hands. The warlords, the
death squads, the whole reactionary
crew of Inkatha, represent the past. The
revolutionary youth and militant
workers, who in the fullness of time will
vanquish them, represent the future. To
use the words of the Irish poet Yeats,
from all of this ‘a terrible beauty will be
born’.



Spycatcher, Thatcher and
the state

THATCHER’S PROLONGED batt-
le to suppress Spycatcher, the memoirs
of former MIS officer Peter Wright,
have once again focussed attention on
the role of the secret security and
intelligence services. Enormous res-
ources have been used to prevent
Wright’s disclosures reaching a mass
audience. At least £1 million was spent
on the civil action in the Australian
courts—which led only to humiliating
defeat for the government.

In Britain no attempt, so far, has
been made to use the discredited
Official Secrets Act against newspapers
reporting Wright’s allegations. But with
the support of an obliging, executive-
minded judiciary the government has
been able to curb comment on the
issues he raises. Using ‘contempt of
court’ rulings, the government, on this
issue, has gagged the press to an extent
unknown outside wartime conditions.

Despite these measures, however,
Spycatcher had by the Autumn of 1987
been published in the United States,
Australia, and Ireland. One result is
that Wright is now a very rich man, and
the prospects of the government seizing
his profits are slim. Moreover, the
government was undoubtedly forced to
the conclusion that any attempt to
prevent importation of the book would
be doomed to failure, however much
they would have liked to have done so.
But the Tories are still determined to
prevent the mass circulation of Wright’s
material. Why?

‘Domestic targets’

There is really nothing-that is very
new in Spycatcher. Many readers ex-
cited by the idea of reading a ‘banned’
book, especially if they are unfamiliar
with the esoteric history of post-war
espionage, will be disappointed. Most
of the allegations have been aired be-
fore. some in more detail, by authors
with ‘inside’ sources and also by more
reliable investigative journalists. Never-
theless, in his memoirs Wright confirms
many of these allegations with the
authority of a serving intelligence of-
ficer, supplying detail that cculd only
come from an insider. Above all,
Wright confirms the attempts, particu-
larly in 1973-74, to discredit Harold
Wilson, and subsequently te undermine
or bring down the Labo#r government
over which he presided?

If the government simply allowed
Wright to publish, where would it end?

By Lynn Walsh

Other recently retired officers might go
into print. Those subject to criticism
might reply with their own version of
events. This would open up the spectre
of comprehensive exposure, from the
inside, of a string of monumental fai-
lures in the field of intelligence and
counter-espionage. It would unravel the
systematic cover-up of successive spy
scandals, revealing the intelligence
chiefs’ main priority to be the protec-
tion of their organisations from public
scrutiny and criticism.

Above all, further public exposure
would bring home the enormous scale
of the security services’ operations
against ‘domestic targets’, the Labour
leaders, the Labour left, socialist
newspapers and groups, trade unionists,
and other organisations like the Na-
tional Council For Civil Liberties and
CND.

The security services are now a vast
arm of the capitalist state machine,
which in general has grown to mons-
trous proportions. In 1986 the official
expenditure on MI5 (the home security
service) and SIS (the overseas Secret
Intelligence Service, formerly MI6) was
£92 million. Informed commentators,
however, estimate the real cost to be in
the region of £300 million, with another
£300 million being spent on GCHQ
which carries out surveillance of tele-
phone and other electronic communica-
tions.

Over this secret apparatus there is not
even the semblance of democratic con-
trol. Spycatcher testifies to the con-
tempt with which intelligence officers
view the procedures of parliamentary
government. They regard themselves as
the ultimate guardians of the system,
who, unlike civil servants and politi-
cians, do not have to bother about the
normal rules. If the cloak of secrecy
slips, ‘national security’ can be invoked
to justify their actions.

Like the police and the army, the
secret services have received enormous
additional resources under Thatcher—in
order to combat ‘the enemy within",
primarily the organisations of the work-
ing class which stand in the way of
policies of capitalist crisis. The link was
made clear with the banning of trade
unions at GCHQ, which is also part of
the world-wide intelligence apparatus of
the United States.

The desperate moves to suppress
Spycatcher, however, have been ham-
pered by the government’s inability to
use the Official Secrets Act against the
author once he had taken Australian
citizenship. This in turn has also cons-
trained the government’s action against
the press in Britain. The difficulties of
trying to utilise the civil law to enforce
official secrecy has resulted in a long-
drawn-out battle- during which even
more information about the security
services has come out into the
open.

Wright's motives

Under their ‘positive vetting’ proce-
dures, for instance, MI5 and MI6 veto
the appointment of homosexuals to
‘sensitive” jobs on the grounds that they
are a security risk. Yet Thatcher was
recently obilged to admit that the
former head of SIS, Sir Maurice Old-
field. had been a homosexual! He had
never been ‘positively vetted’ either, as
until very recently this was not consi-
dered necessary for MIS and SIS rec-
ruits! It has also been revealed that MIS
tried to establish ‘positive vetting’ for
senior BBC staff, and it is not clear to
what extent this was implemented. At
the same time, many examples have
come to light of attempts by MI5 and
SIS to recruit journalists and broad-
casters, and clearly these are only the
unsuccessful cases!

To some extent, Thatcher’s moves
against  Spycaicher have already
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rebounded on the government and the
security services. The Tories have tem-
porarily cowed the capitalist press,
which could easily have undermined
judicial censorship if serious journals
had the minimum determination to de-
fend their freedom to publish the truth.
But the ineptly conducted legal action
against Wright, and the furore in the
British parliament and press over the
allegations involved, have aroused the
attention of much wider layers of the
population than ever before. Thatcher
may delay things, but it will be im-
possible for the ruling class to prevent
indefinitely a much fuller exposure of
the reactionary role of the security
services. While some on the Labour left
have taken up the issue in parliament
and helped to expose some more of the
facts, the Labour leadership has as far
as possible avoided the issue. They have
made token protests, but made no
attempt to explain its importance to the
ranks of the labour movement.

It is not a question of ‘national
security’, which is short-hand for the
interests of the ruling class, or of arcane
recriminations between rival spy-
catchers. It is a question of the threat
posed to the labour movement by the
security services, which is why we must
examine what really lies behind the
Spycatcher affair.

Why was Wright so determined to
publish his memoirs? It would be a
mistake to think that he has progressive
motives, or favours democratic control
of the intelligence services. All the
indications are that Wright is as reac-
tionary, as anti-socialist, as anti-labour
movement as his former colleagues.
When the right-wing faction engaged in
illegal activities against the labour gov-
ernment, Wright participated in the
cover-up. When he first told his story to
Chapman Pincher in 1980, Wright ex-
pressed—according to  Pincher—no
regrets about his former activities.

Wright’s most obvious motive was a
grievance about his pension. When, in
1954, he transferred from the Admiralty
to the ‘non-existent” MI5, where sala-
ries and pensions are all discretionary,
he asked what would happen to his
pension rights. ‘Don’t worry, Old Boy,
we'll sort it all out.” he was assured.
Twenty-five years later it was not sorted
out, and he retired on a minimal pen-
sion. This particular act of Whitehali
parsimony was to prove very costly! It
reinforced Wright's feeling of lower-
middle-class resentment at the upper-
class types who dominated the MI3
establishment. He left a bittcr man,
convinced that his bosses had not repaid
his loyalty.

After retiring to Tasmania to start a
stud farm, Wright mer with financial
difficulties. With the continuing hoom

in spy books, he evidently decided to
market his story—which he did, to the
right-wing journalist Chapman Pincher.
Although his contribution remained a
secret until the recent legal battle,
Wright received half (£30,000) of the
royalties from Pincher’s Their Trade Is
Treachery. But why stop half way?
Beyond the reach of the Official Secrets
Act, he subsequently decided to publish
his own memoirs. As an ‘inside story’,
they could hardly fail to arouse interest.
When the government tried to suppress
them, Wright hit the jackpot. But
Wright clearly has another motive, too:
self-justification. Although he had
started as a technical officer specialising
in planting electronic listening devices,
Wright spent his later years as a
counter-intelligence officer investigat-
ing his colleagues. He became obsessed
by the search to identify the Soviet
agent or agents he was convinced were
still working within British intelligence
at the highest level.

This did not endear him to the collea-
gues he put under suspicion. It even-
tually brought him into collision with his
bosses, moreover, who after years of
chasing their own tails, wanted to bury
the whole issue. Unpopular with his
colleagues and repudiated by his
masters, an embittered Wright clearly
felt the need to vindicate his
mole-hunting career.

The Philby affair

His literary bombshell, Spycatcher,
may be seen as the latest product of the
crisis provoked by the Philby affair and
its long-drawn-out aftermath of inter-
service suspicion and recrimination. In
1963 British intelligence chiefs were
forced to recognise that Kim Phitby,
formerly head of counter-espionage in
SIS, had been the so-called ‘third man’
in the Burgess/Maclean spy ring.
Tipped off by Philby in 1951, they had
been able to escape to the Soviet
Union. Although under suspicion him-
self, Philby still worked for MI6 as an
agent, until he too-under threat of
renewed investigation—fled to Russia in
1963. The Philby scandal was a shatt-
ering blow to British intelligence, revea-
ling to the world a devastating level of
incompetence. But the main concern of
the chiefs was to cover up the real
extent of the penetration and manipula-
tion achieved by the Soviet intelligence
services. Other spies were given im-
munity from prosecution, like Sir An-
thony Blunt who went on to become
Surveyor of the Queen’s Pictures. A
section of intelligence officers, dubbed
the “Young Turks’ believed, however,
that the service would remain fatally
compromised unless there was a thor-
ough clean-out of the old-guard and a

complete reorganisation. Some of them
began to leak material to sympathetic
journalists, like Andrew Boyle, for
instance, whose book The Climate of
Treason (1979) brought about the expo-
sure of Blunt- provoking a public
scandal and leading to a new round of
allegations in the press and parliament.
Thatcher admitted that Biunt had been
granted immunity, in return for “co-
operation in the continuing investiga-
tions... into Soviet pcnetration of the
security and intelligence services...”
This was the first official admission of
any such ‘penetration’. But Thatcher
rejected any suggestion that there
should be an enquiry or any further
debate on the issue.

The official stonewalling at the top
failed to satisfy the Young Turks. As far
as they were concerned, the top-level
‘Soviet penetration agent/s’ had still to
be exposed. Over a period of years,
three separate enquiries-and 16 out of
the 22 internal mole-hunters-were con-
vinced that there was still an undetected
soviet spy at the very top of their
organisation. The problem was that
they could not agree on who it was!
Most of the mole-hunters divided into
two factions: those who pointed the
finger at Sir Roger Hollis, former
Director-General, and those who
accused the former Deputy Director
General, Graham Mitchell-either way,
a crippling bhandicap for a counter-
espionage organisation! The suspicions
of the mole-hunters were periodically
fed, moreover, by new stories of traitors
and moles from a series of high-ranking
soviet defectors, who each aroused
more suspicion and provoked a new
round of witch-hunting.

MI5 was torn apart by internecine
siruggle. There was mutual recrimina-
tion between MIS and MI6. and there
were periodic crisex of confidence be-
tween the British and US inteiligence
agencies. Both factions within MI5
strove to prove their own case as the
vital prerequisite to cleaning up the
organisation from within. Wright,
however. claims that they were ulti-
mately blocked by their Whitehail
masters. The tops of the state machine,
though always ready in public to invoke
‘national sccurity’ as the highest impe-
rative, preferred to cover up the real
situation rather than expose the secret
security services to further scandals and
public scrutiny and criticism.

Both factions of mole-hunters there-
fore resorted to leaking selected infor-
mation to friendly journalists and au-
thors. Andrew Boyle was used to flush
out Blunt and other spies who had been
quietly pensioned off. Rupert Allason,
now a Tory MP who writes under the
pen-name Nigel West, was used to
publish semi-official histories of MI5



and MI6, celebrating the heroic role of
various officers. He was also the vehicle
for leaking material to the press which
pointed to the guilt of Graham Mitchell.
Wright, who was convinced that it was
Hollis, provided detailed inside ma-
terial to Chapman Pincher, used in
Their Trade Is Treachery and Too Secret
Too Long, the detailed case against
Hollis (for which an aggrieved Wright
got no royalties).

When the exposure of Blunt and
other revelations produced no real res-
ults, Wright decided to publish his own
book. After agreeing to appear on a
World In Action Programme, Wright
subsequently arranged with one of the
journalists involved, Paul Greengrass,
Spycatcher’s unacknowledged ghost
writer, to prepare his memoirs for
publication.

Spycatcher thus arose out of the long,
bitter factional struggle within the
security services. Wright’s decision to
publish in his own name, with the
authority of an ‘insider’, was the culmi-
nation of the literary campaign pre-
viously pursued indirectly through jour-

nalists and authors. For Wright,
Spycatcher is the continuation of mole-
hunting by other, more public,
means.

Anti-Wilson plot

However, it is the section about the
plot against Wilson, almost certainly
inserted at a late stage to heighten
interest in the book, which is most
sensitive as far as Thatcher and the
security chiefs are concerned. The me-
moirs provide new confirmation, from
the inside, of the intelligence services’
plot to undermine the Labour leader-
ship around Wilson in the early 1970s.
Only a few pages are devoted to this.
And while he gives a lot of detail about
intelligence and counter-intelligence
operations (with codes names, the indi-
viduals involved, etc), Wright conspi-
cuously avoids naming names when it
comes to the illegal, subversive activity
against the labour leaders. Probably,
Wright added these passages when he
realised he faced a legal battle with the
British government. If he calculated
that stirring up the controversy about
the anti-Wilson plot would heighten the
interest in his book, he was not wrong.
If only half what Wright alleges is true,
the British secret service has long been
an open book for the Kremlin. It is the
facts about the intelligence services’
operations against the labour move-
ment and other campaigning organisa-
tions which the government are de-
sperate to conceal-not from their Soviet
rivals, but from the British public.

Details of the attempts to undermine
the Wilson government and other ac-

Harold Wilson and right, his successor, James Calaghan, whose 1977 ‘enquiry’ lqﬁb
allegations of an anti-Wilson MIS plot was used to try and bury the whole issue.

tion against the labour movement have
been reported in detail in numerous
articles in Militant, many of them re-
printed in the pamphlets CIA Infiltra-
tion of the Labour Movement and The
State: A Warning to the Labour Move-
ment. There is not space to deal with
this again in this article, though many
new details have emerged. In fact,
during the government’s desperate batt-
le to suppress Spycatcher other ‘insi-
ders’ have come out with more informa-
tion. Colin Wallace, for instance, a
former captain in the army’s ‘psycholo-
gical operations’ unit in Northern Ire-
land, has revealed how the military
intelligence waged a campaign of black
propaganda and dirty tricks against
‘political targets’, including Wilson and
other labour ministers. Cathy Massiter,
a former MIS officer, has shown the
extent to which ‘covert operations’
against the trade unions and organisa-
tions like CND have continued right up
to the present time.

The Wright affair has once again
highlighted the role of the judiciary in
Britain. The top judges. with only a few
exceptions, have demonstrated that
their so-called ‘independence’ consists
of indifference to democratic rights and
a determination to back up a Tory
executive at all costs.

The government could not use the
Official Secrets Act against Wright in
Australia and has not, so far, tried to
use it against newspapers in Britain
reporting Wright’s allegations. The ac-
quittal in 1985 of Clive Ponting, the
senior civil servant who revealed to MPs
details of the sinking of the Belgrano
during the Falklands war, has made the
Tories extremely reluctant to use Sec-

tion 2 of the Official Secrets Act, which
involves trial by jury.

Instead, in both Britain and Australia
they have pursued civil actions for
‘breach of confidence’. According to a
recent report of the Law Commission,
this type of action, usually arising from
business disputes, ‘“has a somewhat
obscure legal basis”. The government,
moreover, through the Attorney-Gen-
eral, has conducted these actions as
if they were criminal prosecutions. Their
action in the Australian courts led to
ignominious failure. But in Britain, with
the help of a more compliant judiciary,
the Tories have succeeeded in enforcing
a series of bonapartist bans on media
reporting of the issues raised by
Spycatcher.

The judiciary

Through ‘contempt of court’ actions,
in which the law has been dramatically
extended by the Court of Appeal and
the Lords, the government has been
able to construct a new system of media
censorship. Created entirely by judges,
the ad hoc banning system has no basis
in any parliamentary statute. At the
same time, ministers are relieved of any
necessity to account to parliament for
their actions. Parliament has been
blocked from discussing the judges’
rulings, either on grounds of ‘national
security’ or because the issues are sub-
judice (ie under consideration by the
courts).

Some of the injunctions granted have
been draconian, banning newspapers
not merely from reporting Wright’s
allegations but from discussing anything
relating to the secret security services.



Until modified by other, less executive-
minded judges, some of the orders
granted to the Attorney-General even
banned the reporting of court and par-
liamentary proceedings—unprecedented
steps in recent times.

The judgement of Mr Justice Scott,
21 December 1987, in which he lifted
the injunctions banning the Observer
and The Guardian from reporting on
Spycatcher issues, forcefully demolishes
the legitimacy of this ad hoc censorship
mechanism. This is far from being the
end of the story, however. The govern-
ment is once again appealing to the
Court of Appeal, where senior judges
have several times reversed the more
liberal decisions given on occasions by
judges in the high court.

In Australia, however, as the Tories
found to their cost, the Attorney-Gen-
eral could not rely on the unquestioning
support of the judiciary. In the Austral-
ian courts, the judges have taken a more
independent line, refusing to accept the
Tories’ view of Britain’s ‘national
security’ as a decisive argument.

At the action to get a permanent
injunction banning Wright’s memoirs,
the government’s lawyers declared that
they would be accepting “for the pur-
poses of the trial” that Wright’s ma-
terial was true. This, it was claimed, was
a technical, legal device to avoid argu-
ment in court over Wright’s allegations.
The issue was simply one of ‘breach of
confidence between an employer and
their former employee’. To most people
this legalistic manoeuvre simply under-
lined the bankruptcy of the govern-
ment’s case. They were trying to ban
memoirs of enormous public interest
while denying the court an opportunity
of examining the real issues.

Wright’s defence was that the govern-
ment had allowed the publication of
several books, like those of Pincher,
Boyle and West, when they knew them
to be based on information from intelli-
gence officers and had been given ad-
vanced information about their publica-
tion. Was not the government’s policy
inconsistent? In one of his many noto-
rious statements in court, Sir Robert
Armstrong, Thatcher’s cabinet secret-

“ary and chief witness, replied: “The

policy is consitent, only its application
varies”! On another point, Armstrong
was forced to retract, with an apology,
his statement that it had been the
independent decisicn of the Attorney
General, Sir Michael Havers, not to
prosecute over Pincher’s book (when
aware that it was based on Wright’s
material). Havers had protested at the
attempt to make him the scapegoat, the
long-distance telephones buzzed, and
Armstrong was forced to change his
story. Again, obliged to produce docu-
ments which he had tried to withold

from the court, Armstrong was chal-
lenged about the truth of a letter. His
reply will long be remembered: “It
contains a misleading impression,” he
said, “not a lie. It was being economical
with the truth.” Armstrong’s perfor-
mance in the witness box was a
rare-and chilling—public exposure of the
habits of secrecy, deception and official
lying cultivated by Whitehall’s top
mandarins.

The government might have got away
with it in the British courts, but the
presiding judge, Mr Justice Powell, was
clearly not prepared to do Thatcher’s
dirty work. He expressed outrage at the
government’s tactics and subjected their
“labrynthine weavings” to scathing cri-
ticism. In his judgement, Powell ruled
against the British government, uphold-
ing a previous opinion of the present
Australian Chief Justice, Mason, that
the publication of information should
not be suppressed when the only real
objection is that “it enables the public
to discuss, review and criticise govern-
ment actions.”

Law Lords’
judgement

The government appealed to the New
South Wales Court of Appeal, but its
three judges refused to reverse Powell’s
judgement. One of them commented
that “Although in form (the action) is
merely a claim in contract or based on
the equitable duties of confidence...
that is the form only. The substance is
the duty of secrecy spelt out in the
Official Secrets Act”-UK public law
which it was not the business of the
Australian courts to enforce. Once
again the British government decided to
appeal, to the final Court of Appeal in
Canberra. This is still pending. But they
failed to pursuade the Australian courts
to continue the ban on publication, and
Wright’s book appeared in the Summer.
Within weeks, Wright had netted a
fortune from the Australian sales.

In Britain, meanwhile, the Indepen-
dent and two London papers decided,
after the government’s defeat in Austra-
lia, to publish some of Wright's ma-
terial. The government immediately
took action against them for contempt
of court, claiming they were undermin-
ing the outstanding injunctions against
the papers which had previously tried to
publish the Spycatcher material.

The senior judge who heard this case,
however, Sir Nicolas Browne-Wilkin-
son, ruled against the government. The
existing injunctions had not been
imposed on the Independent etc, and as
the law stood, they therefore could not
be in contempt. The Attorney General,
he said, “‘was seeking to widen applicat-
ion of the law of criminal contempt.”

Here at least, one judge declined to
endorse the Tory government’s
strong-arm tactics in the civil courts:
“private rights (in civil law) should not
be bolstered by a distortion of the law of
contempt, in an attempt to produce a
judge-made public law protecting
official secrets.” This spark of judicial
liberalism was short-lived, however: the
Court of Appeal, under Sir John
Donaldson, rapidly reversed Browne-
Wilkinson’s decision, claiming that they
were simply ‘‘declaring what the law
had always been.”

When it reach the House of Lords,
however, the issue of the right of
newspapers to publish Wright’s allega-
tions produced a sharp divergence be-
tween the Lords of Appeal, who
decided 3-2 in the government’s favour.
Split judgements are not unusual, but
the minority’s criticism of the majority
ruling must be unprecedented in
modern legal history.

Lord Bridges, himself a former
member of the Security Commission, a
toothless watchdog over the security
services, started from the obvious point
that after the publication of Spycatcher
in Australia, the United States and
elsewhere, the information was avail-
able and “it is nonsensical to talk about
preventing its disclosure.” When any
intelligence service in the world could
get the book, how could a blanket ban
on discussion of Wright’s allegations
protect national security?

The majority not only banned
newspapers from discussing Wright’s
allegations, but barred them from
reporting proceedings in the Australian
courts—and even moved to ban the
reporting of Parliamentary debate
about Spycatcher, an unprecedented
suggestion from which they retreated
under Bridge’s criticism. Nevertheless,
Bridges declared that “my confidence in
the common law (ie the interpretation
of legal precedent by the judges) to
safeguard the fundamental freedoms
essential to a free society, such as
freedom of speech, is undermined.”

“Freedom of speech,” said Lord
Bridges, “is always the first casualty
under a totalitarian regime. Such a
regime cannot afford to allow the free
circulation of information and ideas
among its citizens... The present at-
tempt to insulate the public in this
country from information which is
freely available elsewhere is a signifi-
cant step down that very dangerous
road.” He warned the government to
take note that “their wafer thin majority
in this litigation has been gained at a
price which no government committed
to upholding the values of a free society
could afford to pay.”

This stinging criticism from a Law
Lord only underlines the feebleness of



the criticism of the Labour leaders in
relation to the Tories’ moves to sup-
press all public debate about the ac-
tivites of the security services.

The three judges in the majority were
quite blatant in spelling out why they
favoured a ban. Yes, Spycatcher was
published and could be imported freely
into Britain, but they still had a duty to
preserve the “morale of the intelligence
services” and maintain “public confi-
dence in the security service.” In other
words, the truth about intelligence ope-
rations, particularly those directed
against the labour movement, should be
kept from the majority of the public.
They also want to reassure members of
the intelligence services that, come
what may, they will be shielded from
public criticism. “There is a great diffe-
rence,” said Lord Templeman, ‘‘be-
tween the power of the press operating
through mass circulation and the power
of Mr Wright confined to the export to
this country of individual copies of

Spycatcher.”
Ironically, justifying his decision,
Lord Templeman pronounced: *“...the-

re is nothing to prevent the press
investigating all the allegations made by
Mr Wright and reporting the results of
their investigations to the public. It is
only unlawful for the press to publish
information unlawfully disclosed by Mr
Wright.”

Media censorship

Yet when journalists working for
BBC Radio 4 attempted to do exactly
what Templeman suggested, producing
a series entitled My Country Right or
Wrong, they were hit with another
injunction. This was in spite of the fact
that the BBC journalists had carried out
their own independent research, inter-
viewing a number of former intelligence
officers, including some who are critical
of Wright. The producer had also sub-
mitted the programme plans to the
so-called ‘D-Notice’ Committee, a
voluntary board of censors consisting of
both government appointees and media
nominees who vet material deemed to
be ‘sensitive’ from a security point of
view. Far from ‘Denying’ permission to
broadcast, the committee had cleared
the programme.

This did not prevent the high court
granting the government an injunction
against the BBC which went far beyond
any of the previous orders produced by
the Spycatcher saga. Until the terms of
the order were relaxed in mid-Decem-
ber, the BBC was banned from
mentioning Wright, or the names of any
other former or serving members of the
intelligence services, however well
known some of them are. This ban also
covered the reporting of court proceed-

ings and even of parliamentary debates!
MPs are protected by absolute ‘privile-
ge’ (ie immunity from libel or other
legal action) while speaking in the
Commons-but because of ‘contempt of
court’ rulings the media is not allowed
to report what they say!

The Labour Party leadership has al-
lowed the Tories to get away with these
bonapartist measures against the media.
Kinnock and Co have repeatedly op-
posed effective action, in relation to the
miners’ and the print-workers’ strikes
and the struggle in Liverpool, on the
grounds that “we must remain within
the law.” But the failure to mobilise the
labour movement in defence of
workers’ interests has allowed the Tory
government to bend the law even
further in the service of the capitalists’
interests. As a result, the freedom of
the press, achieved historically through
working-class struggles, has now been
‘legally’ curtailed by the Tories.

As the House of Lords’ judgment
showed, there are differences between
the judges over the issues raised by
Spycatcher. Some clearly feel that the
law is being stretched too far in defence
of Tory secrecy. On 21 December, Mr
Justice Scott explained why he was
refusing to grant the government per-
manent injunctions against the Observer
and the Guardian. His judgment
shatters the government’s case.

Scott ruled that Wright would be
breaching confidentiality imposed on
him as an intelligence officer, and The
Times would be wrong to continue
publishing excerpts from his memoirs.
However, it is different for newspapers
attempting to report the issues. Scott
pointed once again to the obvious fact:
that over a million copies of Spycatcher
have been printed in English, and the
book is currently being prepared for
publication in twelve languages. The
government took no steps to ban impor-
tation, and tens of thousands have
entered the country. The information
was no longer secret and any duty of
confidentiality which might have been
binding on newspapers had
‘evaporated’.

But the judgment also criticised the
government’s inconsistency. Scott lists
15 sources-books, articles, and pro-
grammes, all relying on various ‘insider’
information—-which, before the publica-
tion of Spycatcher, publicised various
allegations taken up by Wright. The
government’s failure to take action
against any of them was clearly the
result of a deliberate policy decision. So
why should newspapers be banned from
publishing the allegations?

Scott’s defence of the press’s “‘legi-
timate role in disclosing scandals in
government” implicity attacked the
doctrine of secrecy which both Thatcher
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and senior judges have been tryinz <:
establish. He attacked the idea. z:-
vanced by the three Law Lords, that the
courts should uphold “a duty of confi-
dence that operates to keep away from
the mass of people information which is
freely available to the more sophisti-
cated or better off.” A liberal view, but
almost ‘subversive’ in the Thatcherite
state.

Scott also ruled that in the case of
illegal activities by members of the
intelligence services any normal duty of
the press to preserve confidentiality
would be over-ridden by “the ability of
the press freely to report allegations of
scandals in government,” in spite of any
‘embarrassment’ this might cause. This,
in his view, applied to the allegations of
“routine burglary and bugging by MIS5
officers,” to the alleged plot to assas-
sinate president Nasser of Egypt, to the
plot to destabilise the Wilson govern-
ment, and to allegations of Soviet pene-
tration of MIS.

LP leaders’
response

Apart from their right, in Scott’s
judgement, to ban publication in Britain
of Wright’s actual memoirs, it is hard to
see what is left of the government’s
case. “I found myself unable to escape
the reflection,” said the judge, “that the
absolute protection of the Security Ser-
vice that Sir Robert (Armstrong) was
contending for could not be achieved
this side of the Iron Curtain.” Purely
from the standpoint of liberal demo-
cracy and existing law—with, no doubt,
an underlying fear that the judiciary
may be discredited by slavish support
for Tory policy—the learned judge, in
the circumspect language of the
courtroom, has made an attack on the
government’s action far more trenchant
than anything coming from Labour’s
front bench.

Whether Scott’s judgment will be
upheld or overturned in the Court of
Appeal and the House of Lords, of
course, remains to be seen.

Despite all the evidence of inter-
necine struggle and illegal activities on
the part of the intelligence services,
Thatcher has intransigently opposed all
calls for an enquiry. When Labour
eventually forced a parliamentary
debate, and James Callaghan at last
came out for an enquiry, Thatcher
announced that there had already been
an _investigation—carried out by MIS5
which, surprise, surprise, had acquitted
itself of any irregularlity. MI5’s
Director-General had assured the prime
minister that there was no truth in
Wright’s allegations, there had been no
plot against Wilson, and Wilson had
never been investigated by the security
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services. Thatcher threw back at the
Labour leaders the conclusion of the
1977 enquiry instigated by Callaghan,
which found that there had been no
plot. At the time Callaghan had used it
to try to bury the whole issue. Now
former ministers lamely complain that it
investigated only the allegation of the
bugging of Harold Wilson! A few days
after Thatcher’s latest absolution of
MIS5, a former officer named in the
press as one of the plotters told the
press that he had never been inter-
viewed about the allegations.

The government’s latest stance was
viewed with incredulity and even dis-
may by the serious press. The staunchly
Tory Telegraph is the only ‘quality’
paper which has not been hit with an
injunction in the Spycatcher case.
Increasing calls for a full enquiry,
including from Murdoch’s usually pro-
Thatcher Times, undoubtedly reflect
serious disquiet among the more far-
sighted representatives of the ruling
class. Even from the point of view of the
security and intelligence interests of the
British ruling class, the post-war record
of the secret service has hardly been one
of conspicuous success. Leaving that
aside, however, they fear that unless a
degree of control is established, with at
least the semblance of accountability,
there is the danger of a massive reaction
against the undemocratic activities that
most people used to believe only oc-
curred in police-states. Even the arch-
Tory commentator, Ferdinand Mount
writing in the Telegraph, 30 April 1987,
conceded that “the operations of the
secret service do not seem to be under
effective control.”

Serious commentators have pointed
to the experience of Australia, where in
the past the intelligence service engaged
in activities similar to those described
by Wright (and Massiter). The Labour

overnment under Gough Whitlam
(1972-75), however, took drastic action.
When the secret service refused to allow
ministers access to files on Labour
activists, the attorney general mounted
a police raid and seized the political
files, which were subsequently des-
troyed. After an enquiry by a Royal
Commission, a parliamentary ‘over-
sight’ committee and an Inspector Gen-
eral of Intelligence and Security were
introduced. It would be a mistake to
think that this would prevent the secur-
ity services from working against the
labour movement. In fact, Whitlam's
government was arbitrarily dismissed by
the Governor General, Kerr, and active
pressure from the US in relation to their
fears about the ‘security’ of the Labour
government undoubtedly played a part.
Nevertheless, a limited degree of
accountability was introduced which
could be used by Labour, provided the

pressure of the labour movement were
to be mobilised, to check the activities
of the security services.

Compared with the British Labour
leaders, however, the leaders of the
Australian Labour Party appear like
lions. Throughout the whole Spycatcher
affair Thatcher’s hand has been streng-
thened by the Opposition’s reluctance
to take up the issue. “The demands for
a new enquiry from people in the
Labour Party who are in a position to
know something about the subject (Wil-
son, Callaghan, Merlyn Rees—who was
both Secretary of State for Northern
Ireland and Home Secretary) have
been, so far, somewhere between
muted and non-existent,” Financial
Times, 1 May 1987. Mount noted that
“Mr Kinnock and the Labour front
bench have steered fairly clear of the
whole business, for fear of being
accused of being soft on security,”
Telegraph, 30 April 1987. He com-
ments, with justification, that “an en-
quiry can only demonstrate how
abysmally feeble Mrs Thatcher’s La-
bour predessessors were in keeping the
security services in their proper
place.”

The Tories and MI5

Given that Wilson and other former
Labour ministers were the target of
hostile  security  operations, and
especially in view of Wilson’s bitter
complaints in 1976, their present com-
placency seems almost incredible. Wil-
son even denies that there was a plot,
now. Yet even while MI5, after a token
internal enquiry, was officially clearing
itself, “we have MIS sources saying
that, yes, there was an operation but it
was legitimate and necessary...” (Peter
Jenkins, writing in the Independent, 3
May 1987). This line, conveyed to the
press, contains the unmistakable threat
that if the labour leaders push for an
enquiry the intelligence services will
fight back by reviving their dirty propa-
ganda campaign.

Unfortunately, the labour leaders
have provided them, over the years,
with plenty of ammunition. For a start,
in the late 1950s the right wing around
George Brown themselves called in MI5
to help them in the struggle with the
left. Under successive Labour govern-
ments, as Barbara Castle reveals in her
diaries, Labour ministers used daily
intelligence reports on the trade unions
during disputes over pay and incomes
policy. Above all, Wilson himself had
personal and business links with a group
of businessmen who had nothing in
common with the labour movement. A
number of them provided secret finance
for his private office, and were later
enobled by Wilson-only in several cases
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to end up in jail or committing suicide
under a cloud of criminal scandal. Al-
though the MIS5 claim that Wilson was a
‘Communist agent’ or ‘sympathiser’ is
ludicrous, exposure of the full details of
Wilson's shadowy entourage could not
but discredit him even further.

But the already tarnished reputations
of former labour leaders should not be
allowed to stand in the way of a full
exposure of the security services’ role.
It is the interests of the movement
which are at stake. The labour leaders
should uncover the extensive and much
more dangerous links between the intel-
ligence services, shadowy big business
organisations, private security
firms-and the Tory Party.

Without giving a lot of detail, for
instance, Wright has repeated the story
of the plot against Wilson. But there is
other evidence that in 1974 Wright
himself was involved in discussions with
Tory MP Airey Neave, a close associate
of Thatcher (Neave was later assassi-
nated by the NILA with a car bomb in
1979). Together with other intelligence
officers, they discussed plans to oust
Wilson. There is also evidence that
Neave approached Collin Wallace, who
was then still working for the army’s
propaganda organisation in Northern
Ireland, asking for intelligence informa-
tion to discredit Wilson and his alle-
gedly left-wing associates.

A whole series of reports in the
Guardian, Observer, and even the right-
wing Times, based on a variety of
sources, bear out these allegations. It is
also significant that several of the
former MIS officers named in parlia-
mentary questions as being linked with
the anti-Wilson plot are long-standing
supporters of the Tory Party, belong to
the exclusive Carlton Club, and have
business links with MPs on the right of
the Tory Party.

There exists, at the same time, a
whole network of shadowy organisa-
tions linked in various ways to the Tory
Party. They include the Institute of
Foreign Affairs, which produces ‘red-
scare’ material on the Labour left,
Militant, etc; the mis-named Freedom
Association, which backed the Grun-
wick boss in victimising Asian trade
unionists and financed the infiltration of
two provocateurs into Newham NE
Labour Party to defend Tory-renegade
Prentice; and the Institue For the Study
of Conflict, a kind of private Tory
intelligence organisation. All these or-
ganisations, and others, secretly fi-
nanced by big business, are run by
people drawn from various branches of
the secret service. They are well docu-
mented, though there is not space to
give all the details here.

From the point of view of the labour
movement, the case for a thorough



enquiry is clear. But it must be an
enquiry carried out by the movement
itself. Previous ‘enquiries’ by the Secur-
ity Commission or by judges (like Lord
Denning on the Profumo scandal) were
clearly farcical. Their real purpose was
to reassure the public on the basis of a
cover-up. In Britain, though it would be
better than anything so far, a Royal
Commission composed of the ‘great and
the good’ is not likely to get very
far.

Labour movement
enquiry

The labour movement, however, has
both the authority and the resources to
set up an effective enquiry. There is
now a mass of documentary evidence
which could be collated and evalued.
There would be no shortage of experts,
both in Britain and internationally, wil-
ling to give evidence. If Tory ministers,
Whitehall mandarins and intelligence
officers are concerned about the bias of
such a tribunal, they would be welcome
to give their own evidence.

Above all, the trade unionists, left-

wing activists, CND members, students,
and other people who have suffered
directly from secret service surveillance,
burglaries, black-listing, secret reports,
or provocation, would be invited to give
first-hand evidence.

The results of such an enquiry should
be transmitted to the ranks of the
labour movement, to provide the basis
of a real campaign against the unde-
mocratic, reactionary activitics of the
security services.

In the USA, the Congressional enqui-
ries (Church and Pike Committees) set
up after the Watergate scandal, brought
home to the American public the sin-
ister role of the CIA and other secret
agencies (including sections of the FBI).
For a time, the Freedom of Information
Act allowed organisations and indi-
viduals to expose some of their sinister
activities. Unfortunately, the labour
movement did not seize on this oppor-
tunity to demand the disbanding of
these undemocratic organisations, and
democratic control over police agencies
like the FBIL. In many cases, corrupt
trade union leaders were themselves
implicated in the intelligence apparatus.

Nevertheless. that period showed the
effect that massive public exposure can
have, in this case very temporarily, in
limiting the activities of the secret
service.

Future threat

The secret security apparatus,
however strong, does not in the last
analysis alter the balance of class forces
in society. QOur spies should perhaps
reflect on the fall of the Tsar, the Shah,
Marcos, and other dictators. It was not
for the want of spies that they were
overthrown. Nevertheless, the secret
security services are a significant part of
the capitalist state apparatus, another
reserve weapon which, as the expe-
rience of Ireland shows, will attempt to
play a much more active role against the
working class in a period of intensified
struggle.

That is why their real role must be
brought out, and the labour movement
mobilised to counter both their present
activities and the threat they may pose
in the future.

Science Report By

Pete Dickenson

Computer
Surveillance
of the Labour
Movement.

By 1980 MI5 had built up
the largest ‘on line’ com-
puter installation in Europe.
The storage capacity of the
system, known as the Joint
Computer Bureau, was 20
gigabytes in 1978, equiva-
lent to the information
stored in 50,000 paperback
books. Yet, according to a
recently published book by
Duncan Campbell and Steve
Connor, On the Rec-
ord—Survelllance, Com-
putors and Privacy, in 1984
they began a major upgrade
and expansion.

Computerisation of MIS
records began in 1971 with
the purchase of an ICL 1907
machine, small by modern
standards but the largest
British built computer at the
time. In the late 1970's a
much more powerful system
was installed, based on
dual ICL 2980 processors.

Like the ICL 1907, this was
the most powerful British
built machine of its day.
Only three were ever buiit,
the other two going abroad.
in 1972, the computer
manufacturer ICL was asked
to begin to write a program,
called MOD-mulit, to link to-
gether the MI5 machine
with several other large gov-
ernment computers. The lar-
gest Installations, apart
from MI5’s, are those for car
registrations at Swansea,
Natlonal Insurance at New-
castle and the VAT
computer.

MIS

There is mounting evi-
dence that MI5 use the Na-
tional Insurance computer
to monitor actlvists in the
labour movement. A Special
Branch detective sent a re-
port on a shop steward at
the Camnation food factory
at Dumfries to MI5 in Lon-
don. It arrived by mistake at
the offices of the magazine
‘Time Out’. The repont
quoted the steward’s MI5
file number and revealed

that individuals are Iiden-
tified by their Natlonal Insu-
rance number.

it Is obvious that the com-
puter run by Mi5, which can
store information on up to
20 million people, Is not

needed to catch spies, but
to monitor not only left wing
actlvists but large sections
of the general population.
This shows the true face of
the capitalist state behind
the democratic facade.



Shostakovitch:
Stalinism and art

LAST MAY saw the British stage
premiere of Shostakovitch's music-
drama ‘Lady Macbeth of Mtsensk’. The
production, by the English National
Opera, was also shown recently on BBC
Tv.

Shostakovitch, who died in 1975,
was the most talented composer to
come to prominence in Russia since
the 1917 revolution. His music consi-
stently attempted to express the aspi-
rations and suffering of the Russian
people. His themes of war, revolution,
an attack on bureaucracy and career-
ism, and freedom of the individual, led
to a series of clashes with the bureau-
cracy under Stalin and, later,
Khruschev.

He completed ‘Lady Macbeth of
Mtsensk’ in 1932 and the work
received its first performance in
Leningrad two years later. It was
initially hailed as a masterpiece in the
Soviet Union and performed an unpre-
cedented number of times for a mo-
dern work. It was also acclaimed in the
West.

Set in the Mtsensk district of provin-
cial Russia the opera tells the story, to
use Shostakovitch’s own words, of the
struggle of a “clever gifted woman in
the nightmarish conditions of pre-
revolutionary Russia.” The main cha-
racter Katerina, despite committing
two murders, is portrayed as the victim
of the oppressive “cruel, greedy, petty
merchant environment” she lives in. In
fact Shostakovitch's detestation of the
exploitation of women permeates the
whole work. This is no traditional
opera, with set-piece arias, escapist
and sugary stories, prima donnas ‘et al’
but powerful drama. The suffering and
rebellion of Katerina is vividly brought
to life on the stage and in the music in
a way not seen before (or since) in a

By John Bulaitis

work by a Russian composer.

‘Lady Macbeth’ was to be the firstin a
series of works dealing with the posi-
tion of women at different stages in
Russian history. Shostakovitch
planned next an opera about Sofia
Perofskaya, a leader of the ‘Peoples
Willl movement who was hanged for
her part in the assassination of tsar
Alexander {l. He was to follow that with
a work expounding womens role in the
building of a socialist society. However
these plans were never to be brought
to fruition. In January 1936 Stalin and
his entourage paid a visit to a produc-
tion of ‘Lady Macbeth’ in Moscow. He
left the theatre in a fury. A few days
later a major unsigned article attack-
ing the work, written as if an editorial,
appeared in Pravda. It was headlined
“Chaos instead of Music.”

Attacked by Stalin

“From the first minute the listener is
shocked by a deliberately discordant,
confused flood of sounds. Snatches of
melody, embryos of musical phrases
appear, only to disappear again in the
din, grinding and screeching. To follow
this ‘music’ is difficult, to remember it
impossible.” And further on appeared a
not very veiled threat: “This is playing
at abstruse things which could end
badly.” In the atmosphere of Stalin's
purges this was a remark not to be
taken lightly. The article was probably
penned by one David Zaslavsky. Lenin
had once described this hack as a
“notorious slanderer” and a “blackmai-
ling pen for hire.” Stalin had appointed
him to the editorial board of Pravda.

Zaslavsky may well have written the
article but the instigator of it was
undoubtedly Stalin himself. A week
later another Pravda article attacked
Shostakovitch’'s music.

All further performances of ‘Lady
Macbeth’ were scrapped. In effect it
was to become a proscribed work for
the rest of Stalin’s lifetime. The plans
for the other operas in the series were
abandoned. ‘Lady Macbeth’ was not to
be produced again until the end of
1962, but now in a revised version and
under a new name ‘Katerina Ismailova’.
This new version, however, smoothed
some of the sharper language and
images.

What was behind Stalin’s attack?
Certainly the subject matter must have
touched a raw nerve. While Shostako-
vitch was portraying the oppression of
women under the tsar, Stalin was busy
preparing legislation reversing all the
advances in this area made after
1917. Neither would the scene where
the tsarist police torture a socialist,
nor the conclusion of the opera setin a
Siberian labour camp where the pri-
soners are seen as victims of injustice,
have gone down too welll 1936 was
not a time to remind people of such
things! In these same police cells it
was now Stalin’s police extorting ‘con-
fessions’ from life-long revolutiona-
ries, while the same labour camps
were being filled with supporters of the
Left Opposition and anyone else daring
to question his authority.

By this time, Stalin had effectively



throttled the revolutionary advances of
October with the exception of the
planned economy itself. He had also
snuffed out the ‘cultural revolution’ it
had ushered in. Socialism means for
the first time the freeing of the whole
population, not just a privileged minor-
ity, from the drudgery, poverty and
degradations of life in class society.
The harmonious planning of the world’s
resources, the harnessing of the most
advanced techniques and the abolition
of waste (particularly spending on wea-
pons of destruction) would mean the
possibility of satisfying all human
needs while cutting the working week
to a few hours. Everyone with the talent
and inclination would have the time
and opportunity to devote themselves
to science, philosophy and the arts.
Human intellect would develop to uni-
maginable levels.

This, of course, was not an imme-
diate prospect in Russia. The world
revolution had begun in a backward
country. The cultural level of the
masses was far below that of the
advanced capitalist countries. Yet the
smashing of the tsarist yoke unleashed
a flourish of invention and initiatives in
all fields of art. The films of Eisenstein,
‘Battleship Potemkin’, ‘Strike’ and
others, were way ahead of their time
and brought the reality of the struggles
of the masses alive on the screen. In
the theatre new and revolutionary
ideas were pioneered by Meyerhold.
The poet Mayakovsky and others pro-
duced some outstanding pieces of
revolutionary literature. There were
strides forward in sculpture, architec-
ture and painting. It was similar in the
field of music. Up to the mid 1920’'s
Leningrad was to become a centre of
innovation. There was a stream of
performances of new music by Euro-
pean composers, such as Krenek, Mil-
haud, Berg and Hindemith. Into this
atmosphere stepped the young
Shostakovitch. His early music was full
of experimentation. His second sym-
phony entitled ‘October’ includes a part
for a factory whistle. His first opera
‘The Nose’, based on Gogol's story, isa
sharp satire aimed against the
establishment. It is awash with provo-
cative, new musical methods. The
singer of the part of the nose even has
to sing while holding his own!

As Trotsky was to explain, while the
regime was one of workers’ democracy
with a “seething mass-basis and a
prospect of world revolution, it had no
fear of experiments... for it understood
that only in this way could a new
cuitural epoch be prepared.” Yet after
Stalin’s bureaucratic counter-
revolution free expression of any kind
could not be tolerated.

In 1926, alongside the reactionary

Art was to be created by decree. For the bureaucracy
this meant art that worshipped their monstrous
distortion of ‘socialism’. Trotsky took up this nonsense:
‘An old engineer can perhaps build a turbine reluctantly.
It will not be first rate, precisely because it has been
built reluctantly, but it would serve its purpose. But one
cannot, however, write a poem reluctantly’.

idea of building ‘socialism in one coun-
try’, Stalin espoused the theory of
‘Proletarian culture’. This theory was
fundamentally false. Whilst the bour-
geois developed a culture and art that
permeated society there are essential
differences as far as the proletariat is
concerned. Unlike the bourgeoisie,
which was to rule for a whole series of
generations, the period of workers’
democracy is relatively short. On the
basis of the development of the pro-
ductive forces, the state withers away
and the proletariat itself dissolves into
a classless society. (Of course in
Russia, because of the isolation of the
revolution, the opposite took place
with the state becoming a monstrous
growth on society.)

Workers’ democracy is therefore a
transitionary period. The task was not
to create a ‘new’ proletarian culture but
to absorb all that was best in ‘bour-
geois culture’. This was particularly so
in Russia because of the cultural back-
wardness. The possibility of a new
culture and art would open up only
under a socialist society.

Yet in 1932 Stalin was to announce
that because this socialist society had
been achieved (!) it was necessary,
therefore, to create no longer a prole-
tarian but a “socialist art and culture.”
Stalin’s hatchet man in implementing
this policy of ‘socialist realism’ in art
was Zhdanov. Speaking to a congress
of writers he spelled out what had to be
done: “Your congress meets at a time
when the socialist way of life has
incontrovertibly and finally triumphed
() thanks to the leadership of the
Communist Party guided by Comrade
Stalin, that genius (!) and leader and
teacher... Comrade Stalin has called
our writers ‘engineers of the human
soul.” What does he mean? (A good
guestion!—JB) What obligations does
such an appellation put upon you?
Create works of great craftmanship, of
profound ideological and artistic con-
tent.”

In other words art was to be created
by decree. For the bureaucracy this
meant art that worshipped their mons-
trous distortion of ‘socialism’ and in
particular heaped praise on ‘Comrade
Stalin’ himself. Trotsky took up this
nonsense about ‘engineers of the
human soul: “An old engineer can

perhaps build a turbine reluctantly. It
will not be first rate, precisely because
it has been built reluctantly, but it
would serve its purpose. But one can-
not, however, write a poem reluc-
tantly.”

Stalin’s policy was a mirror image of
that of the Nazis. In Germany any
progressive artists such as the writer
Brecht and composers Weill and Eisler
were forced to flee. The Nazis tried
with predictably pathetic results to
create a National-Socialist brand of
music and other art. Likewise in the
Soviet Union all sorts of mediocrity that
served the bureaucracy’'s interests
were to be proclaimed masterpieces.
In the field of music everything had to
be written in the ‘Russian tradition’ and
beaming with optimism. Works by com-
posers like Dzerzhinsky, written strictly
to formulae of the past, were pro-
claimed as model socialist composi-
tions. Today this music is of no impor-
tance. On the other hand anything new,
different or smacking with the reality of
life was denounced.

The attack on ‘Lady Macbeth’ was
just one part of the crackdown on ali
progressive thought in all fieids of the
arts. The Pravda article itself pointed
out: “The ugly distortions of the opera
spring from the same source as similar
distortions in painting, poetry, educa-
tion and science.” For many, ‘things
did end badly’. Many writers ‘disappea-
red’ in the purges. Shostakovitch him-
self expected to be arrested. This did
not happen although many of his
friends and associates, including
Meyerhold and the military genius Tuk-
huchevsky, were to perish on orders
from Stalin. However, Shostakovitch
and others were attacked again in
1948 and as late as 1962 his anti-
Stalinist 13th  Symphony  was
banned.

Trotsky once pointed out that “The
development of art is the highest test
of the vitality and significance of each:
epoch.” In the 70 years since the
revolution the achievements in Russia
in literature, poetry, painting, music
etc have in general been miserable.
The achievements of note have always
come from artists who have been
forced into conflict with the bureau-
cracy.



Part seven in a series of articles by Alan Woods, Editor of the MIR, on the history of Bolshevism.

The Ninth of January, 1905

“Sire! We workers, our children
and wives, the helpless old people
who are our parents, we have come
to you, Sire, to seek justice and
protection. We are in great poverty,
we are oppressed and weighed
down with labours beyond our
strength; we are insulted, we are
not recognised as human beings, we
are treated like slaves who must
bear their lot in silence. And we
have suffered it, but we are being
driven ever deeper into beggary,
lawlessness and ignorance. Despot-
ism and arbitrary rule are strangling
us, and we are suffocating. Sire, our
strength is at an end! The limit of
our patience has been reached: the
terrible moment has come for us
when it is better to die than to
continue suffering intolerable tor-
ment.”

With these words, the working class
of Russia made its first decisive en-
trance upon the stage of history, appea-
ling to the clemency of the tsar, the
“little father”, with a petition in its
hands and a priest at its head. Eleven
months later, the same working class
rose against the autocracy, arms in
hand, under the leadership of a Marxist
party. In the intervening months, the
first Russian Revolution unfolded on an
epic scale, involving every layer of the
proletariat and all other oppressed
layers of society, passing through every
imaginable phase of struggle and utiliz-
ing every conceivable fighting method,
from economic strikes and petitions to
the authorities through the political
general strike and mass demonstrations,
to an armed insurrection. The 1905
revolution already revealed, albeit in an
embryonic fashion, all the basic pro-
cesses which were to be repeated on a
higher scale twelve years later. It was a
dress rehearsal, without which the final
victory of the proletariat in October
1917 would have been impossible. In
the course of 1905, all ideas, program-
mes, parties and leaders were put to the
test. The experience of the first revolu-
tion was decisive for the future evolu-
tion of all the tendencies in Russian
Social Democracy.

Yet the truth is that the beginning of
the revolution found the party in a
lamentabie state. The split between the
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks had, in
effect, thrown it right back. The in-
ternal faction fight had virtually para-
lysed its activities for many months. The

activists inside Russia were confused
and disorientated. Having lost control
of the Party centre abroad, the Bolshe-
viks were deprived of an organ, until
the first issue of Vperyod came out in
December 1904. An acute shortage of
funds meant that even Vperyod led a
precarious existence. The Mensheviks
had more resources, but were relatively
weaker on the ground in the interior,
with the exception of certain areas such
as the South and the Caucasus.

The weakness of the Party coincided
with a new upswing in the workers’
movement, which was therefore obliged
to express itself through other channels.
In an effort to check the growth of
Marxist influence among the workers,
as we have seen*, the authorities encou-
raged the setting up of legal trade
unions, under the vigilant eye of the
police. Typical of these ‘Zubatov’
unions was the St Petersburg ‘Assembly
of Russian Factory and Workshop
Workers’, set up by Father Grigory
Gapon with police permission, on con-
dition of its maintaining a strictly non-
political character.

Father Gapon

Gapon’s ‘union’ was in reality a
friendly society which organised insu-
rance schemes, libraries and social acti-
vities, such as musical evenings which
the workers attended with their fami-
lies. It was intended as a safety-valve
where workers, to some extent, could
give voice to their grievances, but where
all mention of politics was rigorously
prohibited. Since the Assembly’s
leaders did everything in their power to
exclude revolutionaries, it is not surpris-
ing that the revolutionary workers and
intellectuals looked upon the new orga-
nisation with extreme suspicion and
hostility.

However the efforts of the police and
their union stooges to clamp the
workers’ movement into a straitjacket
of legal constraints was doomed to
failure. The rising tide of discontent
which affected all layers of society in the
course of the Russo-Japanese War,
began to affect even the most backward
strata of the working class. Up to this
moment, the opposition to tsarism had
mainly come from the liberal intelli-
gentsia and the students. The big batal-
lions of the working class seemed to
have stood aside from the struggle. But,
despite the appearance of calm, the
factories and workers’ districts were
seething with discontent. All that was
required was some focal point which

would enable this subterranean process
to find a voice and a conscious, orga-
nised expression.

After the assassination of Plehve, the
regime, hopelessly compromised by
military defeats and feeling the ground
tremble beneath its feet, tried to fore-
stall revolution from below by making
concessions from the top. The ‘Spring’
of Autumn 1904 gave the workers more
room to breathe. From September 1904
a series of mass meetings were held in
the Petersburg factories, under the
auspicies of Gapon’s ‘Assembly’ which
became increasingly popular with the
workers. Fresh layers of workers, with
no experience of struggle, were becom-
ing organised. Gapon’s organisation
now had 8,000 members and branches
in at least eleven districts of the city.
This was a far larger number of workers
than had ever participated in the Social
Democratic organisations.

Gradually, the advanced Social
Democratic workers overcame their
instinctive aversion and began cau-
tiously to explore work in this union.
On the face of it, the prospects were not
at all promising. The workers who
joined Gapon'’s union were not like the
old, conscious Social Democratic
workers, but completely raw, politically
untutored masses, who brought with
them all the prejudices imbibed for a
thousand years from a backward pea-
sant milieu, soaked in religion, supersti-
tion and a slavish worship of the tsar,
the ‘batyushka’ the ‘little father’. Inso-
far as injustice existed, the Russian
peasant reasoned, this was the fault of
the ‘tsar’s servants’, not the monarch
who was the ‘people’s protector’. It was
no accident that the union was headed
by a priest. Father Gapon, an able
organiser and a natural leader, spoke a
language which the workers could un-
derstand. With its curious mixture of
militancy and religion, class struggle
and monarchism, it corresponded to the
first, confused gropings towards con-
sciousness of millions of the most down-
trodden layers of society.

The figure of Gapon himself is sh-
rouded in an enigma. The prevailing
opinion in Marxist circles at the time
was that he was a simple police agent,
who in all probability had deliberately
planned the massacre of the 9 January
1905 with the authorities. The notorious
Stalinist Short Course states baldly that
“In 1904, prior to the Putilov strike, the
police had used the services of an agent

* See Militant International Review No
33, Autumn 1986



provocateur, a priest by the name of
Gapon.... Gapon undertook to assist
the tsarist Okhrana (secret police, AW)
by providing a pretext for tiring on the
workers and drowning the working class
movement in blood.” 1.

Gapon was undoubtedly mixed up
with the police prior to the 9th January
and later, after the defeat of the revolu-
tion, was accused by the Social Revolu-
tionaries of doing the same thing, for
which he was assassinated. Neverthe-
less, the idea that Gapon consciously
led the workers to be slaughtered is
clearly false. All along he gives the
impression of being carried along by
events beyond his control or un-
derstanding. On the eve of the
massacre, this ‘leader of men’ gave
voice to his perplexity: “What would
come of it? Good heavens, I don’t
know. Something big, but what exactly,
I can’t say. Who can make head or tail
of all this?” 2. After the massacre,
Gapon recoiled in horror, denouncing
the tsar and appealing for an armed
uprising. For a time he swung left, even
gravitating close to the Bolsheviks be-
fore relapsing and finally ending up as
the victim of a terrorist’s bullet.

The Putilov strike

The accumulated rage and bitterness
of the factory workers finally exploded
in a strike at the Putilov arms works-a
strategic centre of the St Petersburg
proletariat-in December. The spark
which ignited the powder-keg was the
dismissal of four activists of Gapon’s
union. Starting in September 1904, the-
re had been mass workers meetings in
the factories under the auspices of the
union, which gave the workers a chance
to express their grievances and begin to
acquire an idea of their own strength.
The employers became alarmed and
decided to crack down. On the 28
December, a mass meeting of workers
from eleven factories was convened by
Gapon’s organisation. The increasingly
radicalised mood of the workers was
slowly pushing even the Gaponite
leaders to more militant positions, at
least in words. An indication of the
sea-change was the fact that represen-
tatives of the Social Democrats and
Social Revolutionaries were invited to
attend.

At this meeting it was decided to send
a delegation with a petition to the
management, the factory inspectors and
the authorities in St Petersburg, setting
forth the workers’ grievances. The idea
of a petition was probably conceived by
Gapon as a way of diverting the move-
ment into safe channels. Possibly
Gapon really believed he could act as a
mediator between the ‘little father’ and
his ‘children’. But once put forward, in

a situation of ferment among the
masses, even this apparently innocuous
idea had a logic of its own.

The idea of an appeal to the tsar and
a petition of demands immediately
caught the imagination of the masses,
corresponding to their first gropings in
the direction of revolutionary con-
sciousness. Mass meetings were held ail
over the capital, which indicated a swift
process of radicalisation among the
workers. Gapon dashed from one meet-
ing to another, delivering increasingly
radical speeches under the impact of the
mood of the masses, who revered him.
An eye-witness account gives a vivid
impression of the electric atmosphere at
these meetings, with their quasi-
evangelical character, Gapon calling
upon the Almighty to lead the workers
in struggle, urging the workers to stand
together and, if necessary, die together:
“All those present were in a state of
rapture-many were weeping, stamping
their feet, banging chairs, beating with
their fists against the walls and raising
their hands on high, they swore to
remain firm to the end.” 3.

Gapon’s authority appeared to be
unassailable. By contrast, the revolu-
tionary Social Democrats were at first
regarded with suspicion by the workers.
The report of the St Petersburg Bolshe-
viks to the Third Congress in April
shows that they had been very slow to
intervene in what they saw as a reac-
tionary police union, only beginning to
pay it serious attention when the strike
was well underway. In some parts of the
city, notably the Vyborg district, they
got a sympathetic hearing. But else-
where in the city, they were given a
rough ride. Often the chairman would

Father Gapon, second from right, with the St. Petersburg Chief of Police.

not even allow them to speak. “Up to
the ninth of January,” the Petersburg
delegate reported, “the attitude of the
workers towards the (Bolshevik) com-
mittee was extremely hostile. Our
agitators were beaten up, leaflets were
destroyed, and the first 500 roubles sent
to the Putilov workers by the students
were accepted grudgingly.” 4. A
Menshevik writer bears this out: “In the
Narva district, where the movement
had originated, as late as the eighth of
January, the workers enthusiastically
welcomed the political content of Ga-
pon’s petition. When a lone Social
Democrat attempted to deliver a poli-
tical speech, a howl went up from the
assembled workers: ‘Down with him!’
‘Throw him out!” " s.

Marxists isolated

Yet despite the hypnotic effect exer-
cised by Gapon on the workers at the
time, he was merely an accidental figure
thrown up by the movement of the
masses, like a fleck of foam on the crest
of a mighty wave, which flashes brightly
for a moment before vanishing forever.
His very success consisted in the fact
that he was the personification of the
first incohate, spontaneous, instinctive
movement of the working class, the first
stirrings of consciousness of the masses.
Inevitably, such a movement tends to
seek out the line of least resistance, the
well-worn paths, familiar sounding
phrases and famous leaders. As always,
the watchword of the movement of the
masses is ‘unity’. At one mass meeting,
Gapon chided a Social Democratic
speaker with the words: “Do not in-
troduce discord: let us march towards
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our sacred goal under a single peaceful
banner, common to one and all.” 6.

The numerical weakness and isola-
tion of the Social Democracy at the
beginning of the revolution was rev-
caled in the words of Livshits, giving
voice to the frustration of the party
activists in Petersburg at their inability
to exercise a decisive influence before
the 9 January: “We Party workers”, he
wrote, “knew very well that the forth-
coming peaceful procession would not
lead to anything worthwhile and would
involve the masses in terrible
bloodshed. But where was the force that
could have forestalled this terrible mis-
deed, for which tsarism and clericalism
was responsible? Such a force did not
exist.”” 7. (My emphasis, AW)

Martov, in his history of the Russian
Social Democracy, written only a few
years later, confirms that ‘“...the Social
Democracy of both factions could not
but notice that the stormy events in
Petersburg in January 1905 took place
not only outside the immediate leader-
ship of the Social Democracy, but even
without a significant participation by it
as an organised whole.” 8.

This is confirmed from the Bolshevik
side by the minutes of the Third Con-
gress which state that: “The January
events found the Petersburg committee
in an extremely deplorable state. Its
links with the working masses had been
utterly disorganised by the Mensheviks.
Only with great difficulty did they man-
age to maintain themselves in the City,
Vasily Island and the Vyborg district.”

9.

Yet in 24 hours the whole situation
was transformed. Marx once wrote that
the revolution at times needs the whip
of counter- revolution to drive it for-
ward. Tt took the massacre of Bloody
Sunday to knock out of the heads of the
masses the century-old illusions in tsar-
ism. In a revolutionary situation, the
workers’ consciousness grows by leaps
and bounds. Indeed, sudden and sharp
shifts in the mood of the masses consti-
tutes the essential element of a revolu-
tionary or pre-revolutionary period. By
the end of the year, the revolutionary
Social Democracy had definitely establ-
ished itself as the hegemonic force
within the working class, striving to
place itself at the head of the revolu-
tionary nation.

In point of fact, the rapid growth of
the forces of Russian Marxism in 1905
was not at all accidental. The terrain
had been prepared over a long period
through decades of Social Democratic
agitation, propaganda and organisation.
A considerable number of advanced
workers had been in contact, to a
greater or lesser extent, with the Social
Democratic propaganda circles. A far
larger number had been touched by the

mass agitation carried out systema-
tically by the Social Democrats for at
least ten years prior to the 9 January.
That the basic slogans of the Marxists
had left their mark on the consciousness
of the working class was demonstrated
by the fact that a number of key Social
Democratic demands found their way
into Gapon’s famous petition—from the
eight-hour day to the demand for a
Constituent Assembly. Gapon’s move-
ment, designed to build a solid wall
between the mass of the workers and
the Marxists, in the end served as a
bridge.

Bloody Sunday

In reality, Gapon was stirring up
forces neither he nor anyone else could
control. While the revolutionaires
branded him an agent provocateur, the
authorities cursed him as a dangerous
agent of the revolution. Irrespective of
his subjective intentions, the latter
description was far nearer the truth.
The petition aroused tremendous en-
thusiasm when it was read out in mass
workers’ assemblies where it was every-
where approved with acclamation. With
breathtaking naivety, Gapon wrote to
the Minister of the Interior on the eve
of Bloody Sunday, requesting legal per-
mission for a peaceful demonstration in
front of the Winter Palace: “The tsar
has nothing to fear,”” he wrote, “I, as
the representative of the Assembly of
Russian Workers, my colleagues, and
the worker comrades—and even the so-
called revolutionary groups of different
trends—guarentee the inviolability of his
person. Let him come forth like a true
tsar, with courage in his heart, to meet
his People and take unto his hands our
petition.” Signed: “The Priest Gapon
and Eleven Workers’ Deputies, Peters-
burg, 8th January.” 10.

In an attempt to underline their
peaceful intentions, the organisers
banned the display of red flags. The
Social Democrats, despite their grave
misgivings about the demonstration,
decided, correctly, to participate along-
side the rest of their class. This the
organisers agreed to only on condition
that they marched at the rear of the
demonstration, a measure which, in the
event, saved the lives of many of
them.

While the leaders of the union were
straining every nerve to convince the
government of their peaceful inten-
tions, the latter, in a state of near panic,
was preparing to teach the masses a
bloody lesson.

At two o’clock in the afternoon of
Sunday January 9, the workers began to
assemble before the Winter Palace. The
square was soon packed with a huge
multitude not only of workers but stu-

dents, socialist groups, women, children
and old people-in all about 140,000
people. “‘As agreed, the march to the
palace was a peaceful one, without
songs, banners or speeches. People
wore their Sunday clothes. In some
parts of the city they carried icons and
church banners. Everywhere the peti-
tioners encountered troops. They
begged to be allowed to pass. They
wept, they tried to go around the
barrier, they tried to break through it.
The soldiers fired all day long, the dead
were counted in by the hundreds, the
wounded in the thousands. An exact
count was impossible since the police
carted away and secretly buried the
bodies of the dead at night.” 11. At least
4,600 people were killed and wounded,
that day.

The massacre of the Ninth of January
reveals ‘Nicolas the Bloody’, as he justly
became known, not only as a cruel and
contemptible man, but also as an ex-
ceedingly stupid monarch. “The shots
fired on the 22 January* 1905,” recalls
Eva Broido, “woke ‘echoes all over
Russia. Everywhere the masses were
stirred out of their complacency: the old
belief in the goodness of the ‘little
father’ the tsar was dead. Even the most
backward workers understood that
much.” 12.

At an emotional meeting held on the
night of Bloody Sunday, Gapon
announced to the assembled workers
“We no longer have a tsar.”’” Crowds of
workers roamed the streets, angry and
desperate but without leadership. And
suddenly, the same revolutionaries who
had been rejected, shouted down and
even beaten up, became the focal point
of intense interest. The Petersburg
delegate at the Third Congress related
how on the evening of the Ninth the
Bolshevik agitators took to the streets
looking for groups of workers to
address, but found that things had
already gone beyond that stage. The
workers had learnt in a matter of hours
more than decades of agitation and
propoganda could ever teach them.
“We were passed by carriages carrying
away the dead, behind which ran
crowds of people ‘Down with the tsar!’
You only had to throw arms at a crowd
like this and they would have gone
anywhere you wanted. On Vasily Island
a scrap iron shop was broken into and
the crowd armed themselves with old
swords. This created a pathetic
impression. Everywhere you could hear
the cry: ‘Arms! Arms!’ By evening the
attitude towards the organisation
underwent a radical transformation.
Our agitators were listened to with

* The Old Style pre-revolutionary calendar,
retained in Russia until 1918, was thirteen
days behind the New Style.



enthusiasm. The organisers could go
wherever they pleased. On each of the
successive days the same mood could be
observed.” 13.

From exile in Switzerland, Lenin
immediately hailed the January events
as the beginning of the reveolution in
Russia: “The working class,” he wrote,
“has received a momentous lesson in
civil war: the revolutionary education of
the proletariat made more progress in
one day than it could have made in
months and years of drab, humdrum,
wretched existence. The slogan of the
heroic St Petersburg proletariat, ‘Death
or Freedom!” is reverberating throu-
ghout Russia.” 14. (My emphasis,
AW)

The spontaneous mass movement in
solidarity with the Petersburg workers
which swept across the whole country
was the final answer to all the Doubting
Thomases who questioned the willing-
ness of the workers to fight. Only two
days before Bloody Sunday, the cx-
Marxist Liberal, Struve, wrote in his
journal Osvobozhdenie, “There is not
yet such a thing as a revolutionary
peoplie in Russia,” to which Trotsky
replied scathingly, speaking of the
Liberals: “They did not believe in the
revolutionary role of the proletariat;
instead. they believed in the force of the
zemsty’s petition®, in Witte, in Svyato-
polk Mirsky, in jars of dynamite. There
was no political prejudice in which they
did not believe. Our belief in the
proletariat was the only thing they
regarded as prejudice.” 15.

Revolution begins

On the 10 January, barricades ap-
peared in St Petersburg. By the 17
January, 160,000 workers were on
strike in 650 factories in the capital.
From 14-20 January a general strike
gripped Warsaw which resembled an
armed camp. A demonstration called by
the Social Democrats and nationalists
led to bloody clashes with the troops
who fired up to 60,000 rounds in three
days leaving, officially, 64 dead and 69
wounded of which 29 died later. But
despite the repression, the strike move-
ment swept like wildfire through Poland
and the Baltic states. A similiar situa-
tion existed in the Caucasus where a
political general strike broke out. The
movement cut across all national lines:
Polish, Armenian, Georgian, Lithua-
nian and Jewish workers expressed their
solidarity with their Russian class
brothers in the most practical way-by
fighting against the hated Russian auto-
cracy. Most seriously of all, from the
government’s point of vicw, a railway
strike began in Saratov, in Central
Russia, on January 12, which quickly
spread to the other railway lines, ex-

tending the revolutionary wave ou-
twards to the most backward pro-
vinces.

This movement of the working class
provoked panic in government circles.
After Bloody Sunday, the ruling clique
intended to move quickly towards reac-
tion, as indicated by the dismissal of the
Liberal Svyatopolk Mirsky in favour of
the conservative bureaucrat Bulygin,
and the granting of almost unlimited
dictatorial powers to General Trepov.
Now all its calculations were thrown
into disarray. Under the pressure of the
growing strike movement, on the 18
February, the tsar issued his first Mani-
festo in which he hinted at a constitu-
tion and popular representation. By its
united action, the working class had
achieved more in one week than all the
years of speechifying and petitions and
banquets by the liberal bourgeois.

The movement of the workers had an
electrifying effect on all classes in socie-
ty. The public retreat of the regime
encouraged not only the workers, but
also the middle class, the bourgeois
liberals and the students. “The worker’s
action strengthened the position of the
radical elements within the intelligent-
sia just as the zemtsy’s conference had
earlier put a trump card in the hands of
the opportunist elements.” 16.

The shock-waves that flowed from
the Ninth of January pushed the whole
movement to the left. The tide began to
flow strongly in favour of revolutionary
action, and the revolutionary Social
Democracy. Social Democratic
workers, Bolshevik and Menshevik now
came to the fore in every factory. It is
impossible to overestimate the impor-
tance of the role of these conscious
worker agitators in the unfolding strike
wave, despite its apparently ‘sponta-
neous’ character. The activities of the
revolutionaries was greatly assisted by
General Trepov who obligingly exiled
large numbers of ‘trouble makers’ from
St Petersburg to the provinces where
they acted as a necessary ‘leaven’ to the
revolutionary movement.

The possibilities which now unfolded
before the Russian Marxists were now
immense. But the Party, still reeling
trom the effects of the split, was in very
poor shape to take advantage of the
opportunities. Given the nature of un-
derground work, it is very difficult to
estimate the exact strength of the
Bolsheviks at this time. The St Peters-
burg Party organisation did not formaily
split until December 1904, when the
Mensheviks broke away. Up to that
time, Lenin’s supporters had been in
the ascendant. But the internal struggle
had had a damaging effect on the
Party’s work, turning it inwards. This is
reflected in the number of Bolshevik
leaflets issued in Petersburg in 1904:

only eleven for the whole year, as
against 55 in 1903 and 117 in 1905.
17.

A recent detailed study reveals the
crisis in the organisation in St Peters-
burg on the eve of the revolution: “The
Social Democratic organisation in St
Petersburg prior to January 1905, by
almost any criteria, was weak. In De-
cember 1903, the joint Social Democra-
tic organisation had about eighteen
circles in the factories, and membership
of circles was from seven to ten, which
would give a total worker membership
of not more than 180. If the students
and intelligentsia had about the same,
as seems likely, total membership
would have been 360. During the winter
of 1904 the Committee’s membership
and activities declined, and the links
with abroad were weak or non-
existent... The same correspondent says
that the Mensheviks too were losing
support: in one region where they had
fifteen to twenty circles, by December
1904 they had oanly four or five”. 18

Lenin

After Bloody Sunday, this situation
experienced a complete turn- about.
But a cursory glance at Lenin’s cor-
respondence at this time reveals the
deficient state of the organisation, parti-
cularly with regard to contact between
the Bolshevik activists inside Russia and
the leading centre abroad: “A nice
business: we talk of organisation, of
centralism, while actually there is such
disunity, such amateurism among even
the closest comrades in the centre, that
one feels like chucking it all in in
disgust. Just look at the Bundists: they
do not prate about centralism, but every
one of them writes to the centre weekly
and contacts are thus actually main-
tained... Really, [ sometimes think that
nine-tenths of the Bolsheviks are ac-
tually formalists. Either we shall rally
all who are out to fight into a really iron
strong organisation and with this small
but strong party quash that sprawling
monster, the new Iskra (ie Mensheviks,
AW) motley elements, or we shall
prove by our conduct that we deserve to
go under for being contemptible formal-
ists...

“The Mensheviks have more money,
more literature, more transportation
facilities, more agents and meore ‘na-
mes’, and a larger staff of contributors.
It would be unpardonable childishness
not to see that”” 19. (My emphasis,
AW)

* A reference to the campaign of banquets
and petitions launched the previous Autumn
by the Liberals organised around the *zemst-
vos’. See Militant International Review.
Number 35, Summer 1987.
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While some element of exaggeration
may be put down to Lenin’s naturai
feelings of frustration and impatience,
the accusation of ‘formalism’ directed
against a layer of the Bolshevik profes-
sionals inside Russia was not at all
accidental. Starting out from a position
of clear superiority among the Party
activists in Russia, the Bolshevik com-
mitteemen, when unexpectedly conf-
ronted with the explosive movement of
the masses failed to react with the
necessary flexibility, and consequently
made mistakes and frequently lost the
initiative.

In a sitnation where hundreds of
thousands of workers and youth were
entering the arena of politics, seeking
the revolutionary road, the most press-
ing need was to open up the party, and
let in at least the best elements among
the masses. But the committeemen,
steeped in the habit of clandestine,
small circle work, proved reluctant to
move over and make way for the new,
fresh layers. They found a hundred and
one excuses for not ‘opening up’-the
workers were ‘not ready’ to join, the
need to safeguard security, and so on
and so forth. After all, they reasoned,
‘wasn’t the basic difference between
Lenin and Martov at the Second Con-
gress the need to safeguard the purity of
the revolutionary vanguard by not
swamping it with too many raw and
untutored elements? We must not ‘dilu-
te’ the membership!.

Yet that very Lenin who argued in
favour of restricting Party membership
in 1903, now argued even more vehe-
mently in favour of opening the doors
and windows and letting in the largest
possible number of workers and youth:
“We need young forces,” he thundered,
“I am for shooting on the spot anyone
who presumes to say that there are no
people to be had. The people in Russia
are legion: all we have to do is to recruit
young people more widely and boldly,
more boldly and widely, and again more
boldly without fearing them. This is a
time of war. The youth-the students
and still more the young workers— will
decide the issue of the whole struggle.
Get rid of all the old habits of immobil-
ity, of respect for rank and so on. Form
hundreds of circles of Vperyodists (ie
Bolsheviks, AW) from among the youth
and encourage them to work at full
blast. Enlarge the Committee threefold
by accepting young people onto it, set
up half a dozen subcommittees, ‘co-opt’
any and every honest and energetic
person. Allow every subcommittee to
write and publish leaflets and without
any red tape (there is no harm if they do
make a mistake: we on Vperyod will
‘gently’ correct them.) We must, with
desperate speed, unite all people with
revolutionary initiative and set them to

work. Do not fear their lack of training,
do not tremble at their inexperience and
lack of development.... (because)
events themselves will teach them in our
spirit. Events are already teaching
everyone precisely in the Vperyod
spirit.

“Only you must be sure to organise,
organise, and organise hundreds of
circles, completely pushing into the
background the customary, well-meant
committee (hierarchic) stupidities. This
is a time of war. Either you create new,
young, fresh, energetic battle organisa-
tions everywhere for revolutionary
Social Democratic work of all varieties
among all strata, or you will go under,
wearing the aureole of ‘committee’
bureaucrats.” 20.

These lines strikingly reveal the who-
le essence of Lenin’s method, particu-
larly on organisational questions. While
stressing the need for a strong, centra-
lised revolutionary organisation, Le-
nin’s attitude to organisational ques-
tions was always extremely flexible.
After the Second Congress, the
Mensheviks attempted to caricature
Lenin as a hidebound bureaucrat, striv-
ing to create a party composed of an
elite of intellectual professional revolu-
tionaires which would exclude ‘ordinary
workers’ who would have to submit to
the commands of an ‘all-powerful cen-
tre.” This caricature, which has been
maliciously repeated and exaggerated
by bourgeois historians, is the opposite
of the truth, as the above passage-very
typical of the period with which we are
dealing-irrefutably demonstrates.

Revolution or
reaction?

Unfortunately, a layer of Bolshevik
organisers inside Russia, the so-called
‘committee-men’, on occasion acted
like the very caricature invented by the
Mensheviks. They interpreted Lenin’s
organisational ideas as fixed and immut-
able formulas, to be applied mecha-
nically, irrespective of the needs of the
moment. Even the most correct idea,
when carried beyond a certain limit,
becomes transformed into its opposite.
By making a fetish of organisational
forms, and overlooking the dialectical
method of applying these ideas in a
rapidly changing situation, despite their
undoubted capacity for self-sacrifice
and hard work, the ‘committee-men’
frequently played a negative role in the
development of the Party, until cor-
rected by the intervention of Lenin.

The essence of the problem facing the
Party was: how to establish firm links
between the relatively small forces of the
revolutionary vanguard and the mass of
the workers and youth who were moving
into struggle? The revolution does not

M

unfold in an orderly and pre- deter-
mined fashion, like an orchestra res-
ponding to the flourishes of a conduc-
tor’s baton. Tt is a living play of forces,
an equation even more complex than
war between nations. The events of
Bloody Sunday and afterwards, to pur-
sue the military analogy, represented a
general mobilisation of the working
class. But that class, only just recov-
ering from its naive illusions and striv-
ing to find the road to a complete
overhaul of society, continually stumb-
ling over the innumerable obstacles
placed in its path, as yet lacked a
general staff able to point the way
forward to victory. Even the most cou-
rageous army never won a war without
good generals. But the best of generals
without an army do not count for
much.

Lenin understood clearly that all the
Manifestos and promises of reform
were only a smoke-screen to deceive the
masses, hbehind which the reaction was
playing for time and preparing its rev-
enge. Time was therefore of the
essence. In an uninterrupted stream of
articles, he poured scorn on the Liberals
with their illusions in peaceful constitu-
tional reform, and flayed the Menshe-
viks for their illusions in the Liberals.
One of the facets of Lenin’s political
genius was his ability to separate the
essential from the inessential and grasp
the essence of a problem. He quickly
realised that it was now a question of
‘either... or’. The time for playing
games was past. Either the working
class, under a conscious revolutionary
leadership, would succeed in gathering
together all the oppressed masses under
its leadership, above all the poor pea-
sants and the oppressed nationalities,
and smash the power of tsarism by an
armed uprising, or, inevitably, the for-
ces of black reaction would destroy the
revolution, exacting a bloody revenge
on the working class. There was no
‘middie way’.

Everything, therefore, hinged on the
Marxists’ ability to win over a decisive
majority of the working class and as
quickly as possible make the necessary
political, organisational and material
preparation for a national armed upris-
ing. This idea was at the kernal of all
Lenin’s pronouncements throughout
1905 and partly explains the urgent and
at times uncharacteristically sharp tone
of his correspondence with the inte-
tior.

Under the pressure of the mass move-
ment, the Mensheviks, particularly the
ones ‘on the ground’ in Russia, began to
move left. Not only the Bolshevik
Vperyod, but also the Menshevik Iskra
published articles and diagrams on
street fighting. However, the opportun-
ist tendencies which were already appa-



rent before the Ninth of January were
revealed in the exaggerated role attri-
buted by the Mensheviks to the liberal
bourgeoisie and in Martov’s insistence
upon political, rather than technical
preparation of the masses for armed
uprising, of which Lenin tersely com-
mented: “The separation of the ‘techni-
cal’ side of the revolution from the
political side of the revolution is the
greatest twaddie.” 21.

Early in February, Gapon himself.
having been pushed temporarily to the
left by his experiences, issued an Open
Letter to the Socialist Parties of all
Russia, which inciuded an appeal for an
armed uprising: “I call upon all the
socialist parties of Russia to enter im-
mediately into an agreement among
themselves and to proceed to the armed
uprising against tsarism. All the forces
of every party should be mobilised. All
should have a single plan of action...
The immediate aim is the overthrow of
the autocracy, a provisional revolution-
ary government which will at once
amnesty all fighters for political and
religious liberties, at once arm the
people, and at once convoke a Consti-
tuent Assembly on the basis of uni-
versal, equal and direct suffrage by
secret ballot.” 22.

United Front

This was given a warm welcome by
Lenin, who. in his article, A Militant
Agreement for the Uprising, 23.
stressed the need for a united front of
all revolutionary forces to prepare the
uprising, on the basis of the old slogan
‘march separately and strike together’.
However, here, and in all his other
articles, Lenin is emphatic on the ab-
solute necessity of maintaining the com-
plete political independence of the work-
ing class and its party: “We see in the
independent, uncompromisingly Marx-
ist party of the revolutionary proletariat
the sole pledge of socialism’s victory
and the sole road to victory that is most
free from vacillation. We shall never,
therefore, not even at the most revolu-
tionary moments, forego the complete
independence of the Social Democratic
Party or the complete intransigence of
our ideology.” 24.

Trotsky’s position at this time was
very close to that of Lenin. Despite this
well-known fact, the Stalinist historians
persist in describing Trotsky in 1905 as a
‘Menshevik’, as we read in the follow-
ing, fairly typical, extract: “Trotsky’s
denial of a revolutionary democracy (?)
was in effect defence of the Menshevik
idea of the bourgeoisie’s hegemony (!)
in the forthcoming revolution.” 2s.

Yet the differences which separated
Trotsky from the Mensheviks as early as
February 1904 are attested to unambi-

Three days after Bloody Sunday a rall trlke bega in Central Russia, extending the

revolutionary wave to the most backward provinces.

guously by the Menshevik leaders them-
selves. From late 1904 onwards, Trots-
ky and the German Left Social
Democrat Parvus (Alexander Gelfand),
worked out a body of ideas which were
later to provide the basis for Trotsky’s
theory of permanent revolution. We
will deal with the nature of this theory
and the position of Lenin and the
Mensheviks later. But first, let us put
the record straight.

“Trotsky, too, had a basic divergence
of views with Iskra (the Menshevik
organ, AW) on the political conclusions
to be drawn from the situation created
by the 9 January. Trotsky wrote that
after 9 January the working class move-
ment ‘slipped into an uprising’. Hence
the Constituent Assembly in and for
itself could no longer be the funda-
mental and generalising slogan of the
party. After the 9 January it was necess-
ary to prepare for an armed uprising
and the replacement of the tsarist gov-
ernment by a Revolutionary Provisional
Government that alone could convoke a
Constituent Assembly.”” 26. These are
the words of the Menshevik leader
Theodor Dan, written at a time when he
and Trotsky were bitter political ene-
mies. The basic ideas contained here,
based on Trotsky’s pamphlet, Till the
Ninth of January, are in complete
agreement with the general position
defended by Lenin. In his history of the
Russian Social Democracy, Martov
polemicises nof only against Lenin’s
position, but also against the theories of
Trotsky and Parvus. 27.

The question of arming the workers,
which Lenin persistently raised, flowed
from the needs of the moment. While
making conciliatory noises, the govern-
ment was systematically preparing the

forces of reaction. Shaken by the show
of solidarity between the workers of
different nationalities, the authorities
set about trying to break this unity by
organising bloody pogroms. As early as
February, the agents of the regime
incited the Tartars in Baku to launch a
murderous assault on the Armenians in
that city. Throughout the year 1905, all
over Russia, lumpen gangs were bribed
with money and vodka by the nolice to
beat up and murder Jews, Socialists and
students. In organising workers’
defence the different party organisa-
tions co- operated in action. For prac-
tical purposes, agreements were arrived
at involving Bolsheviks, Mensheviks,
Bundists, the socialists from other
nationalities, and even petit-bourgeois
organisations like the nationalist Polish
Socialist Party, and the Social Revolu-
tionaries (SR’s)

The Shidlovsky
Commission

In theory, there would have been
nothing wrong, under these conditions,
with arriving at practical, episodic
agreements even with the bourgeois
Liberals, whilst maintaining complete
organisational and political indepen-
dence. But in reality, such agreements
with the Liberals were virtually non-
existent. The latter were striving, not
for an armed insurrection, but for a deal
with tsarism, leaning for a time on the
mass movement in order to frighten the
regime into granting a constitution.
Lenin’s articles in this period were full
of the sharpest attacks on the Liberals.
warning against their treachery and
combatting the Mensheviks’ attempts to
blur the dividing line between the work-
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ing class and the bourgeois Liberals and
foment illusions in the latter.

In search of allies for the revolution-
ary proletariat, Lenin’s attention was
focused elsewhere. While the Menshe-
viks looked towards the Zemstvo
Liberals, Lenin became increasingly
convinced that the only possibie ally for
the workers in their struggle to over-
throw the autocracy consisted in the
peasantry, particularly the poor pea-
sants. His vision of the revolution was
that of the broadest possible movement
of the workers and peasants, to over-
throw tsarism, establish a provisional
revolutionary government (‘democratic
dictatorship of the proletariat and pea-
santry’) which, without going beyond
the limits of capitalism, would carry
through the most radical and far-
reaching democratic programme, first
and foremost the confiscation of the big
estates and the handing over of land to
the peasants.

Up till 1905, the party’s agrarian
programme consisted of a series of
limited demands which would alleviate
the burdens on the peasantry, particu-
larly the recovery of the ‘otrezki’, or
‘cut-off lands’, that is, the land which
had been withheld from the peasants
under the terms of the Emancipation of
the Serfs Act of 1861. But now, the
revolution in the urban centres was
rapidly spreading to the villages. The
old party programme was hopelessly
antiquated, in a situation where the
general sentiment among the peasants
was in favour of seizing the landlords’
estates.

Conscious of the danger facing it
from all sides, the regime acted with a
mixture of ruthlessness and cunning.
While attempting to crush the move-
ment by new arrests, deportations, mar-
tial law and pogroms, the government
simultaneously attempted to woo the
Liberal bourgeoisie with the Manifesto
of February 18 and set in motion a
manoeuvre designed to split and diso-
rient the working class. Utilising the
time- honoured trick of the ruling class
in all countries when it feels its back to
the wall, the tsarist government set up a
commission headed by Senator Shid-
lovsky “‘to enquire into the causes of the
discontent among the workers”.

The aim of this strategem was clearly
an attempt to defuse the situation,
diverting the workers away from revolu-
tionary action and prevent them from
moving in the direction of Marxism. In
an unprecedented move, the govern-
ment announced that the workers
would be represented on the commis-
sion by means of elected delegates.

This manoeuvre presented the Marx-
ists with a tactical problem. On the one
hand, the reactionary aims of the gov-
ernment were quite clear. On the cther

hand, to refuse to participate would be
to renounce a splendid opportunity to
carry the ideas of revolutionary social-
ism to the mass of workers. For the
Menshevik leaders, with their oppor-
tunistic leanings, there was no particu-
lar problem. They immediately advo-
cated using the Commission as a ‘tribu-
ne’ from which to address the workers
of all Russia. Among the Bolsheviks in
Petersburg, however, the prevailing
mood was initially in favour of a boy-
cott. Similar moods existed also among
the Menshevik workers who were far to
the left of the leaders in exile. At the
Third Congress, Rumyantsev (‘Filipov’
in the minutes) stated that “There were
no differences over the need to boycott
the (Shidlovsky) Commission.” 28.
However, the general mood of the
workers was overwhelmingly in favour
of participation, and the Bolsheviks
soon modified their position in favour
of participating, at least in the election
of delegates, taking full advantage of
the legal opportunities for agitation
among a wider layer of workers than
would normally be possible.

Congress convened

The correctness of this decision was
shown by subsequent events. On Febru-
ary 14, 400 candidates stood in the
elections, of whom 20 per cent were
Social Democrats, 40 per cent ‘radica-
lised workers’ and the remainder ‘eco-
nomist’ workers and others. But despite
being in a minority, the Bolshevik
delegates managed to set the tone of the
meeting. The arrest of a number of
delegates created a mood of angry
militancy in which the Bolsheviks suc-
ceeded in delivering what amounted to
an ultimatum to Senator Shidlovsky,
demanding freedom of speech and as-
sembly, the right of delegates to con-
duct their activities without let or hin-
drance, the right to meet and discuss
freely with their ‘electorate’ and the
freeing of their arrested comrades. But
when, on the following day, the votes
were due to be taken, the government
decided that things were getting out of
hand and refused to accept the workers’
demands, whereupon the boycott cam-
paign now went ahead in earnest. Hav-
ing been through the experience of the
Commission, shoulder to shoulder with
the rest of the class, it was now relat-
ively easy to expose the fradulent na-
ture of the entire manoeuvre, while
simultaneously agitating for the 8-hour
working day, a state insurance policy,
democratic elections and an end to the
war. Three days later the authorities
hastened to put an end to the one and
only attempt to solve the ‘labour prob-
lem’ by legal means. The workers,
meanwhile, had learned a great deal

from the experience which set an impor-
tant precedent for the election of
workers deputies which played a role in
the establishment of the Soviet later on.
29.
At this time, none of the main leaders
of either the Bolsheviks or Mensheviks
had yet returned to Russia, with the
exception of Trotsky who arrived in
Kiev in February where he established
close contact with the key Bolshevik
figure in Russia at that time, Leonid
Krassin. Krassin was in charge of a large
and well-equipped secret printing press
‘somewhere in the Caucases’. But his
role went far beyond that. A highly
capable young engineer, Krassin was in
many ways the prototype of a Bolshevik
organiser.

“The party, like the revolution, was
still young at that time,” Trotsky recalls
in his autobiography, “and one was
struck by the inexperience and lack of
finish revealed both by the members
and their actions in general. Krassin
likewise was not wholly free from this
fault. But there was something firm,
resolute and ‘administrative’ about him.
He was an engineer of some experience,
he held a paying job and filled it well; he
was valued by his employers, and had a
circle of acquaintances that was much
larger and more varied than that of any
of the young revolutionaries of the day.
In workers’ rooms, in engineers’ apart-
ments, in the mansions of the liberal
Moscow industrialists, in literary
circles-everywhere, Krassin had con-
nections. He managed them all with
great skill and, consequently, practical
possibilities that were quite closed to
the others were opened to him. In 1905,
in addition to participating in the gen-
eral work of the party, Krassin had
charge of the most dangerous fields of
the work, such as armed units, the
purchase of arms, the preparing of
stocks of explosives, and the like. In
spite of his broad outlook, he was
primarily a man of immediate acheive-
ment, in politics as well as in life. That
was his strength but it was also his heel
of Achilles.” 30.

Lenin greatly appreciated people like
Krassin who got on with the work
quietly, efficiently and without fuss.
Krassin’s work went on in secret, but
played an invaluable role in building the
party in this stormy period. Politically,
Krassin was a conciliator. But concilia-
tionist moods were common among
party activists in Russia, and still more
among the workers, as was clearly
reflected in the report of the Petersburg
delegation to the party congress: “In
the recent period the demand for an end
to the split is becoming widespread.
Worker Bolsheviks and Mensheviks are
holding joint meetings, either with or
without the intellectuals, and every-



where the demand for unification is
pushed to the fore.” 31. One way or the
other, the split in the party had to be
resolved.

The obvious solution was the conven-
ing of a party congress. The Bolsheviks
had been agitating for the convening of
the Third Congress for months, but the
Mensheviks, fearing they would be in a
minority, continually stonewalled.
Early in February, a police raid on the
Moscow appartment of the writer Leo-
nid Andreyev led to the arrest of all
members of the Central Committee
(mainly Mensheviks and conciliators).
Those still at liberty contacted the
Bolshevik ‘Bureau of Majority Commit-
tees’ with the intention of reaching
agreement to convene a Congress.

Though formally this was the respon-
sibility of the Party Council, a majority
of the party organisations inside Russia
were clearly in favour. If two-thirds of
the committees requested a congress,
the Council was obliged by the rules to
call one. By the beginning of April the
Bolsheviks were able to prove conclus-
ively that a total of 21 organisations
inside Russia, including the CC, were in
favour of a Congress. (These figures
were accepted as correct by Martov. 32.)
This represented 52 votes out of a total
of 75 that would represent the whole
party at a congress—-many more than
what would be required by the rules.
An Open Letter to Plekhanov, as chair-
man of the Party Council, written by
Lenin in the name of the CC was
published early in April. Yet the Coun-
cil, openly flouting the rules and in
contempt of democratic procedure,
refused to call the congress.

Given the irresponsible and illegal
behaviour of the Council, the Bolshe-
viks had no alternative but to convene a
Congress themselves, in the name of the
Central Committee and the majority of
party organisations in Russia. The
Mensheviks, although invited to attend,
stayed away and organised their own
conference in Geneva.

On April 12 1905, delegates
assembled in London for over two
weeks of intense discussions on the
fundamental problems of the revolu-
tion. The first genuinely Bolshevik
Congress had been convened.

Part Eight of Alan Woods’ series of
articles on the history of Bolshevism,
dealing with the Third Congress and the
further development of the 1905 revolu-
tion, will appear in the next edition of the
MIR. Back issues of the MIR containing
parts 1 to 6 are available for 90p each,
postage included, from World Socialist
Books, 3-13 Hepscott Road, London E9
5HB. Cheques payable to World Social-
ist Books.
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Book Reviews

Acid Rain.

By Fred Pearce.

Published by Penguin
Books, 1987, £3.95.

Fred Pearce, news editor
of the New Scientist, makes a
devastating case for urgent
action to end the nightmare
of pollution that has accumu-
lated throughout the world,
but particularly in Europe.
In a slim, 162 page volume
this book presents in an
easily readable way, even to
the most unscientifically
trained mind, a convincing
catalogue of facts, figures
and theories.

“The skies of Europe are
poisoned,” Pearce argues.
“Toxins are carried on bree-
zes from power stations and
autobahns across the most
polluted continent on earth.
When the poison falls to the
ground it chokes the pores of
leaves on trees from the Alps
to the Urals; it eats away at
stone, brick, paper and
rubber; it destroys soil and
flows into rivers where it
kills fish by disrupting the
operation of their gills. It
kills humans too.” In the
London smog of 1952 it is
now known that 4,000
people were killed. That
smog was acid fog with acid
droplets like the water in a
car battery. Today scientists
are finding mists almost as
acid on Scottish hillsides.

Sulphur

The processes of chemical
reactions are explained
clearly: sulphur dioxide and
nitrogen oxides are slowly
converted in the air and
especially in clouds, to sul-
phuric and nitric acids. This
is called oxidation and is
speeded up in the presence
of other pollutants. Ammo-
nia is one such pollutant,
which is being given off in
ever larger quantities from
intensive and factory farm-
ing. Ammonia emission has
increased by 55% in the past

30 years in Britain.

In Britain Central Elec-
tricity Generating Board
power stations have been
responsible for two thirds of
total acid emissions. The
CEGB recently admitted
part responsibility for the
disappearance of fish from
Norwegian lakes. Yet in
September 1987 Britain and
the USA refused to sign the
treaty agreed by 21 nations
under the aegis of the United
Nations, to cut emissions of

sulphur dioxide, mainly from -

power stations, by 30% by
1993. Talks on reducing ni-
trogen oxide emisions (Nox)
have broken down even
though it is as destructive as
sulphur dioxide.

Control of emissions of
smoke have largely ended
the old winter smogs of the
1952 type but they are being
replaced by other pollution
agents as deadly in their ef-
fects. Even the controls in
the power stations of Britain
are not effective; they
merely built taller chimneys
to transfer pollution to other
places. Three power sta-
tions, Drax, Eggborough
and Ferrybridge pump out
800,000 tonnes of gaseous
pollutants a year, including
600,000 tonnes of sulphur
dioxide. The CEGB agreed
in late 1986 that Drax B will
be fitted with clean-up
equipment by the -early
1990°s but the other three
will continue to pump out
the pollutants. However
today, as regards smoke pol-
lution, it is the Stalinist sta-
tes of Eastern Europe that
lead the world: “There are
few controls on air pollution
in most of Eastern Europe.
Most of the smoke and sul-
phur comes from fuel burned
in heavy industry, rather
than power stations. There is
so much gas pollution in the
air that nobody worries
about acid rain or ozone.
Eastern Europe contains
three of the most polluted
zones on earth.”

Significantly Pearce gives
most information about Po-
land because when Solidarity
was emerging it investigated
and published pollution data

Sulphur fallout over Europe. The figures show grams per square
metre per year. From Acid Rain, by Fred Pearce, p23.

on Poland. He reveals that
“twenty per cent of Polish
people live in areas where
average amounts of sulphur
dioxide in the air exceed the
governments permitted le-
vels (these are 4 times those
set in the USA)... In the last
20 years life expectancy of
Polish men has fallen... the
average amount of sunshine
in the city (of Cracow) has
fallen from almost 5 hours
per day to around 3 hours
per day today.” In every one
of the Stalinist countries
people’s health and the envi-
ronment is sacrificed to pro-
duction levels. In East Ger-
many emissions of sulphur
dioxide now exceed those of
Britain, a country more than
double its size.

Ozone

Car emissions are another
major source of pollution.
The number of cars in the
world has increased from 38
million to 350 million in the
last 40 years. Strict controls
in the USA from 1975 have
forced car manufacturers to
fit pollution control devices
in new cars. As a result
between 1970 and 1983 the
emission of carbon mono-
xide and hydrocarbons from
new cars fell 90% and nitro-
gen oxides 75%. But in Eu-
rope no agreement is in
sight.

Car pollutants, particu-
larly Nox and hydrocarbons,

are a key eclement in the
formation of ozone at
ground level, Europe’s latest
killer. There is a lot of
natural ozone around-in a
protective shield high in the
stratosphere. This has been
in the news recently because

other pollution, possibly
from aerosols, has caused
‘holes’ in this protective
layer. Unlike this layer,

ozone at ground level is lar-
gely man made and is dange-
rous. It is created by sunlight
acting on a range of poliu-
tants, especially from car ex-
hausts. It causes attacks of
asthma in humans; it irritates
the throat and lungs, causes
catarrh, headaches, and a
reduced resistance to infec-
tions and can be mistaken as
hay fever. Symptoms are
likely to occur when ozone
levels go above 80 ppb for an
hour or morc-a level found
on sunny days all over urban
and rural Europe. At the
height of the worst ozone
episode in Britain-the 1976
hot summer-deaths rose by
20% in London. Everybody
assumed heat was the cause
but it might well have been
ozone. Ozone also eats at
every kind of material; from
rubber tyres to textiles as
well as being a likely cause of
the decline in European fo-
rests.

Pollution of the air leads
on in the book to pollution
of the water, with once again
a startling catalogue of facts
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and analysis. Throughout
Britain water supplies are
becoming more acid. Loch
Fleet has experienced a
hundred fold increase in
acidity with fish dying as a
result. Even the Royals may
soon have to look elsewhere
than Balmoral for their fish-
ing-perhaps  that’s  why
Prince Charles has a ‘green’
tinge! In Wales salmon are
dying out, and the Lake Dis-

trict is badly affected
also.

Rivers
Water authorities were

established with the express
aim of a massive clean up of
the country’s rivers and
estuaries. After 20 years of
improvement, since 1980 the
process has reversed. A rec-
ent HMSO report states that
the main factor has been
overloaded sewerage works.

Investment by the water au-
thorities in sewerage works
has for the past 5 years been
half the peak reached in the
1970s.

From water to trees. In
Germany and Switzerland
more than half the trees are
damaged by pollution. And
despite denials by the British
Forestry Commission  evi-
dence is accumulating that
British trees are also being
badly affected by poliu-
tion.

So what can be done? The
science and technology exists
or can be developed to solve
the problems. For example
Britain invented a process
called flue gas desulphurisa-
tion (FGD) back in the nine-
teenth century, but failed to
apply it. Leslie Reed, former
head of the government’s air
pollution inspectorate said in
1983, “When it came to the
post war expansion and

rebuilding of the UK power
industry, the inspectorate
considered it was impractic-
able to require sulphur dio-
xide removal from the very
much larger boilers being
built.” Since 1948 all new
British power plants have
been required to set aside
land for FGD equipment but
until 1986 this requirement
had never been drawn on.

Privatisation

The clear cut conclusion of
the scientific evidence, states
Pearce, is to start cutting all
pollution straight away. Yet
with the threatened privati-
sation of the electricity and
water industries, pollution
controls will become an even
lower order of priority for
the new owners. Billions of
pounds are needed for in-
vestment in the water indus-
try but it is not profitable to

invest in controls and safe-
guards.

This very readable book
shows the ravages of capital-
ism, including the
bureaucratic nationalised in-
dustries, and Stalinism, pro-
viding clear scientific evi-
dence of the urgency for the
working class to own and
control society while there
remains anything worth con-
trolling. The removal of one
more contradiction-that be-
tween man and the environ-
ment-will be the task of
socialism, the rational plann-
ing of resources to bring into
harmony the needs of man-
kind and our planet’s eco-

logy.

By Bryan
Beckingham

Booknotes

Books received for review
since the last edition of the
MIR include The Great Tin
Crash: Bolivia and the World
Tin Market, published by the
Latin America Bureau at
£2.95. The world stock
market crash of 1987 was
preceded in 1986 by an
equally stunning collapse of
the International Tin Coun-
cil, a 22 nation body which
administered the world
market prices for tin. A
more than 50% drop in pri-
ces led to the end of the ITC
which had been designed to
maintain  stable  prices.
Around the world, poor tin
producing nations like Boli-
via suffered as thousands of
miners lost their jobs.

This short booklet at-
tempts to explain what hap-
pened and why, and the con-
sequences for  working
people in countries like Boli-
via-it is a prophetic warning
of the tragedy ahead for the
people of the Third World as
prices collapse in the coming
world recession. The booklet
graphically reveals the way
in which the raw material
producing poor nations have
been exploited by the con-

sumer states of the advanced
capitalist world, and how
even the limited protection
that a commodity agreement
on tin provided places like
Bolivia can be swept away
when the forces of the ‘free
market’ exert themselves.
The book concludes: “al-
though they have an impor-
tant role to play, commodity
agreements cannot  sub-
stitute for a planned world
economy geared to ensuring
a minimum standard of liv-
ing for all, in which costs as
well as benefits of change are
shared”.

Life and Death in Shan-
ghai by Nien Cheng, publ-
ished by Grafton at £3.95, is
an autobiographical account
of how the wife of the gen-
eral manager of the Shell Oil
Company, who subsequently
became a senior executive
herself in the company after
the 1949 revolution, was
accused of being a British
spy, locked up in solitary
confinement for over six
years, and cruelly humiliated
by her captors during the so-
called Cultural Revolution
introduced by the Maoist
bureaucracy in 1966.

The book graphically ex-
poses the Stalinist methods
of terror and intimidation
imposed on individuals inno-
cent of any crime during that
period. Unfortunately some
of its power is lost, as Nien
Cheng clearly seems to take
for granted her privileged
status of servants, money
and luxury living, and ap-
pears unaware that this
would make her an obvious
scapegoat for Maoist propa-
ganda. Her life style prior to
her arrest seemed very simi-
lar to Mao’s own
wife-except that Nien Cheng
was subjected to lengthy im-
prisonment and her daughter
was murdered. Mao’s wife
simply organised these bru-
talities.

Finally 1987 was the 250th
anniversary of the birth of
Thomas Paine, the English-
man who wrote some of the
seminal works of the Ameri-
can and French bourgeois
revolutions. The Thomas
Paine Reader, edited by
Isaac Kramnick and publ-
ished by Penguin at £5.95,
allows the reader to dip into
the ideas of Paine, but is less
successful in placing them in
the context of what Paine
actually did during the
French revolution and the
American War of Indepen-

dence. In particular, Michael
Foot’s introduction to this
volume concentrates more
on Paine’s thoughts and even
literary style than on how
this important fighter for
freedom from feudalism and
absolute monarchy tried to
implement his ideas.

Paine opposed the coloni-
sation of India by the British
state; he fought in the revo-
lutionary army under
Washington against the Brit-
ish; he participated in the
French revolution; he even
proposed a form of social
security in his most famous
work ‘The Rights of Man’ to
help those without work or
property. Inevitably he was
forced to flee Britain and
those who published his
books were prosecuted by
the British monarchy after
the Napoleonic Wars when
the government feared his
ideas may be taken up by the
growing movement of an
emerging working-class. Un-
fortunately much of this is
not dealt with adequately in
this reader, and MIR readers
may find a good biography
of Paine of more value.

By Bob McKee
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