


THE ECONOMY

Youth into the factories

The miroduction of Youth
Tramning Schemes 15 part of the
Tory dream of establishing a
disciphned, hard-working low-
paid shopiloor workforce. Dave
Beecham argucs that it presents us
with opportunitics to create a new
generation ot young militants.

A fundamentad change 15 about to oceur for
school leavers, Starting it Aprl and con-

lnuing  through  the  summer ull next
september, tens of rthousands of yvoung

woTkers will be taken on in industry and
clsewhere as tratnees. The CGovernment's
Youth Training Scheme (YTS) envisages
tratmng places for around 430,000 people
this autumn., the bulk of them will be employ-
¢d though some trainees will just be in colleges.
The chiange 1 going 1o create considerable
prablems for union orgamsation amd an
enarmols opportunity for sociahsts i the
worhplace and outside 1t.

Consider: 430,000 (rainees, mostly in
work for the first time. pald o piitance — the
alloweance v currently fised at £25 o week.
with na expenses pawd — withoot  real
cployment vights, On top of this s a situation
where at the end of vear the cmplover will be
ahle to select those e wants o keep on. In
addinon, tramees are required to have
[3 weeks off-the-job rammme, wlich will
gencrally take place i FE colleaes, weehs and
the hike, either on day-release or hlock-
release. The potential 1o this s enormors.

Behind the Tory strategy 1s the idea ol
crealmg o docite, conformist generation ol

B . i e g L
N vty o L PR D M S
e : H e et ERR P
i -~ . . R L - i
L o P S Talnnimas A ma e
SEanE AR e e A rara s L EE L A
P R S SN e et IS
R R P TR
Tt LRI e
I R A e e
P R
R N N L
WA

[
. B

e

R

PRI T
-

....

e L
_.,,@.w@.ﬁ.ﬁ.m-u-\.-u--::'\-:*:f{:h__ i
LU )
LTIV e st
P
’ I e
______ A I N
AP I
.

P

voung workers — erateful for a job, not -
terested 1in trade umionism, rom whom
cmployers can select the best and discard the

rest. The scheme will also nvolve an
PIMOTTEIUS  PIEssUre O ITELIEe Wigos  —
dowrn.

But Y15 15 o potenual nmebommb an the
workplace., It presents the unwns with the
opportunty of recryiiing 4 new gencration,
it wiil mean thousands of voung workers
gathered together lrom tme to wme in
colleges: it will mean an opportunity tor
wiorkpluce negotiation on apprentice pay ...
and so o, In short the biggest opportunity
for creating o new gencration of mitiants
since the great apprentice strikes ol the lute
L9 3,

I'or the Tornes and the large emplovers
whor will run the bulk o ¥ I'S, the scheme 1sa
ereen Hight for sclecuon. The voung workor
not only docs not cost anvehing funless a
union starts pushimg the allowanceup . pbut
the trainee has no real nghes, [ like o maore
sophisticated version of YOP in this sense —
though there are severa] cructal difterences.

Pressure to conform

Bl important for the emplover there is a
vour  when  the  whole  traimee  intake,
inchiding these who would normually have
been taken on, can be knocked mto shape
withiout any  obligaton e cmploy them
turther, The pressure to conlorm will be
cnormous ds will the tension, towards Lhe
crd of the st vear,

The other part of the strateey concerns
pav. For  wvears the OB, cngimcerng

-------

i

-
o
A

.....

g B

i ok A
pl A T

critployers, Instiiute of Darectors and all the
orther rabble have been moaning about the
high Tevel ol trainee wages, 1 a cardinal
principle  of  Thuawherism  that  youth
unemplovyment s caused by ‘yvoung people
heing priced out ot jobs by the unwons’ {the
same notion goes for older people oo,
imcidentylly), Now, with YT8S. the Lores
have succeeded i mvolving the unions ina
scheme which undercuts overy simgle trannee
rile 1 the book, The first fruit of this s the
aerecment signed by the RETPU inelectrical
contracting which reduces the If-vear-old
rate from £471 o £27.85 a week. I fact the
FETPU deal is not so bad — atleastat oflers
security o those who get through the tirst
vear exdamms, A Lot of other unions will s1gn
(o aoeepl)  worse  arrangements o the
months to come, On the other hand, the
NOrA b manieed o persitade (or contd the
priobineg fiemes into son increase U Liest year
traring riktes. by accepting the end ol ume-
served apprenticeslip,

| he TLC, which s heasily mmvolved
Y% - -t the eatent of selectiong the wunion
ol ltcnals who will serve on the supervisory
Arca Manpower Boards —  has produced o
leafler urging umions Lo negabiate better
terms and conditions, Fhe kev problem with
thus prows intention is of course that it rehes
precisely on Lhe “srength” ot workplace
argamsation, a factob which the TLO seems
blisstully unaware. The introduction of
niumber ol unskilled voung people mto o
waorktoree where short-tnme working, layotts
aned redundancies are common will certainly
cause resenlwent. and some possible
desputes, Tacnically, there 15 alse o problem
for stewards trving to negotiste o betier deal
on pay or trainees, namely tax, The £25 pard
(o tratnees 15 an allowance, withour wx or
nationd] (nsurance. As soon ds the rae s
pushed ghove the tax threshold there will be
gros pay dueductions,

tonder YOP, there gre almost no rights—
1 i recent case a black girl on YO was
shtted Jrom one job i a sapermarket to an-
vtirer. The tribunals said they couldn™ con-
stder the case because she wias not an gi-
ploved”, Under YIS the situation may bhe
sliphely difterent, but easentially trainees will
he defenceless, with interior conditions.
Lndess they re 1m a anicn.

For us, there are undoubtedly important
oppertinigs. By atrempting to restructure
the  swstem of training 1o Britain, the
sovernment has crealed  the
arganeation — both in the workplace undin
the colieges. As o nunimun. SWE branchoes
sliould be conaderimg whot they do round
these colleges m the months to come. In the
workplace, the potential disputes are
numurous. Especially in engineermg. where
cven right wing stewards may be resentiul
hecause ol the undermimmng ol the triede-
tonadl apprentcesing schemes amd the craft
tradion,

(I the whale, the largest employers are
pong 1o be most invelved inrunning Y TS —
iR, IO Tucas, Rolls Rovee, British Rail,
the big retailers cie. Young workerson YTS
will tend not o be solated inanes and twos,
or it make-helicve set-ups as under YOP.
This rime it"s for real, and there are real gains
to be made. O

chance  of



EDITORIAL

TATCHELL

A spectacular decline

In the face of the humiliating defeat at Bermondsey, Labour lefts
find themselves cut off from their life-line to the polling booth. Pete
Goodwin looks at the background, untangies the web of new
fantasies, and finds a thread of hope in facing up to the

uncomfortable realities of today.

Pause for a few minutes betare vou consider
the 1mplications of the Bermondsey by-

election, Cast your mind back to the years of

1979, 80 and 81, to the vears of the
apparently spectacular rise of the Bennite
left. Remember what the Labour left was
saying then.

Remember first of all the deep revuision
against the Wilson and Callaghan govern-
ments: *...the rich get ncher and the poor get
poorer, as they do under Tory governments'.
That was Ian Mikardo’s verdict in 1979 and

Socialist Review Murch 1953

the whaole of the Labour lett agreed and
vowed, never dgain,

The whole of the Labour left was alse con-
vinced that 1t was quite worthiess 1o try and
remedy this by passing lett wing resolutions
at conference. Again lan Mikarde was
speaking tor them all when he wrote:

‘our probiem isn't that we don’t have
good policies, it is that our good policies
don’t get implemented.., It 15 this sad
history which has created the pressure to
amend the party’s constutution in order to
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ensure not only that we evolve good
policies, but also that the Parliamentary
Party feels a duty to implement these
pelicies when it gets into office.’

That was why the constitutional changes,
mandatory re-selecion of MPs and the
electoral college to choose the leader, were
the centrepiece of Labour left strategy,

And remember the ecstasy with which the
Labour left greeted them when they were
finaily passed at the 1980 conference and the
special Wembley conference of January
1981. “What a great day at Wembley...
Wembley was a famous victory for the
workers movement® enthused Sociaiist

Challenge (29/1/81). While Militant
(30/1/81) pronounced:

*Wembley was a great wvictory for

Labour’s ranks,... With the trans-

formation and re-transformation of the
trade unions they will play aneven hipger
part within the Labour Party Conference,
will become a vital transmission belt for
the demands of an aroused and mobilised
working class.’

If those statements seem somewhat wild
today, then remember what {clicowed them:
Tony Benn's campaign for the deputy
teadership in the spring and summer of 1981.
For both old hands and new recruits to the
Labour lett this was conclusive proof. Benn
had taken the fight “into the unions’. He had
overturned the likes of Clive Jenkins. He
ended doing better than anyone haddaredto
hope at the start.

Unstoppable

On September 27 1981 he lost to Healey by
only a hair’s breadth, 49.6 per cent of the
voie to 5(.4. The Labour left seemed unstop-
pabie. One more push and it would be home.

In those years thousands of socialists must
have joined or become active in the Labour
Party with exactly that belief. Just take the
most famous of them, Tarig Ali. In
December 1981 he wrote an article in this
magazine explaining why he had decided to
join the Labour Party. He claimed to be well
aware of the ‘bureaucratic dance’ that has
characterised previous ‘left turns’ by the
Labour Party in opposition, but:

“The key problem Benn poses for the
left bureaucracy is that he threatens to
break up thisdance. Bepnism threatens to
replace a left manceuvre to restore the
rightist leadership’s authority with a left
opposition to that leadership—an
opposition going right through the next
election and blasting away from Day One
of a new Labour government or a new
coalition which might attract the PLP
right wing...’

‘Benn has been radicalised through his
expenence 1n office. He has moved from
the centre right to the left and the evol-
ution is by no means complete. He has
understood that Labour’s only serious
electoral chance lies in running the entire
organisation into a gigantic lever of
popular political mobilisations,
championing the causes of all sectors of
the oppressed and offering a govern-
mental perspective of real change.’

It 15 worth contrasting this with what we
were sayving (and we were virtually alone in

4

saying 1t) in those same yeurs., After
Wembley, we pointed out the fragility of this
‘famous victory': |

‘The balance of power is held by the
trade union leaders and this power can in-
creasingly be expected to be swung be-
hind the moderate right.

“At the specizl conference a majority of
unicn votes went behind the “‘right of
centre” compromise which would have
given half the scats in the electoral college
to the right-wing dominated PLP. It was
only confusion among the leaders of
USDAW and an obstinate rcfusal of the
lcaders of the AUEW 1o vote for anything
other than their own proposal to give four
fifths of the votes to the PLP which en-
abled the left’s version of the college to go
through,

*...If the left has a majority on the exec-
utive it 15 because the shift to the right
among the trade union leaderships in
recent years (particulariy in the AUEW)
15 not yet reflected, for instance in the
women’s seats clected from conlerence,
But should the issucs secm important
enough to them, peaple like Allen and
Basnett can be expected to line up with
Chapple, Dutfy and Jackson to impose
their nominecs.” (Secialist Review
February 1981)

And that of course 15 exactly what
nappened at the 1981 conference, and with
even more of a vengeance, at the 1982
conference.

We underestimated, however, the degree
to which activists in a number of unions
could throw their full nume leaderships off
balance in the summer of 1981 and produce
the bandwugon of the Benn deputy leader-
ship campaign. In February 1981 we had
predicted that the most optimistic estimate
of Benn’s vote against Healey would be 43
per cent, in fact it was over 49 per cent.

But cur basic analysis still seemed sound
and we were not afraid of repeating it im-
mediately after the deputy leadership
election when most of the rest of the teft were
entranced by Benn's pertormance:

*We argued that the loss of confidence
by workers in their ability to fight back
over redundancies, cuts and wages had
allowed the right to strengthen their hold
over the trade union bureaucracies... So
far the right leadership had been prepared
to do trade-offs that gave lett wingers
seats on the Labour Party executive, But
that would not survive any hotting up of
the struggle between left and nght in the
party,

“The left would be helpless, we
argued,against such manouevres. Al-
though its forces 1n the constituencies and
among union activists can be measured in
terms of tens, or even hundreds of thou-
sands, the miflions who make up the trade
union movement are retreating belore an
employers oftensive, producing the
lowest level of struggle for more than a
generation. Under such circumstances,
the media and the union bureaucracies
could all too easily play on the real weak-
nesses of the Bennite left,

“...Bennite politics remains elecroral
politics, On that terrain, Healey has got
control of the deputy leadership, Varley

r
A

f‘:‘; .

o - xet -

- .. T

L
e . &.d..-a-
<o .- P R -
.4 - LR L
PRS- + A IR
S

EEY
ol

B T & A s
P A I _._.ﬂ.ﬁs.ﬁ.x.ﬁ s

L e v s E p
o L. wngid
e e e v VR *;:“:.“i‘%
'

£
R
- Ed . P FAE S

PR
P :+vb««£¢~'§
-

o
g A R et
"

o '? %
S - i
. i - .‘p:-.ﬁ-ﬁ-%‘gw P ¥

- F— o pEE s .

.\,:;..\: {'\-:.-‘\'-b-l:-c -__ _._._:.\,.ﬁ H ook
1 H-% e
e b S oy
[P H W
¥ A ST P A

i iy LR 5_;:;_% BEIIEETTL Ty
E - ﬁ; Lt 5 R o
b g R 3 P
ERTL Y -
- AIEE i
. ﬂ&b’;is ..;
=
g7 B - i A
- e
= ﬁ g-a-«:- "E
-
X ﬁ'@'% b

- - -
Pt
B e oa et
[EERPTERR
R
el EEe T e e
EE - -
ana
e e A mp gkt M crenan PR W r
. - . - - < .
"""ﬁ"}TZ-:-:-:-a@-a--ﬂ-""":'":""""z;:-zzgxx=H‘"""'“ Ll PO RP LT s i
gal.f{'-\.a-ié;h&};&&%ﬁf it s o e P v;;;;;}x:ﬂ%va
sppniiniinstiitenntes HIRUER T
H . -
Al ettt LY ittt
T
mﬁ.ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁfsg *';::-\.-M-c- Ecﬂ-‘ﬂ'
Y = L
P =
o RES
P $hR
Lo
i E-H
EES
bk
!
L
ek
'
=
N
% ;
By A
: ¥
]
i
e
EE] o
o '
i e o .
i3 R R £y
o e R R
S H 4 &
e # + e ihe e
u:
AT 33_%
& =
:-Q-H' X
!
ﬁﬁ’ et
R
i
-
k3
wwan PR <<
T?.t’fﬁimi“.i’.“ :
6?':+,$;5"':5:‘°“°‘
LR A
vt adauTd
Liwgper v
P
P
++>Q¢¢}\.¢'
e
R
Y
-
RS
et %
S i P
e o
i'* xﬁ-ﬁwwkhtf-c =¥ Hﬁ-i?-ﬂ-z‘@*”&f@ :.?-a-#
E“’%“"a .@-.@--ﬂ--&??';i?tz..-c-a-b@'“?"?\_':._..-'\-""'“”ii e
S e FEEA e
i Gretatiiiin el ity
= 3_.,@_“.5.-c-c¢?"' e e
P ] .. -
% &ﬁiz‘.}.{_ﬁv_.ﬁ.m., . :
=<
% ﬁ-ﬁf” awt .
- R
: -
i gt LRI e
S GEe St g e
P L i
Giaaee Attt Ty
T .
PRI
PR R
$$+ _{-’-"\'
et .
w0t -
*v:a.m-:ﬁ-‘ﬂ'
TS
i
o e “ e 'é ";_*5”'
EE I L e ;o
St AR SIS TRt TV : T
PRSI FEIELL - ST T S I ¢ i
P R e T t )
o RS PR TEE S - SRRy LT T s B
E4 E SR Lol T e e e e R <
-ﬁ . -m.'\-:t; ’E"%'. Lk
HEL ] '\:ﬁ o
4 P
: : ﬁ_*ﬁ W E
ety
¥ PRIy S
s %&5‘\'&: %ﬁ'
E E
g R e
ot R T
P
oo
%_-&W Sk
o i B
L e
SR EEE
- .-a--\.-'\-:g-@
. & ﬁ:ﬁ-ﬂ-
- b
e
=
3@?@ ‘*%}3

has got control of the party treasurership,
and the right wing has got control of the
national executive with its power to deter-
mine who will run the party machine. The
sudden display of strength of the
Healeyite forces within the supposedly

Socialist Review March 1983
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‘left” TGWU bureaucracy—so that Benn
nearly didn’t get the union delegation’s
vole—shows how powertul are those who
would begin pushing the bandwagon
backwards.

*And the success of the right in winning
secret ballots and branch ballots for
Healey in a number of unions shows that
they have a weapon they can use with a
degree of confidence of gerting their way.

‘Al this leads us to believe that the for-
ward march of the left within the Labour
Party has been halted. Labour politics over
the next yvear will be a different matter
from Labour politics over the last year.'
{Socialisi Review October 1981)

We were, unfortunately, correct, Within
weeks of the 1981 conference the new exec-
utive decided te retuse Peter Tatchell en-
dorsement, to refuse Tarig Al membership
and to institute an inguiry into Mifirant.

Then in January 1982 there was the *peace
of Bishops Stortford” where Benn agreed not
to stand for the deputy leadership again.
There was no stirring campaign around the
union conferences of 1982 1o compare with
the previous year. Instead there was the
miserable spectacle of Michael Foot
wrapping hirmself in the Union Jack over the
Falklands.

The 1982 conterence produced a massive
majority for the witch-hunting register and a
hard right majority on the national exec-
utive. And since then the left’s campaign to
refuse registration has largely crumbled,
most notably in what should have been their
patch, the Campaign for Labour Party
Democracy.

Since the day of the deputy leadership
vote, September 27 1981, it has been 18
months of downhill all the way for the
Labour left.

The fact that we virtually aione predicted
these uninterrupted reverses would be of
tistle consequence if it was just a matter of us
somehow miraculously understanding the
workings of the Labour Party better than
maost of its own members. But there 15 a lot
more to it than that. Our statement in
October 1981 that the forward march of the
Labour left had been halted was based on the
fundamental premise of our revolutionary
politics; that the emancipation of the
working cluss is the work of the working
ciass itself, and that is is through struggle,
primarily industrial struggle, that the mass

of the working class achieves the conscious- .

ness and organisation for this self eman-
cipation.

There are no shortcuts round this,
Especially there is not the short cut of the
tiny minority of those of us who are socialists
now trying to cover up our weakness by
simply trying to capture an electoral
machine.

At the best of times that short cut would be
doomed to ultimate fallure in socialist terms,
But in a time of serious downturn in class
struggle it would be doomed to failure even
N 1t8 OWn terms.

Most serious members of the new Labour
left would indignantly deny that such funda-
mental issues are at stake. They wouid deny
that they are trying to shortcut workers’
struggle, they would deny that first priorities
are eiectoral. Rather they claim that theyare

Sacialist Review March 1983

pursuing the only realistic
socialist mobilisation.

But a look at how the Labour icfi has
responded to the events of the last eighteen
months show how overwhelming 15 the
pressure of electoral politics on them and
how anv attempt to reconcile these with
saocialist  mobilisation has led o self-
deception on a quite massive scale.

At the end of 1981 Tony Benn exited from
the National Executive mecting which
launched the witch hunt and announced ‘I
am the real deputy leader” (with the
reasoning that Healey had lost his shim
majority with the defection of some more of
the MPs who voted for him to the SDP). It
was exactly the move that his supporters
would have welcomed a couple of months
before. But now they greeted it with embar-
rassment:

strategy  of

Slide rightwards

Within days Benn backed down and with-
In weeks he had agreed not to stand for the
deputy leadership again. He, and his
supporters, realised that another attempt
would be crushed by the trade union burgau-
crats. Now the fight was to be on “policies’.
‘Unity  behind the present (conference)
policics and the present leadership’ became
the Bennite watchword.

The Labour left presented it as & tactical
adjustment. But 11 was an abandonment of
what they themselves had previously made
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the centre of their strategy. They thémselves
had spent the previous two and a half years
claiming that conference policies were not
worth the paper they were written on unless
you had a parhamentary leadership pre-
pared to implement them, Now they were
claiming that a shadow cabinet composed of
a wvast majority of rnightwingers with a
sprinkling of Foots and Silkins could some-
how or other be made to implement left con-
ference policies.

The further slide was inevitabie, As we
have entered election year the public
message from the Labour left is not *will be

Jorced to implement left polictes™ but just

plain ‘wiff implement them'. Few on the
Labour left today see anything strange about
Peter Tatchell canvassing at Bermondsey
and saymg ‘Vote Labour—we will end
unemployment’. And few on the Labour left
seetrl to see anything strange in the sort of
speeches Tony Benn is making now,

Take as typical the one he made to 2
packed meeting in Hackney Town Hall in
January this vear. It contained some tamiuliar
Benn themes, denunciation of the Tories and
the mass media, the call for us to regain our
lost sense of class solidarity. It contained not
one single reference to any fight within the
Labour Party.

There was only one reference to past
Labour Governments: ‘If we come to power
trying to run this rotten system then we are
going to fail’. That was followed by a few
radical measures: “We are going to have to
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requisition all the private clinics. Break with
the Common Market. We've got to say to
Reagan-—get your nuclear bases out of
Britain.” And how were we going to do it? At
. the next election. *This 1s our great chance’.

Think for a moment. That ‘great chance’
will be to vote for a government of Michael
Foot, Dennis Healey, Roy Hattersley etc.
And on the basis of everyvthing that the
Labour left, including Tony Benn, was
saying trem 79 to 81 these pecple will be
precisely “trying to run this rotten system.

There s as little chance of them
requisitioning all private health clinics as
there is of them sending the Paras to fight
alongside the guernllas in El Salvador. The
wish, for Benn, has become the reality.
Exactly as it has been for previous gener-
ations of Labour lefis before elections. The
same pathetic performance 1s being repeated
in meeting after meeting.

The same tixatien on the election 1s 1o be
found on what claims to be the ‘hard’
Labour left. It could be found at the national
conference of groups modelled on London
Labour Briefing in February. Speaker after
speaker bemoaned the fact that they had not
had a focus to organise around since the
deputy leadership campaign.

What was to fill that gap?... the election.
‘Don't focus on past defeats. The crucial
pattle going on 1s about what is in the next
manifesto’ (Jeremy Corbyn). ‘The crucial
question facing the left is the preparation for
the next election—the resurrrection of some
type of socialist campaign for a Labour
Victory®' (Graham Bash).

It affects the way the Labour left nowlook
at every campaign. Take Socialist Chaflenge
{11/2/83) on Trade Umion CND, They sneer
at the SWP who ‘saw the main thing as CND
getting on the picket lings” because this:
‘tgnores the real question facing trade
unionists in the coming vear: how to elect a
Labour governmentr committed ra siopping
missiles’.

Alongside this ineluctable drift towards
exclusive focus on the coming election, has
gone a pretence by the Labour left that each
of its retreats 15 merely a set-back that can
and will be reversed.

A spot on the sun

The night wing gains on the national exec-
utive at the 1981 conference were considered
a mere spot on the sun compared with Benn's
. performance in the deputy leadership
election. With some  serious organisation
they could be reversed.

The Labour left duly organised its “anti-
witch hunt slate” (includimg by the way Alex
Kitson who has consistently voted for the
witch hunt) for the 1982 conference... and
lost even more badly.

I remember the bluster at one of the fringe
meetings on the first Menday night of that
conference with Ted Knight introducing
Joan Maynard to cheers with the words
‘Every year they try and get her off the
National Executive. Every year they fail’
The very next day they succeeded. But of
course that did not stop the Labour left
claiming that yet again they would reverse
things at the 1983 conference.

It was the same on the witch hunt, Up until

a few weeks before the 1982 conference there
were prominent members of the Labour left
who believed it would be possibie to defeat
the register, or at least get it passed by sucha
small vote as to be ineffective.

The Aifitanr sellers at the first day of the
conference carried a paper which pro-
claimed:

*TGWU executive rejects register. This
important decision by the Labour Party’s
largest affihiated urmon will be seen by
Labour Party conference delegates that
registers with their implications of ex-
pulsions and wiich hunts will not be
acceptable to the broad majority of
Labour Party and trade union members.”

Of course the TOWU delegation voted for
the register which was carried by 5,173,000
to 1,565,000,

Refusing to register

So the argument switched to organisations
refusing to register. When both the Labour
Co-ordinating Committee and the Cam-
paign for Labour Party Democracy
registered, it shifted again, refusing to recog-
nise expulsions, But already, even before the
pressure had been put on, Norwood Labour
Party, where two of the expelled members of
the Militant editonal board are members,
has agreed to recognise their expulsions
rather than risk disbandment. And it has
done so with the full support of us leading
left wing member, Ted Knight. And the
London Labour Party Conference on 3
March voted to exclude Keith Dickinson,
Mifitant supporter delepated from Hammer-
smith CLP, after threats from the NEC.

That then is the background to
Bermondsey. Eighteen months of defeats {or
the Labour lefts. Eighieen months of
repeatedly overestimating their strength to
resist. Eighteen months of increasingly sub-
ordinating everything to the coming
election.

It is against that background that
Bermondsey has to be seen as the last nail
hammered into the coffin of the Bennite left.

Accepting that clections were a prionty
they had to accept Bermondsey asa test case.
All the Labour left press highlighted appeals
for canvassers. ‘All cut fer Bermondsey
prociaimed the front page of London Labour
Briefing. Socialist Challenge (11/2/83)
carried lyrical {(and quite apolitical) descrip-
tions of canvassing in Bermondsey beg-
inning: ‘Ten thirty am at Lower Road,
Rotherhithe. Shivering in the wind and al-
ready wet through by the sleet, workers
arriving for the Sunday moerning canvas...’,
and continuing in the same breathless vein.
And in the week of Tatchell’s defeat 1t was
carrying an interview on what he would doas
MP! o

Accepting winning elections as a priority
Peter Tatchell felt he had no optien but 10
conduct his campaign on the most orthodox
manner, sidestepping ‘awkward’ questions,
kowtowing to the parliamentary leadership
and so on. And no-one on the Labour left at
the time criticised him for doing so.

It was then the Labour left themselves who
set up Bermondsey as a test case. And they
wauld have had to do very well even to

stabilise their position. Instead, of course,.

the result was worse than anyone expected.

And note that the disastrous nature of the
resuit has nothing to do with the opinion-
poll created bandwagon for the Liberals. It
lies 1 the decline of the Labour vote, from 64
percent ta 26 percent. No one on the Labour
lett expected anyvthing as bad as that.
 Nor do the two standard reasons for this
catastrophic decline provide any comfort for
the Labour left. First of all the vitriohc
media campaign. No question it produced
defeat. But what does the [abour left, or in-
deed any socialist expect? If our strategies
are going to collapse because of a hostile
media then what are they worth in the first
place?

Then there i1s Foot's past denunciation of
Tatchell. Again no gucestion that it fueiled
the media campaign. But the whole of the
Labour left strategy 1s based on the idea that
it can fight the right 1in the party and win
elections at the same time. Even before the
Bermondsey defeat it had decided that
tighting the right would be sacrificed to
winning elections. After all it desperately
needed Foot's endorsement ot Tatchell, it
welcomed the likes of Roy Hattersley onto
the Bermondsey plattorm and did its best not
to offend them. After Bermondsey that pro-
CESS 18 going to go even further,

In every constituency Labour Partv in the
country there are going to be scores of
activisis who will fear ‘another Bermondsey’
in their constituency. They will, for instance,
maintain their support tor gay rights, but not
want too much fuss made of it, They will
fook a bit more carefully at any grants their
local lelt wing council might be making.
They will be that much more reluctant to
confront some local right wing councillor.
They will even take another look at where
their election leatlets are going to be printed!
On every little 1ssue they will be that much
morg cautipus. 1t 18 the extent 10 which the
Labour {eft had been pushed back before
Eermnndse_}_f_ﬂlal marks its death,

That much weaker

It alsc means that any left revival after a
defeat af the election (and there will surely be
4 revival in such circumstances) will be that
much weaker and that much more 1solated.
Because m both constituency parties and left
urions everyone is gomng to be that much
more cautious second time round. That is the
logic of making your priority the winning of
the next election. And that as we havesgenis
the logic that ultimately dominates the
F.abour Party, the left included.

The only way of trying now to reconcile
this with socialist mobilisation 18 to enter a
world of total political fantasy. Anditisthat
world that s to be found in the respense of
the ‘hard® Labour left press to the
Bermondsey defeat.

According to Mifirant (4/3/83) ‘For the
Labour Party generally the most imporiant
lesson from the whele (Bermondsey) cam-
paign lies in the derisory voie cast for
('Grady’: and *“The Labour Party would not
lose such seats (as Bermondsey) if it cam-
paigned boeldiy for the socialist trans-
formation of society, for the public owner-
ship of the big monopolies that dominate all
workers' lives, and for the 1ntroduction of a
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socialist plan of production’. In other words
if 1t had becn Peter Taufe who had been the
Bermondsey candidate rather than Peter
Tatchell...

Sociglist Chalfenge tn its  last  issue
(4/3/83) betore 1t re-emerges m vet broader
guise as Secialise dction concludes from
Bermondsey 1hat

“The peace treatics 1n the party have
been entirely onesided. The teft can no
longer attord them and neither can the
l.abour Party... "The existing policies,
leadershipand membership™ s a hopeless
slogan—a whole section of the leadership
is (rying 1o ssmash the existing policies and
the existing membership!’

Fighting talk from which you might con-
clude that Secialist Chalfenge was about to
launch 4 kamikaze mission against Michael
Foot.

Nao chance. What they propose is that

‘the lett must re-orgamse around the
fundamental plans for a Labour
Victory:... for a Labour Government
which raises the living standards of
working pcople—no cuts, no statutory
incomes policy: tor full employment—a
Labour Government must introduce a 35
hour weck.’

Simple isn’t 1!

And much the same simple answer s given
by Secialist Organiser {3/3/83);

“This vicious government caanot be
allowed a second term.,., We must make
every cffort to get the best possible
official Labour mamfesto. but 1015 only
too probable that the otfticial manttesto
will contain no more than a leehie
reflection of the wide range of socialist
policies and measures which are otticial
Labour Party policy... We neced to
establish a campaipn representing and
uniting broad segments of the labour

Socialist Review March [9%3

Keilth chkinsun leaves the Lndun.ﬁl"..ahur Farty Conference

movement, the women's movement,
blacks, youth, and gays. [t might perhaps
be called “*Anti-Tory League and Iabour
Victory Campaign' or “‘Socialist
Campaign for a Labour Viclory 83
This cali for a *Socialist Campaign for a
Labour Victory™ is the best that the Labour
left now has to offer. What does it amount
to? It 1s that some sections of the Labour lefr,
having lost everything that they thought they
had won i the [.abour Party, having no
hope of taking up the fight inside the party
Again, arc going Lo pretend that the party s
as they would dearly like it to be,
Hopetully, though. there may he a third

response to the Bermondsey election debacle
on the Labour left. A majority will move to

.the right finally ditching any idea of socialist

mobilisation 1n a desperate effort to avoid
clectoral disaster. An increasingly isolated
“hard left” will indulge in fasitasies to try and
reconcile the two. But there will aiso be in-
dividuals who will finally draw the lesson
that there are no short cuts, that we sociahsts
have (o recognise how small in number we
arc, that we cannot cover up for that by
trying to pretend we can win elections to-
morrow. Instead, with hard arguments in the
real struggles of today we can build for the
far bigger struggles of the future. | O
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LABOUR MOVEMENT

The Broad Lefts

Last month the Broad Lefi
Organising Committee held a
conference in London. It was
attended by 109 delegates from 19
different Broad Lefts. Colin
Sparks looks at the strategy of
these organisations.

In his new Year address to the faithiul, Tony
Benn claimed that there were Broad Leh
organisations operating in 40 unions. Some
of these have a pretty shadowy existence:
Benn claimed for instance that the Broad
Left had won control of the ISTC executive.
This body 1s currently split L10-i0 over
whether to implement a conference decision
and affiliate the umon to CND. [ there s a
Broad Left at all, it must be very broad in-
deed.

Despite the emptingss of the more gran-
diose claims, it fs true that something is going
on m 4 number of Unions, What are some-
times called the *New Broad Lefis’ un-
doubtedly do exist and have had some
SUCCESS,

When you start to look a bit closer, the
‘newness’ of these organisations 1s a it diffi-
cuit to pin down, The best working defini-
tion is that in the old-style Broad Lefts of the
early 19705 the Communist Party was the
dominant force: today it is usually Labour
Leftists of various stripes who are making
the running.

This difference should not be overstated.
In both old and new Broad Lefts the various
currents have been able to survive together.
Despite their differences, there 1s no doubt
that these currents are united by a common
commitment to parliamentary reform in
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politics and to capturing positions in the
unions.

The various Broad Lefts existing today
display very wide differences, but these are
not simply along the lines ol new and old. It
is true that the decline of the C# has meant
that their own Broad Left organisations only
retain a real coherence when they are based
on the control of the bureaucracy, most
obviously in TASS. But. as we shall see, the
new torces are capable of being just as
burcaucratc.

In other unions the differences are not the
result of these formal plhtical distinctions,
Thus the Broad Left in the POEU, which
contains both TP members and Labour
Party supporters, produces a regular, and
tairly agitational, paper calted Spark. On the
other hand, the Broad Left in USDAW again
involving both Labour and CP members, has
no base 1n struggle. Its candidate for Presi-
dent, Jeft Price, states in his election leaflet
that he "‘works for World Books, a socialist
book service tor the Labour movement.”

Squabbles and haggles

There are. of course, squabbles between
the various currents. In NALGO there are,
at the 1ime of writing, eftfectively three
separale Broad Left organisations -—
dominated by different political tendencies.
The situation tn other unions s less extreme
angd concentrates on haggling over can-
didates and policies. Thus in the EETPU the
recent influx ot Labour Left elements has led
ta an orientation towards the union’s
elaborate machinery for relating to the
Labour Party,

But whatever the Jeading bodies of
opimicen in these orgamisations might think
they are doing, the sitvation in which they
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operate today s very different from ten years
ago. -

The classic example of the old-style Broad
Lefts was inthe AUEW, and in the Engineer-
Ing Section in particular. The roots of that
Broad Left, and the force which carried it to
the leadership of the union, lay in the shep
steward organisation in the major engineer-
ing factories. The structure of the AUEW,
with its powerful lay District Committees, its
quarterly mecting of shop stewards on a
District-wide basis, and the regular election

and re-election of all officials, meant thagthe
strategy of winning elections could ¥ply

succeed if it could mobilise a wide layer of

stewards.

But these same shop stewards were, 1n the
conditions ef beom and widespread piece-
work ¢xisting in the sixties, people who were
regularly in contlict with their managemenis
and who were continually leading small dis-
putes. Thus the Broad Left was, at least ina
distorted tashion, a product and a reflection
ot real struggles,

What was true of the AUEW was also, but
to a much lesser extent, true of other Broad
left organtsations. Although none of these
ereganisations saw the struggles of workers as
anything more than a means of putting
pressure on buargaucrats and winning posi-
ttons for themselves, they were at least in
touch with struggles and were, 1n some cases,
capable of leading them.

The most famous example was the
struggle against the Industriai Relations Act
launched by 1970-74 Tory Government.
Opposition to this, including unofficial
strike actions involving hundreds of thou-
sands of workers, was organised by the
Liaison Committee for the Defence of Trade
Unions. Dominated, like the Broad Lefts of
the time, by the Communist Party, it
mobilised more or less the same people as the
core of its actions.

The contrast with the New Broad Lefts s
stark. Their recent cenferences took place
against the background of the reatity of the
Prior and Tebbit attacks on the unions and
under the threat of new and harsher Tebbit
propoesals. It did not discuss them., The
Conference took place 10 the middie of the
waterworkers strnike. It did not discuss the
siruggle. What the Conference did discuss
was the use of union block votes.

The ‘newness’ of current Broad Left or-
ganisation consists essentially of the fact that
they are almost totally divorced from real
struggles. Conscgucently they are even more
electoralist and even weaker than the old
OnCs.

One of the major reasons for this is of
course that the new Broad Lefts are opera-
ting in the downturn, and there is little
pressure from the rank and file to draw their
attention back to reality from their bureau-
cratic pipe-dreams. But this does notexplain
their stubborn refusal even to discuss the
watcrworkers: that derives from the domina-
ting mfleunce of the Labour Left, whose real
interest i the unions is a result of their role
inside the Labour Party. That is why the
block vote is more important than the water
workers.

The major currents inside the new Broad
Lefts are the Bennites and the supporters of
Mifirant. Let us look at what they think they
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are doing.

The Bennites begin from the absolute
centrality of the Labour Party. The or-
ganising torce behind the BLOC conference
is the Labour Co-ordinating Committee, a
Bennite pressure group. They have had the
importance ol the trade unions brought
forcibly to their attention by their defeats in-
side the Labour Party. As Peter Rowlands,
therr trade union expert, put it

“The Labour Deputy l.eader campalgnin

1981 also exposed the shallow nature of
the lett's support at warkplace level.’

Events since then have no doubt
strengthened that realisation: without some
lever in the unions the Bennites will have to
walt for ever te capture the Labour Party.

- '{"
L

Official movement

Their way of doing this is not particularly

new. Their perspective (s based on:
‘...a reyection ot the view (associated par-
ticularly with the SWP) that reliance on
rank and file activity is sutticient and that
the official movement should be spurned.
Bl.s explicitly organise at both levels,
recognising that the real divide is between
lett and right rather than between the
ofticial leadership and the rank and file.”

Leaving aside the inaccurate statement
about our position for a moment, this 15 al-
most word-for-word the same as that of the
old Communist Party view. ‘left’ and
‘Right” Iin the trade unions are fixed
categories which everyone recognises
without having to look at what actually
happens in the class struggle.

Unfortunately for Peter Rowlands, there
really is a difference between the rank and
file and the bureaucrats. It 15 so aobvious that
he 15 forced 1o recognise 1L For example:

‘In some unions with a ieft leadership and
a democratic, lett-dominated structure all
the way down 1o Lhe Branches — for
example NUPE — it could be argued that
a Broad Left is not required.’

Did all these wonderful things stop NUPE
selling out the water workers or the hospital
woTrkers? Not for a4 moment. So presumably
there is no nced for a Broad Left to stop

Socialist Review March 1983

f-._-
—_

_;ﬂl'

W —

workers losing strikes, only 1o ensure that
the ‘left’ control the unons.
Or again:
“..there are some unions where for tac-
tical reasons left wingers in the leadership
do not ally themselves with the BL but
nevertheless remain sympathetic to s
objectives,

“Similarly, fulltime officials at branch,
district or regional level may be entirely at
one with the BL's aims and activities, but
are unable to identify themselves openly

with it since to do so would invite
reprisals.”
Reprisals from whoem? Irom the

members? If so, what is the point of being a
‘teft wing® ofticialif you have to keep it secret
from the people you are supposed to
represent? Or perhaps from the other
bureaucrats? It so, what 1s the point of being
a ‘left wing' olficial if you cannot {ight for
what vou believe in?

As everyhbody knows, to be a militant
worker, active amongst the rank and file,
most certainly does invite reprisals. Cer-
tainly ftom the management, who will sack
you if they think they can get away with it.
Perhaps trom trade union bureaucrats, even
ones who sympathise with the Broad Lel, if
they think they can get away with it

This sort of problecm gets no attention
from the Bennite left. Despite their
occasional phrases about the rank and file
their attention is firmly [ixed on the
burcaucracy. For good reasons, since it s the
bureavcracy that wiclds the sacred block
vore at the TUC and ai the Labour Party
Conference, which 1s where they are con-
vinced the real action is.

Even if they had better intentions, they
would still bit the same problem. In a period
when the working class is on the retreat it
might be possible to win a few positions by
hook or by crook but 1t 1s much more difti-
cult to influence the rank and ble. 5S¢ any
attempt ‘to combine the two’ will have to
make o choice between the different paths,
The Broad Letts have chosen the path of
ofticialdom.

This 1s most clearly illustrated by the case
of the NUR, in which the Broad left s a

small and loosely organised body, but which
15 capable of commanding a majority on
some issues on the Executive. The value of
that was illustrated last summer when the
Executive called for an official strike, saw
substantial scabbing trom 1ts members, and
was overturned by the National Conference
after only two days of strike.

This defeat was so obvious that it has sunk
into the skulls even of some of the Broad
Left. Thus Jan Willlams of the NUR
Executive argues that they have operated
with the 1dea that;

‘Somewhere out there 1s a raving mass of
militants. That 1s not true. While we have
been gaining the apparatus, the
apparatus has been losing credibility with
the members.’

His solution, although stitl cast in Labour
Party terms, at least acknowledges the real
problems:

‘It 15 not my job to switch 170,000 votes

which do not exist. The union enly has

150,000 mcmbers. My job 15 to get
150,000 NUR members involved. I would
rather have 20,600 active members than
wave a paper block vote bigger than the
total membership, We have to look at the
gap that exists between members at the
bottom and the Labour Party, We want

real votes. We won't win by taking over a

bankrupt apparatus and changing 1ts

direction.’

Unfortunately, this idea goes down like a

lcad balloon with most of the Broad Left
militants. Their attitude is much closer to the
self-delusions of Celin O'Callaghan, editor
of the POEU Broad Left Paper Spark: ‘The
working class 1s up, with 1ts ears pricked,
looking for a leadership.”

To the left

The Mifitant supporters have a skightly
different rhetoric and theory, but in practice
they are just about the same. The Militant's
view of the trade unions is of a piece with
their overall pasitions. As they putitin 1981:

‘“With setbacks, interruptions, back-
sliding there will be a move towards the
left in the unions, This will be dictated by
the experience of the working class them-
seives, there 1s no other way in which they
can detend their living standards, their
conditions and hours without trans-
forming and changing the set-up in the
unions themselves. This move towards
the left is inexorable but that doesn't
mean to say that there will not be tem-
porary sctbacks, vacillations and steps
backward. But these in turn will prepare
for even bigger moves forward by the
workers and a further swing towards the
left.

This inevitable and irresistable
development was already well under way
when that passage was written: so much _so
that: *Even in the unions where the extreme
right wing is in control, like the EEPTU and
the AUEW, the wateris lapping at their feet.’

This process will thus be one of the waysin
which the *Marxists’ come to be the leader-
ship of the Labour Party. Once they have
won contral of the unions, they will be able
to use the hlock vote for their own ends.

The best exumple of this theory in actionis
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the CPSA. In this union there is a long estab-
lished Broad Left 1n which the Militant are
the major influence. The Executive has a
Broad Left majority and Kevin Roddy, a
Militant supporter, 1s President.

The relationship of these electoral
successes to the actual state of organisation
on the ground is well illustrated by the recent
strike by DHSS workers in Birmingham and
Oxford. I do not wish to repeat the sorry
catalogue of failures by the Broad Left
Executive during this strike but to look at
how it revealed the strength of their base.

The DHSS Central Records Office at
Long Benton in Newcastle is the largest
group of CPSA members in the Union: more
than 7000 of them. The local Union branch
has long been controlled by Milirant. When
the National Executive finally called for a
one day strike in suppoert of the Oxford and
Birmingham disputes there was a proposal
to exciude Long Benton.

The tocal Broad Left leadership were
opposed to picketing the offices on the strike
day. To his credit, Roddy travelled to New-
castle to whip them into line and the place
was duly picketed. But on the day only a few
hundred of the 7000 members came out.

This was not an isolated exception, since
on the 22 September TUC Day of Action in
support of the health workers only around
200 of the 7000 members had taken action,

It is quite clear that the Militant leader-
ship, both locally and nattonally, does not
rest on an active and commuitted membership
but on electoral manoceuvring.

—r
N

Colossal frauds

It is the downturn which shows up these
two sirategies for the cotlossal frauds that
they are, but n principle the same problem
would exist even in a situation of greater
militancy. You cannot ride the two horses of
bureaucratic influence and rank and file ac-
tivity at the same time because they pull 1n
opposite directions,

If you have a rank and file perspective then
you will not be seriously challenging for the
leadership of the union until you have the
mass of workers behind you, If you go after
the bureaucracy then the real membership is
forgotten. Their struggles and their ideas
become important only in so far as they aid
or obstruct yvour electoral ambitions.

That, after all, s what happened to the
strongest of the old Broad Lefis even in the
upturn. Winning contrel of the union
machine without mass political support led
the leadership to turn’ against its own
supporters who were prepared to fight.
Without a base they drifted sharply to the
right. Hugh Scanlon, Broad Left President
of the AUEW, ended up a travelling sales-
man for the Labour Government’s incomes
policy. The Broad Lefi collapsed and the

right teok coentrol,

That time round there were elements of
tragedy, this time there are elements of farce.
The new Broad Lefts are so much weaker, so
much less the product of struggle, that their
posturing as leaderships appears grotesque.
But it will have serious conseguences in
demoralising yet more people, and setting
back the chances of building a movement
really based on class struggle. a
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NEWS & ANALYSIS: Water and Mines

The balance hasn’t changed

As we go to press the outcome of
the miners’ fight against jobs
hangs on the ballot resuit. David
Beecham looks at'the state of the
class struggle today.

The water workers” strike was a reminder
that the distance between overwhelming self-
confidence and nagging self-doubt for the
Government 1s still quite thin, The strike
punctured the myth of invinecibility so
assiduously cultivated by Thatcher and
Tebbit. The thing was a mess-up from start
to fimsh.

Weshould bear this in mind when drawing
the lessons from the dispute. Some special
circumstances led to a rare victory. The vic-
tory was not total: once again union official-
dom was weak and vacillating. The officials
kaited the deal as a breakthrongh—and afew
days later sold the pass on the council
workers’ claim. For the water workers them-
selves the crunch s yet to come on pro-
ductivity and job loss. Nevertheless in terms
of the Tory plans for the public sector the
settlement was a major biow.

One of Lenin’s famous *ingredients’ for &
successful revelution was a divided ruling
class. 1n its own minor way, the water
workers® strike bears this out. The Tories
were profoundly unsure about their ‘cadre’
on the employers’ side: hence the crude inter-
vention to reduce the original pay offer from
6 percent to 4 percent. Further, the Govern-
ment sailed into the dispute, despite its pre-
vious canniness in avoiding battles with
strong groups of workers—miners, dockers,
firefighters, power workers—and picking on
the weak, such as the civil servants and the
hospital workers.

Up untit the water dispute, Thatcher and
her ministers had either manoeuvred their
way round difficult problems, or left them to
the management of individual nationalised
industries—us in steel or on the railways.
There were several political reasons why this
was not the case with the National Water
Council, namely: distrust of ‘Labour’ figures
on the employers® side; the presence of Tory
backwdodsmen among the employers;
eagerness to get their hands on a profitable
industry with a view tce privatisation; over-
confidence about defeating a ‘moderate’
group of workers.

These factors and several other mis-
calculations led to a series of blunders—in-
cluding the desperate attempts to fudge the
settlement by first saying ot was teo high and
then saying it was no more than was on offer
to start with. On this occasion the Tories
were i disarray.

Whatever happens to the miners we
should not forget the disarray. It was a sign
of what can happen in the future. Other
critical lessons of the strike were that the
relatively small number of militants were
very guickly attracted to our ideas, and that

Adeat ¢ mmmrm— ama = =

where there was a tradition of local steward
organisation, the strike was strong. Con-
versely, it only just held together in other
places because stewards were so bad.

But one relative success in the midst of a
wave ol defeats does not change the balance
of class forces. Both the local authority
manual workers and the power workers
settled without a fight, And the defeat of the
health workers remains  the doeminant
[eature of this period. We should not assume
that the water workers' strike was Just an
aberration—it was more mportant than
that—but the legacy of {ast year has to be set
against it—the raillways, the docks, the NHS,
the miners ... not to mention the continued
haemorrhaging of jobs in engineening, going
without a fight and often without a protest.

What’s been happening to the steel
workers 15 4 good example of the general
trend. A threatened strike over flexible shift-
working (again!) in South Yorkshire looked
for a time as though it might force Britsh
Steel to concede. The left leadership setiled
at the last minute tor a compromise solution
which squashed any suggestion of militancy
in the plants faced with 4 management pro-
ductivity drive.

Al the same trme the national unions have
been continmng their highly imaginative
campaign for a national pay Increase as
opposed to lecal bonuses tied to plant pro-
ductivity and job loss. This campaign con-
sists of telling the local stewards not o sign
agreements and calling on BS5C to give a
national increase.

Local deals

So far the net rcsult 1s that the Cor-
poratien has declared it will not backdate
any pay increase—and that if necessary it
will impose the deais locally, Al Ravenscraig
the senior stewards signed a local deal, to be
told by the main union, the ISTC, that they
would lose their credentials. Whereupon all
the other stewards pul their names to the
deal.

This is a particularly pathetic example of
official union ‘strategy’ and its results: but
the paralysis 15 typical. The mood 15
duplicated in the car indusiry—the TG WU
campaign against imports of General
Motors’ ‘S’ car—and in aerospace, with
unicns flag-waving while management puts
the boot in hard on productivity.

The left bureaucracy 15 focussing on the
People’s March It {the TUC’s answer to
Superman III7), en impoerts, on alternative
programmes, on imports; or anything which
does not concern itself directly with the un-
comfortable reality.

This is not to say that nobody is fighting.
There are still locat disputes, mostly defen-
sive, and stil demonstrably there are
minorities who are very angry. The water
dispute itself was about this minority; small
groups of workers involved and handfuis of
militants trying to organise. Wherever you
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look there is still a proportion—sometimes
as many as 20 per cent—who want to battle
on regardless. And this is true whatever
barometer of the class struggle you use:from
opposition to the Falklands war to strikes

over jobs: Irom unilateral nuclear
disarmament to  support for the watcr
workers,

Opinion polls may not be reliable but they
show broad movements of opinion and they
confirm the impression of the past few
months that substantial numbers of
workers—hundreds of thousands at the very
least—are not prepared to be ground down.,

But alongside this, the minorities are often
very out of touch with those around them.
The weight of opinion 1s agamnst them and
for passivity. Those who want to fight are
not able to build a bridge to those without
whom the [ight is impossible. The water
workers helped to inspire the Welsh miners,
Small groups inspire other small groups but
they are fragmented.

The first week of the miners’ strike scems
to bear this out. In South Wales the minority
was able to win the arguments and pull the
coal-field out. Tn other areas the picture was
different. The price of defeat at Kinneil and
Snowdown., and the delaying tactics ol the
local bureaucracy, was encugh to hold back
large scale solidarity action and allow the
nationa! leadership time to regreup and head
things oft with a ballot.

We do not know how that ballot will go. 1t
is possible that in the intervening period the
militant minority will be able to win the
argument with the mass of miners. The im-
portant point for us is that this time round
the South Wales miners” initiative got fess of
an tmmediate response than it did m 198].
Even in an industry which has taken far [ess
of a hammering than engincering. the mih-
tants are still 2 minority and have to fight for
support.

The stukes have risen very high in the
meantime. Defence of jobs is 4 task the size
of a mountain. The water workers held to-
gether partly because it was the firsi time out.
More experienced strikers might have
flinched. For a steel worker the possibility of
resistance looks extremely slim. The official
union policy is flawed from the start, weak
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and vactllating when it comes to the crunch.

The likelihood of  keeping your job 1s
remote—waves  of  sackings in other
industries; the internationad crisis in the in-
dustry; the unchallenged propaganda about
competitiveness——all combine to create fear.
And the same goes for miners, car workers,
engineers. The outside world becomes so
intimidating, vour only lustunct 15 to keep
vour head down.

The other side of the coin is that it pcople
do decide 10 fight, they have to go for broke.
So there is the possibility of brief upsurges of
tremendous milltancy, encrmous momen-
tary fluctvations in the struggle, sudden out-
bursts of anger. The probiem is that the
brush fires can disappear as soon and as
quickly as they get alight. The element ot
confidence is crucial to their success. And it
is precisely the element of canfidence which
has been sapped. Sapped first by years of
‘social  peacemmongering” by the union
bureaucracy and the Labour Party,

Then led by wave after wave of redundan-
cics and nowadays trequently undermined
by the unreal appeals of ‘leaders.” The un-
certainty and the political bankruptey of the
union bureaucracy was decisive tn pulling
the rug trom under the health workers. At
vital moments throughout the long cam-
paign the officials of the different unions
wedkened, undermined and obstrucied the
development of the rank and file in different
Ways.

Look at reality

In the case of COHSE this involved secret
parleying with Tory ministers. In NUPE’s
case it was the shelving of the all-out sirike
call. The resultl was segn at S best—Ie
wotst—on the ambulance side, where one of
the most militant sections, having been led
up the garden path for the tourth time,
turned on the unions n despair. Stewards
only just held union organisation together.
The cynicism may take years to eradicate.

Readers of this magazine must now be
tamitiar with the exhortation 10 ook reality
in the face even if it hurts. At the risk of
repeating the obvious: the present grim

spiracy of the Tories or the media. It is the
resuit of the accumulation of years of lies,
nretence, cynical manipulation and
deception inside what i1s often Jaughably
called the labour movement.

You cannot fool people indefinitely.
Bombastic appeals whether from the left or
the right no langer convince people. A pro-
duct of this 15 that many old assumed
“loyalties’ break down. Workers no longer
follow appeals blindly, still less do they like
demagogic leaders who try to pretend
nothing's changed.

We should not feel 1co depressed abouwt
this, On the contrary, It creates the
apportunity for people to ask the questions
which bring them towards revolutionary
politics. The old answers do not add up. The
old assumptions are yndermined. And this
means that numbers of individuals—not
large as yet, but still significant—are being
brought to question why the union officials
vacillate and cellaborate; why the Labour
Party no longer works, why the mass of

workers are passive; why the international

system is in crisis ... and most important,
how do you begin to change the situation.

The cause for optimism at the moment is
noi that ‘things can’t get much worse’ (they
still can, unfortunately}—but that the ideas
ot socialism from below and the principles of
rank and file activity are becoming more
rclevant to those workers and others looking
for answers to what is happening. Sccialism
through Parliament seems more and more of
an itlusion and the politics by proxy of the
Labour Party a blind alley.

[t is quite likely now that the period of set-
piece battles of the last 12 months and more
is over, There may be isolated flare-ups but
our activity has got to take account of the
small local disputes which are still occurring
in considerable numbers: council workers
fighting for regrading, factories with new
orders where workers want a share of profits,
small closures, swa;ﬁtshnp disputes, sectional
walkouts etc etc. Things which may seem
mundane but where a reat ntervention 1s
possible and where the principles of self-
activity and genuine, consistent work among
the rank and file can be shown to work In
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Pete Alexander and Christine
Kenney look at new Tory attacks
on black people and at Labour
attempts to provide an
alternative.

In recent menths, immigration contrels and
nattonality laws have been back 1n the head-
lines, The Tory Nationality Act is now in
force and, despite a temporary defeat by the
Tory right wing, new [mmigration Rules
have been brought in. The Labour Party,
too, has been looking again at its policy on
immigration and nationahty and has
brought out new policy statements,

The 1981 British Natiorality Act which
came into operation on 1 January 1983 15, In
effect, an attempt to raticnalise the impact
that immigration laws since 1962, both Tory
and Labour, have had on nationality
legislation,

[t creates three main new categories of
British citizenship. ‘British citizens’ are now
the only people with the right 1o live here. In
the main, they are peopie born, registered or
naturalised here.

A second class of citizen belongs 1o the
British Dependent Terntories — Hong
Kong, Bermuda and some other islands in
the West Indies, and assorted lumps of rock
scattered around the wogld’s oceans — relics
of the empire that Britain has not been able
to dispose of.

Even before the Act, these people had ne
right to come here but now, although they
stit have no rights, they are assured that they
will be able tc pass on their second citass citi-
zenship to their children.

The third category of citizens — British
Overseas Citizens — are not so fortunate.
They too have no right to come here, but it
will be much more difficult for them to pass
on their citizenship to their children. By and
large, British Owverseas Citizens are East
African Asians and people of Chinese origin
living in Malaysia and Singapore, who may
well have po other citizenship. They are
subject tc the immigration laws of the

12

CE A LR - K- E-RETE - N - XYY
o el Sl R v B R
o R
- el e =
s

N

LR LR - R R ]

Sl G
e A R GGG
A gt ey

LR LR K- -

- A A
PO

- -
[RGEE-X-X.]
Y

......

Racism-a parliamentary pawn

countries in which they live and, shouid they
be expelled, will have noe right to come to
Britain and nowhere else to go.

When the Nationality Act was passed,
assurances were given that no one who was
entitled to enter the UK and settle here
beifore the passing of the Act would be
denied that right subsequently. While that
may strictly speaking be true, the Act 1s cer-
tainly going to have very significant effects in
the very near future,

Take for example the very common case of
a woman born in Pakistan 10 a father of
Pakistani origin who had registered in the
UK as a ¢rizen, She i1s, under the new Act, a
British citizen by descent and, although she
may have come here has a child and spent
most of her life here, if she returns now to
Pakistan and has a child there, that child will
have no right to Brtish citizenship, and
hence no right to return to Britain with s
mother, The child is subject to British immi-
gration controls, which may change at any
time.

Stateless child

To make 1t worse, if she had had the child
in a country which does not confer nation-
aiity on all persons born there, the child
would be stateless with no right (o stay where
it was_ and no right t0 go anywhere else
either.

[ndeed, since the coming inte force of the
Act, not every child born in Britain will be a
British citizen, Only the children of British
citizens or of those “settied” here, 1e free of
restrictions on their stay here, will become
British citizens themselves, Children born to
overseas students, visitors, workers on work
permits or those in breach of their immigra-
tion conditions, will net pet British
nationality, as was previously the case, and
could well be stateless.

The inherent racism and sexism of immi-
gration laws has been brought back into
focus by Whitelaw’s defeat in December by
the Tory nght wing over his proposed
amendments to the Immigration Rules.

Although the Rules were due for revision
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in any case as minor amendments made
necessary by the Nationality Act had to be
incorporated. there was a much more
pressing reason betind Whitelaw's frantic '
attempis to knock the Tory racists back into
line.

In 1979, under right wing presure, the
Tories had changed the lmmugration Rules
1o atlow only UK citizen women who were
born here or had a parent born here te bring
in their husbands or fi1ancés. Men, whether
UK citizens or not, born here or not, as leng
as they were free of immigration restrictions,
were allowed to have their wives or fiancées
jein them. The Rules also made 1t necessary
for the parties to any proposed marriage to
have met beforehand — a blatant attack on
the arranged marriage customs of many
Asians.

However 1in 1982, three women were given
permission to take cases of sexual dis-
crimindtion 1n immigration controls to the
Human Rights Commisston in Strasbourg.
Without waiting for the results of these cases
(a foregone conclusion, hopefully) Whitelaw
decided that the Rules had to be revised to
sparc the government the embarrassment of
being ftound In contravention of the
European Convention on Human Rights.

But the Tory right wing were having none
of this. Despite Whitelaw's attempt to pacify
them by extending to two years the period
within whch the Home Office could in-
vestigate marriages 1o ensure they were
‘genuing,” and changing the burden of proof
so that couples who wished to marry would
have to satisfy the immigration authorities
that immigration to the UK was not the pur-
pose of the marriage, the racists voted, with
the Labour Party, against the Riles.

More confident since the success of their
campaign to have immigration controls
lifted on the white Falklanders and
Gibraltarians, they were in no mood to give
in to the Tory wets and encourage more
black tmmigration. In the end, it took
Thatcher's talk of a coming general election
combined with Whitelaw’s 1ncreasingly
desperate intransigence to get the majority of
the December defectors to vote with the rest
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of the party in February and thus get the new
Rules through — minus, however, the pro-
vision for an extended period of ‘trial’
marrtage.

Against this background of rampant Tory
racism and a forthcoming general eiection,
the T.abour Party has recently produced a
new set of policy documents on tmmigration
and nationality which have, 1n some
quarters, been seen as an attempt to develop
a non-racist policy,

There are some important improvements

on the current state of atfairs — the night of

every person born in Britain to Brtish
nationality, the liberalisation ot rules con-
cerning the immigration of dependent
relatives and children under 18, the rnight of
entry for forcign husbands and hancées,
removal of ‘good character” and language

tests from naturalisation applications and a

right of appeal against refusal ol British citi-
zenship, as well as various administrative
improvements,

But it would be a mistake to see thisasa
radical new departure. Labagur's attitude
towards immigration is still determined by
its two overriding concerns — acting in the
best interests of the national cconomy, and
winning votes. A briet fook at post-war
immigration policy will demonstrate this.

Cabinet minutes indicate that in 195]
Clement Attlee, the Labour Prime Mimster,
praoposed a complete ban on black immigra-
tion 1o Britain, and that Winston Churchill,
who succeeded him in oftice, supported this
view. Nevertheless, no change was made in
the law which allowed Commuonwealth
iramigrants to enter lreely and work in the

United Kingdom until the introduction of

the 1962 Commonwealth Immigrants Act.

Immigration encouraged

For most of the 1950s, offictal policy was
aimed at actively encouraging Common-
wealth immigration as a means of alleviating
the labour shortage which developed in cer-
1ain sectors of the economy. £noch Powell.
in fact, was one ot the ministers whose
overscas agents recruited black workers for
Britain’s public services,

The 1962 Actintroduced a voucher system
for Commonwealth immigrants: “A°
vouchers for those who had jobs o poto;'B’
vouchers Tor those with skills and qualifica-
tions; and a “C’ category, always restricted in
number, for unskilled and semi-skiiled
workers. At the time, the Labour opposition
claimed that the Act was inspired by racist
sentiment and opposed 1t ‘in principle’,
Denis Healey providing a ‘solemn pledge’
that it would be repealed by a labour
CGovernment.

The Labour position in this period was
summarised by Arthur Bottomley who told
the House of Commuons in December T958:
*We on this side are clear in our atttude
towards restricted immigration. 1 think |}
speak for my Right Honourable and
Honcurable friends by saving that we are
categorically agaimnst i)’

However, by November 1964, the position
had changed dramatically. Sir Frank
Soskice, the new Labour Government's
Front Bench spokesman, told the House:

‘There should be no doubt about the
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Government's view. [he Government are

lirmly convinced that an cffective control

15 indispensable. That we accept and have

alwavs accepted.’

Not only was the 1962 Act not vepealed.
but the Labour Government rapidly
removed any possibility of entry for category
‘¢ workers and  started  deportations.
Having accepted the need to  control
immigration, in practice black immigration,
Labour policy shifted from bad 10 worse.

In 1968, the Labour Government had a
new Immigration Act pushed through
Parliament in just three days. This des-
picable stalute was dimed at removing the
right of entry and setilement in Britain from
tnited Kingdom passport holders who
lacked a4 *close connection” with Britain, -
cluding certain Kenya Asians. In future,
stuch people had to obtain a special voucher
hetore being allowed to enter, and these
vouchers were 1o be scverely restricted n
number.

Just to show that Labour could play the
racist game as well as (he Ttories, they
included a clavse in the Act that continued

the right of [ree entry for those, almost all of
whom were whites, who had a grandparent
born in the UK.

A further Act was introduced in 1969 by
Liabour which madce it oblipatory for depen-
dents  of Commonwealth immigrants 1o
obtuain an eptry certilicale before coming to
Britain, thereby epsuring lengthy delays and
increased hardship while people queued t©
jJoin their famihics,

The Tories' 1971 Immigration Act. which
still controls immigration o the UK, was
opposed by labour, who promised 1
repeal. JTames Callaghan said that it gave o
badge of respectability to prejudice’, but —
the same old stary — lubour went on to
implement the Act for the next five years
they spent in otfice. The Act was an attempt
to stop  virtually ali primary  black
imigration and o easure that all tuture
labowr obtained Irom abroad would be on
the Gastarbefter basis, where workers would
conme on work permits Tor a hmited pernod
and without the rights of mmnugrant settlers.

To make matlers worse, the (971 Act
served as a basis l'or Lubowr's Green Paper

on Nationality, which was, in turn used to
lend added credibility to the Tories’ new
Nationality Act.

From a policy of opposition Lo restrictions
on immigration in the late 50’s and early
60's, the Labour Party has followed the
Tories in acceding to more and more
restrictions. We need to ask why this change
ook place, and what is the significance of
Labour’s new policy statement.

The nearest that Labour have come to an
explanation of their policy change in the
1960’s was provided by Roy Hattersley in a
speecch made in March 1965, He began by
explaining that he now thonght that he and
ather Labour politicians had been wrong to
vote against the 1962 Act, and went on to
state:

‘I now believe that there are social as well

45 cconomic arguments and [ believe that

unrestricted immigration can only pro-
duce additional suffering and additional
hardship unless some kind of limitatton s

imposed and continued ... We must im-

pose a test which tries to analyse which

Immigrants are most likely to be

assimilated in our naticnal life.”

1n other words, Labour had swallowed the
racist arguments which they (and the Tories)
had previousty tejected. Certainly, racist
propaganda was a factor and events like the
Nottingham and Notting Hiil riots of 1958
were exploited by the racialists. However,
agitation lor controls had existed
throughout the 1950%s. What transformed
the situation was the development of cracks
in the system and the need to look for scape-
20415,

Housing problems

During the 1960's, the problems were n
housing rather than employment. There
were still shortages of labour im some sectors,
which is why the voucher system was 1niro-
duced. Eventually, however, the racist argu-
ments became sufficiently pervasive for
I.abour to find 1 necessary to make con-
cessions in order to retain their electoral
support among white workers. A reformist
party cannot afford principles, even if 1n-
dividual members retain them.

The 1964 election campaign in Smethwick
demonstrated the Tories’ ability to win
working class votes on the basis of racism
and it had a profound eftect on Labour.
Lven before the election, the incumbent
Labour MP, Patrick Gordon Walker, had
becnt moved to comment: ‘This is a British
country with British standards of behaviour.
The British must come first.’

In the 1966 elections, even though immi-
gration played a less prominent role, the
[WA (GB) advised their supporters to with-
draw their votes from two of Birmingham’'s
.abour MPs because they had a bad record
on tmmigration, with the effect that their
majority declined in a Cieneral Election
wlere there was an overall swing to Labour.

In 1968, the Wilson government, beset by
a multitude of economic and political prob-
lems, went even further o the question of
the Kenyan Asians than the Tories, who
were demanding a policy of phased entry.
With the Gallup poll giving the Tories a
record 2214 percent lead and a number of by-
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elections pending, Labour pushed to secure
its base among the more backward sections
of white workers. Richard Crossman, in ex-
plaining his support for the proposals,
simply comments: ‘I'm an MP for a con-
stituency in the Midlands where racialism is
a pewerful force.” (Digry 13.2.68.)

In considering Labour’s new policy docu-
ment it 15 clear that the party 1s 1ntent on re-
moving the more overtly racist and in-
humane elements of the present legislation
while retaining the block on new primary
immigration. Hattersley, who would change
his mind on almost anything ta win popular
support, now says that Labour was wrong to
rush the 1968 Act through Parliament
(Girardian 8.4.81).

Despite this radical-sounding denun-
clatien of previeus policy, Labour in no way
mtend to return to the pre-1968 situation.
Although they propose to restore British
citizenship to East African Asians, they have
made no promise in regard to similar rights
for other UK passport helders, such asan es-
timated 130,000 Malaysians whose only
passport is British but now conveys no rights
at all.

In one important respect Lubour propose
to ntroduce fncreased restrictions. They
state that: *“When we leave the EEC ... the
admission for employment of workers of
other EEC countries will end.”

The numbers game

Another favourite claim of the Labour
Party is that: ‘Immigration must no longer
be debated as a numbers’ game about black
people.’ (Policy Statement.)

But on radio and in the House of
Commaons, Hattersley has tried to allay the
racists’ fears by emphasising that the new
pelicy would only lead to a small increase in
immigratizon, Which is true. The two and a
half million British Dependent Territories
Citizens in Hong Kong {former Citizens of
the UK and Colonies) will certainly be de-
prived of any right of aboede in Britain, Here
the racism which Labour claims to have
eradicated comes back into focus, for
Labour will not remove the newly acquired
rights to full citizenship of the Gibraltarians
and Falklanders whose homes are also in the
‘Dependent Territories.’

And racism exists elsewhere in the policy.
One of the chief complaints about the 1971
[Immigration Act was that it introduced the
notion of ‘patriabty’ which inctuded the
right of abede in this country for people
whose grandparents yere born in Britain.
This obviously included a large number of
people trom the old (white) Commonwealth
countries, but very few from the New (black)
Commonwealth, While the term ‘patriality’
was abolished by the 1982 Nationality Act,
the substance remains, yet Labour's new
statement contains no proposal to change
this position.

But the most significant sentence of the
immigration policy statement comes L1 a se¢-
tion on ‘principles™:

‘Immigration policy will continue to

control, as part of economic planning, the

entry of those who wish to come to work
in Britain, but do not have over-riding
claims of family lite or the need for
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asylum.’

In the programme they state: ‘In the near
future 1t will not be possible for the economy
to provide jobs for signiticant numbers of
workers from overseas.” So, in tuture, immi-
gration 1s 1o be determined by Lhe needs of
British capitalism. The rights of workers to
seek employment where the conditions of
service are best 1s of no conseyguence.
Divisions between the working class of
ditferent countries are to bz promoted.
‘British jobs for British workers’ 1s 1o be the
order of the day. Labour's indentification
with the ‘national interest’ leads them,
inexorably, to the promotion of immigration
policies which are racially divisive and anti-
working class. -

The core of Labour’s immigration and
nationality policy is sull rotten, even if there
has been a superficial improvement. Under-
ncath the anti-racist venecr, the substantial
restrictrions  introduced during the  last
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twenty years are left unchallenged. So what
has been the point of the new policy, and why
has 1t been adopted now?

Undoubtedly, many of the Labour Party
members who have helped develop this
pohicy are motivated by a genuine desire to
oppose racism, a desire engendered by cam-
paigns that have developed, for the most
part, outside the Labour Party. They have
been forced to take note ot the resistance to
racism, particularly that coming from blacks
themseives. But there 15 another, more 1m-
portant reason. Labour is now more ¢on-
cerned about winning the black vote than the
racist vote, At g recent Campaign Against
Racist Laws conference, John Tilley, a
[Labour MP, was quite open in putting for-
ward this position.

In 1966, only 1.7 percent of the populaton

had cpme from the New Commonweabth and

Pakistan, By 1981, the proportion had risen
o 4.1 percent. Furthermore, although
praportionally more whites than blacks were
registered as voters, surveys indicate that the
registered black vote incrcased from 57
percent (o 74 percent between 1974 and 1979,
In addition a greater proportion of blacks
thian whites turned out to vote, In 1979 in
the twenty marginal constituencies where the
black vote was of greatest significance, the
average turnout among Aswians was 79
percent compared with 61 percent for others,
mcluding whites,

The black vote in the key marginals will
ctearly be of great importance in the next
election, and while it appears that about 75
percent of blacks support Labour, this

cannot be taken for granted.

Race relations and immigration are
extremely mportant issues among blacks.
Although whites placed it only 7th out of a
list of 14issuesina 1979 survey, it was placed
2nd by Asians and 4th by Afro-Caribbeans
— prices, unemployment and education
being the other vote-catching matters.

several points must be made in con-
clusion. Immigration policy is an attempt to
resolve the contradiction between 1 world
economy and 1ts natienally based political
units. There is a requirement for cheap
labour, but a need, heightened in periods of
crisis, 1o secure the loyalty of the local
working class. Economic arguments for
immigration controls {and repatriation) —at
their crudest, the view that fewer immigrants
would mean fewer upemployed — are

- absolute nonsense. Fxplicitly or implicitly,

controls are concerned with winning the
allegiance of the local working class to the
‘national interest.” Such racism is the very
antithesis of socialist internationalism.

The Labour Party's central justification
[or immigration controls is its desire to plan
the national economy. But planning will
oilly become possible when the means of
production are in the hands of the working
class,

While the rule of capitalism dominates
society, crises will occur, and crises will en-
courage racialism.

Socialist test

Challenging the development of racial
prejudice amongst workers and rejecting
every national particularism is a test of every
socialist and socialist organisation in Britain
today. The Labour Party has failed, and it
will continue to fail because it sets as its goal,
not the overthrow of capitalism, but the
winning of votes and the reform of the
systen,

Especially in matters of immigration
policy Labour cannot be trusted. Their
record is unambiguous.

Opposition to the (962 Act, but
introduction of the stricter 1968 Act when
returned to government.  Opposition to
the 1971 Act, butits implementation and the
production of the 1977 Green Paper when in
otfice,

[t 15 not difficult to imagine a Labour
government faced with 20 percent
unemployment making further contessions
ta the racisis.

Organisation and activity independent of
the Labour Party will be necessary to prevent
them from reneging on their own limited
proposed immigration relorms,

¥ Quotes in Paul Foot's Immigration and
Race in British Politics 1965, still the best
book on the subject. A good and more recent-
analysis is to be found in two articles by A
Sivanandan republished A4 Different -
Hunger: Writings on Black Resistance 1982,
Also waorth reading are two articles by
Joanna Rolla on the historical aspects in
International Socialism 1:96¢ and 1:97 (1977).
Information on blacks and elections cormes
from two reports produced by the
Commission for Racial Equality and
published in 1974 and i979. d
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FIGHTING THE BOMB

The CND leadership has gone
overboard on winning ‘public
opinion’, Martin Roiser looks at
the polls and the conclusions
we can draw from them.

Last Autumn a Gallup poll showed that 58
percent of the electorate was opposed to
cruise missiles and 56 percent was opposed
to Trident. Thas implied considerabie sup-
port from the centre ground ol political
OPINIOT.

CND™s emphasis has shilted away trom
massive ban-the-bomb demonstrations.
Instead members are being asked to do a
country-wide  “peace  canvass' aimed  al
moving cven more public opinion towards
the campaign’s most acceplable demands,

But public opinion 1s a deccpuve ally. A
thorough examination of the figures shows
that only some of CNIYs demands are
endorsed by the polls. And even it they all
were there is no indication that the figures
alone would tmpress the government.

For two years a majority of public opinion
has opposcd the siting of cruise missiles in
this country. In 1980 49 percent were In
favour and 44 percent opposed. But by 1981
41 percent were in favour and 49 percent
opposed. In 1982 31 percent were 1t favour
and 38 percent opposed. Finally in January
{G83 only 27 percent were in favour and a
massive 61 pereent were opposed. Figures
for Trident are similar but majority
opposition goes right back to 1980, This
impressive and increasing level of opposition
obviously rellects the campaigns waged both
by CND and the women of Greenham
Commaon.

Less than haif this opposition is unilateral-
150, In 1980 Gallup reported that 23 percent
thought Britain should ‘give up relying on
puclear weapons for defence no matter what
olher countries decide’. This rose to 33 per-
cent in 981 and tell to 29 percent 1 1382,
Marplan reported 31 percentin 1982 and n
January 1983 Marplan and MORI reported
21 percent and 23 percent respectively. The
recent dechine in vnilateralist opinion retlects
CND’'s neglect of therr central demand. The
fast nauonal demonstration was i June
1982, and was called under the non-specific
slogan of ‘Europe demands a future’.

it 15 particularly ominous that anti-cruise
sentiment  can  rise while  umilateralism
declines. The Armed Forees Mimister, Peter
Blaker, was switt to tell television viewcers
last Autumn thal an mcreasing majornty ol
the country was in favour of nuclear deter-
rence. And although that was not then clear
from the data it is now undeniable.
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A canvass isn't a campaign
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Opposition to NATO 15 a policy
repeatedly endorsed by CND annual confer-
ences and clearly required by the campaign’s
constitution. However 1t 1s kept pretty quiet
by the leadership. One reason for this
reticence ¢an be found in an ORC poll
carried out in early 1982 which showed that
only 18 percent of electors wished Britain to
withdraw from NATO. But, on the other
hand, the government’s policy of increasing
Britain’s financial contributicn to NATO
was endorsed by an even smaller 9 percent in
a 1981 MORI poll.

The much publicised policy of multtlateral
disarmament has been rarely polled. How-
ever the World Disarmament Campaign
commissioned a poll in which a question was
asked concerning ‘an immediate halt to the
manutacture and installation of nuclear
weapons throughout the world as the frrst
step towards international disarmament’.
Sixty five percent supporied this policy while
22 percent opposed it.

Campaigning strength

Asked what are the moest important prob-
lems facing the country, pecopie have
generally placed unemployment, law and
order and inflation ahead of nuclear or
disarmament and delence issues. However,
rceent evidence is that detence and disarm-
ament i1ssues are rising mm relative
importance.

There are considerable gender and class
ditfterences In nuclear atutudes. A sub-
stantially greater percentage of women than
men are opposed to cruise, Trident and
nuciear buses. On Lthe issue of unilateralism
there is no consistent difference between
male and female views,

There 1s also a difference 1n class attitudes
(o nuclear weapons. Working class respondg-
ents record between & percent and 12 percent
mare opposition to cruise, Trident and
nuclear bases than do middle and upper ciass
respondents. In its acount of the 1982 Gallup
poll Sanity concluded: *CND backing 15 not

particularly cutstanding among the “*B"
group which comprises people like senior
executives ntot at their career zemith, vicars,
secondary schoaol heads, university lecturers,
accountants, surveyors and business people
employing between five and 24 people. But
belief in CND policy is massive in the soclo-
geonomic groups €1, C2, D and E...” In
short, CND has much more support from
the working class than the middle class.

Although several of CND’s demands do
not achieve poll majorities the figures are

impressively large. CNI) policies have much
wider public endorsement than would be
gained tor any positiive statement about
trade unions or any enlightened cpinicn
about law and order.

The figures should not convince CND that
they are winning the struggle against nuclear
weapons. Public opinion, by itself, does not
influence anvthing,

Not only are nuclear 1ssues given a
relatively low priority but recent poll find-
ings indicate that opinions on these 1ssuesdo
not even influence the way people vote. Fully
one quarter of those opposed to cruise intend
to vote Tory and a smaller proportionintend
to vote SDP/Liberal. These parties do not
even promise anything in the way of nuclear
disarmament.

Even more damaging to the argument that
opinion polls have influence 1s the fact that
there are a number of issues which regularly
refurn large anti-government poll majorities
without any noticeable effect on policy. For
instance, the withdrawal of troops from
Northern Ireland has been supported by
about 53 percent of the electorate for a
number of years, with only about 30 percent
wishing them to stay. The figures are in fact
strikingty simitar to those on cruise missiies,
The withdrawal of Britain from the
Common Market has been supporied by
about 50 percent of electors with only about
20 percent wishing membership to continue,
for about 15 vears. (The electorate was
briefly pro-market about the time of the
referendum!)

The Tories fee! little pressure on these
issues. Traditionally they have treated
opimon polls lightly and the 1dea of extend-
ing opinion polls into referenda has been
dismissed as unconstitutional. Heseltine
dropped the idea of holding local referenda
On rates rises.

Early this vear Douglas Hird ruied out the
idea of holding a referendum on croise
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missiles, It would depend too much on how
the question was worded, he said. (In fact i
would be extremiy difficult to phrase cruise
into acceptability.) In any case, he con-
cluded, the people elected the government
and it was their job to govern. So much for
opinion polls and referenda as sources of
infiuence. -

The reason for the Tories’ disquiet is not
to be found 1n the poll figures, though these
no doubt reinforce their fears. It is to be
found in the campaigning strength of CND
which has caused the changes in opinion
which the polls merely reflect.

The Tores are worried because CND can
mobilise 250,000 on the streets of London,
because it can-turn out leafletters on every
high street in the land. They are more
worried that CND may provide a focus of
cpposition to a wider range of government
poticy and that 1t might build active links
with the trade umon movement. It might
upset the passive and patriotic mood of the
COUntry. '

Relatively important

The Tories are aware that the spending of

billlons on nuclear weapons is integral to
their political outlook. They know it is non-
sense to be anti-cruise and pro-Tory. They
are warried that people in CND will also
make that connection and widen their con-
cerns from armaments to health and
education cuts and even further,

The CND leadership is doing everything it
can to prevent such connections being made.
They want an organisation broad in
metmbership and narrow in outlock. To this
end they have chosen to channel their
members’ energles into the ‘Peace Canvass’,

CND members are being asked to go from
door to door obtaining answers to questions
about cruise, Trident, American bases, non-
nuclear defence and electoral importance.
Even the questicns are fudged. NATO is not
mentiened and unilateralism 15 watered
down to; ‘Do you think that this country
needs nuclear weapons for 1ts defence?

There is nothing wrong with canvassing,
but the aim shouid be to persuade and
mobilise. [t 1s rather peintless to do arecount
of a poll much better conducted by the pro-
fesstonal agencies. As presently conceived
the peace canvass is a passive and absiract
exercise. The advice from CND runs: ‘The
first task of the canvasser is to
listen...canvassing is asking people about
their oprnions...the morepeople think about
these guestions the more they will come to
support us,”
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[ronically 11 may fail even to change
opinian, Past experience shows that active
campaigning is the way to influence opinion
polls.

A further criticism is that the Peace
Canvass locates the argument firmly on the
doorstep and not in the workplace. CND
opinmions are thus likely to be cast as matters
of personal morality not linked to the
collective strength of the union. The idea of
doing the canvass at the factory gate is not
mentioned m CNIY's circulars,

The Peace Canvass has been adopted by
the CND leadership because a General
Election 1s round the corner. It is aimed,
quite reasonably, to ensure that nuclear
1ssues will feature highly in the election.
However, it is phrased so as not to embarrass
a Labour Party committed to staying in
NATO and about to exclude unilateralism
from its manifesto.

At the same time it will divert CND mem-
bers from more ‘militant activities. The
Labour Party, moving rapidly to the right,
would prefer to avoid a large unilateralist
demonstration in the pre-election period.
Miltant tactics against cruise will also be
avolded. After zll, dancing on missile
bunkers and invading prisons is distinctly
extra-parliamentary, This might explain why
CND 15 leaving the women of Greenham
Commoaon to do all the hard work in the anti-
cruise campaign. The reason why CND's
recent tactics so closely follow the electoral
interests of the Labour Party may be found
In the very large preponderance of Labour
Party members on CNID's nationa! council

and executive,

While CND 15 on the doorstep talking
about cruise and Trndent, the government
spokesmen are already on 1he television and
the tront pages attacking unilateralism or
‘ane-sided disarmament’. Like it or not this
18 the crucial topic of the nuclear debate. If
CND talks merely about cruise and Trident
it will just be argued off the stage. Once the
Tories have rammed home the argument
about unilateralism the bodv of opinion
against cruise, which is loose-knit in any
event, will be shattered. The CND leadership
have snbordintated the defence of their key
policy 10 a misplaced faith in majority public
apinion.

A ray of hope in all this is that the active
membership of CNI) appears to be made of
berter stufl than the leadership. A survey of
the & June demonstration showed that 94
percent of the marchers were unilateralists,
88 percent were opposed to the Falklands
war, 68 percent wanted to get Britamn out of
NATO, and 63 percent were opposed 1o
increasing  conventional weapong. These
people are unlikley to be impressed by the
respectably-phrased Peace Canvass or the
milk-and-water multilateralism of Sanity
magazine.

CND 15 far too important a movement to
be thrown away on public opinion politics
and electoral manoeuvring, Tts tradition of
mass dactive campaigning must be re-
asserted. It must not be allowed to renege on
unilateratism and oppositionto NATO. And
its focus must be steered from the doorstiep
10 the workplace, ]
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Search for respectability

The search for the *broadest
possible unity’ dominates CND,
Chris Stephenson looks at their
arguments,

Nothing illustrates betier the attempt to
broaden CND} than its official magazine
Sanity. This was for years an unspectacuiar
bi-monthly magazine which went out to the
members. The massive growth of CND
prompted a rethink and at the end of last
vear it was relaunched in a blaze of publicity.

The idea was that the new monthly would
have a broad popular appeal and sell to a
wide audience. 1t was the standard bearer of
the ‘broadest popular unmity’ approeach.

-

To that end the magazine has been based
around using the names of famous people.
Roughly one third of the major articles in the
first four issues were about the famous.
Some were even written by them.

In terms of the conventional wisdom of
the bourgeois press this approach ought to
ensure high sales. Writing about famous
people is after all the mainstay of the popular
press, and it sells papers. The trouble 1s that
it has not worked with Saniry.

What has happened 1s that paid circula-
tion has declined in every issue since the
relaunch and 15 now not high enough to
make commercial distribution econonmically
viable. At the sametime, it has failed to catch
on with the membership. Half of local CND
groups do not even take a single copy.
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Half the problem lies with the sort of
famous people that the magazine
concentrates on. These can be divided into i
two groups: entertainers who support CND i Thin
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and patiticians who don’t. The latter group :

includes David Steel, David Owen and Field
Muarshal I.ord Carver. They are all opposed
to the basic reason for CND’s existence: the
fight for unilateral nuclear disarmament.
One person who refused to be imerviewed
was Michael Foot: the old unilateralist cam-
paigner no doubt thinks that anything he
might say as l.eader of the Labour Party
would start another internal row,

All of these concessions to moderate
opimion fit in quite well with the current
CND leadership’s idea that the way to build
the campaign is by watering down the
demands; keeping quiet about NATO for
instance. in order 10 win *a majority.’

The other half of the explanauon for the
failure of Sanfty follows directly from that: it
you think that CND has made it as a part of
respectable opinion then you produce a
magazine which apes the mam organs of res-
pectable opinion.

The trouble 15 that CND only exists
because it 1s an oppositional campaign. It
depends for what suceess it has on its ability
to get dedicated volunteers to organise its
mass actions. Such people do not want (0
read an alternative version of the bourgeois
press: if they want to read about famous
people there are hundreds. of other
magazines which do that already, rather
better than Saaxiry.

That is why the local CN groups do not
use Sanify; it 18 not an appropriate
mugazine for a campaigning movement. One
of the most notable things which s #o# 11 the
magazine is any attention to action. The
massive 12 December demonstration at
Greenham Common wids not even men-
tioned 1n the 1ssucs of Sagnéty ranning up to
the maobilisation,

Broadest support

The onty mention of the action was a state-
ment from one of the Greenham Common
women advocating non-violent direct
action. Ths was putin quotes to make sure it
wis seen as a picce of reporting and not an
editonial call to action.

What is more, the people who arc active
against the bomb have a wide range of
ditferent opinions and are often quite keen to
argue about them. Sagnity carries no
discussion of the strategy and tactics of
CND: no discussion of how 1o widen and
strengthen support: no discusston of how 1o
win,

The failures of Saaity are nol the result ol
the mistakes or lack of talent by the people
who produce it. They iilustrale the central
problem of the current strategy.

The idea of winning the broadest possible
support is an attractive and influenual one.
After all, the bomb is such a sericus question
that surely it 1s better to forget about
secondary questions like class and all work
together. Once we have got rid of the bomb
then we can tackle the minor issues.

The trouble with this road i1s that it leads to
defeat. The bamb is supported by powerful
interests in our society, and they supporl 11
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some of his buddies,

for good reasons, [t 1s important to their con-
tinzed held on their wealth and power. Any
opposition to the bomb has to cut against the
grain. No amount of trimming will ever
make it respectable enough to be acceptable.

Because 1t has to work against the
dominant interests in society, and their
media, any such movement has to rely on ac-
tive supporters who are convinced that the
campaign is correct. They are the people who
have the dedication and determination to
stand out against the pressures of pro-bomb
propaganda and make yuite considerable
personal sacrifices to keep the campaign
going. That is why the vast majority of
activists in the campaign, and even those
who come on demonstrations, are so Jdeter-
minedly unilateralist and anti-NATO,

No oppositional campaign can ever be
built without such people, 1t is they, and not
‘public opinion’ that actually make sure that
the coaches are there on the day of the big
demo. It is they, and not public opinion, that
kecep the campaign alive,

The search tor respectability means water-
ing down the aims of the campaign. It means
that in order to get the token support ol
people who do not agree with the campaign
you drop its central demands. In order not to
frighten respectuble opinion, you soft-pedal
on the activity of the campaign.

The sum resull of all the trimming 1s to
leave the activists with a growing sense of
frustration. T hey see the ideas they believe in
being traded off to win the “support’ of
politicians whose whaole record proves they
will never fight the bomb. They see their
opposition to war machines being traded ofl
to get the support for some brutal military
murderer who only wants a slightly different
war machine. They find it more and morc
difticult to think of ways of keeping a local
group together without any real sort of tocus
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One of Sanity's famous people, Field Marshal $ir Michael Carver, seen here on the right with

for their activity.

The search for respectable and unreliable
allies leads slowly but surely to losing the un-
respectable and the reliable who are vital to
building the campaign. (3o to any big CND
rally. The audience will listen in polite silence
to some eminent non-entity; they will cheer
to the echo calls for direct action.

This search for the broadest possible unity
1s not a new idea. It 1s a version of what 13
called a ‘popular front,” It we look at an
earlier attempt to build such a movement on
a grand scale, we can see just how disastrous
it can be.

Demoralise defenders

In Spain in 1936 a ‘popular front’
government was elected. It soon faced a mili-
tary coup organised by General Franco. The
maost deterrnined opponents of the coup were
the workers and peasants of Spain, who took
over the factories and land in order (o use
them for their own defence.

The popular front government had other
ideas. In the interests of the broadest
possible unity they wanted to win the
support of some of those very owners of the
factories and the land who had just been
shown the door. There was a lohg struggle
between the government and its most deter-
mined defenders over how to fight Franco. It
was ended by the government using armed
forces to hand the factories and land back to
their respectabe owners.,

Not only did this ‘civil war in the rear’
siphon off desperately needed resources for
the real civil war against Franco but it also
demoralised the best defenders of the
government. The few factory and land-
owners were no substitute for the energy and
dedication of the workers and peasants, and
they usually took the chance to defect to
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Franco as soon as they could get away with
it. And, as everybody knows, the popular

front went down to defeat,
Things are not yet that disastrous with the

struggle against the bomb, but there is a real
danger that exactly the same sort of thing
will happen. The stress on respectability and
on the broadest possible unity will prevent
the energy and enthusiasm of those who
really de oppose the bomb being utilised.

You only have to think about what Saniry
could be like 1n order to see how true this is,
Instead of a glossy magazine devoted to the
famous 1t would be a magazine that the
members could use. It would carry the argu-
ments for CND rather than interviewing
those who are against it. Then it could be
sold to peopie who are bhesitating on the
brink of commitment.

it would see 1ts major role as acting as a
focus for the activity against the bomb. Then
it could be useful to the activists in the cam-
paign trying to buld suppert for a demon-
stration or picket.

It would not be frightened of debating the
very real differences of opinion inside the
movement because that would make it essen-
tial reading for evervone who was concerned
to find a strategy for stopping the bomb.

To argue this 15 not to argue against
‘unity,” Of course CND needs all the allies it
can get. The guestion is who those allies
should be and what they will do. Take Field
Marshal Lord Carver. What is he actually
going to dp about fighting the bomh? What
do we know about his general views?

The soldier of today

We know, for example, that he once wrote
a foreword to a book which said: ‘This book
is written for the soldier of today to help him
prepare for the operations of tomorrow.’
The bock was by one General Frank Kitson
and 1s a handbook designed to teach
‘counter-insurgency.” It is called Low
Intensity Operations. Tt talks specifically
about waging war at home: ie in mainland
Britain.

We know, then, that this is an ally who
thinks it important that the army {earn the
techniques which they could use to arrest the
tikes of the CND membership.

CND then has a choice: it can try to win
allies whose loyalty is to keeping things the
way they are, or it can try to win allies who,
in kowever a confused a way and at however
low a level, are actually fighting to change
things. It can have Lord Cagver. Or it can
have the miners, It can’t have both because
the two are natural enemies. They can’t and
wor't stop fighting each other just to stop the
bomb because they are different classes of
people and their whole lives are bound up in
struggling, now openly, now silently, against
each other.

Those other allies arc there to be won. All
the evidence suggests that when Lord Carver
speaks ggainst the bomb he speaks at best as
an isolated eccentric, at worst 45 a man who
sees spending moncy on Trident as a diver-
sion from the reai task of preparing for a civil
war in Britain. And all the evidence suggests
that when a trade union votes to affiliate to
CND it reflects substantial apinien of the
people that it represents. O
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Fo win those other allies to active support
is a big job. It needs another direction for
CND and a different sort of Sanfty. The
space that s devoted today to stars and
soldiers needs to be devoted 10 water
workers and miners. It needs to speak their

language and reflcct their concerns and
struggles.

And without such supporters, no matter
what the opinion pells say, and no matter
how much publicity is won, CND wiil lose
the fight to stop the bomb, »

Women'’s suffrage at war

The idea that women are
especially opposed to war has
considerable support in the anti-
bomb movement. The Suffrage
Movement was the largest
organised women’s movement
this country has seen. Marta
Wohrle looks at how they split
when confronted with the First
World War and how effective
opposition developed in the
working class.

The Suffrage movement was thrust down
two opposing but cqually destructive blind
alleys, On the one hand there was an arm of
the movement lead by Christabel and
tmmeline Pankhurst—the “Suffragettes’—
that dissolved into a jingoisuc support for
the war and nationahst fervour. On the
other, there were the women’s and socialist
groups spearheaded by Mrs Fawcett's pro-
pagandist Naticnal Union of Women's
Suffrage Societies and Syivia Pankhurst's
East London Federation, the *Suffragists.’
They both adopted a pacifist position that
divorced the war from any real criticism of
capitalism.

The Suffragettes and Suffragists were al-
ready divided over the correct way of
fighting for the wvote. Emmeline and
Christabel Pankhurst's Women's Social and
Political Unmion (WSPUl) advocated the tactic
of civil disobedience. The WPSLI's *militant’
protest consisted of demonstrations,
window breaking, stone throwing and
hunger strikes, but although 1t helped to
make women’s suffrage an issue in the House
of Commons it never once challenged the
system. Suffragettes had narrowed their de-
mands down teo the vote and nothing but the
vole.

The radical Suffragists, like Seiing
Cooper, saw enfranchisement as a part of a
wider reaching teminist and socialist pro-
gramme. But as the war progressed the
radical suftragists became an increasingly
wcaker voice and arguments tor pacifism
etbowed aside the cause of working ciass
WOomen.

When war broke out the Pankhursts and
Mrs Fawcert and Helena Swanwick in the
National Union gave up all their work for the
vote. The onily groups to continue with the
cduse of women's sulfrage were the
Women’s Freedom League and Sylvia
Pankhurst’s East London Federation, with
the latter becoming increasingly involved

with community work.

Christabel Pankbhurst made the position of
the Suffragettes clear. The logic of their
interpretation of the tactic of civil
disobegdicnce led them to argue that they
couldn’t be pacifists in the war any more
than they could in the struggle for the vote. It
was completely consistent with the elitism
cultivated during the ilast decade that they
should turn their backs on working class
women and then ignore suffering caused by a
war which they welcomed with gusto. She
wrote:

*This was national militancy, As Suf-
fragettes we could not be pacifists at any
price. Mother and I declared support far
our country. We declared an armistice
with the government and suspended mikhi-
tancy for the duration of the war.’

Annie Kenney, almost the only working
class woman close to the decision-making
leadership of the Suffragettes, and Christa-
bel offered their services to the government
and embarked on a national speaking tourin
support of the war effort, Mrs Pankhurst,
meanwhile, called for conscription of men
and argued that women should replace them
tn the mumtion factories.

National effort

Suffragettes in London set up the
Women’s Service Burecau to provide
information about jobs for women thrown
out of work by the war crisis and suggestions
for other women on how they could help the
nattonal effort. Their support for the war
was based on the belief that once a demo-
cracy resting on the victory of the aliies was
won, women could then bring about a real
peace. Once women were a partner in the
decision-making processes of British
capitalism the likelihood of violence and war
would disappear. As Mrs Pankhurst put it:

“We believe that under the joint rule of en-
franchised women and men, the nations
ol the world will, owing to women’s in-
fluence and authority, find a way of
reconciling the claams of peace and
honour and of regulating international
relations without bloodshed. We none-
theless believe that Great Britain should
take part in the war and, with that
patriotism which has nerved women to
endure the torture in prison cells for the
national good, we ardently desire thatour
country shall be victoricus — this ts be-
causc we hold that the existence of smail
nationalities s at stake, and that the
status of France and Great Britain is
involved. 1t will be the future task of
women, and only they can perform iy, to
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From opposltion 10 the government
on the vote... L

ensure that the present world tragedy and  Jlims;

PEE AT ARG et e
TSP .

the peril in which it places civilisation, ¥

shall not be repeated.”

The Pankhursts argued that if the
Suffrageties abandoned their programmes
of civil disobedience for the duration of the
war and redirected thewr energies for the
national effort they would be duly rewarded
by the vote. And so they embarked on a
national propaganda campaign — a
campaign that was often almost a caricature
of the government’s own national
chauvimism. Annie Kenney described the
nature of the war effort propaganda:

*We held gigantic meetings all over the

courttry, Both men and women munitions

workers were appealed 1o, and the danger

of a munition strike, a coal stnike and a

dockyard strike were explained ... We

called it the Anti-Belshevist campaign.’

The position of the National Union of
Women's Suffrage Societies was less clear
cut. In the decade betore the First World
War they had cpposed the militant Pank-
hursts arguing that stone throwing, arrests
and disruption were nothing more than
stunts. The Natonal Union criticised the war
but theit criticism was based on the behet
that women were the natural peacemakers
and had a moral obligation to distance them-
selves from all viclence.

Despite the links that had been cultivated
between the radical suffragists and the
working class women of the north of
Engtand, few members of the National
Union could appreciate that the working
class would be the rcal losers tn the war.
Eventually the. National Union opted [or a
position of the least resistance and setiledfor  --.to national chauvinism against the Germans

work that would alleviate some of the

B s
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suffering caused by the war.

Throughout the course of the war they did
Red Cross work and opened soldiers’ can-
teens and women's workshops to teach weld-
ing and other skills demanded by wartime
industry.

But by 1915 there was a split in the
National Union. The national officers,
including the radical suffragist from
Manchester, Helena Swanwick, wanted to
adopt a morc positive pacitist position and
they resigned from the National Union to
torm the Women's International League tor
Peace and Freedom.

Ada Neild Chew, a member of the
Naticnal Union spoke for all pacifist
Suffragists when she criticised the jingoistic
Pankhursts and their followers. They felt
that while they could only condemn the
tacti¢ of direct action in the struggle for the
vote they could not blame their men for
fighting for a just cause. She wrote:

*The militant section of the movement
would without doubt place itself in the
trenches guite cheerfulty, if allowed ...
T'his is an entirely logical attitude strictly
in line with its attitude before the war. It
always glenfied the power of the primi-
tive knock on the nose in preference to a
more humane appeal to reason ... The
non-miiitants — so-called — rhough
bitterly repudiating militancy for women,
ar¢ as ardent in theirsupport ot militancy
for men as their more consistent and
logical militant sisters.’

This pesition — that women could not
engage Iin direct action although it was per-
fectly acceptable that men could i the
national interest demanded it — was
founded on Victorizn ideology and
bourgeois feminism.

Christabel and Mrs Pankhurst made
nationalist propaganda and recruitment
their primary objective, Suffragerte changed
its name 1o Britannia in October 1915, Many
Suffragettes were among those most eager 1o
hand out white feathers, whilst Mry
Pankhurst cailed on men to go into war say-
ing, ‘to give one’s life for a greut cause, is a
splendid thing,’

Class distinctions

The Suffragettes increasingly lost touch
with their former allies and suppertersin the
Labour Party and became blind to the
realities of class society. Defending why the
nation should be put on rations as the
soldiers were, Christable Pankhurst argued
that if there were no *class distinctions on the
front, why should there be class distinctions
at home where the guestion of bread and
butter is concerncd? Any soldier could have
told her class distinctions were far from
being ignored in the trenches,

Lloyd George, who had maintained a
staunch opposition to the issue of women's
right to the vote and whom Christobel had
once described as the most bitter and dan-
gerous epemy of women, recognised the
Pankhursts as useful political allies.

He encouraged Mrs Pankhurst (with the
generous grant of £2000 from cthe Ministry of
Munitions) to organise a new style of
Sutfragette demanstration an the pre-war
model but on the theme of *Waomen's Right

Pl

to Serve,’ It was linked in Pankhurst-style 1o
a:

"Vigorous prosecution of the war so that

all danger of a compromise peace may he

averted and the allies be in a position (o

impose upon Germany and the nations

whio have helped to commit criminal and
murderous assault on Europe, a vie-
toricus and therefore, permanent peace.”

The very methods of the WSP's form of
direct action were now being used to gather
support for the government and the war.

The Independent Labour Party (ILP) was
the only group to oppose the wir because it
was imperialist, The bulk of the members
shared Hannah Mitchell’s view that “war is
the matin struggle for power, territory or
trade. to be fought by the workers who are
the losers.”

But their analysis of the war was only
formal and in practice they opted for a
pactlist  position. They Tormed the No
Conscription Fellowship and helped cons-
cientious objectors and acted as a pressure
group on the government. The leaders of the
No Conscription Fellowship, Clifford Allen
and Fepner Brockway, disappeared into
prison and were replaced by older men.
When they too were arrested the women
toak over and ran it on behalt of men. But
there were few links made between the No
Conscrniption Fellowship and the rise of anu-
wir aclivity in the industrial areas of the
north,

Sylvia Pankurst with her newly formed
Workers Suffrage Federation resolutely
opposed the war. She argued against the
National Register for War Work and the
Federation advised women to refuse to
register as a protest against the war and
canscription. I women couldn’t avoid the
registcy she old them to insist on equal pay
with men. She had by now drifted completely
away Irom the politics of her mother and
sister and she wrote of how the WSPU had
now departed from the Suftragetic move-
ment giving.

‘Its energies wholly to the prosccution of

the war, it rushed to a turious extreme, its

chauvinism was unexampled amongst all

other women’s societies.”
But Sylwia Pankburst became increasingly

pessimistic. She lost fath in working class

protest, As the war progressed she felt that
she could do little more than alleviate some
of the sulfering caused by the crisis.
Ahhough a committed socialist, she lailed to
sec bevond her own work in the East End.
and the protests of the conscientious ob-
jectors, to the working class opposition 1o
the war and the increasing politicisation of
the rank and file movements. Nowhere in her
book, Suffravette Movement, does she make
any reference to the growing independent
working class leadership and some of the
eftective organised challenges to the war and
the toll 1t was taking on workers’ lives and
living standards,

Many workers were canght up in the
pngoistic tide and the movement was in
disarray. But out of the rank and file of the
socialist and trade union organisalions 4 new
independent leadership grew up. The pacifist
IL? and other conscientious objectors ex-
hibited much personal courage and principle
and they had a measure of effect on public
apimicen. But their opposition was brief and
tietlective,

As the war progressed living standards got
worse and prices outstripped wages. 1t was
on the Clyde that anti-nulitarist and anti-war
feeling was most intense, The first public
anti-war meeting was heid on Glasgow
Green on 9 August 1914 and by 1915 it was
clear that the government could no longer
rety on the goodwill of a4 union leadership
whose guthority was being questioned by the
runk and file, |

[n the coaltields existing agreements were
running oul, and though in mest areas new
ones were reached by granting concessions,
i Scouth Wales 200,000 miners struck in
detiance ot the Munitions of War Act. Lloyd
Crearge was lorced to hurry to South Wales
and make a settlement conceding to most of
the men’s demands.

Dilutions of labour

The most notable teature ofthe Munitions
Act was the “‘dilution of labour’ clause. The
War Olfice farced the pace of the dilution of
labour and military recruiting schemes ook
single men first, with married men to follow,
acording to age. There was an influx of un-
skilled workers, many of them women, into
industry which roused skilled workers into
action to defend their jobs.

The unions arranged with the Munitions
Department  that workers required for
mumton work were exempt from military
service. But a skilled worker, William
Hargreaves, at Vickers in Sheffield was
taken into the army against all the
agreements with his unton, the
Amalgamated Society of Engineers (ASE).

Although the action which ensued in
support of Hargreaves was primarily a de-
fence of skilled workers® jobs rather than
part of a wider anti-war campaign, it is a
wonderful example of the prowing power of
rank and file organisation.

The case of Hargreaves was promptly re-
ported to the shop stewards” committee and
publicised throughout the workshops in the
area. When the usual means of negotiatien
failed the ASE and the shop stewards called a
mass meeting of engineers and skilled
workers from other uniens. The response of
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the men was unanimous and determined: the
government was piven onc week to return
Hargreaves to his job and if they failed work
would cease in all the engineering factories in
Sheffield until he did. The day after the meet-
ing the shop stewards’” committee sent dele-
gates to the principal engineering centres
throughout the country to urge them to be
ready for strike action too.

On |5 November 1916 the ultimatum ex-
pited. The strike was called and the shop
stewards rushed to the factaries, messengers
on molorcycles sped across the country and
the strike was complete. More than 10,000
skilled workers walked out of the factories.
And to counteract any government tricks
two delegates were sent 10 the camp where
Hargreaves was stationed.

Sure enough, the government issued a tele-
grum claiming Hargreaves had been
returned to normal hte. But 20 minutes
earlier a statement had come from Har-
greaves denying that he had heard any men-
tion of release. On the third day of the strike
the government capitulated and Hargreaves
was returned ta work. [t was a victery for the
sirikers and a boost for the prestige ot the
shop stewards’ committees.

More in three days

The action of the engineering workers
achieved morte in three days to disrupt the
course of national conscription than all the
protests, imprisonments, hunger strikes and
deaths of the conscientious objeclors

For the workers on the Clyde, rent rises as
well as dilution of labour. became an im-
portant part of an anti-war campaign. And it
was the women — a fact ignored by the
pacifists and Sultragists in the Natonal
Union and Sylvia Pankhurst's Workers’
Suffrage Federation that were the central or-
ganisers of the street pickets. Willie
Gallacher has recalled the triumph of
working class women against the rent
INCreases:

‘tn Govan, Mrs Barbour, a typical
working class housewife, became the
leader of a movement such as had never
been seen betore Street meetings,
backyard meetings, drums, bells,
trumpets — every method used (o bring
women out and organise them for the
struggle. Notices were printed by the
thousand and put up in the windows ..,
When evictions were attempted, Mrs
Barbour's team, who could smell a
sherift's officer a mile away,” called the
women from the washing and cooking
and before the officer and his men could
get near lheir destination, they would be
met by an army of furious women who
drove them back ina hurried scramble for
safety.’

The issue came to a head when 18
munitions workers were summoned for non-
payment of increased rent. 10,000 engineers
and shipyard workers left their work and

marched to the court, At the same time they

sent a telegram to the government informing
them that unless something was done the
strike would continue. The cases were dis-
missed and the Rent Restriction Act wus
rushed through parliament.

As the Suffrageties degenerated into arch
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chauvinism and the Suftragists nto 1m-
potent pacilism, the rank and file movement
assumed a more political complexion in the
last two years of the war. Declinmng hiving
standards and a general weariness with the
war helped to nurture opposition to the war
amongst some of the most powerlul sections
of the class, The dilution of labour had
primarily been an industrial question and
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wis ftought largely by skilled workers an-
Xous Lo maintain exemption from war ser-
vice at the expence of the unskilled.

But military scrvice clearly became a wider
pohittcal probiem and the reflections and
torms of action against recruiliment were
necessarily political. The war transtormed
revolunion from a theory to a passible base
tor action. i
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Very powerful forces

Stopping the bomb 1s an urgent
and important task. Peter
Goodwin shows why revolution
is the only practical way of
getting rid of it.

Let us start with something that will be ob-
vious to virtually uny CND supporter. Some
very powerful forces are openly lined up
against unilateral nuclear disarmament.

Just lock at the list tor Britain, starung
with the obvious ones:

The whole of the Conservative Party {and
that includes the, anvway quite marginal,
Tories Apgainst Cruise and Trident.} The
whole parliamentary leadership of the SDP.
Virtually the whole parbamentary leader-
ship of the Liberal Party. The vast majority
of the Labour shadew cabinet.

The whole of the military top brass {in-
cluding the much-vaunted Field Marshal
Lord Carver). Virtually every top civil ser-
vant, The whole of the national press {(and
that includes the minority of national news-
papers, the Daify Mirror and the Guardian
which are willing to report CND activities m
a half-favourable light), The controllers of
the BBC and ITV. |

To that obvious list we can add another

ERE Y A T P RN ) LTl

less remarked upon group: the whole of big
business. Ttis very revealing that over the last
three years when the nuclear disarmament
campaign has produced echoes, however dis-
torted, 1n virtually every forum of public de-
bate, the one place where there has not cven
been a murmur is the Confederation of
British [ndustry.

Of course there are some disagreements
about nuclear weapons among the different
members of this list. For example, ‘in-
dependent’ British nuclear weapons have
long been a bone of contention within the
British establishment, including the military
establishment.

‘“Why pay a fortune for a weapons' system
which simply duplicates that possessed by
the Americans? And that argument has al-
ways hotted up when the system comes up
for extremely expensive renewal, So there is
some genuine opposition to Trident in estab-
lishment circles, and it is not impossible that
it might win out.

But so fur as nuclear weapons in” general
are concerned then the British establishment
retains a powerful and vociferous unanimity
— 1n favour,

The same goes for the Amerncan and
Russian and European esiablishments.
Again, there are disagreements over this
weapons system or that, and there are
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shufflings for advantage within each
alliance. But even the most *doveish’ leaders
cxn both sides, in even their most doveish mo-
ments, have been resolutely opposed to un-
laterally abandoning the nuclear weapons
they already have,

Mot oniy that, they have resolutely in-
creased their arsenals. And they have equally
resolutely been supported in that by the
whafe ol their establishments — not just the
military and not just the hawks.

Why? Why are the members of these dil-
ferent national establishments so committed

Ly weapons whose use would kil most ot

them {despite their tail-out shellers”?) Wha
sort of madness is this?

Exactly the same madness as compels cach
of them to try and out-sell and out-produee
the other, despite the tact that the end resuit
of this 1s a world economic crisis in which all
sutter and none can escape.,

For each of these bamb-loving establish-
ments 1s 4 nattenal capuiahst ruling class,

Each ruling
class reaches for
its guns

IR
L

compelled to compete in & world capiralist
econnomy, for fear of being taken over and
absorbed by s rivals. {And that goes for
Russia oo - what cise makes it tick?)

The whole experience of the fast hundred
years ells us that the economic comipetition
ot capitalism increasingly goes hand in hand
with military competition, as each capitalist
ruling class groups increasingly round 1ts
state. using itasa lever to prize open its rivals
spheres of influence” — s markets and its
sources of raw materials,

O course, tme and time again during
these last hundred years there have been
those who claimed that this drive to war
simply came from jingoes, generals and arms
mianutucturers and that sensible capitalists
wers opposed to mihtarism and had an in-
lerest In orestraimning 10 by inutual biter-
national agreement,

The past incarnations ot such theories he
with the dead of the Airst and second world

wars. In each case it was the whofe ol cach
nutiondl ruling cluss that reached for their
guns. Muortual ggreement 10 disarm  has
proved as llusory as mutval agreement to
cnd trade wars, And for exactly the same
reasont. Bven the serious pretence of either

has  only Hourished during periods ol

cconomic boom.

As cach ruling class is compelled to com-
pete ceonomicalty so it is compelled to try
and match the economic achicvements of its
rivals, regardless of  the Consequences.
Similarly as each ruling class has 1w exrend
the competition into the military sphere so it
has to match its rival weapon for weapon,

That was the incxorable logic of the
hattleship race betore Warld War One, that
wiis the logic of the race to produce the atom
bomb and that is the fogic of the nuclear
arms raee (oday. And as military  and
coonomic competition are bound up to-
gether then that logic pets extra impetus

21

trom a world economic crisis that grips both
wisl and east.

There s then method inthe madness of the
nuchear arms race: capitahist method. And it
15 that method that lies behind the decp
dttachment ot American, British and
Russian ruling classes 1o their bombs.

Nuclear weapons, then, are not simply
seame lerrible cxcresencew, They arc part and
parcel of the system we live in, And moslt
serious supporters of CND are willing to half
recogrise this. They are willing to recognise
that o tinally eradicate the threat of nuclear
holocaust  reguires  some  more  gencral
change mn the world order.

But alonpside this goes another more
immediate beliel. Nuclear weapons arg such
an overwhelming threat that we must tackle
them betore anything clse. Hence the in-
sistenice on the single issue campaign draw-
g on the widest possible basis of support.
tlence the hostelity 10 those hke ourselves
who insist on bringing other issues 1n.

It such a strategy had the slightest possi-
bility of succeeding 1t would have much to
commend 11, Because the starting poing i
quiie right. nuclear war does threaten the
imminent destruction of humanity and with
that the destruction of any other political
hope. But it 15 precisely because of thar we
have Lo take gven more seriously here and
now the Llact that the bomb s inextricably
bound up with the system,

Take forexample the Labour Party’s well-
known miserable record on the bomb. Why
was 1t that Haroeld Wilson abandoned his ex-
tremely modest commitment to stop Polaris
within three months of attaining otfice? For
exactly the same reason as he abandoned
other commiments — because he was
commitied to running a system which would
not grant them,

Or take the casc of an open unilateralist
ltke Michact Foot, How anearth could he sit
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through five yeadrs ot l.abour government,
1974-79, which not only totally ignored con-
ference commitments to untlateralism but
actually spent more than £1,000 mihion
modernising Polaris? Again, quite simply be-
cause he was committed o managing the
system and if the system would not permit
nuclear disarmament, then he would simply
make the best of i,

Labour’s 'miserable record demonstrates
something more general, Those commitied
to tinkering with the system do not, when the
crunch comes, make excepuons for what
they have may quite seriously believe to be
‘the overriding human issue.’

They fudge and compromise on that just
as they do on any other ssue, confident
the belict that they are getting the best they
can out of the system. Given the deep
commmitment of that system to nuclear
weapens, then fudges and compromises
achieve nothing,

The deep roots of the bomb within the
systern also affect herc and now that other
great hope of orthodox CND thinking — the
mass pressure of public opinion.

1t is not simply that majorities in opimon
polis in and ot themselves do not change
things. Otherwise the hospital workers
would have won their claim last year with no
trouble and the fight on Cruise missiles
would be already won. [t 1s also thatthe very
formation of public cpinion itself is subject
to the logic of the whole system.

When Margaret Thatcher ralses  the
specire of the Russian threat, she wins argu-
ments, because people accept the more
general argument about the ‘nanonal in-
terest’, that is you, me, the directors of 1CI
and the Queen, all in it together against ‘the
Russians’ or, when comes to cars, ‘the
Japanese.” It 15 tmpossible to win the argu-
ment in such a way thar people will realfy
stand up and be counted unless you convinee
people on a whole range ol related issues,

Opinions of sand

By trying to fudge these other issues, by
for example pretending that unilateral
nuclear disarmament will not require leaving
NATQO, that we too arc in favour of "defend-
ing the nation’, or that Andropov i1s a much

misunderstood man, then we are building

public opinion on sand. And it will even-
tually crumble awayv just as totally as it did
after CND’s first wave in the carly sixties,
But therc 15 another side 0 mihtarism
being rooted in the system. For that same
system that drives its rulers (o war also pro-
duces a powertul working class inat least po-
tential contlict with 11, A class that does not
have the same dtake either in the battleships
of the past or the nuclear weapons of today.
Of course that working class can be as
jingoistic as its rulérs. But the very crisis that
drives its rulers to war also pushes the work-
ing class to question the very1des of national
Interest in whose name not only war, but
wage cuts and redundancies are imposed.
This is no mere abstract speculation. In
the years around the end of the First World
War such a working class movement was a
reality in Europe. The Russian Revolution of
1917 was won on the slogan ‘Peace, Bread
and Land." The great strikes which swept
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Germany and Austria in 1917 and 1918 were
strikes both against war and against the
gconomic ravages it produced, The revolu-
tionary wave that gripped Europe alter the
wiul wils also g movement in which the tight
against capitahist crisis and capitalist war
lused together,

Should anyone object that these move-
menls were eventually defeated, then we
reply that they came a thousand nmes nearer
succeeding than the now lorgotlen pacitisi
campaigns or pleas for international arms’
Limitation that both preceded and {ollowed
them, E P Thompson is not alone when he
sneers @t our ‘revolutionary posturings’ and
argues that the point of potitics s ‘to actand
to acl with effect.”

But so far as ‘acting with etfect’ 15 con-

cernted then the revolutionary movements of

1917 to 23 are casily the best historical model
of a movemcent against war that we have.
Angd their ettectiveness came precisely be-
cause they directed their energies not merely
apainst war bur dganst the system as a
whole.

But where is the working class in the
campaign against the bomb in 19837 Poten-
tially receptive, the opinion poils tell us that,
but passive. As passive as it is in the fight
against closures or on wages. Passive be-
cause 1t has been worn down by prolonged
crisis, That means that those of us who pro-
pose revolution as the only road to stop the
bomb cannot offer strikes for CND today or
next month, But what we can sav with cer-
tainty, because such downturns in workers’
struggles have happened belore, is that this
passtvity will come tw an end, with for
example a stight upturn in the economy that
gives new conlidence to struggle. And when
it ends then the bitterness built up in the
meanwhile witl make the struggles that erupt
that much marc explosive.

And 1f in the meanwhile the arguments
agamnst the bomb are taken into the
workplace — the hard arguments, like that
against NATO — then the general upturn in
workers” struggles will also build the only
movement tor nuclear disarmament that can
win. -

Central London.
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Cost: For a week—£13 (in advance), £15 fat the door)-For
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MARX CENTENARY

What a good idea!

Miarx became a Communist in
1843. He owed a heavy debt to
those *Utoplan Soctalists” who
preceded him. Gareth Jenkins
looks at some of their ideas”

In the Commenise AManifesia Marx both
prased the Lllopian Socalists for thewr
criticistns ol bourgeots sacely and put for-
wird s own didterent vicews, None of these

thinkers saw socialisn as the self-hiberation
o the working cliass,

Malnt-Sumon wias e Dirst. Boro an aristo-
crik 10 17600 he identied with the cams of the

French Revolunion of 1789 to the point of

rencncing his utke. Struck by the growing
power o scence o rransiform the environ-
ment, be was also acutely consclous of dhe
failure ol the  revolution for
Fquadity and Traternmity” to do anvihing 1o
alleviate the miuserable {or ol the  vast
majority ol the French populition,

e concluded that the French Revolution
wils just the beginmming, Politwwal revoeluaion
st by followed by social transformanion,

The key to this would be the application ot

man’s prowing  technolowical capacity o
large-scale tndastrial projects such that ‘la
classe Ta plus nombreuse et la plus pouvre’
(the lurgest and poorest class) could now
heneti, The dramatie advances in proditet-
iviky wolltld end scarcity. The tull realisution
of human need would begin,

What stopped this excitimg vision being
realised? Saint-Simon concluded it the
wkle  parasites who  controfied but con-
tribvated nothme Lo society were responsible,

Tme, theretore, o hand over control Lo
the producers. the new industrial
prodocers—what  Saine-Simon called thes
tndusericls’, They were the fundamental
clss, the rourishmg class afall sociery, with-
aut wiineh oo other coubd cxist,

Clnbortanately, there was ao ambiguity in
Sant-Simaon’s tunking. In tas class he -
cluded not only the indusinial working class
but all those wdentilied with industral devel-
opment (o cxample. cotreprencurs dnd
cven bankers!), He was aware ol cliass con-
thet wathim industry, but regacded 10as more
accrdental than fundamental.

Saivt-Sunon was o lavour of  Jegal
reforms  that would force property  and
capiral mmto productve ruther than merely
speculative channels,

I-ar lus Toltowers this became a tull-blown
Preliel mabodition of the right of mneritancye,
ltrge-seale pubdic works, and & high degree
of state infervention, They brought out the
radical Implications ol Saint-Simon’s ideas.
Thus,

I s wee prociaun, mankimd s moving
toward i state in which all individuals widl
be clussed according (o their capacities
and  remunerated according 1o therr
work, it 1s evident that the right to
property, as it exists, must be abolished,

hecause, by giving to o certain class of
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men the chance to live on the labour of
others  and in complete  idleness, it
preserves the exploitation of one part of
the population, the most usctul ane, that
which works and prodoces, in favour ol
those who only destroy,.”

And in order to abolish planlessness and

wisle:

"A vocied Iinsutution is charged with
these Tunctons winch today are so badly
performed; it 15 the deposirory of all
mstruments of production; it presides
over the exploitation of all the material
reserurees; from s vantage point it has a
comprehensive view ol the whole which
cnables it to percerve al one and the same
tmee dll pares of the industrial workshop”

This  sovial mstitution would  be  a
poformed, stale-run central banking svstem.

However., the ambiguity of the Saint-
Sumonian view ol fles industriels” meant that
this was Lo be socialism trom above, and on
behall of the larpest and poorest class. Be-
cause workmg class self-activity was dented
the key historical role in brimgimg about these
changes., his philosophy was directed  at
those ke enlightened financiers and bankers

Sir Thomas More,
originator of ‘Utopia’,
but his idea of a
perfect society would
be our idea of hell.

e

who would play a leading role in directing
production, and his appeal was very much Lo
techntocrats. Thus began a long tradition ot
identifving  state controd  with  soctalism,
public ownership with human emancipation.

{he  subsequent  late of the Saint-
Sttonans shows the consequences of failing
1 grasp the centraliy ol workers’ self-
activity.  They developed a new, semi-
mystical religion, compiete with apostles and
a Supreme IFather, In order not to discrim-
inate against women (they became ardent
feminists), they also decided to appoint a
Supreme Mother.

None of the immediate candidates seemed

suitable, so they set out tor the Middle East
{the idea being to unite East and West).
Eventually, a faithiul but dwindling band
finished up in Egyvpt. They never tound the
Supreme Mother, but they can be held in-
directly responsible tor the construction of
the Suez canal, the only Samt-Sunonian -
dustrial project ever tully reahsed.

With the second major Utopilan thinker,
Charles Fourner (1772-1837), the con-
clusions about how society should be
reorganised were rather different trom the
Saint-Simonians. The main ftocus of his
crticizsm ol “civilisation® {1ie the new
bourgeois order) was the way work remained
degrading, despite the fact that overall the
means for satistying human wants had now
been vastly expanded. Above all he con-
demned the division of labour that torced
people to a lifetime of drudgery In a single
occupation.,

“We must love work,” say our sages.
Well! How can we? What 1s lovabtle about
work in civilisation? For nine-tenths of ail
work procures nothing but protfitless

boredom. Rich men, consequently, find
work loathsome and do only the easiest
and most luerative kinds of work such as
managing companics. How can you make
4 poor man love work when you a&rc not
even able to make work agreeable Tor the
rich? This would require elegant work-
shops, division of tasks and courteous,
Yoval and polished fellow-workers. All
these conditions are umpractical in crvil-
istion. They can exist only when work 1s
organised in passicnate series.”

By *passionate series’, Fourter meant sub-
dividing each task into series of units, each of
which would be sufficiently attractive over a
short period of time 1o make different 1n-
dividuals passionate enough to want to do
them.

Thus labour would lose its compulsive
character and become a pleasure. That
would be true, he believed, cven of dirty, bul
necessary, jobs, such as rubbish collection or
sewage disposal. What made it unpieasant n
present society, was that some people were
forced to do such jobs all the time. Fourner
believed that everybody enjoyed temporary
indulgence of dirty or destructive impulses.

He telt children might be particularly use-
tul in performing ‘repulsive’ jobs-—such as
street  cleaning—because they naturally:
“wove to wallow in the mire and play with
dirty things. They are unruly, peevish,
scurrilous and overbearing, and they will
bruve any storm or peril suimply lor the
pleasure ot wreaking havoc.”

But ftor work to become ftree uand
pleasurable, society would have 1o be reorg-
nised into communes he called "phalanxes’.
These Fourier worked out in great detail,
fixing the optimum size (about 1600) in order
to show just how work could be sufficiently
varied in order to lose 1ts ahienating
character.

Not only work wouild be transtormed.
Dyesire {particularly sexual desire) would be
treed {ram restraint. In particular he argued
in a passage Engels later 1ook up that:

‘Social progress and changes of pericd
are brought about by virtue of the pro-
gress of women towards lLberty, and
social retrogression occurs as a result of a
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diminution in the liberty of women... In

summary, the extenston al the privileges

of women 15 the fundamental cause of all

social progress.” .

The drawbacks 1o Fourier’s utoplanism
lay in his mistrust ol industrialisation. s
notien ol liberation {rom ‘civilisation’ was
that of 4 return to nature, though a nature
much richer and more productive than the
etghteenth century had understood it to be.
Being something of a gastronome, and very
fond of salads, Founer concentrated on
horticulture as the predominant productive
activity lor his future society.

This meant that, even less than Samt-
Simon, did Fourier see any central role for
the working ¢lass brought into being hy n-
dustrial progress. In his phalanxes, rich and

‘Everybody enjoys
temporary indulgence
in dirty or destructive

5 .

impulses.

tn

.

Fourler

poor, capitalists and workers continue toex-
ist, as well as forms of commerce and trans-
action. Class and property forms are purged
of these unnatural aspects that hinder the
realisation of pleasure and work
{(synonomaous for Fourier). But that does not
entail their necessary abolition,

Fourier's wdeal world is created as a result
of individual will only. And if social relations
can be so transformed, Fourier sees no
reason not to recreate nature as well, in order
to purge it of unpleasant features that restrict
human gratification. Fourler is theretore
boid enough to imagine anti-lions and anti-
hippopotamuses-——cooperative rather than
aggressive creatures—and to imagine the
ocean brine changed into retreshing
lemonade.

For all the nuttingss of his speculations
{many of which he kept to himseH), the
adventurcusness of his critigue of bourgeois
society  gained him a following. - Alas,
attempts to set up Fournerist communities
ended in faiiure. -

The first one in France (founded as a joint-
stock company!) was denounced by Fourier
himself for faiting to follow his doctrines. As
two leading commentators remark: "“When
the architect built a pigsty with stone walls
eighteen inches thick and no entrance,
Fourier became convinced that he was in the
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pay of the Saint-Simonians.’

Implicit in Fourier’s libertananism 1s a
despotism. Obsessed with classification, he
planned his phalanxes down to the last detail
of a daily timetable of work and recreation.
Selt-governing though cach phalanx maght
be, they were to be lederated under the
control of a coordinating governor, called an
Omniarch.

Even his radical sexual proposals (he
helieved every man and woman was entitled
to  a  “sexual minimum’) were to  be
superintended by a “*Court of [Love'. Mono-
gamy, the family, and heterosexism, might
be abolished, but the institution he devised
to solve the problem of sexual liberation pos-
sessed a formidable hicrarchy of
otticials—high priests, ponttts, matrons,
confessors, Fairies (M), fakirs, and genies.

This despotism should not surprise us. 1f
no class is responsible for the creation of the
future socicty, then the individual dreaming
it up holds unlimited sway over the object of
his {or her) creation,

When we turn to the last of the three major
Utopians, Robert Owen (a year younger
than Fourier but only dying in 1859), we
enter a very difterent world. Industnal-
isation, and the working class move-
menl.were far more advanced in Britain than
in France,

His ideas can be readily sumymarised. He
was a materialist who believed that bad con-
ditions produced bad people, Change those
conditions and humanity can be liberated
from its imperfections, This he set out (0
prove in his tamous community experiment,
based on the New Lanark cotton mills in
Scotland acquired in 1800

He showed that the working day could be
reduced to ten and a half hours {(fourteen was
the norm) and that full wages could be paid
even when a cotton crisis stopped pro-
duction—all without the collapse of society
as we know it {in fact, profits boomed). He
also did away with police and magistrates,
imntroduced free education and transtormed
the working and living environment.

[t was a triumphant vindication of how
competition could be replaced by cooper-
ation, and how industrialisation could
enrich the lives of the masses, rather than (as
in its use by capitalism) benefit the few at the
expense of the many.

But there were problems. As Owen himself
came to realise, 1t was reform dependent on
the good will of enlightened factory
owners—QOwen’s early appeals were all
directed to catch the ear of the powertul and
influential. |

The problem was inherent in Owen’s
materialism. [f conditions determine humaun
conduct, then the conditions can conly be
changed by those who in some unexplained
way are not determined by those conditions.
As Marx was 10 point out in his Theses on
Feuerbach {1845), ‘this doctrine necessarily
arrived at dividing society inte two, of which
one 15 superior to society (1n Robert Owen,
for example)’. _

In true English style, Owen was not one to
let a theory stand in the way of a fact, and
when he. saw that the ‘superior’ section
(frighteped by his attacks on Church and
Constitution) would not reform society, he
moved to an invelvement in what the

majority was doing for itselt, particularly the
trade union movement of the 1830s.

So when Owen returned from America in
1829, where he had gone five years earlier to
st up communities on the New Lanark
model (all of which failed), he dmscovered
that, while kings and politicians had turned
their backs on him, leading sections of the
working c¢lass movement looked to him as
their leader.

Thus it was that he can be seen as largely
responsible for bringing into being in 1834
the Grand National Censolidated Trades
Union, described by the sccialist historian,
GDH Cole, as an ‘ambitious attempt to
combine the entire force of labour for a
direct onslaught on the capitatist sysiem.’

Not that Owen saw things in these terms.
His idea of a General Union was rather to
introduce the new social order *at a single
blow by a concerted peaceful refusal 1o con-
tinue production under the capitalist system’
(GDH Cole). Owen disliked class struggle,
seeing the Union as the instrument for per-
suading the employing classes to accept the
rationale for their cwn extinction.

The union movement rapidly collapsed,
and part of the cause fay with the Owenite
doctrines it had espoused. The theory of

“The working class
was to follow his
orand design. When it
pursued its own
interests he parted

company.

founding a cooperative communist society
through labour exchanges was in essence a
reformist one since it never properly con-
fronted the problem of political power.

Owen’s communism was the most success-
ful of all critical-utopian systems of thought.
Unlike Saint-Simonianism or Fourierism, it
attracted a Jarge, and militant, working class
base, But ultimately its utopianism proved to
be a paralysing constraint on its radicalism,

Owen and his followers had looKed to the
working class movement only in so far as it
could be converted 1o his grand design. As
soon as it followed its own interests {as it did
in the Jate 1830s when it pursued political
power through Chartism), Owen parted
company with it.

He reverted to pet schemes for cooperative

15
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colonies  and  lor  the
rationailisi (Owen blamed Christiamity for
mosi of the itls ot society).

Saint-Simon, Fourter and OQwen were not
the  only  wmportart carly  19th century
ULopians. Some were active revolutionaries
1 the workimg class, noa way that dis-
tmguishes them tundamentally from  the
three discussed 1n thas arncle. Werthng, tor
cumple, was one ol the leaders of the secret
Teague of e Just”, which participated in
the abortve 1839 revotation in Paris led by
Blangul and Barbés, His lrst book was
haifed by Marx -as  the ‘incomparably
bradhiant debut of the German worker’,

Yer Wolding could never break with
wiopinism. Communism was  ultimately
soume kind of new religion which would
trivmph when the working class had been
comverted. Marx, who had joined the Teague
ol the Just on condition that itabandoned its
conspirdtoral secret status, tound himsell
connpelled to do battle with what he regarded
as b dangerons influence.

T he result was the victory of Marx™ com-
munism, which wias scientitic i thar 1
deduced the advent ol the new society, naot
autl obf someone’s head. but out of the real
movamend of the workimg class, its objective
formation in the development of industrial
capuahsm,  and its subiecttve formation
through 1ty own struggles and collective
PPN, 1

-
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WRITERS REVIEWED

Shaw was one of the backbones
of Fabianism. Yet his biting
sacial satire makes modern
reformists appecar mealy-
mouthed. [an Birchall assesses the
basis of Shavian pohtics.

Slagging ofl George Bernard Shaw has long
been popular among British Marxists. In the
thirties Christopher Caudwell tabelled him a
‘Social  Fascist™ in the eighties Terry
Fagleton dismissed him as ‘the grandiather
ol all naturalists.” The lesser fry have
followed suit.

And certainly Shaw’s political record 1n-

vites denunciation. In 1882, at the age ol

twenty-six, he discovercd Marx and rapidly
hecame a socialist activist. He was well-
known as an open-air speaker, adept at deal-
ing with hecklers.

But this was a short phase ot his career, On
13 November 1887, ‘Bloody Sunday’, Shaw
took part in a demonstration  viciously
attacked by police. This seems to hawve
shaken his taieh in mass action. He broke
with his old triend William Morris and be-
came openly identified with Fabamsm,
There can be no doubt that it s Morns, not
Shaw. who represemts the best tradition in
British socialism. For Shaw it was downhitl
all the way. Fabiamsm meant a contempt tor
trade unionism and all forms of working
class self-activity and a belief that retorm
would be carried through by benevolent
mtellectuals.

In 1914 the First World War lefi Shaw
confused; his position is s¢ contorted that it
is hard to say if he was for or against the war.
(Yet such was the craven capitulation of his
fellow-writers that Shaw's position is stll
better than any other member of the British
literary establishment, with the solitary
exception of Bertrand Russell).

About his last years the less sald the better,
In Back o Methuselgh Shaw looked forward
to an extension of the human life-span — but
if his own had been thirty years shorter his
reputation would have been sweeter.
Support for Stalin, vilitication of Trotsky
and flirtations with Hitler and Mussolin
marked his long decades of senile decline
Irom the twentics to his death in 1930,

But there remains the Shaw that Lenin and
Brecht admired, Shaw the writer of plays,
pretfaces and pohtical polemics. And from
this Shaw there is still something te be learnt.

First of all there 15 Shaw’s unashamed
nartisanship. Unlike so many mealy-
mouthed writers of today's left, Shaw made
no attept to conceal the tact that he was
writing for a purpose. The Preface to
Widowers' Houses, his first—and finest—play
states that the work is ‘deliberately intended
to induce peaple to vote on the Progressive
side at the next County Council election (n

fondon. (Where is the radical playwright
today who would do as much for Ken

Plays, prefaces and polemics

Livingstone?) Shaw even claimed that he
wanted to bring o blackboard on stage mn
Widowers' Hoeuses in order to explain value
theory to the audience.

This partisanshipis a major meritinShaw
— but what makes him truly valuable as a
writer is his ability to wriic etfectivety, to
fight for his i1deas in prose that 1s both
powertul and entertaining. As Brecht putat:

‘He knows that there is nothing more

time-wasting and gdistracting than a par-

ticular kind of sertowsness which s

popular in litecrature but nowhere else ...

He gives the theatre as much lun as it can

stand.’

I+ is here, above all, that we caniearn from
Shaw. Most left propaganda today comes in
drab journals, caretully edited to cnsure
political orthodoxy and styhstic anonymity.
Shaw's indictment of bourgeois society re-
mains 4s true today as in 1383, when he
wrote Ar Unsocial Socialist:

Unfavourable impressions

‘Modern English polite socicty, my native
sphere, seems to me as corrupi as con-
sciousness of culture and absence of
honesty can makeir. A canting, he-living,
fact-hating, scribbling, chattening,
wealth-hunting, pleasure-hunting,
celebrity-hunting mob. that having lost
the fear of hell, and not replaced 1t by the
love of justice, cares for nothing but the
lion’s share of the wealth wrung by threat

ol starvation from the hands of the classes

that create it.”

And as Thatcher preparcs to complete the
destruction of the Nationul Health Service, it
is well worth looking again at the Pretace to
The Doctor's Ditemma (1906), where Shaw
explains what private medicine really means:

‘It is not the tault of our doctors that the
medical service of the community, as at
present provided for, 15 a murderous
absurdity. That any sane nation, having
observed that you could provide for the
supply of bread by giving bakers a
pecuniary interest in baking for you,
should go on to give a surgeon a
pecuniary intercst in cutting otf your leg,
is enough to make one despair of political
humanity. But that is precisely what we
have done. And the more appalling the
mutiliation, the more the mutilator 1s
paid. He who corrects the ingrowing toe-
nail receives a few shilhngs: he wha cuts
your inside out receives hundreds of
guineas, except when he does it to 4 poor
person for pracuce.”’

Shuw was a Fabian. But compare the fire
and wit of Shaw's prose to the mincing
evasive liberal platitudes of oné of today’s
Fabians, Tony Benn. Nothing could more
graphically illustrate the historical decline of
reformism. The only alternative is revolution
— the revolution Shaw ran away from in
1887, but which haunted him for the rest of

his life.
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The sounds of struggle

Music makes socialists argue.
Noel Halifax, for example,
started his literary career by
denouncing Socialist Worker's
coverage of Bruce Springsteen.
Here he takes a longer view of
the relationship between music
and the working class
movement.

The relationship between music and
socialists has been a long and confused one,
from the Chartists, marching bands and the
strike bands of the 19th century, through the
CP supported folk groups of the 60s to RAR
and ‘born again’ punk of Oi. Throughout the
history of the socialist movement there have
always secmed to be those who saw in
popular {cr not so popular) music a taste of
the socialism to come, 10 see certain forms of
music as ‘ours’ and to romanticise both 1ts
production and success. We may not be able
to win many strikes but ‘we’ can still get
Musical Youth to Number One. A tew years
ago it seemed that large sections of the lett
judged the progress of the revolution by how
many records Tom Robinson sold.

Time and again a group, or type ol music,
is latched on to, only to see it *sell out” or "go
commercial’ and fail to live up to revol-
utionary expectations. A recent list of such
bands would be long—The Clash, The Jam,
PIL, Joy Division, New Order, The Stranglers.
etc. On each of them the arguments rage as to
whether they've seld out yet; whether The
Gang of Four are going right; whether The
Aupairs are still the height of revo-rock, and
50 On.

On a wider and more farcical level there's
the never-ending debate over Oi. Is it fascist
or the vanguard of the proletariat? Gary
Bushell and friends versus the rest of the
waorld. The arguments over music seem1o be
where usually guite sensible people lose all
sense of perspective, Marxist or otherwise.

Many of these questions have been looked
at before by Marxusts,

In 1929, Trotsky wrote:

‘The heart of the matter is that artistic
creaiivity, by 1ts very nature, lags behind
the other modes of expression of a man’s
(sic} spirit and still more of the spirit of a
class. 1t is one thing 1o understand some-
thing and express it logically, and quite
apother to assimilate it orgamcally,
reconstructing the whole system on one’s
feelings, and to find a new kind of artistic
expression for this new entity.’

A dispute arose inside the Russian Soviet
state over the guestion of literature that
evolved into a debate over culture or art
generally, its role and nature in a socialist
society and its relationship to the working
class. The debate in the mid twenties became
polarized between the supporters of the
group ‘Prolekult’ and Trotsky,
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Prolekult argued that all art, music 1n-
cluded, was part of the class struggle and the
role of the party was (o encourage
‘profetarian culture” that expressed the arms
and spirit of the vanguard of the working
class. They wanted to wage a war aguinst all
existing art forms as being of the age of
capitalism and hence bourgeois. The relics of
old Russia should be destroyed or only
studied for their historical value. Burn the
old icons and put the old music scores n
MUSCUMmS.

Against them Trowsky argued that they
had transformed Marxism into a crude
dogma:

*One cannoet approach art as one can

politics. not because artistic creation Is a

religious rite or something mystical, as.

somecne here ironically said, but because
it has its own laws ol developmient, and
above all because in artistic creation an
enormous role is played by subconscious
processes—slower, more idle and less
subjected to management and guwdance,
just because they are subconscious,”

He argued that Proletarian art will oniy be
created when society itself has been trans-
formed. Artis largely a mirror of society not
a creator of social conditions and you cannot
farce it to conform to political and tactical
demands.

With huge internal upheavais, a pro-
longed civil war followed by Stalinism, it is
surprising the amount of new art that flowed

from Soviet Russia (the films of Elsenstem,
poetry of Mayakowsky, the art of the
futurists, the agit-prop tiain, etc). But no
new great musical forms developed.

By the 30s Stalin was in power and art
transiormed into propaganda by a distorted
form of Prolekult called “soctal realisnt’.

For music this meant a turn away lrom
atonal experimental forms to the great
Russian tradition buased on programme
music. The modern traditionalist composer
Prokoviey who had fled the revolution
returned to serve the new Tsar Stalmm and
along with the now relormed Shostokoviteh
churned ocut the programme symphonies and
opera in the grand manner. [t was the music
of the privileged clite once agan. tn the
velvety world of the opera house, chandeliers
and all.

‘For the dutiful round the deathbed,
death-rattles are so wearisome they fall
aslecp. Their snoring sounds similar and
so it 1s difficult to ascertain who s
actually dying. That 1s the relation be-
tween bourgeois society and maodern
music.’

So wrote Hanns Cisler. the German com-
poser and Communist, in 1928, in an cssay
called *On the Situation in Modern Music’,
He was reacting to both the 'serious’ music
of the German music academies and the
organised music ol the German workers
movement. The German Social Democratic
Party had built a huge orgamsation of the
working class that covered the whole range
of workers’ lives, Iincluding culture

Even by 1932 the SPD choral societics,
called DASB (German Workers™ Choral
Association) had g membership ot 315.004),
1t was then past its hey-day; 1t had been
founded in 1908, inside DABE the com-




munist and revelutionary musicians and
singers organised. They were expelied in
1931 to form their own ‘Fighting Assoc-
iation of Working Class Singers® with their
own periodical “Kampfmusike'., Their
opposition to the reformist DASB was based
both on wanting to put forward a marxist
analysis of musical history and a disagree-
ment of what songs DASB should sing.

[1 was also part of ‘third period Stalinism’
when on instructions from Moscow, Com-
munist partics ail over the world broke away
from reformist unions and associations. Asa
tachic it was a disaster, as Trotsky at the ume
predicted. kit led directly to the rise of Hitler
in Germany and, as far as music was con-
cerned, to an isclation of the communist
music of Brecht and Co.

DASB spent its time singing workers’
songs of strugpte at sedate concerts, a bit like
Welsh male-voice choirs or colliery bands
today. It was ali rather staid and part of the
SPD respectable world. Against this, Eisler,
amongst others {(Brecht, Rankl, V Vogel,
Vollmer, Meyer) wanted to revolutionise the
whole performance, to make the concert
much more political and involve the
audience. As Eisler put it in 1931:

‘We are well aware that it is wrong only
to listen to a fighting song: that the activ-
ating purpose of a fighting song can only
be achieved if the peaple sing it
themselves.”

Eisler and Brecht wanted to make popular
fighting songs that could be sung on the
streets and related to the street-fighting trad-
itions of the working class, not the concert
halls and trade union congresses.

Eisler was particularly impressed by the
activities of unemployed workers of the
Fichte organistion. This was a working-class
sports movement with a tong tradition which
had formed choirs that sang their own songs
at mass meetmgs and demos. It was from this
experience that the ‘Brecht style’ of agit-prop
play and song arose.

Eisler argued

‘Further experience induced us to
reject the concert form... 1t 15 useless for
the purpose of the revolutionary class, it
can only offer noncommiited pleasure
and make the listener passive. In the next
few years it will be our task to develop
further the ideas of the didactic play..
progress achieved were and arc only
possible in close associgtion with the
militant working class.

‘We must never forget that those
cultural organisations which sever their
connection with the political organis-
ation of the working class will necessarily
become shallow and petty bourgeocis.’

If you ignore the Stalinist distortions,
there 1s no doubt that this has been the fate of
Brecht's plays and music, just as Eisler pre-
dicted. No longer sung on the streets or at
agit-prop mass meetings at factories. they
have become shallow performances in con-
cert halls to petty beourgecis audiences,
totally divorced from the class struggle.

The maodern debate over music really
hepan with the rise of youth cults after the
Second World War, with the music that grew
independenty from a mix of poor white
American country music and black
American rhythm and blues that became
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Tom Robinson

known as Rock and Roll. Tan Birchali
argued:

“For a hundred vears or more there had
been songs which expressed working-
class oppression. But rock and roll was
the hirst music o express working class
aggression.  Arnsing out of the selt-
confidence engendered by the post-war
boom, 1t was thus to become potentially
one of the key art forms of the socialist
revolution.”

In Britain with rock and roll came the eds,
to be followed by the mods. rockers, hippies,
yipples, skins, suede-heads, socul-bovs,
punks, new romantics etc—a whole stream
of youth cults, each associated with 4 typc of
music, dress and attitude to lite hostile to the
'straight’ world.

Waves of styile

The lelts’ reaction to those waves of style
and youtin rebeilion has been alten bhind
hostilny or wild adoration—usually both at
the same time. Skins are seen as all that is
good about the working class, aggressive,
combative, hating authority; or all that is
bad, racist, sexist, elitist, thuggish. But both
assume there 15 some political essence to
being a skin, The argument 15 then; what
essence’

Thisisnot tosay that vou can't make some
political generalisations about youth culis.
The most obvicus and the one vsed most to
support one or all of them is that they give a
sense of collective strength to male working
class vouth and are an act of rebellion
against “the system’. No matter how nasty
the effect can be, the act of being a skin is
better than being a follower of Chitf Richard

This 15 undoubtably true but they also
divide as much as they unite. They are by det-
tnition elitist. I remember being a mod. It
was having to have the right ciothes, records
and knowing the latest dance. Tt was also
lating rockers (working class vouth in o
clothes). Most youth cults are like this. They

LR

B
P
ey

B L
T R L -

¥
"
%
E =
*® . - i i
S EEE
LR - N Fia
LR L
E LR T T LR R L L L
E o <. < L PR
R R Y Ameny PR
PR " . e P T
B I oo FEEICIF R P LT IR T ]
T e :-\..-\..-\.-\.-\.-c:---\.--:-.-:--:--\.--:-\.-\.--:-c.-c.s-g
X ER N Y I T R D)
A PR P Ol L R F N L B
» M e b bl st Pl o 3o Mt D N AN A PRES
R N o Lk Lk RNy e RSP T o
e R R I o -k o
SR FOANEN. L piNaeR R
e - i
o i
%M& #
b EEEd E
A R R o
P R W
A Bud e
e R e Bt i
g A A et o A
= el Fa
L L e

R
HEEREAEE S LR HEyERES phofg g
Et I L s gy
- o
:-c-ﬁ W W MR CEE- R k-

PGB sNeE s--a--:-ﬂ-i Hiw ]
e SR Flc e SR
g e R A Ak §.+<$'-R-R-R¢
LR

B R Sefed Rl B

&ﬁéﬁﬁﬁgﬁc-ﬂébb

e
o
o
o RS

L5
EL
o«
-

T

e o el e
et e

Lol

&+

-

*

E

G P bttt

B Nt e i

A -

woe e R R R e g

G R AR HEI ]
o

ks

E

=

-

<

<

Bertolt Brecht
can be just one part of the working-class 1s-
alating themselves off and waging war on
others.

With 3%, million on the dole and a pool of
permanent jobless, these tendencies to divide
will increase. The place of unity lor the class,
to become aware of iself as a class, 15 1the
workplace. You do not choose your work-
mates, cvery sort of person can be lound
there, with certain limitations based on sexist
and racist recruitment, [ike it or not you
have 1o work with people you wouldn't
choose Lo speak to, [t unites the class often
against the wishes of the class. But youth
cults are self-choosing—they seperate yvou
off from others, they divide,

The other pernicious eftect of music and
identification with a stvle is that it becomes
an ecscapist avordance of the nasty world.
Music so often romanucised eithera style, a
particular group, or star. All the illusions of
living your life through somconc ¢lse oceur.
The ellect often reminds me of the old
worship of Russia and Stalin by other
workers in dilterent circumstances. It 1s a
wish 1o believe that so and so 15 totally right
on, and being thrilled ‘our” star becomes a
success. As If 1t were a success for us.

One aspect of music that i1s often taken as
the base tor political analysis 1s the words of
a song. This gives far too much importance
to words. Tt simply 15 not that straight-
torward. The interpretation of stupid words
can contradict therr "'meaning.’ A singer can
subvert the meaning by the way it 1s sung,
Billie Holliday 15 one classic example, Sid
Viscious's ‘My Way' another.

You can even have good music with per-
mcious wards produced by reactionaries,
just as you can have good novels written by
the fikes of Celine or Dostoyevsky. Politics
in music 15 nat just in the words. Often the
following ol 4 band can be more important
than the music itseif.

Under capitalism all the dominant ideas
aic capral’s, allthe ar forms are dominated
by the 1deas ot the ruling class, But some are
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more dominated than others, and some al-
most rise above the domination. Of all the
art forms, popular music isthe one where the
working class is most involved.

This does not mean that 1t 1s free of nasty
ideas and ideotogies but that it has a relation-
ship with the class that is not true with other
forms.

The inter-action between a band and 1ts
tollowing is different to a writer and hs/her

readers. 1t means that the tans influence the

band and think of them as ‘ours’, iike the
football fans of Newcastle once {elt about
‘our Jackie.’

Music remains one of the few outlets for
working class creativity, Together with sport
it 15 one of the few ways vou can make it to
the top. It is this contradiction, rising out of
your class by being idolised by it, and singing
about it. and ta it, that lies behind all the talk
of *selling out." It is this direct contact with
the fans and bands that can give music such
political relevance. Once they become rich
and famous, the music often becomes about
the probiems of being rich and famous (like
West Coast sound) or falling into self-pity
and a hatred turncd inward, as John Lennon
seemed to do.

Making it

p——

What dﬁtmgmshes the music Df IhE 50's
onwards from that which went before is that
it has been the spontaneous creation of the
working class. Comparing the music of the
CGerman Communist party in the 30°s 1o to-
day is like comparing a low-key, well or-
gunised strike with a niot, One shows greal
contro! and organisational strength but 1s
rather boring. The other has excitement and
spontancous creativity, but can evaporate
overnight,

The trouble with many people s that they
fail to notice when a style moves from being
in the initial period of revoit to being staid
and a new conservatism. The styles remains
but it becomes an empty sheil with just the
ritual remaining. The evolution of pro-
gressive rock to heavy metal is the best and
obvious example.

A list of youth cults and style that have
been created since the 60’s would make a
long and impressive list. They are an
example of working class creativity i their
struggle against passivity and abienation. At
present they seem to happen every three of
four years. What is noticeable about this is
not only how wonderful 1t all is—a ‘revolt
into style® or ‘youth attacking the system’—
but also how quickly it all gets co-opted and
absorbed 1nto the system.

It becomes like football violence, a useful
way of diverting energy which might
otherwise be directed against capitalism. Ex-
cept that this revolt is far more profitable, In
short, all the contradictions of life are in
music. It is not an exception or haven from a
nasty world. We can appreciate the element
of revolt and creativity without having
iflusions about its social function or pre-

tension. Given all the shit that people arefed .

to make them belicve that they are useless or
stupid it is indeed encouraging that, in spite
of it all, the working class is capable of
creating such great music. If this much 1

possible, now, just think how it could be. g
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SEXUAL POLITICS

{555

The situation facing women In
the Kings Cross arca of London
has been much debated recently.
Ann Rogers looks at the
problems and at the solutions.

Prostitution increases when uncemployment
rises. The slump of the 1360°s ted Lo a twenty-
fuld increase in sireet  prostitation  In
1 .ondon. One in cight houses wis a brothel
by [867. At the same time petty CTime
rockets. as individuals take increasmgly
desperate measures to climb oul of poverty.

This pattern has been repeatcd duning the
present economic Crisis. As women, ol ten
single mothers, were torced out of jobs iLwas
inevitable that some would take to the strects
to try and make ends meet.

Prostitution has increased at the lowest
end ol the market—on the strects, Sirect
prmlilutiﬂn does not demand any resouices
excepl one’s budy You don’t need 4 cur,
room, er even nice clothes. Although it's the
Inweatrpmd type of prostitution ithringsina
tar higher income than the wage a wOrking
class woman could expect 10 carn, between
€100 and £150 per week in 1979, As childeare
provisions have been cut to the bone it also
has the advantage ot llexible hours.

Street prostitution flourishes in deprived
urban areas like Kings Cross in [.ondon. It
makes tite unbearable [for women who aren’l
prostitutes but have to live in the area.
Women who Dhve in Kings Cross can no
longer walk down the street without being
harrassed by men looking for prostitutes,
Some have given up work as they are afraid

Not a moral question

Lo walk hoame at meglht.
Muny women who live i areas hke Kings
Cross feel that the existence of widespread

strect prostitution is undermining  those
rights  which  the Women's  Liberation

Movement tought Tor in the "70s, such as a
waoman's right 1o work. or the right to walk
the streets without the protection of o nun.
Arguments about what should be done
aboul prosttation are Fagimg.

Separatist  fennnists argue that pros-
titttion is a prodoct ol o patnarchal society.
The cause of prostituton s the men wha buy
prostitntes, and it we could change men’s
sexuabity then everything would be alright.
Separutists treguently tall into the trap af
calling for a strengthening of the torees of the
state. [F the ol hes with men. then the
casiest way o sLep prostilution is to putish
the men who go to prostiutes.

At the same time they defend o woman's
right to choose 10 be a prostitute. Because
they see any retationship between a man and
woman s Inhercntly oppressive,
prostitution is  very similar 1o all
male/Temale relationships.

Some separatists will even argue that pros-
titutes are the shock troops of the teminist
movement, Prostitutes are the women whao
make mien pay tor what they usuusily get tor
nothing, Others swing 10 the opposite post-
tion saying that prostitutes reinforee
women's oppression by aflowing therr bodics
to be used as sex objects.

Whichever side they take, all separatisis
are discussing prostitution from a4 purely
maoral stundpoint, They divorce prostitunion
irom the material circumstances which
produce it. They are {orced to rely on cduca-
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tien and conscisusness-raising to cradicate
it

Womcen become prostitutes because they
are poor. Men go o prosuiutes because
capitalism creates the behiet that people can
be bought and sold. The distortion of human
relationships  takes ditterent forms, for
example wage labour and monogamous
marriage. One such torm is prostitution. The
higher income of most men, and the demai of
women's rights 10 an independent sexuality,
means that men buy women rather than the
other way round.

The tault hes not with individual men, but
with a system which creates both an ideology

and a reality 1n which human sexual
behaviour 15 reduced (o0 an economic
Iransaction.

Prostitution reveals the asymmetry bet-
ween men’s and women’s control over their
own lives, [t also shows how distorted and
alienated sexuality is under capitalism. It s
the absolute antithesis ol 4 free relationship.

Reformist fermmists (and reformists in
general) will admit that prosututon i1s
socially created. What they tudge s how it
can be dealt with, The situanion in Kings
Cross has reached souch a level that the
relormists on Camden Council have been
lorced (0 respond. The way (hey have res-
ponded 15 an object lessen to all revalu-
tionaries in the pointlessness of reformism.

Useless action

Following the occupation of the Holy
Cross church in Kings Cross, by the English
Collective of Prostitutes, Camden Council
Women's Commitiee put out a teaflet. They
announced that they were launching 4
campaign “to call tor a review of policing in
the area’. They appointed a ‘monitor 1o
record the relations between women and
police 11 the arca’

Their idea of usctulaction by locat women
was talking to the monior, signing a
petition, passing resolutins, writing 1o the
Home Office, and asking vour MP ‘to raise
questions n the Houwse”

Mowhere in the leallet did they explain why
prostitution in Kings Cross has rocketed,
Nowhere do they attempt to explam the role
ol the pohee in the arega. The whole im-
pression 1s that 1t we object loudly encugh, if
the monitor collects encugh information.
and if we all write to our MPs, somehow the
pohice will realise the error ol their wavs and
start protecting women who live in Kings
Cross. [1should have been obvious that local
women had ‘little fanth’ in police protection,
without paying someone to find out,

There has been a very sharp shilt to the
right amoeng some erstwhile femintsts in the
ared. The most frightening cxample of this
wias an article by Hileen Farrweather in
December’s New Sociefr. The arucle i1s a
screech of moral outrage. born of an in-
ability to see the world except in terms of
good and evil.

In her confused vision the leftare lining up
with the pimps and the prostitutes in an all-
out attempl to ride rough-shod over the tocal
women. She misrepresents the politics of the
SWP and other socialists who hive in Kings
Cross, pretending that they believe that
mmps and criminals are the vanguard of the
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Women's oppression or sexual shock troops?

revolution, .

For Fairweather, this is just a stupid
slander to attack socialists, bur it 15 worth
pointing out why the SWTI believes no such
thing. However much these people may hate
the police, they are guite incapable of play-
ing a leading role 1n a revolution,

They arc not wage workers. They Live by
exploiting women. They are not organised
collectively by the very process of capitalist
production, Therce s nothing in Lthair lives
which makes them aecessarily oppaosed 10
capitalistn. Indeed, at thetop end of the mar-
ket, they actually provide valued service tor
malc caputalists.

Exceptional mndividuals might, con-
ccivabiy, rise above theiwr social conditions
and sce the need for revolution. As 4 social
group they might be dragged behind an
upsurge o working class militancy and
support a revolution. But no scientific
soctalist  can  possibly suppose for one
moment that such people are the vanguard
ot the revolution.

The mud-shinging and lying about the ac-
tivists in the area pales into insignificance
against the rabid solutions proposed. by
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Farrweather, This ex-revolutionary
demands that “Something Should be Done’.
As she dismisses any talk of crisis and inner
city deprivation as pie in the sky liberalism
she s left demanding that we reclaim law and
order from the Tories and bring it back to
Kings Cross.

Though she admits that the police are
corrupt and biasced she pleads:

‘Let us continue at least trying to reform

and improve them, for anything eise has

to be a iast resort.” =

It doesn’t oceur to Fairweather that trying _
to retorm the police 1s an ¢even more stupid i
project than trving to reform the pimps.
Both arc in a position where they exercise
massive power over the lives of others by
using violence ot the threat of violence.

But the police arc less susceptible 1o
rcform because they have the support of the
state. someone who scoffs ar the idea of
reforming  pimps, but who thinks it s
possible to retorm the police, might be plain
daft. But 1t is more hikely they are trying to i
sneak Tory law and order through the back '
door of teminism.

I'airweather finishes her article by saying

wocialist Review March 1983



that the Left has refused to ‘take any
responsibility’, and have opposed any
‘clampdown on crime.” We would hdppll
plead guilty to both charges.

All the solutions put torward by teminists
4re al root reformist, They all suppose that
the problem of prostitution can be solved
within the system. Ther solutions uare
different—moral exhortation trom the
separatists, research from the reformists, law
and order [rom Eilleen Farrweather, but they
all share a total inetfecuvencss.

Al best such solutions would simply shift

the cenires of prostitution from one area of

urban decay to another. At worst they fced
the law and order lobby by giving it a lei
COver,

Prostitution 15 a  result of women's
oppression in this socicty. But prostitutes are
not well placed in terms of cconomic power
and organisation to challenge tha
oppression. That task must remam largely
with those sections of the working class, both
temale and male, who have the power to
overthrow capitalism.

There 1s no muddle read berween the state
controlling people’s lives and people taking
contrel ot their own lives. All reflormists
suppose that we can wrest control from the
state in small-areas without taking control ol
the wheole system.

When # comes o a particularly nasty
manifestation ot capitalism, sich as pros-
titution, the laults of reformist politics arc
thrown into sharp reliet. They arc unwilling
to attack Lhe whole system., so they are left to
do a sort of social work to alleviate the worst
aspects of the system.

Wouldn’t choose

T e e ——
Few women would choose to beceme pro-

stitutes it they were guarameed a well-paid
job  and free nursery facihues. Bur
capitalism, especially in a slump, cannot
deliver this.

Nor can capitalism provide people with
control of the arca they live in. The rotten
and corrupt police in Kings Cross are not an
gxception. Capitalism tolerates them and
their petly profileering because 1t nceds them
to protect its own rule,

Only when the working class controls s
own state machine will the warkers of the
area be able to exert their control over the
area and stop the brutality and harassment
that 15 rite today.

Attempts 1o nibble at the cdges are deeply
impracticable. They are simply over-
whelmed by the brute cconomic realicy
which drives women into prostitution.
Attempts to strengthen the pohcee are
certainly practical, but they only strengthen
a force dedicated to perpetuating that
gconomic reality.

Prostitution will never he eradicated by
dealing with it in solation. This 1sn't
dodging the issue, 1t’s just accepting the truth
that power is unevenly distributed under
capitalism.

Only those whoe have economic muscle
have the power to bring about a wholesale
overthrow of the system which creoates
prostitution. And this system cannot be
quietly reformed away. We need a
revolution. -
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Sixty years of struggle

Steve Dowdall died on H¥ December aged 26.
He was one of the handtul of members ol the
Balham Groupespelled fromthe Communtist
Party an 1932, and for sixty years was
dedicated to the fight for socialtsm.

Born imto o South East London Irish
family, he left school belfore 14 to become o
van boy, became wnvolved in the {911 tran-
sport strike. then was dratted into World War
[

Alter the war he became a skilled brick-
faver and uler, for fitty vears an active trade
unicnist. He became mvolved in the DRaly
Herald Leagwe, an  unotficial  group
supporting d.abour’s darly paper, and when
the Battersea branch joined the groups
torming the British Communist Party, he
became an carly member.

He read a lot, studicd the Roussiuan revolu-
tian and margist ceonomics, winonng in-
fluence among his tellow workers. One
memaory is o him standing up atteralongand

boring speech saying, ‘['m only a Jimmy
Higgins,” relerring to the character in an
Upton Sinclair novel, the rank-and-tiler who
does all the tedious, thankless jobs, but gets
littde reward, then proceeding to take the
speaker to the cleaners,

His expulsion irom the CP separated him
rom many of his closest Iriends, some of
whom joined in the denunciation, but it was
because of the older and more expencnced
people ke him and Jim Barrett that the
yvounger ones attracted to Trotskyism stuck
with the Balham Group.

The group went on working in the an-
cmployed workers' movement, the unions
and labour and socialist organisations unti
the war. Steve continued to be active, through
the death of his wife in 1968, and the infirma-
Lies of old age.

All of us who knew him, remicmber him
with respect and atfection,

Reg Giroves

BOOKMARX CLUB

THE Bookmarx Club is a socialist book club that
brings the best political paperbacks to its members
at low prices. To join, you must take books from the
list 1o the value of £6.50 ormore atbook club prices
(retail shop prices are given in brackets).

Wmter Quarter

£3.15 {3.95) The Glasgow
University Media Group
present a series of case
studies that show axactly
how television news
serves the ruling class,

11} The Q¢cupation ofthe
Factories £3.00 (4.985)
Paulo Spriano's classic
study of Italy, September
1920, when a milionen-
gingering workers oc-
cupied their factories.

The Revolutionary
tdeas of Karl Marx £2.75
{3.95) A new centendry
introduction by Sociafist
Worker columnist, Alex
Callinicos.

2} Of Bread and Guns
£2.40 (2.95) Niget Harris’
new Survey of the world
ecoOnomy in Crisks.

3) Braided Lives £1.55
(1.95) The latest novel by
Marge Piercy. An Amer-
ican woman political act-
ivist lpoks back at her
persgnal and political
struggles at college in the
19505,

4) Bitter Fruit £3.15.
{3.95y The astounding
story of how the CIA and
the US State Department
conspired on behalf of the
United Fruit Company to
overthrow the reformist
government of Guate-
mala in 1934,

5} The Rebel Girl £3.15
(3.95} The autabiography
of American Industrial
Woarkers of the World org-
aniser, Elizabeth Gurley
Flynn. '
6) Bread and Roses £4.00
{4.95) The story of the
great Lawrence Massa-
chusetts textile strike of
1912 told with con-
termporary photographs.
7} The Last Days of
Amarica £1.55 {1.85) The

latest thriller by Paul E
Erdman, author of The
Crash u:l'.f 78 The director
of a cruise missile com-
pany tries to capture &
huge NATO contract....

A) The Absalute Bour-
gepis £4.00 (495} T.
Clark's study of how
French artists reacted to
the 1848 revolution, and
how the revolution itself
tried to influence art.

9) Lenin £1.60 (2.00)
Hungarian revglutionary,
Georg Lukacs' brilliant
essay on ‘the unity of
Lenin's thought' writtenin
1924.

10} Really Bad News

Selections for £6.50 sach:

12) The 'Spook Who S5at
by the Door £1.55 (1.95) A
thriller by black writer,
Sam Greenleg set in the
Chicago ghetto Of 1969,
with some sharp satire onl
politicians, press and the:
race relations industry.

SPECIAL OFFER

G Class Struggle In the
Anclent Greek World The
recent, much acclaimed
marxist study of the
ciassical world by da Ste
Croix, normally £15,
spacial price to ciub
members £9.50 if ardered
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choice,
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Labour on Ireland

Troublesome Business
(reaffrev Ref!

Fluter Presy

£4.51¢)

In 1981 as Bobby Sands lay dying
due 1o the efiects of his hunger
strike, Don Conannon, labour's
shadow spokesman on [reland paid
herm & visit. The purpose of Con-
CANDON'S visit was to urge Sands to
give up his hunger strike, and to
inform Inm that he would receive no
support from the Dabour Pary,

H s hard to imagine a sicker act
rom 4 so-called sociablist. Yet the
message which Concannon braught
van hardly have come as a surpnse
o Sands. Far anvone who studics
the history of the Labour Party and
s attitude 1o Ireland past and
present will [ind o sorry tale of pre-
judice. ignorance and, worst ot all, a
hi-partisan and  pro-imperialist
approach to the guestion of Ireland.

froublesome Buriness s a book
dedicated exclusively to the Labour
Party's attitudes Lo the Inish ques-
uon from the lounding ol the
|.abour Party 1o the present day.

AL ity outset Labour’s opposition
to Inish Nationahism was based on a
phoney mternationalism which the
First World War would soon
£Xpose.

In 1900 a Fabian anti-Home Rule
pamphlet argued “the plamn reason
why Englishmen care 5o little about
the wrongs ot [retand is that they
suffer the same wrongs themselves
on 4 much greater scale and o oa
crueller torm”,

Such a statement at a time when
Dublim had the highest infant mor-
Lality rate in Furope, the lowest liv-
ing standards and some of the worst
sweated  labour  was  just  plain
rubbish. James Connolly, the great
Irish marxist, answered the phoney
internationalists by explaining that
imernationalism meant the volun-
tary co-pperation of workers of all
countries, not the domination of the

SIFONPEest COURtry,

When Connolly was excouled
followmg the 1916 rising, a l.abour
vibinel minister, Arthur
Henderson, led the cheering in the
Livuse of Commons. This was just

the worst example of LLabour’s atti-
tude (o the Rising, in fact ail sec-
tions of the party condemned it.

At the outbreak of World War |
all the pretence at internationalism
was dropped as Labour threw
themselves whole-heartedly behind
the war effort.

The contrast between the Labour
Party and the Red internationalism
of the Bolsheviks could nor have
been sharper. Once the Russian
revolunon had taken place the
Botsheviks began the process of
ending the war. Labour sent various
MPs to try 10 persuade Russia 1o
stay in the war, They tnied o argus
that Britam was hghting a war ol
liberation on  behalf of small
naticens everywhere. The Bolsheviks
replied *yvou say vou are tighting for
the rights of small nations, but what
about Ireland?®

When the Treaty was signed n
1921, and the sectarian Northern
Irefuand state was formed, the move
was  woelcomed by the Labour
leaders. They stood up in par-
lhament and declared it was ‘a
herote peace.”

The much-hailed Attlee govern-
mnent was 1o be the one which would
write in the guarantee ensuring the
hink with Brtain, uontess the
majority of the northern poputlation
voted otherwise.

When, as a result of the dis-
crimination and sectarianism of the
Northern [Irish state, the Civil
Rights movement spilled onto the
streets, it was the Labour govern-
ment which sent 10 the troops.
Those troops are stll there, 2 legacy
of Labour’'s jingoism, ineptitude
and relormism.

All this information is available
im Bell's baok. Tt's the hirst to look
seriously at the relatnonship bet-
ween the Labour Party and the Irish
gquestion, and s therefore wery
welcome.

Unfortunately  the book has
many faults, There 15 too little on
the general politica] background of
both England and Treland, and an
aobsessive precccupation with
Labour Pacty conlterence votes and
decisions. Bel tries to show that at
times there was 4 serious rift bet-
ween the leadership and the rank
and file, but the evidenice he gives is
weak and inconclusive.  Finally

while the book 15 crincal of

Labour's past and present leaders it
15 1otally uncentical of Tony Benn
and today’s Labour left. It fails to
challenge the notion that (TN troops
are a solution. And it does not
attack the labour left's criven
Failure to call Tor 1roops out.

Much of this may have to do with
the political direction in which Bell
himself has moved. Now a member
of the Labour Party, he ends his
book by arguing thal until Labour
gets Ireland right it cannot regard
itself as a socialist party.

This 15 really standing the ar-

gument on its bead! Labour can't
get [reland right precisely because it
is nof g soclalist party—it 15 a
reformist party committed to main-
laining the present system.

James Connolly understood this

o

better when he said *The British
Labour Party won’t Lift a finger to
help us.”

Bell gquotes this. I'm not sure he

understands 1t
Pat Stack

Democracy US style

Ritter Frait

Stephen Schelsinger and Stephen
Kinzer

Sinolair Browne, £1.95

In March 1982, a Ceneral calied
Ries Montt led o malitary coup, 1o
become President of Guatemala. He
was, accordimg to the US Siate
Department, aborn-again Christian
who would nd the country ol
corruption and restore human
rights.

[0 the year sincehe came L power,
thousands of people have been
savagely murdered by this ‘con-
stitutional army,” their lands and
crops burned, while whole commu-
nities have been transferred across
the country to ‘strategic hamlets’
modelled on the camps of South
Vietnam. This represents a 'con-

siderable improvement  in the
human rights’ situation,” according
o Ronald Reagan; so much so that
Reagan has argued sirongly tor
ending the banonarmsexports from
the Umited States imposed in 1977,

The rise of Rios Montt, and
American etforts to argue an im-
proverment in his  governments
record oo human rights point, abowve
all, 1o the rising tempo of mass
struggle, In Ciuatemata and in El
Salvador.

Kios Montt s the tatest in a jlong
Iline  of military presidents ol
Ginatemala. The first, Castilla
Armas, came to power tn 1954,
through a couporgamised directly by
the United Fruit Company and the
US  State Departmemt  headed,
respectively, by the brathers Allen
and Jehn Foster Dhulies. [t was their
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active supporl, both within the LIS
isell, and in the provisiaon of arms,
which cnabled Animas to overthrow

the clected povernment of Jacobo

.irh_tnz. »
Arbenz was a moderate demo-

cratic politician who aimed, in his
own words:
'‘To convert Cruatemuila trom a
hackward country with a pre-
dominantly leudalcconomyinto
a modern capitalist state.”

A central cloment i lus pro-
gramme wus land reform. including
the expropriation of some of the
unused lands owned by the gtant
Linited Fruit Co. It was this thal led
the Company to Organise a coup to
overthrow him,

Ritrer Fruir describes the caretul
prepatations  for  the coup: the
correspondence between the State
Department, the Company and
Castillo Armas has only now be-
comue avalable, and provides most
ol the material lor the baok, 1L was
neither the tirst nor the last umethat
the US had organised direct military
intervennion in Latin America—US
traops landed in Cuba, Pucro Rico,
and Nicaragua berween 1398 and
1909, Many ol the people who figure
in this book reappear agam in the
Dominican Republic in 1963, 1n

Chile in 1973, 1in L] Salvadorin 1979

. only the companies changed: here
it was United Fruoit, elsewhere the
Kennecolt Copper Corporauon. of
ITT, or Standard Oit. For anyone
who doubts the role of the Uniled
States government i the defence of
the interests of s malbinationals on
a world scale, Bitrer Fruit 15 a de-
tailed and undeniable proot.

Yet the book s limited byarheory
of conspiracy, which descnibes the
“achiavellian intrigues blow by
blow, but oilers no explanation of
them beyond the evil intentions of
unscrupulous people.  After the
Chiiean coup of 1973, the accusing
finger was pointed at ITT. Thuir
role, of course, was undemable. Yet
to lay the Blame at the door of the
multinationals, was Lo gnore the
developing internal class struggle
within these countries, which finally
determined US intervenlion on
behall of an embartled rufing class,
In Guatemala. 2.2 percent of the
population owned 90 percent of the
wealth; it was that society that the
(IS moved in to defend.

A myth has grown up around
Arbenz, as 1t has around Allende;
both are seen  as  Courageous
nationalists leading a united nation
against an nsidious external artack.
Yer in both cases the attack was
mounted by an internal ruling class,
with external support, against a
workers' movement whiweh had
hepun 1o move nte aclive struggle
for its own emancipation. In both
cases, the head of government tried
to mediate between those contradic-
tory interests, and suffered exile or
death as a result.

These dilfering perspectives led,
in eachcase, toa different poliucs for
the struggle.  Arbenz  decned
‘external interference’, and pro-
tested the ‘illegality™ of the move to
overthrow him, he appeated 10 the
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nation—and tred o mobibse this
nation around its common interest.
IFor Arbenz, ke Allende  this meant
resrratnine the class strupele and
diverting it towards national amty,
precisely o the mament when the
Clatss stroggle was it its most intense,

Hirrer Fruir docs not deal wath
these questions yet itdoes show very
clearly the absence of any mass res-
punse 0 Castillo Armas™ military
coup. it daes show how reluctant
Arbenz wastomobilise the rmasses Lo
defence o his “democratie
revolution’ except at the very last
moment, when it could be e more
than an empty moral gestare. [naoy
case, the truth of the matter is that
there was no muss mobibsaten; the
revalution’ had boeen trom above,
and  did not invalve  Lthe mass
mobilisation of the workers of ciy
and country, Hall of Guatemala’s
population are Indian: the land re-
form was never explained o then,
and the much-vaunted mflucnce of
the Communists on the government
of Arbenz did nottouch them—rthey
remaned the pawns of power 2ames

played out 1o the steie. Thus chey did
nothimg o defeod Arbenes, and
nerther they, nor e urban waorking
class, vitered any responsc when, al
the very [ast moment, Arbenz called
i them fioally o become the sub-
Jects of their own history,

Today, {or the first time, the
Indian peasants are carrying 1he
strugele directly, this ome, the
revolutionary  organisations  of
Guatemala have carried out the
Jone, slow, hard work of preparing
the seff~organisation of the working
class: 11 15 that yualiative change o
the level of the struggle that has
mervved Reagan toa new sense of ur-
geney, and Rios Montt (o an inten-
sification of repression. And this s
precisely  the moment when  the
lesson of the Arbeny goverament
and the 1954 coupshould be learned.
that the revolution itseli can only be
won by o working class movement
prepared  to carry  that  process
through to 1fs  necossary  con-
clusion—sovialism, and the des-
truction of the bourgeois state.

Mike Gonzalez

#

Granada cashing In

The Spanish Civil War
flavid Mitchell
(franadoe £9.95.

The Spanish Civil War
Anton) Reevor

Crbis £1.2.000

These are 1wo books irving in
ditferent  ways, to eash in on
Crranada’s recent series on the Civl
War.

Mirchell, a journalist who ob-

viously knows lttle about Spaim,

has attempted o cobble the TV
seript into 2 book. The result is less
than impressive, The series itseld -
proved as il went on. culminatingin
the surprisingly good Nith episode
on the revalution, The book has

none of the advantages of fascina-

ting film footage or live tnterviews

with the survivars,

The result 15 vaguely modelled on
Ronald Fruscr's  Blvod of Spain
tlike the scries itselt) but with none
of the style, depth or analysis,
Minor points of interest in the
scries, nolable because of archive
[ilm available, become key his-
torical facts in Mitchell’s hands.
This book, despite some wonderful
pholos, is a waste of money.

Antony Beevor's offering is, at
first appearances, a more substan-
tal piece of wark. Orbis are better-
known for producing cookery
baoks and the like but Beevor has
obviously persuaded them to part

with a large sum of mongy Lo pro-
duce a glossy history to concide
with the television series,

This book boasts of baing “the
first  full-length  account ol  the
Spanish Civil War to appear in
Longlish since the death of Franco’
therchy suggesting that a realiy mew
contribution 18 on otfer. Nothing
could be further from the truth, The
most outstanding thing about this
book is thal it says absolutely
nothing which countless  other
works in English  bhaven't sand
hetore. Totally undocumented, it is
based solely on secondary sources
and littered with well-repeated his-
torical clangers. My personal
favourite is a piciure caption below
1 photo of militiamen of *POLUM
volunteers at the Karl Marx
barracks in Barcclona™ — il these
POUM militants had been in this
particular barracks, armed to the
teeth, the cutcome ot the revolution
may have been a little ditferent, as
this was the Stalinist PSUC™s head-
guarters!

If you want to read something
substantial abouat the Civil War
then there are plenty of better, and
cheaper, producis knocking about.
Even the standard liberal histories
by Hugh Thomas, Gabriel Jackson
or Raymond Carr are preferable to
these glossy versions. Better stll, of
course, is Fraser's excellent
contribution and Burnet Bolleten's
The Spanish  Revolution {Chapel
Hilly which despite s cold war
background is a bnilliant and well-
documented account of the Stalinist
counter-revolution, and is now
available in paperback.

1f publishers have so much
meoney to chuck about then they
could de us atl a favour by
republishing what is probably the
best overall listory of the war and
revolution, Pierre Broue and Emmle
Témime's The Revolution and The
Civif War in Spain, now sadly out of

print.
Andy Durgan
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Evading the problem

socialist Economic Review 1982
Fdited by David Currie and
Muleofm Sawyer

Merlin, £4.95

This is an odd book, It is a collee-
tron of fifteen papers from 4 1981
conference on alternative econamie
stratepics (lor a Labour Govern-
ment, presumably), with cight com-
mentiaries, but lacking either .a
common political concepiion or «
central preaccupation. Thus, to the
patchy gquality mevitable in any
caliection of this kind, s added a
central political dilticulty. The best
pieces are those most removed from
any particular ‘socialist’ concern,
the most academic picces {see
Rubery and Tarltng's Women In
recevsion): the most “socialist’, those
that rant. Only one contributor,
John Palmer. steps outside the
parochial concerns ol this island to
the awtul realitics heyond,
However, underlying the book —
at rather, many of the contrnibutors’
pieces — Lhere 18 a  unifying
problem, a prablem most peaple
seem 1o wanl to evade: that ol
power.  There are those whose
promary comeeru s to wdeonty g
problem:
"Women remain trapped in g
vicious cirele that can ouly be
broken by a major and
comprehehsive set ol inrtiatves
on the part of 4 government
commitied to ending women's
financial dependence on men,”
{Oardiner and Sourh, piy,
There are those ingenions n
formulating remedies. Bur wha s to
do what needs to be done, and how
plausible 15 1t t0 asume they wil] do
it? Most  guietly assume  the
government will somchow do some-
thing — in principle; the State iy the
triend of the reformers, nat part of
the problem {whocver forms the
Cabanet). T is the lack of attennion

(o means which gives what Schaoti
calls ‘that certain air of utopia that
surrounds  Alternative FEconomic
Strategies’ (pl76).

Can the Starte be an agency tor
reforms? Clearly it can, as the his-
torical record shows. But it would
be oolish to think it is with cgual
intensity at all times. 1s this the time
when relorm s part of the potentiai
agenda? What are the conditions of
reform? There are 1two obvious
ones. [he first seems to be when the
State is obliged to reform for fear of
something worse {a question we will
return te). Ancother s when the
State’s revenue s buovant s it has
Ereater  capacity to  increasc
expendilure on worthwhile things.
This second condition s lacking
today; the slemp, flat profit rates,
squeezes the Siate’s capacity to
reform. Thus, 1t might seem, the
scrious reformer muost pay attention
t00 raising the State’s {inancial
capacity to reform — that s,
undertake measures (o restore
profit rates and «o, buoyant public
revenues,

The particular features of the
present time do pot receive search-
img  examination, aithouph  John
Harriseen (the Lelt opponent of
Alternative Economic Strategies)
remarks that revolution is casier in
present circemstances than reform
simply because of the nacure of the
rhmes;

‘It would be harder o
implement a radical Allernative
Economic Strategy than a luller
take over. In lact, 1t would be
damned near impossible!’
{P126).

Some conlributaors embrgee the
behielh that a reorgansation ol the
State and its relationship Lo
companies can  overcome  the
underlving economic problem. The
‘planning agreement” at Limes
comes 10 bear the magic ot a wand,

£2.95

(plus 50p post),
buik orders
(live or more)

£2.40 each
post free,

from Bookmarks,

265 Seven Sisters
Road,

London N4 2DE,
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Alternative Economic Strategies: 1938 and 1964.

Btit the magie unionunately varies
also with the profit rate: with more
profits, there might be muore
agreements; with less, companies
are torced to light tor their survival,
Then someone must decide who is
in conirol: as Harrison asks:
*Who decides when agree-
ment <annot be reached!
Capital or government? Who
has real control?

It the hvpothetical government's
grip on business 15 shippery, what ol
labowe? There is much laose talk of
“industrial democracy,” forms of or-
gunisation 1o mediate  controls,
Diavid Lipsey (the Right opponent
ol the Alternative Economig
Strateey) is no less brutal than
arrson:

“loither the (MNational
Plannng, NH) Caommission will

tell  the waorkers what o

produce, in which case they are

not  behaving  democratically.

Or the workers will tell them

whal they will produce, in which

case  there is  precious  little
plaening.” (pl13),

I the State 15 a weak reed {or the
retormers, they need a foree capable
ot obliging the Stute o reform. But
that fogic goes in the opposile
dircetion  ta the inchinations of
many ol the cantributors. QF
course, all are inclined at lagging
moments in the drama to wheel in
the secret weapon from the wings —
Llhe “warking class’. But it is play. a
character, without [lesh,
hypathetical. Macl.ennan notes
repretfully  that  the Allernative
Fconomic Stratepy seems o be
‘something  devised by the big
battalions, institutions like the
Labour Party or the TUC {pl03},

Qr, more accurately, nol devised by,
but devised for, by outsiders secking
to influence the *big bartalions.” Yet
the big battalions cannot remain
enamoured simply with good ideas
for reform; they have to worry
about the survival of the ‘British
econamy,’ which brings us back to

the unpleasant problem of the level
of profils,

There is one sad liftle piece — by
{Owen Jones — that pleads for a
larger role for ‘working people’ in
the Strategy. But, regrettably, the
piece collapses into a plea to sugar
the Strategy pill — 11 peeds to:

‘offer concrete advances (to
wiorkers, NH) whtle simultan-
eousty promoting a sense of

hegemony amongst  working
people.’
Leaving  aside the hiar ol

‘econoinism’, much deplored by
vther contributors, the lasi
proposal  smacks ol persuading
wurkers that they can nde the horse
without actually doing any riding.

The “working class’ is a myth for
the contributors beside the well-
itodden paths ol economic analysis
and speculation. [ndeed, apart from
wanting to do workers good and
talk of ‘industrial democracy’, there
dags not seemn ta be much that is
soctalist about the volume at all. All
tao often the issue ol power fades
into ‘opening up space tor socialist

and foeminist ideas and  greater

equalitartanism to  flourish’
{Gardiner and Smith, p39). Hearts
and minds may run socicty, not
capital, and even if they don’t, the
lelt can Ind some corner to hide,
The harder people keep their eye
iemiy on the Stale. Here the
clasticity of lanpuage allows the
‘abolition of capitalism™ 10 merge
imperceptibly in ‘the defence of
capitalism’, just as it did between
1945 and 1951, Then a Labaur
Government, 10 order to ‘abaolish
capitabism®, implemented a pro-
gramimne  which  was o diluted
version of aone pui forward by
Harald MacMillan in 1938 with the
intention of protecting capitalism.
In 1964, Harold Wilson borrowed
the same bag ol tricks. Then the
fight tor retorms becomes a means
al recruiting the Left for the defence
of established society. Meanwlile,
the strugpie for socialism goes on.
MNigel Harris

Socialist Review March 1983
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TELEVISION

Soap with some froth

Once 1in a while the goggle-box
comes up with something not
gquite as depressing as everything
clse on it. Alan Gibbons cxplains
why he has missed a couple of
paper sules recently.

Walching television s a bhit like Harting.
Evervone does it hut nobaody ikes 1o confess
they dooa lot,

And no wonder, Irom Gaure fora langfrio
The  Professiomeds caltural reaction s
ranpent. The deminant wWeas presented are
(e ideas ot the ruling cluss with a vengeancy.
A TaCist, SeXIsh, oppressive society produces,
NOL SUPRTININELY . o TUUIst, acsist, OPpressive
televisiwn, Socowhen the old Trerguson comes
up with something above the average, vou
fendd to rreosure It

W treasured Bovys frem the Bluekandand
Cnited AKinodonr but they woere one-otts.
When it comes o seap operas, the statl of bile
for the TY programmuers, we have boen
rather poorly served.

Crosseonds was plain bad, and bloody
bt wing, Itogave Benny wwo different
ocaslens e pentificate on the evils abf abor-
tion, Coreruetfon Streer s better, but at s
fantasv. BEddie Yeots and Phldo Ogeden are
Biflv the Bear anmd Korke the Kat tor adoalhs,
I e Soreet has o I and momentinm of s
G IUs caricarure writ large.

I'he recent soap operas have been rather
dhitterent. Both Granee HGH and Brookside
arce rom the Phil Redmond stable. They are
the new readisin, They have stepped out ol
the settled, "vou've never had itso good atut-
tudes” which most woap operas are still
nnmersed o,

Just compare Goange FHdEwith the other
sehools” saga Dear Sir 517 Tved i the world
ot carrv-on-teacher, It had “tough’ kids who
wouldn't scare a neurotie marshmaliow and
were s old they made Ted Moult look Tike i
habe m arms, To look at them vou™d think
they™d be maore scared by nenopatse than
detennon,

Coranrre PN does Tive up to Thatelier’s
Britain. School culs mess up your aptions,
Blacks exist girls have periods, racitsts ry to
push vou  around, kids run protecton
rackets, There is mauch talk of a tuture on the
dote. Schoolkids don™ have o be plaved by
adults 1o convey thewr concerns, In Grange
FEiEE Tourteen-vear-olds are plaved by
fourteen-yvear-oldds.

Rrovkside has a similar toughness, Forger
the media’s “bad language campamn’. Pye
heard  "trigginge” ooce amd “serew’ onge.
Shocking!

The toughness hes in the content ol the
episodes. Unemplovment s a grinding,
endless reality, nota brief episode you knew
would fnish, as in Coroaation  Street.
Schoolgicls are on the pill, people do
“forgreners’ to survive on the dole, sexualiry
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Real life in Brookside. Ricky
Tomlinson becomes Bobby Grant.

s centrul, factory hfe simkongly realistic,
Browkaide broke the mould by dispensing
with “name” actors and using unknown
Scousers or people irom outside acting. The
most obvvious example s Ricky Tomlinson
who pliyvs Bobby Grant. Tomhinson was one
of the Shrewsbury Two bullding workers
w o served (wo yvears in il tor his union ac-
tivitics, in the 1972 buillding workers” strike.
Brooksicle 15 also real in another way.
Coronation Streed ioits own mythical world,
the Rovers or the (ront room ol the charac-

tees. Crovsroads too inhabits ity own world,
frook vide s st m Croxteth, Scenes are often
plaved oo in Church Strect or Renshow
Streel. recogmisable places i real Tiverpool,
And it mips into the hedroom as well as the
llvinig Toorm,

Both Grasge FE and Brookude have
attracted much abuse, {from the Guardian as
well as Mary Whitchouse, From the daily
organ of the rudical middle class to the
wiiling matron of the ulira right, there s
hatred for TY which portrays a world where
people swear. sicep with mmore than ong
person, of where schoolkids are shown try-
ing ta enter the adult world of sexuahty and
power relationships,

In trving o tell it ke 1t 1s the Phil
Redmond <chool of realisin becomes ever so
shightdy unsate.

After all strikers were sympathetically
treated in Brookside, and racism s severely
caned in Grange HEL Politics occasionally
becomes overt. The “Trots” have inthience in
Bobby Grant's Factory, Gripper Stehson s a
dead-ringer for o voung NFer. You often leel
vour odre  wialching  something  genuinely
radical.

Now, 1t s i healthy response 1o say " The
entenly of my enemy s my frend’, Aoy pro-
grammye loathed by Mary Whitehouse and
Jean Rook cuan’™ be all bad, But there are
problens.

[Firstly  the episode format  sometimes
maukes Cranee (i like Bash Street Kids for
the sophisticated palate. There1sa tendency
to tell fittdle maorality tales. One week 10 was
‘don't gerinto a car with &ostrange man” fea-
tiring Anitd who of course escaped intact,
Sometimes the issue of the day 15 a lidde
strained, s when Randir, the Sikh kid, 15
aoing on about “sohdarity agamst rucists.” A
bit wooden, [ thought.

Maost of all reality 1s, 1 the end, sate and
static. It s the teacher who purs 4 stop 1o
racism by savene 1tos bad, the teacher who
cures Suznuw™s anxicty by changing her
OPTIIns.

As o kid T zave up chemistry o do lan-
cwage, 11 wasnt the end of my problems! Be-
cause (egnee TR descnibes whot s 1t ends
up justiiving the here and now. Tt shows
oroblems, Like racism and the arrogant
bullving of some teachers, but tells vou they
can be put right by nice teachers.

In Brookvide too, Mrs T will be glad to
know there s no alternative, You can cither
retreitt tnte the Famaly, for all 118 warts, or
Survive  on o yvour wils, bhke Govin, Take
Groange JHH 10y a good picture ot the wuy
things are atl tmes, butit deseribes: it doesn’t
preseribe. As you watch you may think some
Lhings are wrong, but, alter all. you can't
really do anvihing about 1, cun vou?
Unemplovment, it's ke the weather,

Now nobody would expect an 5WP
menmber o walk onand pomnt out the revolu-
tonary road. But the limuauons of Grange
i and  Broskside arc similar to the
Lhmitations ot Channel 4 atats best, They are
good, often very good. But o secking tobeu
bit more real than o run-of-the-mill TV show
they accept the reality they Ity Lo convey as
the only one possible. They arc good, bul
they are not revolutionary, in the end they
are not cven that subversive. O



ARGUMENTS ABOUT SOCIALISM

Leaders and the led

"The idea ol equality is all very well, but there
have always been feaders and led. and there
always will be” So runsa common argument
against the idea that we can build a society
free of classes and free of the state,

It s true that ditferent individuals have
dilferent qualities and that will persist as
long as there 15 a human spocics,

Noo one  serously supposes that
communist society evervhody will be tive
Feet mine mcehes tall. And even thouel many
other human  qualimies  are much more
attected by soctal conditions 1t 15 1ot
necessary that everyvbody be equadly good ot
a soctad skill bike niathematios in order o
have o ofissfess society,

The class structure of soctety 15 something,
guite ditterent. Itis the fact that one group of
people have dommation over the hives of
another group of people, And that s gquite
independent of any personal qualities that
cach group ol peoaple might have.

Frair enough, some people aighr argue,
but even it you did away with inherited
weilth and power, by far the miostimportant
factor 1n class position in Britiin, the new
sociely would sull need experts to run it and
they waould cventually come o form the new
ruling class qust hke they have in every pre-
VIS sOCICTY.

The Last bir al that argument s certanly
factually wrong: there have been many
llumian secietics o which there have been i
classes. no evidence ol leaders and led.

Ar example s the prestorie village of
Koln-l indenthal, Exhausrive study ol ths
cxample ol neolithic *Danabian’ culture
tarded to find any evidence tal the populbi-
tiom wids divided mte clisses, They all had
houses of the samte stze and all used the sume
sort of instruimerits,

We cun be sure that there were no leaders
in thar socwery becinse the people who did
the excavanon were desperately scarching
For evidence of qust that. They were Mhazis
who were comnittied Lo the Sleader proinciple’
as a central part of thar ideelogy and would
have tound if o0 was there.

O course, these soceties had some
collective  activities  which  required  or-
pantsing and dirccung. But the people who
led these activities did not Torm o speaial
privileged group. What they did was the
techiucal function ot dirgetion, not the social
function of domination. The reason for this
was simple: the socleties involved  were
simply too poor to support a separatle class
ol people tree ol daily labour.

1o the extent that huoman societies engage
mocollective activities, they require such

Yleaders™. As Mary put 1t in Volume One ot

Caprtidd
“All combined labour o large scale re-
quires, meore or less, wdirccung suthormy
oA single violi player s his own o con-
ductor, gn orchustra reguires i separile
one.”
Lo all class secicties up until capitalism thig
directing function was closely linked 1o the

rubing class. In these societies the amaount of

surplus was small and only 4 small number
of people could henelit tromic Itwas simply
not possible for evervbody to have the time,
resources  and education necessary 1o
hecome ‘conductors”,

Capitalism provided the material basis lor
altering this prison ol immediate
production, By socibisimg labour (o an
undregmt ot degree capitalism creasted an
enormous surplus, and thus laid the basis for
the miss of the population to free aselt tor
the husiness ol orgamsimg production.

Owners and supervisors

But of course capitabism had another use
for that surplus: accumulauon. Sa  the
patential has not been  tultitled. What
happened instead was that the business of
supervising” became much more widespread
and was tongled up with the business ot
explottation. In the carly davs of capitalism
the two functions were olten bound up inone
and the same person but as capitalism
developed  they became  separated  out,
Returmimg to his “conductor’ analogy, Marx
wrole 1n Volume Three of Capital:

“The capitalist mode of production has

brought matters to d poinl where the
work ol supervision, cntirely divorced
from the ownership of capital, 15 always
readily obtainable. Tt has, therctore,

come to be uscless for the capitalist o
perform it himsell, An orchestra
conductor need not own the mstruments
of his archestea, nor s 1t within the scope

o his duties as conductor to have

anything o do with the “wages™ of the

oLher musicians,”

S0 once again the conditions ¢xist tor the
jeb of ‘conducting” to become g purely
rechnical one. And because the amount ol
surplus, freed from the capitalist imperative
ol accumulation, 1s so great s now possihle
(o beglin o generalise that work.

The whole of the existing order, and in
particular the state, s organmsed (o keep toe
conductors part of o privileged class. That s
why the state machine and similar massive
burcaucratie  appuratuses  have to be
sinashoed

Ay Lemin put inin Stare amd Kevelduefon

"Capitalist culture has ereated large-scale

production, tactories, ratlways, the postal
service, telephones ete, and ox iy hasiy
the greal majority of the tunctions of “the
old  state power”™  hoave  become  so
simplified and can be reduced (o such
cxceedingly simple operations ot
registration, filimg and checking that they
can be casily performed by cvery lierate
porson. can be quite casily performed tor
ordinary “workmen’s wages”, and 1hat
these  lunctions  can {and  muost)  be
stripped of cvery shadow of prividege. of
gvery semblance of Totticnal grandeur ™)

The setting up o o workers” state 15 Lhe
Fipst step on the road ro abolition of leaders
and leed, trom o start where every ook can
goverl W world where o one governs it
all,

Colin Sparks

"
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Walter Hargreaves, conductar of Fairey Engineering Works Band.
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