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A new stage in the class struggle in Europe

THE MASS struggles in France and
Spain at the end of 1986 and the begin-
ing of 1987 have graphically shown
that Europe is entering a new stage of
class struggle. In many countries
workers are now taking advantage of
the current economic ‘‘boom’’ to at-
tempt to regain at least part of the liv-
ing standards lost during the previous
period. At the same time youth are
becoming more politicised with strug-
gles over education and job prospects
following on from the big anti-nuclear
and anti-racism movements of the early
1980s.

While the situation has naturally
varied from country to country the
general process has been one of the
continued breaking up of the old post
war ‘consensus’, a growing polarisa-
tion between the classes and the begin-
ing of a radicalisation within the labour
movement. While these developments
have unfolded in different ways and
tempos the fundamental picture has
been clear.

However events do not occur in a
straight line. The onset of the first
post-1945 economic recession to take
place simultaneously in all the major

capitalist countries in 1973 was mark-
ed by a widespread movement of the
European working class. Workers
strength and confidence after the terri-
ble defeats of the 1920s and 1930s
had been completely restored during
the long post-Second World War
economic upswing. In fact, in one
sense, workers in most countries were
stronger than ever before. However, as
in the period before 1914, while the
basic strength of the class had increas-
ed as the economy grew and European
living standards rose, the absense of
Marxist leadership led to a widespread
growth in reformist illusions which
enormously strengthened the right
wing  within the  workers’
organisations.

Effects of 1973

recession

Although the decades before the
1970s had seen the outbreak of big

class struggles in some individual coun-
tries (like France, Italy and Greece)
these processes became generalised
across Western Europe in the 1970s.
While Britain saw the mighty industrial
battles of 1970-4 which ultimately
defeated Heath’s Tory government,
revolutionary struggles unfolded in
Greece, Portugal and Spain. The col-
lapse of the dictatorships in Greece and
Portugal during 1974 sparked off enor-
mous movements of the working class.
In Spain the early and mid-1970s saw
the complete undermining of the Fran-
co regime and the ultimate winning of
democratic rights. This meant that for
the first time in history the working
class enjoyed democratic rights in
every capitalist country in Europe.
The 1970s also saw most workers
parties increase their electoral support
and, in many cases, begin a turn to the
left, particularly within the social
democratic youth organisations, as the
first signs of the upswing’s end emerg-
ed. In many countries workers parties
formed the government, either on their
own or as the largest partnerin a coal'-
tion, for the first time ever or for a-
least decades. But in every case s ~-=
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then when the workers parties formed
governments they, sooner or later,
began to implement counter-reforms,
particularly wage controls and cuts in
public spending and employment. The
carrying out of pro-capitalist policies by
the leaders of the labour movement
often confused and disorientated the
working class for a period. In fact the
labour leaders abused workers loyalty
to their organisations in order to carry
out the capitalists dirty work.

This experience usually resulted in
these governments losing the support
of the middle class and the more
politically backward strata of the work-
ing class, leading to election defeats as
in Britain in 1979 and France in 1986.
Even in countries like Greece and Spain
where the workers parties were re-
elected back into office this was
because of workers loyalty to their
organisations and fear of the capitalist
parties rather than enthusiasm for the
policies of PASOK or PSOE.

The dramatic rise in mass unemploy-
ment which the 1979-81 recession
brought also had an effect on the
fabour movement. In many cases this
came as a complete surprise to workers
who had grown used to full employ-
ment during the previous period. Com-
ing on top of the disappointing ex-
perience of the failures of the reformist
governments elected in the 1970s, and
with the defeat of many battles against
redundancy, mass tnemployment
often led to a downturn in the class
struggle for a period.

International collapse of
‘lefts’

The responsibility for this mainly lay
with the leaders of the labour move-
ment who were caught napping by the
development of a generalised crisis of
capitalism. Not having any understan-
ding of how capitalism functions and

‘ hot being prepared even to seriously
contemplate the overthrow of
capitalism the overwelming majority of
labour leaders internationally adopted
the role of explaining to the working
class that they must tighten their belts
and lower their demands in the hope
that the ‘goed old days’ will eventual-
ly return. What they did not grasp was
that the post-war period was an excep-
tional one as far as capitalism was con-
cerned.

The continuation of mass unemploy-
ment.during the current boom shows
that capitalism is not enjoying a long-
term upswing. Now we are in a period
of weak booms and deeper slumps.

Even so, despite mass unemploy-
ment, large-scale class battles have
broken out in the past period. These
have shown that the class is prepared
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to struggle when necessary. But they
have also proved that in the present
period determination and courage are
not necessarily enough to lead to vic-
tory. The British miners strike amply
showed the working class’s ability to
struggle but its defeat, due to the
refusal of the TUC leadership to
organise effective solidarity action,
showed the vital role leadership plays
in any battle.

The combination of the end of the
post-war capitalist upswing, the
failures of reformist governments and
the defeat of some struggles, have pro-
duced an international collapse of the
old ‘left’ currents within the workers
parties. The pattern which we have
seen in Britain of a sharp rightward
movement by the ‘lefts’ who came to
prominence during the 1 970s has been
repeated throughout Europe.

The reason for this is quite simple.
All of these ‘lefts’ rejected the fun-
damental position of Marxism that
capitalism could not be either reform-
ed or gradually changed, that unless a
workers party broke the power of the
ruling class, monopolies and banks im-
mediately upon coming into office it
would inevitably end up either being
overthrown (like in Chile) or it would
carry out pro-capitalist poticies which
attack and demoralise its supporters.

The ‘lefts’ believed that either
through controlling or gradually
transforming capitalism it would be
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possible to move towards socialism.
The election of the Socialist and Com-
munist Parties to government in France
in 1981 put many of these theories to
the test. Despite large- scale na-
tionalisations { though with heavy com-
pensation and no workers’ control and
management ) France remained a
capitalist economy and within a year a
combination of internal and external
pressures produced a sharp right turn
by this government. However the con-
clusions which the overwelming ma-
jority of the ‘left’ leaders drew from this
and other similar experiencies was not
that the Marxist position was right, but
rather that they must water down their
policies!

Polarisation

This move to the right was justified
by blaming the working class. The ex-
"lefts’ explained that ‘socialism was no
longer popular’ and that society had
‘moved to the right’. Of course the
‘socialism’ of cut-backs, wage controls
and redundancies as practised by the
various reformist (or rather ex-
reformist) governments was not
popular, but neither was it socialism!
The defeats of the workers parties lay
in the disappointment their rule had
produced, not a masochistic en-
thusiasm for the even harsher policies
the capitalist governments would im-
plement!



Students demonstrate in Paris. A general youth radicalisation has

But far from society moving right
there is in all countries a polarisation
between the classes taking place.
Although this is unfolding at different
speeds in each country, the fact that
even during the current boom
unemployment has not significantly
fallen in any European country and that
the capitalists have continued attack-
ing living standards and pubiic spen-
ding means the gap between the
classes will continue to widen.

The capitalist politicians have used
the failure of the reformists policies and
the current economic boom to launch
a propaganda offensive extolling the
virtues of capitalism and proclaiming
the ‘death’ of socialism. But events will
take them (and the labour leaders) by
surprise. There can be no doubt that
the next serious recession will lead to
a new radicalisation. In fact the bosses’
propaganda will rebound on them as
capitalist crises leads wider and wider
layers to reject capitalism and see
socialism as the only hope for the
future.

This boom, while aliowing some sec-
tions of workers to raise their living
standards for the first time in years, is
not having a uniform effect either
within or between countries. As Marx-
ists have previously explained, a reces-
sion often has an inhibiting effect on
the working class’s willingness to
struggle. But in a boom workers can
feel more confident about pressing
home their demands as they see pro-

duction increasing and the workforce
stabilising or expanding. .

But the fac: that the capitalists have
kept up their continuing attack on the
public sector even during the boom has
produced major national strikes in
Finland, France, Greece and Sweden
during the ias: year. At the same time
throughout Europe, including ‘boom-
ing’ West Germany and Sweden, local
authorities are facing growing financial
and social problems which could lead
to Liverpcci style confrontations with
central go.e-nment and/or the banks.

Youth radicalised

There nzs ceen a general tendency
throughou: E.rope towards general
strikes, '~ -~ether of public sector
workers or tre entire class. In the last
period suck strikes have either taken
place or beer seriously threatened in
Finland, Norway, Sweden, Denmark,
Belgium, France, Italy and Greece. In
addition, in countries like Spain,
regional general strikes have taken
place. Significantly some of these
strikes have taken place against the
policies of reformist governments, a
clear sign that the policies of the right
wing labour leaders are starting to be
seriously challenged from within the
working class.

The continuation of mass unemploy-
ment has meant that most young peo-
ple have no secure future whatsoever.
This, coupled with the fear of nuclear

Photo: Dave Sinclair

weapons, nuclear power and Reagan's
massive increase in arms spending, has
produced a general youth radicalisation
throughout Europe. This has been
reflected in the prominence of young
workers in all the recent big industrial
battles and the rash of school student
and student strikes which have swept
across Europe in the last two years. In
country after country students have
taken to the streets to demand better
education and secure jobs after
finishing their studies.

Last year’s sudden upsurge in France
took the entire world, apart from the
Marxists, by surprise. Only nine
months after the victory of the
capitalist parties in the National
Assembly elections, there was such an
enormous shift in opinion that the
Chirac government was forced to
retreat. The fear of both the
bourgeoisie and the labour leaders was
that there would be a repeat of the
revolutionary general strike and mass
factory occupations of 1968. While the
government’s rapid concessions and
the policies of both the student and
labour leaders prevented the 1986
movement reaching the level of 1968,
these events illustrated both the ex-
treme volatility in society and the will-
ingness of workers and youth to
struggle.

Chirac was left isolated by a massive
abandonment of the government by
the very middle class parents who had
been the backbone of his support nine
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months earlier. At the same time the
month long spontaneous strike of the
rank and file railway workers {the ma-
jority of whom were not union
members) reflected workers’ growing
militancy and confidence after the
students’ partial victory. But the trade
union leaders, particularly of the Com-
munist Party led CGT, refused to unify
the different struggles developing
within the public sector into a challenge
to the whole of the government’s
policies.

A key difference between 1968 and
last year was the fact that a Socialist,
Mitterand, and not De Gaulle, was
President. Balancing carefully, Mit-
terand used his position both to rebuild
his personal support, indicating his
sympathy for the students and railway
workers, and to limit the movement's
scope by not openly. opposing the
Chirac government.

Mitterand’s strategy appeared to be
to secure re-election in the Presidential
election due by mid-1988 and at the
same time try to form an alliance bet-
ween the Socialist Party and one or

more of the so- called ‘liberal’ group- |

ings within the current ruling coalition.
In this way some Socialist Party (PS)
leaders hoped to return to government
and at the same time have an alibi, in
the shape of a bloc with some liberals,
to excuse their lack of socialist policies.
But in February the PS leaders were
forced by their rank and file to declare
themselves against any coalition with
capitalist parties. However, the fact
that they now speak of winning a *‘pro-
gressive majority’’, instead of the “‘left
majority’’ they previously campaigned
for, shows that some PS leaders still
hope for a bloc with so-called ‘‘pro-
gressive’’ capitalists.

Greece and Spain

There are recent signs that the
French Communist Party (PCF) is
begining to increase support again, but
many workers are critical of the role the
PCF leaders played while they were in
the government with the PS between
1981 and 1984. Furthermore the PCF
leaders have also moved their im-
mediate demands to the right. But it
cannot be excluded that the PCF will
be able to rebuild its base, particularly
if the PS leaders do move towards a
bloc with the liberals.

However the disappointing ex-
perience of both the PS and PCF in
government is still fresh in many
workers minds and while there is un-
doubted hatred of the Chirac govern-
ment there is a critical attitude towards
what policies a new PS or joint PS/PCF
government would carry out. Next time
French workers will demand something
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radically different from their 1981-6
experience of pro-capitalist policies be-
ing implemented by the PS and PCF
while in office. Thus even a bloc bet-
ween the PS and the liberals under a
re-elected Mitterand would very quick-
ly come under intense pressure, par-
ticularly because workers would see a
Mitterand victory as a blow against the
capitalists.

Recent developments in Greece and
Spain have shown how, especially
after re-election or a period of time, the
experience of right wing reformist
governments radicalises the working
class and youth.

in Greece the PASOK government’s
austerity policies and abandonment of
the policy of ‘socialisation’ led to
mounting opposition from the working
class, especially after its re-election in
June 1985. By October 1985, the
PASOK led GSEE (Greek TUC) was
openly opposing the government and
pressure mounted within PASOK for
the implementation of the radical
policies upon which the party had been
founded in 1974.

The reply of the PASOK leaders was
to get the courts to remove left-wing
PASOK members and KKE {Communist
Party) members from the GSEE leader-
ship and install a minority pro-
government one instead. Yet 13
months later this new leadership was
forced to help call a one day general
strike in January 1987 against the
government’s policies! Despite the
PASOK leadership expelling opposi-
tionists, including trade union leaders,
from the party, PASOK’s rank and file
is increasingly looking leftwards for an
alternative.

It is noticeable that in Greece, as in
Spain, the Communist Party {KKE) has
not significantly gained from the
PASOK leadership’s rightward turn
since first forming the government in
1981. Again and again the mass of
workers and youth have looked
towards PASOK and sought to strug-
gle to change its policies. Although in
the future the KKE could gain
significantly at PASOK’s expense its
present tactics, where it backed can-
didates of the capitalist New
Democracy party against PASOK in the
trade unions and abstained in the se-
cond round of the local elections,
alienate many PASOK supporters.
~ While in Spain the Communist Party
has splintered into five separate groups.
the trade union it formed, the Workers
Commissions (CCOO, is still a major
force, having won a majority of
delegaﬁ in the large workplaces and
nationah8ed industries during the re-
cent factory elections. Politically
however the ruling Socialist Party
(PSOE) retained its overall majority,

first won in 1982, in last year’s elec-
tion on the basis of workers loyalty. At
the same time the bourgeoisie believ--
ed that the PSOE leaders would be best
able to continue implementing austerity
policies.

As in Greece the government’s re-
election has opened the way for the
Spanish workers, peasants and youth
to begin to actively press their
demands. The defeat of the capitalist
parties in the election has given the
workers confidence to put pressure on
the government in both countries, a
fact which lies behind the attempt of
the French Socialist leaders to try to
avoid new Assembly elections if Mit-
terand succeeds in being re-elected.

As in France it has been the move-
ment of the students, though in this
case secondary school students, who
have provided the first nationwide
challenge io the pro-big business
policies of the PSOE leaders. However,
unlike in France, this movement was
not spontaneous. The secondary
school Students Union (SE), under the
leadership of supporters of the Spanish
Marxist paper Nuevo Claridad, had
been working for some time to build its
organisation. The huge demonstration
held in Madrid on December 4th had
been planned for some time but the
response it achieved was the result of
both the example of the French move-
ment and the fact that the SE’s call
struck a real chord among Spanish
youth.

Sign of events to come

But there were significant dif-
ferences between the movements in
France and Spain. Because of both the
tradition of 1968 and the existence of
the Chirac government, the French
students very rapidly gained wide sup-
port, particularly from the working
class. This was the fundamental reason
behind Chirac's rapid retreat, a clear in-
dication of the strength of the working
class. In Spain however, although the
students enjoyed overwelming support
which was even reflected in opinion
polls, the working class was slower in
coming out in active support of the
students.

On the other hand the Spanish
students’ feaders, unlike their French
counterparts, consciously strove from
the begining to gain the active support
of the working class and link their
struggle with the need to halt the pro-
capitalist policies of the PSOE govern-
ment. Even in France the motion, pass-
ed at the students national meeting,
calling for workers organisations to be
approached with the idea of holding a
24 hour general strike was originally
written by supporters of the French
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Marxist paper, L ’Avance Socialiste , at

Nanterre University.

As in France the fact that the
Spanish students will probably have
been seen to win a victory, albeit a par-
tial one, wiil have tremendous
repercussions. It will give encourage-
ment to the working class generally to
press home its demands and, as in
Greece, this will open up a period of
tremendous debate within the workers
organisations themselves.

These events of the last few months
give an indication of the future in store
for the whole of capitalist Europe. Even
when the working class is blocked or
defeated on one field of struggle,
sooner or later it will move onto
another.

Thus the defeat of the attempted
general strike in Denmark in 1985 has
led to a big swing behind the Social
Democratic and Socialist People’s Par-
ties, which seem likely to win the com-
ing elections there. In West Germany
the recent defeat of the Social
Democratic Party will probably result
both in industrial battles, as the trade
unions renew their battle for the 35
hour week, and in debate within the
workers organisations on the lessons
of the election defeat. Already im-
mediately after the election defeat large
sections of the SPD were demanding
that left-winger Oskar Lafontaine
become party leader.

Now throughout Europe increasing
numbers of workers are beginning to
absorb the lessons of their recent ex-
periences. The coming recession, while
not necessarily leading to immediate
class battles, will prepare the way, as
in the mid-1970s, for the workers par-
ties to be pushed into government.
However the circumstances under
which they enter office will be marked-
ly different than before.

The combination of a severe
economic recession and previous
disappointing experiences with refor-
mist governments will mean that these
new governments will be under in-
creasing pressure to carry out policies
in the interests of the working class.
While they may enjoy a ‘“’honeymoon’’
during which some limited reforms may
be implemented the condition of
capitalism and the right-wing refor-
mists refusal to carry out socialist
measures will, sooner or later, result in
a shift to the left within the workers
organisations.

It will be under these conditions that
sharp discussions and debates will
open up within the labour movement.
As has already been seen to a limited
extent in Greece the workers organisa-
tions will either as a whole move
towards the left or will see the develop-
ment of new left wings. This process

will effect both the trade unions and
the workers parties. Unlike the left cur-
rents which developed within many
social democratic parties in the 1970s
these new tendencies will tend to
assume a mass proletarain character.

New conditions will face
workers parties in office

These new developments could well
push some Labour leaders leftwards
and radicalise some of the former left
leaders who have recently moved to
the right. However in the cir-
cumstances of sharper capitalist crisis
and harsher class battles all leaders and
tendencies within the labour move-
ment will be put to the test. It is in
these conditions that the workers
organisations will begin to be
transformed and retransformed as the

class seeks a way out of the capitalist
crisis.

What is clear is that all governments,
whether composed of capitalist or
reformist workers parties, will be fac-
ed with an increasingly active response
by the working class to the capitalist
crisis. But we will not see either a con-
tinuous economic recession or an
unending series of struggles. In all
countries there will be victories and
defeats for the working class, periods
of intense activity alternating with lulis.
Yet there is no doubt that in this situa-
tion the experience of capitalist crisis
and of struggle will result in enormous
opportunities to win mass support for
the ideas of genuine Marxism within
the working class and youth.

13th February 1987

Review.
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Chima: Student protests shake bureaucracy
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== w=. caiked into question the existing
<>r—s of bureaucratic rule. In Shanghai,
-~e students are reported to have been
,oined by workers protesting against
inflation.

The protests have opened up splits
in the ruling bureaucracy. ‘“‘Com-
munist’’ Party General Secretary Hu
Yaobang, Deng Xiaoping's side-kick for
forty years, has “‘made a self-criticism’”
and resigned.

The student protests were partly
over living conditions and the method
of allocation of jobs, but quickly
became dominated by demands for
*democracy and freedom’’. Unfor-
tunately for the bureaucracy, their
policy of an ‘‘open-door’” to the
capitalist world let in news of
demonstrations in Europe and the
democratic rights won by workers in
the West, encouraging the students to
take to the streets.

Disputes

As Militant and the Militant Interna-
tional Review have explained, the
planned economy has meant huge pro-
gress, but the control of society by a
bureaucratic caste, uncontrolled by the
working class, distorts and clogs up
production. The bureaucracy responds
to these problems by sharp swings
from one policy to another. Deng
Xiaoping championed economic
modernisation, imported technology
and incentives to managers and en-
trepreneurs to counter the effects of
the bureaucratic centralisation of the
previous period (see Lynn Walsh's ar-
ticles in Militant numbers 819 and 820
for a detailed explaination of the mean-
ing of Deng’s reforms).

But the “‘liberalisers’’ had no inten-,

tion either of going all the way back to
private ownership of the economy, or
of introducing anything so dangerous
as democratic rights for the masses,
which are incompatible with the
bureaucracy's control of society. Rong
Yiren, the richest of the fat cats who
have profited from economic reform,
expressed horror at such an idea ina
magazine interview in which he
declared the students’ ‘‘naive ambi-
tions’’ showed their lack of understan-
ding of China’s past. ‘‘We can learn
something from capitalist countries,
but that doesn’t mean that everything
is good in those countries’’ he said.
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eng Xiaoping

All the privileged layers are united in
their opposition to the control of socie-
ty by the masses. But different sec-
tions of the state machine have more
or less influence according to whether
a policy of centralisation or decen-
tralisation is carried out. Thus there are
continual disputes within the
bureaucracy and its political expres-
sion, the ‘Communist’Party.

The different wings have used past
protest movements, such as the
Cultural Revolution and The Hundred
Flowers Movement, to dislodge their
rivals, taking care to clamp down on
them once this narrow objective has
been achieved. Initially, the latest pro-
tests seem to have been encouraged
by Hu Yaobang’s supporters. This sec-
tion of the party leadership had notic-
ed trouble brewing in 1985 when
students demonstrated against a visit
by the Japanese prime minister, reflec-
ting discontent at the ‘‘second
Japanese invasion’’ of consumer
goods which are often substandard or
even dangerous. lllegal posters are
reported to have demanded “‘remove
corrupt and greedy officials’, “’boycott
foreign goods’’ and “‘oppose those
who betray their country to enrich
themselves’’. They instructed the
200,000 full timers of the "“Com-
munist *’ Youth League to *'go among
young people to address their con-
cerns’’ so that they could be informed
of the moods of the youth.

Towards the end of last year the
demonstrations started in Hefei, ap-

parently encouraged by Hu and some
intellectuals who wished to extend
freedom of expression for the sake of
scientific and technological advance.
Some may have flirted with the idea of
China becoming a liberal capitalist
““mixed’’ economy, but for the most
part they had no clear aims beyond that
of intellectual freedom. However, the
movement spread to Beijing and other
cities. The students refused to obey the
authorities’ dictates and some began to
grope towards a programme of political
revolution to overthrow the
bureaucracy. The government leaders
took fright at the prospect of losing
control of the streets and began to de-
nounce ‘‘anti-socialist elements’’ they
said were behind the protests. While
not confronting the students head on,
they have stamped on those in their
own ranks whose “‘liberal’’ tendencies
encouraged the demonstrations, hence
Hu's resignation and the expulsion
from the party of, Professor Fang Lizhi,
the Vice-President of Hefei University,
and other intellectuals who have com-
pared China unfavourably to the
capitalist world. Hard-liners, who
favoured economic reform, have been
able to crush the movement towards
democracy because all the bureaucracy
fear the spread of protest action to the
working class.

Workers strike

The following article shows some of
the social effects of the economic
reforms and the rule of the
bureaucracy. Deng’s modernisation
programme was generally accepted by
the population, but while workers ac-
cept the need to expand production,
they are repelled by many of the actual
effects of the programme. The scope
for corruption among officials has ex-
panded, prices have risen and bonuses
have shrunk in the factories, which
now have to turn a profit as
autonomous units. Twenty thousand
tractor workers and bus workers in
Beijing have taken industrial action on
this question. The bureaucracy has to
avoid the spread of protests by workers
at all costs. At this stage they will pro-
bably be able to do so. Sooner or later
they will make another sharp change
in policy and reassert centralised con-
trol, even though this will create as
many problems as the current policy.
The recent movement has indicated
that the needs of the Chinese people
will conflict more and more with the
rule of the bureaucratic clique and will
force students, peasants and workers
to take up the programme of political
revolution and workers’ democracy.



‘Liberalisation’
- preparing the

ground for new

explosions

THE BRITISH capitalist press has en-
thusiastically reported the ‘‘liberalisa-
tion”’ of China in recent years. There has
been a sharp turn from an economy run
with extreme bureaucratic centralism to
a limited reintroduction of capitalist rela-
tions. The policy of ‘‘autarchy’’—
developing the economy in isolation from
the rest of the World—has been modified
by offering an ‘“‘open door’ to the
capitalist West. This meets with the
British bosses’ approval as thev join the
scramble to pick up extra trade.

An article in the magazine Granta by
Orville Schell—a frequent visitor to
China—shows some of the social effects
of the ““new line”’. It illustrates an increas-
ingly clear differentiation between a layer
of bureaucrats and the mass of the
population in every aspect of daily life
and the consequent growing discontent
amongst layers of the population.

This is not the indignant protest of an
opponent of ‘‘liberalisation’’. On
previous visits to China the author seems
to have pined for the picturesque street-
traders that proliferate in the squalor of
other Eastern cities. He notes with interest
the reappearance of the pedi-cab, a vehi-
cle which presents us with the image of
one human being straining on a bicycle
to haul another human being around.
‘‘Sensitivity to the socialist niceties’’ was
responsible for the disappearance of this
slightly updated rickshaw in the early
*seventies, he tells us.

That such public humiliations vanish-
ed was really a symptom of the tremen-
dous gains of the Chinese Revolution. Im-
proved health care has meant that the
average life-span is now 70 years old or
more while in Shan-Tung province before
the revolution it was 40! Infant mortali-
tv is down to 2 per cent. 95 per cent of
the population are literate, compared to
20 per cent before 1949. In the 1930’s
famine killed over a million people in one
province alone; in 1984 China produced
s first ever grain surplus—a harvest
nearly four times as big as in 1949. Star-
:ing from virtually nothing, industry too
has taken great strides forward. All this
s entirely because of the abolition of
“eudal relations on the land and capitalist
awnership of industry.

The regime has tremendous support
~zcause of this enormous progress.
Sn~eculation as to whether China is “‘go-
2 back to capitalism’’ is ludicrous. The
:ounter-revolution that would be

By Tony Cross

necessary to pull out the roots of the
planned economy would be absolutely im-
possible. But the progress of the Chinese
Revolution is slowed down by the rule of
the bureaucracy that has controlled it
from the start.

Mao Zedong and the leadership of the
Chinese Communist Party marched into
power at the head of a peasant army, ac-
ting independently of the working class.
The state machine was thus in the hands
of the Red Army leadership alone, un-
checked by workers’ democracy. Without
the involvement of the masses in running
the state or the economy, the bureaucracy
zig-zags between policies: centralisation
and decentralisation; industrialisation and
going back to the land; national isolation
and an ‘‘open-door’’ to the multina-
tionals. Since the *70’s the violent disrup-
tion of the ‘‘Cultural Revolution’ has
been countered by Deng Xiao-Ping’s
abrupt turn to the right.

Criminals prosper

In the press and Party Conferences the
bureaucracy no longer expresses itself in
the pseudo-Marxist dogma behind which
Mao and the **Gang of Four’’ concealed
their privileges. The Communist Party
has launched the slogans ‘‘Get rich by
working’’ and ““To get rich is glorious”
to encourage limited private enterprise in
the town and country. A section of the
bureaucracy itself has taken these instruc-
tions all too seriously. The Party
Secretary of Hai Feng County was found
to have defrauded the state of 70,000
yuan (£23,000) and taken bribes from
people who wanted to leave the country.
A national audit has revealed that the
Government lost $1.19bn because of ir-
regularities in state departments and
enterprises including ‘‘excessive operating
costs, unreported or concealed profits,
fake losses, tax evasions and issuing of
goods to employees’’. Some of the youth
have gone a little further. Gangs have ap-
peared who practise murder, robbery,
ransacking houses and the kidnapping of

young women to sell them to peasants
who can’t find wives.

Their members are often ex-inmates of
labour camps. But remarkably they also
come from the off-spring of the
bureaucracy, obviously demoralised by
their parents’ pilfering of the state. In
1983, eighty two sons and grandsons of
army officers were accused of forming a
ring of thieves responsible for the gang-
rape of thirty women. In 1984, gang
leaders known as the ‘‘Five Fingers’’ and
the “Two Wolves’” were arrested for 300
crimes of rape and violence, along with
their gangs who were composed mainly
of the sons of ‘‘high ranking cadres’’. The
Chinese ‘‘school of Communism”’ seems
to have a special course of bestiality!

Schell remarks that the ‘‘reformed
economic system’’ has allowed new scope
for crime: ‘“‘Unemployment had left
millions of youth loose on the streets of
Chinese cities. In the countryside people
were no longer tied to their registered ad-
dress....by the need for government
coupons for grain, oil and cotton pro-
ducts. People could buy what they need-
ed wherever they wanted, and were thus
freed from the tightly-organised system
that once held them firmly in place. And
the new private sector of the economy had
opened a Netherworld for criminals in
China. Here in the middle of organised
Chinese society, criminals were able to
survive and carry on the pursuit of in-
dividual wealth, which the Chinese leader-
ship itself now glorified.”

Deng’s ‘“‘reforms’® were themselves a
reaction to the excesses of the ‘“‘Cultural
Revolution” which, in 1974-76 alone,
were estimated to have cost 100,000m
yuan (£33,000m) in industrial output,
28m tonnes of steel and 40,000m yuan in
state revenue. Mao had attempted to
deter the bureaucracy from overindulg-
ing in the fruits of the planned economy
at the expense of industry and agriculture.
He leaned on sections of the masses to
““discipline’” them. Of course, Mao’s aim
was to re-assert his grip over the
bureaucracy, not to introduce real
workers’ democracy and workers’ control
and management of the economy. The
*‘Cultural revolution” did not destroy the
bureaucracy, and so was one-sided in its
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results. China was cut off from foreign-
produced modern technology, and techni-
cians, managers etc were demoralised.
However, to develop a modern
economy, without the conscious par-
ticipation of the working class and in the
absence of revolution in the metropolitan
countries, the bureaucracy was obliged to
turn to the world capitalist market, to
bribe the international capialists with

lucrative contracts to import modern

technology. Since their caste’ interests
prevented them allowing worker’s control
and management to check and modify
central planning, they had to use small-
scale capitalist incentives to lubricate the
wheels. Privilege was reinstated. But some
people will go too far. In order to pro-
tect its ‘‘legitimate’’ privileges, the
bureaucracy is forced to take drastic ac-
tion against the most unrestrained
criminals.

The barbarism of pre-revolutionary
China is reborn, not only in the horrify-
ing crimes outlined earlier, but also in the
methods of punishment. Public execu-
tions have been revived and as an
onlooker at one of these tells Schell,
““there is an old custom here in China,
and they’ve revived it again. After a
criminal has been shot, his family is sent
a bill for the bullet. It’s a reminder that
a criminal not only brings punishment on
himself but shame on the whole family
in which he was raised.”

Infanticide returns

The most startling feature of Schell’s
report is the reversal of the improvements
in the conditions of women, whose status
had been little better than that of livestock
before the revolution. In the old-style
Chinese family, grand-parents arranged
marriages, divorce was forbidden,
widows could not remarry and all income
went to the head of the family. A child-
bride could be any age, for example the
woman General Li-Chen had been given
in marriage by her family at the age of six.

One of the revolution’s first acts was
to abolish child marriage, polygamy and
concubinage. To relieve women from the
drudgery of housework a 1958 ‘Com-
munist’ Party resolution advocated the
building of housing estates including
“residential quarters, community dining
rooms, nurseries, kindergartens, ‘homes
of rospect’ for the aged, factories,
threshing floors, livestock sheds, shops,
post and telecommunications offices,
warehouses, schools, hospitals, clubs,
cinemas, sportsgrounds, baths and public
lavatories. ..”” Unfortunately the con-
struction of these material necessities for
the emancipation of women is held back
by the still backward nature of the
economy.

Of course, the bureaucrats themselves
don’t have to wait. For 2,500 customers

10

in Beijing the problem is solved by the
Housework Service Agency, which finds
cooks, maids and nannies for its clients.
There are an estimated 30,000 live-in
maids in the city, mainly brought in from
rural areas rather like the British ruling
classes domestic servants are imported
from countries like the Philippines. The
Shanghai-published Economic Daily ex-
plains that ‘‘although the employment of
household help was criticised as gen-
trified, bourgeois and exploitative during
the Cultural Revolution, in reality such
employment cannot be abolished.”” Maids
are ‘‘an inevitable phenomenon of to-
day’s urban social life’” because ‘‘people”
want “‘less housework and more time for
work, study, and recreation.”” These
““Communists’’ not only employ servants
but apparently don’t even regard them as
‘‘people’’!

But for the mass of the population, the
fruits of “‘liberalisation’’ are not so sweet.
In the countryside the horrifying practice
of infanticide has reappeared. The break-
ing up of the collective farms has en-
couraged the peasants to have larger
families—against the bureaucracy’s
wishes since the population is expanding
faster than the economy. But more
children means more labour on the fami-
ly’s land. However, ‘‘peasants are con-
vinced that a female child will not be as
much help in the fields as a male child and
that when a daughter comes of age she
will marry and go to live in the household
of her husband.” So a baby girl is a
burden on the family.

The People’s Daily reports that ‘‘the
drowning and killing of girl infants and
the maltreatment of mothers of infant
girls. . . have become a grave social pro-
blem. These phenomena are found not
only in deserted mountain villages but
also in cities; not only in the families of
ordinary workers and peasants but also
in the families of Party members and
cadres.”” A letter from fifteen peasant
women, one of whom has had nine
daughters, says: ‘‘No one wants to be a
mother of an excessive number of
children yet not one of the fifteen of us
is ready to give up. Here where we live,
a mother without a son suffers so much
discrimination and cruelty that we feel it
is worth risking our very lives to escape
it.””

The bureaucracy’s China Youth News
seems particularly worried that ““. . .in 20
years time a serious social problem may
arise; namely, that a large number of men
will not be able to find wives.”” Anxious
to prevent such a development, and also
perhaps the small social problem of baby
girls being dumped on the roadside or
drowned, the bureaucracy has launched
a propaganda campaign against infan-
ticide. But it cannot cut across the
material conditions which cause these
horrors.

In fact, many women turn for solutions
not to the ‘Communist’ Party but to the
temples. They sacrifice to gods and spirits
and seek the help of priests, sorcerers,
wizards, witches and mystics. Schell com-
ments that this is ‘‘one of the most startl-
ing indicators of regression of mores in
rural China.”” During the Cultural
Revolution “‘most peasants would not
have dared publicly to seek help or solace
in such ‘feudal’ practices.”

Only a policy of mechanising
agriculture through voluntary collectivisa-
tion and planning its links with industry,
along with guaranteed social services for
the old, will relieve these women from the
unbearable pressure to produce sons.
That they seek solace in the superstitions
of feudal times is a crushing condemna-
tion of bureaucratic rule.

Until recently, illusions in the ‘revolu-
tionary purity’ of the Chinese regime were
widespread in and around the European
labour movement. The privileges of the
bureaucracy were not readily apparent,
because China had inherited such a low
level of production from the era before
the revolution. Only the Marxist tenden-
cy, represented by the Militant and the
MIR, warned in advance that as the
economy developed, so would the gap
between the living standards of the
bureaucracy and the masses.

Discontent grows

This process is only beginning today.
The economy will continue to develop,
but in a distorted manner because
socialism is impossible in one country.
This is the reason for the growing con-
tradictions between the needs of the
masses and the bureaucratically controll-
ed state. An isolated economy, especial-
ly a backward one, cannot generate
enough wealth to eliminate want. So the
bureaucracy makes sure it satisfies its own
material requirements at the expense of
the workers and peasants.

The more the economy expands, the
more the bureaucracy pilfers aind so
reveals itself as a caste whose interests are
opposed to those of the mass of the
population. At a later stage the
bureaucracy will be forced to make
another sharp switch in policy and reverse
many of the concessions made to private
ownership in recent years. But the gap
between the living standards of the masses
and those of the bureaucracy will grow
wider and wider. The Chinese working
class will grow as the Russian working
class has to become the largest and most
powerful force in the country. The world
revolution will knock on the door of the
isolated Chinese revolution. All of these
processes will prepare the way for a fur-
ther political revolution that will sweep
away the bureaucracy.



All power to the French workers

IN THIS edition of the Militant International Review we are
reprinting two articles on the events of May 1968. Un-
doubtedly the movements in France and Spain at the end
of last year raised for the ruling class and their shadows in
the labour movement the spectre of France ‘68 —not least
for the Spanish Minister of Education, Maravall, who, a stu-
dent demonstrator in Paris then, by a rich irony of history,
now found himself confronted with a two million strong
movement of school students!

In the event, the rapid retreat of the Chirac government,
and the policies of the student and labour leaders, prevented
the movement in France developing along the lines of 1968
ie the fusion of the students action with a massive explo-

sion of the working class. Nonetheless, the extreme volatility
and the undercurrent of bitter discontent that the events
revealed, shows that such a development—although it may
not necessarily take place as a result of the present move-
ment in France and Spain—was inherent in the situation,
and a portent of events that lie ahead.

It is for this reason— to forearm our readers for the future
by a study of the lessons of the past—that we are reprin-
ting the two articles below, the first of which, A/ power
to the French workers, was initially carried in the June 1968
edition, number 38, of Militant, then a four page monthly.
The second article was first printed in Militant, number 39,
July 1968.

ONE MILLION workers out! Hundreds
of factories occupied and controlled by
the workers! Schools taken over by
pupils and progressive staff! Capitalist
newspaper lies ‘censored’ by printing
workers! TV lies censored by reporters
and technicians! Universities taken
over! Docks, post offices, ships taken
over—what a mighty demonstration of
the invincible power of the working
class when it begins to move! What a
crushing blow to the cynics, sceptics
and apologists for big-business, who
have written off the working class as
"‘apathetic’’, ‘’bought off’’ etc—and to
the professional orthodox economists
none of whose arduous study of the
complex mechanics of capitalist
economics could enable them to
discern the gigantic force beneath the
surface of modern society: the creator
of the new society to come: the work-
ing class. How clear it should be to
even the most politically uneducated
workers that their French brothers
would be in power today, but for the
cowardly policies of the French Labour
and Trade Union leaders!

The workers and the population of
France were incensed by the brutality
of the special police (CRS) in their
sadistic onslaught on the students (it
was the first time police had interven-
ed in the Sorbonne since Nazi occupa-
tion, the CRS used a potentially lethal
gas). More particularly they were im-
pressed by the success of the students
in gaining their immediate demands
without delay, through their determina-
tion to act. The vast mass of students
came out in a general strike throughout
the country, protesting at the in-
tolerable overcrowding, impossible
work-conditions (e.g. 2000 English
students to 4 professors), against the
enormous failure-rate (20%) and the
numbers forced to leave before gradua-
tion (60% of the remainder), against
the lack of opportunities afterwards ex-
cept for particularly successful
careerists and against the degenerate
and inhuman ‘impersonal society’ of
modern capitalism. The Daily Express
reported that 80% of the population of

By Peter Taaffe

Paris was for the students.

The industrial workers—and par-
ticularly the young ones—were em-
boldened by the success: ‘‘The
students came first. They acted as a
spark. They caused the government to
yield...they gave us the feeling that we
could go ahead’’ said one of them to
a Times reporter.

Immediately the workers outpaced
their union leaders and refused to
restrict their struggle to a harmless one-
day strike. They proved that they
would tolerate their grievances no
longer.

Falling Wages

The Observer (11.5.1968) revealed
that 5.6 million people live below the
subsistence level. One quarter of the
population receive £12 or less basic
weekly wage. At the same time,
unemployment has dramatically in-
creased until it is now over half a
million. Some areas have been faced
with a catastrophic increase. . . “‘in the
Paris region it is a rise of 51 per cent
and in the north—home of France's
traditional coal-mining, steel and tex-
tile industries—the increase is 59 per
cent’’ Financial Times. Real wages
have actually fallen over the last two
years. Any actual wage rises have been
rapidly eaten away by price
increases—prices are ‘‘45 per cent
higher than in 1958. This rise is con-
spicuously the fastest of all EEC
countries.’’

The introduction of massive indirect
taxation through the Value Added Tax
has in the past months made the
burden yet heavier. This has been
coupled with De Gaulle’s attacks on
the social services and attempts to hold
down wages in order to give an advan-
tage to French capitalism in the cut-
throat competition which would exist
with the proposed ending of internal
Common Market tariffs in July.

The front page of the Mifitant June 1968.
Militant then was just a four page monthly.

Even the farmers were in revolt at
the rapid decrease in their incomes.
Many have been ruined and driven off
the land, some into the decaying
houses which scar the big cities. In
Paris alone, over one third of the 9
million population live in inadequate
housing. Significantly it has been the
youth which has been particularly af-
fected by the slow-down of French in-
dustry: ’Of the registered unemployed,
about 23 per cent are young school-
leavers’’ Financial Times 20.5.68

A gigantic wave swept from one end
of France to the other. Not only the in-
dustrial workers but the bank
employees, white-collar workers have
responded to the call to strike. While
only 10 per cent were unionised, over
50 per cent of the labour force is in-
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volved which is incontestable proof of
the revolutionary energy and deter-
mination that has been unleashed. As
in all revolutions, from the cracks and
depths of society the formerly political-
ly backward workers, the sweated and
impoverished, the demoralised and
cynical, have been brought to their
feet. The poor farmers have set up bar-
ricades around the city of Nantes and
other cities ‘‘in support of the workers
and students’’. Times 21.5.68. Ex-
emplary order is maintained and, as
even the capitalist press has been forc-
ed to admit, the workers ‘‘check and
grease factory machines that are lying
idle’’.

All the conditions for a successful
overturn are there; the workers are
determined to go the whole hog. The
middle class, particularly its lower
layers, look with profound sympathy
on the strike wave and in many cases
join in. On the ships “‘even the officers
have joined the sit-ins begun by the
crews.’’ Times 23.5.68.

Soviets

It is the working class which has the
effective power in the factories, the
ports, the mines and the streets. A
classic revolutionary situation exists.
Even the televising of the debate in the
National Assembly was done only by
the permission of the workers’
organisations, as a Gaullist MP was
forced to admit. Those instruments of
state repression which are still in the
hands of the government, the police
and the army, are completely
unreliable. The police themselves have
been touched by the hot flares of
revolt. Their union issued a warning to
the government that ‘‘the police of-
ficers thoroughly appreciated the
reasons which inspired the striking
wage earners and deplored the fact
that they could not by law take part in
the same way in the present labour
movement. . . the public authorities
will not systematically set the police
against the present labour struggles’”
(Times 24.5.68). In the event of a
clash, many ‘‘serious matters of cons-
cience’’ would arise, in other words.
many sections, if not the majority,
would go over to the workers. The ar-
my also would be split from top to bot-
tom if the officer caste sought to in-
tervene. This is shown by the com-
ments of a national serviceman when
he was ‘‘asked if he would fire on the
students and workers and replied
‘Never. | think their methods may be a
bit rough but | am a worker’s son
myself’’’ (Times 21.5.68) If ever there
was a time when the working class
could take power peacefully, that time
is now.
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In every shop, factory and workplace
the workers’ councils would naturally
be the dominant form of organisation.
Established at local level they would
come together also in the districts and
eventually at national level. The
organised sections would be drawn in
until they embraced all the toilers; a
parliament of the masses where their
will and demands would be exercised;
real democracy as opposed to the
sham democracy of the jugglers in the
National Assembly. Taking up the
demands of the workers, the farmers,
and the middle class it would be possi-
ble to tie them together, feeling the
common need for a drastic change, the
need for a socialist society. Once in
power, the workers’ councils, where all
officials would be elected and subject
to recall, from being instruments of
struggle for power would then become
the organs of management and control
by the masses themselves.

This is what the French working
classes are groping for, as the
strategists of capital so cunningly
understand. The only thing that stands
between them and extinction are the
leaders of the mass organisations.
They will try to use the prevarication
and treachery of the CP leaders at a
later stage, not only to discredit the lat-
ter but, with them, the ideas of Marx-
ism in the eyes of the masses.

The leadership of the Communist
Party and the CGT, along with the
Catholic unions and the ‘‘socialist’’
Force Ouvriere, refuse to carry through
what the workers have begun: the
seizure of power. Gratified, the
Observer remarked ‘‘the Communist
unions and the Gaullist Government
they appear to be challenging are real-
ly on the same side of the
barricades. . ."’

At first the students came in for
vicious attacks in the pages of
L’Humanite, the CP daily newspaper.
Later the CP leaders attempted to pre-
vent all contact between students and
workers. They attempted to restrict the
movement against its very nature to
purely ‘‘economic demands’’ —as
though these could be met for any
length of time under capitalism!

In spite of the utter ineffectualness
of any oppositior to the workers, they
warned against ''proveking the govern-
ment’’, causirg bcccshed etc,

What alternative co the Communist
Party put forward?

Over the heads of the workers they
are supposed to represent they have
agreed, in private negotiations with big
business, to send back the workers
they never called out in the first place
on certain compromise terms: terms
which cannot be maintained under
capitalism without causing inflation,

crisis and (particularly in view of the ris-
ing working population)
unemployment.

‘The “Communist’’ leaders put for-
ward the idea of a Popular Front
government.

Far from being, as the CP leaders
claim, an ‘‘alliance with the middie
class’’ it is in reality a bloc against
them. By linking up with the leaders of
the CFDT it is forming in reality a bloc
with the political exploiters of the mid-
dle class who habitually sell out the in-
terests of the small farmer, the
shopkeeper, etc, to those of big capital.
Only in action can these intermediate
layers of society be torn away from
allegiance to their traditional parties.

It is not in a Popular Front but in a
United Front of struggle for power that
these workers who retain allegiance to
the other parties would be affected. If
they agreed to a common struggle
against capitalism, all the better; the
Marxists would be able, in action, to
demonstrate the superiority of their
programme and methods.

Road to world socialism

Meanwhile the Popular Front will
mean something different to the
bosses: They will use the time to
prepare the forces of reaction: the
disillusioned poor farmers, students
and middle class who will suffer from
the inevitable devastating inflation and
run-down in the economy. These sec-
tions will come to the conclusion that
the working class has let them down
and they will rally to any pseudo-radical
force that seems to offer actions and
an actual alternative. This is the basis
of ultra-reaction. They are only able to
do this because of the pusillanimity of
the official labour leaders.

For the time being, they are prepared
to eat into the enormous $6,000
million reserves they have piled up over
the last ten years. Not the least of the
effects of such a deal will be the under-
mining of the competitive position of
French capitalism in the world market.
What a crushing indictment of the anar-
chy of capitalism that it can be “‘com-
petitive’’, ie continue to accumulate
profits for the bosses, only so long as
the working class are prepared to ex-
ist on the paltry amounts described
above! What the bosses will be forced
to give with the left hand—and they
will have to do this or face the possibli-
ty of explosions which, despite the CPs
role, could end their days—they will at-
tempt to take back with the right hand
tomorrow. Resulting inflation will be
used in order to inflame the middle
classes against the ‘excesses’ of the
workers.

Vague promises of ‘‘participation’’



wili not, as all the capitalist commen-
tators agree, satisfy the French
workers. One thing is certain: the
Gaullist ““invincible’’ regime is finished.
Whenever its demise comes, within
weeks or months, its position has been
irretrievably damaged. The French
workers will not only have succeeded
in bringing about its downfall, but aiso
in beginning to undermine all the
honeycombed theories of ‘‘social
peace’’ which have proliferated in the
Western Labour Movement in the last
twenty years.

Not by accident did the Times
mournfully comment: ‘““When Louis
Philippe was driven from his throne in
1848 after a few brisk days of rioting
in Paris and took refuge in London,
there were revolutions all over Europe.
Italy, West Germany, Belgium and
Spain are in trouble enough without the
Mother of Revolutions once again set-
ting a bad example.’” 22.5.68. How
well do the ideologues of capitalism,
with devastating realism, understand
the threat that faces them! And how
timid and treacherous do the labour
leaders’ vague and pious hopes sound
in comparison! The diseased state of
British capitalism too is preparing an
explosion. The traditional parties in all
the countries of Europe wili be shaken
from top to bottom.

Even if the CP manages to sell the
deal with De Gaulle to its own rank and

file, this will not be without internal
rumblings. No longer do the CP leaders
exercise the mesmeric effect or hold
the fanatical devotion of the rank and

‘file as in the 1930s. Already this is

reflected in the resignation from the
CGT of one of its leaders, a prominent
CP member, because he considers that
the CGT is “’not taking full advantage
of the situation to overthrow the
Gaullist regime.”” In the event of a
Popular Front the CP will precipitate a
massive movement of opposition

which could end in a split with the ma-
jority going over to the genuine pro-
gramme of Marxism. The enormous
sense of power, the gigantic steps for-
ward in understanding, the combativi-
ty and ability to fight of many workers
who have viewed Dpolitics as the
preserve of lawyers and doctors in the
past, will still be there. The French
workers have unleashed a force that
will yet end the rule of rent, interest and
profit in Europe and throughout the
world.

The French revolution begins

THE ELECTION results in France pro-
vide a devastating criticism of the
policy of the Communist and Socialist
parties during what the capitalist press
has termed the ‘May Revolution’. Lenin
spoke and wrote of decades of
development leading to a revolutionary
crisis during which the fate of the peo-
ple could be decided during a few days.
Such was the crisis in May. The Times
wrote that during that period ‘'All the
physical levers of power were in the
hands of the Communist Party.”” A
general strike by its very nature poses
the problem of power. This general
strike began spontaneously, involving
ever greater layers of the exploited, not

By Ted Grant

only the industrial workers but the
white collar workers as well. Peasants
were affected and the police at that
stage could not be relied upon. The ar-
my, according to reports, was also af-
fected. Power could have been taken
peacefully and a workers’ democracy
established. But the Communist Party
and the Socialist Party, which had not
initiated the movement but were as ter-
rified as the government, stood in the
way. The capitalist press greeted the
role of the Communist Party with relief.
The Economist of 22 June commented:
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““They (the CP) acted like Fabians not
like revolutionaries. And ever since,
they have emphasised that their party
is one of law and order. They kept
silent when the police occupied the
Sorbonne. They dissociated
themselves publicly from ‘rabble-
rousers and ultra-left provocateurs’ and
acquiesced in the government’s deci-
sion to ban all the small left-wing
revolutionary movements.”’

‘The middle class must not be
frightened!’ Thus in the election cam-
paign, instead of boldly proclaiming the
need for a change in society and cam-
paigning against the banks, monopolies
and trusts— while also agitating for the
demands of the peasants, the small
businessmen, the shopkeepers and
showing them that their interests were
linked with those of the working class
and against monopoly capital—they
tried to vie with the Gaullists as the Par-
ty, as Waldeck Rochet had declared,
‘'the party of law and order’’. Their
election posters even prociaimed:
‘“Against disorders and against
anarchy—Vote Communist.”" This
‘leader’ even shamelessly declared that
the CP had displayed a sense of
responsibility in the crisis and only
wanted a coalition government.

On this plane they could not hope to
compete with the Gaullists—as de
Gaulle cynically remarked, ‘‘the party
of the funk vote’’. The Gaullists raised
the spectre of a Stalinist France with
a totalitarian regime, in which all the
liberties of the people would be snuff-
ed out as in the countries of Eastern
Europe and China. Thus the middle
class were stampeded, and even some
sections of the working class were
affected.

June ‘68 election results

The Gaullists obtained 9,663,605
votes in comparison with 8,448,982
votes in 1967. Their Independent allies
got 917,539 compared with 821,097
votes. The Communist Party received
4,435,357 this time in comparison
with 5,039,032 last time. This
represents a loss of 604,675 votes.
The so-called Left Federation, compos-
ed principally of the Socialist Party, re-
tained 3,654,003 in comparison with
4,224,110in 1967, aloss of 570,107
votes. The PSU, Socialist Unity Party,
which stood to the left of the Com-
munist Party succeeded in increasing
its vote to 874,212 in comparison
with 495,412, a gain of 378,800
votes. The capitalist Centre Democrats
had 2,290,165 in comparison with
2,839,998, a loss of 539,833 votes.

The Morning Star and the French
Communist Party find consolation in
the fact that they ‘‘only’’ lost 600,000
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votes out of the million gained at the
last election (Morning Star 25 June
1968). But they forget to add that in
the early post-war period, with a
smaller electorate the vote for the
Communist Party and the Socialists
was higher. in the first post-war elec-
tions, together they obtained 51 per
cent of the votes, higher then the
Labour -government of 1945 which
received 48 per cent of the vote. In
conditions such as these, with clear
and honest slogans, with an explana-
tion to the people of the crisis facing
French capitalism, of the inevitable
ruination of the middle class and small
businessmen, their vote would have
been much higher. Had they acted with
the revolutionary tide, power on a
socialist programme would have won
the overwhelming majority of the
French people. It would have altered
the whole balance of forces between
the capitalists and workers throughout
Waestern Europe, and even the world.
The cowardly leaders betrayed the
working class and the French people.
De Gaulle put forward a muddled
demagogy ‘‘against capitalism and
totalitarian Communism.’’ The
Gaullists promised ‘‘participation’’
(whatever that is supposed to mean) to
the workers and ‘‘reforms of education
and the state.”’ It was on this basis that
the middle class and large sections of
the peasantry were panicked into
voting for ‘‘order’’. The policy of the
workers’ parties was a classic one of
““How not to win the middle class.”’
What now? Every serious capitalist
commentator regards the situation in
France with dread. The workers,
against the wishes of their ‘‘leaders’’,
have demonstrated and realised their
own power in the spontaneous strike
struggles. The French working class
have a great revolutionary tradition.
They have made important gains in
wages and conditions. But these will
be filched away by rising prices, by in-
flation, increases in the cost of living
and the provocations of the capitalists.
The consequence will be a new out-
burst of anger during the autumn and
winter. The Economist, not given to
making the flesh of its capitalist
backers creep, declares: ‘‘Election
results provide a more or less accurate
picture of political preferences in a
country at a given moment. This time
the picture will be more than usually
distorted because France has not
recovered its composure. The question
is how far the voters will be swayed by
fear when they go to the polls on Sun-
day, and when they return there on 30
June to complete the job. Or rather to
complete the election. For the election
is not the end of the affair.”’
Big business has financed “’Gaullist

commandos’’ as the shock troops of
French reaction. The day after the elec-
tion a railwayman was killed in Paris by
fascist thugs after an argument. The
workers on two stations declared a 24
hour strike. But this is a symptom of
what is to come. Finance capital was
taken by surprise by the May move-
ment of students and workers, but it
is already beginning to prepare for the
future. Reaction polarised itself round
the Gaullists, but as even the American
Newsweek magazine quoted: ‘‘By
voting for de Gaulle, said one opposi-
tion politician, ‘Frenchmen will assure
themselves of the status quo for a few
months or perhaps a few years. But it
will all end with a big bang compared
to which last month’s events may
seem like a carnival.’”’

Learn from events

There will be a falling away in the
support for Gaullism among the
peasants and middle class, since only
big business will benefit from their
policies. Gaullism will probably give
way to the ‘‘coalition of the Left’ so
longingly demanded by the Communist
Party. Thus the capitalists will prepare
for a struggle with the workers. The
victory of Gaullism will be a pyrrhic
one. But the most advanced workers
and students, particularly the youth,
will be learning from these great
events. The Communist Party leader-
ship and that of the Socialists will
demonstrate their responsibility for the
harsh and bitter struggles that will face
the workers. The Communist Party
leadership will demonstrate that their
own cowardice, stupidity and betrayal
have solved nothing for the working
class. The best elements of the rank
and file will revolt. No longer is there
the same blind support for the ‘’Com-
munist’’ Party which led to the defeat
of the working class in the pre-war
Popular Front and 1944-47. The strug-
gle has just begun. In the coming
months and years the working class
will begin to see that the only solution
to their problems lies in a change in
society.

The leadership of the Communist
Party, backed by the Russian
bureaucracy, will find that the end will
come for their policy of deceit and
cynicism. No one can break the will of
the working class to organise a new
socialist order. At the cost of terrible
and unnecessary sacrifices, the
workers in France will continue the
struggle begun with the May events.
The socialist revolution in France has
begun. Their leaders have haited them.
But the workers will thrust them aside
and find new leaders in the course of
the mighty events which are coming.



Prologue: A costly trip

LAST SUMMER, Labour’s deputy
leader, Roy Hattersley, addressed a select
covey of bankers and financiers at New
York’s plush Waldorf Astoria Hotel. The
trip was paid for by city stockbrokers,
Samuel Montague (a subsidiary of
Midland Bank). The aim, according to
the Daily Telegraph (12 September 1986),
was to ‘‘soothe the fears of American in-
vestors in Britain about the prospects of
a future Labour government.”’

As befits a tranquiliser, Roy Hat-
‘tersley’s speech was replete with words
like ““realism”’, “‘caution’’, ‘‘responsibili-
ty”’. .. “Some of our aspirations will have
to be postponed and some of our hopes
will not be realised in our first five years.”

Labour’s prospective chancellor was
making it clear that the next Labour
government intends to work within the
limits of Britain’s capitalist economy.
This includes acceptance of the narrow
constraints dictated by Britain’s
remorseless decline. So determined to
reassure the American capitalists was
Roy, that he even quantified his self-
denying ordinance. Firstly, while Labour
would not abandon its anti-poverty pro-
gramme and its commitment to improv-
ing social benefits, extra taxation would
be limited to £3.6 billion. This is what the
richest five per cent of tax-payers have
gained from Tory hand-outs. What Roy
Hattersley did not quantify, however, was
the individual benefit if the £3.6 billion
were shared out between the 16 million
people near or below the official poverty
line—about £4.30 a week!

Secondly, in pursuing a policy of refla-
tion to promote industrial recovery,
Labour would increase public borrowing.
But the total borrowing would not be
allowed to rise above 2 per cent of GNP.
A few weeks later, in his Autumn state-
ment, the Tory chancellor, Nigel Lawson,
announced that Thatcher’s government
would be allowing public borrowing to
rise to 1% % of GNP. The difference bet-
ween Tory ‘‘reflation’”” and Labour
“‘reflation’’ is exactly ¥4 % of GNP, cur-
rently less than £1 billion—a mere
smidgen!

If Roy’s audience at the Waldorf
Astoria were not reassured, it was certain-
ly not on account of any radical economic
proposals.

A dodgy approach

The deficiencies of Labour’s economic
policies is the subject of a recent article
in the Communist Party’s monthly,
Marxism Today, by John Grahl and Bob
Rowthorn. Even by the standards of this
journal, for which Marxism is more of a
designer label than a guide to its contents,
Dodging the Taxing Questions is
remarkable for its reformist candour.

The Labour leaders’ ‘‘intentions are
fine,”’ says the caption, ‘‘but who is go-
ing to pay for them?’’ The answer from
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Grahl and Rowthorn is quite clear: the
working class. Far from criticising the
Labour leaders for accepting the con-
straints of a diseased economy, the
authors—rejecting any socialist
temptations—urge them to embrace them
even more openly. They advocate une-
quivocal acceptance of policies dictated
by the logic of capitalist decline. If the
need to ““revive the economy’’ places con-
straints on borrowing and on taxation of
the capitalist class, then reforms must be
paid for by the ‘“upper working class and
ordinary middle class.”” Otherwise, they
plead, there will be no reforms at all.
" According to Grahl and Rowthorn “‘a
new, post-Thatcherite consensus on
economic policy is emerging’’, well ex-
pressed in Labour’s plans for industrial
regeneration, job creation, increased ex-
penditure on social services, and the
amelioration of poverty. They have notic-
ed, however, that the Labour leaders’
pronouncements are ‘‘filled. . . with eva-
sions, hesitations and ambiguities.”’
Fearlessly confronting the ‘‘difficult
issues”’, the authors set out to put the
Labour leaders back on the right track.

They deal with four main issues: (1)
Nationalisation, (2) Taxation (which gets
special treatment), (3) Incomes Policy,
and (4) Finance.

Nationalisation: Drop it, of
course
Nationalisation is summarily dismiss-
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ed. ““The present situation is that the very
advanced demands for extended public
ownership which appeared in Labour’s
programme in 1982 have been jettisoned
because they are correctly perceived as a
vote loser. For better or worse, na-
tionalisation on such a scale is
unpopular.”

The Labour leaders may win support
for “‘individual acts of nationalisation’’,
but not for ‘‘a programme of widespread
nationalisation of the type followed by
the hard left.”” This situation could
“‘perhaps, be reversed in the future...”’
But as to how, under what conditions, the
authors have nothing to say. The leader-
ship has ““‘opted for a loose set of pro-
posals for *‘social ownership’’ (including
re-nationalisation?), but ‘‘potential-
ly...most radical of all’’, in their view,
are “‘plans for the expansion of existing
public corporations’’ (which ones, after
privatisation?).

The most “‘fruitful direction for in-
dustrial strategy’’ (and a ‘‘potential vote-
winner’’ in their view) is the plan ‘‘to
build certain social objectives into a pro-
gramme of public support for in-
dustry. . .channelled to enterprises of all
kinds through a range of national,
regional and local agencies, in the form
of subsidies, public investment stakes and
public purchasing. It would be directed
towards job creation and all the aspects
of industrial modernisation—research, in-
vestment, training, product develop-
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ment.”’ The next Labour government, in
other words, should return to the policy
of the 1974/79 government—feather-
bedding big business from the public
purse. Grahl and Rowthorn sum up their
strategy with a truly breath-taking obser-
vation: ‘It means, of course, accepting
the continued importance of capitalist
enterprise in our economy, but there real-
ly is not much alternative.”

Has socialism ever before been aban-
doned by ‘““Marxists’’ with such urbane
understatement?

So determined are they to be
“‘realistic’’, Grahl and Rowthorn never
ask themselves whether massive state in-
vestment in “‘capitalist enterprise’’ will,
in practice, successfully reverse Britain’s
industrial decline. What are the lessons
of past Labour governments? Or of the
socialist governments in France and
Spain? Unless the capitalists are convinc-
ed that conditions exist which will ensure
an acceptable level of profitability, they
will not invest. If there is already over-
capacity, why invest in new capacity? If
a Labour government offers them sub-
sidies they will, of course, gratefully ac-
cept them, provided there are not too
many strings attached. But they will simp-
ly be used to subsidise. . . profits.

The authors, however, do see one lit-
tle problem. Massive subsidies to industry
will conflict with measures to improve
social provision and living standards:
““These objectives cannot be achieved
simultaneously. . . Since Labour has right-
ly declared itself the party of production,
investment must take precedence and
some of these objectives must be aban-
doned for the time being, or at least scal-
ed down...”’ Once again, the working
class and sections of the middle strata will
be exhorted to make sacrifices on the altar
of Capital—this time with the approval
of Marxism Today.

Tax: The poverty of policy

Grahl and Rowthorn welcome the com-
mitment to reduce unemployment, im-
prove social services, introduce a
minimum wage, and increase welfare
benefits, as all socialists would. They also
point to the lack of any clear commitment
to allocate the massive funds required for
these policies. The £3.6 billion extra tax-
‘ation is, they correctly say, ‘‘little more
than a gesture.”” There is, they concede,
“‘some scope for squeezing the rich even
further”’, something of an understate-
ment given the Thatcherite shift in pro-
perty and income to the rich and super-
rich.

But they reject radical measures, such
as a limit on anyone receiving a post-tax
income more than three times the
average: ‘‘It might drive out of the coun-
try many top professionals, industrial
managers and others upon whom our
future prosperity depends.”” From a pure-
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ly financial stand point, they say it would
raise only an additional £2 billion over
and above the £3.6 billion already pro-
posed by Hattersley.

So where will the resources for reforms
come from? As Grahl and Rowthorn
started out by dismissing the creation of
new wealth on the basis of public owner-
ship and a plan of production, they are
pushed by their own logic to go the whole
way in the other direction. Reforms must
be paid for by higher taxes on the workers
and middle class!

These ‘““Marxists’’ have learned nothing
from the past. The reforms of past
Labour governments were mainly financ-
ed not by redistribution of wealth between
the capitalist rich and the working class,
but by a redistribution of income between
the relatively better-off sections of the
working class and the low paid and
unemployed. Under the 1974-79 Labour
government the rich actually slightly in-
creased their share of the wealth, while
the burden of taxation and insurance con-
tributions on workers increased.

The reformist leaders themselves were
long ago forced to admit the limits of
their approach once boom was replaced
by economic downswing. Towards the
end of the 1964/70 Labour government,
Richard Crossman, a leading spokesman
of reformism, acknowledged that “‘taxes
are increasingly being paid by the or-
dinary worker and even income tax can
no longer be thought of as mainly a tax
on the better-off.’”” He admitted that the
Labour government had reached the
“limits to public expenditure’’ set by
““working class attitudes.”” After the
defeat of the 1974-79 Labour govern-
ment, some of the ideologues of refor-
mism once again made the same admis-
sion. Writing in The Socialist Agenda:
Crosland’s Legacy (1981) David Lipsey
acknowledged that Tony Crosland, a
leading member of the Wilson-Callaghan
government, had been forced to admit
that “‘without growth, increasing public
spending logically entails increased rates
of taxation...Politically it brings any
government rapidly against the taxpayers’
revolt. . .and to the Nemesis of electoral
defeat.”

With or without the advice of Marx-
ism Today, it is not at all unlikely that
the next Labour government will resort
to imposing even heavier tax burdens on
working people. That is inherent in any
attempt to grapple with the crisis without
taking hold of the real levers of power.
Roy’s £3.6 billion pledge was aimed at
reassuring big business, not workers. But
the additional taxation would mainly be
used to underwrite the futile attempt to
bail capitalism out of its crisis, not to
finance improved conditions for workers.
Far from being ‘‘realistic’’ and
“popular’’, the fiscal solution advocated
by Grahl and Rowthorn would only

help prepare the way for an electoral
massacre and political defeat for the
working class.

Incomes policy: Spelling
it out

‘‘Even more crucial’’ than the propos-
ed tax policy, however, ‘‘is an effective
incomes policy.”’ This is because of the
claim on resources by the ‘‘consumption
of wage and salary earners, especially
those in the middle range.”’ The greater
their material consumption, the less
material goods will be available for other
purposes. Referring to the ‘‘upper work-
ing class and the ordinary middle class,”
Grahl and Rowthorn say: “To be
realistic, the real income of this group
must virtually be frozen for several years
if Labour is to meet its existing
targets...”’

This is repeated several times. Later
they go futher, referring to ‘‘a virtual
freeze...or even a reduction.”” The
Labour leaders, they say, ‘‘are quite
aware of the dangers of rapid wage
growth and its possible effects,” and
wage restraint is implicit in Labour’s pro-
posal for a so-called National Economic
Assessment. But they call on Labour ‘‘to
spell it out”’: *‘Labour should be making
it crystal clear to the whole
population. ..”’

The working class must be prepared for
“restraint’’ and ‘‘sacrifice.’”’ They speak
of Labour’s objectives being ‘‘incompati-
ble with unbridled individualism.’’ They
say the “‘pursuit of individual interests
(must be) limited and controlled by
recognition of the common good.”” The
language used by these ‘‘Marxists’ is
from the vocabulary of Wilson,
Callaghan and Healey, Labour’s right
wing leaders. If Roy Hattersley never
mouthes the words *‘incomes policy”’, it
is not because of a speech impediment but
because he is only too aware of the deep
hostility among workers, a hostility born
of bitter experience in the past.

Workers are prepared to make
sacrifices, enormous sacrifices—in the in-
terests of the working class. But sermons
about the ‘‘common good’’ from the ad-
vocates of incomes policy inevitably fall
on stony ground. The lesson of past
Labour governments is that curbs on the
income of higher paid workers never
guarantees improvements for low paid
workers and the poor. In a market
economy there is no mechanism to bring
about such a redistribution of wages.
Anything saved by the bosses through an
incomes policy is merely used to augment
their profits.

Grahl and Rowthorn attempt to justify
their position by pointing to the rise in liv-
ing standards of some sections of the
workers under Thatcher. The real income
of the low paid and especially the
unemployed has fallen sharply since 1979.



I | 7 [ 1 Spring 1987 Comment

But the average post-tax earnings for
manual workers have increased by 12 per
cent in real terms, while for non-manual
employees (including professional and
managerial groups) the increase has been
over 20 per cent. (They say this rate of
increase is greater than in any other
Western country; but they do not point
out that in real terms British workers have
fallen further behind their counterparts
overseas. Taking the 1984 average pre-tax
earnings of manual workers in the United
States as 100, the equivalent workers’ ear-
nings in West Germany stood at 75, in
France at 56, in Japan at 50, and in Bri-
tain at only 46.)

This gap in incomes, the authors say,
has a “‘divisive effect on the working
class.”” And it is true that potentially
dangerous divisions have been opened up
between different sections of workers.
But it is totally false to argue that this can
be cvercome by an incomes policy. Pay
restraint will not improve the position of
the low paid and unemployed. An at-
tempt by a Labour government to impose
an incomes policy would be far more
divisive than the differentials produced by
the capitalist market, and could never
provide a basis for unifying workers in
struggle.

The pay policy of the last Labour
government brought the Labour leaders
into collision with large sections of the
trade unions, culminating in the 1978-79
‘Winter of Discontent’, when thousands
of public sector workers were pushed in-
to action by poverty level wages. This had
a disastrous affect on support for the
Labour government, which went down to
defeat in the general election of June
1979. Grahl and Rowthorn admit that it
““will take some years’’ for Labour’s in-
dustrial policy to bear fruit. Long before
it bore any fruit, an incomes policy would
produce a season of discontent, and on
an even bigger scale than in 1978-79.

Finance: Softly, softly. . .

Grahl and Rowthorn say, quite right-
ly, that one of the greatest obstacles to
the implementation of Labour’s plans to
develop production will lay “‘in the finan-
cial pressures produced on a world scale
by economic slow down.”” Under condi-
tions of crisis, when there is a sharp
decline in the profitability of manufactur-
ing, the capitalists will seek the ‘‘safety
of financial assets.”” The authors
recognise that these are ‘‘global forces
which impose constraints,’’ because if a
Labour government implemented policies
which adversely affected financial capital,
such as reducing interest rates o: increas-
ed public borrowing, the financiers would
switch their funds elsewhere.

But Grahl and Rowthorn do not face
up to implications of this.

The authors congratulate Roy Hat-
tersley on his ‘‘very sophisticated

understanding of the problem,”” saying
that he has described Britain’s position as
the world’s largest international banking
centre in “‘virtually Marxist terms.’’ They
rightly say that Labour’s plan for
‘‘somewhat stricter regulation on finan-
cial transactions’’ and tax incentives to
bring about the repatriation of some of
this vast amount of British capital in-
vested abroad will have very little effect.
But they go on to accuse Hattersley of
‘“an almost complete pessimism and
defeatism in the sphere of practical
policy”” because he rejects the idea of
general controls.

The truth is that on this point, Roy
Hattersley has a clearer understanding of
the realities than his would be ‘‘Marxist”’
advisers. While these lefts cling to the uto-
pian idea of controls, the right wing
leadership has been forced to
acknowledge the real situation of present
day capitalism, which is dominated by the
world market. The authors criticise Hat-
tersley for implying that ‘‘an elected
Labour government is so weak vis-a-vis
the big banks that Labour could not
deploy an elementary instrument (ie ex-
change controls) of monetary policy
which exists today in several European
countries.”” Again, this ignores the lessons
of France: despite severe exchange con-
trols and the nationalistation of the
banks, the attempt of the Socialist-
Communist government to implement
massive reforms within national boun-
daries was undermined by international
pressures within only eleven months.
Grahl and Rowthorn are advocating, in
a completely contradictory way, that
Labour should attempt to manage a
capitalist economy in which international
finance capital plays a dominant part
while at the same time decisively sever-
ing the international links.

They correctly reject the idea,
sometimes implied by the Labour leaders,
that it is impossible to control interna-
tional financial transactions for purely
technical reasons, because of computeris-
ed international communications. It is not
a technical problem, but a class problem.
National restrictions on the movement of
capital would be a major attack on the
interests of finance capital, and they
would use all their economic and class
power to undermine any government that
seriously tried to impose such restrictions.

This is even implicit in the comments
of Grahl and Rowthorn, though they ap-
pear unaware of the contradiction. They
admit that if Labour announces in ad-
vance that it intended to impose exchange
controls, this would ““lead to a huge sterl-
ing crisis if it looked as though Labour
was going to win the election.” In other
words they acknowledge that it would be
seen as a challenge to the interests of a
powerful, if not the dominant, section of
big business. However, they have an in-

genious answer: ‘‘What is required, is for
Labour to impose exchange controls as
soon as it takes office, whilst denying this
intention beforehand. . . Such denials may
seem like hypocrisy...but it is normal
behaviour in the realm of international
finance’’!

They appear to think that the hostility
of the capitalists to exchange controls
would miraculously evaporate once
Labour came to power. In reality, the
hostility of the capitalists to measures to
fetter their free pursuit of profit on the
world arena would result in class
measures against a Labour government.
All their weapons would be used: a strike
of capital, manipulation of the world
money markets, and the power of the
bosses’ media.

Political terminus

Grahl and Rowthorn are more refor-
mist than the reformists themselves. They
advocate total acceptance of the logic of
‘“‘capitalist enterprise’’. They underline
the narrow limits which will be set by Bri-
tain’s decline. Their only real difference
with Labour’s right wing is that they:
believe that the leadership should open-
ly proclaim the harsh implications of this
strategy in advance. The workers should
be told they will have to make sacrifices
to restore capitalism.

That is on the domestic arena. When
it comes to the international economy,
Grahl and Rowthorn take the opposite
tack. The Labour leaders should prepare
measures to isolate British capitalism
from the world money market. But this
intention should (somehow) be conceal-
ed. Once in office, Labour should put up
the barriers, suspending the market
mechanism at Dover. The only real dif-
ference between these so-called Marxists
and Roy Hattersley is that they cling to
the thoroughly nationalistic position that
Labour’s right-wing leaders have been
forced to abandon in the face of capitalist
realities.

Starting out from the abandonment of
Marxist policies, that is the political
destination of Grahl and Rowthorn: a
reformist strategy that offers even less in
the way of reforms than Labour’s right-
wing leadership.

Postcript

The Guardian recently featured a series
on ““The Crisis in the Dismal Science’’.
The concluding article (14 January 1987)
dealt with the demise of the ‘‘Marxist’’
economists of the 1970’s. Bob Rowthorn,
prominent in the CP’s Euro-Communist
wing and a member of Marxism Today’s
editorial board, confessed: ‘‘I’ve become
a left reformist. The crisis has been long
and drawn out, but I can’t see the agen-
cies of change and I’'m not convinced
about the socialist answers any more. . .”’

A left reformist?
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The American ‘Irangate’ crisis revealed that money raised from the sale of arms to Iran had been used
to finance the Nicaraguan ‘Contras’. Once again the future of the Nicaraguan revolution is being raised
in the minds of workers and youth throughout the world.

JULY 1979 saw the overthrow of the
hated Somoza dictatorship after 40 years
of ruthless repression. It helped to fan
anew the flames of the revolutionary
struggles which were sweeping through
Central and Latin America. Nicaragua’s
revolution helped enthuse the youth
throughout South America, sections of
which have looked to this insurrectionary
movement as an example to be emulated.
This development alone warrants a
thorough study of the Nicaraguan revolu-
tion in order to clarify the tasks before
the workers and youth in such countries
as Brazil, Argentina and Chile.

Events in Nicaragua have also brought
US imperialism to the brink of a direct
military intervention and the financing of
the Contras to the tune of over US
$100m. US imperialism has been terrified
at the prospect of revolution sweeping
throughout Central America, bringing
down the puppet regimes in El Salvador,
Honduras, Guatemala etc where the
revolution has been unfolding apace. It
has been the fear of revolution
throughout Central America, with its in-
evitable consequences in South America,
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Perspectives for the Nicaraguan revolution

—

By Alejandro Rojas

which has compelled Reagan and US Im-
perialism to try and ‘snuff out’ the ‘ex-
ample’ of Nicaragua.

There can be no doubt that the over-
throw of the Somoza dictatorship herald-
ed a tremendous step forward for the
workers and peasants of Nicaragua,
especially when weighed against the
nightmare of increasing poverty and
misery throughout the continent. Under
the Somoza dictatorship, preventable
diseases killed over 30% of children in the
countryside. Since the revolution, infant
mortality has been cut from 33% to 8%
and over 1 million people were vaccinated
in a mass campaign against polio. Con-
sumption of corn has risen by 33%, beans
by 40% and rice by 30%. In the final
years of the Somoza dictatorship a total
of 1,000 doctors throughout Nicaragua
were visited a total of 200,000 times. Since
the revolution 500 doctors have qualified
every year and have visited patients 6
million times annually.

A massive literacy campaign has been
carried out, sending armies of teachers
and students to the countryside to help
eradicate illiteracy. Prior to the revolu-
tion it was estimated that 75% of the
population had never read a book and
that over 50% were illiterate! This rate
has now been reduced to 14% and 1,200
schools have been constructed.

Such developments are clearly sup-
ported by all activists in the Labour
movement. They have however resulted
in many youth developing illusions in the
leadership of the Sandinistas, imagining
that the socialist revolution is being car-
ried through. Marxism supports every
gain and step forward taken by the ex-
ploited masses of Nicaragua and is im-
placably opposed to US imperialism in its
attempts to crush the revolution.
However in doing so Marxists cannot and
must not reduce themselves to the role of
mere cheer leaders. This is especially the
case when those gains conquered are
threatened by counter revolution. It is
necessary to analyse the processes in the
rcvolution and explain how the gains
made can best be defended and



developed. Such is the case with the
Nicaraguan revolution.

The key issue, which goes right to the
heart of the matter in Nicaragua and Cen-
tral America in general, is the theory of
the Permanent revolution and the ques-
tion of the class character of the revolu-
tion. For throughout the Colonial world,
especially in Central and Southern
America, an enormous movement of the
masses has taken place. Only three years
ago the whole of South America was one
gigantic concentration camp. Today on-
ly two military police dictatorships re-
main, in Chile and Paraguay. It has been
the movement of the workers, youth and
exploited masses that has resulted in the
downfall of these regimes. As we shall see
later, the same was true in Nicaragua.

In these countries the immediate task
posed has been that of resolving the issues
of the bourgeois revolution. That is, the
development of industry, the resolution
of the land question, securing a unified,
independent, nation state and the
establishment of a stable parliamentary
democracy. In varying degrees these
issues lie at the heart of the tasks im-
mediately posed throughout Latin
America.

Permanent revolution

As Trotsky and Lenin explained, in the
modern epoch the problem is that these
issues cannot be resolved by the national
capitalist class in the colonial countries
because they are too weak. Bound to the
landlords and in the last analysis to the
coat tails of the more powerful imperialist
powers, the national capitalist class is
wholly unable to play any independent or
progressive role. The economies of the
colonial countries are dominated by the
multi-nationals which have used them as
a source of cheap labour and to secure
raw materials and minerals.

Which class, then, is capable of resolv-
ing these fundamental problems, critical
to the further development of society? As
the experience of the Russian Revolution
brilliantly demonstrated it is only the in-
dustrial working class, with the support
of the poor peasants and exploited layers
of society, who can carry out this task.
For even in the backward colonial coun-
tries, with investment by the imperialist
powers and, to a certain extent with the
weak development of the national
capitalist class, an industrial working class
has been created.

However, upon seizing power such a
class would not be able to confine itself
merely to the question of the bourgeois
revolution but, by very necessity, it would
transgress such limits and go over to the
tasks of the socialist revolution, with the
nationalisation of the economy and a cen-
tralised plan of production based upon a
system of workers’ democracy. To lay the

basis for the construction of a socialist
society, the revolution must be developed
beyond the narrow constraints of the
backward and underdeveloped nations to
the advanced capitalist countries. Thus
whilst the revolution may begin in a col-
onial country, if it is to result in the
building of a socialist society it must be
developed on an international scale. Such
were the ideas of the Bolsheviks during
the Russian Revolution under the leader-
ship of Lenin and Trotsky. The failure of
the international revolution left the USSR
isolated, with a backward economy and
horrendous shortages which, with the at-
tempts to crush the revolution by im-
perialism, opened the way for a political
counter-revolution in the 1920s. Whilst
leaving intact the economic basis of the
1917 revolution (the nationalised plann-
ed economy), the political counter-
revolution destroyed workers’ democracy
and replaced it with a bureaucratic caste
- a clique which has now abandoned any
idea of world revolution and instead acts
as a counter revolutionary brake on such
developments in order to protect its own
position. For the development of the
revolution on an international level would
bring with it a pelitical revolution restor-
ing workers democracy.

In the recent epoch, in the course of the
unfolding of the Colonial Revolution, a
new twist has developed. The revolution
has been carried through in some coun-
tries, but in a distorted way. Such has
been the impasse of society that, despite
the absence of a genuine mass Marxist
force, capitalism and landlordism has
been overthrown. However it has not
been replaced with a workers’ democracy
but with a state apparatus in the image
of Moscow today rather than that of
1917. At the top of such regimes have
been placed guerrilla groupings, students
and intellectuals or even radical layers of
the officer caste of the army. When
assuming power, such leaders never did
so with the perspective of completing the
revolution. They were pushed into doing
so in part by the pressure of the masses
and, for example, as in the case of Cuba,
because of the reaction of imperialism in

the form of an economic boycott. Such .

regimes, as in Cuba, China, Syria etc have
been very popular and enjoyed tremen-
dous support as the benefits of a na-
tionalised planned economy have been
felt. Whilst marking a break with landlor-
dism and capitalism and as such represen-
ting a tremendous step forward, this
development has not, however, signified
the socialist revolution and regimes of
workers democracy.

The absence of a regime of workers’
democracy has been rooted in the nature
of these revolutions, and in particular the
absence of a conscious leading role being
played by the proletariat, which finds its
highest expression in a mass Marxist Par-

ty. For it is only the working class which
can lead the socialist transformation of
society. When other groupings attempt to
do so, the best that can be achieved is the
social revolution in a distorted form and
the establishment of a bureaucratic one
party totalitarian regime.

It is these crucial aspects of the Col-
onial and Permanent revolution which are
now of critical importance if a path
leading to the successful development of
the socialist revolution is to be found in
relation to Nicaragua, and the threat of
counter revolution, by US Imperialism
and the Contras, is to be defeated.

To do so it is necessary to look at the
historical development of Nicaragua,
especially taking into account the role
played by the national bourgeois, the
working class and the peasantry.

The historical develop-
ment of Nicaragua

Like all of the countries of Central ana
Southern America, Nicaragua has been
consistently plundered and exploited by
imperialism. Conquered by Spain in 1523,
Nicaragua was ruthlessly bled white under
colonial rule. Some successful resistance
was waged by the Miskito Indians on the
Atlantic coast. Later, they were given
some support from Britain which at that
stage wanted a base for its own operations
in the area against the Spanish, French
and finally the North American powers.
This support was in exchange for British
imperialism being able to exploit the area
with a relatively free hand.

Three hundred years of Spanish col-
onialisation saw Nicaragua turned into a
slave-exporting base to such countries as
Santa Domingo, Ecuador, Peru and
Chile. Being a member of the Central
American Federation, it was granted ‘in-
dependence’ in 1821 and slavery was
abolished in 1824, Servile labour however
continued throughout the 19th century.
By this time two clear groupings had
emerged amongst the ruling class. The
first was the so-called ‘Liberal’ wing, bas-
ed around such areas as the Pacific
coastal port of Corinto. Largely drawn
from small proprietors,artisans and
others, they formed a budding retail mer-
chant class which was politically touched
by the great French revolution, and stood
as vigorous supporters of free trade.
Weighed against them was an arch con-
servative aristocratic clique of landlords.

Whilst the ‘Liberal’ regimes were
perhaps slightly less repressive when they
had the upper hand, they rapidly
demonstrated their weakness. They were
totally incapable of standing up to the
dominating influence of North American
imperialism and in the last analysis were
always dragged along by its coat tails—
usually after a few protests against US
‘excesses’, which may have damaged their
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particular interests. They were incapable
of following the traditions of the rising
French bourgeois, from whom they
nevertheless drew a certain verbal
‘radicalism’.

The conservative clique never even
bothered attempting to put up a ‘radical’
mask, but accepted the mantle of outright
collaboration with US imperialism from
the very beginning. They were never-
theless a powerful grouping basing
themselves upon the coffee markets which
up until 1950 accounted for 50% of
Nicaraguan exports.

Thus the Nicaraguan bourgeois was
from the outset weak and feeble, especial-
ly when pitched against the mighty im-
perial powers. As such they were unable
to play any substantially independent and
certainly not a progessive role. They were
unable to come anywhere near completing
the tasks of the bourgeois revolution,
which the ‘Liberals’ had so enviously wat-
ched their French counterparts do
historically. In the last analysis they ac-
cepted the role of being little more than
coupon clippers for imperialism. Between
these two groupings a bitter struggle was
fought out in the form of military coups,
dictatorships and civil war, with US im-
perialism, as it developed, playing the role
of arbiter by supporting which ever serv-
ed its purpose best at the time.

The discovery of gold in 1843 brought
with it increased interest in Central
America especially with the prospect of
constructing a canal coast-to-coast for the
shipment of gold and other raw materials.
In August 1849, Roberto Ramirez, as
Supreme Director of Nicaragua, signed
the first contract allowing for the con-
struction of such a canal. At the same
time the Legislative Assembly accepted
the principle of ‘‘absolute exclusion of
foreign intervention in the state’s inter-
nal affairs and calling upon other Cen-
tral American states to do likewise.”’

As events demonstrated, such a
declaration was more of a dream of how
the Nicaraguan ruling class would have
liked things to be. For when US im-
perialism cracked the whip, they jumped
in a flash and accepted the ‘realities’ of
life. They were too weak to make any
serious stand and feared any mobilisation
of the Nicaraguan masses with whom they
would have come into collision.

Civil war broke out in 1850 bringing to
power the extreme reactionary, Prutos
Chamorro. This provoked a revolt by the
‘Liberals’ who, under the leadership of
Jerez and Castelion, landed a small
military force at El Realejo in 1854. This
‘Liberal’ grouping immediately started
peace talks in order to try and secure
some concessions. The offer was rejected
and the ‘Liberals’ turned North to get the
help of an American mercenary, William
Walker. He, in return for lavish
payments, offered a force of about 300
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men. He landed in 1855—with
Nicaraguan citizenship and the self-
appointed rank of Colonel.

In fact the ‘Liberal’ wing of the
Nicaraguan ruling class had enlisted the
support of a renowned slave holder from
the South who had his own objectives -
to sieze control not only of Nicaragua,
but of the whole of Central America as
a base from which to reinforce the
southern slave states of North America.

Rising power of US
imperialism

Walker seized power and installed his
puppet Rivas as President while he, in
reality, ruled from the wings. So reac-
tionary and ruthless were his methods of
rule that even Rivas was repelled. Sum-
moning all of Central America to his sup-
port, Rivas rebelled in 1856, beginning the
so-called ‘National War’. In response,
Walker had himself appointed as Presi-
dent of Nicaragua and El Salvador.
Walker’s drive to conquer all of Central
America brought him into conflict with
British imperialism for he tried to spread
his influence into the coastal areas of the
Miskito Indians—then a British colony
which later was incorporated into
Nicaragua. Walker was defeated in 1857,
whereupon he returned to North America
to launch a further attack in 1860.

At this stage the Northern states of
America clearly did not want a victory for
Walker which would have bolstered the
position of the Southern states. They were
also beginning to look towards Central
America as a potential area for develop-
ment themselves. Walker was captured by
a British gunboat, turned over to the
government in Honduras, where he was
put up against a wall and shot. The whole
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Costa Rica

Pacific Ocean

incident clearly demonstrated the role of
the ‘Liberal’ wing of the Nicaraguan rul-
ing class. The way was formally opened
for US penetration of Nicaragua with the
signing of the Cassirisarra treaty in 1859.

The ‘Liberals’ eventually took
Managua in 1893, after a series of risings.
In 1894 they annexed the Miskito coast,
paying British Imperialism US $15 million
for it in ‘compensation’.

This was the period of the rising power
of US imperialism, which was increasing-
ly squeezing out the major European
capitalist powers. The policy of so-called
‘dollar diplomacy’ was adopted. Loans
were given to certain countries
throughout the region. In return the US
was granted the exclusive rights of trade
and exploited mineral and other raw
materials. In reality it meant that the
states concerned were signed over to US
imperialism to do with as they wished.
Terms were imposed to protect in-
vestments, banks and railways which, if
not adhered to, resulted in the automatic
right of military intervention.

In 1893 the Nationalist Liberal Party
came to power. It was offered arms to
‘unify Central America’ in return for the
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US being given exclusive rights to build
and operate a canal linking coast to coast.
President Zelaya refused. The US thus
engineered his downfall and US troops in-
vaded Nicaragua for the first time in
1909. A presidential stooge of US Im-
perialism was put in power, Diaz. He im-
mediately agreed to the following ‘pro-
posals’: the abolition of all state
monopolies; an agreement to pay the ex-
ternal debt; to guarantee the interests of
all foreign nationals; all Nicaraguan
customs departments, Post Offices, na-
tional Banks, railways and harbours to be
placed under the control of US creditor
banks. The terms were so harsh that once
again the ‘Liberals’ revolted in 1912.
2,700 US marines landed to crush the
revolt. Diaz was again ‘elected’ Presi-
dent, receiving 4,000 votes from a popula-
tion of 800,000.

US imperialism was determined to
maintain total control of Nicaragua,
largely out of its own interest in the con-
struction of a canal. US marines were per-
manently stationed in Nicaragua until
1925. Elections were held two months
after their withdrawal, only to be follow-
ed by another coup by the Conservatives
under the leadership of Chamorro. Once
again civil war raged with widespread at-
tacks undertaken against US investments,
The rebellion was led by Vice President
Mocada. US troops were once again sent
in. Peace terms were offered and accepted
by Mocada on behalf of the ‘Liberal’ of-
ficers. There was, however, one excep-
tion: Sandino, or as he became known,
‘the free man’s general’. He refused to ac-
cept the peace offer and began a guerilla
war which lasted until 1932.

The free man’s general

Sandino’s stand rallied the sympathies
of thousands of peasants and the urban
masses. Having been betrayed by the
‘Liberals’ and embued with a hatred of
US imperialism, his struggle captured the
imagination throughout Nicaragua and
Central America. Moreover, it drew in-
ternational support with the memory of
the Russian Revolution, the Chinese
Revolution of 1927 and the British
General Strike of 1926, and was viewed
by the activists who were touched by it
as another struggle against imperialism.
Banners supporting Sandino were even
reported to have been carried in Peking
in 1927.

The guerrilla army which started with
only 27 recruits quickly grew and rose at
its height to an armed force of about
3,000. Its support came mainly from
peasants and the urban poor, not only
from Nicaragua but throughout Central
and Southern America. In its ranks were
to be found youth from South America,
Central America and even some Euro-
peans and a few from Asia. This move-

ment, limited though it was, terrified
capitalism and US imperialism. As a
result over 800 fully armed US marines
were sent in an attempt to crush the guer-
rillas when they only numbered between
50 and 100 armed men. Sandino and his
army conducted what can only be describ-
ed as an extremely heroic struggle which
has left a powerful tradition throughout
Central and, to a certain extent, Southern
America. At first they suffered some
defeats but later won some very convinc-
ing military victories against the US and
Nicaraguan forces.

The regime became enraged when it
first failed to crush this movement,
unleashing a reign of terror against the
peasant masses. Mass executions, tortures
and beatings took place in a completely
indiscriminate manner. It served,
however, only to increase the sympathy
for Sandino’s army. The National Guard
undertook much of the repression, hav-
ing been established at the behest of US
imperialism and then officered by it. One
example of the ruthlessness deployed was
in Ocotal, a small town which was looted
by a group of peasants who were not
from Sandino’s forces. The result was a
mass bombing raid, killing over 300 in
one attack. In Managua 70 bombers were
flown in from the US and used in the
countryside and throughout the country.
After a brief interlude of negotiations US
troops went onto the offensive. All those
taken prisoner were immediately ex-
ecuted. The infamous ‘waistcoat’ torture
was established, whereby the victims had
both arms cut off,

Against seemingly incredible odds and
with few weapons the struggle was con-
tinued for some years. In 1932, after be-
ing given an assurance that US troops
would be withdrawn and the safety of his
fighters promised, Sandino agreed to sur-
render. It was a disastrous mistake from
which many lessons can be learned, not
least in the situation which has developed
in the recent period. As the guerrillas
drifted into the cities the so-called ‘safe-
ty’ promised to his men proved non-
existent. They were taken by the National
Guard and executed, under the orders of
Somoza.

Later Sandino, after dining with
government officials, was himself killed.
Even in his death the dominance of US
imperialism and the collaboration it en-
joyed with the national bourgeois was
clearly exposed. Somoza went to the
President, declaring, ‘‘I have come from
the US Embassy where I have had a con-
ference with Ambassador Arturo Bliss,
who has assured me that the government
in Washington recommends the elimina-
tion of Augusto Sandino for considering
him a disturber of peace in the country.”

Sandino conducted an heroic struggle.
However heroism is not enough for a suc-
cessful struggle. In his analysis and

method lay a fundamental weakness
which would deny him victory - a
weakness which unfortunately exists
amongst the FSLN leadership today. For
Sandino the struggle was purely military,
the aim being to force US troops from
Nicaraguan soil. Even if this aim had
been achieved he failed to see that without
a social revolution imperialism would still
dominate economically. Moreover, it
would do so working hand in glove with
the national bourgeois.

As a result, he refused to allow the
struggle to develop onto the social ques-
tions and would not recognise the ex-
istence of a struggle between the classes
within Nicaragua. The movement was
purely national, with no orientation
towards winning and mobilising the sup-
port of the exploited masses throughout
Central America, which could clearly
have been achieved. How, after all, could
a small nation such as Nicaragua defeat
a mighty imperial power alone, without
a class content to the movement?

The Somoza dictatorship

For Sandino it was thus ‘‘essentially a
national thing’’. Whilst correctly con-
cluding that ‘‘only the peasants and
workers will go to the end”’, he did not
grasp the necessary conclusion in relation
to the social revolution, and made no real
effort to build a base amongst the urban
centres which were growing up at the
time. The possibilities to win the young
urban masses support for the revolution
throughout Central America was
demonstrated by events which took place
in El Salvador where, in the first and last
‘free’ elections held in 1931 the Labour
Party was brought to power on the basis
of a movement for land reform and a
movement in the cities. In 1932 this was
followed by local elections which resulted
in large gains for the Communist Party.
Even at this stage 10% of the workforce
were organised into trade unions. An in-
surrection was called by the Communist
Party, somewhat prematurely, and was
crushed. However, these events clearly in-
dicated what possibilities existed at the

-time.

Sandino however took another course:
‘‘Neither extreme right nor extreme left
but a united front is our slogan. This be-
ing the case it is not illogical that our
struggle should get co-operation from all
social classes without ‘ism’s or
classifications.”

With the withdrawal of American
troops, a debate opened up within the
Sandinistas over the developing social
revolution. Sandino opposed it, having
supported the expulsion of the ‘Com-
munists’ from his army beforehand. In
part this was undoubtedly due to the
ultra-left stand of ‘social fascism’ etc
adopted by the Comintern at the time, but
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people are under arms in Nicaragua today. Photo: Piers Cavendish (Reflex).

it clearly indicated the fundamental
weakness in the analysis of the ‘free man’s
general’. A ‘patriotic group’ was
established which urged Sandino to sur-
render, end the war and ‘‘allow stable
conditions for business’’ to be establish-
ed under the ‘Liberal’ Sacasa who was
President at that time. Sandino accepted
and was then assassinated in 1934 after
dining with Sacasa and Samoza.

The assassination prepared the way for
a coup by the National Guard. Jarquin
was named President, who then called
rigged elections which brought Somoza to
power in January 1937. Elections were
banned in all the municipalities and the
Presidential term extended. It opened the
way for 40 years of dictatorship backed,
and indeed brought to power, by US im-
perialism. Somoza became nothing more
than a puppet for US imperialism.
However, despite this ruthless repression,
all opposition was not crushed. Most
significantly in Managua it centred
around the CTM (the Workers Con-
federation of Managua) with over 3,000
members in  semi-underground
conditions.

Somoza was assassinated in 1956, his
place being taken firstly by his elder son
who then, upon his death, passed power
to his younger brother.

The Somoza dictatorship was a
nightmare for the masses of Nicaragua,
resulting in the slaughter of tens of
thousands which went side by side with
grinding poverty and misery. An
estimated 30% of the population lacked
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anything approaching an adequate diet.
As in all the colonial countries the in-
dustrialisation which took place brought
with it no benefits in a material sense for
the young proletariat in the cities.

This living hell for the mass of the
Nicaraguan population was mirrored by
the accumulation of a massive fortune by
the Somoza family. By 1979 it was
estimated to have amounted to US $150
million inside the country and millions
more invested abroad. Apart from this,
Somoza owned 150 separate industrial
plants accounting for 25% of all industry
and over 10% of cultivatable land. He
also owned the only airline, a television
station, a newspaper and the Mercedes
Benz distribution agency.

Economic development of
Nicaragua

Somoza saw his primary role, apart
from increasing his own personal fortune,
as defending the interests of US im-
perialism. As his son put it , his father
was, ‘‘the only national leader the US
could count on to bat 1000% for it in the
United Nations.”” US imperialism regard-
ed the Somoza dictatorship certainly as
‘one of theirs’, if being somewhat embar-
rassed by certain ‘excesses’. As Franklin
Roosevelt put it, ‘‘Somoza may be a son
of a bitch. But he is our son of a bitch.”’

Somoza ensured that in effect the en-
tire state apparatus was transformed in-
to his own private army, certainly this was
the case as far as the 7,500 strong Na-

Left: Sandino, the ‘Freeman’s General’. Right: Nicaraguan soldiers, part of the Sadinista's forces. Including

the militias over 150,6

tional Guard was concerned. To prevent
it becoming infected by any movement of
the peasants or workers, Somoza ensured
that it was separated from the rest of
society and given vast perks and .
privileges. Good wages were paid and to
prevent officers striking up too friendly
a relationship with the troops, they were
regularly moved around, most being sent
to the USA for training. Between 1946
and 1973, 4,120 officers and soldiers were
officially sent to the US for these pur-
poses. Nicaragua assumed a vital strategic
role for the operations of US imperialism
throughout Central America. It was from
‘here that the ill-fated Bay of Pigs opera-
tion to crush the Cuban revolution was
launched in 1961.

Over the preceding thirty years
Nicaragua had become almost
unrecognisable. Widespread industrialisa-
tion had taken place, largely by direct in-
vestment from multinationals and also by
loans being given to the national
bourgeois, who by Central American
standards were relatively powerful. These
loans and investments ensured that im-
perialism had the lion’s share and
dominated the economy. Thus by 1972
the foreign debt stood at US $255 million,
rising to a staggering US $1,000 million
by 1978. The US had important in-
vestments in critical sectors of the
economy but the national bourgeois had
an important influence in light industry.
The industrialisation largely took place
throughout the 1950s, resulting in the
strengthening of the industrial working



class as thousands of ex-peasants came in-
to the cities, especially Managua, from
the countryside

Cotton overtook coffee, livestock and
sugar as the main basis of the economy.
Output rose from 3,300 tonnes in 1950 to
125,000 tonnes in 1965. By 1970 light in-
dustry was equal to agriculture as a
percentage of the Gross Domestic Pro-
duct. By 1976 it was slightly ahead at 24%
as compared to 23%. As a result, the
agricultural population fell from 60% of
the total in 1960 to 44% by 1977. The ur-
ban workers employed in industry, con-
struction and mining constituted 16-18%
of the total workforce by 1975—a greater
percentage than in pre-revolutionary
Russia.

Even in land relations an important
development was under way with a cer-
tain establishment of capitalist land rela-
tions. The concentration of land into a
few hands went alongside the growth of
land labourers as opposed to peasants—
who still constituted the majority. A tiny
clique of 1,600 (1.5%) people held 45.1%
of all cultivated land and 20.3% held a
further 41.1%. The poorest 78% of
peasants held a mere 17% of the land.
The total number of agricultural
labourers stood at 310,000.

Struggles of the 1970's

Nicaragua, like the rest of the colonial
world, never enjoyed the fruits of the
boom years of capitalism, the cream be-
ing carried off by the imperialist powers.
However, betwe=n 1969 and 1974 a reces-
sion hit the NfCaraguan economy which
had devastating effects. During this
period 292 factories, or 37% of the total,
closed down. Inflation also rose. The
grave digger of capitalist society, the in-
dustrial proletariat, moved into action
during this period, as a young and fresh
working class. The industrialisation had
aroused tremendous expectations
amongst the workers. However, when
these expectations were not fulfilled and
the economy moved into recession, the
proletariat began to flex its muscles and
use its newly aquired strength. It coincid-
ed with a movement amongst the peasants
and a struggle being conducted by the
FSLN guerrillas, and culminated in the
overthrow of the Somoza dictatorship in
July 1979.

Throughout the 1970’s a considerable
movement of the working class took place
in the cities. Strikes broke out amongst
the teachers, construction workers and
health workers. These struggles were mir-
rored by a movement in the countryside
of land seizures and vicious battles involv-
ing the National Guard. It was during this
movement that the FSLN began to gain
an authority and reputation amongst the
peasants and land labourers. Because of
the lack of any other serious force, after

a period of time it also gained a reputa-
tion in the cities partly because it was
against the FSLN that the hated regime
directed a large part of its propaganda
and repression. This movement of the
workers and peasants terrified both US
imperialism and the Somoza dictatorship.
Above anything else both the imperialist
powers and the national bourgeois of the
colonial countries fear a movement of the
masses.

By 1977 the construction workers had
again been drawn into struggle and
demonstrated themselves to be one of the
most militant sections of the Nicaraguan
proletariat. In the countryside a civil war
was in effect taking place. In 1978 major
struggles erupted at Leon Esteli,
Chirandega and Masaya between the Na-
tional Guard and armed groups. Even-
tually the National Guard bombed these
small towns Kkilling over 6,000. Masaya
held out against the assault for a week.
The heroism and determination to strug-
gle was tremendous. In the two years
preceding the fall of the dictatorship a
staggering 50,000 or 2% of the entire
population was killed.

Sections of the national bourgeois,
fearing such developments, began to
move into opposition against the dictator-
ship. Adopting a strategy of trying to ease
out the regime, they hoped to be able to
control the movement of the workers and
peasants. In this they were wholly unsuc-
cessful, at least in part due to the deter-
mination of Somoza to hang on to power.
These divisions had begun to appear as
early as 1970 with a split opening up bet-
ween the Conservative Party and
Somoza’s National Liberal Party and
were reinforced in the light of the earth-
quake which hit Nicaragua in 1972,
destroying Managua. Foreign aid was
rushed in, but little found its way to assist
those capitalists who had seen their fac-
tories and investments destroyed and who
needed compensation and the rebuilding
of the infrastructure which capitalism
requires—none found its way to help the
workers and peasants. Somoza, on the
other hand, was able to line his pockets
still further.

Given the conditions which were
developing, had a genuine Marxist party
existed, the revolution could have been
developed along the more classical lines
of events in Russia of 1917, bringing to
power a regime of workers democracy, as
a springboard to developing the revolu-
tion throughout Central and Southern
America and then to the advanced
capitalist countries and even the USA.
The three objective conditions for revolu-
tion laid down by Lenin existed. The
bourgeois was split under the pressure of
the movement of the masses. The middle
layers of society were increasingly
radicalised and being brought into the
struggle as demonstrated by the strikes

amongst the teachers and health workers.
A massive movement was under way in
the countryside and the working class was
willing to struggle. It was the lack of the
fourth condition, a Marxist party, which
resulted in the revolution taking a
distorted and somewhat peculiar route.

In December 1974 a section of the
bourgeois formed what they called a
‘broad front’, the Democratic Liberation
Union, UDEL, with certain trade union
organisations. Seeing the development of
the revolution US imperialism began to
look at possible ways to prevent an ex-
plosion and gave their backing to UDEL
as a possible ‘Liberal’ alternative to the
dictatorship.

The Sandinista FSLN had carried out
a series of guerrilla attacks during this
period which had provoked a massive
wave of repression. Somoza calculated
that he had crushed them and lifted the
State of Emergency in 1977. However,
rather than intimidating the movement,,
this wave of repression provoked an enor-
mous reaction. In November 1977,
UDEL published an appeal calling for a
‘democratic alternative’ to Somoza which
would include the FSLN. The appeal was
carried in the conservative daily, La Pren-
sa which was edited by UDEL leader
Chamorro. As a resuit Chamorro was
assassinated in 1978. Revolution
sometimes needs the whip of counter
revolution, for this killing unleashed a
new and decisive movement.

The overthrow of

Somoza

UDEL and the trade unions called a
general strike to coincide with Chamor-
ros funeral. An estimated 120,000 par-
ticipated. It was a crucial turning point
for the revolution and for the first time
a generalised urban mobilisation took
place. It terrified those bourgeois who, up
until then, had thrown their support
behind UDEL. As a result, in July 1978,
they established a new organisation,
FAO, which was made up of sections of
the bourgeois and one wing of the FSLN,
Las Terceristas. This undertook negotia-
tions with the USA to try and establish
a ‘moderate’ solution to the crisis. The
FSLN withdrew when negotiations with
the USA opened. The FAO then under-
took direct negotiations with Somoza.
The bourgeois were desperate to try and
prevent a social explosion. As a result of
its negotiations with Somoza, the FAO
lost most of the influence which it had
built up amongst the masses. Events had
driven the workers and peasants beyond
the idea of a ‘chat’ with the hated
dictator.

The FSLN had been conducting a
struggle in the countryside, and due to the
lack of an organised alternative, had also
developed a powerful reputation within
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the cities. This was despite the fact that
it was a small organisation of no more
than 500 armed activists at any given
point in time. It was divided into three
fractions advocating a variety of ideas,
but dominated by the idea of a guerrilla
struggle, as a substitute for the conscious
movement of the working class, with the
support of the poor peasants, to seize
power.

By February 1979, a new organisation
had been established including the three
fractions of the FSLN, some trade unions
and a few minor bourgeois groupings.
Having previously been compelled to sus-
pend military activity, by March the
unified FSLN opened a new offensive.
The regime was totally isolated, with on-
ly the National Guard prepared to lend
it any support.

A massive social explosion erupted,
and the FSLN then issued a call for a
mobilisation of the masses. On Juue 10th
a spontaneous general strike broke out in
Managua. Sections of the National Guard
tried to make a stand but were over-
whelmed by the enormous movement
which took place. The regime was over-
thrown and beaten. The National Guard
fled, later to form the basis of the pre-
sent day ‘Contras’.

From Costa Rica, in exile, the San-
dinista leaders returned and announced
the formation of a Provisional Govern-
ment made up of three Sandinistas and
two bourgeois politicians. They marched
into Managua and found themselves plac-
ed at the head of the movement. The Pro-
visional Government was renamed the
Junta of National Reconstruction—
JGRN.

The Sandinistas

The bourgeois state machine had col-
lapsed! What, however, has replaced it?
And what are the perspectives for the
Nicaraguan revolution? In order to more
fully understand the class basis of the
state which has been established, and
answer the two questions posed above, it
is necessary first of all to look at the ideas
and history of the FSLN.

In the light of such a rising the impres-
sion has been implanted that the San-
dinistas are carrying through the socialist
revolution. Unfortunately it has been
their failure to do exactly that which is
now putting the revolution in jeopardy.
Above all else, the socialist revolution
consists of a conscious movement by the
proletariat to take power into its hands,
through the establishment of a workers’
democracy, based upon the lessons of the
experiences of the Paris Commune of
1871 and then clarified in the Russian
Revolution of 1917. Lenin summarised
such a state to rest on the following fun-
damentals: the abolition of the standing
army and its replacement with the arm-

24

MIR No 27, Autumn 1984 with Bob Labi’s
article on Marxism and the Nicaraguan
Revolution . Price 75p from World Socialist
Books, 3/13 Hepscott Road, London E9
5HB.

ing of the people, all officials to be elected
and subject to immediate recall at
anytime, all officials to receive the same
wages as a skilled worker, popular par-
ticipation in all administration and the
rotation of senior positions with the
management and control of society by
workers’ councils—Soviets.

A state apparatus based upon these
foundations unfortunately does not exist
in Nicaragua at the present time.
Moreover, the regime was overthrown by
a spontaneous rising from below, rather
than a conscious movement by the pro-
letariat to seize power. Into this move-
ment has been injected the ideas of guer-
rillaism which have particularly eclipsed
the method of proletarian struggle, due
to the guerrilla movement which took
place and the ideas of the FSLN. Thus we
have seen the development of a revolution
which has lacked the decisive leadership
of the proletariat in conscious form, and
impregnated with the false ideas of
guerrillaism.

Compare this with the October revolu-
tion in Russia, which had been conscious-
ly prepared by the Bolsheviks under the
leadership of Lenin and Trotsky and
where the proletariat was embued with
the perspective of the international
revolution to ensure the success of the
revolution and allow for the construction
of a socialist society.

In other similar situations the revolu-
tion has been carried through. but in a
distorted manner. In Cuba, for example,
capitalism was abolished but instead of
a regime of workers’ democracy, a
bureaucratic one party totalitarian state
was established. A regime which was, and
to a lesser extent still is today, enormously
popular, but which is not a workers’
democracy. In Nicaragua however, the
Sandinistas have not taken the revolution
to a conclusion, in the sense of over-
throwing capitalism, which still
predominates in relation to the economy.

Thus the Sandinistas have found
themselves at the head of a new state ap-
paratus, and permitted capitalism to
predominate in the market place! What
has given rise to this apparently curious
phenomenen?

Unfortunately, the leadership of the
FSLN have not learnt from the experience
of the Russian Revolution nor of the in-
ternational working class. Tragically they
have fallen not under the influence of the
Bolshevism of Lenin and Trotsky but
have taken up the mantle of Menshevism.
For in reality they have accepted the so-
called two stages theory. They held a
perspective that a ‘progressive’ wing of
capitalism existed, that with the fall of the
dictatorship a period of capitalist
development would be necessary during
which they could share power with the
bourgeois. They had no perspective for
the socialist revolution. For the San-
dinistas it is fundamentally a ‘national af-
fair’. If such a perspective was doomed
to failure from the standpoint of the
socialist revolution in 1927, then how
much more so is it today? With the in-
creased monopolisation of capitalism and
the development of the world market, no
revolution or nation can set itself aside
from either the international market nor,
for a successful revolution, from its
development to an international level.
From the standpoint of Marxism and the
interests of the world revolution and those
of the Nicaraguan workers and peasants,
the issue is not the good intentions or
otherwise of the FSLN leadership. Their
heroism is not the issue. The question is
how to obtain a lasting victory for the
masses as a whole.

Guerrilla struggle

The FSLN traces its history back to
1962,being created by Carlos Fonseca,
Silvio Mayorga and Tomas Borge. Many
of its founding members were drawn
from the pro-Moscow orientated PSN
(Nicaraguan Socialist Party), fundamen-
tally because they were disatisfied with the
lack of a serious or combative struggle be-
ing waged against the dictatorship. At the
same time they had been tremendously in-
spired by the development of the revolu-
tion in Cuba. Fonseca had met Che
Guevara in Cuba one year after the FSLN
began its campaign inside Nicaragua. Its
initial strategy was that of a classical guer-
rilla struggle in the countryside. By tak-
ing up arms they hoped to be able to
develop the conflict to the point where,
with the sympathies of the mass of the
peasants, a victory could be achieved.
Between 1962 and 1967 such a struggle
was undertaken.

This method was false from beginning
to end, especially given the industrial
development of the country in the
preceding years. With its handful of



members the FSLN tried to substitute
itself for a movement of the masses,
especially in the towns. By basing itself
on a movement of the workers in the
towns and a movement of the peasants
in the countryside, and with a Marxist
programme, perspective and party, the
revolution could have resulted in the
establishment of a workers’ democracy.
But for the leaders of the FSLN such
ideas were a closed book.

Marxism has always explained that it
is the industrial workers, organised
together in the factories and workplaces,
who are compelled to struggle as a class,
and which will play the decisive role in the
revolution. Behind their banner other ex-
ploited layers, such as the poor peasants,
intellectuals, students and the urban pet-
ty bourgeois can be drawn. Any attempt
«0 substitute a tiny organisation for such
a movement can never result in the
establishment of a workers democracy
which is the basis for the resolution of the
problems of the bourgeois democratic
revolution,through the development of
the socialist revolution at an international
level. Any organisation which attempts to
substitute itself for such a movement will
inevitably become isolated from the
masses, leading to mistrust and a con-
tempt for the masses, thus laying the seeds
for a bureaucratic clique at a later stage.

Marxism strives for the maximum par-
ticipation by the working class and
peasantry. However, in doing so, it in no
way rejects the necessity for the masses
to take up arms, including the peasantry
organising a war in the countryside, which
in Nicaragua would assume a critical role:
but always as an auxiliary to a movement
in the towns. The Sandanista leaders,
however, viewed the movement in the
towns as auxiliary, and even imagined
that a relatively small organisation would
conduct such a struggle. The attitude of
the FSLN was underlined by Daniel
Ortega when he declared, ‘“‘we
underestimated the masses.’’ Thus, even
amongst the peasantry, whilst developing
widespread sympathy and support, no at-
tempt was made to build a mass party.

By 1970 the FSLN had suffered some
heavy defeats and was forced to suspend
its activity for a period. This led to an
open discussion within the FSLN. Three
clear tendencies had developed: a majori-
ty led by Ortega, ‘Las Terceristas’; the
GPP (the Prolonged Guerrilla War)
under the leadership of Tomas Borge; and
the smallest, ‘the Proletarian Tendency’
under the leadership of Jaime Wheelock.

A clear majority favoured some kind
of guerrilla war, although some dif-
ferences existed as to which kind. ‘Las
Terceristas’ favoured taking the campaign
to the cities following the example of the
Tupamaros in Uruguay, after which they
hoped the working class would follow
them and their bombing campaign. But

Daniel Orteg
such a campaign at best would lower
the consciousness of the working class,
for only the working class can carry
through its own emancipation. ‘Why
should we fight if they will do it for us?’
would inevitably be the most positive out-
come of such a position. No effort was
made by the ‘Terceristas’ to build a par-
ty of the proletariat in the cities. At the
same time, they supported an alliance
with certain sections of the national
bourgeoisie.

The GPP favoured a long struggle in
the countryside with no reference to the
cities at all. The ‘Proletarian Tendency’
argued that the FSLN must root itself
amongst the working class. Whilst this
signified a step forward, they lacked the
necessary programme to do so. In 1975
the ‘Proletarian Tendency’ was expelled
from the FSLN. It was with a clear ma-
jority favouring a guerrilla struggle that
the FSLN found itself in power in 1979.

Character of the state

With the smashing of the Somoza state
apparatus the FSLN has become the state
apparatus. The hypocrisy of US im-
perialism in its denunciation of the ‘repre-
ssion’ in Nicaragua has surpassed all
levels, for Nicaragua in reality has been
the most democratic state in Central
America since the revolution in 1979. The
elections which were held in 1984 in-
dicated the overwhelming support that the
FSLN has enjoyed. Within four days over
80% of all those over the age of 16 had
registered to vote and gave Ortega a
greater measure of support than that
achieved by Reagan in the US Presiden-
tial elections. However the state ap-
paratus which has been constructed will
not allow the management of society to
be in the hands of the workers and poor
peasants. In essence once again it has boil-
ed down to ‘we will do it on your behalf’.
The state apparatus has been modelled on
Cuba, and as such, despite the tremen-
dous enthusiasm which still exists for the
revolution, it would be a mistake to think
that a genuine workers’ democracy,
beginning to lay the basis for the socialist

construction of society, now exists in
Nicaragua. This applies to both the state
apparatus and property relations.
Moreover, on its present course, nor is it
capable of moving in such a direction.

The character of the state apparatus is
a reflection of the FSLN itself. As an
organisation it never took on the
characteristics of a healthy workers’ par-
ty. It was and still is a tightly controlled
organisation which excludes the mass of
workers and peasants from its ranks.
Thus by January 1981, nearly two years
after the revolution, it had a mere 500
members. This was increased to 5,000 and
again to 12,000. Even now membership
is narrow and restricted to a selected few,
who are given specialised training for
Government appomtments. The San-
dinistas argue that the restrictions on
membership have been necessary to pre-
vent the infiltration of counter revolu-
tionaries and careerists. Measures to
safeguard against such threats are clear-
ly required. However, exactly the op-
posite has occurred. A party with a mass,
active and above all politically conscious
membership is the way to safeguard
against such a development. A party with
a restricted membership, which as we
shall see is not controlled by the working
class, will pave the way for a rising and
privileged group at the top.

This restrictive nature of the party finds
its further reflection in the state ap-
paratus. For here control and manage-
ment is not in the hands of the working
class and peasantry. All direction and
policy making is instead in the hands of
the FSLN leadership, specifically the Na-
tional Directorate. Since the elections the
President has had the major powers con-
centrated in his hands. The Sandinistas
point to the development of mass
organisations of the trade unions (CST),
rural workers associations (ATC), the
youth movement (MJ19) and above all
the Sandinista Defense Commit-
tees(CDS), as the basis of control by the
masses. The explosive growth of these
organisations after the revolution is
undeniable and illustrates the support for
the Sandinistas and the enthusiasm for the
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revolution. The CDSs number 12,000,
with an estimated participation of
500,000. However,power is not in their
hands. The CDSs, it is true, have a cer-
tain autonomy over local issues of a day
to day character. However they are more
in the mode of a transition belt for FSLN
leaders to pass the decisions down. At
the same time they act as a sounding
board for a certain consultation. They do
not control or determine policy and
neither is the government under their con-
trol. It is often pointed out that this is the
function of the National Assembly. This
however has little effective power which
is firmly concentrated in the so-called
Directorate.

This apparatus in no way compares
with the Soviet democracy which existed
after the Russian Revolution of 1917.
Lenin and Trotsky fought against any
development of careerism or bureaucracy,
but not by preventing workers from enter-
ing the party. Membership of the
Bolsheviks exploded from 8,000 in
February to 240,000 on the eve of the Oc-
tober revolution. The Communist Party
of Russia degenerated because of the ob-
jective conditions which developed, most
specifically the defeat of the world revolu-
tion at the time. The Soviet form of
government was not comparable with the
CDSs in Nicaragua. The Soviets made up
the government and determined policy at
national and local level. They were elected
from the workplaces, with delegates from
the peasants and soldiers. All were sub-
ject to recall at any time.

Economy still in private
hands

By contrast, in Nicaragua the state ap-
paratus, although popular, still has the
characteristics of those which emerged in
Cuba, China, Yugoslavia and others -
regimes which in the early period enjoyed
tremendous support, but not regimes of
workers’ democracy.

These regimes however carried out the
abolition of landlordism and
capitalism,thus marking a step forward.
This has not been uadertaken by the San-
dinistas. In Nicaragua the economy is still
in private hands.

With the coming of the revolution the
bourgeois overwhelmingly passed over to
support the Contras, and are determined
to crush the revolution. Some of these
bourgeois were taken into the government
by the Sandinistas in the early stages of
the movement. Arturo Cruz leader of the
CDN, was actually brought into the
government in 1980. He in effect endors-
ed US intervention and denounced the
elections as ‘undemocratic’. The two
original bourgeois representatives in the
Government passed over to the contras
almost immediately. The national
bourgeois will not accept the Sandinista
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state because it is not their state. This is
despite the attempts of the Sandinistas to
appease them, flowirg from their belief
in the existence of the non-existent ‘pro-
gressive wing’ of the bourgeois. For the
bourgeois to rule they need their own state
apparatus upon which to rely.

The Sandinistas, contrary to popular
belief, have not taken over the decisive
sections of the economy. As they
themselves explained in their programme,
Plan for Struggle: ‘‘ At the same time, we
set ourselves the aim of regulating the par-
ticipation in our country’s development
of foreign capital from other states and
private companies within the mixed
economy framework (my emphasis)
which offers room both for the function-
ing of the enterprises of the peoples pro-
perty sector and for those in the hands of
the private owners that correspond to the
interests of national development. ..’ In
reality, it has meant that the capitalist
class still have control of the economy.
This is so despite the fact that the proper-
ties of Somoza were nationalised: 168 fac-
tories, accounting for 25% of industrial
plant and employing 13,000 of the 65,000
strong industrial proletariat. However it
still left 60% of the economy in private
hands. Thus the multi- national giants of
Exxon and General Mills were left un-
touched. In fact the JGRN decreed in its
proclamation number 3, that only
finance, mining, fishing and all plants
belonging to Somoza could be nationalis-
ed. In relation to the agricultural sector,
private ownership has been even more
dominant. Eabier Garvstiaga of the
Ministry of Planning claimed in 1981
that, ‘“‘very few people realise that 807,
of agricultural production is in the hands
of the private sector as is 75% of in-
dustrial production.”” A more detailed
breakdown illustrates the point still fur-
ther: 72% of cotton production, 53% of
coffee, 58% of cattle and 51% of sugar
production remain in private hands.
Some would claim that these figures give
a distorted view because in the
agricultural sector most of the land is held
by small land owners. Such a claim once
again does noi stand up to reality. Despite
quite a widespread land distribution pro-
gramme the 200,000 smallest farmers still
only have 14% of the land. Reality is
concrete!

Such a situation has left the Sandinistas
in the worst of both possible worlds. They
have terrified, or the masses have ter-
rified, the bourgeois, but by leaving the
economy in their hands have left it open
to sabotage and chaos. For the bourgeois,
as well as having given support to the
Contras have, from the beginning, em-
barked on a programme of economic
destabilisation. The capitalists
demonstrated their gratitude for the
massive state subsidies and reductions in
taxes on profits by a massive de-

capitalisation programme and strike of in-
vestment. Thus the public sector con-
tributed 15% to GDP in 1977 and 41%
in 1980. This was in part due to some na-
tionalisations but also due to the reduc-
tion in the GDP because of the sabotage
by the bourgeois. The economy is thus
functioning at 60% of capacity. This has
been worsened by the accumulation of a
massive foreign debt which by 1981 meant
that 40% of all export earnings went to
service it.

Following the overthrow of the
Somoza dictatorship it is clear that a
Marxist party would have encountered
some problems in a small backward coun-
try like Nicaragua. However it has been
made worse by the refusal of the San-
dinista regime to take over the comman-
ding heights of the economy and establish
a centralised democratic state plan of pro-
duction under democratic workers con-
trol and management. On the other hand
they have reinforced the problems and
strengthened the hand of US imperialism
by a refusal to try and spread the revolu-
tion throughout Central and Southern
America and establish a Socialist Federa-
tion of Central and Southern American
States, which would be the only way to
resolve the problems and develop a
socialist society in a country such as
Nicaragua.

Role of Moscow

The Sandinista leaders view the matter
as ‘a national affair’. Imperialism does
not! Thus Tomas Borge declared on May
Day 1982, “With the victory of the
revolution a new phase begins. It is still
necessary to unite the widest possible
strata of Nicaraguan society to confront
the common enemy of all Nicaraguans,
which is US imperialism. This new phase,
after victory, puts the main emphasis on
the defense of the nation, on the struggle
to have our national sovereignty
respected, on the right of self-
determination and the need to unite all
Nicaraguan patriots to confront a huge
and cruel enemy.”’ All Marxists support
the right to self determination and oppose
the threat of US imperialism. Such tasks
will not be accomplished, however, by
refusing to appeal to the workers and ex-
ploited masses of North and South
America. It will not be done by appeal-
ing to the national bourgeois who are sup-
porting the Contras and destabilising the
economy.

The question is clearly posed as to wh:
the FSLN has refused to adopt the
necessary measures and complete the
revolution, albeit in a distorted way. As
already explained, in part this was due to
the entirely false understanding of the
FSLN leadership in relation to the role of
the national bourgeois. However this in
itself is a reflection of the influence of the

'



Moscow bureaucracy which has played a
decisive role in holding back the revolu-
tion. Indeed at a certain stage the San-
dinistas leaders were preparing to abolish
capitalism and landlordism, although in
a distorted form, but the Stalinist
bureaucracy held them back. The Stalinist
bureaucracy in Moscow has completely
abandoned any perspective for the world
revolution - indeed, they fear its develop-
ment. For the unfolding of the world
revolution and the establishing of genuine
workers’ democracies would inevitably
act as a pole of attraction to the workers
in the Stalinist states. It would unleash
convulsions, not heralding a return to
capitalism but ushering in the political
revolution and the restoration of workers’
democracy in the USSR and its establish-
ment in Eastern Europe, China and the
other deformed workers’ states. Such a
process would mean the overthrow of the
bureaucracy itself.

Therefore on a world scale they have
sought to come to an agreement with the
imperialist powers and have opposed any
development of the revolution, evenin a
distorted form, which would upset the
balance. They have thus striven to pre-
vent the completion of the social revolu-
tion in Nicaragua because of the effect it
would have throughout the area, substan-
tially damaging the interests of US im-
perialism. The same process could be seen
in relation to Cuba. Moscow’s
bureaucratic clique did not want the
revolution. Moreover neither Che
Guevara nor Fidel Castro had any
perspective of a *socialist’ revolution prior
to or when they came to power. They
were compelled to carry through the
social revolution because of the objective
situation in which they found themselves,
partly due to the pressure of the masses
and also because of the blockade by US
imperialism which controlled 90 per cent
of the economy. The Stalinist
bureaucracy were thus presented with an
accomplished fact which they then had no
alternative but to accept. Cuba was then
‘brought into the fold’ in order to manage
and contain the situation.

The role of Moscow in holding back
the Nicaraguan revolution can be clearly
seen in the April 1985 visit by Ortega to
Moscow to plead for arms and support
to complete the revolution. He returned
empty handed, save for US $200 million
which was exactly what he got from the
EEC countries. The Kremlin above all
else has been trying to maintain the
‘balance’ in the region. As the British
journal the Times pointed out, ‘‘the
Kremlin is not eager to become more
closely drawn into a proxy war with the
US in Central America’’. When a State of
Emergency was declared in November
1984 to meet the threat of US interven-
tion, the same journal reported, ‘.. .a
small number of older model MIGS

allegedly destined for Nicaragua have re-
mained in Cuba, embargoed by Dr.
Castro.”” Such pressure has largely been
carried out through the agency of Havana
which has encouraged the Sandinistas to
hold back the revolution. Speaking in
Nicaragua on January 11th 1985, Castro
endorsed the ‘mixed economy’: ‘‘Yester-
day we had the opportunity to hear Com-
rade Daniel Ortega’s speech, and I must
congratulate him for it. It was serious and
responsible. He explained the Sandinista
Fronts’ goals in every sector—for a mix-
ed economy and political pluralism and
even a foreign investment law. . .I know
there is also room within your conception
of a mixed economy. You can have a
capitalist economy. What you un-
doubtedly will not have, and this is the
most essential thing,is a Government at
the service of the capitalists.”” Hardly a
perspective for the socialist revolution!

Such comments clearly indicate the
brake which the bureaucracies of Cuba
and Moscow have placed upon the
revolution. The Sandinista leaders have
been prepared to accept it because unfor-
tunately they have lacked an understan-
ding about the character of the revolution
and have no perspective or programme
for the world revolution. Potentially their
programme and methods will put in
danger the revolution itself.

Perspectives for the
revolution

The Nicaraguan revolution is under
threat on two fronts. On the one side the
prospects of US military intervention
have been very real. On the other there
has been the Contra war and attempts by
the bourgeois to destabilise the San-
dinistas with a perspective to overthrow
them. Despite the refusal of the San-
dinistas to nationalise the economy the
bourgeois and US imperialism will not ac-
cept the continued existence of the San-
dinista state. This ‘halfway’ position has
lasted for more than seven years and may
last longer still but it cannot go on
indefinitely.

There have been two issues which have
held US imperialism back from direct in-
tervention. Firstly, the repercussions
throughout Central and Southern
America. Secondly, when faced with this
prospect, the Sandinistas have assisted
them by keeping the revolution in check.

Had US imperialism intervened it
would have unleashed a massive move-
ment throughout the continent. Massive
demonstrations, in Brazil, Argentina,
Chile, Peru, Bolivia etc would have taken
place. American embassies would have
been burnt to the ground along with US
investments. In this sense it would have
given an impetus to the revolution
throughout the continent. For this reason
they have held back. An intervention in

the long term would not have solved the
problems of US imperialism. In the short
term it would have snuffed out ‘the ex-
ample’ which Nicaragua has given to the
workers and youth throughout the
Southern Americas. It is elementary that
should the US intervene, as is a possibili-
ty, Marxism would fight against it ex-
plaining the policy, programme and most
effective way to combat it. It would
however, meet with tremendous resistance
and in reality be an unwinnable war from
the long term point of view. The Times
correctly summed up the situation:
‘“When 500 or so hard core Sandinista
guerrillas overthrew the Somoza regime
in Nicaragua, rusty pistols, shotguns and
sport rifles were the most common
weaponary in their makeshift arsenal.
Their triumph over much better equiped
forces of roughly equal size was an im-
pressive testimony to what could be
achieved by commitment and courage.
And the worst mistake Washington could
make, in its unrelenting campaign against
the Sandinistas, is to think or doubt that
the excited young people who last week’
were chanting ‘No pasaran’ are utterly
committed to defending their country
against even more intimidating odds.”’
The Sandinistas have over 150,000
under arms, including the militias which
have been established. It would be a
bloody fight, but once having decided
upon such a course of action, US im-
perialism would have ho choice but to see
it through to a conclusion. It may mean
mass bombings, for example like those
which were carried out in Vietnam or
Kampuchea where a staggering 10% of
the population was wiped out. However,
after a period, American forces would be
successful in taking the cities. It would
however be a pyrrhic victory. The youth
would take to the countryside and the
American army would be under perma-
nent siege from the mass of the popula-
tion, with no prospect of a definitive vic-
tory. Such a development would in-
evitably lead to demoralisation after a
period. The initial support for the war
which US imperialism would be able to
engender would turn into its opposite
after a period. In that sense a movement
similar to that which unfolded around the
Vietnam war would develop. The army
within Nicaragua, with demoralisation,
drug abuse, alcoholism etc would begin
to disintegrate as it did in Vietnam. The
withdrawal of the occupation forces
would be posed and along with it defeat
and a fresh victory for the Sandinistas and
this time, after such an experience,the
establishment of a regime similar to that
in Cuba, with the completion of the social
revolution, albeit in a distorted form.
US imperialism has seemingly pulled
back from intervention at this stage, for.
fear of the consequences. However, US
intervention is not the only danger fac-
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ing the Nicaraguan revolution. The
bourgeois hope that the support enjoyed
by the Sandinistas will be eaten away by
the frustrations and disatisfaction which
is developing because of the economic
crisis and consequential shortages etc.
With developing disatisfaction,they then
hope to split the Sandinistas, possibly us-
ing the Church around such figures as
Bishop Obando and then bring sections
of the Contras into the Government and
in effect overturn the existing state ap-
paratus and replace it with their own. The
situation which has developed
economically has certainly given the
bourgeois some ground for developing
such a perspective.

Given the support currently enjoyed by
the Sandinistas, the Contras alone could
not overthrow the regime. Recent reports
have indicated a plummeting in the
morale of the Contras. The recent injec-
tions of US aid will allow them to con-
tinue, but not seriously posing a direct
challenge to the FSLN, who still enjoy the
support of the majority of the masses
within Nicaragua. According to Alfonso
Robel of the right wing United
Nicaraguan Opposition (a fraction of the
Contras), of the 23,000 claimed members
only 6-7,000 are active. In the South,
ARDE (Democratic Revolutionary
Alliance), is reduced to 3,000 fighters and
further South the infamous FDN com-
mander, El Negro, (The Black One),is
down to a mere twenty fighters. The base
of the Sandinistas must therefore be eaten
away. This is one of the reasons the
bourgeois has ensured that economic
sabotage is most effective.

The measures they and US imperialism
have taken have undoubtedly been effec-
tive. Coupled with the slump in world
commodity prices the economy has been
devastated, to a degree that would have
been preventable had the Sandinistas
taken over the commanding heights of the
economy and instituted a democractic
state plan of production. Living standards
have fallen dramatically with the economy
having its worst performance every year
since 1984 when compared with the situa-
tion prior to 1979. Inflation now stands
at 400%, higher than that ever recorded
under the Somoza dictatorship. A
massive black market has developed upon
which it is now estimated that 130,000
earn their living directly. Unemployment
is higher than under the Somoza dictator-
ship. This situation led to a spate of
strikes and even food riots in Managua.
As a result the government introduced a
State of Emergency, under the cover of
the threat of US intervention and bann-
ed all strikes, with government proclama-
tions issued attacking the ‘excesses’ of the
workers. The FSLN leadership point to
the fact that they are compelled to spend
40% of the GNP on the military, to
prepare for a US intervention. Marxism
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would not criticise them for that.
However, with a plan of production more
resources would be available and with the
creation of a genuine workers’ democracy
any sacrifices that were necessary would
be accepted by the proletariat in the in-
terests of their government, as for exam-
ple was demonstrated in post revolu-
tionary Russia.

In Nicaragua, already a certain scep-
ticism is developing which is reflected in
the FSLN journals and trade union
publications. Letters asking ‘why wont
you listen to us?’ have appeared. The
Sandinistas still enjoy enormous support
but dissent and even opposition are begin-
ning to develop. The main reason it has
not developed further is the threat of US
intervention, which paradoxically has
checked the development of more unrest
against the inadequacies of the San-
dinistas. However, such a situation can-
not develop indefinitely.

The Miskito Indians

Some supporters of the FSLN argue
that had they completed the social revolu-
tion it would have provoked an interven-
tion by US imperialism. Yet all of the
concessions given by the Sandinistas have
in no way diminished the determination
of imperialism to overthrow them. The
experience of the Russian Revolution in
this respect is essential for the interna-
tional workers’ movement. Twenty one
armies from the imperial powers interven-
ed to try and crush the revolution. They
were fought back by the Red Army under
Trotsky’s leadership in no small measure
because of the attitude of the Bolsheviks
towards the world revolution. They went
to the workers of Europe and appealed
to the rank and file of the intervening ar-
mies in a class manner. By approaching
the question in this manner they forced
the withdrawal of the imperial powers
after they had witnessed the soldiers len-
ding their support to the revolution. Were
the Sandinistas to adopt a Marxist ap-
proach to the revolution through the ex-
propriation of the commanding heights
of the economy, the spreading of the
revolution throughout Central America
and a class appeal to the American
workers and soldiers, they would ensure
the defeat of American Imperialism.

The un-Marxist approach of the San-
dinista leadership has also been
demonstrated in relation to the policy
adopted towards the Miskito Indians
which has cost the FSLN dearly in terms
of support. Thousands of them could

‘have been recruited as the most commit-

ted fighters against imperialism, had the
FSLN been prepared to grant them
autonomous rights as they were asking
for. By doing so they could have gained
the confidence of this section of the
masses and then within the context of a

democratically planned socialist economy
could have guaranteed them language and
cultural rights, and integrated them into
the revolution—in other words, by adop-
ting the attitude of Lenin and Trotsky
towards the national minorities. The
failure to do so drove thousands into the
arms of the counter-revolutionary
Contras.

About 80,000 Indians live on the East
Coast, mostly in the North East as vir-
tually the sole inhabitants. The refusal to
grant or offer any autonomy was then
followed by enforced mass resettlement
schemes. In 1982 10,000 were forced out
of their villages along the Rio Coco by the
Sandinistas, who believed a Contra base
existed in the area. The Contras had won
a certain basis amongst them by offering
autonomy. The resettlement programme
was carried through ruthlessly with no
sensitivity at all. The Saklan village on the
Rio Coco was typical. It had a popula-
tion of 1,500. It was ‘evacuated’ and then
burnt to the ground.

It is true that after having first hand
experience of the Contras, many have
abandoned them. According to one
report 30,000 have returned to Nicaragua
from Honduras and other bases being us-
ed by the Contras. It is nevertheless an
indication of the mistaken methods and
policies being adopted by the Sandinistas.

As we have explained in this article, the
only way to defeat the threat of counter
revolution is by the completion of the
revolution, that is to say, the overthrow
of capitalism and the establishment of a
workers’ democracy. Any delay will on-
ly give the bourgeois the opportunity to
prepare and organise reaction. The
establishment of a workers’ democracy in
a small country like Nicaragua will not
immediately lead to a socialist society.
This would be impossible given the scar-
cities and backwardness which exist and
need to be overcome. To accomplish such
a task the revolution of a socialist
character would be necessary in at least
a number of the advanced capitalist coun-
tries, or alternatively the political revolu-
tion in the Stalinist states. The victory of
the working class in a small country like
Nicaragua cannot complete the world
revolution. It can however begin it. For
the establishment of a workers’
democracy in even a small country can
detonate a movement and act as a pole
of attraction in the more advanced coun-
tries of South America. And a victory in
any one of these countries would change
the entire international situation and
herald the overthrow of capitalism and
Stalinism. It is in this context that the
crucial importance of the proletariat in
such small countries adopting a Marxist
programme, and the lessons of the
Nicaraguan revolution, must be seen.
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Prospects for the

world economy

WHAT ARE the prospects
for the world capitalist
economy in 1987? This time
last year, this column
predicted a slowing of
growth of production in the
major capitalist nations, par-
ticularly the USA and
Europe, with the danger of a
major recession or slump.
A full scale collapse of
production and trade has not
materialised yet, but the ma-
jor advanced capitalist
economies continue their
very sluggish growth. In the
world’s largest economy,
the USA, industrial produc-
tion stagnated throughout
1986, and began to decline
into 1987. While consumer
and government spending
continued to race along in
Reagan’s money boom
economy, domestic industry
was unable to meet this de-
mand, being swamped by
the continued flood of
cheaper German, Japanese,
Canadian and Asian imports.
As a result the US trade
deficit reached over $170
billion in 1986. The US
economy can no longer go

Prospects for the

third world

The economic future of
the ex-colonial countries,
dominated by the banks and
multinationals of the ad-

vanced imperialist
economies looks grimmer, if
that is possible! The

dramatic drop in oil prices
has had shocking effects on
the Arab oil states who have
been forced to cut back
drastically on social and
development spending
(while naturally preserving
military spending to maintain
their absolutist regimes).
Countries like Nigeria have
been driven into moun-
tainous debt burdens that
threaten the very fabric of
their economies.

Economic Notes

on financing this deficit by
attracting Japanese and
European investment funds
with high interest rates
without plunging into
serious recession. But the
alternative policy of devalu-
ing the dollar to make US in-
dustrial exports more com-
petitive has so far failed.
This is because while the
dollar has fallen against
Japanese and German cur-
rencies, they are not the
most important markets for
US goods, constituting only
15 per cent of its export
markets. Canada, Latin
America and the semi-
industrialised Asian coun-
tries of South Korea,
Taiwan, Singapore and
Hong Kong, account for over
half of US exports. And in
these countries the dollar
has actually increased in
value!

Protectionism

The other hope of the US
capitalists was that as they
tightened their workers belts
by government spending
cuts, they could expand
markets for their industries
by forcing Europe and Japan
to expand their economies
and provide new markets for

Take ‘oil rich’ Mexico,
under the shadow of
American imperialism. In
1986 its GNP fell by 4 per
cent, one of the largest
declines for decades. Real
wages have fallen 40-50 per
cent since 1982, back to
the level of 20 years ago. In-
flation is now at 100 per
cent a year, and unemploy-
ment on official figures at 14
per cent {much higher in
reality). Government spen-
ding, in a desperate attempt
to maintain markets, has
spiralled out of control. Bor-
rowing from foreign banks
has reached such propor-
tions that new loans are just
used to pay off debt and in-
terest repayments for old
loans. Now even the US
banks are reluctant to lend
anything further and yet if
they do not, Mexico may be
forced to declare itself

US goods. But that has not
proved easy. Europe remains
in relative stagnation with
growth at around 2.5 per
cent and unlikely to rise
above that over the next
year. Each European nation,
fearful of inflation, refuses to
fuel their economy with too
much government spending,
while hoping that their rivals
will expand so that the
slower spending nation can
take advantage of the
others’ markets for their
exports.

Similarly, it is estimated
that for the USA to reduce
its massive $170 billion
trade deficit by a modest
$ 30 billion over five years,
the US economy would have
to grow at half the rate of
Europe. That is the prospect
of deep recession swaying
before US capitalism. And a
recession in the USA must
hit economies like the UK for
whom the Americans are the

biggest single export
market.

Nevertheless, many
economic forecasters

predict a slightly improved
growth rate for the advanc-
ed capitalist nations in
1987. They base this
prediction on the fall in oil
prices reducing costs for in-

bankrupt and default on the
loans. The burden of debt
repayment has sucked out
wealth created in the coun-
tries of Latin America and for
those who depend on high
oil price exports to pay off
their debts, a catastrophe is
on the agenda.

And it is not just in the oil
producing countries. Until
recently, Brazil was held up
as the model economy of the
third world. An export
boom, made possible by US
economic expansion, had
lifted off the economy. Infla-
tion dropped, wages went
ahead and debts were
repaid. But now the situation
has sharply reversed. The
US capitalists are cutting
back on Brazillian goods,
profits from industry and
agriculture have been taken
out by the multinationals
and yet the banks continue

By Bob McKee

dustry and on renewed pro-
tectionist measures against
Asian and Japanese imports,
so that Europe and the USA
can expand their exports.
Growth for advanced
capitalism in 1987 is to be
at the expense of the
developing countries, par-
ticularly those with oil or
with industries. However,
once the juggernaunt of pro-
tection gains a grip, then
every nation may retaliate
against the other and so
lower world trade overall,
driving down production.

USA GNP

It must always be
remembered that the
economic upturn of 1982-6
has been one of the weakest
in the history of post war
capitalism. The USA has
been the leader in this
revival, fuelled by military
spending and foreign bor-
rowing. But between 1978
and 1986 real GNP has risen
by only 2.4 per cent per year
on average, well below its
historical average of 3.5 per
cent, making the last eight
years the longest period of
relative economic stagnation
since the 1930s!

to demand the repayment of
their loans. Now the new
Brazillian civilian capitalist
government has introduced
a vicious austerity pro-
gramme, just days after be-
ing elected on promises of
new social spending! And
with the advanced capitalist
nations planning more pro-
ectionist quotas on Brazillian
goods, the future is bleak.

The continuing danger is
that a number of key third
world borrowers may
default on their repayment
throwing several important
international banks into
bankruptcy. They could on-
ly be bailed out by govern-
ment support at the expense
of capitalists and workers in
the advanced nations, again
opening up the possibility of
a steep cutback in produc-
tion and trade.
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Science Report

Aids, biological

warfare and the
CIA

AIDS IS not bad news for
everybody: the share price
of two pharmaceutical
giants has shot ahead as the
disease has spread. The
value of shares in the com-
pany, Welcome, has bound-
ed up by a third on the
strength of their involve-
ment in the drug AZT.

There are now 565
reported cases in Britain but
it is estimated that 30,000
people are carrying the virus.
The scale of the problem in
other parts of the world
could lead to potential
catastrophe. 9,000 are ex-
pected to die of the disease
in the USA this year with
another 1.5 million infected
with the virus.

The spread of Aids in the
underdeveloped world has
been virtually ignored by the
capitalist West. In Uganda,
a consuitant for the World
Health Organisation has
estimated that 30 per cent
of the population has con-
tracted the virus, equally
divided between men and
women.

Medical
uncertainty

The response of the
government in this country
has been belated, inade-
quate and hypocritical. They
were happy to do nothing
when Aids was sweeping
through Africa and appeared
only to affect homosexuals
here. When the problem
could be ignored no longer
they have opportunistically
whipped up a campaign
against ‘the permissive
society’, fitting it in with
their reactionary campaign
for a return to Victorian
values.

Aids stands for Acquired
Immune Deficiency Syn-
drome and is caused by a
virus which infects a single
type of white blood cell, call-
ed T4 lymphocyte. Aids is a
sexually transmitted disease
where the virus is passed on
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mainly through blood and
semen. The effect of the
virus can be dormant for five
to seven years before it is
triggered into activity,
possibly by stress, poor
health or drugs. At this point
the immune defence of the
body collapses because the
antibody produced by the

_body to fight the infection is

ineffective.

This makes the individual
susceptible to various forms
of cancer, pneumonia and
general infections which
would normally be no threat.

It is still not certain what
percentage of people in-
fected with the virus will
eventually get the symp-
toms of Aids. Initially it was
thought that the figure could
be as low as 10 per cent,
but more recent research
has indicated that 75 per
cent could be at risk.

So far no cure for Aids has
been found. There has been
a promising development
recently when it was found
that the anti-cancer drug
AZT was also effective
against Aids. This however
is not a cure, since it does
not eliminate the virus, but
it appears to relieve the

symptoms. There are
serious side effects
however.

What is needed now is an
enormous research pro-
gramme to develop a vac-
cine. The demand for the na-
tionalisation of the drug
companies is even more
crucial now; the battle
against Aids can’t be left to
the profit hungry
monopolies, a massive pro-
perly coordinated research
campaign must be launched
immediately. By its nature
this will mean an intensive
trial and error operation
which if done quickly couid
give a real possibility of fin-
ding a cure. The £20 million
spent so far on advertising is
insignificant compared to
the amount that needs to be
channelled into basic
research. Even this money
would be negligible com-
pared to the expenditure on
Trident missiles.

Scientists are not certain

where the virus originated.
There have been persistent
press reports that it is man
made, produced by genetic
engineering techniques in a
CIA laboratory. The Sunday
Express reported that the
virus had been produced at
Fort Detrick in Maryland in
Building 550. There is of
course no way of verifying
this story, but the leading
Harley Street specialist Dr
John Seale has put forward
the theory that the virus was
man made.
A man-made
virus?

It is undoubtedly true that
biological and chemical war-
fare establishments, East
and West, are working on
the production of potential-
ly lethal viruses and it is
quite possible that one leak-
ed out accidentally. During
the Second World War ex-
periments were done on a
remote island off the coast
of Scotland to test the effec-
tiveness of using the An-
thrax bacillus in biological
warfare. Small bombs con-
taining the germ were
detonated and the effect
was observed on sheep
tethered at various distances
from where the bomb was
dropped. Within a few days
the first sheep had died from
Anthrax. A survey by the
Chemical Defence Establish-
ment at Porton Down in
1979 showed that the area
is still contaminated with
virulent micro-organisms.

The Biological Weapons
Convention, signed by all the

Pete Dicken
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main powers in 1972, was
supposed to outlaw
biological warfare. In reality,
the clauses permitting
defensive measures to be
taken made a mockery of
the Treaty. For example,
developing new strains of
mosquito to carry deadly
diseases is permissible as
long as only the males are
used, because they don't
bite and are not therefore
classed as offensive
weapons! The head of a US
funded research centre was
expelied from Pakistan in
1982 amid allegations that
research was being done on
the use of mosquitos in germ
warfare.

in the past ten years the
emphasis has moved to pro-
ducing deadly viruses in the
laboratory using genetic
engineering techniques. Ac-
cording to Dr Richard Golds-
tein of Harvard Medical
School, quoted in Nature in
1982, scientists have been
asked by the US military
about using these genetic
engineering or ‘cloning’
techniques to produce
biological warfare agents.

The US Army has applied
for the money to build a new
biological warfare test facili-
ty at Dugway in Utah. The
plans call for the site to have
the capability to do cloning
experiments on virulent
agents, although they are
testing the effectiveness of
protective suits. But to do
this means producing the
deadly viruses to use in the
experiment, ‘in substantial
volumes’ according to their

own request. There would,



of course, be nothing to stop
the stockpiles being used for
offensive purposes at some
time in the future.

The production of a virus,
such as Aids, which breaks
down the immune defences
of the body would inevitably
be of great interest in
biological warfare because
of its enormous destructive
power. Research into it
could be easily justified on
defensive grounds.

Even if the allegations
about Aids are not true, the
spread of the virus gives a
glimpse of the horrors of
biological warfare which, in
its own way, could be as
bad as nuclear war.

Destroying the
environment in

Russia

THE DESTRUCTION of the
environment in the Ukraine
after the Chernobyl disaster
is the most shocking exam-
ple of preventable damage
to nature in the Soviet
Union, but it is only the tip
of the iceberg. A book* writ-
ten secretly by a disaffected
high official and smuggled
out of the country has
revealed a criminal and wan-
ton disregard by the
bureaucracy, not only of the
environment, but of all
aspects of health and safe-
ty of workers.

Pollution

The truth of a book like
this, by its nature, cannot be
positively proved, but the
wealth of scientific detail
and the obvious close in-
volvement of the author in
many of the events describ-
ed, make it a convincing
document. It reveals the
huge gap between the pro-
tection theoretically provid-
ed by the law in health, safe-
ty and environmental ques-
tions and the reality, as is
the case in other aspects of
life under Stalinism.

As the author correctly
states, the existence of a
plan of production should
mean that Russia is in the
forefront of health, safety
and environmental protec-

tion. The reality is totally
divorced from the hypo-
criticai claims of the Kremlin
to lead the world in this area.

In the large city of
Donetsk. in the mining
region of the South, lung
cancer rates among the
general population (not
miners) are 300 per cent
above average due to air
pollution. In Leninogorsk, a
city of 100,000 in
Kazakstan, the concentra-
tion of lead in the air has
been measured at 440 times
the maximum permissible
level. There is a well
established link between
lead concentration and brain
damage in children. Dozens
of similar cases of air pollu-
tion are reported in the book.

The magazine Sanitation
and Health reported that 50
per cent of the male popula-
tion of Tatarsk in Siberia suf-
fered from impotence due to
the high levels of the metal
boron in the water supply.

The blustering and
demagogy of the top leaders
make matters worse.

Khruschev’'s campaign to
drain 10 million hectares
(about 30,000 square miles)
of swampland to make
agriculture more productive
was a disaster. The project
consumed enormous
resources but all the experts
involved knew it would
result in turning the
swamps, not into productive
agricultural land, but into
deserts due to soil erosion.
No-one dared contradict the

Great Leader with the result
that it is now estimated that
over one million square miles
have undergone soil erosion,
which represents nearly half
of all agricultural land.

The rapacious life style of
the bureaucracy is threaten-
ing rare species of wild
animals due to the large hun-
ting expeditions which are
very popular with the top
brass. Marshall Batitskii,
commander of the strategic
missile forces, organised a
hunt of polar bears in 1976.
The odds were heavily
stacked in the Marshall's
favour since he was firing
with a machine gun from a
specifically converted
helicopter. Not to be out-
done, some of his subor-
dinates stationed near Lake
Baikal in the far east decid-
ed to make absolutely sure
of success in their battle
with the wild by employing
heat seeking ground to
ground guided missiles. Tal-
ly Hol

Bureaucratic
misrule

The analysis of the author
on the measures needed to
rectify the situation is in-
teresting. At one point he
says: “‘the inability of our
economy to realise its scien-
tific potential is just as much
a cause of the degradation
of nature as the poor pro-
ductivity of collective farm
agriculture’’. He goes on to
say that scientific advance

can only be achieved under
certain social conditions and
concludes: “‘Wherever one
traces the thread of ecology
it always leads deep into the
social and economic struc-
ture of society’”’.

By this he makes it clear
that he means the role in
society played by the
bureaucracy who don’t suf-
fer from the same ecological
and poliution problems as
the overwhelming majority
of the population. For this
reason he thinks there is
little chance of reform in the
ruling caste.

At this point his analysis
stops, leaving it in mid-air. In
fact, bad health and safety
conditions and the destruc-
tion of the environment are
inevitable consequences of
bureaucratic misrule. The
logical conclusion, having
denied the possibility of
reform, is to advocate the
political revolution itself, as
Marxists do, as the only way
to solve the problems of
society.

The author was not
prepared to take this step
which would conflict with
his own position at the top
of the Stalinist apparatus.
Despite this the book is a
damn ing indictment of the
criminal role of the
bureaucracy in systematical-
ly poisioning the population.

* The Destruction of
Nature in the Soviet Union
by Boris Komarov (a
pseudonym). Pluto Press.
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Send letiers to MIR, 3 — 13 Hepscott Road, London E9 5HB. The views
expressed here do not necessarily reflect the ideas of the Editorial Board.
We reserve the right to shorten excessively long letters.

Dear Comrades,

Regarding your article in
MIR 33 on Lysenkoism which
I read recently. I found no
disagreement with its general
tone but would like to take
this opportunity to question

some of the statements concer-.

ning the methodology of
science and its relationship to
society (of interest to me as a
Marxist and a scientist). To-
day scientists enjoy unrivaled
endorsement as honest and
objective workers, due to ad-
miration of the twin tools of
logic and scientific method.
Big business abuses this in
order to give credence to their
marketing, portraying
themselves as having our in-
terests at heart. Similarly the
state dresses up coercion and
racism with its paid advisors
and experts. Therefore it is a
highly important question as
to how we approach science
and how we regard scientific
data.

[ can not see why on the one
hand you contend science to
be the hand maiden of the
bourgeois but hold to the ob-
jectivity of scientific data
although theories are allowed
subjective (economic?) in-
tervention. For example, pure
water boils at 100 degrees
celsius at normal atmospheric
pressure. But the boiling point
of water is not fixed, it
changes with atmospheric
pressure and relative purity.
Such a value is merely an ap-
proximate standard by which
to measure temperature. The
dialectics of Mendelism are not
unique, nothing is truly fixed
or immutable—that is not
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mysticism but the nature of
things. We actively fix the
criteria by which all things are
judged in order to quantify
and make predictions on

events. These criteria are
flexible.

Therefore all measurements
are judged by fixed standards
which are open to social in-
tervention. Another point is
the methodology of ex-
periments which determines
the results obtained. Firstly it
must be remembered that we
have only our perception of
the world to act upon and the
nature of the real world is on-
ly revealed by the success with
which we relate to it eg the
productivity of our exploita-
tion of nature. The observa-
tion of an organism or event
requires intervention and the
limitation of all variables, ex-
cept the one being observed,
to within reasonable limits.
The more narrow the confines
of the experiment then the less
accurate is our generalisation
and application of the results
1o the real world. The reduc-
tion of the whele o smaller
points to make study easier
isolates each point. In fact the
sum of ali the points is more
than the whole.

It is clear then that we ob-
tain by study an approxima-
tion of reality, quantified,
classified and suitable to test
and base predictions upon. Its
success is judged by the ac-
curacy of these predictions
and the consequent increases
in the productivity or pro-
fitability of the exploitation of
the environment.

Science is a pretty dull

Question on Lysenko article

Dear Comrades,

May I congratulate you on
the much improved MIR. Not
only is the layout, printing and
illustration better, but the
whole journal seems to have
taken on a lively, fresh ap-
proach, and every time I finish
reading it I wait impatiently
for the next issue.

The whole journal stands as
a testament to the editors, and
the comrades concerned with
its publication, and their at-
tempts to overcome all the
problems in providing workers
and youth with a clear and
concise theoretical insight in-
to the struggles of the past,
and those that loom in the
future.

[ am particularly impressed
with the ¢‘Science and
Socialism’’ articles. 1 have
always been very interested in
the sciences, although I have
no academic qualifications,
and have always sought to im-
prove my knowledge on them.

It is in conjunction with my
interest with science that I am
writing this letter. I have
always been completely baffl-
ed by astronomy, and the laws
and theories of gravity, and I
was wondering whether it was
possible, or even practical, for

Pete Dickenson (perhaps this
isn’t his field) to write an arti-
cle on this subject. If thisisn’t
possible could he point me in
the direction of a few decent
books on it.

I have just read a book,
Einstein’s Universe by Nigel
Calder, that didn’t help me at
all. In fact it posed more ques-
tions than it answered. It
describes itself as ‘‘a laymans
guide to the universe’” but it
is anything but.

The latest article in *‘Science
and Socialism’’ on Lysenko is
very good, but I did feel that
the passage after the sub-
heading ‘‘Theories of Evolu-
tion and Genetics’’ presuppos-
ed comrades having a
background knowledge in ad-
vance of reading it, and,
therefore, made it more dif-
ficult to understand. For ex-
ample, what does the sentence
“Chromosomes are arrays of
many genes’’ mean?

With that slight criticism
aside, congratulations. I am
confident that the MIR will go
from strength to strength, and
continue to develop.

Fraternally

Kevin Churchill

Derby

business most of the time. It
is the routine collection of
facts using a preconceived
methodology and drawing
upon a sum of knowledge
which is deemed to be true.
This plods on until there is a
major overhaul characterised
by the advent of deep divisions
and massive amounts of new
material—which not only adds
to the present sum of
knowledge but makes much of
the previous obsolete. Such
revolutions in scientific
thought occur only rarely eg
Darwinism, Molecular
biology, nuclear physics etc
and then not merely as a result
of the genius of particular
individuals..

In summary the ruling or
predominant class fund
science and as such operate
control of the direction of
research (as you said). This
means it is their patronage
which can bring about a ma-

jor change in the sum of
knowledge etc drawn upon
whilst practising ‘normal’
science (a revolution according
to Kuhn). Therefore the
criteria by which a new theory
is judged is the sum of
knowledge found acceptable,
except in a revolutionary
change of policy. In this case
pressure from extreme social
or technical change etc along
with the increasing limits met
using the old theory can
become the prime motivation
for change.

Following the French
revolution radical scientists,
like Lamark, were the first to
question the stranglehold of
Genesis on biology. Major
social upheavals inflict
psychological and cultural
changes that can not help but
effect scientific work.
Therefore such a change as
you describe ie greater contact
with the proletariat, lessening



PETE DICKENSON AND VIV
SEAL COMMENT:

There are no immediate
plans to write an article on
astronomy so we will recom-
mend a few books which
cover a range of assumed
background knowledge:

1) Astronomy Today _by.

Fred Hoyle, published by
Heineman.

2) The fabric of the Heavens
by Toulmin and Goodfield,
published by Penguin.

3) Einstein for Beginners by
Schwartz and McGuiness,
published by Writers and
Readers, Beginners books.

The book by Toulmin and
Goodfield has a chapter on
celestial mechanics, taking
up the laws and theory of
gravity. Einstein for Begin-
ners is in a cartoon form,
which some people find
useful. The book by Fred
Hoyle is up to date and
covers most of the latest
developments. Aiso, John
Gribbin has written a
number of popular paper-
backs on astronomy.

The section on genetics in
the Lysenko article does
need very careful study.
There is a difficulty in ex-
plaining complicated scien-
tific ideas without using
technical terms which
assume a background

knowledge of the subject.
We try to avoid using such
terms wherever possible but
sometimes they must be us-
ed and where they are we
try to explain them in as con-
densed a way as possible in
the interests of space and

-the flow of the argument.

The section on genetics in
the Lysenko article is very
condensed and needs to be
read very carefully, possibly
more than once.

On your particular point on
genes and chromosomes,
there are 48 chromosomes
in each living cell. Each one
is different in size and con-
sists of an extremely slender
long filament coil in a tight
helical spiral. Under
maghnification it can be seen
that each chromosome com-
prises hundreds of
thousands of separate
genetic elements, called
genes, each of which has a
fixed place in the length of
the chromosome and plays
its own special role in the
development process.

It is the genetic material
which determines the nature
of the cells in the next
generation, and which en-
sures replication of the cor-
rect structures and combina-
tion of cells.

of expertise barriers etc would
dramatically alter science for
the better and we should not
be afraid to say it. For too
long science has had its own
way. Because they control
knowledge (and jealously
guard it) scientists claim
privileges and an autonomy
which few enjoy and which
too few don’t question. The
present system exploits
animals, humans and nature,
produces a poor return on its
investment and is dispropor-
tionately white, male and mid-
dle class. The coming revolu-
tion by orientating science to
the interests of the toilers,
must improve it with fresh life
blood, must throw open the
locked doors of the libraries
and fellowships to all and
harness its resources in our in-
terests. Then, and only then,
shall we be able to say that
science deserves the regard due
to it—the regard suitable to

the force that shall free the
toilers from the oppression of
labour and disease.
Yours in comradeship
Frank Wood BSC

Some of the points raised in
the letter, particularly on the
methodology of science, the
history of scientific theories and
the nature of perception, will be
dealt with in future editions of
the MIR —Editors.

Back issues of the M/R with ar-
ticles on science are available
from World Socialist Books,
London E9 SHB, including:
An appraisal of Engel’s theory of
human developmeniby John
Pickard, M/R 26, 75p.
Famine, ‘the divine hand of pro-
vidence’?, by Jim Hensman,
MIR 29, 80p.

The Lysenko controversy, by
Viv Seal, M/IR 33, 90p.

Dear Comrades,

I have been an avid reader of
the MIR for some years and
must confess that [ have not
taken the sales of the journal
particularly seriously in the
past.

With the arrival of the latest
edition I decided I would put
my mind to selling it—and was
pleasantly surprised with the
results. I approached regular
paper sales, including a former
regular reader I bumped into
in the pub—and to my sur-
prise sold 9 plus my own. I
haven’t exhausted all the
possibilities yet!

Readers shouldn’t think
that because it is a large
publication and costs 90p that
people won’t buy it. Anyone
who buys the Militant should
be approached. There are
plenty of people who want to
find out more about Militant’s

~Selling the

MIR

ideas, especially with all the
publicity the witch-hunt has
created. The MIR provides the
opportunity to carry a more in
depth theoretical analysis than
a 16 page weekly paper can.
This creates a market for the
journal.

There has never been more
need for a comprehensive
theoretical analysis of political
events and we badly need to
increase the sales of the MIR
so we can increase its financial
viability and frequency.

I don’t believe there is
anything particularly special
about the people 1 sell to and
if a systematic approach is
adopted everyone can greatly
increase their sales.

Yours fraternally

Clive Walder

Brighton Kemptown

Labour Party

What happened at Chernobyl?

Dear Comrades,

1 very much enjoy reading
the MIR, particularly Science
and Socialism, and Science
Reports. Articles like these
show how broad a Marxist
outlook on life is. I am
however a bit puzzled by some
points mentioned in your ar-
ticle on Chernobyl in MIR 33.

On positive feedback, I
understand that unlike
chemical reactors, nuclear
reactors are not affected by
temperature changes of a few
hundred degrees or so. The
nuclear force is much stronger
than the electro-magnetic
force. 1 do not understand
how the increase in steam in
the core can accelerate the
nuclear reaction.

In a nuclear reactor in a
power station, neutrons bom-
bard unstable Uranium 235
atoms causing them to decay
and producing more neutrons
which may or may not bom-
bard other Uranium atoms.
The neutron supply in this
chain reaction is crucial to the
course of nuclear reaction.

In a small mass of
Lranium, most neutrons
escape and only a few are cap-
tured to propagate the chain.
Above a certain critical mass,
however, sufficient neutrons

are captured by other atoms to
cause a build up of neutrons,
thus an acceleration of reac-
tion occurs. It must be
remembered at each stage that
energy is released because the
mass of the radiation products
is less than the original
mass—mass becomes energy.
If this accleration goes un-
checked then a thermonuclear
explosion results—an atom
bomb.

In the reactor, the neutron
supply is regulated in two
ways:

1) The ejected neutrons may
be too fast to be captured by
other Uranium atoms.
Graphite is used as a
moderator to slow down these
neutrons to facilitate their cap-
ture and thus their subsequent
reaction. The moderator does
this but does not moderate the
reaction as you have said.

2) Surplus neutrons are ab-
sorbed in a reaction that does
not regenerate them. Boron or
Cadmium rods are inserted in
the pile for this purpose.

In addition to the nuclear
reactors, several dangerous
chemical reactions can occur
as a result of the very restric-
tive materials and high
temperatures. These may well
disrupt supposed safety
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measures. Steam reacts with
hot graphite and Uranium to
produce Hydrogen which is of
course flammable. Graphite
and Uranium may both catch
fire—the latter producing an
uncontrollable smoke of
radioactive Uranium Oxides.
And so on.

I would also like to know
what an RBMK reactor is.

The whole nuclear question
shows clearly that technology
and science are limited to class
interests and society in
general, and to get the best
benefits from these for all en-
tails a change of society.

I look forward to clarifica-
tion on these points in a future
issue and hope that there will
be more articles on science in
future MIR’s.

Yours fraternally

Colin Toogood

PETE DICKENSON REPLIES:
The water which cir-
culates past the reactor core
not only carries away heat
but absorbs neutrons. When
the accident occured the
water was replaced by
steam, which can absorb
fewer neutrons, and this
caused a sudden increase in
reactivity (speed of the
nuclear reaction). This in
turn generated more heat
and therefore more steam
and so on. {See Nature on 4
September 1986 for a
detailed account of the IAEA
post mortem on Chernobyl).
| am puzzled by your com-
ment that in my article | in-
correctly described the ac-
tion of the moderator in the
RBMK reactor, since | did
not attempt to do this. | on-
ly gave the briefest mention
of the moderator, trying in
one sentence to give an in-
dication of its general role. |
think it would be wrong to
go into more technical detail
than this because owly a
small minority of readers
would have enough
background knowledge to
understand.
Nevertheless, your
description is very clear and
many comrades, I'm sure,
will find it interesting. For a
description of the RBMK
reactor see the issue of
Nature mentioned above.
.. ]
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Hungary '56: Power in workers hands

THE ARTICLE on the inspir-
ing events of Hungary 1956
underlined their importance
for Marxists today. The
revolution went further than
in ary of the other uprisings
in post war Eastern Europe
and is the best indicator we
have of the course of the
political revolution which will
sweep away the parasitic
bureaucracy in  these
countries.

Immediately the workers
moved into action the
bureaucrats were powerless,
suspended in mid-air. Power
was in the hands of the
workers.

The initial demands were
raised by intellectuals; they
were moderate in tone and
many of them (for greater na-
tional independence etc) were
not in principle unacceptable
to the Hungarian
bureaucracy. Initially the
Yugoslav bureaucracy sup-
ported the movement and op-
posed the first Russian inva-
sion seeing a potential ally in
pursuing its national interest
and avoiding Russian
domination.

Resentment of national op-
pression was undoubtedly an
important element in the
revolution but the workers put
their own stamp on events and
their own organisations, the
spontaneously created
Workers’ Councils, took real
power. Even the bourgeois
politician and eyewitness,
Herbert Ripka, observed:
“‘There were no governmental
directions or any central
leadership. . . Workers’ Coun-
cils took over the management
of the factories, and they
became the living organs of a
rising democracy and the ef-
fective instruments of a
fighting revolution.”” The of-
ficial UN report said that:
‘““The Workers’ Councils
emerged from the revolution
as the only organs comman-
ding the support of the over-
whelming majority of the
public.”

Jozef Kovago, Secretary
General of the Peasant Party
in 1956, writing as an
American academic in the

>70s, confirmed the strength of
the desire for democracy—*‘a
Titoist solution was unaccep-
table to the mass of the
population’’—and admits that
the reason that his Party fail-
ed to «call for de-
nationalisation was not just a
‘tactical manoeuvre’ to avoid
aggravating the Russians:
““The truth is also that the na-
tionalisation of large in-
dustries had been accepted by
the majority of the population
as the natural cure for the ills
of the past.” Hundreds of
thousands approved the
slogan: ““We won’t give back
the land or the factories.”
Power was flowing towards
the Workers’ Councils.

If such ideas spread, they
would be just as much a threat
to the privilege and position of
the Yugoslav bureaucracy as
well as Russia. Thus, once the
direction of events had
become clear, the Yugoslavs
supported the second Russian
invasion (China performed a
similar somersault).

Bela Kiraly, the freedom
fighters Chief of Staff, has
commented on the second in-
vasion: ‘‘There existed no
domestic forces that could
have toppled the regime...I
have no shadow of doubt that
after 1 November the USSR
was at war with the
democratic socialist state of
Hungary.” In other words,
the Kadar regime of
bureaucratic counter revolu-
tion was installed by force of
Russian arms and could find
no remaining base within
Hungarian society.

The second invasion
brought the regime of Imre
Nagy to an end. He had been
more of a figurehead than a
leader of the masses. The
record of the Miskolc council
illustrates this. They sup-
ported Nagy as head of the
government but organised a
militia when he called for
workers to hand back their
arms and censored him when
he brought leaders of the Pea-
sant Party into the
government,

The initiative and impor-
tance of the Workers’ Coun-

cils was even more sharply
revealed after the defeat of the
armed resistance when Nagy
fell and Kadar took control of
all the official institutions of
state power. There was a
massive general strike against
which the new government
was impotent. Kadar was forc-
ed to recognise, in words, the
role of the Councils and both
he, and even the Russian
forces, held negotiations with
them.

On 27 November the Cen-
tral Workers’ Council passed
a statement: ‘“We protest
against the arguments of the
recently constituted ‘trade
unions’ according to which the
Workers’ Councils should be
organisations having purely
economic functions. We can
categorically state that the real
interests of the working class
in Hungary are represented by
the Workers’ Councils, and
that in addition there is no
stronger political power then
theirs.”” On 6 December plans
were made to create a Na-
tional Workers’ Council with
a permanent presidium,
secretariat and committee
structure. In addition a
workers’ parliament, compos-
ed of Workers’ Councils
across the country was to be
formed. It was only after an
extended period of repression
that the Councils were
stamped out.

Although none of the
witnesses quoted above were
Trotskyists, it is possible from
their accounts to make out the
outline of the political revolu-
tion foretold by Trotsky. A
revolution carried through,
not by enlightened
bureaucrats, but by the
workers, renewing the tradi-
tions of 1917. If this much was
possible in a couple of months
without a conscious revolu-
tionary party, what would
have been possible with such
a group to acclerate the pro-
cess and clarify demands, par-
ticularly with respect to inter-
national solidarity.

Yours fraternally

Paul Kershaw

London



Bob McKee examines a recent pamphlet by socialist e
it is only the Campaign Group of Labour MP’s,

ideas of the ‘Alternative Economic Strategy’.

A Million Jobs A Year —Reviving the AES

In 1985 the Campaign Group of Labour
MPs published a short pamphlet entitl-
ed A Million Jobs a Year—the case for
planning full employment. This pam-
phlet was written by Andrew Glyn, a
socialist economist active in the labour
movement, and in the past a regular
contributor to the pages of the Militant
newspaper and its publications. The
pamphlet had a foreword from Tony
Benn MP and received the signed en-
dorsement of most of the Campaign
Group, although not all.

This pamphlet clearly represents the
basic views of what the media calls the
‘hard left’ in the Parliamentary Labour
Party. The fact that it was not endors-
ed by even all the Campaign Group, let
alone the bulk of Labour MPs,
demonstrates that the policies put for-
ward in it are too radical for Labour’s
leaders and for many Labour lefts.
However Andrew Glyn's arguments
expressed in the pamphlet must be
seriously considered by Marxists in the
labour movement for two reasons.

Firstly, while they may not be sup-
ported by the Labour leaders, the ideas
in A Million Jobs a Year would almost
certainly gain majority support among
the rank and file activists in the labour
movement. For that reason alone the
pamphlet deserves careful
consideration,

Keynesianism

But there is an even more important
reason to examine the arguments
presented in the pamphlet. In the late
1970's and early 1980’s the general
economic thinking in the labour move-
ment coalesced around a set of pro-
posals called the ‘Alternative Economic
Strategy’. The AES had wide support
despite its several interpretations
within the Labour Party. Since the
1983 election, however, the AES is no
longer talked about and its basic policy
measures have generally been jettison-
ed by Kinnock and the ‘realigned’ or
‘soft left’. Anybody who reads the
Campaign Grqup pamphlet will find
that it is only in that group in the whole
labour movement that the ‘Alternative
Economic Strategy’ is preserved.

The Marxists in the labour movement
always opposed the reasoning behind
and the policy conclusions reached by
the proponents of the AES, and this ar-
ticle will explain why. Unfortunately
any analysis of the Campaign Group
pamphlet will not only show its reliance
on the fatal flaws of the policies of the

‘Alternative Economic Strategy’. It will
also reveal how far Andrew Glyn,
formerly a vociferous and effective
Marxist opponent of this set of refor-
mist economic policies, has drifted
towards accepting them,

Andrew Glyn’s opening line is ‘‘there
can be no dispute that the most fun-
damental economic and political pro-
blem facing the next Labour govern-
ment will be tacking mass unemploy-
ment’’ (p 1}. While that is true, it would
be more accurate to say that the fun-
damental problem is the crisis of pro-
duction in the private profit capitalist
system, a symptom of which is mass
unemployment.

No matter, for Glyn outlines the
shocking waste of resources when
workers and plant are idle. He
estimates that the extra production
that could be created by putting the
unemployed to work would be
equivalent to ‘‘a trebling of council
house building, a doubling of manufac-
turing investment, plus a 50 per cent
increase in pensions and in government
spending on health and education.’’

We know only too well that the Tory
government has made no effort to
create jobs in the economy. On the
contrary it has used the rising
unemployment totals as a weapon to
beat down those in work to accept a
reduction in trade union rights, poorer
conditions and lower wage rises. More
recently rather than reduce the jobless,
it has resorted to reducing the joblesc
statistics by fake employment pro-
grammes and a campaign of intimida-
tion against the rights of claimants.

But it would be rather one-sided to
suggest, as Andrew Glyn does in 4
Million Jobs a Year, that the only
reason the Tories under Thatcher have
dispensed with previously supported
Keynesian policies of state spending is
because they want to secure ‘‘social
discipline’’ over the working class. A
much more powerful reason has been
that the Keynesian policies of state
spending and cheap money have
miserably failed to maintain the pro-
fitability of British capitalism. Profit
rates fell throughout the 1970's and
British production and productivity
rates have declined with each suc-
cessive recession (1970, 1974, 1979).
Keynesian policies were not working
for the profit system and would not
work if re-introduced.

The last point is emphasised because
beneath much of the radical talk of the
proponents of the ‘Alternative

conomist Andrew Glyn and concludes that
the pamphlet’s publishers, who still defend the

Economic Strategy’, and it 1s echoed in
the Campaign Group pamphlet, is the
belief that expansion of public spending
under capitalism can right the
economy.

Now it is true that Andrew Glyn
wishes to disassociate himself from
that Keynesian argument. But he does
that by redefining Keynesianism to be
a policy of expansion ‘‘which is not ac-
companied by such controls at the level
of industry and economy as are
necessary to secure success.”’ (p 17)
This seems to be a distortion of the
essence of Keynesianism which is that
an increase in ‘effective demand’ is all
that is needed to provide a market for
capitalist investment and production.
And that ‘demand’ can be created by
increased government spending,
whether with controls over capitalists
or not.

This is something that Marxism
would not accept. Expanding markets
are not enough to bring production and
employment while production is for
profit and not need and decisions about
investment are made by the owners of
capital, however ‘controlled’. But the
fundamental thesis of the Glyn pam-
phlet, as it was fot the proponents of
the Alternative Economic Strategy in all
its variants, is that expansion under
capitalism is possible ‘'on the basis of
extensive controls over foreign ex-
change transactions, over the financial
system, over prices, over trade and
over investment and employment in
the private sector’’ (4 Million Jobs a
Year p 29). In this sense, the Campaign
Group pamphlet is Keynesian not
socialist economics.

‘Controlled capitalism’

On the other hand, socialists have
always stood by the tenet that the
anarchic and wasteful private profit
system must be replaced by a planned
economy under workers’ control and
management, if production is to go
ahead smoothly and if employment,
wages and social needs are to be met.
Planning cannot be successfully im-
plemented without control of the
economy. The question is can effective
control over the economy be achieved
by a Labour government (or perhaps
more precisely, by the working class)
without public ownership of the major
financial and industrial companies that
presently dominate it?

The Campaign Group pamphlet
argues that the economy can be plann-
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eII heeled bosses join orkers demonstration against hosiery and textile imports in 1980. Andrew Glyn ws clea then that import

controls are “‘nationalistic—an attempt to preserve the interests of the ‘British nation’, workers and capitalists alike.’’

ed without public ownership through a
system of controls. But it is a
dangerous illusion to imagine that a
Labour government can ‘control’
capitalism and still meet the demands
of the working class. Only the elimina-
tion of capitalism can do that. And in
refuting the views of A Million Jobs a
Year we can refer to Andrew Glyn’s
own arguments against ‘controls’ and
for public ownership which he so ably
expressed in his previous Militant pam-
phlet Capitalist crisis: Tribune’s ‘Alter-
native Economic Strategy’ or a
Socialist Plan written in 1978,

One of the arguments used in favour
of controls in the Campaign Group
pamphilet is the historical precedents of
1938-42 and 1945-8. Then, Glyn ex-
plains, one million jobs a year were
created and this was made possible
because controls were imposed on in-
terest rates, prices, trade and invest-
ment by the government and adhered
to by the capitalist class. As a result the
government could expand public spen-
ding in 1938-42 to create jobs in the
armed forces and in 1945-8 in industry.

But, as Glyn himself admits, ‘‘radical
and rapid shifts in employment can be
achieved’’ depending on ‘‘the political
situation and whose interests are be-
ing served, ie whether those with
decisive economic power more or less
enthusiastically support the objective
{as in 1939), reluctantly acquiesce
(1945 perhaps) or bitterly oppose
(1987?)"" A Million Jobs a Year p12.
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Exactly! Controls over capitalist
economic decision-making can only
work with their agreement and that
agreement is only given if it is in their
interests and as soon as it is not, the
agreement is broken. Even during the
1939-45 war some capitalist com-
panies in the USA, such as ITT, secret-
ly continued sustaining trade and in-
vestment with German subsidiaries.
Legislation to isolate Rhodesia in-
troduced by the Wilson government
and supported by the Heath govern-
ment was flagrantly flouted by
capitalist firms, particularly the oil and
armaments companies. And as Andrew
Glyn pointed out in his Militant pam-
phlet, Capitalist Crisis, there was over
£2,000 million of illegal export of
capital under the post-war Labour
government between 1946-8 —now
cited by him as a period of successful
controls!

Exchange controls

And Glyn’s somewhat tentative
1940’s historical precedent for
creating capitalist production and jobs
through*controls is not nearly so signifi-
cant as the experience of the French
socialist government which Glyn
himself cites. For the lessons of that
government are that even extensive
controls do not allow a socialist govern-
ment to plan the economy in the in-
terests of the working class. Quoting

the Campaign Group pamphlet: ‘‘as im-
ports were sucked in, the balance of
payments deteriorated and pressure on
the franc increased despite tightening
of exchange controls’’ (my em-
phasis) . . . ““control over the nationalis-
ed banking system did not guarantee
an expansion of investment by the
private sector or control over capital
movements’’ . .. ‘control over a
number of industrial commanding
heights {over half of industrial employ-
ment in firms of over 2,000 workers
was now in the public sector) did not
generate expansion.’”’ p9

The key to the cooperation of the
capitalist class in any government con-
trols on their activities is: will they in-
crease profitability? During the war of
1939-45 profits did increase
dramatically, and anyway the very ex-
istence of British capitalist markets
was at stake. The programme of con-
trols and even nationalisation by the
Labour government 1945-50 was not
opposed by the capitalist class as a
whole because the financial and struc-
tural support, provided by the govern-
ment and financed by US capitalism,
enabled British industry to reemploy
workers in comparative social harmony
and so boost profitability.

But that was not the case for the
French governmerit in the recession of
the early 1980’s. Their measures were
bitterly opposed by the capitalist class
who saw them as a threat to profitablii-
ty. So controls which are deliberately



designed to control profits, prices, in-
vestment etc introduced by a future
Labour government would clearly and
correctly be seen by capitalism as a
threat to profitablity, already poor
enough in the UK.

Yet despite the evidence in the Cam-
paign Group pampbhlet itself, its author
proceeds to argue for a set of controls
that would attempt to plan the
economy under capitalism. Glyn has
already recognised that the success of
such controls depends on the support
or acquiescence of the capitalist class
to them and yet he still puts them for-
ward. So let us examine the value of
these planning controls in more detail.

Glyn points out that any Labour
government coming to office with
plans to expand spending for job crea-
tion will aimost certainly be faced with
a flight of capital out of the country,
forcing down the value of sterling. In
these circumstances, Glyn says, “‘ex-
tensive exchange controls would be
necessary’’ p 19. Glyn proposes that
a Labour government should separate
out ‘commercial transactions’ from ‘in-
vestment accounts’ so that transfers
of capital investment could be stopped
without interrupting trade payments.
He does acknowiedge that such ‘‘a
really comprehensive set of capital con-
trols would involve plenty of technical
difficulties’” p 20 and yet it could be
done, he says.

Price controls

This is clearly a change of mind by
Glyn. In his Militant pamphlet of 1978
he stated unequivocally that: “There is
no exchange control system imaginable
which can determine which overseas
payments made by the monopolies are
strictly commercial and which are tied
to protecting themselves from fluctua-
tions in the exchange rate. The only ef-
fective way to control such payments
would be for these companies to be na-
tionalised’’ (Capitalist Crisis p
46 —second edition). And, as he add-
ed then, there is no surety that money
blocked from fleeing abroad will be in-
vested by capitalist firms in creating
jobs: ‘“Simply preventing capitalists
from doing something will not
automatically cause them to do what
the government wants, especially
given the political advantage for them
in showing the government policy to be
a failure’’ (Capitalist Crisis p 47). Glyn's
previous arguments still seem to us to
be valid as a criticism of the exchange
and investment controls proposed by
much of the left as an alternative to
public ownership of the finance sector.

The main Tory argument presented
against a Keynesian type expansion of
public expenditure to raise production

and create jobs is that it will be infla-
tionary, by accelerating the growth of
the money supply, which if not match-
ed by an increase in production will lead
to an increase in prices.

Glyn attempts to answer this argu-
ment by saying that if there is increas-
ed expenditure, then increased demand
will be matched by increased supply
and so there will no inflation of prices:
‘’a major expansion means more goods
notless’’ (A Million Jobs a Year p 23.)
But almost in the same breath Giyn
seems to accept that there is no
guarantee that increased demand will
be met by increased production from
capitalist firms, particularly
monopolies. They may prefer to take
higher profits through higher prices. So
he immediately suggests the need for
price controls: “‘Price controls would
have to be put in place to prevent firms
taking advantage of the expanding
markets to boost profits by banging up
prices’’ p 24.

Glyn does not seem to remember
the experience of price controls under
the Labour government 1974-79. Then
the Prices Commission set up by the
Labour government was unable to con-
trol the myriad of ‘new products’ with
‘new prices’ introduced by companies
to circumvent the controls. In fact the
effect of the Prices Commission was
estimated at just a reduction of half a
per cent on the going rate of inflation.
Eventually, after continual revisions of
its terms of reference, the Commission
became totally ineffective and the last
years of the Labour government,
before the 1979-81 recession saw a
dramatic fall in prices, were years of
almost hyper inflation of over 20 per
cent per year.

And why were price controls ineffec-
tive? Because strict controls would
have eaten into the profitability of
capitalist industry, already too low for
proper investment and production in
the UK. If supply was to be increased
under capitalism controls had to be
revised and eventually dispensed with.

It is precisely this point that Andrew
Glyn made when arguing against the
value of price controls under capitalism
in writing his Militant pamphlet: ‘‘to im-
pose rigid and effective controls in a
situation where workers were taking
advantage of a temporary upswing and
an ending of wage controls to put in for
big wage increases would be to
drastically worsen profitability. This
would eliminate any possibility of the
temporary rise of production being
translated into a sustainable boom
through higher investment.’’ (Capitalist
Crisis pp 39-40).

Glyn hammers home the point
against the proponents of controls
rather than ownership and planning

when he says that arguing for price
controls is to “‘opt for a policy which
ignores the working of the capitalist
system by asserting that in a situation
of crisis, production and investment
can be expanded by driving down pro-
fitability further!"’ (Capitalist Crisis
p40). Unfortunately the author of the
Campaign Group pamphlet has forgot-
ten those words. Under capitalism in
crisis price controls would have to
allow profits to rise not fall if there were
to be a chance of persuading the
capitalists to invest.

Another traditional policy of the
reformist left designed to correct the
inefficencies and weaknesses of the
British capitalist economy has been
devaluation of the currency. Previous
Labour governments have used
devaluation as a means of increasing
the competitiveness of British exports
and increasing the costs of imports in
order to improve the balance of trade.
At the last election Peter Shore, the
right wing labour speaker on the
economy, advocated a 25-30 per cent
devaluation as the remedy for British
economic ills. But the utter failure of
this policy to revive exports or even
stem the flood of imports into all sec-
tors of the home economy has finally
led the Labour left to drop it.

Import controls

The Campgign Group pamphiet
wastes no time in dismissing devalua-
tion. However it embraces en-
thusiastically the other main policy
prescription of the Labour left on trade:
import controls. The advantage over
devaluation, Glyn claims, is that
devaluation means increased prices
through the higher cost of imports
while controls on imports do not. (4
Million Jobs a Year p25)..

This argument is just not valid and
again is refuted by Glyn himself in his
earlier pamphiet for Militant when he
says: ‘‘the great advantage claimed for
import controls is that unlike devalua-
tion the price of imported commodities
is not automatically pushed up. . . . but
import controls would mean that British
workers would be faced with higher
prices. With sales limited, foreign
capitalists would no longer have any in-
centive to undercut British firms and
they would raise the price of the im-
ports which were allowed in. Not only
would workers be forced to switch to
already dearer British goods, but these
would also be increased in price as
British capitalists would no longer be
restrained by foreign competition. To
a substantial extent then, import con-
trol is just a variant on the old capitalist
theme of the necessity for the work-
ing class to pay with a wage cut for the
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privilege of maintaining employment.”’
(Capitalist Crisis p41).

It now seems that Glyn wants
workers 10 make that sacrifice or at
least he feels that under ‘’controlled
capitalism’’ there is no choice for
workers. As he puts it: '‘Some people
may feel that the real costs of
restricted access to imported goods are
too high: that having to wait for a
Toyota or a Sony hi-fi is too big a
sacrifice. But there will be UK
substitutes available, hopefully (sic!},
of comparable performance and price.
If the choice is presented honestly, to
be what it really is, either ready
availability of Toyotas rather than a
substitute or reduced unemployment
plus reduced queues for hip operations
plus decent housing plus readily
available BL cars, is there really any
choice?’’ (A Million Jobs a Year p 27)

But is that presenting the situation
‘honestly’ or ‘to be what it really is?’
If workers make a sacrifice by paying
higher prices for necessary consumer
goods (not just Toyotas) or buy inferior
and more expensive British goods, will
they get in return more jobs, more
houses, more training under ‘controll-
ed capitalism’ i.e. while the decisions
to invest and plan for these social
needs are still in the hands of the
capitalists? No, Glyn is stretching his
new found naivety too far.

Not only would British workers not
be able to buy cheaper consumer im-
ports but, moreover, British industry,
now very reliant on imports of machine
goods and semi-manufactures as well
as raw materials would be severely
damaged if controls were placed on
their imports. It is by no means certain
that controls on imports would benefit
the key sectors of the British economy
without also driving up their input costs
and so retard the growth of their
profits.

A key argument used against import
controls is that it invites retaliation from
rival capitalist economies. This danger
would be serious if Britain's major
trading markets were to slap controls
on British goods in response to controls
by Britain. Glyn recognises this danger
when he says that ‘‘retaliation and op-
position should be anticipated’’ (p26),
but his answer is to bite the buliet and
face it out, to use the ‘‘biunt ap-
proach’’. And he makes an appeal
‘’Labour’s potential allies overseas are
the labour movements and it would be
to them that Labour would appeal to
minimise the disruptive action of
foreign governments and employers’’.
(A Million Jobs a Year p27).

But can Glyn be serious? Strong im-
port controls can only hit the jobs of
workers overseas who work for com-
panies that export to Britain ie. Toyota
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workers and Sony hi-fi workers. A
Labour government takes away their
jobs and then appeals to them for
solidarity? No, Glyn was much clearer
on the consequences of controls in his
Militant pamphlet: "It is not difficult to
imagine what reception a Labour
government would receive if it attemp-
ted to introduce really tough import
controls. . . the depth of the economic
crisis, and the competitive nature of the
capitalist system, make it in-
conceivable that the British state could
get away without retaliation to the in-
troduction of really tough import con-
trols. . . workers abroad would be
pushed into supporting their bosses in
the campaign for retaliation and the
same thing would develop in the UK as
export industries met retaliation from
import controls abroad. . .so the de-
mand for import controls must be
recognised as being nationalistic—an
attempt to preserve the interests of the
‘British nation’, workers and capitalists
alike, and on this basis there would be
no possibility of British workers appeal-
ing to the labour movement abroad to
oppose the retaliatory action of their
capitalists’’. (Capitalist Crisis
pp42-43).

‘The crucial question’

The supporters of import controls
can defend their position best when
there is a general expansion of world
trade. Then they can argue that with
trade growing for everybody, controls
on imports into Britain will not be so
damaging for other trading nations.
However the prospects for world trade
have deteriorated sharply since Glyn so
effectively attacked the supporters of

import controls in 1978. Europe and-

the United States have begun impos-
ing quotas over each other’s exports in
retaliatory action. What would happen
to Britain if a Labour government at-
tempted to restrict European and US
imports?

Even an arch supporter of import
controls, Wyn Godley of the ‘Cam-
bridge School’ of economists, who
strongly influenced the Labour left in
the 1970s, has said that controls
““would be much more difficult to in-
troduce than in 1976"' (Guardian
13 January 1987) and ‘prefers’ co-
ordinated European refiation, predicting
that without general expansion, ‘‘the
mad mercantilists (ie protectionists)
will devour us all.”” Yet Glyn adopts
a policy he refuted before, just at a time
when it has even less validity and is jet-
tisoned by its previously strongest
supporter!

None of this denies the need for a
workers government, where owner-
ship, control and planning rest in the

hands of the labour movement, impos-
ing a state monopoly of foreign trade
as an essential planning tool. But that
would mean the public ownership of all
those industries where controls are
needed as a necessary part of a
socialist plan to control the economy
in society’s interests.

And a socialist government of the
working class coming to power in Bri-
tain would be a source of inspiration to
the labour movement in many nations
giving them the confidence to demand
greater trade with a socialist Britain
from their governments, not less.

Socialists stand for international
planning of the world’s resources in the
interests of working people. As Glyn
said in the Militant pamphlet: ‘‘Neither
import controls nor free trade provide
a solution to the crisis of British capital.
The fact that the capitalist class in Bri-
tain may be forced by the growing tide
of protectionism and by its own
weakness to impose import controls is
all the more reason why socialists
should give no credence to them.’”
(Capitalist Crisis p45).

Up to this point in the Campaign
Group pamphlet, Glyn has argued that
the plan for a million jobs a year ‘'would
only be feasible on the basis of exten-
sive controls over foreign exchange
transactions, over the financial system,
over prices, over trade and over invest-
ment and employment in the private
sector’’. (p29) In this article we have
attempted to expose the flaws in that
view, explain that it is indistinguishable
from the ‘Alternative Economic
Strategy’ put forward by the reformist
left in earlier years; and a programme
forthrightly demolished by Glyn himself
over eight years ago.

The author of the Campaign Group
pampbhlet is partially aware of his own
contradictions when he raises on p18
of A Million Jobs a Year the '‘crucial
question’’, which is: ‘‘whether the
solutions advocated below are consis-
tent with private ownership of the ma-
jor financial and industrial companies
which dominate the economy’’. He
then goes on to promote the idea that
they are ‘consistent’ by advocating
controls over capitalism rather than its
abolition, as we have seen.

But still the contradiction bothers
him and he returns to the ‘crucial ques-
tion’ on p30 in another way: ‘“could a
plan for full employment along the lines
sketched out be implemented on the
basis of the present economic structure
where private ownership occupies
most of the commanding heights?’’

Glyn makes the point that controls
only worked during the war because
the capitalists ‘‘being committed to the
objective of winning the war. . . were
bound to abide more or less by them’’.



But as he goes on to say '‘the position
could hardly be more different now,"’
and he presents the evidence to show
how hostile the industrialists and finan-
ciers would be to controls now in the
mid-1980s.

So what does he advocate? Firstly,
action against the financial institutions:
‘‘taking them into immediate public
ownership seems absolutely indispen-
sable if a Labour government is to pre-
vent financial crisis and be enabled to
use the credit system as part of plann-
ing for full employment’’. There is no
equivocation here,

But when Glyn looks at the industrial
sector, he draws back from public
ownership because ‘‘the capacity of
the major industrial firms to frustrate
a Labour government’s plans for full
empioyment is less immediate than the
threat posed by the financial sector.”
Factories cannot be moved like money,
he says, and the real task here is to en-
sure control over investment, produc-
tion and marketing decisions. So he
proposes not public ownership but
compulsory planning agreements -ior
the giant firms; and boards of company
management where workers making
and using the industry’s products and
government representatives have a
majority of votes over shareholders. In
this way control over industry could be
achieved ““without removing owner-
ship of shares from the existing
shareholders and without incorporating
all major firms directly into the public
sector’’. (A Million Jobs a Year p33)

Halfway house

This half-way house between con-
trols and abolition of the capitalist
system of production is seen by Glyn
even to have positive benefits because
‘it can be argued (and presumably
Glyn is arguing it here —RM) that such
approaches to the control of industry
would have the advantage of
demonstrating, through the process of
struggling to shape the development of
the economy, the justification and
eventual necessity of the full im-
plementation of Clause IV,”" (p34).
Glyn recognises that ‘‘nationalisation
of all of the commanding heights of the
economy is the most direct way of
asserting society’s control over its
resources. . .the interests of
shareholders would be explicitly denied
and their power to do so removed.’’
Yet for the author of the Campaign
Group pamphlet, whether such
measures are necessary or at least im-
mediately necessary is a matter of
““discussion and evaluation’’ to be
justified during ‘‘the process of strug-
gling to shape the development of the
economy.’’

But is the luxury of time in ‘discus-
sion and evaluation’ available to a
Labour government which comes to of-
fice with a major economic crisis, fac-
ing outright hostility from the
capitalists to any curbs on their deci-
sion making? Glyn admits that hostili-
ty to controls would be such as to
threaten the very existence of the
government, let alone its programme of
controls. And as he says: /It would be
irresponsible to suggest that such a
shift (of control) would be achieved as
soon as a parliamentary majority had
been elected to carry it out. Active sup-
port would be required at every step to
ensure that the main economic levers
were removed from their present con-
troliers (bit by bit apparently) and were
operated in society’s interests. Those
who currently exercise economic
power have non-economic weapons as
well, through their influence on the
state machine. The history of all
previous attempts to transfer control of
the economy indicate that the highest
degree of active support and commit-
ment would be required from Labour’s
supporters to overcome the threat of
such extra-parliamentary opposition.’’
(A Million Jobs a Year p 35).

But this statement begs several
questions. Glyn draws back from ad-
vocating the ‘‘most direct way of
asserting society’s control over its
resources’’ ie nationalisation of the
commanding heights of industry as
well as finance, because he says that
it is not ‘immediately necessary’ and
could be ‘evaluated and discussed’ as
a course of action drawing upon the
struggle of a Labour government
against the dictates of the market.

But if he draws back from outright
nationalisation because he hopes that
controls would be more acceptable to
big business, then he knows that is rul-
ed out. If the labour movement propos-
ed extensive and effective controls
over investment and profits in industry,
such policies would be greeted by a
howl! of rzaction from the city and big
business, just as great as for ad-
vocating public ownership of industry.
They would immediately launch a cam-
paign of opposition using the media,
the courts, industrial sabotage and, if
necessary, state power to block these
controls and even to stop a govern-
ment being elected pledged to carry
them out.-If the capitalists will do that
to stof, ‘controls’ anyway, why don’t
we push for the elimination of monopo-
ly capitalism from the start?

As Glyn says, only the mobilisation
of the labour movement and the work-
ing class as a whole in support of a
Labour government implementing
socialist economic policies for full
employment could enable it to survive.

But if that i1s necessary for a pro-
gramme of controls why confuse the
issue for workers and stop short of a
clear explanation that the ending of the
private profit system is the only perma-
nent guarantee of establishing full
employment and all the social gains
that go with a planned economy.

For planning is not possible without
control of the economy and control is
not really possible, as we have argued
here, without ownership of the produc-
tive forces in the hands of the working
class. Any halfway house is misleading
to workers and will weaken their
resolve to fight big business opposition
to a socialist government.

That was certainly the view of An-
drew Glyn in the Militant pamphlet
when he attacked planning agreements
as a diversion from public ownership
measures: ‘‘the attempt to impose the
outlines of a socialist plan (production
for need rather than profit} on a
capitalist economy, which is what
planning agreements amount to, is
bound to be hopeless while the
capitalists still hold the main levers of
economic power.”’ (Capitalist Crisis p
57).

Public ownership versus
controls

Then Glyn did not consider controls
versus ownership of industry as a mat-
ter for ‘discussion or evaluation’, when
he asserted that “‘only a programme of
nationalisation of all the major
monopolies would remove from the
capitalist class the crucial levers of
economic sabotage which are at pre-
sent concentrated in their hands.’”’
(Capitalist Crisis p 68).

In that pamphlet, Glyn attacked the
‘piecemeal way’ that the proponents of
the ‘Alternative Economic Strategy’
put forward their controls, making
them ‘“‘form an easy target for the
capitalist media’’ allowing them to con-
fuse the working class. In a nutshell the
‘crucial question’ is: is capitalism to
survive or is it not? The answer is not
clear from the proponents of the ‘Alter-
native Economic Strategy’ or from the
author of A Million Jobs a Year.

As Glyn said in the Militant pamphilet,
“*if one theme runs through the various
points of the Alternative Strategy it is
that they attempt to implant in a par-
tial fashion aspects of a full-blooded
socialist plan on what would remain
fundamentally a capitalist organism’’
(Capitalist Crisis p 68).

And in that earlier pamphlet, Glyn
was scathing of those who advocated
a step by step approach towards public
ownership and planning e,
“demonstrating through the process of
struggling to shape the development ot
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the economy, the justification and
eventual necessity for the full im-
plementation of Clause IV'’ —the words
Glyn uses in the Campaign Group pam-
phlet. He answered that approach in
the Militant pamphlet with: ‘“‘by at-
tempting to go part of the way towards
a socialist programme, this strategy is
not ‘transitional’ to such a programme,
but is transitional to a tremendous
disaster. An attempt simply to imple-
ment such a programme would be met
by the capitalists using the enormous
power left in their hands to sabotage
the government’s plans. The danger is
not just that the ideas of socialism
would be discredited in this way, but
that the economic chaos which would
result would pave the way for a reac-
tionary takeover on the basis of
crushing the organisations of the work-
ing class, as the Chilean experience
makes clear,’’ (Capitalist Crisis p 69).

That is the position which Marxists
hold to, even if Glyn has changed his
views since. A socialist leadership
must explain to the working class clear-
ly and from the beginning exactly what
is necessary in order to give them the
‘most direct way’ of controlling the
economy. That can only be a pro-
gramme of public ownership, under
workers’ control and management, of
the financial institutions and major in-
dustrial and commercial monopolies
(around 200 or so companies). If a
Labour government was to follow the
policies of the Campaign Group and
decide that it is not necessary ‘im-
mediately’ or at all to take over the
commanding heights, then it cannot
succeed in really controlling the
economy. And it will also confuse and
weaken workers’ resolve if it changes
its programme midstream after the
capitalists have been able to sabotage
the economy and prepare for political
reaction. In such a situation the advan-
tage is with the capitalist class while
they continue to hold the levers of
economic and political power.

The black history of Chile
demonstrates that a socialist govern-
ment with radical objectives to improve
the lot of working people, but with on-
ly partial measures of nationalisation
and workers’ control, leaves itself open
to a terrible defeat.

Perhaps another reason that the
Campaign Group pamphlet is unwilling
to spell out the need for a full blooded
socialigt plan for employment may be
because it too accepts the myth pro-
pagated by the Tories and the Labour
leaders that the British people do not
want socialism, if it means public
ownership. The Campaign Group may
want it themselves (or at least most of
them), but as the electorate does not,
it is necessary to water down what is
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necessary into what is acceptable.

Obviously there are some grains of
truth in the argument that nationalisa-
tion is not supported by British
workers—after all it is a dirty word
shunned by the present Labour leaders.
And the reason for that is the
bureaucratic implementation of public
ownership by previous Labour govern-
ments. Nationalisation has been used
to save loss-making capitalist in-
dustries and firms, to be then run and
controlled by unelected bureaucrats,
often the former failed capitalists, with
the main objective of ‘rationalising’ an
industry through redundancies which
the private employers did not dare do.
No wonder many people see no value
in public ownership.

Of course such nationalisation as we
have seen bears no relation to the
measures that would be introduced
under a socialist programme which
completely abolished the capitalist
system of production for profit. With
democratic workers’ control and
management of industry, workers
would be involved in drawing up the
plan for investment and production, ex-
panding resources and technique to
their full potential and enabling the full
employment of all those able to work.

A summary

Andrew Glyn in the Campaign Group
pamphlet ably spells out what extra
resources could be achieved by ending
the waste of unemployed workers, idle
capital equipment and plant, and by a
renewed programme of investment us-
ing the latest technology. For such
gains to be achieved it requires a plan
of production based on social owner-
ship under the control of the working
class; not on capitalism, however
restrained by ‘controls’ *’by one means
or another’’ (A Million Jobs a Year p
36).

If such a programme was campaign-
ed for by the Labour leaders it would
gain mass support. As Andrew Glyn
said in his Militant pamphlet, ‘it is not
in the least unrealistic to believe in the
success of such a campaign once the
issues are clearly explained’’ (Capitalist
Crisis p 80). Moreover, only such a bold
and clear explanation of the socialist
alternative would produce the
necessary resolve from the working
people to defeat the inevitable reaction
(including violent reaction) that would
come from the capitalist class when
they see their power under threat.
Anything less, as the proponents of the
‘Alternative Economic Strategy’ in the
past and the Campaign Group now
seem to think possible, is a recipe for
failure and terrible defeat by the forces
of reaction.

To summarise, we have argued that
the Campaign Group pamphlet’s prin-
cipal policy proposals are similar to
those advocated by the proponents of
the ‘Alternative Economic Strategy’ in
the 1970s and eary 1980s, namely
that a Labour government could direct
a capitalist economy in such a way as
to provide full employment and other
social needs by an extensive series of
controls over prices, investment at
home and abroad, and trade— without
the need to implement Clause IV and
abolish capitalist ownership of the
means of production.

We have argued against that view by
trying to show that controls have not
and will not work, especially if the
capitalist class is opposed to them. If
controls are weak to avoid antagonis-
ing financiers and industrialists, then
they will be ineffecive and fail to revive
investment and production for need —
as the experience of the socialist
government in France and in the early
1980s has proven.

If, on the other hand, controls are ex-
tensive and firmly applied by a Labour
government, or even look like being im-
plemented to threaten the profitability
of the capitalist class, then a Labour
government would meet the all out
resistance of the capitalist class to any
measures, using the media, the law and
eventually force to stop them being
applied.

Our argument here is: why advocate
a paraphernalia of regulations to con-
trol capitalism rather than abolish it, if
it still leaves a Labour government open
to a brutal attack threatening its sur-
vival? A clear campaign by the labour
movement for the implementation of
Clause IV by a Labour government
would also be resisted by the capitalist
in similarly vicious way, but a pro-
gramme of public ownership and
workers’ management of a socialist
plan would be much more likely to win
support from working people as it
would end the economic power of
capitalism in one stroke. Such a pro-
gramme, if properly explained, would
be much more likely to mobilise and en-
courage the organised working class to
defend a Labour government so that
the political power of the capitalist
class, in the last analysis, its state
machine was defeated or neutralised if
used against a democratically elected
government. Because at the end of the
day a socialist transformation and with
it full employment will not be achiev-
ed by having the correct set of
economic policies (controls or a
socialist plan), but by the willingness
and ability of working people to strug-
gle for it against a ruling class which
will not hand over its privileges without
a no holds barred fight.



Fifty years since the Moscow Purge Trials, 1936-38

Zinoviev and Kamenev

Written en route to Mexico from Norway, 31 December
1936. In Norway Trotsky had been interned for nearly four
months by the Norwegian Labour government, under
pressure from Moscow, in an effort to silence his exposure
as a frame-up the August 1936 show trial which ended with

THE YEAR that is now ending will go
down in history as the year of Cain.

In view of the warnings by Zinoviev
and Kamenev about Stalin’s secret
schemes and designs,, the question
may be asked whether intentions of the
very same kind did not arise in their
minds in relation to Stalin after they
found themselves cut off from all other
means of combat. Both of them made
no few turns and squandered no few
principles in the last period of their
lives. In that case why can’t we grant
the possibility that, despairing of the
consequences of their own capitula-
tions, they really did at a certain mo-
ment make a frantic turn toward terror?
Later, as part of their final capitulation,
they might have consented to meet the
GPU halfway and to entangle me in
their ill-starred designs, as a service to
themselves and to the regime with
which they once again sought to make
peace.

This hypothesis has entered the
minds of some of my friends. | have
weighed it from all sides, without the
slightest preconceptions or considera-
tions of personal interest. And each
time | came to the conclusion that it
was utterly unfounded.

Lenin's testament

Zinoviev and Kamenev are two pro-
foundly different types. Zinoviev is an
agitator, Kamenev a propagandist.
Zinoviev was guided in the main by a
subtle political instinct. Kamenev was
given to reason and analysing. Zinoviev
was always inclined to fly off at a
tangent. Kamenev, on the contrary, er-
red on the side of excessive caution.
Zinoviev was entirely absorbed by
politics, cultivating no other interests
and appetites. In Kamenev there sat a
sybarite and an aesthete. Zinoviev was
vindictive. Kamenev was good nature
personified. | do not know what their
mutual relations were in emigration. In

1917 they were brought close together .

for a time by their opposition to the Oc-
tober Revolution. In the first few years
after the victory, Kamenev's attitude
toward Zinoviev was rather ironical.
They were subsequently drawn
together by their opposition to me and,
later, to Stalin. Throughout the last thir-
teen years of their lives, they have mar-
ched side by side and their names were

printed here.

By Leon Trotsky

always mentionad together.

Despite all their individual differences
and in addition to their common school-
ing in emigration under Lenin’s
guidance, they were endowed with an
almost identical range of intellect and
will. Kamenev’s analytical capacity
served to complement Zinoviev's feel
for a situation; and jointly they would
explore for a common decision. The
more cautious Kamenev would
sometimes allow Zinoviev to carry him
along further than he himself wanted
to go, but in the long run they found
themselves side by side along the same
line of retreat. In the stature of their
personalities they were peers, and they
supplemented each other by their
dissimilarities. Both of them were deep-
ly and unreservedly devoted to the
cause of socialism. Such is the ex-
planation for their tragic union.

There are no compelling reasons for
me to take upon myself any political or
moral responsibility for Zinoviev and
Kamenev. Discounting a brief
interval— 1926-27 —they were always
my bitter adversaries. Personally, | did
not place much trust in them. Each of
them, to be sure, was Stalin’s intellec-
tual superior. But they lacked sufficient
character. Lenin had precisely this trait
in mind when he wrote in his “‘testa-
ment’’ that it was ‘'no accident’’ that
Zinoviev and Kamenev were opponents
of the insurrection in the autumn of
1917. They failed to withstand the
pressure of bourgeois public opinion.
When deep-going social shifts in the
Soviet Union began to crystallise, com-
bined with the formation of a privileg-

ed bureaucracy, it was ‘'no accident’’

that Zinoviev and Kamenev allowed
themselves to be swept away into the
camp of Thermidor (1922-26).

They far excelled their then allies, in-
cluding Stalin, in their theoretical
understanding of the processes taking
place. Herein lies the explanation of
their attempt to break with the
bureaucracy and to oppose it. in July
1926 at the plenum of the Central
Committee, Zinoviev declared that “‘on
the question of apparatus-bureaucratic
repression Trotsky was correct as
against us.”” Zinoviev, at that time,

the execution of the sixteen defendants, including the old
Bolsheviks, Zinoviev and Kamenev. It was not until he was
on the Atlantic that he was able to begin a systematic writ-
ten refutation of Stalin’s purge trials, including the article

acknowledged that his mistake in wag-
ing a struggle against me was even
““more dangerous’’ than his mistake in
1917! However, the pressure of the
privileged stratum reached overwhelm-
ing proportions. It was ‘‘no accident’’
that Zinoviev and Kamenev capitulated
to Stalin at the end of 1927 and car-
ried with them those who were
younger and less authoritative.
Thereafter they expended no little ef-
fort in denouncing the Opposition.
But in 1930-32, when the country’s
entire organism was convulsed by the
frightful consequences of the forced
and unbridled collectivisation, Zinoviev
and Kamenev, like so many other
capitulators, anxiously lifted their
heads and began discussing in
whispers among themselves the
dangers of the government’s new
policy. They were caught reading a
critical document which had originated
in the ranks of the Right Opposition.
For this terrible crime they were expeli-
ed from the party—no other charge
was brought against them!—and, to
top it off, wefe exiled. In 1933,
Zinoviev and Kamenev not only
recanted once again but prostrated
themselves before Stalin. No slander
was too vile for them to cast against
the Opposition and especially against
me personally. Their self-disarmament
rendered them completely helpless
before the bureaucracy, which could
henceforth demand of them any con-
fession whatever. Their subsequent
fate was a result of these progressive
capitulations and self-abasements.

Conduct at the trial

Yes, they lacked sufficient character.
These words, however, should not be
taken too simplistically. The strength
of any material is measured in terms of
the forces operating on it and tending
to destroy it. Between the beginning of
the trial and my internment (in Norway
at the end of 1936 —Ed) | had occasion
to hear tranquil petty-bourgeois people
complain to me: “It's impossible to
understand Zinoviev. H_g is so lacking
in character!”’” And my reply to them
was: ‘‘Have you yourselves experienc-
ed the full weight of the pressures to
which he has been subjected for a
number of years?’’ Unintelligent in the
extreme are the comparisons, SO
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widespread in intellectual circles, with
the conduct in court of Danton,
Robespierre, and others. Those were
the cases of revolutionary tribunes who
came directly from the combat arena
to face the knife of justice, still at the
height of their powers, with their
nerves almost unaffected, and—at the
same time— without the slightest hope
of survival after the trial.

Even more inappropriate are com-
parisons with Dimitrov's conduct in the
Leipzig trial, . To be sure, compared to
Torgler, Dimitrov made a favourable
showing by his resoluteness and
courage. But revolutionists in various
lands and especially in tsarist Russia
have shown no less firmness under in-
comparably more difficult conditions.
Dimitrov was facing the most vicious
class enemy. There was no evidence
against him, nor could there have been.
The state apparatus of the Nazis was
stilt in its formative stages, and not
adapted to totalitarian frame-ups.
Dimitrov had the support of the gigan-
tic Soviet state and the Comintern.
From all the corners of the earth the
sympathies of the popular masses
went out to him. His friends were pre-
sent at the trial. To become a “"hero”’
one need only have had ordinary
human courage.

But was this the situation of Zinoviev
and Kamenev when they faced the
GPU and the court? For ten years they
had been enveloped by clouds of
slander paid for in heavy gold. For ten
years they had been suspended bet-
ween life and death, first in a political
sense then in a moral sense, and lastly
in a physical sense. Can one find in all
past history examples of such
systematic, refined, and fiendish
destructive work upon the spines and
nerves, upon all the elements of the
human spirit? Zinoviev or Kamenev
would have had more than ample
character for a tranquil period. But our
epoch of tremendous social and
political convulsions demanded an ex-
traordinary firmness of these men,
whose abilities had secured them a
leading place in the revolution. The
disproportion between their abilities
and wills led to tragic results.

The history of my relations with
Zinoviev and Kamenev can be traced
without difficulty in documents, ar-
ticles and books. The Biulleten Oppozit-
sii (1929-36/ alone sufficiently defines
the abyss which decisively separated
us starting from the day of their
capitulation. Between us and them
there were no ties whatever, no rela-
tions, no correspondence, nor even any
attempts in this direction—there were
none nor could there have been. In my
letters and articles, | invariably advis-
ed the Oppositionists, in the interests
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of political and moral self-preservation,
to break ruthlessly with the
capitulators. Consequently, whatever
| am able to say concerning the views
and plans of Zinoviev—Kamenev for
the last eight years of their lives canin
no case be construed as the deposition
of a witness. But | have in my posses-
sion a sufficient number of documents
and facts which are easily verifiable. |
am so well acquainted with the par-
ticipants, their characters, their rela-
tions, and the entire background as to
be able to state with absolute
assurance that the accusation of ter-
rorism against Zinoviev and Kamenev
is from beginning to end a contempti-
ble, police-manufactured frame-up,
without an iota of truth in it.

“Lust for power”

The mere reading of the record of the
court proceedings confronts every
thoughtful person with the following
enigma: Who exactly are these extraor-
dinary defendants? Are they old and
experienced politicians, struggling in
the name of a definite programme and
capable of combining the means with
the end, or are they victims of an In-
quisition, with their conduct determin-
ed not by their own reason or will but
by the interests of the Inquisitors? Are
we dealing with normal people whose
psychology is internally consistent and
reflected in their words and actions, or
with clinical cases who chose the least
rational course, and who motivate their
choice by the most incongruous
arguments?

These questions apply above all to
Zinoviev and Kamenev. Just what
were their motives —motives that must
have been exceedingly powerful—that
guided them in their purported terror?
At the first trial in January 1935,
Zinoviev and Kamenev, while denying
their participation in the assassination
of Kirov, did acknowledge, by way

of compensation, their ‘‘moral respon-
sibility’’ for the terrorist tendencies,
and in doing so they cited as the incen-
tive for their oppositional activity their
desire ‘‘to restore capitalism’’. If we
had nothing else to go on but this un-
natural political ‘’confession,”” it would
be sufficient to expose the lie of
Stalinist justice. And indeed who can
believe that Kamenev and Zinoviev
were so frantically set upon restoring
the capitalism they had overthrown
that they were ready to sacrifice their
own as well as other heads to attain
this goal? The confession of the defen-
dants in January 1935 so crudely
revealed the hand of Stalin behind it
that the sensibilities of even the least
exacting ‘'friends of the Soviet Union”’
were jarred.

In the trial of the sixteen (August
1936) the “‘restoration of capitalism’’
is completely discarded. The impending
motive to terror is the naked “‘lust for
power’’. The indictment rejects one
version in favour of another as if it were
a question of alternative solutions to a
chess problem, with the interchange of
solutions made in silence and without
any commentaries. Following the state
prosecutor, the defendants now repeat
that they had no programme, but simp-
ly were seized by an irresistible desire
to capture the commanding heights of
the state, regardless of the price. But
we should like to ask: just how could
the assassination of the ‘‘leaders’’
have delivered power into the hands of
people who had managed through a
series of recantations to undermine
confidence in themselves, to degrade
themselves, to trample themselves in-
to the mud, and thereby forever to
deprive themselves of the possibility of
playing any leading political role in the
future?

If the goal of Zinoviev and Kamenev
is incredible, their means are still more
irrational. In the most carefully thought-
out depositions of Kamenev it is
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underscored with special insistence
that the Opposition had completely
isolated itself from the masses, had lost
its principles, and was thereby depriv-
ed of any hope of gaining influence in
the future; and it was for precjsely for
this reason that the Opposition came
to the idea of terror. It is not hard to
understand how advantageous such a
self-characterisation is to Stalin; it is his
order that is being carried out—that is
absolutely self-evident. But while the
depositions of Kamenev are suited for
the purpose of discrediting the Opposi-
tion, they are utterly unsuited for the
justification of terror. It is precisely in
conditions of political isolation that ter-
rorist struggle signifies swift self-
destruction for a revolutionary faction.
We Russians are only too well aware
of this from the example of Narodnaya
Volya (1879-83) as well as from the
example of the Social Revoiutionaries
in the period of reaction (1907-09).
Zinoviev and Kamenev were not only
brought up on these lessons, but they
themselves commented innumerable
times upon them in the party press.
Could they, Old Bolsheviks, have
forgotten and rejected the ABCs of the
Russian revolutionary movement only
because they wanted power so very
much? To believe this is utterly
impossibie.
‘Terrorists—without
ideals?’

Let us suppose for a moment,
however, that it actually occurred to
Zinoviev and Kamenev to hope to gain
power by a public disavowal of their
past, supplemented by a campaign of
anonymous terror. {Such a supposition
is equivalent in fact to declaring them
psychopaths!) In that case, what im-
pulses would have driven those who
carried out the terrorist actions, those
who inevitably would have had to pay
with their own heads for someone
else’s ideas? A hired killer who acts
with the assurance of immunity, given
in advance —that is believable. But ter-
rorists without an ideal or a profound
faith in their cause, offering themselves
up for sacrifice? —that is inconceivable.
In the trial of the sixteen, the Kirov
assassination is portrayed as a small
part of a vast plan for the extermina-
tion of the whole top layer of rulers.
What is presented is a systematic ter-
ror on an enormous scale. For the direct
work of assassination, many dozens,
if not hundreds, of fanatical, hardened,
self-sacrificing fighters would have
been necessary. Such people do not fall
from the sky. They have to be picked,
trained, organised. They have to be
thoroughly imbued with conviction that
the only salvation lies in terror. Beside

the active terrorists, reserves are need-
ed. These can be counted on only if
there are broad layers within the young
generation inspired with sympathy for
terrorism. Only by extensive propagan-
da in favour of terrorism can such
moods be created, and such a pro-
paganda effort would have an especial-
ly intense and passionate character,
because the entire tradition of Russian
Marxism goes against terror. This tradi-
tion would have to be broken down,
and a new doctrine counterposed to it.
If Zinoviev and Kamenev could not
have repudiated their entire anti-
terrorist past without saying a word,
even less could they have steered their
supporters toward this Golgotha
without a critica! discussion, without
polemics, without conflicts, without
splits, and—without denunciations
reaching the authorities. Such a drastic
ideological rearming, involving hun-
dreds and thousands of revolutionaries,
could not have failed, in turn, to leave
its traces in innumerable material ways
(documents, letters etc). Where is all
this? Where is the propaganda? Where
is the terrorist literature? Where are all
the echoes of the internal struggles and
debates? In the trial materials there is
not even a hint of all of this.

For Vyshinsky,, as for Stalin, the
defendants in general do not exist as
human personalities. Thus, any ques-
tion of their political psychology is also
lost sight of. When one of the accus-
ed tried to invoke his ‘‘feelings’’, which
he claimed prevented him from firing at
Stalin, Vyshinsky alleged in reply that
there were certain physical obstacles:
""These.. . . are the real reasons, the ob-
jective reasons, all the rest is
psychology.”” “‘Psychology’’! What an-
nihilating contempt! The accused have
no psychology: that is, they dare not
have any. Their confessions are not the
product of normal human motivation.
The psychology of the ruling clique,
through the mechanism of the Inquisi-
tion, totally subordinates the
psychology of the defendants to its
own devices. The trial is modelled after
some tragic puppet show. The accus-

ed are manipulated by strings, or,
rather, by the ropes around their necks.
There is no room for ‘‘psychology.’’

Nevertheless, without the
psychology of terrorism, terrorist ac-
tion is inconceivable!

Let us for a moment allow the
charges in all their absurdity: Driven by
their ‘‘lust for power,’”” the
capitulator —leaders become terrorists.
Hundreds of others are, in turn, so
swept up by Zinoviev and Kamenev's
““lust for power’’ that they, too, oblig-
ingly risk their necks. And all this—in
alliance with Hitler! The criminal work,
invisible, to be sure, to the unwary eye,
reaches unheard-of proportions: the
assassination of all the ‘‘leaders’’,
universal sabotage, and espionage are
organised. And this goes on for not just
a day or a month, but almost five years!
All under the mask of loyaity to the par-
ty! It is impossible to imagine more
hard-bitten, cold-blooded, ferocious
criminals.

Victims of the GPU

But then what? In late July 1936
these monsters suddenly renounce
their past and themselves and
pathetically confess one after the
other. None of them defend their ideas,
aims, or methods of struggle. They vie
in denouncing each other and
themselves. No evidence is in the pro-
secutor’s hands but the confessions of
the accused. YeSterday's terrorists,
saboteurs, and fascists now prostrate
themselves to Stalin and swear their ar-
dent love for him. What in the world are
these fantastic defendants—criminals?
psychopaths? alittle of both? No, they
are the clientele of Vyshinsky and
Yagoda, . This is what people look like
who have gone through the
laboratories of the GPU.

There is as much truth in Zinoviev
and Kamenev's tales of their past
criminal activity as in their protesta-
tions of love for Stalin. They died the
victims of a totalitarian system that
deserves nothing but condemnation!

L
Notes

1. This refers to revelations made by
Kamenev and Zinoviev to Trotsky, when
they split with Stalin and made a bloc with
the Left Opposition in 1926. During the
period of the ‘triumvirate’ of Stalin,
Kamenev and Zinoviev, Stalin had serious-
ly discussed the possiblity of physically
eliminating Trotsky by organising a terrorist
attack, desisting, as Zinoviev reported, on
one consideration only: ‘‘that the youth
would place the responsibility upon the
‘triumvirate’ or upon him personally, and
resort to terrorist acts. Stalin therefore con-
sidered it necessary to crush the cadres of
the opposition youth beforehand.’’

2. This refers to the 1933 trial by the Nazis
of Georgi Dimitrov, a Bulgarian communist
who had moved to Germany, and Ernst
Torgler, a German CP leader, who were tried
on charges of having set the Reichstag on
fire. hd
3. Andrei Vyshinsky (1883-1954)—a Men-
shevik from 1903-1920, when he joined the
Bolsheviks. Was chief prosecutor in the
Moscow trials.
4. Henry Yagoda (1897-1938)—As head of
the secret police, the GPU, was responsible
for organising the 1936 Moscow trials. But
he himself was made a defendant at the
1938 Purge Trial and was shot.
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Book Reviews

Policing
Industrial
Disputes —
1893-1985
By Roger Geary.
Published by
Methuen, 1986.

Reviewed by Chris Herriot
(Sacked Monktonhall miner)

POLICE VIOLENCE at Orgreave and
elsewhere in the course of the miners’
strike, took those on the receiving end
completely by surprise. Despite having
watched or even participated in the events
of the strikes of 1972 and 1974, Grun-
wicks, the Warrington dispute or the na-
tional steel strike, and witnessed state
brutality in action, most miners including
union officials or activists still had a
respect for the ‘guardians of law and
order’. The ‘excesses’ of the coal
dispute—cavalry charges, riot squads,
dogs, batons and ‘snatch squads’—put
paid to all that.

Policing Industrial Disputes, although
it adopts an academic approach, provides
a useful contribution on the nature of
police activities in industrial conflicts,
placing the role of the police in the
1984-85 miners’ strike in its historical con-
text. While it is often necessary to read
between the lines of what the author is
saying in order to draw out the important
lessons, nevertheless it becomes absolutely
clear from the book that the ruling class
and their agents strive continuously to
learn from every conflict in order to im-
prove and adapt the systems and in-
struments of repression.

Superficial method

Geary’s method of analysis is to map
out the ‘“‘changing nature of industrial
confrontation’’ since 1893, outlining 5 or
6 periods of time wherein a distinctive
“form of disorder’’ prevailed. Each
‘disorder’, he argues, was accompanied
by an ‘appropriate’ or ‘inappropriate
response’ from the state. While this is a
completely superficial approach to pro-
viding an understanding of the different
conditions involved in each struggle, the
economic background, the balance of
class forces etc, nonetheless Geary does
produce some interesting facts.

Apparently it was as late as the 1890’s
that it was still the task of the army rather
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than the small local police forces to in-
tervene in instances of social unrest,
under the control of a local magistrate.
However, since these magistrates tended
to be the local coal or mill owner, such
naked forms of repression had to be
replaced if the facade of a ‘liberal
democracy’ were to be maintained. While
it was possible to bring detachments of
Scots Greys into Liverpool to quell unrest
initially, when a conflict became
generalised rather than confined to a par-
ticular locality then the problem of troops
identifying with workers arose. Events
such as the ‘Featherstone shootings’,
where troops at the disposal of
coalowners murdered unarmed strikers,
alterted the capitalists to the dangers in-
herent in using the army at such as early
stage in class battles.

The military are the last line of defence
of the capitalist’s property and to com-
mit them in the field so early, with so lit-
tle provocation and without having first
carried out the necessary nation-wide pro-
paganda campaign is to take an enormous
risk. Further, use of the police could be
portrayed as defending ‘law and order’
whilst military intervention from the
outset can only be seen as outright strike
breaking by the state. Using police can
also have the effect of containing the con-
flict in a particular area. So the period of
1910-1914 is portrayed as a time of violent
picketing with physical assaults on
‘blacklegs’, which saw the use of the
police as the key instrument of social con-
trol with the army in readiness should it
be necessary.

It is clear that the capitalists were in a
state of fear that the strike movement of
the time would develop to threaten the
very fabric of society. This explains the
beginings of the extensive use of
intelligence-gathering against the labour
movement. During the 1914-18 war, the
‘Ministry of Munitions’ set up a ‘direc-
torate of intelligence’ to spy on unions in
arms factories and the army itself also
took a keen interest in industrial matters.
Of course the CID had to get in on the
act as well: Geary refers to ‘‘a meeting
of the Central ‘Stop the War’ Commit-
tee. The only two attendants were two
lady police spies, who entered into con-
versation, neither knowing the other’s oc-
cupation. At a subsequent election for
vacancies on the Committee both these
ladies were elected...’’! Finally, the
multiplicity of intelligence groups were
brought under one umbrella with Special
Branch in the role of co-ordinator.

Despite the 1926 General Strike, the
period up to 1945 is described by Geary
as being relatively free of violence—with
the exception of conflict with the fascists.
The lack of violence by pickets is put
down to ‘moderate’ trade union leader-

ship. Now we’re beginning to get to the
real point of the book as far as the author
is concerned—and its fundamental
weakness. From 1946 to 1980, we’re told
picketing was relatively non-violent. The
miners’ strikes of 1972 and 1974 are cited
as typical examples. Only ‘pushing and
shoving’ situations arose at mass pickets.
It was all kind of fun really, sporting. The
police responded with ‘symbolic confron-
tation’ ie they paraded their strength and
threatened and intimidated the strikers.
Of course, there was some genuine banter
and humour but, as the author himself
points out, the police are encouraged to
adopt this approach to lessen the
possibility of conflict. I would add that
it is also an excellent means of putting so-
meone off guard. Confrontation seldom
occurs when the police are heavily out-
numbered. But there was an outbreak of
violence in 1972 at Saltley Gate. And who
was in charge that day? Arthur Scargill,
the ‘revolutionary fanatic.’

1984-85 Miners’ strike

The final era is the current situation,
or at least, up to the end of the miners’
strike. Violence is the order of the day.
Scabs are beaten up. Property is damag-
ed and destroyed. It is a repeat of the first
stage of Geary’s ‘study’ when the masses
were a leaderless mob. Now, they are led
by a Marxist fanatic, ultra-lefts or else the
‘moderate’ leadership temporarily lose
control. If only Neil Kinnock had been
at the head of the miners. . . But, instead,
the miners were set on a disastrous course.
Geary concedes that the state was well
primed. The Ridley Report had seen to
the hiring of non-union lorry drivers, the
stockpiling of coal and so on. The police
had developed their tactics in the course
and aftermath of the inner-city riots of
1981. They reactivated the National
Recording Centre established following
the 1972 dispute. And Thatcher had
brought them over as soon as she had
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come to power in the form of a wage rise.
A much more sophisticated and efficient
state machine—intelligence and
surveillance and all—stood ready to do
battle with men and women whose only
weapon was the right to strike.

In fairness, apart from the disgusting
attempt to blame left leadership for the
few isolated acts of violence that did oc-
cur at the hands of the strikers, the book
does attempt to give something of an ex-
planation of the contributory factors that
may cause frustrated strikers to take
‘criminal’ action. However it must be
clearly understood that the vast bulk of
assaults and acts of violence were carried
out by the police on unarmed, passive
pickets. But an academic attempting to
balance reality against the fiction of the
state and the media is doomed to fall far
short of the mark. Nevertheless, the facts
and information contained in the book
make it well worth a read. For all its ob-
vious faults, it is a useful contribution to
the debate on the role of the police in in-
dustrial conflicts.

The Coming of
the Spanish Civil
War,

by Paul Preston.
Published by
Methuen, 1983,
£6.50.

Reviewed by Tim White

THE SPANISH revolution and civil war
of 1936-39 has an important place in the
history of the international labour move-
ment. While there are many books deal-
ing with the civil war itself they only touch
upon the period preceeding its outbreak.
The Coming of the Spanish Civil War fills
that gap.

There are many shortcomings in the
book as can be expected of a liberal
academic but it does contain much useful
information on the unfolding revolution
and its effect on the labour movement.

The defeats suffered by the working
class in Europe in 1933-34 had a profound
effect on the Spanish Socialist Party. The
victory of Hitler in Germany, with the 13
million strong Social Democratic/Com-
munist and trade union movement being
crushed without a shot being fired and the
February 1934 defeat of the Austrian
Social Democrats by Chancellor Dolfuss,
gave a grim warning of the intentions of
the capitalists internationally.

Police action at Wapmé

In Spain the Socialist/Republican
government was defeated by a right wing
coalition of Lerroux’s Radicals and Gil
Robles CEDA. As Lerroux manoeuvred
to bring the clerical reactionaries of
CEDA into his government, the former-
ly homogenous Socialist party, under
pressure from its rank and file, shifted
dramatically to the left splitting into
reformist and revolutionary tendencies.

‘Spanish Lenin’

Preston charts the development of the
Socialist party during and after their ex-
perience in the 1930-33
Republican/Socialist coalition which, in
the 2 years of its existence, solved none
of the problems of Spanish society, par-
ticularly the land hunger of the peasants.

Above: nght-wg Socialist F;ar.i.y leader, Negi Right: Largo Caballero.

Photo: Dave Sinclair

One example of the processes at work
within the Socialist party was the evolu-
tion of Largo Caballero. In the 1920’s
Caballero was quite content to be the
Minister of Labour in the military dic-
tatorship of Primo de Rivera, presiding
over the repression of Anarchists and
Communists. However, in the 1930’s,
under pressure from the rank and file
workers particularly in the Socialist trade
union federation, the UGT, Caballero
shifted radically to the left. He was even
hailed as ‘‘the Spanish Lenin’’ by his sup-
porters. Similiarly the Socialist youth
movement, the Juventudes Socialistas
Unificadas (JSU), Caballeros strongest
supporters demanded that the followers
of Trotsky in Spain around Adrés Nin
join the Socialist party to ‘‘Bolshevise’’
it, an episode that Preston touches upon
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in his book. It was a major mistake by
Nin that he did not take up the offer.

Meanwhile the hardened reformists
around Prieto and Bestieros tried
desperately to swim against the revolu-
tionary tide. It is this struggle that Preston
tends to sympathise with and therefore
the book should be read with that in
mind.

Also dealt with at some length is the
evolution of the semi-fascist CEDA (Con-

federacion Espanola  Derechas
Autonomas) and the conflict between
them and other forces on the far right ‘as
they moved in the direction of fascism.

There is a section which covers in con-
siderable detail the general strike and
Asturian Commune of 1934 when the
Socialist party moved to fight against the
attempts of Lerroux to bring Gil Robles,
leader of the CEDA, into the govern-
ment. This episode is dealt with in a

previous edition of the Militant Interna-
tional Review (Issue No 27 Autumn
1984).

All in all The Coming of the Spanish =
Civil War is well worth reading. Pro- -

viding that readers disregard the political
position of the author, they will get in-
formation that they might have to other-
wise search for high and low. From this

standpoint alone it is a _book to be”~

recommended.
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The British
worker question:
a new look at
workers and pro-
ductivity in
manufacturing

by Theo Nichols,
published by
Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1986 £8.95.

Reviewed by Bob McKee.

ARE BRITISH workers lazier than their
European, American or Japanese
counterparts? Or to be more accurate
without using tabloid press language: is
the relative economic decline of the
British economy in relation to its rival
capitalist economies, partly expressed in
a much lower rate of productivity growth,
caused by the British workers’ inefficien-
¢y, unwillingness to work, trade unionism
etc?

Theo Nichols sets out to answer these
questions in his book. And he clearly
wants to dispel the myth put forward by
the Tory press, capitalist economists and
sociologists, and even Labour leaders,
that poor productivity can be blamed on
the workers.

He does this by a painstaking analysis
of all the available evidence on the sub-
ject collected in various economic, social
and management studies. »

However, it is not easy to see exactly
what conclusions he reaches as a result of
his rather convoluted progress through
the evidence of others. At least this reader
did not find it easy. It may be rather old
fashioned but readers do like conclusions,
even if they are heavily qualified, but it
is difficult to grasp Nichols’, particular-
ly as the book appears to tack on some
chapters about the success or otherwise

46

of Thatcherism and then meander into
some commentary pieces unrelated to
what has gone before.

But this lack of summarised conclu-»

sions shouslg not put the reader off.his
book. Perseverance with Theo Nichols
produces some real nuggets of inform#:
tion that activists in the labour movement
can use to effect against Tories or
anybody else who says that Britain’s
economic mess is due to the lazy, strike
happy, over unionised British worker.

Nichols shows that those hoary old
arguments really are old. Even in 1901
The Times was arguing that Britain’s
relative decline, which was already well
underway by then, should be blamed on
the ““injurious effect of trade unionism’’.
Nichols demonstrates that it is part of
British capitalist ideology that their
employees work less hard than Japanese
and Germans and that even those liberals
who appear as friends of the labour
movement accept this as fact—they simp-
ly think it is good that British workers
have ‘chosen’ more leisure time over more
‘work’! Such is the brainwashing of the
media on this ‘fact’ that most people
when interviewed also accept it.

But if it was true, then as Nichols
points out, it must have been true for
nearly a century, because British produc-
tivity growth has lagged behind that of
the USA and Germany for all that time.
There must be a deeper explanation of the
decline of the British economy.

Low capital investment

Nichols examines the major economic
and sociological studies on British
workers productivity—by Pratten in
1976, CPRS in 1975 and Caves in 1980.
He exposes their evidence as biased to the
management view and reinterprets it to
develop vastly different conclusions from
the ones they drew; which can be sum-
marised as blaming low productivity on
restrictive practices and trade union
‘conservatism’,

Nichols brings up more compelling
reasons for Britain’s lower productivity:
the lack of a cheap labour pool of the size
availablé to Germany and Japan which
meant not only lower costs but also a
more subdued workforce amenable to

tougher working conditions. In Germany
capitalists forced their employees to work
“intensively to the point where fatalities
‘ and injuries at work were four times as
“high as in the UK. But conversely, Ger-
man workers were better trained
technically for their job, so raising their
productivity.

The studies of Pratten and Caves tried
to suggest that modern machinery made
no difference to British worker produc-
tivity, and that British capital investment
per worker was not lower than elsewhere.
Nichols disputes this, explaining how
Jnost of British investment on research
and development goes into projects for
the armed forces and not industry (four
times more than Germany and 18 times
more than Japan).

-British capitalists, fed on a diet of super
profits for decades from their colonial
markets, found it unnecessary to invest
in new techniques or to take advantage
of economies of scale by expanding plant
(the UK has on average the smallest size
of plants in the major industrial
economies). British management is less
skilled at organising its production, its
workforce and plant; and less able to
engineer and develop new innovations.

In his final chapters, Nichol deals with
the Tory attack of the 1980s on trade
unionism particularly on the shopfloor,
in big business’ attempt to raise produc-
tivity and profits by taking away the hard
earned rights of organised workers.

Quoting from a ‘much-cited’ article that.

appeared in Militant, he describes how
management’s drive for ‘flexibility’ on
the shopfloor is really aimed at the
destruction of workers conditions.

As it is, productivity has only risen
under the Tories because unemployment
has risen faster than production has gone
down. It has not been a result of increas-
ed investment or better organisation. And
nothing has really changed—German
capitalists pay higher wages and their
workers work less hours and have more
holidays, yet their costs per unit of labour
employed are lower than unit costs in Bri-
tain. Why? Because British industrial pro-
ductivity lags way behind that of
Germany—as it has done for nearly a
century.

N



Video Review ‘The Great Frame up’

1986 SAW the 50th anniversary of the
infamous purge trials —the systematic
removal by the Stalinist bureaucracy of
the last vestiges of the old Bolshevik
leadership of the Soviet Union. The
main person accused at these trials
was not present; Leon Trotsky was
already in exile, driven from the Soviet
Union by Stalin and his gangsters.

To commemorate the anniversary,
Militant produced much material on the
trials, including a half hour video, first
shown at the 1986 national Mifitant
rally. The video, The Great Frame-Up,
gives some insight into the political
fight taken up by Trotsky and the Left
Opposition, against the bureaucracy.

The video covers a period of sixteen
years: from the period of reaction, after
Lenin’s death in 1924, to the death of
Trotsky himself, in 1940. It explains
how the bureaucracy was born from
the degeneration of the victorious Oc-
tober Revolution and, most important-
ly, how the trials were sickening frame-
ups, judicial murders, carried out by the
bureaucracy to consolidate its rule over
the Russian working class. Finally, it
deals with the role played by Trotsky
in his fight to maintain the democratic
and internationalist traditions of
October.

The video is best used as an in-
troduction to a discussion at a Marxist
Discussion Group or even an LPYS
meeting on the trials. However, the
video is no substitute for the books,
pamphlets and articles that are now

available on the Moscow Trials. The
video gives a taste of the experiences
of the old Bolsheviks. It cannot replace
the benefits to be made by actually
reading the different material on the
trials.

While 1986 saw the anniversary of
the Moscow Trials, 1987 ushers in the
70th anniversary of the great October
Revolution. Over the next year, readers
should look to organising local
meetings around the question of both
the revolution and the show trials. The
series of articles in the Militant, **Old
Bolsheviks Remembered’’, can form
the basis of discussion in Marxist
Discussion Groups. M/R debates with

Review by David Kaplan

supporters of the Russian bureaucracy
in the labour movement, such as the
Morning Star —now controlled by the
pro-Moscow Communist Campaign
Group—can also be organised, again to
bring to light the atrocities carried out
by the bureaucracy in the names of
Marx and Lenin.

Systematic planning of discussions,
leading up to local rallies in October
commemorating the Russian revolu-
tion, will benefit readers in clarifying
the questions raised by this valuable
video on the trials.
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Booknotes

By Bob McKee

NEW TITLES received for review this
quarter by the Militant International
Review include The Value Dimension,
edited by Ben Fine, and published by
Routledge and Kegan Paul at £6.95.
Marx’s value theory and his analysis of
the contradictions inherent within the
capitalist system of production came
under attack from the capitalist
economists as soon as Capital was
published. The economist who paid most
attention to Marx’s theories was E Von
Bohm Bawerk, an Austrian apologist for
capitalism who launched an attack soon
after the publication of Volume 3 of
Capital.

In recent years the attack on Marxist
economics has come not just from
capitalist economists like Samuelson and
Joan Robinson, but also from some
economists who consider themselves
socialists and even Marxists but who
follow the ideas of David Ricardo, the

classical capitalist economist of the early
19th century who developed a labour
theory of value. These neo-Ricardians,
like Piero Sraffa and more recently Ian
Steedman, have attempted to argue that
Marx’s value theory is either wrong or ir-
relevant or both.

In collecting into one book some im-
portant articles by economists defending
Marx, Ben Fine has made another useful
contribution to the debate—in addition
to the books he and others have publish-
ed over the last decade which have helped
to clarify many of the issues.

But this book may not be the place to
start for a reader unfamiliar with the
arguments. In a series of articles in the
future, the MIR hopes to explain the
latest developments in this battle over
economic theory and bring out its prac-
tical relevance to the struggle for
socialism.

Also from Routledge and Kegan Paul,
as part of the series of paperbacks reprin-
ting essays on themes that have been
debated in the journal, Economy and
Society, our review office has received
Soviet Industrialisation and Soviet
Maturity, edited by Keith Smith, and

Economic Calculation and Policy Forma-
tion, edited by Grahame Thompson, both
priced at £6.95.

From Verso has come The Meaning of

- the Second World War by Ernest Mandel,

£6.95. This is just a ‘pot boiler’ of the
causes and conflicts of the events of
1939-45. It is not clear why it was writ-
ten except perhaps to clear out a few
cobwebs still clinging to the inside of the
author’s head. Understanding Capital by
Duncan K Foley, published by the Har-
vard University Press at £7.25, is a clear
and succinct account of Marx’s economic
theory, dealing with all the latest debates
with the neo-Ricardians and providing a
useful list of further reading. Maybe a
place to start for a reader not familar with
Marxist economics.

Certainly not recommended are An In-
troduction to Karl Marx by John Elster
and the companion Karl Marx: A Reader,
edited by Elster, both published by the
Cambridge University Press at £5.95 and
£6.95 respectively. Why somebody who
writes that ‘‘Scientific socialism is dead’’
feels himself competent to edit a selection
of Marx’s writings remains a mystery.
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