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As US tells Kinnock to toe NATO line
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IRELAND:
Dialogue

with Sinn
Fein

Five pages of discussion on Ireland
today. Pages 5-9.

NO BOMB, Go
NO U BASES!

SMARMY David Steel having
private discussions with the
Tories about possible Liberal/
SDP support for a Tory-domina-
ted government after the next
election.

The American Defence Secretary
going on British television to wag his
finger disapprovingly at the Labour
Party over its policy on nuclear
weapons. Denis Healey coming out
with a veiled attack on Labour’s mili-
tary policy.

What does it all add up to?

It means that all these people think
that Labour is going to win the next
election and they are out either to stop
it or to neuter and tame it.

Conspire

The Tories and the Alliance conspire
in private to snatch the fruits of elec-
toral victory out of Labour’s hands.

Weinberger adds his considerable
weight to the scare tactics of the
Tory press, designed to convince the
electorate that Labour will leave Brit-
ain defenceless, and therefore that
they should not vote Labour.

At the same time Weinberger is
signalling that the Pentagon takes the
prospect of a Labour victory seriously
and views with alarm the idea that Lab-
our might implement its declared
policy of unilateral nuclear dis-
armament.

Weinberger is thereby calling on -

America’s friends in Britain to stand
up and be counted. So Denis Healey
— for long the nearest thing to an
official spokesman for US international
policy in mainstream British politics —
has begun to stand up where he can
be counted (after a track-covering
speech against Weinberger).

Neil Kinnock's first response to the
arrogant US capitalist attempt to inter-
fere in British politics has been to
stick his chest out and declare that
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BLACK
MINERS

FIGHT

[BACK

Vil

NUM members saiute their comrades killed in the Kinross disaster.

A representative of the South
African National Union of Mine-
workers told Socialist Organiser:

*“The union has called for a
day of action to protest at what
happened at Kinross {mine), and
has received support from
COSATU (the giant union federa-
tion) and other democratic organ-
isations.

““Most miners are expected to
take the day off, and workers in
other industries will have stop
pages or meetings in support of
the NUM's campaign for decent

safety provision in the
mines — and to commemorate
those killed at Kinross’".

182 workers died in a mine dis-
aster at Kinross, and the
NUM'’s day of mourning is due
on 1 October.

GENCOR

Gencor, the most right-wing of
South Africa’s mining houses
and owner of Kinross, has
agreed to the day of mourning.
Other - mining houses have
agreed to five minutes’ silence.

PR

A company-organised memorial
service last week was widely
boycotted by miners, angry at
the low safety standards that led
to those and many previous
deaths.

NUM’s capacity to campaign
over safety issues is severely
curtailed by company restrictions
on their access to information. i

Kinross was only opened for
inspection afier 13 days, by
which time it was difficult to do
the examination properly. Gen-

Tn to page 12




Jane Ashworth restarts our regular
column from Socialist Students in
NOLS with a report on the cam-
paign plans of the National Union
of Students (NUS).

Over the last couple of weeks the threat
of a loans system replacing the grant
has grown. The committee of Univer-
sity Principals are now in favour of
loans while the Department of Educa-
tion under Baker and Waldren is
‘reviewing’ student financial support,
a review which cannot possibly do any-
thing positive for students.

Unfortunately NUS has decided to
make a submission to this review, giv-
ing it credibility and revealing once
again that the Democratic Left leaders
of NUS and Labour Students actually
believe in negotiating with the Tories
rather than organising direct action.

At last Sunday’s NUS executive,
SSiN supporters proposed that NUS
should reorganise its campaigning
priorities to make student financial
support this term’s priority. Other-
wise, we argued, the government may
gain “‘an unncessary and perhaps un-
assailable advantage in the loans
debate’’.

We proposed that the NUS Day of
Action on November 12 centres on
students money and the cuts; produc-
ing good publicity for further and
higher education colleges, linking our
demands together into campaign char-
ters. In the list of things to fight for
in the charter would be £35 a week
minimum for all students, full trade
union rates of pay for YTS trainees, no
loans, and demanding colleges refuse
to implement cuts or participate in loan
schemes. To follow this through we
proposed a national demonstration.

In their customary democratic
manner the Democratic Left voted that
the motion be not put. However there
will be a day of action on the 12th, with
details to be sorted out later!

Other key items of interest from the
National Executive meeting were the |
SSiN motions on South Africa and on

democracy.

Every year the National Executive :

submits a report and plan to NUS con
ference for voting on. We proposed
that other Executive members should
have the right to present alterna
tives to help the debate on perspectives
for NUS. This was not only voted down,
but laughed out of court!

So much for the idea that Labour
Students run organisations in an open
and democratic manner, encouraging
debate and discussion.

In the South Africa motion, SSiN
proposed that Moses Mayekiso was
adopted by NUS. Moses spoke at NUS
conference and is ‘detained in South
Africa for his anti-apartheid activities.
We also proposed that NUS should
donate £100 and send a letter of sup-
port to the EAWTU strikers at
Plesseys. This motion was voted down!
Adrian Long who is responsible for
South African work didn’t say what he
had against it, but rather he proposed a
motion resolving to ‘‘continue to high-
light the role of the non-racial demo-
cratic trade union movement in the
campaigning work of NUS’. Which
would be all very well, but if that
doesn’t include helping detained trade
unionists or supporting strikers, then
what does it mean?

For details about Socialist Students
in NOLS and its AGM to be held at City
Poly on 19 October, write to SSiN,
54a Peckham Rye, London SE15.
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Neil Kinnock at the opening session. Photo: John Harris, IFL

Labour conference: what they say

Tony Benn

The NEC election results are
sad, personally, because Eric Heffer
is a fine comrade, a good socialist,
a man of great integrity and cour-
age, a trade unionist, a Member of
Parliament, and a colleague of mine
in government.

Funnily enough he got on the
National Executive in 1975 when
he walked out of the government
because he was opposed to the
Common Market. He was thrown
off because he walked out of the
conference in support of the
Liverpool councillors. That’s Eric
Heffer.

It’s the product of a long cam-
paign by the Labour Coordinating
Committee and others to get rid of
him. But he‘s taken it, as you
would expect, as a political and not
a personal judgement.

1 shall miss him very much. But
at the same time, given the fact that
in the last 12 months on the NEC
about 70% of our work has been
spent on discipline, and the rest on
policy, I suppose in a sense it’s
losing less than if he had been de-
feated a few years ago. Then the
NEC really did develop policies and
put them before conference.

Those days are over — for the
moment, not for ever.

The conference is an eve-of-poll
rally, and has to be seen in. that
context. Everyone wants to win
and get rid of Mrs Thatcher, but
under the surface you can tell from
the reception to some of the argu-
ments put forward — on policing,
and so on — that the Labour Party
has not changed in any way. But
people are putting their argument
in a way that is compatible with an
eve-of-poll rally.

It is very early to say what
impact the Campaign Forum has
had. We’re lucky, in a sense, that
because the spotlight of publicity
has been turned off us — they've
been trying to kill us by ignoring
us, whereas in the past they tried to
kill us by misrepresentation. That’s
given us time to organise, and to
organise in a way that will build
foundations before they’re tested.

I think we should be campaign-
ing directly to the public. We must
not be inward looking. We must get
the case across on NATO, on unem-
ployment, on rebuilding the social
services, on real industrial demo-
cracy, freedom for trade unions and
SO on.

These are the issues we should
be campaigning on.

At Gecie S oraik oy L I

Joan
Maynar

'he question of tra

ballots being enforceable by law is
extremely important. I think it’s a
matter for trade unionists to decide
— whether to have ballots and on
what issues.

We’ve already had examples of
workers having ballots under the
present law. The print workers and
at Keatings in Sheffield, the work-
ers have followed the letter of the
law, had their ballots — and still
been dismissed.

I think we need to confront the
Labour. leadership and open a
debate on this. When it happens,
there’s no doubt in my mind that it
will be just the same under a
Labour government as under the

Tories. ;

Also I'd like to see a commit-
ment to start reopening pits instead
of closing them.

The fact that both Eric Heffer
and Margaret Beckett have been
kicked off the NEC will make it
more difficult for us on the NEC
next year. But the fact that the
conference has already overturned
the platform twice so far — once
on the Minister for Women having a

Keetons call for backing

Keetons Deputy Convenor Mark
Simpson spoke to Socialist Organ-
iser:

“We’ve had a little bit of trouble

Vospers

THE AUEW, TASS and GMBATU
have given official backing at nat-
ional level to the 3-week old strike
by 2000 workers at Vosper Thorn-
eycroft’s Woolston shipyard in
Southampton.

Two other Confed unions are
expected to follow suit.

The dispute started over the
sacking of 6 workers, including
3 shop stewards, as the first of
300 compulsory redundancies an-

unced recently.

to a continuing ‘rationalisa-
tion’ programme. 350 jobs were
axed initially.

But orders did not materialise,
or were cancelled.
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with a transport company going
under the name of S&H Transport,
Tinsley Park Road. They’re cross-
ing our picket lines and shifting our
goods.

“To win we must maintain our
solidarity.

“A lot of people are supporting
us. The main thing they’re doing
is offering us financial aid but what
we are asking them to do is to take
the facts back to their workplace
and see if they can’t do something
— there i.e. stopping any work
going to Keetons, blacking any
Keetons products that may be
going to them — any form of sup-
port really — preferably something
that can stop the dispute and not
just finance it.

“For example, we went down to
Wolverhampton. While we were
there we got in touch with a com-
pany that deals directly with Kee-
tons, TI Seamless, and the follow-
ing day their convenor phoned and
told us that there was 300 tonnes
of work being prepared ready to go
to Keetons. If we wished he'd
stop this work coming to us. Obvi-
ously we did ask him to-do all he

could to stop that work and any
future work coming to Keetons
until the dispute was settled. Since
then Keetons Managing Director
spoke to the management down
at Wolverhampton and asked them
the whys and whegefores and Wol-
verhampton management them-
selves told him there will be no
work for Keetons till the dispute is
over.”

Send donations and messages of
support to: Keetons Strike Com-
mittee, AEU House, Furnival Gate,
Sheffield S1 3HE.

Tel: 0742-769041.

Kenure

by Dion D'Souza
Nearly 50 people turned up for the
picket on 26 Sep. called in support
of the locked out Kenure workers,
who are officially backed up by
the AEU.

Food parcels were handed out
by the Camden Black Workers
Group' and " donations aré being

cabinet place, and on education —
and the reaction to Tony’s speech
this mormning to conference, shows
that there is a real uneasiness about
the way things are going.

“What the Left has to do now is
to stay united, and to. make
demands on the next Labour gov-
ernment.

B_ob Clay

The block vote may well be
going one way, but there are clearly
still a lot of people at the confer-
ence who are concerned about
what will happen when the presen-
tational image is tested in the harsh
reality of trying to govern in a

capitalist society.

collected by the union.

Friday 26 September was the
date the management had set for
closure. The union thinks this is
more than an idle threat but as the
boss refuses to negotiate they are
being kept in the dark. It is claimed
that the Feltham plant is .2sing
over £100,000 a year. The wo1kers
have no way of knowing how true
this is and find it a bit surr rising as
new machinery was bought quite
recently.

The union must step up the cam-
paign by:

*QOrganising a boycott of Kenure
products — certain Raleigh and
BMX bikes, Philips Diffuser, Sun-
beam Jug, etc.

*Boycott all possible movement
of sold-off machinery. \

*Demand that the firm’s books
be opened for inspection.

Send urgent donations to: Ken-

.ure Warkers’.Support.Eund, ¢/o.18. .
‘. Staines Road,  Hounslow TW3.3J8."."




Ireland: time
for dialo

pares to debate Ireland (Thursday)
we give over a large part of Socialist
Organiser to a discussion on North-
em Ireland and particularly of the
Anglo-Irish Agreement.

For Northern Ireland and what
we want to do about it is one of the
central questions now facing the
British labour movement.

The old Northern Ireland Protes-
tant Home Rule state broke down
in anti-Catholic pogroms a full 17
years ago and the British army has
been shoring it up ever since. The
war in Northern Ireland between
the IRA on one side and the British
Army, the Ulster Defence Regiment
and the Royal Ulster Constabulary
on the other has now been raging
for 15 years of bloody impasse.

It is of the very greatest impor-
tance that the labour movement
studies Northern Ireland and
understands why.

\
‘ This week, as the Labour Party pre-
\
\

Typical

There are two typical ways, both
of them wrong and harmful, in
which the British labour movement
relates to Ireland — what might be
called the Right’s defend-the-status-
quo approach and the Left’s rom-
antic incomprehension of the com-
plex reality of the Six Counties,

The Right and the Kinnock ‘left’
have used the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment, signed last November, as an
excuse to restore Labour-Tory
bi-partisanship on Northern Ireland.

Labour is still officially commit-
ted to a united Ireland, but Neil
Kinnock and his team have gone all
down the line for Thatcher’s Anglo-
Irish Agreement — an agreement
which does no more than tinker
with the problem and has so far
only succeded in stoking up an
immense Protestant backlash.

For Kinnock and company, the
Anglo-Irish Agreement was, of
course, only an excuse. They are
preparing for government and have
taken up the posture of responsible
statesmen willing to use as much
repression as necessary and to play
the role of jailors and policemen
in Northern Ireland just as the last
Labour government did.

That’s one reason why they
are making such an outcry against
Labour councillors meeting a dele-
gation of elected Sinn Fein council-
lors on a visit to Britain. But they
caused no fuss when Michael Foot
did private dirty deals with Orange
bigots like Ian Paisley and Harold
MacCusker to keep Callaghan in
power.
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Essentially the right don’t care
about Ireland. The left cares. But
the left’s inability to make sense of
Northern Ireland — except by
pretending it’s just one more
uncomplicated colonial revolt — is
well exemplified in the open letter
from the Labour Committee on
Ireland to Neil Kinnock which is
published in last week’s Socialist
Action,

EDITORIAL

Under the guise of talking to
Neil Kinnock, the open letter is
addressed to the ‘average’ Labour
Party member. Preposterously it
says — it doesn’t argue — that an
immediate British withdrawal is the
road to “peace” in Northern Ire-
land. Who is this aimed at’ No
member of the Labour Party who
can even watch a television is stupid
enough to believe this. It will only

convince people who don’t know
where '‘Northern Ireland is on the
map — or who don’t care what
happens in Ireland. Britain should
withdraw from Northern Ireland —
but if Britain withdraws without a
political settlement the result will
be neither a peaceful Northern Ire-
land nor a united Ireland but a
sectarian civil war and the reparti-
tion of Ireland into Catholic and
Protestant states.

_ The truth is that the Labour
leadership and the day-dreaming
romantic left complement each
other. It is politics like those of

the LCI’s open letter which have

rendered the left impotent and
irrelevant and incapable of affect-
ing events throughout the long
years of the protracted Catholic
revolt.

One of the most striking things
in the last dozen or more years is
just how little real discussion there
" = been about Ireland in the press
of the Marxist left. In fact there has

9

been almost no discussion — oui-
side the pages of Socialist Organ-
iser.

There has been much ialk on the
left of a “dialogue with Sinn Fein™.
But most of the hard left now just
mimic and parrot Sinn Fein — and
nobody has ever yet succeeded in
having a worthwhile dialogue with
a parrot.

There has been contact with
Sinn Fein — and cynical careerists
like Ken Livingstone have tried to
use much-publicised contact with
Sinn Fein to gather votes from the

Irish community in Britain — but

of dialogue there has been little or
none. That is why we think this
week’s SO is an important — and
we hope timely — contribution.
The feature on pages 5 to 9

constitutes one of the few dialogues

Sinn Fein has had with any part of
the British left. We hope it can help
create a new and more productive
approach, breaking from the two
old blind alleys.

A sick system in need
of replacement

Capitalism is sick. British capitalism’
is riddled with disease. Britain’s
official unemployment rate is 12%;
other big Western economies range
from 7% in the US to 20% in Italy.
Even the US figure means that
many inner-city areas are pauper
wastelands, where youth have prac-
tically no chance of a job.

11 million people in Britain are
on or below the official poverty
line (supplementary benefit level);
33 million are officially poor in the
us.

The EEC is destroying surplus
food and cutting aid while at least
335 million people in the Third
World do not have enough to eat.

While millions rot in poverty
and despair, a small minority is
getting richer and richer. Money-
ed people will make about £1

billion instant profit from the
Trustee Savings Bank sell-out. In
1985 stock exchange investors not-
ched up total gains of £32 billion.

About £50 billion of currencies
is traded each day in the City of
London. A cross-current or eddy in
this dizzying whirl of money could
turn the present slump into a crash.

Inhumanity

The inhumanity of a society
based on the drive for profit be-
comes clearer every day. When pro-

fits are too low, factories are shut,

and jobs are replaced by machines.

The world economy is more
interlinked than ever; yet it re-
mains divided by outdated national

frontiers, and dislocated by the
competition between capitalist
nations.

The answer is:

*Common ownership of all
major enterprises, so that produc-
tion can be organised for need, not
profit, under democratic workers’
control. Expand public services.
Start a big programme of training
and retraining at union rates of
pay. Cut the working week to share
out jobs.

*In place of the competition of
capitalist nations, a United Socialist
States of Europe.

Labour’s leaders are not pro-
posing anything anywhere near
such a policy. Instead, they are
more concerned to convince City
bigwigs that their economic plans
are respectable, moderate, and
“good for Britain™.

Labour needs a coherent left
wing fighting not only on issues of
nuclear power, internal party demo-
cracy, or NATO, but on the central
issue of tackling capitalism.

Wez

The cost
of living

By Jean Lane

. Driving into a garage the other day
. to check the air pressure in my
. tyres I discovered that air is no
. longer free. Instead of the usual
: pump, I found a slot machine on
. the wall with British Heart Founda-
. tion written on it; 10p for a
. minute’s air. Feeling a little dis-

gruntled at being forced to give to
charity without being asked, I
though of driving to the next garage
to get my right to free air.

Then, ‘“‘cheap-skate” I thought
to myself. “Put the money in the
‘box and stop moaning”.

That was two weeks ago. Ever
since then the surgeon Magdi

Yacoub, who gave a ten-week old

boy the chance of life by perform-

: ing a heart-lung transplant on him,
: has had to justify his actions on TV
: and in the press. Instead of being
. celebrated for saving a life he has
. been pilloried for spending so much
. money.

Apparently, with the amount

spent on the 575 heart-lung trans-
. plants so far, almost 2000 patients
- could have had coronary by-pass

surgery or 4000 people could have
had hip replacement operations.
One baby’s life against four with
heart disease or eight with arthritic
hips. Which slot would you have
chosen for your money?

Worth

The woman last week, who was

‘kept on a life-support machine

till her baby was born, also had
pounds and pence ticking up on the
screen by her bed rather than heart-
beats. Maybe life-support machines
should be on a meter too? 50p for
ten minutes. A bit rough if you run
out of small change when the tick-
ing stops but at least you'd know
how much your life was worth.
wouldn’t you?

It’s a strange kind of accounting
that tots up the value of one life
against others. Either one baby or
four other people. Either one mo-
ther and child or several other des-
perately needed operations, long
waited for,

Ah, but, the cry goes up, the
money’s got to come from some-
where. That’s true. Doesn’t grow
on trees you know. Maybe my 10p
worth of air went some way to pay-
ing for all the operations needed
rather than a choice having to be
made. But don’t my taxes and rates
pay for that?

Yes. But if we spent that money
on health, who would pay the inter-
est charges to banks and building
societies; institutions well-known
for being badly in need of funds?
Worse, who would pay for the
defence budget, or the arming of
our police with plastic bullets and
riot shields? A ‘baby’s life is surely
not more important than protect-
ing- our democracy from the com-
mies without or the commies
within.

Well, it’s nice to know we’ve
got our priorities right. We can lie
in our beds safe in the knowledge
that any attack from the Russians
will be thwarted and that the police
are out there maintaining law and
order; safe in the knowledge that
our bank managers won’t go
hungry. Who, then, could begrudge
a little 10p piece here and there for
the luxury of saving a child’s life?

Slot machines aren’t such a bad
idea after all, Let’s put one on
Maggie’s private jet so we tot ug
the value of her trips to d
defence with the saviour m
democracy. Just make you've
got enough 50ps to ecross'the Atlan-
tic, Mag!
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News
and soap

Remember the good old days when
the papers were full of silly trivial
stories about real people?

Twin sisters who meet for the
first time since childhood and find
they both married gas engineers...
and on the same day; men who
eloped with their mothers-indaw;
vicars having affairs with church
organists... you know the sort of
thing.

These days the ‘popular’ press
is full of silly trivial stories about
imaginary people.

Or to be more precise, real
people better known as imaginary
people: soap opera stars.

Elsie Tanner belatedly achieved
the status of a real person by dying
under the name of Pat Phoenix.
Now we. have Dirty Den, Angie,
Michelle, Lofty et al filling the
pages of the tabloids with their
various fascinating escapades on
and off the screen. The excitement
had been almost too much to bear
on Thursday evening as the follow-
ing morning’s Mirror reported:
“Millions of EastEnders fans were
left waiting at the Church last
night. They thought they would
find out whether unmarried mum
Michelle would marry her new boy-
friend Lofty — or jilt him.

“But at the end of the pro-
gramme, Michelle was still waiting
at the entrance to the church™.

ress
GANG

By Jim
Denham

The Star went one better on the
same day with its front page story
“My real fella — Michelle leaves us
guessing’’. They had got hold of an
“exclusive picture” of actress Susan
Tully, (who plays Michelle, by the
way), “hand in hand with a
mystery beau”. Well at least we’re
now back in the world of real live
people...or are we? The Star (mast-
head slogan — The facts, not the
fiction) continued: “Michelle
wouldn’t say who he was. But
lunch-time shoppers gazed in
amazement as they smooched,
kissed and cuddled.”

Hold on a second! I thought we
were talking about Susan Tully,
the actress, the real live person,
not Michelle, the fictional charac-
ter. Michelle wouldn’t be smooch-
ing with a mystery beau — in Isling-
ton, of all places — because she is
going to marry Lofty.

Or is she? In Saturday’s Mirror,
Hilary Kingsley suggested having a
flutter on the outcome of the
Michelle/Lofty/Dirty Den cliff-
hanger. Kingsley even gave us her
odds on the “Wedding Stakes™.

*5 to 2 Michelle ‘will go through
with it, and they will live happily
ever after — or at least for several
episodes more.

*4 to 1 she will panic, rush from
the church and say she will remain
a schoolgirl; and so on.

I won’t dwell for too long on the

obvious question: what the hell are
“newspapers” presumably aimed at
grown-ups, doing devoting space
(even front page leads) to this kind
of stuff? After all, we all know that
the soaps are a plot by the bour-
geois lackeys at the BBC and ITV
deliberately intended to lull the
working class into a false sense of
security and to dull their revolu-
tionary fervour with the opiate of
escapism: don’t we?

So what could be more natural
than to draw the capitalist press
into the conspiracy in a fiendishly
cunning plot to completely disor-
ientate the masses by pretending
that the fictional characters are in
fact real people?

I am now monitoring the effects
of this conspiracy on a systematic
basis. So any readers who meet
workers who have been duped by
this media conspiracy — or who
even experience moments of con-
fusion themselves — please con-
tact me at once. I'll be in the
lounge bar of the Vic with Jeff
from the Star. He’s Den’s only
true friend, you know.
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ON THE first day we had a very
pleasant surprise, when Neil Kin-
nock, who had campaigned very
hard on the NEC against having a
Minister for Women in the cabinet,
was defeated by conference. It
augured well for a good week.

But sadly, it wasn't so good yes-
terday, when Khan and Scally did
not get the 500,000 votes which
would have overturned their expul-
sion. Notwithstanding that, I don’t
think that without the campaign
that has been waged up and down
the country on behalf of Khan and
Scally they would have got any-
where near that 2.7 million that
was registered.

We shall have to continue that
campaign, both on the NEC and
outside to ensure their reinstate-
ment.

The right were expecting a few
more scalps in the NEC elections
today — I think they fully expec-
ted to get rid of Joan Maynard.
Serious attempts have been made to
get rid of me, because I'm seen as
something of an embarrassment,
because I’m next in line along with
Kinnock, for vice-chair. That didn’t
succeed,

The sad fact is that Eric, who in
recent years has played a more
major left wing role than in some
previous years, has suffered for tak-
ing part in the fight against the
witch-hunt,

Right-wing

On the trade umion section
where the UCATT representation is
very right wing, the results will
assist the leadership in their built-in
right wing majority on th. NEC.

The size of the vote to expel
the Militant supporters must have
been influenced by the fact that
they didn’t speak. No fool in Chris-
tendom would accept that five
minutes to defend yourself against
a year long attack is sufficient. But
not withstanding that, they could
have devised a system where each
oné ~ could hdve put forward a

Drive out the Tories:

By Dennis Skinner MP

different point in 35 minutes of
concentrated argument against the
witch-hunt.

Or perhaps they could have
devised a system to explain that
they would have preferred to use a
35 minute speech; say to confer-
ence ‘we’re sorry you haven’t had a
chance to hear us, but we think you
ought to hear us properly before
you make this move.’

That’s two options. It’s almost
certain that some conference dele-
gates were influenced by their non-
appearance.

Witch-hunt .

There are two ways of looking at
what’s going to happen with the
witch-hunt — as to whether the
leadership want to see the party
torn by internal dissension. One
thing is certain — there are enough
people around in the party and I'm
included, who are not going to sit
back and see good socialists driven
out of the party.

I'm going to spend this next
year, like the last one, speaking to
party activists up and down the
country explaining that our job is
to drive the Tories out of office,
and not to drive socialists out of
the Labour Party.

Where there are ideological dif-
ferences, it is a question of internal
debate and discussion., I've no
intention of reshaping my views as
a result of the debate yesterday.

I believe that the National Con-
stitutional Committee is a step
backwards, but it introduces this
catch-all phrase “conduct prejudi-
cial to the party” which could bring
all kinds of people into the net.

Set aguinst that it must seem
feasible, even to a right wing leader-
ship, that it would be better to see
a greater deal of unity than to be
diverted by witch-hunts.

I think they must be taking that
into account — if not, and if there

is a concerted drive against people:

on the left, it will create further
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dissension.

If they do that, the Tory press
will give them full support until
they get to the election. At that
point, the Tory papers who have
called on the leadership to drive the
socialists out of the Party will then
say ‘Thank you very much Mr
Kinnock. You’ve cleared out the
Augean stables, but we still think
our readers should vote for Mrs
Thatcher, or the rest of the Tories
and the SDP.

On this morning’s debate on the
new labour legislation, ‘New Rights,
New Responsibilities at Work’, my
opinion was that Composite 37,
opposing state interference should
not have been remitted. A strong
body of opinion wanted to support
it and I would have liked to see it
tested and not withdrawn.

Only a few years ago, a motion
to Labour Party conference — a
firm stand on trade union rights,
no state interference, the right to
picket — would have gone through

almost unammously. Only the
EETPU leadership would have
voted against it.

This shows the extent to which
people have been influenced by the
media, and are thinking in right
wing terms. People think that ail
they have to do is to try to defeat
Thatcher at the next general elec-
tion. I just think it’s sad that people
have moved in that direction. I’ve
no doubt, however, that when the
crunch comes, when people have to
face up to the question of state
interference, and it’s being used by
a Labour government, there’s
bound to be an almighty reaction.
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Sinn Fein

It is very useful for us to get a feed-

back of what the British left are

thinking about Ireland and about
the issues that concern us in Ireland

— and obviously also concern you

in Britain.

First I'll deal with the Anglo-Irish
Agreement. Judging by the actions it
has triggered, this agreement signed
by Thatcher and Fitzgerald on Novem-
ber 15, 1985, could be deemed a
momentous step forward. However,
our attitude is that it is nothing of the
sort.

Acclaimed internationally, approved
by Irish establishment parties, and
opposed with growing vehemence by
the Northern Unionists — surely the
Agreement cannot be that bad? But it
is.

The Agreement is a setback for all
socialist forces in Ireland, and their
supporters in Britain who have been
working for Britain’s disengagement
from Ireland, and for Ireland’s right to
self-determination as a whole.

The Agreement does not offer any-
thing new. In it Dublin recog-
nises that the Northern Unionists have
a right to veto Irish unification. And
the two governments announced the
setting up of an inter-government con-
ference in which Dublin’s role will be

_ consultative, and which will look at
ways of improving Dublin’s coopera-
tion on the security front, as well as
reforming the Northern state, prior to
devolving some sort of power back to
an acceptable administration there,

So what exactly are the objectives of
the Agreement? One of its prime aims
has been widely and accurately descri-
bed as the defeat of the IRA.

It proposes to achieve this by a mix-
ture of reforms in the North, sup-
posed to erode the support of the
IRA and Sinn Fein, and increased
collaboration by armed forces both
sides of the border.

This was seen specifically when Dub-
lin ratified the European Convention
on the Suppression of Terrorism. Uniil
then, only four other EEC countries,
including Britain, had done so.

This will further reduce the already
frayed right to political asylum in the
26 Counties. At the moment, as some
of you are probably aware, there are
great moves going on to renegotiate
the extradition treaty between the
United States and Britain.

The Ulster Defence Regiment
remains — whose members have time
and time again been found guilty of
assassinating innocent Catholics. Only
recently, four UDR men were con-
victed although they were not given a

- specific sentence.

The Royal Ulster Constabulary,
whose members have been involved in
‘shoot-to-kill’ tactics against national-
ists, beating in detention centres and
recruiting of paid perjurers for mass
trials, will not be disbanded.

Non-jury courts are here to stay des-
pite mentioning that they might do
away with them in the future.

The so-called reforms which we were
told to expect have not happened —
except one.

I am not sure if you are aware of this,

but in the North, if you were born in
the 26 Counties, you have no right to
vote in any election apart from a West-
minster election. The one concession
that has now been given to us is that
those who were born in the 26 Coun-
ties can now vote in any election in the
Six Counties.
It is intended that these reforms be
presented as a result of the agree-
ment, and a victory for the SDLP, in
the hope of wooing nationalist voters
away from Sinn Fein.

However, the thinking that under-
lines this part of the agreement is that
the IRA and Sinn Fein thrive on the
misery of Northern nationalists — as is
often said by the SDLP, the Catholic
hierarchy and the Dublin politicians.

Unemployment breeds violence,
they say. Hence the recently agreed US
financial input, and the possible finan-
cial back-up from the EEC which will
presumably be used to create jobs.

Sinn Fein says that unemployment
breeds demoralisation, apathy, ill-
health, alcoholism, domestic violence
against women and children, drug
taking. But it does not breed political
activism.

Far from thriving on misery and
deprivation, Sinn Fein works hard
through its advice centres, trades
unions and local campaigns to help
bring about change.

In the meantime, while Dublin waits
for an auspicious moment to pass some
reforms, the Dublin government will
be expected to carry out its duties, as
spelt out by the agreement.

Consulted about the North, it will
share responsibility, but not power,
with Britain. And it will be expected to
shoulder a greater burden of the
massive military and judicial opera-
tions aimed at containing republican
resistance.
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Already the cost to the tax-payer in
the 26 Counties of maintaining parti-
tion is £53 per person per year, while
the equivalent tax to the British tax-
payer is a mere £9.

Thatcher has the Dublin government
over a barrel. She has got the Fitzger-
ald government to accept responsibility
for part of Ireland over which it has no
power. She will make them pay for
every crumb of reform that may be
brought about by increasing their col-
laboration with the British Army, the
RUC and the Northern judiciary.

Furthermore, the Unionist veto has
been recognised in a legally-binding
agreement.

Nationalist

Why then has this Dublin govern-
ment, which calls itself a nationalist
government, signed such an agree-
ment? Indeed, why is it supported by
Northern middle-class nationalists, like
the SDLP leader John Hume?

The first reason is that they feel
threatened by the emergence of Sinn
Fein as a credible political force since
the 1981 H-Block hunger strike.

The second is that the constitutional
parties in the 26 counties have no
urgent desire to achieve Ireland’s
reunification, and self-determination,
as this would radically change the
balance of power and the conservative
nature of Irish politics.

As for the SDLP, being the ‘respect-
able’ middle class nationalist alterna-

Signing the Anglo-Irish deal, 15 November 1985. Photo; Derek Spiers, Report.

tive to the IRA, it will always be
assured of a little place in a devolved
administration at Stormont. In fact our
belief is that if it had not been that the
Assembly was_ dissolved there recent-
ly, the SDLP were actually preparing to
re-enter Stormont.

Why are the Unionists opposed to
the Agreement? After all, the aim is
defeating the IRA, and it plans to
enroll Dublin’s help for that purpose.

At the turn of the century Unionism
represented economic power and
industrial wealth. But since the Second
World War, especially, things have
changed.

The linen mills are no more. Most of
the heavy engineering industry has
been nationalised and needs large sub-
sidies to survive. Unionists with their
naked bigotry and their decaying econ-
omic muscle are no longer an import-
lantdpartner for Britain's policy in Ire-
and.

They are however a sizeable minor-
ity in Ireland as a whole, and heavily
armed.

Unionists presently feel jilted by
Britain, deliberately kept away from
the London-Dublin talks. They were
told on November 15 that Dublin's
opinion would be listened to before
London decides how to administer the
Six Counties. That was enough.

Assurances that Britain’s sovereign-
ty over the North was intact were not
listened to. Reaffirmation of their con-
stitutional guarantee was ignored.

Any move in the direction of Dublin

Another British attempt to
keep its hold onirelan

LM

was seen by Unionists, not so much :
a slippery slope to a united Ireland, b
rather as yet another sign that the
bargaining power was on the wane.

But the days of unchallenged Unio
ist rule of the Six Counties are no mor

In 1986 the interests of Unionism a
narrower than the interests of Britai
Unionism today is not so much abo
the Union as about partition.

It is partition that has secfired
permanent Unionist majority in
Northern State for 64 years. It is part
tion which has kept the benefits
industrial development away fro
nationalist areas, with the result th
many Unionist areas of the North enic
a lower unemployment rate than !
Britain, while in nationalist areas %
80% unemployed are not uncommon.

It is those marginal privileges th:
working class Unionists want to pr
serve, more than the Union Jack or t&
link with Britain.

The idea of an independent Ulsss
comes from working class loyah:
groups, like the paramilitary UDA.

Even repartition has been mes
tioned — anything rather than lose th
corner of Ireland where they rule sug
reme.

Furthermore, unemployment an
other figures show that 14 years «
British direct rule have failed »
erode Unionist domination sigrsfcans
ly. Only Irish independence cuslid hop

Topage 6



J. O’Mahony
speaks for

Socialist
Organiser

Now I have a somewhat different

viewpoint from that of Sinn Fein. I

do not start out with the idea that

Irish pationalism is a fixed star. 1

have a different standpoint in judg-

] ing this agreement and everything
else about Northern Ireland: what
best serves the interests of the Irish
working class? What will help create
the possibility of working class
unity and therefore of a socialist
solution in. Ireland, North and
South?

So I start with that different per-
spective and I also have a somewhat
"different analysis.

What I want to do today is deal with
four different things: why the Anglo-
Irish Agreement has come into being;
what it is; what its prospects are and
finally what is wrong with the Anglo-
Trish Agreement from a socialist — as
distinct from a nationalist — point of
view.

For like Sinn Fein 1 also conclude
that we should reject the Anglo-Irish
Agreement and oppose it, but for
reasons different from those of Sinn
Fein.

Why the Deal? Because the Six
County State broke down in 1969. It
had existed for 50 years as a Pro-
testant-ruled state, a state dominated
by a Protestant community making up
about two-thirds of the Six County
population. For fifty years they had one
party rule.

“‘The Protestant community lorded it

tyrannically over the Catholic one-third
of the Six County population, reducing
them to second class citizenship, keep-
ing them down because they felt
threatened by them. That system broke
down in 1969.
It broke down initially when the
Catholics began to demand an end to
the various forms of oppression and
discrimination against them and that in
turn created a big Protestant back-
lash. In turn the Protestant backlash
quickly escalated to the point where, in
mid-1969 there were serious attempts
at pogroms in Belfast and Derry.

ere were pogroms in Bel-
fast where some 3500 houses were
burned down in August 1969.

From page 5.

to end Unionist power.

All this talk of reconciling the two
traditions — Unionist and Nationalist
— within the Six Counties, is therefore
a smokescreen. Unionism and national-
ism are two diametrically opposed poli-
tical viewpoints. And the people who
hold this can only be reconciled within
partition if one side, or both, abandons
its ground.

It is obvious that both London and
the Dublin government will be expect-
ing Northern nationalists once again to
knuckle under, Crumbs of reforms will
be thrown at them. Republican ‘trouble
makers’ will be interned, proscribed,

- censored or otherwise disposed of.

And British interests in keeping
Ireland under control will have suffer-
ed not one bit.

This is why the present British gov-
ernment is trying to stabilise the Six

That led to the British Army having
to go into the streets — ‘having to’
from the point of view of the ruling
class, to stop the situation becoming
uncontrollable.

Now that meant that the Six County
state had broken down. But Britain did
not admit that the state had broken
down. The troops were put out to
control the streets and they formed a
sort of tight scaffolding to keep the
state from collapsing.

Britain allowed the Protestant Home
Rule government to continue in Belfast
until March 1972, But in fact from the
point where the troops took over
control of the streets in 1969, North-
ern Ministers had senior British civil
servants assigned to understudy them
and act as commissars over them.

So to an important extent Britain
took a very big share of direct rulership
as early as the middle of 1969.

But that did not solve anything.
True, Britain began to push through
serious reforms. Again it is important
to understand what happened.

If you look at how Northern Ireland
was destabilised after 50 years it was in
the beginning the result of the British
government giving insistent signals to
the Northern Protestant regime that it
wanted reforms.

Britain wanted reforms because in
the 1960s Britain had long ceased to
look to partition for any benefits.

On the contrary, Britain was moving
closer to the 26 Counties which had
been growing in importance as an
economic partner of Britain.

Backyard

Britain and the 26 Counties signed a
Free Trade agreement in 1965. Both
Britain and the 26 Counties were
preparing to enter the EEC, which they
finally did in 1972. Britain wanted to
get rid of the embarrassing backyard
police state that Northern Ireland had
been for most of the previous 50 years.

That led to the pressures on the
Northern liberal Unionists — such as
they were, and there were not too
many of them and they were not very
good as political leaders. And it
encouraged the development of the
Catholic Civil Rights movement. The
unprecedentedly vigorous campaign-
ing of that movement led to the
sequence of events which 1 have
already described, culminating in the
British Army taking over in 1969, with
the job of creating a scaffolding within
which Britain could remodel the Six
Counties.

But Britain taking control in 1969 did
not stop anything. Lots of Catholics
remained fundamentally unsatisfied,
especially the youth in Derry and
Belfast.

The Catholics may have marched in

1968-9 for one man, one vote; one man,
one house; one man, one job,and basic
civil rights. But in reality the
root civil right they lacked was self-
determination. Their troubles grew out
of the fact that they were an artificially
carved-out minority in an artificial
state.

It is important to keep in mind that
the Six Counties and its majority and
minority are artificial. But it is also
important to be aware that even if the
existing untenable Six County entity
had not been carved out, there was still
a powerful and compact Protestant-
Unionist minoritv — it is a natural

for all those that want to see the devel-
opment of a free, independent, united
and socialist Ireland.

Socialists and progessive people
everywhere must oppose the Agree-
ment as another attempt by Britain to
consolidate its hold on Ireland under
cover of peace and reconciliation.

They should not be confused by the
support given by the Irish nationalist
middle class to the Unionist veto.

In the final analysis Britain’s colonial
stranglehold on Ireland can only be
broken by a process of decolonisation.
Peace and stability can only be estab-
lished within a framework of Irish
national self-determination.

The inherent weakness of the Hills-
borough process is that it is not geared
to these objectives. On the contrary it
is geared towards thwarting the attain-
ment of these objectives.

And for this reason, as for many of
the other imponderables, it is doomed
in the long-term to failure.

Counties, and normalise North/South
relations, while establishing closer
links with Dublin.

Like its predecessors in 1971 and
1973 it would prefer a 32 county State-
let rather than the present powder-
keg. For this it must seduce the Irish
nationalist middle class, appease the
Unionist monster, and eliminate
Republican resistance.

The first objective has been reached.
To achieve the second, it hopes to deli-
ver the third: the defeat of the IRA and
Sinn Fein.

But Unionist opposition is not just
caused by IRA actions and Sinn Fein’s
presence in the councils. It is mostly
about losing their supremacy. This
could be Thatcher’s first miscalcula-
tion.

The: ,econd is about defeating repub-
lican resistance.

Whatever its future holds, it remains
that this Agreement is a step back-
wards for Irish nationalists — and

Belfast, May 1986. Photo: Martin Shakeshaft. :
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minority — in an area of north-east
Ulster, in the north-east of the Six
Counties. The point is that the Six
County entity made the problem of how
the Irish majority and minority relate to
each other more intractable and in no
sense was it a democratic resolu-
tion-of the conflict.

From the Catholics’ lack of self-
determination came the Catholic revolt
— and that revolt has to this day
remained unquellable.

The IRA had been virtually
non-existent in 1969, during the
pogroms, and what did exist calling
itself the IRA had disgraced itself. But
with an astonishing speed a new IRA
was created. Initially it was very right
wing, an avowed right wing split off
from the old IRA.

The Provisional movement was to be
quickly radicalised in the early 1970s.

The new IRA initiated and developed
a military campaign within a matter of
18 months after the British Army took
to the streets in mid-1969. The
Catholic revolt became unquellable —
it took the form of a series of bombings
in the centre of towns and killings of
soldiers and personnel of the Six
County state.

Intention

This in turn led to an intensification
of the Protestant-Catholic polarisation.
The result of the Prove campaign was
that in March 1972 Britain abolished
the Stormont regime.

Now it is important to keep in mind
that Britain — through all the zig-
zags of policy since 1969 — has always
had the intention of politically restruc-
turing Northern Ireland. If you see it
simply as brutal, old-fashioned, bone-
headed immovable British imperial-

West Belfast ‘Apartheid-Free Zone’, F
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Protestant workers dominate heavy in
ism or British colonialism, I think you
miss the point of what has been going
on, you misunderstand the dynamics of
what’s been going on.

Since 1972 Britain has always had
the objective of reforming Northern
Ireland from above, to stop things gett-
ing completely out of hand below. This,
of course, is a central pattern in Irish
history, things being done from above
to stop the revolt from below. That has
been Britain's goal.

When they abolished the Protestant
Home Rule parliament in March 1972
there was an enormous Protestant
backlash against that. The UDA, a
mass Protestant militia, was formed
and at its peak in 1972 it had between
30,000 and 40,000 members. There are
about a million Protestants, so to get a
British equivalent you would have to
multiply that figure by about 60!

ft was an immensely powertul Prot-
estant-Unionist mobilisation.

Britain tried to replace the home rule
of the Protestants by power-sharing, in
which the Catholic middle class,
through the SDLP, was co-opted into
the system.

And Britain succeeded for a period
in doing that. In 1973 and the beginn-



stry. Photo: John Lloyd.
ing of 1974 they set up the power-
sharing executive.

The real strength of that executive
lay in the SDLP, the Catholic, constitu-
tional nationalist party. They were the
bedrock, the real power in that admin-
istration through which, in partnership
with minority Protestant politicians led
by Brian Faulkner they ruled for the
first five months of 1974.

Their power-sharing executive was
destroyed by a Protestant general
strike in May 1974. The general strike
was got going to some extent by
coersion at the beginning but it
became a genuine expression of the
Protestant dissatisfaction and bitter
anger at the whole situation.

That general strike was an immense-
ly powerful demonstration of the latent
power of the Protestant working class.
Unfortunately it was the use of revo-
lutionary methods for a reactionary
goal, because their fundamental
demand was that they be put back in
control of the Catholics by way of
“*majority rule”’ in the artificial state.

Nevertheless it was one of the most
powerful and successful examples of a
general strike in European history.
They smashed the power sharing exec
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Falls Road, Belfast. Photo: Martin Shakeshaft.

utive,

After that, Britain tried a number of
experiments to get a new power-
sharing executive and then gave up.

The form their giving up took was
that the British Labour government
thereafter swung round to a policy of
defeating the IRA, and this quickly
became an intense repression of the
entire Catholic community.

It was the Labour government which
withdrew political status from con-
victed republican prisoners conceded
by the Tories in 1972. That led to the
protests round the prisons which cul-
minated in the hunger strikes of 1981.

By the end of this whole process in
the early 1980s you had the powerful
Catholic build-up behind the republi-
can organisation, Sinn Fein.

In 1983 Sinn Fein got 12% of the
whole vote, about 42% of the Northern
Irish Catholic vote. That meant that
Britain had failed — and failed dan-
gerously. Britain’s policy after 1976 of
beating down the Catholics had
quietened the Protestants for a long
time: since the British state was doing
it, the Protestants felt that they didn’t
have to do much themselves, and they
were relatively quiet.
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An attempt by lan Paisley and the
UDA to get an Orange General Strike
in 1977 failed resoundingly.

The political rise of Sinn Fein threat-
ened to eliminate the constitutional
nationalists who had been the mainstay
of the power sharing attempt of the
mid-1970s.

But of course Britain hadn’t aban-
doned the idea of recreating a new set
of political structures in the North of
Ireland, it had merely believed in the
mid-1970s that it had to let the thing
sweat itself out for a period of time.

Now the political rise of Sinn
Fein threatened to close the door on all
sorts of deals for the forseeable period
ahead.

As a result of that threat, various
people began to act — not only were
the British very alarmed, the South-
ern bourgeoisie were alarmed too and
they organised a get together of all
Irish constitutional nationalist parties
North and South of the border.

For a year they deliberated in the
so-called ‘‘New Ireland Forum'’, and
finally they produced a series of pro-
posals for a settlement with Britain.
They presented their ideas as a series
of options, listed in declining order of
preference. Their 1st preference was for
an immediate move towards a unitary
Irish 32 county state. Their second
option was an Irish federation, or a
confederation, which is even loser than
a federation. Their third preference
was some form of joint Irish-British
rule in the Six Counties.

Out, out, out

The immediate response of Mrs
Thatcher was made during a notorious
press conference where she banged the
table, ticked off the wvarious pro-
posals and dismissed them. ‘‘That’s
out, that’s out, that's out”’.

But not long after Thatcher’s
“‘out, out, out' speech serious
negotiations began between Britain
and the Southern government which
after a year produced the Anglo-
Irish deal.

So the fundamental reason for the
Anglo-Irish Agreement was that the
breakdown of the Northern Irish state
threatened the stability of the whole
island and of parts of Britain too. From
that stemmed the vigorous activities of
the constitutional nationalists around
the New Ireland Forum. The immed-
iate goal was to save the SDLP from
political oblivion or at least from being
marginalised; fundamentally the goal
was to find a basic solution that would
allow the IRA to be quelled and to have
its base of support gradually under-
mined and removed.

So that’s the why. What is the agree-
ment? I think it is rather more sub-
stantial than comrade Mules says. |
think it is a sort of political
power-sharing agreement between
Dublin and London. And it is enshrined
in an international treaty which is bind-
ing, solemnly binding.

International treaties of course have
limited force. If you have a dispute in
Britain under the British law, you have
recourse to the courts and ultimately to
the power of the state to enforce your
legal rights. In international treaties
there is no such state power to appeal
to and such international treaties as the
Anglo-Irish Agreement break down.

But nevertheless, as it stands, what
it is is an international treaty whereby
Britain has agreed with Dublin that
they will jointly set up an inter-
government conference to oversee the
running of the Six Counties and Britain
has bound itself, wherever there is dis-
agreement with the Southern govern-
ment on how to run Northern Ireland,
to earnestly seek agreement before
acting. In other words it amounts to an
‘international power-sharing agreement
with the 26 Counties sharing with Bri-
tain a serious degree of political con-
trol of the Six Counties. It seems to me
that’s a very important development.

Power-sharing

It’s not exactly full power-sharing,
it's not what the New Ireland Forum
asked for, because the Executive is
entirely in the hands of Britain. Never-
theless, in real terms it is a high degree
of power-sharing.

There are a number of parallels to
this sort of development. I think that
what the British and Irish bourgeoisie
are doing is trying to set up a frame-
work that can evolve and allow the
creation of new structures.

Both governments claim sovereignty
in Northern Ireland. K you look at
what they have done in the Anglo-
Irish deal, they have agreed to leave
the question of sovereignty alone. They
haven’t formally left it alone, there are
various forms of words floating about,
but in practice they’ve decided to leave
the whole business alone.

The procedure reminds me of two
things and I am going to make two
parallels. Firstly with the way the
English natural scientists of the 17th
century dealt with the religious dogma
that was still formally very much part
of the English state and to which they
were nominally obliged to conform.
The way they dealt with the fact that
England was still a state where you had
to believe in the established church
and all its doctrines, the way they freed
themselves to really explore nature was
by declaring that of everything in
nature God is the first cause, but there
were then many second causes. By
paying lip service to God as ‘“‘the”
first cause, they managed to leave God
alone on the sidelines and get on with
the empirical exploration of reality.

1 think that the British and Irish
bourgeoisies have done something like
this in the Anglo-Irish Agreement.
They have pushed the question of
sovereignty aside and they are trying
to get on with groping their way
towards new structures.

The second parallel is with the
EEC. Twice this century Europe has
been convulsed by wars, world wars
which were fundamentally rooted in
the fact that the nation states of the
advanced European countries were a
fetter on the needs of production, the
need to unify the European economy.
On two occasions Germany tried to
unify the European economy by simply
conquering Europe, but that failed.
Germany was defeated and at the end

of World War 2 Russia was able to
threaten to dominate Europe. 3

How did the bourgeoisie proceed?
After the War they very urgently need-
ed to unify the European economy but
they were stopped by all the various
nationalisms. So what they did was to
begin in 1951 by creating something
called the Iron and Steel Community
which allowed the steel and coal indus-
try, both German and French, to be un-
ified and to escape from the normal
fetters of the nation state. This led to
the creation of the EEC in 1958. The
EEC has largely eliminated the
economic boundaries separating the
European states, which are now more
thoroughly integrated economically
than the 50 states of the USA.

Ithink that what is being done in the
Anglo-Irish deal is to attempt to devel-
op in the same way, to grope towards
new structures, leaving insoluble ques-
tions of sovereignty alone.

One final thing about this that we
should note is they have made provis-
ion for a joint Southern Irish and
British, and probably eventually North-
ern Irish, parliamentary committee,
which could actually develop into a
powerful intra-parliamentary link
between Britain and Ireland, by far the
closest political links since the 26
C;)zuznties seceded from the old UK in
1922.

The prospects of the Anglo-Irish
Agreement so far seem to be quite
bright from the ruling class’s point of
view. Thatcher and company show
themselves to be pretty firmly commit-
ted to the deal. So far they’ve stood up
for it with impressive determina-
tion. From the point of view of the two
ruling classes the real weakness of the
deal if you examine the two pillars on
which the deal must stand or fall — the
British bourgeoisiec and the South-
ern Irish bourgeoisie — is in the south
of Ireland. Fianna Fail will most
likely be the new government there
in a year or so and it is not at all clear
what Fianna Fail will do about the
Anglo-Irish Agreement. It may try to
renegotiate it, it may even scrap it.

Fianna Fail

Fianna Fail is not an honest bour-
geois nationalist party. It will not act on
principle, it will act opportunistic-
ally and it may act in a way that
will destroy the new Anglo-Irish Treaty.

What's wrong with the deal? From a
socialist as distinct from an Irish na-
tionalist point of view?

Even if you hope (as the ruling class,

I think, do) that it can eventually lead
to the evolution of new structures
which will supersede the old structure
and the old relationships, even if you
can hope for that it’s still a very long
term prospect.
Meanwhile the grinding poverty and
the built-in sectarianism in the North
continues. Meanwhile the various
repressions continue. Meanwhile mass
unemployment is starting to bleed the
South once again, after a 15 year inter-
ruption.

Apart from that, it is an undemo-
cratic way of dealing with the problem,
particularly with the Catholic-Protes-
tant relations in Northern Ireland. It
seems to me therefore, that it is not a
solution that socialists can support.

However [ think it is very impor-
tant that we should understand it for
what it is — a series of quite
subtle moves by the ruling classes
which, if it sticks, can perhaps evolve,
and create new relations between
Ireland as a whole and Britain.

Now that, if it survived in the long,
long, long term, can bring some bene-
fits but I don’t think we can support it
in the hope of benefits in the dis-
tant or medium distant future.

 _



Floor
discussion

ial in Republican News warned of
the danger of sectarian civil war.
The result of such a war, the edi-
torial concluded, would not be a
united Ireland, but bloody reparti-
tion. Daisy in her contribution
suggested that the idea of reparti-
tion exists in the Loyalist commun-
ity, but in the cold light of day
they would drop it very quickly. If
that is her view I think it is under-
estimating it, and the Republican
News editorial was more accurate.
Could she explain in more detail
Sinn Fein’s attitude?

Martin Thomas: It’s quite com-
mon on the Left in Britain to hear
people describe the Northern Ire-
land Protestants as ‘paper tigers’;
to say that the Anglo-Irish deal is
entirely in their interests, and they
just don’t understand what’s going
on. The analysis that Daisy gave is
a lot more realistic.

That raises a question. If the
Protestant backlash is a response to
a serious shift in the policy of the
ruling class, that same backlash is
going to exist against any move-
ment towards a united Ireland.
How should socialists and repub-
licans deal with that?

There are two theoretically pos-
sible answer, First is that you look
to conquering the Protestants by
physical force; the other is that you
look towards winning them over,
or at least a section of them.

Whether or not conquest is des-
irable, it seems to us that given the
relationship of forces it is not
possible. The Protestants could
hold at least a part of the north-
east of Ireland — through pogroms
against Catholics living there, and
so on. Therefore you have to look
towards winning over a section of
the Protestants, particularly the
working class, politically. I'd like to
ask what Sinn Fein’s ideas are
about that task?

‘Britain
won’t
allow it’

Daisy Mules: When Paisley made
his very aggressive statements about
civil war, we analysed that as a
result of the power struggle going
on among the Loyalists. Peter
Robinson is being seen by the har-
der line Loyalists as a potential
leader, so somehow Paisley had to
regain ground. Also Paisley wanted
to scare people.

After the divorce referendum,
he immediately backtracked. He
said that now there was no need for
a2 civil war because the 26 coun-
: d shown by then’ denial of

John Bloxam: Recently an editor-

ecially in places like East Belfast.
These attacks are very similar to
the pogroms of the early seventies.

In new buildings near Derry,
Catholic families have had to move
out because of Loyalist attacks on
their homes.

So that possibility of civil war is
always there. But in our analysis it
certainly isn’t going to happen at
the moment. And Britain won’t
all >w it to happen.

Paisley and the other Unionist
leaders are very well aware that the
Anglo-Irish agreement does not
erode their rights. In fact it entren-
ches their rights in many ways. It
actually states that the Loyalist
veto will be always upheld.

Repartition isn’t a real possib-
ility, in our view.

What are we doing to win over
Protestants policially? There’s no
way that Sinn Fein is going to win
over Loyalists by political argument
while their supremacy is guaran-
teed to them by the British govern-
ment. So long as their supremacy
is guaranteed, they won’t listen to
any discussion or talks. They won’t
even talk to John Hume.

We think a basic requirement for
any talks to develop is that the
Unionist guarantee is taken away.
Then they will engage in discussion.
But until then, why should they
talk to us?

Protestant
puppets?

Tony Dale: Pai-
sley talking about
civil war does high-
light the danger of
it. Paisley is soften-
ing up compared to
many others in the
Loyalist camp.
With people like
Robinson  taking
control of the
mobilisations it increases the dan-
ger.

It’s not a question of crystal
ball gazing — will there or won’t
there be a sectarian civil war? To
recognise the possibility, as Sinn
Fein do, is more serious than many
on the British Left. On the British
Left much of the response to the

Deal has been to say, ‘Well, it’s’

not really affecting the Protestant
people, or threatening the link with
Britain’. There’s a tendency to see
the Protestants just as puppets, just
as dupes, and not recognise that
their reaction to the Deal shows the
extent to which they are an indep-
endent force. :

Daisy said that the Anglo-Irish
Deal strengthens the Loyalist veto.
Yes, it’s got written into it that the
Protestants should be consulted and
so on, but the Loyalists want them-
selves alone to decide what happens
in the north. The Deal takes that
away; it says that what’s going to
count is what we think in London,
and what our counterparts think
in Dublin. It’s taken away ‘Protes-
tant self-determination’, and that is
an important change.

Peter Keenlyside: It worries me
w&ez people describe the relation-

siip Bevwees Britzin and Ireland as

RUC attack nationalist protest with plastic bullets. Photo: Derek Spiers, Report.i

‘the last vestiges of colonialism’,
‘imperialism’, etc. To me that just
doesn’t make sense.

Britain derives very little bene-
fit from the maintenance of its
rule in northern Ireland. I don’t
know the exact figures, but I sus-
pect that more money goes into
Ireland than comes out of it. Most
industries are heavily subzpdmed In
a Marxist sense, it’s a strange imper-
ialism.

Britain got out of colonies where
it was in a better position to
extract profit. I don’t know what it
gets out of Ireland. The situation
can’t be explained with the classic
analysis of imperialism. If you try
to explain it like that, you miss a
lot of points.

The Protestants have got every
reason to be wary of deals like the
Anglo-Irish Agreement. At the end
of it the project is for Britain to
establish a relationship with Irish
capitalism like that it has with any
other capitalist country: an inter-
capitalist relationship.

The project for both the British
and Irish ruling classes is to normal-
ise the situation. That does mean
doing away with this ‘odd’ situ-
ation in the North. At the end of
the day, it’s in the interests of
British capitalism to have a united
Ireland.

That’s not to say that the pro-
ject will succeed. It will fail be-
cause it’s a solution imposed from
above.

Daisy said — and it struck me as
very strange — that there isn’t much
likelihood of a sectarian civil war.
And the reason she gave is that
Britain wouldn’t allow it. Now,
whatever the rights and wrongs of
using the slogan ‘troops out’, on
its own, we’re all agreed that Bri-
tain’s involvement in Ireland must
end. What if we’re successful — to-
morrow? Then the thing that will
prevent civil war will be removed.
It’s strange for people fighting
British imperialism to look to it
to prevent civil war.

Liam Conway: Daisy said there
wouldn’t be a civil war. I think it’s
true that the Anglo-Irish Deal won’t
lead to civil war, because it doesn’t
threaten the union between North-
ern Ireland and Britain. But if you
look at history, civil war has been
most likely when the Union was
threatened.

On the question of Protestant
supremacy, I think it’s wrong to
deal with the Protestants as a whole
unit in a supremacist sense, or to
talk about them- as if they were
only the Protestant leaders and
not ordinary Protestant people as
well. Socialists have got to cut
through Protestant — and indeed
all — leaders and look at the roots
of the Protestants’ fears.

And of course there are plenty
of Protestants suffering unem-
ployment as well as Catholics.

We have to look not just at
their social concerns, but other con-
cerns too.

The Protestant minority in the
whole of Ireland see themselves
as having a separate identity. It’s
a working class interest, that they
feel a separate identity. It’s not
just a concern of their leaders who
are duping the Protestant workers.

Looking across the border at the
South reinforces theirddeas.: «

I'd like to ask why Sinn Fein
dropped their commitment to
federalism, which goes some way
towards creating a framework in
which the working class of both
communities can have their iden-
tity satisfied. If would create the
possibility of the unity of the
working class to create a socialist
Ireland.

Double
standard

Niall Power: First, on civil war.
Nobody would underestimate the
very real danger of civil war. But I
do detect a certain double stan-
dard when some people on the
British Left discuss this question.

We call for an end to apartheid
and one person, one vote in South
Africa. There is the distinct pos-
sibility that the granting of those
things would lead to civil war —
not just between whites and blacks
but between blacks and blacks: a
distinct possibility. But that doesn’t
lead us to water down our support
for the ending of apartheid, or for
one person, one vote.

I fail to see why we should water
down our support for one person,
one vote in Ireland either.

Second, on the sincere — 1
presume — call for workers’ unity
in the North. Comrades, as much as
you may wish for that to happen, I
can assure you it simply won’t
happen while Britain remains in
Ireland. If you doubt that, I suggest
yvou go to Ireland, get more infor-
med of the mentality and -the
material privileges of the Protest-
ants — workers included.

You won’t break through to any
form of working class unity while
Britain remains there. ;

A majority — a majority — of
the Irish working class wants to see
Britain out of Ireland. Why don’t
you support that majority clearly
and unambiguously, without want-
ing provisos about particular forms
of unity with one significant min-
ority in a particular part of the
country?

Third, I would like to ask SO for
more information about federalism,
Sean mentioned that federalism was
one of the proposals coming out of
the Irish Forum Report.:Is that a
form of federalism that you would
support?

I think Britain would like to
leave Ireland, but it also needs to
protect its interests. It does have
financial interests, it does have
industry, not only in the north
but also in the south. The British
taxpayer may be losing from it,
but the British capitalist isn’t.

And the military interests need
to be protected, in the sense of
American bases in the north of
Ireland. A united Ireland — and
certainly a militarily independent
one — would threaten those quite
seriously.

And ideologically, Britain isn’t
going to be forced out, like Amer-
ica was forced out of Vietnam.

Martin Thomas: I don’t think
any of us are saying that it’s an
easy, straightforward task” for
socialists or republicans to address
themselves to Protestant workers

.....

We're not saying, like Militant,
that if yvou talk about working
class unity enough the Protestant
workers will flock round and every-
thing will be lovely. We understand
that it is difficult almost to the
point of impossibility even to get
a hearing, let alone to get them to
agree with you.

Nevertheless, if you analyse the
situation realistically, you come to
the conclusion that that difficult
task is the key task. To say that it’s
difficult is to say that progress in
Ireland is difficult.

It’s not just because we’re fan-
tastically concerned with the rights
of the Protestants, though I think
we should be to a certain extent.
It's also a question of realistic
calculation. Even if we said that
the Protestants don’t have any
rights at all, they nevertheless have
force. As Daisy put it, they’re a
substantial minority, concentrated
and heavily armed. They have the
force to prevent Ireland being
united.

Even on those grounds, you have
to address the problem.

The two
vetoes

Daisy’s answer is a sort of two-
stage theory. At one stage there’s
nothing you can do, politically, in
relation to the Protestants. Your
efforts should concentrate on putt-
ing pressure on the British govern-
ment so that it will repeal the acts
of the British Parliament that say
that the Northern Ireland Protes-
tants can maintain the Northern
Ireland unit as long as they wish.
Once that has been done it will be
possible to talk to the Protestants
and create unity.

There are two problems with
that sort of two-stages theory.
First, the Protestants. have two
vetoes. They have one veto written
into legal Acts of Parliament; and
they have another veto secured by
their own force.

Part of the legal veto has been
taken away. Direct rule has been
taken away. A veto on relations
with the South has been taken
away.

How have the Protestants reac-
ted? By becoming more willing to
talk to their fellow workers? No,
on the contrary, you've seen a
hardening of Protestant sectarian-
ism over the past 14 years.

Taking away the legal veto won’t
automatically make the creation of
class unity easier. In fact, the
immediate result might be to make
it more difficult. That doesn’t
mean we should oppose taking
away the veto; it means that we
have to couple it with other politi-
cal demands.

But how do you get that veto
taken away? I can’t see any reason
why the British government should
be able to actually take the veto
away. It seems to me you need
some degree of class unity. I'm not
saying we’re not interested in a
united Ireland unless it is created
by a united working class; I’'m say-
ing that practically, it won’t hap-
pen.

Niall. said: you .wpn"t get .a
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united working class until you have
a united Ireland. You’ll get a united
working class after a united Ireland.
You can see the force in that argu-
ment. But if you analyse the situ-
ation the opposite also holds: you
don’t get a united Ireland until
you’ve got a united working class.

Does that mean the whole situ-
ation is impossible? It means it’s
very difficult. It means you can’t
rely on the two-stage theory. You
have to be trying to create a united
working class, or at least a partially
united working class — you’re not
going to win over the entire Pro-
testant working class — at the same
time as you fight for a united
Ireland.

Pat Murphy: What’s happening
in the Loyalist community? What
are the prospects for its opposition?
It seems to me that if Ian Paisley
is being forced into posturing — like
his call for action on the streets and
S0 on — it's an indication of the
strength of the Loyalist opposition.
Paisley has dominated the Protes-
tants since 1970 and his party has
been increasingly dominant since
1979 or so. If he’s forced to
posture, it shows the strength of
the Loyalist opposition.

Civil war isn’t just morally bad
because people start butchering
each other. The point is that the
political settlement that would
come out of it would be reparti-
tion. So there are political reasons

‘as well as moral ones to recoil

from the prospect of civil war.

It’s not a gquestion, as Niall
said, that we don’t recognise the
right of the Irish people to deter-
mine their own future. But there’s
a difference between recognising
that right and realising it. To put it
starkly: the political force that can
create a united Ireland doesn’t
exist at the moment; it has yet to
be created. That’s one of the rea-
sons why a united Ireland seems so
distant.

Sinn Fein’s struggle, justified as
it is, is limited. It’s limited geogra-
phically, and also physically to 10%
of the entire Irish people. It’s also
politically limited, but that’s
another discussion. It’s continued
struggle at best can defend the
Catholic community. But all it can
do is maintain the stalemate, and

John O’Mahony: You can’t
measure the threat of sectarian
civil war by Paisley. What comrade
Mules said about his motivation
the infighting in Unionist ranks —
is quite right. But then it is an old
joke that Ian Paisley is a bit of a
‘fake right’. He’s a demagogue. You
can’t measure the threat of civil
war by Paisley’s manoeuvrings.

The basic thing is that even
today, even with the Deal, the
Protestants think they can rely on
the British state — it’s their state,
they identify with it. So long as it’s
there, they don’t have the motiva-
tion to organise themselves for
sectarian civil war, or rather for a
wat to carve out their own area of
Ireland, to create their own state.

But given their heavy concen-
tration, particularly in Antrim and
Down, I don’t see any reason to

. doubt that if they feel fundament-

ally threatened they will resist, and
sectarian civil war will be a real
part of the situation.

We should beware of logic chop-
ping. It’s fine to point out the con-
tradiction in comrade Mules argu-
ment — that Britain prevents civil
war, etc. But it’s also absolutely
irrefutably true. It’s true that if
Britain left without a political
settlement the Protestants would
try to sort it out in their own way.

In Britain we have to insist all
the time that the Six County
state is an artificial entity, and
shouldn’t exist. But that idea also
contains a potential lie that Left-
ists can tell themselves: the lie
that no Protestant majority state
is viable or conceivable. In reality
there is such a conceivable state
— smaller than the present one —
that could emerge out of a sec-
tarian clash.

It is inconceivable that the
Catholics could win. I don’t think

*thiat subjugating Protesthnts is

publican martyrs on a

fastwall.

Irish unity and workers’

push and prod the British govern-
ment into attempted reforms.

Support amongst constitution-
al nationalists for the Accord is
partly, as Daisy said, due to their
fear of Sinn Fein, But it also con-
cedes something to them that’s
new. It concedes that the South-
ern Irish government has got a say
in the affairs of the North.

But also the Republican move-
ment is vulnerable to that kind of
strategy. The idea of reforming the
Northern Ireland state continues to
have some weight. The alternative
— a united Ireland — seems remote
and distant. That’s a problem we
have to confront.

The British and Irish govern-
ments are trying to create a frame-
work that will break the stalemate
— in their interests. That’s exactly
what we have to do. We have to

desirable, but in any case it
wouldn’t happen.

I agree that in the current situ-
ation, working class unity is not
possible. However the idea that you
will only get it after a united Ire-
land is simply nonsensical. You will
not get a united Ireland unless you
find some way of uniting the Irish
people; you will most likely get a
repartitioned Ireland as a result of
the Provo war. So it’s a vicious
circle.

You won’t get a united Ireland
by Catholic conquest of the Protes-
tants. The Catholic half-million in
the north could not conceivably
conquer the Protestant million. It’s
inconceivable that the Catholic
population in the South would
mobilise to try to do it. It’s just
not possible.

Out of that we derive the
notion of combining our propa-
ganda for a socialist Ireland and for
British withdrawal with some sort
of democratic solution — a demo-
cratic version of federalism. On that
basis you could at least talk to
some of the Protestants. You could
create small groups of united work-
ers on that democratic basis.

In reality that’s one of our
differences with Sinn Fein. We
would accept that the Protestants
are a legitimate Irish minority.
They are not just a political minor-
ity that can be said to be pro-
imperialist or ‘unionist’” — though
they are unionists, I’m not too sure
of the precise definition though I
wouldn’t baulk too much at calling
them a national minority.

Ireland’s problem is that there’s
a national minority, but instead of
that minority relating rationally
and democratically to the Irish
majority, the whole thing was
snarled up by the intervention of
the British ruling class in the arti-
ficial form of an artificial partition
— which’ created a bigger Catholic

in any case

create the force that can achieve a
united Ireland.

We have to break from conven-
tional Catholic-Irish nationalism,
and return to traditional Republic-
anism — uniting the Irish people.

Lebanon?

John Bloxam: Niall complained
of double standards. But there’s
a difference between the kind of
civil war you might see in South
Africa on the one hand and Ireland
on the other. It’s a difference for
example of a situation like the
Lebanon — two working class
communities slaughtering each-
other, with no progress coming out
of it; and a situation perhaps like
Spain.

Civil war in South Africa might

minority than the Protestants
would have been in the whole of
Ireland.

We've got to look at that
rationally, as socialists, and also as
Republicans.

One of the problems with Sinn
Fein is that to a considerable extent
it’s come to reflect the northern
Catholic minority and to a serious
extent to break with fundamental
aspects of republicanism, for exam-
ple in its abandonment of federal-
ism, which it advocated for a
decade.

Federalism isn’t something SO
has just thought up. As long ago as
1921 the political leader of the
Republicans who were soon to be
in arms against the Free State
government, De Valera, adopted
some notion of federalism, recog-
nising that there had to be an
attempt to accommodate the Pro-
testant minority.

It was very late in the story.
History might have gone different-
ly if that proposal had been part of
the original Home Rule Bill of the
1880s. It wasn’t. 1921 was very late
in the affair, and there have never
been many Protestant takers for
the idea as far as I know.

But the point is to have a basic
democratic programme that will
allow workers to talk to workers
and allow socialists from either
community to assure people from
the other community that they
respect their identity and do not
propose any form of sectarian or
national oppression.

I don’t think that just because.
we’re in Britain we can accept a
self-denying ordinance that we have
no right to do or say anything
but simply reflect straightforward
Provo Irish nationalism. I think it’s
far too complex for that.

Daisy: Mules: What hasn’t'really

be a necess stage to unite the
country and allow the working class
to fight for its own demands. Civil
war in Ireland would be different.
And that’s what the discussion is
about. Everyone here supports the
struggle for a united Ireland. But
if there is a civil war, which would
mean repartition, that would cer-
tainly not be an advance on the
situation, and could well be a step
backwards.

That’s our concern in talking
about civil war and repartition.

Daisy said she doesn’t think
there would be repartition. I'm not
quite sure why she thinks that.

There are two arguments, I
think. One is that the Protestants
aren’t strong enough to organise
their own state outside of Britain.
I just don’t think this is the case.
They’re strong enough numerically

Summing up : Jon O’Mahony and Daisy Mules

been touched on is why Britain
wants to stay in Ireland. It is an
economic reason, But it’s also a
strategic reason, which noone has
touched upon.

Seamus Mallon and Fitzgerald
‘when the Anglo-Irish Agreement
came out actually touched on it.
Mallon indicated that he would be
willing to negotiate an end to Free
State neutrality if he felt that
would end the northern-Irish poli-
tical deadlock. So Britain is there
for strategic reasons tied up with
NATO.

If they think they can bargain
with the 26 Counties for an end to
their neutrality, they’ll do so.
There’s already been moves towards
that; Fitzgerald is already talking
about it.

When I said Britain wouldn’t
allow a civil war, I meant at
present, within the partitionist
state. If the troops are removed,
some people say there would be a
civil war. We would like to believe
— and maybe it is an illusionary
belief, but we’ll have to wait and
see — that if the troops are with-
drawn, Britain declares its intention
to withdraw, withdraws its milit-
ary presence, and hopefully even-
tually its economic presence, this
will force the Protestant working
class to open dialogue with Repub-
licans. That is our belief.

The veto gives Protestant sup-
remacy, whether you like it or not,
or you think that they’re not
supreme. They’re not in the sense
that they are unemployed, as Rep-
ublicans are, though not to the
same extent. You just have to look
at Harland and Wolff, and Short
Brothers, which employ a total
majority of Protestant working
class people. Republicans don’t
have that input into the job scene,

You can see that from the maj-
ority of the trade unions, from the
‘NICICTU 'committee in the North,

unity

and armed enough to do it.

The second is that a Protestant
state wouldn’t be economically vi-
able. But it doesn’t depend upon
cold economic calculations. I can’t
assess that. It depends upon a poli-
tical drive, which would be very
strong.

Comrades have pointed quite
rightly to the problems of creating
working class unity. But they’re
missing the point — it’s a problem,
it’s been tried before and failed so
it’ll have to wait for a united Ire-
land . . . This just ignores the points
that have been made here.

We’re not saying that we’ve got
all the answers. We’re trying to
address the problem. That’s impor-
tant. The comrades haven’t explain-
ed how a united Ireland is going to
happen outside of some kind of
unity.

which is totally controlled by Pro-
testants. That’s because they’re in
work. Not full employment; but in
any case whether they’re in
employment or not, they still
believe they have supremacy. Whe-
ther or not reality says otherwise,
they still believe that. While they
do, and while their veto enshrines
that belief, as it does, there’s no
way they will talk to Sinn Fein or
Republicans, They won’t even talk
with the SDLP.

To suggest that this is what we
should be doing is cuckooland
stuff. Come over to Ireland and
try it for yourselves. It’s not going
to happen.

I'm not saying that flippantly.
Ideally that’s what we would want.
Some of us try it through trade
union work, where we’re meeting
Protestant working class people.
But most of the unions have clauses
in their constitutions disallowing
any discussion of political matters
— by which they mean things to do
with Ireland; they don’t mean talk-
ing about the war in South Africa
or in Nicaragua. They simply mean
talking about the war in Northern
Ireland.

Until the ICTU removes that
constitutional bar on discussing
politics, there will be no discussion.
But in unions and trades councils
where we can discuss, we do raise
these issues.

Federalism. When Sinn Fein did
have a policy of federalism, it
certainly didn’t encourage unionists
to talk to us, or encourage the
Protestant working class to do so. I
don’t think federalism would create
more discussion.

Sinn Fein dropped it because we
saw it as a sop to the Loyalists and
we felt it was weakening our posi-
tions. We also felt strongly that it
wouldn’t in the long run create a
socialist Ireland that that’s what we

are trying to do.
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A cure
for AIDS ?

By Les Hearn

A drug which offers some
hope for AIDS patients has
just been licensed for use in
the US.

Though the drug, azido-
thymidine (AZT) is not a
cure, it is the first one to have
produced a definite improve-
ment.

Borroughs Wellcome who
manufacture AZT, began
tests on 145 American
patients last February. At the
same time, 137 patients were
given a “placebo™, a pill or
injection containing no AZT.
The purpose of this was to
-provide a “control” on the
test, to ensure that any im-
provements or side-effects
experienced were not just
psychological effects of
increased hope or fear at the
new treatment.

After six months, though,
there seemed to be clear evi-
dence of a benefit from AZT.

AZT seems to work by
attacking an essential stage in
the virus’s life cycle. AIDS
virus is an RNA virus — its
genetic material is in the form
of RNA, unlike humans who
have DNA. Before it can re-
produce, it has to cope (trans-
cribe) the RNA into DNA, us-
ing the enzyme, RNA trans-
criptase (RT), unique to this
kind of virus.

Now, AZT is an altered
form of thymidine, one of
the building blocks for DNA.
Its altered shape and proper-
ties seem to allow it to block
the enzyme, rendering it per-
manently useless, rather like a
broken key in a lock — you
can get it in but it won’t turn
and you can’t get it out
again.

Since we don’t possess RT,
AZT is unlikely to cause us
any harm through this route.
However, it does seem to
have some other side-effects,
reducing production of blood
cells, for example.

In the study, it was given
to people whose immune
system still retained some
function but who were suffer-
ing from opportunistic infec-
tions, such as Pneumocystis
carinii pneumonia, Herpes
zoster (shingles), thrush (a
fungal infection), or weight
loss and fever. They still con-
tracted new infections but
resisted them better than
patients getting the placebo.
They also gained weight and
felt better.

The most impressive find-
ing was that while 16 ‘con-
trols’ died, only one of the
AZT group died.

So who could AZT bene-
fit? AZT’s mode of action
makes it most useful to those
in whom the infection has
not gone too far, since these
still have some immune func-
tions left. But in the most
advanced cases of AIDS,
there may be little improve-
ment possible while the side-
effects on blood cell produc-
tion could be dangerous. It
could be argued, though, that
the chance of treatment
should be offered to such

ents ided that they
er= fullv informed of the
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Caty.Tvson as Simone

‘Mona Lisa’ has had a lot of ad-
vance publicity, generally very
favourable. Yet it’s disappointing.
It’s well acted, beautifully photo-
graphed and well put together, but
it lacks the vital something that
would fully bring it to life.

The plot is the problem. It's a very

conventional good versus evil story.

Neil Jordan, the director, has tried to
conceal its banality under layers of
symbolism and arty photography, but
it can’t be hidden. And the arty treat-
ment just distances you further — you
have to stand back to admire it, so it

: doesn't grab you like other thrillers do.

It's a simple enough story. Fall guy

i George comes out of jail after seven
: years taking the rap for his-boss Mort-
: well. As compensation, he gets a job
: chauffeuring a high class whore,
: Simone, from client to client. George

What’'sinafamily?

Last Friday Channel 4 showed a
documentary called ‘Plenty
Chapati, Plenty Chips’ about the
Barot family who live in Leicester.

. They came to Britain as refugees 18
. years ago from Kenya and the
. documentary touched on three
. issues — the family, religion and
. culture.

When | was growing up I can

: remember talking about “British
: culture”, that is tea and scones on
: the lawn, croquet, hunting and fish-
s ing, cricket,
# Turner and so on. But as far as I
= can remember I never participated
% in or had access to such culture.
. YesIdid — taty scones!

Charles Dickens,

Backyard
But a backyard hardly consti-

= tutes a lawn, and the nearest I got

to hunting was chasing the stray
dogs up and down the alley ways.
Yet many British people, be they
working class or upper class, defend
s- false culture ardently, as if in-

Belinda Weaver reviews ‘Mona
Lisa’“.

falls in love, but the feeling isn’t
mutual. Simone wants to use George to
find her friend Cathy, another whore,
who used to work for Simone’s sadistic
pimp, Anderson.

George may be a chunky, quick tem-
pered fellow, but he'’s the knight in
shining armour with a heart of gold as
well, He's the main character and he's
likeable, if a bit short on brains. His pal
Thomas, who makes a living selling
luminous Madonnas and other plastic
works of art, also brings a quirky, like-
able eccentricity to the film.

George and Thomas are basically
innocents, and the plot shows its anti-
quity by making innocence their means
of protection from evil. Simone has lost
her innocence, as have Cathy, Mort-
well, and all the lowlife types who work

on the

By Tracy Williams

some way being British makes it
superior, civilised.

Not only do they defend their
own culture (and it’s not ours it’s
the capitalists’ culture), but they
ridicule. other cultures either
through blind ignorance or down-
right racist views.

The Barrot family, like many
other Asian families living in Brit-
ain have as much right to practice
and protect their own culture as
any other. There is less harm in
painting your son’s face with
tumeric before his wedding day fo
make his skin more attractive than
in a gang of British men getting
blind drunk on a stag night.

The documentdry showed "hHow

for him. George may love Simone, but
he doesn’t understand her, and his not
understanding her saves him from des-
truction.

He’s just a bit player in the struggle
between Simone who wants her free-
dom, and Mortwell, who makes a living
from flesh peddling and drugs. George
doesn’t belong in the big league.

Hellish

The film is set in London, and parts
of it have been dressed up to make
them seem hellish —such as the Kings
Cross sleaze area where George and
Simone first look for Cathy. The sex
clubs where George searches are suit-
ably tawdry, a far cry from the swank
hotels and houses where Simone plies
her trade. But breaking free of either
world is equally difficult, as May,
whom George thinks 'at first is Cathy,
and Simone both find out.

Though he’s making a preity basic

the family have changed from being
the “typical” Asian family into a
fairly radicalised unit. For example
their daughter Sujarta is living with
an English man, while one of their
sons, Mukesh, a Sikh, has married a
Hindu woman.

Raj, the eldest son, is living with
a white woman and has integrated
himself into the West Indian com-
munity of Leicester and Chuksu,
the youngest boy is like any British
scally.

Despite their breaks with tradi-
tion, the children still stressed the
importance of the family.

Family

There are some on the left who
automatically think that because
the family helps to support capital-
ism it must be destroyved. However
for black men and women this is
often not the case.

Our black comrades in South
Africa have argued that the family
sometimes take on a comforting,
supportive role. They are often
separated” fronr -their “sponses.and.

Goodies V Baddies

good-and-evil story, Jordan has tricked
it out with a few symbols which may be
comprehensible to fans of his earlier
films, but which are otherwise gratuit-
ous — the white rabbit George gives to
Mortwell, the white horse George sees
as he restores Cathy to Simone, the red
hearts on the Brighton pier.

Simone herself is a symbol — ‘Mona
Lisa’ — and as such, doesn’t really
make connection with the audience.
She’s as closed to us as she is to
George. And George falls into the
same trap as some of Simone'’s clients,
by falling in love with what he thinks
she is, rather than with the reality.

There are no bad performances in
the film. Bob Hoskins as George and
Michael Caine as the villain Mortwell
are both outstanding. But you admire
them from a distance — ‘the film
doesn't have the kind of shocking
immediacy that would really draw you
in.

kids for six months at a time, while
they have to work away, living in
hostels, being isolated and feeling
alienated. Similarly, black men and
women in Britain will argue that
the family i.e. the house, is some-
times the only place where they can
escape from racist attacks and
abuse — so we must be careful
when analysing how the family
affects our black comrades.

Religion

Religion of course is divisive.
But at the end of the day workers
have more in common with each-
other than they do with some god
or allah or whatever.

Does it really matter if some-
body has dreadlocks or wears the
Star of David.

Religion creates far too many
brutal barriers that disunite and
weaken our class.

The Barrot family highlighted
the problems of integrating into a
community, a society that is hos-
tile through its blind prejudice and
deeply misguided beliefs. - - - -



FOCUS

UNION and Labour Party leaders
have recently argued for a ‘new
approach’ to industrial legislation.

They argue for accepting a
degree of state control over the
unions — through a law imposing
ballots before strikes — and for
‘positive rights’ for workers and
unions.

We should, I believe, flatly reject
any state control over the right to
strike. But what about ‘positive
rights’?

Can we advocate ‘positive rights’
without infringing the principle of
working-class independence? What
should our response be?

I would argue that we need to
break new ground and organise to
fight for the following demands:

1. Positive rights for individual
workers

2. Repeal of the 1980, ’82, and
’84 anti-union laws

3. Reject a return to the old
formula of ‘immunities’

4. Support a charter for workers’
rights.

Immunities

Previous labour legislation in
Britain has been a mixture of posi-
tive rights and immunities. Unlike
most parliamentary-democratic
countries, Britain has never had a
legal right to strike. Instead, there
have been laws giving trade unions
‘immunity’ — protecting them
from prosecution for causing
breach of contract — in strikes.
Laws regarding trade unions have
nearly always been in the negative.

Positive rights have two major
advantages over ‘immunities’, even
when the substance of the legisla-
tion is basically the same.

To have the right to strike, for
example, proclaimed as a positive
legal principle, rather than grudg-
ingly accepted as an exception to
the basic law of contract, is better.

And positive legislation would
be less vulnerable than ‘immunities’
to the biased interpretations of
Tory judges.

We have to organise for positive
legislation to build workers’ confi-
dence, and agitate, educate and
make propaganda by counterposing
a workers’ charter to the new TUC/
Labour Party document ‘New
Rights, New Responsibilities’.

The following rights should form
the basis of a Workers’ Charter:

1. The right to organise. This
should include the right to recruit,
facilities, workplace meetings, etc.

2. The right to trade union
recognition. This would give work-
ers a better opportunity to organise
in areas such as the hotel and cater-
ing industry — industries which
have a disgraceful record on wages
and workers’ conditions.

3. The right to strike. This
would mean that workers and
unions would not be liable for
damages. The right of strikers and
their families to social security:
this would mean workers not being
starved back to work.

4. The right to picket. No restri-
ctions on numbers, no ‘code of
practice’.

5. The right of self-defence. We
have to learn the lessons of the
police actions over the last few
years and have the right to defend
ourselves against police brutality.

While we reject completely any

state interference in union affairs,
we have to provide a positive
alternative. Working-class militancy
and legislation are not exclusive of
each other.
" A Workers’ Charter can create
rights for the whole of the working
class rather than just sections. Yes,
a Workers’ Charter is breaking
ground, but our alternative has to
be something more than just going
back to the position before 1979.

The last seven years have séen
trade unions weakened and workers
beaten and battered by a vicious
Tory government. Despite this,
unions still organise 10 million Brit-
ish workers. Tenacious struggles are
still being fought.

Focus

A lot of demoralisation exists,
but the working class and its organ-
isations are still intact and far from
smashed. Militancy in sections of
the working class is high.

The Workers’ Charter can act as
a focus for the whole of the work-
ing class to organise for concrete
demands.

There are limitations, but also
possibilities. The fight for such a
Workers® Charter can help to create
and develop consciousness and con-
fidence in the working class.

We must make demands on a
Labour government to act in the
interests of the working class and
to strike at capitalism. We can agi-

Workers’rights

Should the miners have had a ballot imposed on them by law?
Photo: Andrew Wiard, Report.

tate in order to mobilise the
working class to enforce these
demands.

They are demands, not pleas, We
recognise and say honestly that a
Labour government will not serve
the interests of the working class
seriously when that means attack-
ing capitalism. Any pro-working-
class measures it implements will
have to be forced on it by the pres-
?ﬁre and actions of the rank and

e.

But without struggling for neces-
sary reforms, the working class can-
not learn to struggle for socialism.

We make these demands in order
to mobilise, to organise, to educate

and to fight for socialism. We do
not deny the use of Parliament to
achieve or reinforce mnecessary
reforms.

We should apply the same ap-
proach to the question of rights for
individual workers.

Part-time and temporary work,
for a start, is an area where positive
rights should be advocated. Such
workers should have a legal right to
be paid at the same rate per hour
as comparable full-time workers.
Their rights regarding unfair dis-
missal, etc. should be made exactly
the same as for full-time workers.

Maternity rights are an area
where the Tories have eroded the
rights of women workers. Positive

SABC

OF MARXISM

By Martin Thomas

Sorry about last week’s column; a
typesetting mistake omitted the
source of the long quotation in
it.

The guote was from Karl Marx
_ Capital volume 1. Marx’s point
was that values and attitudes usual-
ly -presented as eternal and natural
are in fact shaped and moulded by
the economic relations of society.

“The innate rights of man”, he
says sarcastically, find their most
typical expression in the processes
of buying and selling. The market
place is the realm of “Freedom,
Equality, Property and Bentham™.
(We shall see later what he means

Whose fr

by ‘Bentham’).

Freedom? Buyer and seller both
choose freely. In the medieval
system of guilds and royal mono-
polies, only certain people could
sell certain goods, but under capit-
alism, generally, all can sell freely.
In feudal society the typical Wwork-
ing person could not sell his or her
labour freely: he or she was tied to
the lord’s land. In capitalism work-
ers are free to choose their employ-
(3

The modern capitalist concept
of freedom is different from earlier
concepts. When feudal lords talked
about their ‘liberties’, they meant
their traditional privileges. In early,
commercial, capitalism, a ‘free’
person was by definition an inde-
pendent property-owner, someone
who did not work for wages.

So the modern capitalist concept
of freedom is wider. But it is still
very limited. It is a negative free-
dom, an absence of legal restrictions
rather than a positive freedom — a
liberation of humanity from scar-
city and drudgery and insecurity.
Indeed, part of it — ‘free enter-
prise’ — contains as its unspoken
but necessary conclusion the con-

demnation of many people to scar-
city, drudgery and insecurity.

Equality? Buyers and sellers are
equal before the law. No-one has
any preordained right to charge a
higher price, or receive a lower
price, than others.

But this capitalist equality, like

capitalist freedom, is limited. It is
formal equality, concealing the fact
that some have masses of wealth
and others have nothing to sell but
their labour power.
“ Property? According to some
modern economists, even the
poorest workers have some proper-
ty, some ‘capital’. Their labour-
power is ‘human capital’, which
they can rent out at the going rate
just as bankers lend out their
money capital.

In fact one class has no property
other than maybe some clothes, a
house, or some furniture: the other
class, the capitalist class, monopol-
ises the great masses of wealth
which dominate society.

“And Bentham™? Marx puts it
like this: “And Bentham, because
each looks only to his own advan-
tage”. Jeremy Bentham was a bour-
geois philosopher of the early 19th

m?

century. Marx uses his name to
refer to the fact that the capitalist
market-place assumes that every
man and every woman is out for
him- or herself — and the devil take
the hindmost!

The other point that Marx
makes is that the market-place is
only one side of capitalism. In the
market-place the worker (the seller
of labour-power) is equal with the
capitalist (the buyer of labour-
power), just as any other seller is
equal with any other buyer. But
there’s another side to it — a side
which vanishes into the mist from
the bourgeois point of view, but
which is central from the workers’
point of view.

When we go from the market-
place to the factory or office,
“He who was previously the
money-owner now strides out in
front as a capitalist; the possessor
of labour-power follows as his
worker.

“The one:smirks importantly
and is intent on his business; the
other is timid and holds back, like
someone who has brought his own
hide to market and now has noth-
ing to expect but — a tanning”.

legislation is needed to restore and
expand those rights.

Employers should also be legally
required to adopt an equal opport-
unities policy. This would give
women and ethnic minorities the
legal right to pursue cases of discri-
mination, and help them to organ-
ise collectively.

Health and safety law should
include the removal of immunity
of Crown employees from prosecu-
tion, and the right to a union veto
over unsafe working conditions.

On unfair dismissal: where work-
ers win their cases at tribunals they
should have the right to full rein-
statement. And there are other
areas where workers’ individual
rights in relation to employers
should and could be strengthened.

Positive

To support such “positive rights’
in no way means supporting the
TUC’s line in favour of laws to
write secret ballots into union rules.

The TUC version is that we must
have secret ballots because the
members favour them. The ground
has shifted, and we need to
respond.

While there can be no doubt
that the ground has shifted and
that workplace organisation has
been weakened, the bureaucrats’
argument is a pretence.

They want secret ballots be-
cause they fear that under a new
Labour government, after eight
miserable years of Thatcher,
workers’ confidence will be lifted.

They fear that many workers
will be prepared to go on the offen-
sive to fight for their demands.

Trade unionists can and should
decide for themselves, without
being dictated to by. the capitalist
courts.

The Tories and the right wing
favour secret ballots because they
are designed to isolate individuals
away from their workmates, to
encourage doubts and fears, and
to give maximum weight to
the ruling-class media as against
workers’ own discussions.

To strike requires courage, and
the confidence which comes from
collective strength. Secret ballots
are being used as a political
weapon against strikes. They pro-
mote individualism as against
collectivity. That is not in workers’
interests,

The Tories have used the issue
of secret ballots to expose weak-
nesses in union democracy. They
have had a large measure of sucgess
in popularising the view that secret
ballots increase union democracy
and give control to ordinary
members.

But the answer is not ballots
imposed by Tory judges, but self-
reform by the unions to create a
real, accountable, participatory
democracy,

Substitute

Legal rights are never a substi-
tute for working-class action at the
point of production. Employers
will try to ignore them, and estab-
lished courts and tribunals will
show bias in favour of employers in
administering them. :

But legal rights are part of the
struggle. Every trade unionist
knows that bosses will try to break
or twist written agreements when it
suits them; but we still fight for
written agreements. And a law
giving rights to workers or unions
is only a sort of ‘written agreement”
between the working class and the
capitalist class at the level of the
whole country rather than one
workplace, company, or industry.

A fight for such legal rights can
unite the working class. It means
that the stronger sections of the
working class are fighting for rights
which they can impose by dm
action to be extended to the w
class, including the weake
And then those legal
an important lever for tk
sections to make
stronger.
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Tribune seems to be having
second thoughts about the
soft left’s rallying behind Neil
Kinnock. John O’'Mahony
reports.

If you wanted to be bitter about it
you might say that last week’s
Tribune contained the most whole-
hearted confession of bankruptey,
penned by Tribune’s editor Nigel
Williamson, since Judas Iscariot
threw away the 30 pieces of silver
he got for betraying Jesus Christ,
tied a noose in a rope, put the
rope round his neck and hanged
himself.

Williamson’s article *“Whatever
happened to realignment” draws
the balance sheet of the so-called
“realigned left”. Left realignment
was the banner raised by those who
split the Bennite left during the
miners’ strike and went over to
open support for Neil Kinnock.

Williamsonn — who was one of
them — is remarkably candid about
it all. The realigned left, he says,
“set out to create a centre-left coal-
ition around Neil Kinnock, in the
Shadow Cabinet and on the NEC
instead of the centre-right forges
which predominated then and still
do”.

That meant breaking up the old
left whose public champion for the
previous five years had been Tony
Benn. Instead of organising the
serious left to fight to change the
Labour Party they chose instead to
try to influence Neil Kinnock and
to win him away from the influence
of the right and centre right.

They were magnetised by his
power — as some of them had
already been magnetised by the

SUGIALIST
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supposed power of the local gov-
ernment left.

Kinnock was surprised. Says
Williamson: “Neil Kinnock sudden-
ly found that he was getting sup-
port from sections of the left from
which he had, frankly, least suppor-
ted 1.

Kinnock no doubt welcomed
their support. But he didn’t need it
and he wasn’t prepared to pay for it
as they had hoped he would.

Nigel Williamson: ‘““Neil Kinnock
calculated that although it was a
useful tool against the hard left,
the soft left did not really wield
any power within the Party.” The
only thing they wielded was the
dagger they stuck in Tony Benn’s
back. Its efforts included behind-
the-scenes attempts to get Dennis
Skinner and Eric Heffer off the

LABOUR'S ‘SOFT’ LEFT RETHINKS

Off their

I will
fight on!

By Eric Heffer

The point was that the so-called
soft left, the cuddly left, together
with the right, have been working
very hard over the last two years to
get me off the national executive,
and now they’ve succeeded.
They've succeeded, I think -
and I'm not being big-headed about
it — because I've probably spear-
headed the attack against the drift
to the right in the Party. And I've
also made it clear that I’ve been
very much opposed to the various
witch-hunts that have taken place.
C_.ln that basis, it’s a political deci-
sion.

Clearly lots of the delegates
here would have liked to have voted
personally for me, but they were
mandated by their CLPs — per-
fectly understandable — many of
whom have been influenced by the
campaign in the party, and also by
the press campaign outside the
party.

But I'm not discouraged by all
this. I have a brain, 1 have a voice,

Published by Verso at £4.95

I have a pen, and I shall continue
to fight harder than ever for
socialist concepts and socialist poli-
cies, because they’re needed more
than ever.

The fact that I’ve been removed
from the Executive is not the end
of the struggle, it’s one chapter
~losed, another one opened.

New realism raises its ugly head
again: only hours after capitulating
to Murdochi’s anti-union, proscab
proposals for resolving the Wapping
dispute, it emerged that the print
unions had agreed a no-strike deal

Rally Fleet Street

By a SOGAT clerical member

at the Telegraph.

The legally-binding agreement at
the Telegraph also includes massive

CND demo at Labour conference. Photo: Andrew Wiard, Report.

NEC.

But Williamson admits they have
failed comprehensively. “The right
remains dominant on the NEC and
in the shadow cabinet.” Williamson
asserts that the realigners helped
Kinnock and the Party improve
their electoral image. But the
results for the soft left have been
catastrophic.

It has “become probably the
least coherent grouping in the Party
or Parliament” . . . the soft left
has failed to make any real
impact”. “The realigned left feels
almost powerless to do anything
about the situation. It is heavly
locked into a strategy of support-
ing Kinnock and its criticism of the
direction of the Party and its
policies are tempered by them.”
“Drift and inertia has set in”.

The practical consequence of the
ideas expressed in Williamson’s
article was put on display in

ees?

Blackpool. Williamson, Ken Living-
stone and others have been making
public overtures to Tony Benn for
a new regroupment between the
“realigned” — or rather marginal-
ised — “left” and some of the hard
left — on condition that Marxists
such as Socialist Organiser are
excluded. Benn replied publicly:
unity presupposes common values
and in the first place opposition to
expulsions.

Williamson’s article has some of
the marks of an attempt to draw up
an honest balance sheet. It seems to
indicate that some of the bomn-
again Kinnockites are sobering up.
Many more of them will sober up,
especially after the next election.
But they have a long way to go be-
fore they will have risen from the
prostrate position at Neil Kinnock’s
feet where they voluntarily placed
themselves when they split from
the Bennifte left.

No US bases!

From page 1

he will not be budged, We will have to
see what his later response will be.”

For the truth is that Weinberger is
right: if Labour were to implement its
defence policy, then that would prob-
ably wreck NATO.

Do the present Labour leaders —
who are soft-pedalling on almost every
aspect of domestic policy — have the
conviction or the guts to push through
nuclear disarmament regardless?

On Kinnock’s record so far there is
no reason to feel confident that he
will continue to stand firm. Rt is
Healey’s voice which expresses the
views of the Labour Establishment
here.

And even if Kinnock and his team
in government are inclined to throw
out the US bases, would they go?

Kinnock says that if a Labour gov-
ernment told them to go, they'd go.
We can’t be sure about that either:
Tony Benn has for a long time been
warning the labour movement that
they might refuse to go.

It is plain that there is scope, and
motivation, for immense behind-the-
scenes pressure to be exerted on a Lab-
our government by both the Penta-
gon and the British Establishment.

The rank and file of the Labour
Party must be on guard against treach-
ery, and we must exert a strong
counter-pressure demanding an end to
nuclear bombs and US bases.

Immediately the best answer to the
Liberal/SDP and Tory conspirators and
to the arrogant Weinberger is to go all
out to secure a Labour victory in the
general election, which may be no
more than a matter of months away.

Due to Labour Party conference
and our extended ‘Dialogue with
Sinn Fein’ feature, this issue
of Socialist Organiser is different
from usual. Regular columns are
missing. Next week's SO will

be back to normal, and will also
include the next article in Phil
O’Brien’s series on Latin America.

redundancies (over 50% in the
machine room, for example), longer
working weeks for less pay;shorter
holidays and management’s right to
lay-off workers in a dispute,

It is identical, in fact, to Mur-
doch’s original proposal to the
News International workers in Jan-
uary, which they rejected and
struck against on the instructions of
SOGAT leader Brenda Dean.

In only eight months Dean has
managed to destroy what it took
over 40 years to build up’ one of
the strongest and most militant
organised workforces in Britain
is being forced to its knees by its
own General Secretary.

The News International strikers’
fight for trade union rights and
recognition has been undermined
by its own leaders who see com-
pany unionism as the only way
forward.

The deal done at the Telegraph
is another blow, not only to the
strikers, but to the rest of Fleet
Street. But the print unions aren’t
dead yet. We can still win if we all
fight together.

What we need is:

*To call Fleet Street out — to
link up with the News International
strikers, those at the Mirror and the
Observer, and organise a rank and
file fightback against the leaders’
sell-out of our rights to organise.

*Call on the rank and file mili-
tants in the rest of the trade union
and labour movement to fight with
us for jobs, trade union recogntion
and the right to strike.

*(QOrganise a serious campaign
against the ‘company unionism’
ideclogy of Hammond and his
cronies and fight for the interests
of the working class, not the bosses
and bureaucrats.

Now it seems that News Inter-
national is not going to honour its
commitment anyway. Claiming that
it had ‘little or no confidence’ in
the way London branches of
SOGAT are conducting the ballot,
NI has asked the TUC to intervene
to run a new ballot. ol

NI's offer — which includes
£58 million compensation for the
Wapping job losses and the almost
complete elimination of trade
union organisation — was condi-
tional on SOGAT recommending
acceptance.

Spinelessly, the SOGAT leaders
found a formula to fry to meet
Murdoch’s demand while not
plainly saying ‘accept’.

But, fearing massive rejection of
the offer, NI is alleging ballot mal-
practice.

S Africa

From page 1
cor allowed Chief Buthelezi's
scab union UWUSA

the same facilities and the same
status as NUM.

It is clear that the union will
not be able to inspect the
mine in any detail.

The call for a day of mourning
has been supported by COSATU,
the United Democratic Front,
and other community groups.

It is expected to heat up the
long-standing wage dispute
between NUM and the Chamber
of Mines, and the response on
1 October is widely seen as pre-
paration for a future strike. A
strike ballot is in preparation.

An NUM spokesperson said,
‘*Last year the industry made un-
paralleled profits. They are in a
good position to meet our de-
mands’’. NUM is demanding
across-the-board increases of
26%, and 16 June — the
anniversary of the Soweto
revolt of 1976 — as a paid
holiday.

The Chamber’s complex offer
falls short of these demands, so
a national wages strike could
happen in the near future.




