. THE TORIES are out to grind the

'NUM down in a war of attrition which
they are quite willing to see go on into
the winter. In their war they are
_ prepared to use every weapon todivide
- the miners, isolate them from other
workers, and terrorise them into sub-
mission.

They have turned Nottinghamshire
into a virtual police state in order to

dove prevent effective picketting. They have
e used High Court injunctions to make
- illegal NUM statements that the strike
3 is official, as they have when moves
=~ were made to discipline scabs. Their
. plans have been well laid. It is now

.F - known by all that Thatcher allowed

~ pay settlements with other sections of
N e A workers to go ahead in an attempt to
ey head off possible joint actions with the

- miners. Record stocks of coal were built
i up, substitute energy forms especially
~ nuclear power developed, and the
~ movement of coal ensured by the use of
lorries.
: The staging of talks last month did
- present the danger of leaders of the
M, with or without Arthur Scargill,
to some sort of deal with the
ind the backs of the rank and
- file. Despite the “sugar coating” offer
- of higher pay for those left with a job,
~ the fact that MacGregor's “New Plan
d Coal” entailed the closure of 70-100
er the next few vears made it
le that the NUM would be
to reject the proposals outright.
I miners must fight to ensure
t there are no more secret negoti-
for they not only present a
sell out but divert attention
the necessity of consolidating
' the strike.
he ‘are to win — and a
or them
T

ould be a dreadful
all workers — other
ust be drawn into battle
themselves to face the full

miners will be
ady over 3,500
1 arrested. In the first
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through the refusal to comply with
impossible conditions be made into
imprisonable offences. Through this
manipulation of the infinitely mani-
pulable law the state hopes to erode the
numbers of active pickets, forcing
those who refuse to accept house arrest
to sit out the strike in a gaol cell,
And if this does not work — and
remember it is a long term strategy —
the Tories have other strings to their
bow such as NCB organised ballots,
attempts to starve miners' families, but”
above all they have police coercion. In
scenes instantly recognisable to view-

ers of TV coverage of the Six Counties,

police have adopted many of the
iethods the army has employed in
r struggle with the nationalist
ing the use of snatch
loyment of police
has added another
s shown the correct-

Gates and portray mass picketting as
the key to the miners struggle forget
that in 1972 miners at Saltley were able
to rely on the support of tens of
thousands of striking Birmingham
engineering workers. It was this extra
element that persuaded the police to
give up their attempt to keep the depot
open: this victory proved decisive in
the road to victory. 1972 showed not
only the might of the miners but how
this might can become irresistable if
actively backed by solidarity strikes
and joint mass picketting,

Now what was necessary for a
miners’ victory in 1972 is a thousand
times truer today with all the contin-
gency plans developed by the state, the
productivity deals introduced by the
Labour government which are the
basis for the scabbing in Nottingham-
shire, and the determination of the
Tories to deliver a strategic blow
against the working class by defeating
the miners.

Many of our trade union leaders

FOR
PROLETARIAN
INTERNATIONALISM
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have proved good on rhetoric but bad
on actual concrete militant solidarity.
The NUR and ASLEF despite their left
reformist leadership accepted 30 pieces
of silver from the government. a
y %, rather than put up a

ightal side the miners.

X left reformists have

proved themselves as militant talking
windl the right has openly reveal-
ed treachery. Bill Sirs has

nnived in the use of strike

and EEPTU leader Enc
1ally sides with the
ur Scargill and the
for his members in the
to cross picket lines.
. the Parliamentary

. 1a¢¢1
yeen 1Lt

eier —

o “intervene’’, as
ready — and what are
we to make of Kinnock's attacks on
nilitant miners? Surely they fly in the
face of the sycophantic assertions by
centrist Morning Star political corres-
1ident Andrew Murray that the
Labour Party” has done “its duty to
those who sent them to Parliament’
over the miners’ strike, and that
Labour MPs are “determined to see
this fight through to victorv' (June 11,
1984).

Of course what militant miners need
1s not cheerleaders or those who
specialise in fostering illusions In
Labourism, and certainly not lectures
about how their strike must not become
political, as Euro industral organiser
Pete Carter declares. No, what is
needed is immediate and massive
solidanty, up to and including a
general strnke.

The miners’ strike must not be
allowed to flag, to interminably drag
on in isolation. We must not simply
wait for NCB, police, and court attacks
and then respond; we must raise the
stakes now. Arthur Scargill's warning
that the strike might last until next year
and the brave determination by miners
and their families to see their struggle
to victory in no way excuses the rest of
the working class from its respons-
ibility to the miners and to itself of
joining the miners in united struggle.

Militant miners and militants in

other industries must take the lead in

fighting to spread the strike. We
cannot rely on leaders to do this for us.
We must beat the Tory war of attrition
against the miners with a united
workers’ offensive which must include

in its aims forcing the TUC to call a

general strike. Only this perspective

can unleash the bottled up anger and

energy of the whole class, can stop in
their tracks the thugs in blue, can
ensure a miners' victory, and bring the
arrogant Iron Lady Thatcher to her

knees and have her begging for mercy.

o >
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The Edltor

‘Our’ Industry?
, he-Mo:re the Better

‘world revolutmn m not the
Trots -

g followed your journal
since its first issue I

- was nterested to see the May

issue carry this appraisal of
Trotsky’

“True leftism at the time
was represented by the
Trotskyites, who must be
castigated, not for the
secretarian politics of ‘social
Tfascism’, but for their deser-
tion of the world communist
movement and passage into
the petty bourgepis wilder-
ness. They have subsequently
remained as insignificant as
when they first emerged,
despite the opportunity during
the critical vicissitudes of the
Second World War, to prove
their hollow claim to be the
true heirs of Comintern.”

On the one hand you say
that Trotskvism was the “‘true
leftism at the time!’ but on the
other you say it had a “hollow
claim to be the true heirs of
Comintern”. You can’t have it
both ways. It is not possible to
be the true leftists of the time
without being the true heirs to
Lenin any more than The
Leninist not claiming to be
both.

The Leninist says the
Trotskyites were guilty of
“desertion of the world com-
munist movement” but in fact
the Trotskyites were viciously
expelled, as were members
who questioned the expulsions.
The position “It isnecessary to
build the Communist Parties
anew’ was adopted because of
the debacle in Germany which
proved Stalin’s impotence
before Hitler's rise to power.

The Leninist says that
Trotskyites ‘‘remained as
insignificant as when thev
first emerged.”” There is
something self-deprecatory
about this since The Leninist
has taken wholesale from
Trotsky's oppesition to popular
frontism. Trotsky put forward
the position of the workers’
united front/workers’ militias
as the revolutionary alternative
to the popular front. Yes, it was
early Comintern which had
put forward this revolutionary
position which Stalin betrayed
and that is precisely the point
about Trotsky’s carrying it
forward.

The Leninist has tried to
distance itself from Stalin by
using substantial parts of the
Left Opposition  polemic
against Stalin but then at the
same time distancing itself
from Trotsky with a smatter-
ing of Stalinist slander. The

Lentnist wants to eclectically

incorporate the great revolu-

tionary tradition of Trotsky-

ism while maintaining itself
firmly in the Stalinist camp.
Instead of pretendmg that

: you will have to brea‘]!. ﬁmm il

Stalinism to fight for world
revolution. In these years of

aggressive 1mpenahst war

drive and an inspiring miners
challenge to the bourgeoisie,
‘there is tremendous scope for a
massive growth of the
Bolshev:k Leninist Trotsky-
ism among the Stalinist ranks.
Yours for a reforged
Bolshevik international
.. Arnold Mintz
London

James Marshall replies:
The fact that our Trotskyite
friend automatically takes
the description “true
leftism” as a compliment
says a great deal. For
leftism isolates the revolu-
tionaries from the masses,
it is characterised by a
dogmatic approach to
questions by substituting
ready made formulas for
the concrete study of
reality. Marx supportedthe
expulsion of the anarchists
from the First Interna-
tional, they were the leftists
of the nineteenth century.
The Bolsheviks too were
occasionally plagued by
leftism, for example the
Boycottists who elevated
the tactiecs of boycotting
electoral work to a principle.
Lenin fought, and in the
end expelled, this leftist
deviation which in the
name of revolutionary
purity sealed off the party
from the broad masses. The
early Comintern was also
far from immune from
leftism. Take a look at
Lenin's Left Wing Com-
munism — An Infantile
Disorder to get a glimpse of
the concerted struggle he
fought against it.

Trotskyism is a leftist
reaction to the righiist sins
of the world communist
movement. It is as much
‘true Leninism® as the
Boycottists were ‘true
Bolsheviks’; Trotsky in
1933 declared that the
communist parties were
dead for revolution and
gave up all attempts to
change them — this was
defeatist desertion of the
-world proletarian vanguard
who were and still are
orgamsed overwhelmingly
in the communist part:es.
Revolutionary events since
1933 surely prove his
contentions disastrously
wrong. It was communist
parties that established
socialism throughout
Eastern Europe, in North
Korea, Vietnam, and China,
not the Trotskyites.

And what about Trotsky’s
‘Fourth International'?
Well, that was an abortion
not a workers’ interna-

tional; far from it organis-

ing tens of millions as
Trotsky preshel:ed it

] -Sle ers hav

Trotsky*‘ is patently f ]
’We mlght agree w;th some

the anarchlsts critici sms i
of rightist elements in the
5

First International. Lenin
too recognised much of the
validity of the ‘Left Wing’
communists’ attacks on the
revolting leaders of the
offical labour movements
in the West. This did not
make Marx an anarchist
nor Lenin a ‘Left Wing’
communist; likewise we
are not Trotskyists, we are
Leninists. It is as simple as
that. We certainly want
nothing to do with the
socalled
tionary traditions of
Trotskisym’ — for us
Trotskyism is impotency
and left-liquidationism,
something surely proved in
WWII when the masses
rallied in their tens of
millions to the communist
parties while the “Fourth
International’” remained
nothing more than an
isolated sect which soon
splintered under the pres-
sure of reality. Where is
the “‘Stalinist slander” in
this?

I Chose the CPGB

Dear coinrades.

I first came across The
Leninrst fiv abcut 1982 in
Coltets. and bougi.t a copy of
No. 3, and then ohtained the

twe back numbers. [ was very
impressed indeed with what [
read, dnd I am now in posses-
sion of all eight issues.
When [ picked up that copy

of The Lerinist 1 h;—:d Joined
and left bhoth the cld Party
and the NCP! " was completely

dl-bl”ll"\lbﬂt'l-. Atthe sametime
as I picked up The Leninist, I
also picked up The New Worker
and the New Communist Re-
view. I still read The New
Worker, but did not rejoin the
old or the New party straight
away.

For me, the turning point
was reading John Chamber-
lain's letter in No. 4, particul-
arly the statement that the
biggest political mistake of his
life was leaving the old Party.

Eventually I rejoined the
old Party, and am now once
again getting very involved in
the Party, my union, and to
me, perhaps one of the most
important things, the ‘I‘rades
Council. -

I am sure that The Lenm t f
has given me that little bi
‘push’ which I needed andIa
very grateful. ;

‘‘great revolu-

L b bl




g support for
ess people in

h |p the miners
=92 -'(Mormng Star.

i Pportumsts
: th miners' strike,

ebmparisnn with

_ "uncomprom:smg struggles
72 and 1974,

The coal mdustry like all other

_nationalised industries was not taken

- over by the state with the intention of

running itin the interests of the British
people or of the working class employed
in that industry. The intention of the
capitahst class was of course to run an
industry, which because of very high
capital outlay costs had become
inefficient and unprofitable under
private ownership, but which still
prov:ded a4 necessary resource and
service to the rest of the capialist
economy. The degree to which high
capital investment with relatively little
return is a feature of production
industry in the state sector is shown by
the Census of Production figures for
1981. Of all industries including
manufacturing, mineral extraction,
construction, gas, water and electricity,
only 15% of both employment and gross
output is accounted for by the state
sector, yet its share of net capital
expenditure (meaning plant, machinery,
vehicles and new buildings) amounts
to a staggering 387! It is the attempt to
reduce the collective burden of these
costs for the capitalist class, which has

conditioned the long term strategy of |

increasing efficiency through increas-
ed productivity and which has resulted
in hundreds of thousands of jobs being
lost in all nationalised enterprises
during the pasttwenty years, including
over 300,000 in British Rail and nearly
200,000 in British Steel.

Very little resistance to these drastic
cuts has been put up by the trade
unions precisely because of the
pervading attitudes in the labour
movement, which defend the logic of
improving ‘our’ industry's profitability
and efficiency above the interest of
defending our jobs and living
standards. The opportunists in our
Party (and reformists in general)
further justify this position by peddling
the illusion that socialism can be built
from within capitalist society by
reforms whilst the capitalist state
remains intact, and that, moreover,
nationalised industries and services
represent ‘islands of socialism’, which
will grow and eventually envelop
society as a whole. The past forty vears
show us, however, despite the naive
mythology surrounding the Attlee
Government, that nationalisation has
been utilised by the capitalist class and
implemented by both Labour and Tory
parties as a manifestation of state
. monopoly capitalism, and in the case of
the welfare state, as a reform intended
to ameliorate class antagonisms,

~which 't:apita]i'arm could “well “afford

in their ;histancqhdew
 th attltude towards

totally obscured by the oppormmsts
scramble to capture the mantle of true
patriotism. The coal industry is no
longer part of state mannpoly capital-
1sm, but is simply ‘our’ industry. The
cause of socialism is pushed even
further into the background as the task
of saving British — not only nationalis-
ed, but BRITISH — industry becomes
evermore pressingly urgent.

For anybody acquainted with the
history of the international labour and
socialist movement, this dovelupment
is nothing new for it is a sign that the
growing crisis of capitalism is forcing
opportunism to complete its passage
into the camp of the bourgeoisie in the
guise of social chauvinism and open
class treachery. The fact that Chater
and Mcl.ennan are following in the
footsteps of Hyndman and Kautsky
does not make the liquidation of the
Communist Party any less tragic and
certainly not a farce. [tisa very serious
threat, which all pro-Party communists
must organise against in a disciplined
rebellion to overthrow the Eurocom-
munist leadership.

To defeat opportunism it is impera-
tive we counter the reformist argument
that Britain's economic decline is due
to incompetent management and in-
correct governmental policies, against

which the Alternative Economic
Strategy is posed as a soll ution. It is
because Britain is an mperialist

country and is driven by l}'l( demand

for profit above all else that billions of

pounds of capital are exported 1n
search of more intensciy exploited
labour in Latin America and tnhe Far
East. This is not simpiv a “policy’ of
capitalism which can be reversed, any
more than increasing industrial pro
ductivity with machines can be
historically reversed. Parasitism and
decay are fundamental features of

imperialism and can not be overcome
except through the overthrow of the
system itself.

The reformist solution offered by the
AES, of ‘workers democracy’ (where
trade unions share the responsibility of
implementing management decisions
for increasing profitability). of planning
agreements and of impun controls
(through which workers in Britain are
diverted from confronting capitalism
at home as the true cause of job losses
and low wages, to blaming other
workers in Japan and South Korea) is
more a means of harnessing the co-
operation of the organised working
class in promoting Britain's competi-
tiveness with other ecapitalist (and
socialist) countries. In this respect the
class collaborationism during the
Second World War in this country
when even the Communist Party
supported co-operation with the
capitalists at every level — from shop
floor to the corridors of Whitehall — is
the real blueprint for the architects of
the AES.

With over three million workers
already on the dole and the attempt by
the Tory government in the current
miners’ strike to open the way forward
for a brutal offensive against trade
unionism and living standards in
general, the question still arises
however; How can the working class

combat this rising capitalist onslaught?

The workers’  experience of
nationalisation under capitalism has
Eh wn at this is not the -answer tt}

I

struggle for the government of the day
to guarantee jobs and wages. The
success of this still rests with the
strength and determination of the
workers however. It is in this context e
that we support continued state 1
responsibility for industries and 74|
services such as Naitional Health,
which are under threat of privatisation.
Privatisation can only mean one thing
— even greater cuts in the pursuit of
productivity and profitability and
even greater pressure to drive down
wages. Our only consideration in
defending nationalisation here is the
defence of jobs, living standards, and
free availability of welfare services for
all workers.

A positive

development to the
limited gains and excessive losses
wrought by state intervention in
industry over the past fifteen vears has
been the response of rank and file trade
union organisations. Critical reports
such as those by the Lucas Aerospace
shop stewards combine and trades
councils in Newcastle, Coventry,
Liverpool and N, Tyneside are still
limited in that they propose a more left
version of the AES still tied to the
fortunes of a Labour government, but
thev raise the important demand of
“Production for social needs, not
profits.” This must be our starting
point, for then our demands of the
system are based on working class
interests and not what capitalism can
1fford.

A second positive development has
been the attempts by workers to
implement workers’ control in order Lo

combat closures and redundancies,
such as the numerous occupations
throughont the 1970s, of which the

Upper Clyde Shipbuilders work-in was
the most celebrated example. The
important point is not whether such
experiments end in nationalisation, a
private takeover or the setting up of a
co-operative, all of which can be
accomodated within the capitalist
svstem and do not necessarily challenge
it. The important point is that the issue
of workers control and the setting up of
factory committees (which transcend
shop steward committees in that they
strive to represent all unionised and
non-unionised workers) begin to
challenge the capitalists’ control of
working conditions and production.
This can become the basis of a
spreading poiitical movement as was
the case in Russia in 1917 and to a
lesser extent in Britain during 1917 —
1921 when the local shop stewards in
Scotland set up bodies like the Clyde
Workers' Committee with the following
declared objectives:

1. To obtain an ever-increasing
control over workshop conditions.

2. To regulate the terms upon

which the workers shall be
employed. o
3. To organise the workers

upon a class basis and to maintain
the Class Struggle, until the
overthrow of the Wages System,
the freedom of the workers, and .
the establishment of industrial
democracy have been obtained.

We might add that such ‘workers
control  should apply to hoth
nationalised and prwatdly oWne&..-
mdust . :

- Yet workers' t:o.nh'ol ahbnl not |
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April 18 reported that around 500,000
people would have personal files stored
on them on the first floor of MI5's
Mayfair headquarters. These files
would contain photos and typed
records of their political beliefs and
affiliations, friends, families, jobs,
applicable crimes, and simply allega-
tions and unfounded suspicions about
them:

“It is not entirely clear who the
500,000 are... (but) it is known to
involve records of all 65,000
positively vetted civil servants and
15,000 members of the Communist
Party.” '

The largest single target of F Branch
of MI5 (which deals with domestic
surveillance) remains the CP — they
would have a personal file on every
Party member and those they broadly
define as ‘sympathisers’. Within F
branch we get an entire subdivision all
to ourselves (Fl1), along with Irish
‘terrorism’ (F5), and Trade Unions (F2).
Survéillance of the Party would not
only be carried out by indirect
observation but also by quite systematic
infiltration, Thus it is unlikely that our
Party, including its upper echelons,
has not been thoroughly infiltrated by
MI5. We do not state this in order to
scaremonger; we are not guilty of the
same type of James Bondism that
constitutes Straight Left’s world view,
We state it because it is simply a fact.

Consequently, the approach to
internal party security is not merely a
‘detail’ but a measure of the seriousness
with which we approach our task of
making revolution. Typically, our

ted class conflict at home and

| ments” Ic

e e : . o

Party leaders, instead of acting to
counter the inevitable attentions of
MI5 have simply whined ‘why us?’ For
instance, the official reaction of the
Party to the 1982 disclosure by author
Nigel West that Party official comrade
Betty Reid had unwittingly employed
an MI5 agent, Betty Gordon, was a
wheedling, “But we have nothing to
hide”, Clearly, if we do not, we should
have.

The Leninist is the only tendency
which takes the security and therefore
the survival of our organisation
seriously; the only trend that stands
consistently and unconditionally for
the defence of the Soviet Union: and is
thus the only group in the CP that
unreservedly condones the actions of
ex-MI5 agent, Michael Bettaney. The
Morning Star of April 17, instead of
refuting the hysterical anti-Soviet wail
of the bourgeois press, simply offered
an ‘impartial’ report. Likewise, for
Straight Left, the great self proclaimed
‘pro-Soviets’ of our party, Michael
Bettaney does not even warrant a
mention. Presumably, defending
Bettaney might jeopardise their
unprincipled links with the left social
democrats who constitute their
‘advisery” panel — after all, the man was
a traitor... wasn't he?

We applaud traitors to British
imperiulism. Bettaney was a ‘patriot’
of the Soviet Union and therefore of

the working class in Britain and
throughout the world. The bourgeoisie
has been reduced to seeking ‘psycho-
logical” explanations of this brave

man's actions. Ex-colleagues arve

g

am,mtelﬁgenf civil servant to treat Moscow as
m beggars belief.” (The Times, April 17 1984)

ore the Better

wheeled out to provide insights into the
‘twisted mind’ of Bettaney the ‘odd
cove. Miranda Ingram, who worked
with Bettaney in the K Branch
counterespionage department of MI5
bemoans the *“‘obsessive aura of
secrecy'’ that pervades the security
services and which means that unease
about particular aspects of policy,
because there is no outlet for “critical
self questioning’, can often “seek a
clandestine outlet” (New Society,
May 31 1984).

Ingram misses the point. It was not
the atmosphere in which Bettaney
worked that transformed him, it was
the nature of the work itself. It may
seem a little obvious to state that the
state's secret services need to be secret
— especially so as their work largely
consists in doing the ‘dirty work® of
capitalism. Ingram’s and all liberal
critics’ intentions are clear however —
to advise the imperialist bourgeois
state on how to arrange its security
affairs more efficientlv. Without
reform Ingram gravely warns “there
may be more Michael Bettaney s”,

Quite frankly, as far as we are
concerned, the more the hetter.

*...in the struggle for peace and
social progress there are those
who are ready to sacrifice not
merely their liberty but even their
lives. As my last political act [ eall
oncomrades evervwhere to renew
their determination and redouble
their efforts in the pursuit of a
victory that is hist: rically inevi-
table.” (Micl April
1984).
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~ Merseyside CP

Less militant than

Tony Coughlin

LIVERFPOOL has been a bastion for
Militant for quite a time. One of its
MPs, Terry Fields, is a supporter of
Militant, and the group can
legitimately claim some working class
support.

At the moment, Militant seems to
desire a plausible excuse to move to the
right. Notwithstanding that, the local
Communist Party has been unable to
provide any genuine comiunist alter-
native. .

Our Eurocommunist comrades have
in fact excelled themselvesin providing
an example of their ideology in
practice. Local CP Secretary John
Blevin wrote to local groups calling for
a real broad mass campaign to protect
services and jobs. Party member Brian
Brierly, writing in the Morning Star,
sketched out the Euro blueprint calling
for the need for “broadening out the
campaign to save the city by involving
all sections of the population.” Reject-
ing the concept of the working class us
the motive force in the campaign and

replacing it with community groups,

€ Euros hold up local clergy as pillars
of the struggle.

. Canvassing God as a possible voter

‘they have praised “the excellent sta te-

al clergy have made.

To justify this they proclaim that
ch leaders are good “on issues

'ace, their input in many

f the labour
(Morning Star

R

Thatcher. All this talk is aimed at
creating an alliance with the socalled
‘anti-Thatcherite’ Tories, the SDP. and
the Liberals, Merseyside CP poses
friendship with those who were actually
responsible for the desolation of Liver-
pool.

The Euros’ idea for a ‘broad alliance'
18 ironically shared by the New
Conununist Party. Although not vet
ready to embrace the Tory wets, they
are treading the same path. Readers of
The New Worker are told: **Only unity
on a broad basis will force the
Tories to retreat on this issue.”
(May 11 1984)

So for the CP and the NCP the
working class, which has the least to
lose and most to gain from a specifically
anti-capitalist offensive, should instead
place its trust in a motley collection of
vicars, Liberals, Tory wets, the
Chamber of Commerce, and even the
local evening paper.

The Communist Party in Merseyside
has firmly placed itself to the right of
Militant on the question of the deficit
budget. Traditionally, communists have
opposed placing the burden of the
capitalist crisis onto the working class,
Regrettably this cannot now be said of
our Party.

Comrade Gordon MecLennan, speak-
ing in Liverpool, suggested a “limited
rate increase”. Jim Ferguson, Cp
member and NUT Executive Commitee

“member, showing he has more in
common with the Tories than his own
members, proposed at a joint shop

steward committee meeting a motion
which called for a rate increase if

necessary to save jobs. This, if im-

lemented, would result in a T0% rate

creas tﬁmﬂ,}'g:kg;)gtﬁ the costof -
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phantom image:
cover its own ri

When exan
In Liverpool,
on which to att

of ‘eltraleftism’ to
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us peints emerge
.Its left sloganising
covers a pale left reformist group.

Militant supporters were jubilant
over their suceess in the May 1984
elections and equally pleased with the
poor showing of CP candidutes. In
Abercrombie the Party's vote fell from
L1l to 92, while it stayed at 63 in
Arundel, In' both cases I.ahour increased
its vote. The Party continued to pall
poorly in Dingle (30 votes). where the
Labour Party took a seat from the
Liberals.

Militant spokespersons like Tony
Altman )
“splitting the vote”, but we Marxist-
Leninists uphold our Partv’s right to
contest elections. Liquidationist pro-
positions about the need not to fight
Labour, whether from Militant or from
Straight Leftists, can only contribute
to the demige of the Communist Party
as thg vanguard party. We call for
standing against Labour on a genuine
communist platform. one seeking! to
win elass conscious workers away from
reformism to revolution. g

Militant supporters have expended
considerable energy in creating myths
about Kinnock and the ]eadershfp of

the Labour Party. They may dream of |

Kinnock and the Labour bureaucracy
:;avalry racing to ’
on’t. In place of Militant's champion-
¢ ] : pion- |
ing of the labour bureaucracy, we p&

may attack our Party for !

ol

save Liverpool; we |

the interests of the working class and
¢ aim of socialist revolution -

. Infact, forall thehot air thereis little

tween Militant and

_ _ issues, but e
caves much to be desired, Bot
traightjacket the




Richard Hardy

tern’s ever loyal R Palme Dutt stuck
doggedly to the existing Comintern
position, though there were signs from
Moscow even before 1935 that the
change was coming. In June 1934 Dutt
stated in Fascism and Social Revolu-
tion (pl70) ‘As capitalism develops
to more and more Fascist forms,
Social Democracy, which is the
shadow of capitalism, necessarily
goes through a corresponding
process of adaption. This process
of “fascisation” of Social Demo-
cracy shows itself in the increas-
ing support of open forms of
dictatorship ... With the complete
victory of the Fascist dictatorship,
this process of adaption does not
come to an end, but on the
contrary reaches even more
extreme forms.’ The significance of
Dutt’s intransigence in 1934 was
magnified five years later, and is
something to which we shall return.
The inadequate characterisation of
fascism given by the new Secretary
General of Comintern, Georgi Dimit-

rov, in his speeches to its Seventh

World Congress in August 1935 was
accepted as satisfactory and complete-
ly endorsed. To define fascism as
simply ‘an open terrorist dictator-
ship of the most reactionary
circles of finance capital’ was
intended solely to facilitate the
promotion of the accompanying
Popular Front against fascism. It
served that purpose: there is no record
of any d.usennent voice in the world
communist movement. Throughout
the late 1930s the Popular Front tactic
was tried with greater or lesser degrees

o m:qm (that !3, SUCCess relanve to

ur Pmy to allow it
: b oration than already
loe lleve1 Our Party did

not even this attempted justification in
the Euros' revival of what they
understand by the Popular Front.

In extending the idea of the Popular
Frunt away from the centrist position
of using it to deflect fascist regimes
from attacking the Soviet Union, the
Euros lay bare their own more right
wing opportunism. As befits new
Fabians, our Party's Euros have
developed this centrist deviation ol
Marxism-Leninigm a further stace to
the nght. It is noteworthy that Dave
Priscott's article ‘Popular Front
Revisited’ in the October 1933
Marxism Today preceded (in terms of
publication dates, at least) by only a
short period the book under review
(1939...). Comrade Priscott has =a
contribution in /939... which illustrates
his purported naivety during 1939 in
not supporting the Party's iniiial
support for Britain’s declaration of war
on Nazi Germany; a mistake which his
Marxism Today articlic sceks to remedy
in its own way.

War Front

The Popular Front period in our
Party had prepared it in fact for
nothing so much as the course it took
on a British declaration of war. If
fascism was the main enemy, then why
not support every means to defeat it?
What did it matter if the Communist
Party teamed up in this. endeavour
with parties of the class enemy such as
the Conservatives? Had the Party not
opposed the National Government main-
ly because of thedanger of its siding with
Germany in an attack on the Soviet
Union? If all this were true then
communists must surely assist what
looked like a manifestation of the
Popular Front: a bourgeois democracy
at war with and possibly defeating a
fascist regime. Thus ran the argument
at the time whiQh was unchallenged in
the Party: until mid-September 1939
when the texts of Soviet radio
broadcasts gbout the’ war became
available. The Soviet Union categoris-
ed the war as ‘imp enauat and
edatory on both sides’. i
aised th

its prewar stance, and as a move to
strengthen the war effectiveness of
British imperialism, the Party called
for the removal of Chamberlain and
the men of Munich. [t was this that was
termed the Party’'s ‘struggle on two
fronts’,
From Cable Street to the British
Battalion in the Spanish Civil War, it
seemed every Party experience sug-
gested that its internationalist duty
was the defeat of fasciem. The trouble
was, it was only expediency on the part
of Stalin and the Soviet Party that had
determined the Popular Front policy in
the first place. Once the imperialists
were at each others’ throats, bourgeois
democratic dictatorships and bour-
geois fascist dictatorships, the essence
remained Lthe same for the Soviet
Party: keep them away from us. Thus
the duty of the other communist parties
arvund the world was not to make
revolution. Far from it. Their task was
to keep imperialist attack on living
socialism an expensive if not impos-
sible option. While the Nazis were
engaged in fighting the British and
French imperialists: they were less
likely to turn around and jointly attack
the Soviet Union. Indeed, if the Nazis
could be mollified then the closer
imperialist danger than. France or
Britain could be fended off for a while,
not to say contained.
In order that the Soviet, and thus
Comintern, view should prevail it was
essential that the CPGB should cease
its policy of support for the war. To
achieve this required all the weight of
authority that Comintern. counld
muster. After Harry Pollitt; the Party's
General Secretary since 1929, and JR
Campbell had been put in their place by e
the Comintern representative, lihﬂ Ml
Central Committee meeting on October e
2, 1939 adopted the position of
opposition to the imperialist war-,-. i

What thl War"‘

continued to. clmgk
former positions
imperialist
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. aﬁﬂme‘me&upaﬁymgchwuof
mﬂ’ e imperialist war into a civil
war left the Party conductor waving
his baton to empty air. The hard talk of
October 1939 to.June 1941 was rhetoric,
deﬁgned to fool no one §6 much as

c} members and petty bourgeois

ists. It was sadly not designed to
fit. a Leninist party, create Leninists, or
recruit from the working class in a
healthy - Leninist manner. In fact
we would say it wasnot Leninist at all,
but ceéntrist.

Thus in this 19391941 period our
Party was characterised by’ empty
phirasemongering in‘'which ‘Marxism
is Stripped of its revolutionary
sSpirit; everything is recognised in
Marxism exeept the revolutionary
methods, and the education of the
masses in this direction.’ (Lenin &n
‘Sodialism and War’, Collected Works.,
vol 21, pp311-312)

Liooking at the Party's immediate
pronouncements following the change
16 opposing the warin October 1939, we
indted find that *This war is a fight
between imperialist powers over
profits, colonies and world domi-
nation’' Marifesto of the Central
Committee October 7 1939) and ‘“The
Communist * Party, the political
party of the working class ... is to-
day leading the independent
struggle of the working people
against the war and against the
warzovernment for the victory of
the working class and Socialism’
{Oentral’ Comimittee Statement No-
vember 22 1839). However, in each case
sueh agsertions  were completely
devalued by t%;ne blinkered centrist
vision of the Party leadership. For
éxampie, the tempering Was given, as
*The immediate issue is the ending
of hostilities and the calling of a
peace conference’ (October 7). The
Darty hever went further than such
ralls 1o 'end the war’, elothed in more or
less rhetorically mtlnanj tones as the
vagaries of the war suggested the
Soyjét Union might or might not be
uttacked,

In Secialism and War' Lenin  is
unetuivocal “that in 'their anti-war
agitation communisis ‘must explain
to the masses that they have no
wother mpd of salvation except the
‘revolutionary overthrow of their
“sgwn' governments, whose diffi-
cglt;asip the pmseoa;t war m?“tze
t vanta precisely for

mp" !ﬂ a.;i 5“’1#01 21 p315). And
;'that,” ut most. cruﬂaliyqfall

A ga;wr wants a lasting

cratic peace ;’."’t stand

K Labour Mumh!yt influence

: wal ‘waning, indeed guite the opposite:

by April 1940 it had doubled its Aagust
1939 circulation of 7,500, and was
reaching 20,000 readers by December
1940. It was an indication that its

Afulminating against the war, though

vacant rhetorie, struek a chord
amongst militants.  The -Party's
position, however, prevented this
development from proceeding in a
healthy, Leninist directioni. In accord
with Comintern policy, Party members’
militahicy - was to bé contained and
Léninism kept under wraps.

Throughout 1940 the Party's oppo-
gition remdined, though the constatnicy
of its leaders’ resolve to maintain that
oppo®ition is questionable. The arrival
of the Churchill government in May
1940 has been considered by opporfun-
ists as indicating a more anfifaseist
resolve on the part of "Britigsh
mmperialiSm and its Tory and Labour
backers. What it did répresent was a
realisation by British imperialism that
it was going to haveto réally fight itont
with German imperialism; thé phoney
WAr was over, and the real war was
galloping westwards Out of the saddle
goes Munichite Chamberlain, in ¢
the very experienced 1
Churchill. When Franc y
1940 our Partyv's leaders y started
to palpitate; after all, their pacifist
calls ‘could not’ poSsibly siop bombs
falling or tamks rolling over Britain,
just as in France. Do riot forzet thatthe
Partv had no perspéctive of converfing
the imperialist war to ‘civil. wars the
Comintern liner was' not intended {or
that at all. It. was this panie in the
Party leadership which ' produced :
statement frem the Politicat B
June 1940 eentring on the cxtes
faseist danger and the need for a
People's ' Government which-“would
arm the factory workers. At the same
time, though u: S
sourdes, it is suggested |
doc umentb from the timo (&
in 1839..) that (entrai
member Williame« Gallacher contagted
the Foreign Office with the suggestion
that he or other Party leaders eould
approach “Soviet léaders to persuade
them to change their view of the war;
there 16 no record of anyone from the
Party doing this, however.

‘I'he wobble over the Comintern line,
still' blaring forth for allit was worth.to
keep the vile imperialists away from
establighed sacialism, wasin process of
being torrected (that is, braught right
back op line) when Ivor Montagu's
bogk The Traitor Class came gut.
Unfortunately for him,his boek expr-
essed the wopbble at its ppak 'of
oscillation, and he was promptly sat
upon by William Rust for his pains,
Montagu was too concerned with: the
stron defence ot the country’

mm:nlﬁﬂﬂm_
1938, and did not

daclma in 1940 shows.a degree
resistance to the wave of patriotic
hysteria, and is in marked conﬁuattb
the early period of WWI. o

Number of Workers Directly
Involved in Disputes |

th‘ber of workers
211,000~
246,000+
225 006
349,000
454,000

Year
1938
1939
1990
1941
1942
1943

In fact it was against Party poliey
that the frequency of strikes increased
as the war wént on sinice; as we shall
see, the Party wds stpporting the war
after’June 1941,

The  agitation . for. the, 'People’s
converition was certainlyv agitating the
ruling class. Aiter the Daily Worker
had been hdammernng, away on:the
Eonvention throtghont thé autumn of
1940 and inte winter. the War €abinet
made a decision in tha Decémberto ban
the paper- Previous discussions inl the
Cabinet had eoncluded that there was

no Jf"lmt.e evidence of Party activith

v affecting war industrv output;

he successful mobilisation by

the Dailw Worker  presented ' some

dangers to this happy State of aflaws.

Not toe mueh danger, apparently; since

the ban did not become operative until
aiter the Convention.

thutt's - assertionr v~ the

L8941 People's: Convention

1&sembly ate only the forerunnerseof
the far widec numbers awekening o
the struggie 1wwas in face to bethe last
off ALls k;mi for. the daration: of the

- W t drumming up’ sSuppore for
LH Conventiony the Party leadership
must  bhave been  awaré thdb. it
was “aly ‘maskiog times The
workers, fed up with wastime speedup.
inadequate rations,. ‘and 'c living
constantly with the threat of' deathvor
injury- from enémy ~action, ‘not '
mention wartime restrictions affecting
every aspect: oft life, wanted ! the
leadership of the ParwThe leadership
it gave was notrevolutionary, however;
instead, the Six Points of the Cenven:
tion Qall were presented at trade ﬂmet}
and other working- class. mpvement
bodies ag the epitomeof working class
action Did it not'go bevbnd economie
demands and ‘carry workers forward
into- pelitical aetion I iv didj thenvit
only carsled them into th&mh of
reform and notresuluil.om Tk o

The degree of conten

Convention cannot have been:
has not been uma;!gda
studies. "This lack of

5 ble, resull
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, “‘Sﬁﬂ'emmates them from

“to the .dmps ‘and salvage
ﬁ’mpemﬂﬁsm dxesaed uﬁ in the

&h e nrpone the Commumst Part'y
' to existence in the first place.
Its galloping centrism, meant that it
‘was completely unequal to the tasks
presented and to the challenge facing
the working class in time of imperialist
war.

The Euros and 1939

'-i-nsﬁi-ration indeed comes to our
Party’s Euros from the experience in
the Second World War. Not only does it

- provide a window into the schisms that

were then usually invisible, but the
period provides evidence of their own
conception, which had been presumed
previously to be immaculate if not
insgired. Harry Pollitt’'s famous
‘socialist gleam’ must now be viewed
more as a prenatal twinkle of
Eurocommunism, and not as some
modern centrists would have it as its
putative prophylactic.

A major argument put forward in
1939... concerns the central question for
Leninists of the attitude to be taken to
one’s ‘own’ bourgeoisie in case of
imperialist war. The question is there
posed in terms that consider the
unequal positions of the working class
in Britain and the working class in
Germany. It is suggested that since

.German fascism’s crushing of the

labour movement prevented the
‘development of any effective
popular anti-war movement’, then,
as working class organisations were
only functioning on the British side, it
should have been perfectly all right to
support British imperialism in its war

with German imperialism. This idea

considers that it is only a balanced
(should it be evenly balanced?) lack of
support for antagonistic bourgeoisies
that is desirable. If one side of the
balance is missing, as was the case
with the German working class
movement, then it is perfectly
permissible for the other working class
movement to support its ‘nwn’ bour-
geoisie, The logical continuation of this
line of reasoning, as if that wasnot bad
enough, is to say that if any belligerent
imperialism is not actively denied the
support of its working class the
working class movement in an opposing
belligerent imperialist country is free to
support its bourgeoisie and put the idea
of revolution behind it. This is a
complete negation of Leninism. The

centrists of our Party in the Second

World War at least operated under the
explanation (but not excuse) that
! hing they did was basically to
ort the Soviet Union. Today the

reason léhat the issue is raised by the
Ehma

ly not to support the
:e-thg;; hala.pce point is
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the area of discussion with nodemur

there mention made of the Leninist
position of the . workmg class
movement and 1ts party in time
of imperialist war. Nowhere is there
any suggestion that the imperialist
war had to be converted to civil war if
proletarian revolution were to be
advanced, and that this must be
advocated of any Communist Party
worthy of the name.

Our Party in 1939 seemed oblivious
to its revolutionary duty. Its leaders
were content to propagate the pro-
nouncements of Comintern especially
when they veered toward class colla-
boration and recalled the lesson% so
well learned in the Popular Front
period. There is no suggestion that any
contributor to the book under review is
aware of the basie flaw in the Party’s
relations with Comintern: the refusal
to consider, debate, or criticise in a
Leninist manner what were mistaken
and wrongly formulated demands on
parties in capitalist countries, not for
non-participation in an antifascist war
or for failing to suppoit it wholeheart-
ediy from the beginning, but precisely
because parties did support their ‘own’
bourgeoisies' war efforts and did not
gee their duty plainly in making
revolution.

Forits nwn purposes, and in its view
the method by which the Soviet state
would survive, the Soviet Party ensur-
ed that Cominiern instructed commun-
15t paiies weil in their centrist dutv o
first and foremost defending the
gocialist Soviet Union. In effect 1t was
their only duty. Stalin's abolition of
Comintern in 1944 to .'-tppt’ﬂ&(‘ wartime
ally Churchill and British and (US
imperialism sh ows _how little he re

garded it once it had fulfilled its roie of
whipping the cenirist communist par-
ties into line as required by Soviet
circumstances.

The Euros glory in this misuse of the
International of the world’s commu-
nist movement. For them it shows the
dangers of bureaucratic centralism
which they transliterate as ‘democratic
centralism’, if it is in hands ether than
their own. As many inour Party know
to their cost, the Eures are not aveise te
utilising Stalin’s methods even if thay
exc mldt-, him.

To suggest as contributors to this
book do that the war became trans-
formed vis-d-vis Beitain and Germany
once the USSR had jeined in is a
coloszal misapprehcasion that has
been promoted persistently ever since.
Even if the war beiwecn the Soviet
Unpion and Nazi Germany was an
antifascist struggle, which it was,
there was nothing in_ the conflict
between Britain and Germany that
had changed it from what it had been
from the outset: an interimperialist
war. The reason that Comintern, and
thus our Party, recharacterised the
nature of the whole war, whether
between imperialist states or not, was
to provide further cover for the shift to
the right that was occurring in t}_;e
world communist movement. It mani-
fested itself in our Party ina wholesale

_effusiveness towards its new ‘anti-

fascist’ allies amongst the bourgeoisie,
not excepting the bloody imperialist,
Churchill, Stalin, no mean hypoerite
apart from his other traits, hadithe gall
to say in 1946 that the war had been

antifascist from the start, that is, from
September 1939, Opportunism. really
starts to slide nshtward;i given half a
chance: the usefulness of 1939 ... is in
what it shows us of khgmm

ganig..,
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- pé
Imal clanHaborahm aud prostra-
tion before the class enemy. =
Even if today's centrists conmder
they have a greater theoretical legacy
bequeathed to them from R Palme Dutt
than Harry Pollitt (a somewhat unlike-
ly thought, given their workerist
tendency to disparage scholarship), it
is a legacy fraught with covenants
with 'dissolution. Their insistence on
the pacifist tailism’ which leads the
Party nowhere is only matched by
their adoration for Britain’s bourgeois
workers’ party, the Labour Party. By
using Dutt they try to impress their
centrist liquidationism on healthy pro-
Party elements. Instead of openly
countering Eurocommunism they pre-
fer to rely on jesuitical gibberish culled
from those frightful Soviet pamphlets
and hardnosed, closed” manipulation
meetings; determmmg justwhen to fly
off to the social chauvinists or,
alternatively, rely on right opportunists
who run the erstwhile Party paper, the
Marning® Star. in a coalition of.the
damned which runs screaming from
the working ciass Party’s realities into
the nirvana of trade union bureaneracy.
Dutt may have given birth to them, but
would he like them now that they_ are
grown up; the congenital lurch to the
right in the face othreatsofexpulsmn
or even open 1deological debate, is a -
dead giveaway, however, ;
The class collaboration, pacifism,
lLabourism, and sidetracking ideolo-
gical poverty exhibited by cur Partyito
varying degrees as the fancy took the
Comintern to call the tune have left
their strong imprints in the characters
of the presentday Party’s opportunist
liguidarors. The équation of “Thatcher-
ism’ with fascism, a la Eurocommun-
ism, lenas a baneful novelty to the
close collaboration with: Churchillian
imperialism ostensibly fighting fas-
eism’ which wartime centrism  so
entioyed. Basking in the warm, glow of
buurgeois appreval is not for eninists,
never has been, and never will be; Qur
duty is to look at the Party’s history
with a steady, unsentimental, unjaun-
diced eye and call down the years for
the reckoping of all the opportunist
mistakes and misfortupes which has
been the lot of British communism, The
recovery of the Leninist heritage of the
world communist movement entails
.eninists in our Party playing their
iull part. It entails a ruthless willing-
ness to cast aside illusions abouf a

benificent imperialism intent on
smashing - fascism, - whether  1in
Germany or Argentina, for  other

than fully comprehensible bourgeois
ends. It entails utter castigation of the
illusion thatimpenalism can oz will be
other than a rapacious and. bloody
warmonger that no ameunt of peace
campaigning . will. mollify, let alone
defeat. -And it entails defence of the
socialist countries, the footholds of
living socialism . eut from. ggqmzed
capitalist flesh, by the only means
available to the rest of the world’s
wqumg class: to make more re voly-
tions,and yank. o,%lmk,,afte; rotte,p-_
link Iro.m ang\g wggmm m
o3, Ch.amx MELEL
faces ;m :h Y
IS just sus a task LS Dy
unprepared for amongst
'mxldp&
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ve had the fascist heel on their necks since
g all that time the Communist Party of Great
0 give adequate commitment to solidarity work in this
) prParty been bent on undermining the efforts of the
rity organisation in Britain, the Committee for the Defence of
c Rights in Turkey (CDDRT), because it is supported by the
Worker’s Voice).wing of the Communist Party of Turkey

ives in Britain (UTPB)
n of Turkish Workers
978 to develop solidarity
nd the gross attacks on
rights which were increas-
g the then revolutionary
| Turkey. Theinitial impetus
on was the prosecution of
ublishers for publishing the
Programme of the CPT, under
inticommunist Articles 141 and
of the Turkish Penal Code. The
DRT managed to send a three mar
delegation to the Urun trial: it included
2 ge Bolton of the NUM and John
den of the Haldane Society. Both
_ longstanding members of our
arty; comrade Bolton is the current
National Chairman and comrade
den is a member of the London
Committee.
_early 1979, faced with an
calation of the fascist terror in
ey (1000 had been murdered in
8) the CDDRT decided to hold its
rst March Against Fascism In
Turkey. This activity was well
supported at meetings along its 200
mile route from Leeds to London; its
‘sponsors included our own Party. The
attack by police and heavily armed
~ troops on the occupied Taris works in
~ lzmir early in 1980, leading to-the
~ capture and imprisonment of thousands
~ of workers, led the CDDRT to organise
ests which included one of many
ils outside Turkish legations in
London. T
- The murder of Kemal Tirkler,
~ president of the Metal-Workers’ Union,
~ and the massacre of 50 persons by
. fascists in Corum in midsummer of
. 1980, followed by the military invasion
_ of the left-led Black Sea town of Fatsa,
. gaverise to serious fears of a full blown
- fascist takeover. These fears were fully
Justified when leading generals staged
fascist coup on September 12, 1980
constituted themselves a ruling

s and public meetings, sent
kers to trade union and student
on meetings, and launched its
wsletter (later called Turkey
Jewsletter), all with the intent of
ng solidarity with Turkey's
king people. Pickets, rallies, and
setings were stepped up in 1981 in
tion for a second leeds to
n March Against Fascism,
was held in the second week of
This time, given the greater
sion in Turkey and CDDRT's
ce, the March Against Fascism
"a much wider sponsorship
1979. Meetings in Manchester
effield were addressed by
rs, in the latter by the
Ashberry; a concluding
- Park was addressed by
er of the ACTT and Alf

st Congress of the CDDRT
Party's International

5

Day Against Fascism on September 13
to commemorate the first anniversary
of the fascist coup. In the event
Lawrence Daly, Ernie Roberts MP, and
Bob Wright spoke to a very full
Camden Centre for an afternoon rally.
CDDRT held an equally successful
Solidarity Concert at the same place in
the evening. Both events received front
page treatment in the Morning Star,
which later carried an interview with
the main attractions at the Concert,
Melike Demiragg and Sanar Yurda-
tapan. Two weeks later CDDRT
activists carried off another success: a
packed meeting at the Labour Party
Conference in Brighton.

The CDDRT organised for its
National Conference in London
throughout autumn 1981: it was heldin
mid-December, and laid down guide-
lines for a Solidarity Week and an
international Conference, both in the
first half of 1982. The CPGB was
represented at this National Conference,
though its contribution to the success
of the CDDRT's public events continued
to be negligible. In the midst of
organising these events, the CDDRT
did not fail to respond to the needs of
those bevond Turkey. Obviously the
continuing Turkish occupation of
north Cyprus was, and is, of direct
concern: so CDDRT developed links
with AKEL and the organisers of the
annual Cyprus demonstrations, and
publicised the whole question. Addi
tionally, the Tory government banned
Yilmaz Giiney, Turkey's leading
filmmaker, from entering Britain, the
CDDRT sprang into action and
instituted a Yilmaz Giiney Campaign
to reverse  the decision. Although
unsuccessful in this object, this
Campaign has led to a great deal of
interest from elements otherwise not
politically involved.

As part of its autumn 1982
campaign, the CDDRT held meetings
at the TUC Congress in Brighton
which was addressed by the TUC
President) and at the Labour Party
Conference in Blackpool. John Bowden
chaired the TUC meeting. A com-
memoration of the second anniversary
of the fascist coup succeeded a picket of
the Turkish Embassy.

On November 7, 1982, coinciding
with a referendum on the new fascist
constitution in Turkey, an afterncon
rally filled the Rio Cinema in London:
CDDRT brought an MP, an MEP, and
John Bowden to address the
enthusiastic audience, and followed up
with a benefit showing of a Yilmaz
Giiney film.

1983 opened with the CDDRT
having increased its sponsors greatly
since its first Congress: it now had 58
MPs, 9 MEPs, 19 Constituency Labour
Parties, 12 trades councils (plus
GLATC), 15 trade unions at all levels
(including NUM, NUPE and T&GWU
nationally), LPYS, NOLS, Haldane
Society, 6 students unions, the CPGB,
and a string of prominent individuals
(including Bruce Kent, Andrew
Rothstein, and E P Thompson), as its
SpoOnNSors.

All through the time since the fascist
coup the CDDRT had had to put up
with not only the lack of enthusiasm

~ from the CPGB but a continuous

nt: the Turkey Solidarity

day of proletarian internationalism by
“ha ui;\_'-_.se'tgqrgl u‘i‘ “if&‘g_____biemlgets@

latter certainly was able to recruit a
handful of Turkish individuals hiving
in Britain; the others had less tangible
benefits. From late in 19582, however, a
different irritant appearcd m  tl
seene graduaily nsing, t 1
always small, number of individuals
Turkish origin who adhere to the

opportunist (Atilim)
Communist Party of Turkey.
Although the Young Communist

wing ol the

League agreed unanimously al its 185
Congress to affiliate to the CDDR
never sent the fee requir
affiliation. -]‘Lll'n'lll;.{ from reluctant and

faint verbal support to direct opposi
Lbon, our i":u’t_\ ‘s leaders had decided in
early 1983 to do their damnedest to
destroyv the CDDDRT and give succour to
an opportunist tmplant. The first
concrete application of this turn was
the attempt by comrade Bowden, still o
member of the CDDRT
Council with Gerry Pocock, tosabotage
the Stop The Trials meeting in Conway
Hall in mid-April. Comrade Bowden,
who was scheduled to speak at the
meeting, withdrew at the last minute
under the excuse that the main Turkish
speaker Aydin Meri¢ was not who
CDDRT stated him to be, that is, the
last Assistant General Secretary of
DISK (Turkey's Revolutionary
Confederation of Trade Unions, whose
other leading officers were on trial for
their lives by the fascist junta).
However, the attempted sabotage
palpably did not succeed as the very
large meeting testified. And indeed one
of the speakers, Tony Benn MP,
persisted in taking part most
enthusiastically despite having receiv-
ed an anonymous letter making similar
objections to Aydin Meric.

Qur Party put forward no nomina-
tions for the CDDRT's new General
Council elected at its second Congress
in mid-May 1983, This was hardly
suprising, however, as it had connived
at further damaging Turkey solidarity
work after the Conway Hall affair.
This was pointedly clear on May 1,
1983 when the CPGB celebrated the

General

- comrad

‘peoples of Turkey can be assured
‘wethe

SCTURDT) —
rganisation for the Afilim

of the f'i':l‘. lespite

t S LIns ) '.I.')t contrary, it 1"'
S hed these Turkish

X S 1id not even come to

al { Turkey. Their true

s a little to the west of that

['he SCTURDT appears as a

purely artificial creation in that it was
set up to undermine the CDDRT and

1til opportunists.
al successes of the

Altiim

Sesi wing of the CPT causes
a litle fluttering in the

oV 't opportunism,
though there is more than a little irony
in a coalition of Atilim centrists and
(‘PGB Euros bent on destroying a
broad solidarity organisation.

The involvement of the fscinin Sesi
wing in the CDDRT has never been
hidden. The successes of the CDDRTin
widening its appeal has continued over
ts  siX existence despite the
attempts at undermining it by jealous
Trotskyites and frantic opportunists. It
sent a delegation to Turkey last
autumn composed of two Labour MPs
and a Labour exminister and held
exellent TUC and Labour Party 4
Conference meetings. Of special
interest, given these attacks on its
integrity, was a truly International
Conference held at London’s County
Hall at the end of October. The CDDRT
joined with the National Coordinating
Committee of Cypriots in a series of
actions — one all night — over the
Cyprus question only a few months
ago. K
“Its whole history describes the ok
CDDRT as an organisation which has onr
attempted to build and censolidate .
broad solidarity between workers in i
Britain and Turkey. It has done this ot ‘§
with the consistent backing of the e
Is¢inin Sesi wing of the CPT andmany
others. It has achieved all this in the (A
face of the implacable opposition of our O
Party's leadership, who as always
have been more concerned to pursue
their narrow opportunist aims than
building solidarity. The workers an

tes of world

1 Vears
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vite RCP think about the Soviet
It does of course pay lip service

.t,e he October Revolution, what

revolutionary group does not? But
what does it think about the Soviet
Union today when it stands threatened
by imperialism’s war drive, when so
many in the workers’ movement have
succumbed to the anti-Soviet hysteria
of the new Cold War?

Well, on the social structure and
class nature of its state the RCP seems
to have written a great deal but clearly
stated.nothing. We were promised a
book on the USSR by Frank Richards,
the RCP's leading theoretician, as long
ago as May 1983, But since that
promised publication date no explana-
tion has been forthcoming as to why it
has not seen thelight of day. Could it be
that the RCP leadership is riven with
differences on the question and fears a
sphit if the issue is openly and fully
debated?

What the RCP does say about the
USSR and the other socialist countries
has to be culled from the numerous but
short, and very unsatisfactory, book
reviews and gleaned from innuendo in
other articles in the RCP’s monthly
paper the next step. Looking through
our yellowing back copies of the next
step we find this: “‘planning does not
exist in the Soviet Union... It is a
decrepit system that has little
future... the Soviet state todav
upholds a system that cannot
progress at all. We only defend it
against imperialist attack because
its collapse would strengthen
imperialism” (June 1951). From this
it is clear that the RCP does not
consider that there are any gains from
October 1917 left to defend. And
although they tell us it is not a
capitalist and not a socialist state they
fail to tell what they actually think it is
except some unsubstantiated mumbo
jumbo about “*bureaucratic despotism”
or “bureaucratic oppression”.

So how are we to take the RCP's
declarations that they defend the
USSR. Well, in an amazingly stupid
review of the book The Revolution in
Afghanistan by comrade Emine
Engin, Andy Clarkson starkly pro-
claims that: “The Soviet Unionisan
enemy of the working class”. It
seems clear that the RCP is attempting
to straddle the bankrupt theoretical
positions of both Leon Trotsky and the
state capitalism of Tony Cliff's SWP,
where the RCP had its origins. But in
their efforts to have what is for them
the best of both the RCP is forced to
deny the most elementary truths about
the world.

Defending the USSR

Not only is the USSR described as
'&wep)t" (although its record since

.I’S}l? indicates to us otherwise),

‘its planning, howcver 1mperfect
“non-existent”’

; Jrﬁystlr‘mnﬂv - as  “bureaucratic
- but the imperialist threat

sﬁdmppedm the

The world as the RCP would like to see it?

are prepared to believe. And what
about Reagan’s ‘Star Wars’" plan?
Would the RCP suggest this weapon
system 1s designed to defeat the
imperialist rivals of the US or to win
WWIII against the USSR?

Because of their petty bourgeois
attempt to manoeuvre the socialist
countries off the centre stage of world
politics the RCP’s defence of the USSR
15 not even worth the paper it is printed
on; in fact it joins the chorus of anti-
Sovietism.

As 2 result over Afganistan the RCP
not only dimisses the 1973 Apnil
Revolution as a “coup”™ but refuses to
support the Afghan Army and its Red
Armv allies against the forces of
counterrevolution and calls for the
overthrow of the PDPA government.
Over Poland it was the same story of
attempting to stand in between the
forces of revolution and enunterrevolu-
tion, all the while urging the overthrow
of the existing socialist regime

The RCP is no Leninist party, which
begins from a world view of the
proletarian struggle, recognising its

interconnections and the need

defend its gains. [n truth the RCP 1s
Anglo-centric, opposed to British
imperalism, ves, but unable to see [he
world struggle as a whole. Because of
this they are unable te defend -xisting
gains and fall into the trav of slmost
automatically tailing those who are in

conflict with British imperialism
While this ‘honour’ is not extended t
the Soviet Union, the Argentinian
fascist junta that butchered tens of
thousands of progressives was describ-
ed as leading a national liberation
struggle during the Falklands:
Malvinas War. Less revolting, but
ultimately just as dangerous for the
working class, the same tailism is
visible over Ireland where the RCP
have appointed themselves as the
uneritical cheerleaders of the petty
bourgeois revolutionary movements
fighting British imperialism. Such
positions are travesties of proletarian
internationalism which demands
a strictly proletarian line in
every country without exception.
Yes, the main enemyis at home, but the
communist struggle is above all
international and not simply anti-
British imperialist.

The Working Class Movement

In its Programme the RCP rejects such
basic gains of the working e!ahs aﬂs*%g

Frank Richards writes that while the
sstablishment of the Communist Party
of Great Britain “marked a step
forward’”’ the CPGB from its
beginning “‘confined its struggle for
leadership to the philosophical
plane. In practical terms, the
LLabour Pariy would lead and the
CPGB would act as a pressure
group on it. All that the CPGB
could offer the working class was
the vague promise of ‘much more
influence on future legislation.” ”

This ghb dismissal of the CPGB of
the early 1920s as a pressure group flies
in the face of reality, ignores the
Party’s role in establishing counecils of
action, the National Minority Move
ment, the revolutionary lead it gave
workers in struggle, and what i1s' more
illustrates perfectly the RCP’s contempt
for the past, its contempt for the
traditions and gains of the working
rlass — all is lost and destroyed,
all must be rebuilt to the
recipe and in the image of the arrogant
leadership of the RCP. So it is consistent
that the vain RCP casually discards the
earlv U PGB and its Leninist united front
tactics towards the [abour Party
which whatever its faults are rich with
lessons for today. It seems that the
RCP thinks workers’ organisations,
including the vanguard party, ought to
smerge ready made from the heads of
the likes of Frank Richards, not from
the bloody, sweaty, untidy reality of the
class struggle. With this wvirginal
outlook on the class struggle it is
hardly surprising that for the RCP,
today's -CPGB and world communist
movement is declared irrelevant —
despite the fact that it contains the
world vanguard of the working class.

It is this petty bourgeois non-
Marxist outlook which leads the RCP
to their disdainful attitude towards the
world communist movement and their
attacks on the gains of the working
class from the closed shop tothe USSR.

We Leninists of the CPGB recognise
the appalling ill health of our ewn
Party. We are also fully aware of the
problems that beset the world com-
munist movement. But to dismiss the
struggle in the communist movement is
to stand aside from the organised mass
vanguard of the working class and to
fall into the trap of sectarianism.

We must always be on guard against i

abandoning the mass of class
conscious workers and becoming
sect like the RCP but we -must
course be equally amﬂw&% :




f solving political problems by
is qn]y seven months since

: 5 vmtury at the 38th Liquidatio-
nist Party Congress. [t must be said of
the Chater group that they did their
“best to even the score during the PPPS
AGMs by dealing the Euros some of
their own medicine. The casualty of
1 : course was communist morality. The
rning  Chater group kicked off by belatedly
th the  ruling out of order the Party EC

Resalution.
This was no isolated case however.

Both the Management Committee's
decisions to cancel the Welsh AGM and
to disenfranchise a clear majority of

those moved by Grafton and Gospel
Oak branch of the Communist Party,
which opposed “equally, moves of
the PPPS management committee
to distance the Morning Star from
the Communist Party and moves
by the Communist Party EC to
distance the Morning Star from
communism’’ (resolution 3) and
deplored ‘‘nationalistic and
chauvinistic tendencies in the
Star’s coverage of domestic and
international issues, and resolves
that the principled communist
position of proletarian interna-
tionalism be the basis for the
analysis of news’’ (resolution 4).

Resolutions to the PPPS AGM — The Results

For ains
1. For a ‘Moscow correspondent’ 2,089 Agdma:}nﬁ
2. Suppoxt editor ‘without reservation’ 1,232 1,439
3. Attacks equally EC and MC 430 zjrm;
4. Deplores Star’s nationalism 381 1,882
d. Stop public exchanges by CP members 1,031 1.560
6. Welcomes new press 1,271 1,392
7. Ban ads from ‘disruptive elements’ 636 1,918
8. Attacks anti-Sovietism 1,188 1,393
9. Support MC 1,308 1,382

shareholders in favour of the Euro-
communists could be interpreted as
coldly calculated and cynical ploys to
“manipulate the result of the PPPS
AGM. No communist can condone the
predilection which some comrades
have for violence against other
communists and which marred the
abandoned Glasgow AGM as it did the
Scottish night social during the last
Party congress. But an indication that
the Management Committee was
prepared for trouble was shown by the
fact that a Labour Party member
chaired the meeting, thus circumvent-
ing any ‘comeback’ on a Party
member.

Further stage management was
witnessed in Glasgow, where stewards
took the microphone from speakers; in
Wembley, where the chairman refused

- to take points of order “because this
meeting is in order” and where
comrade Malcolm Pitt's presence was
announced, not so that he could rightly
receive the tribute of comrades for his
rolein the miners' strike, butin order to

rown out those who were already
standing and applauding Gordon

M Lennan ’I‘heatncs of this sort

alton and
L other Chater
K tzemrade Glll.

1f not

een the Morning Star
ted EC has

‘hich the political
n pushed into the

[t was encouraging t hﬂrefurc to find
that resolution 4 received 430 votes — a
significant basis from which to build a
movemeiit for pro-Partyism in the
Party and around the Stur. It was also
noticeable that speuche. moving
resolution 4 calling for support for
national liberation in Ireland, were
greeted with a respectable round of
applause from the shareholders. This
shows, despite the fact that few Party
activists have heard such healthy
politics espoused within Farty meet-
ings for a very long time, that a
sizeable minority has still retained a
healthy revolutionary instinct.

There is no question that this
potentially pro-Party opposition
includes some of the 300 supporters ot
Straight Left, whose leadership have
yet again failed to give a decisive lead
which is not tainted with their own
peculiar brand of liguidationism. As
usual, Straight Left attempted to
combine opposition. to both Euro-
communists and Chaterites, but were
eventually pulled into supporting the
Chaterites (as expressed in their
resolution 6), due to their inability to
develop an independent political
position of their own. Straight Left
leaders are born tailists, who like
newly hatched ducklings ‘follow
anything that looks vaguely like
‘mother’. The problem arises when
they have too many ‘mothers’ to choose

. from. On the one hand, they are dyed in

the wool centrists, for whom the Soviet
Union is always right; on the other
hand, they must operate in British
politics and are pulled incessantly by

the size and influence of the Labour
Party; and yet, on the othér hand, they
are opposed to the anti-E Eumeom-

L appasltmn in the Commnmst

'suppq,mng the Chater

its usual propensity for

on 6, Straight
“ideological struggle

talemate

publications and lists at the last Party
Congress, this latest knuckle-headed
manoeuvre amounts to handing a
loaded gun to ones own worst enemy.
Of course Fergus Nicholson was not
hoping to have Straight Left banned
but was effectively trying to make sure
the Eurocommunist ban on The
Leninist in Party journals and
bookshops applied to the Morning Star
as well. It is some indication therefore
that the Straight Leftists are getting
increasingly worried about being
supplanted as the ‘hard left’ of the
Communist Party.

The drawing of attention to the
threat of Trotskyism and ‘ulra-leftism’
when the main threatis from the right,
18 an old trick often used by the right
opportunists and cenirists. When
comrade Fergus Nicholson quoted
Togliatti on terming Trotskyism “the
prostitute of fascism”, which is a
highly déemagogic use of rhetoric in
any case, he should have asked
himself: which has wrought more
damage in the world communist
movement — Trotskyism or one of the
indisputable forerunners of Eurocom-
munism — Togliatti? Trotskyism is as
insignificant today as when Togliatti
was disguising his own rightist sins.
So what is comrade Nicholson trying
to hide?

The stalemate in the Party and the
Morning Star can only be broken in
favour of pro-Partyism, so long as
Party activists drop their support for
the alternative forms of hquidationism
offered by \‘rrm'ghr Left and the Chater
group. A positive development in this
respect is that the intervention of
various left Labour politicians into the
Star debare is causing increasing
embarrassment to these two factions
as it exposes their own liquidationism
for all to see. Chater recommended the
Labour MP Ernie Roberts for election
to the Management Committee, who
was then quoted in the Hackney
(iazette, “If elected, I shall fight
very hard to keep the paper within
the control of its readership, and
to maintain a point of view
reflecting the labour and trade
union movements, rather than let
it become a partisan party political
organ of the Communist Party."
{June 5 1984). When challenged on this
at Wembley, comrade Chater retorted
‘“‘we all get maligned by the
capitalist press at one time or
another."” Yet when Tony Benn spoke
on a Morning Star platform in Fulham
Town Hall, he was quoted in the Star,
““the Morning Star... belongs to the
whole movement and not just one
party, and its future should be
shaped with that fact in mind”.
(May 5 1984) Ironically, who should
pipe up on this and condemn the
attempt by left Labountes (mcltbdmg

Party, ‘but none oth
Steel’ of Straight Left.
obviously feeling th
its rank and file,
broad labwr

already disciplined for circulating




