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Even cold wars can kill

The USSR’s destruction of a

South Korean airline gave the
new Cold War a real boost. Mike
Simons looks at the background.

What, the Washington Post asked a senior
Republican congressman, did he think about
the shooting down of the Korean Jumbo jel?

In & reply that matched the Russian action
for cynicism he said: ‘It obviously
strengthens the president’s hand for abouw
thirty davs', adding that Congress had "a
short institutional memory’.

Reagan didn’t need the thirty days. Once
his aides could persuade him to stop herding
cattle on his ranch and return to Washing-
ton, (it took them 24 hours), the (ull weight
of the US propaganda machine was set
rolling.

The cold war rhetoric, the abuse and the
half truths panicked the US Congress mnto
voting through Reagan's military spending
plans unchallenged. The president now has
the go ahead for MX missiles, which Demo-
cratic congressmen conflidently expected 10
be vetoed, along with new chemical warfare
weapons, more Pershing missiles and Bl
Bombers.

But thal wasn't all, The altermath of the
Korean Airline disaster allowed Reagan toin
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crease LIS intervention in the Lebanon with
LS jets and ships pounding Druze and Pales-
tinian positions. Meanwhile 1n Reagan’s
*hackyard’, Central America, US spokesmen
threatencd a new policy. I the government

forces i El Salvador and Guatemala
couldn't beat oft the guernillas, the Reagan
aid cxplained the 'S would base as many
men in Central Americaas itcurrenily hadin
Europe or Korca.

To round off Reagan’s propaganda coup,
political pundits In Washington are now
saying that the president’s sirident rhetornc
combined with minimal sanctions against
Russia have done much to counteract his
image as a warmonger among the American
electoratc.

So what recally did happen to hand Reagan
such a propaganda coup on a plate? Was
Korean Airlines flight 007 a spy plane or did
it just stray 500 miles off course accidentally
during the top secret test-finng of a Russian
missile?

The Russians were certainly expecting a
spy plane. They were just about to test Fire a
nuclear missile which was bound to interest
the 'S miltary. Indeed, spyving on such
activities 15 written into the Stratcgic Arms
Limitation Treaties signed by the two super-
DOWETS,

Both America and Russia usc what n
diplomatic jargon 1s called *national means
of verification’ to check the other side are
complying with arms control agreements.

The United States has a vast array of
spyving technology at its disposal. Satellites
orbiting 100 miles above the earth’s surtace
can produce pictures clear enough to show
the bolts on the deck of a Russian bauleship.

Using satellites, " We knoweverything they
nave’ 4 senior CIA analvsttold the New York
limes aftcr the Korcan airlincr was shot
down. He was trying to down-play
allegations that the doomed Jumbo jet wasa
spy plane and take attention away from the
RC-133 spy plane the Americans admitted
was in the arca.

Haowever these military satethites don't tell
the Pentagon everyvthing they want to know,
They are supplemented by the SR 7] high
flving spy plane. These plancs regularly over-
fly Russia. They are fast enough to tly the
Atlantic 1in two hours and they can outrun
Russian fighter planes and even their
misslles, More than 900 attempts have been
made to shoot down the SR 7ls by the
Warsaw Pacl countries, bult none has
succeeded. C

The SR 71 replaced the U-2 spy plang, the
type in which Gary Powers was shot down
over Sverdlovsk in May 1960, provoking a
major intcrnational imeident,

The third arm of the Pentagon's airborne
snooping triad is the RC 135 spy plane.
When the White House finally admitted it
had an RC 135 in the area where the Jumbo
crashed they said it was a passive listening
device, able to monitor events but not (rans-
mit warnings and anyway, it had landed an
hour before the Korean Jumbo wus shot
down.

An extraordinary article by two foermer
RC 135 pilats in the Denver Post gives the lie
tor much of Reagan’s propaganda. They
assert that the RC 135s are on station 24
hours a dav, 365 days a year in the Sakhalin-
Kamchatka area where the Korcan plane
was brought down. The RC 133, they said
‘performs (unctions that simply cannot be
accomplished by satellite or ground listening
statrons’.

The article makes 1t clear that the RC ] 35
could have warned the Korcan Jumbo had it
sa desired. Among the spy plane’s teatures is
its ability to gather and instantly analyse aur
and radar activity of a ‘target country”. That
information can be transmitted to almost
any civilian or military aircralt or ship.

Certainly the US spy plane could have com-
municated with the Korcan Jumbo.

In Vietnam RC 1355 were able to warn
American pilots the instant North
Vietnamese radar bepgan tracking them. Such
warnings allowed many pilots to evade
missiles launched at their planes.

Alternatively, the spy plane can rclay the
information back to the highest levels of
government in the USA. A message sent 1o
Washington with the code ‘eritic” would
reach the president’s hands within ten
minutes of its (ransmission from a plane over
the Sea of Japan.

Why then wasn't the Korean Jumbo
warned, either directly or via the Pentagon
and CIA? There certainly was time, Is a
guestion the LS military won't answer.

They are still Jess likely to admit that the
Russians could expect a spy plane o tly
directly into  their airspace, vet that's
precisely what the two tormer pilots imply in
their Denver Post article.

The National Security Agency “assign
orbit arcas near target nations,.. The NSA on
occasion adjusts the orbit ot RC 1355 s0 they
will intentionally penetrate the airspace of a
target nation. This is in order to bring a
target country’s air defence system 1nto 4
state of alert so the NSA can analyse
activated systems for potential flaws.’

This is what the Russians assumed
happened when they saw the RC 135 “piggy
back” the Korcan Jumbo to hide trom the
ground defence radar.

The Russians are claiming the Korean
Jumbo®s flight path over their top sccret
military bases was worked outinadvance by
American intelligence. The Amenicans have
given up offering explanations of why the
plane should be so far off course, American
civil aviation engineers simply  cannot
explain how the Boeing 747, with 1ts modern
navigation equipment and loolproot backup
svstems should stray so far, unless 1t was
deliberate.

The pilot of the Korean Jumbo, Captain
Byong In, was vastly experienced. He flew
Korean Airlines’ first Jumbo jet. Indeed s
wife declared that he was soconscientious he
kept a diagram of the Jumbo’s cockpit ptan
pinned o the wall above his desk!

More significantly, Captain In was still on
the Korean Airforce reserve list  and
regularly New senior government otficials,

FHe would have been a prime candidate for
Korean or American military imtelligence
and could have colluded with them in
planning his flight path.

The only other explanation forthe airhner
opverflying  Russian airspace was  that
Captain Byong In took a ‘short cut’ to save
E1508) worth of tuel...

IUs unlikely we'll ever be told the (ull story
of the flight of Korcan Atrlines flight Q07,
but it's clear the Russians’ brutal destruction
of the passcnger jet is about par for the
course in the new cold war.

The Uniled States has lost at least 140
servicemen in ity ‘reconnassance {read
spying) programune. Unknown numbers of
Russians have died in similar activities. Now
269 civilians can be added 1o the tally,
victims of the suspicion and paranoia of the
rulers of the two super powers and their
trigger happy generals.
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reformism

The victory of the Kinnock/Hattersley slate reveals just how far
rlg_ht ‘thc l.abour Party has moved over the past couple of years. This
shift 1s as marked in the constituency parties as in the trade union

bureaucracies.

Kinnock’™ overwhelming viclory was
expected. It was no surprise that Hattersley
got the majority of the tig unions. But the
fact that Hattersley got over 60 percent of
the CLP vote, while the lelt winger Fric
Hetter got only 6 percent of the overall vote
shows how much the grass roots activists
have changed.

The overwhelming bulk of Labour
AClIvists, at least in the constituency and in
the lower reaches ol the trade union
machines, were, two years ago, enthusiastic
supporters of Tony Benn. {Today they have
become enthusiastic supporters of Neil

Kinnock,
Tle two candidates stood and stand for

different things. Benn promised a different
sart  of Labour Party., Kinnock quite
obviously docs not. On policies a8 much as
on promises the two are very different. Yet
the wansition will be made withoutr any
seriops ditticuley,

How s this possible? What extraordinary
gquality 1s it that allows activists of the
Labour Party to make such a sharp turn
withtout apparent cmbarrassment?

In onby 4 minority ol cases is the explan-
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ation bad taith. For most of the people we
are speaking of there 1s 4 recognition that the
differences beiween the two positions are,
after ail, really rather superticial. It would be
nicer 10 have Tony Benn, but Kinnock, too,
15 4 good socialist, runs the argument.

Whelher what either of them stands for s
anything that we would recognise as
socialism s debatable, but the argument is
spot on o pointing 1o dan underlying identity.
The tact s that, matters of emphasis aside,
none ot the tendencies inside the Labour
Puarty has ever suggested its divergence from
the fundamental aim: to effect change by
parhamentary legislation,

The persistence and tenacity of these rdeas
should give us pause tor thought. They are,
alter all, Lairly widespread hoth in time and
in space. We can tind examples in Britain for
at lcast the last century and we can find
different versions, mnflected according o
particular  natonal  circumstances,  from
Poland to the USA.

A turther difticulty 15 that, considered ab-
stractly, theidea that, provided one elects (he
right representatives, you can ctiect sonme
change In the system under which you live

PO Box 82, Longdon EZ

Contents
2
COLD WAR
US spy flights
3
EDITORIAL
The anatomy of reformism
5
TUC
Behind the shift to the right
8
NLM
Scargill out of touch
11
LABOUR LEFT
Councils as socialist
employers
15
DEBATE
Workers' plans and co-
operatives
In defence of popular
planning
The politics of workers
plans
What happens in practice
22
INDUSTRY
Hi-Fab workers break Tory
law
24
CND
A sorry decline
26
TURKEY
The generals’ fraudulent
elections
27
MARX CENTENARY
The First International
31
LETTER
Protective legislation
32

. REVIEW ARTICLE
Origins of the new cold war
34
OBITUARY
Peter Sedgewick
35
REVIEW
The International
Brigades
36
ARGUMENTS ABCUT

SOCIALISM
Happy families?

Ansisted by Dave Beerham, Narah Carlin Sue
Cockerill. Pate Goodwin. Moel Halifax, Gareth
Jenking, Jonn Lindsay, Marfa Wohbrle
Production Ann Aogers

Business Ann Bagers

Reviews Ann Rogers

Subscription rates for one yvaar (11 ISSUes);

Britain and treland £7, Overseas Surface £8.

Europe Air £10, Elsewhere Air£13.50
{institutions add £5) Cheques and postal
orders payable to Socialist Review
Socialist Review 15 sent free to all prisoners
on request

ISSN 0141-2442

Frinted by East End (Offset) Ltd, (TU all
depts) London E2



seems inherently improbable both frem the
point of view of social theory and historical
experignce.

The wvarious subjective cxplanalions—
dishonesty, short memories, congenital
idiocy, etc—clearly have to be rejected. The
only possible reason for the persistence of
these ideas is that they correspond to real
social circumstances.

The necessity of bargaining and neg-
otiating is built inte the capitalist mode of
production. 1t depends, after all, on the
regular sale of labour power to the capitalist.
That *wage bargain’ is constantly subject to
revision. On the one hand the worker, per-
ceiving particularly favourable circum-
stances—shortage of a particular type of
labour, a ftull order book, or what-
ever—stands to gain from attempting (o
renegotlate the terms,

And the capitalist is constantly pressed to
change the terms in his favour. A slump,
squeezed profit margins, the introduction of
new machinery, all of these provide the
occasion for trying to change things.

it is. or course, out of this constant
bargaining process that trade unions are
built. The primary functionis to ‘regulate the
sale of labour power'—l1o try to make sure
thar workers get the best possible deal.

Modern capitalism

In modern capitalism thal bargaining 1s
very widespread. It does not simply involve
the rate for the job and the length of the
working day but spills over into questions of
welfare provision as well, And it usually in-
volves more than just negotiating with this or
that employer—the state also becomes an
important actor in the situation.

It is this function of trade unions that 1s
often called, following the phrase of the
Italian revolutionary Gramscl, the ‘econ-
omic-corporate’. It is a very substantial part
of what trade unions exist for and it cannot
be ignored.

Howcver, this sort of activity also breeds
its own sct of 1deas—ideas that stress the
importance of getting the best possible deal
within the status quo and which reject any
idea of overthrowing it.

This set of ideas is very widespread indeed.
It lies behind the ‘reformist” wing of Solid-
arily in Poland just as much as it does behind
the business unionism of the AFL-CI(}in the
USA. Il has no necessary connection with
even the rhetoric of socialism.

And it is not something which simply
fades away. Tt anises from the reul relations
of production in capitaiist soclety and can
only be removed if those relations are
changed. It provides the basis for the large
and conservative trade union burcaucracies
which seek 1o dominate every labour
movement and 1o keep it within otficial
channels,

Political reformism ol the Labour Parly
type is only a version of this more general
ideology. Iis pattcrn of social change is built
exactly on this bargaining process. Just as
the negotiator sees a five percent rise this
year and a five percent rise next year
mounting up to a total of ten percent, so the
reformist sees this little change today added
to that litle change tomarmrow amounting 1o
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a changc n society.

The basis of such political strategies in
negotiating with the system also explains
their tendency 10 become fixated on the state
machine. As capitalism ages it becomes more
and more the duty of the state to take over
the task of reproducing the labour force. It
therefore tends to think more in terms of the
long term future of capitalism as a system,.

It vou spend your lite trying to gain this or
that advance within the system through a
process of negotiation, then the state tends to
loom very large in vour picture of the world.
[t also appears as an altractive alternalive {o
all of those gangster-like private owners. The
private owner is only interested in making a
tew bob. The state, for example, cares about
educating the next generation.

That sort of reasoning explains why
polical ideologies which are built on this
process of negotiation are ones which tend to
see the extension and expansion of state
power as the great step forward. In their
particular, reformist, version, they dentity
increase of state power, and their own
controb of that state, with the desirable state
of sacialism itsel{. One incidental side-effect
is the ‘tankism' of the Arthur Scargill type. to
the bureaucrat, a socicty run by burecaucrats
fooks idcal.

Another consequence, of rather more sub-
stance, 1s that these politics have a real dur-
ability. Although particular political forms?

may change over the time, the basic aspect of

negotiation remains intact, .
The history of the Labour Party in Britain

provides a simple illustration of that fact. Be-

fore the foundation of the party, the belter
organised workers, and in particular the
miners, found a political expression 1n the
Liberal Party, The change of tack by the
trade unions in 1900 with the foundation of
the Labour Representation Committee, and
eventually the Labour Party, did notinvolve
any serious change of strategy on the part of
the trade union leaders.

Even the adoption of the hallowed 'Clause
Four’ in 1918 did not involve any radical
restructuring of the leadership of the party.
The fact 1s that underlving thesc apparent
shifts there was and is a core ot political
identity which remained untouched by the
differing organisational forms. Compared to
this, minor matters like the ditferences be-
tween Kinnock and Heffer, or for that
matter Heffer and Hattersley, are hardly
ripples on the surface. -

Economic crisis

A further consequence ot the origing of
these 1deas in negotiation is that they have a
certain tenacity. In their relormist version il
might scem likely that these ideas would get
weaker as 1he possibilities for reform taded
in a crisia, This docs not scem to be the case,

In periods of economic crisis, in which the
capitalist class is on the offensive, trying to
drive down wages, to cut services, or
whatever, 1the need for bargaining, tor negot-
iation, appears all the stronger, In order to
cnsure & negotiating  position, previous
political positions can be abandoned and
almost any shift to the right justified.

It is obvious that the core of these organ-
isations and ideas is located in the trade

unions. This is not a peculiarly British cxper-
ience, although it is clearer here. If we look at
the history of the German SPD before the
First World War, that is when 1t was trans-
formed [rom an organisation preaching
revolution to one in practice wedded to
reform. we find that muach of the muscle
behind the shift to the right came from the
tradc unjon teadership.

There is, however, a difference between
the leaders of such organisations and the
mass of their adherents. The fact that
reformust ideas have their arigin in the social
position of the trade union bureaucracy does

not mean that every last person who believes

such ideas is part ol that social layer. That 1s
obviously pot true: amongst the organised
supporters, and cven more amongst the
voters, of the British Labour Party there are
large numbers of ordinary workers.

They are attracted to such orgamsations
because they secm to deliver the goods. And
10 a certain extent they do: trade unions do
negotiate wage rises, they do affect working
conditions, etc. So the ideas have a material
base.

Winning reforms

It is because things like this are of real
importance to workers that revelutionaries
take them very seriously. We reject the
abstract’ propagandism which simply
preaches the need for socialism. Such a
position hagno connection with the reality of
working ciass consciousness. But we have a
radically different starting point than the
lcaders of retormist organisations,

1t 15 perfectly true that so long as we are
forced to live under the voke of capitalism
the working class is obliged to negotiate the

- terms of its own explottation. T'o surrender
“that activity 15 to abandon any attempi to
‘contrel our own lives and to give the

capitalists a clear field 1o do as they wish, But

tor revolutionaries the outcome of those

negotiations are not sectled by the skill and
cleverness of (he people sitting round the
1able but by the balance of forces.

For us, the winning of reforms is a by-
product of the organisation and sclf-activity
of the working class. That is why we are the
hest fighters for relorm. As Rosa Luxemburg
once put i, the best way to achteve retforms is
by revolutionary methods.

in the present peried, the scope tor that
sort of activity s extremely limited. but it
docs exist. The ‘struggle for reforms’ is not
only, or even primarily, a question ol the
grandiose battles about national 1ssues. 1118
much more commonly tought out over {iny
local issues.

The strike over wages in the small factory
has ¢xactly the same principles at stake as
does the much larger struggle. Intervention
in that dispute is therefore of crucial import-
ance. It 15 the battleground on witich the dit-
ferences between reformist and  revol-
utionary ideas are actually tested.

As all of the large reformist organisations
move to the right under the impact of the
crisis and the Tory otfensive, so theroomfor
intervention, though still tiny, begins to open
up a little. It is around those points of resist-
ance that the revolutionary aliernative can
begin to be built.

Socialist Review October 1983




NEWS AND ANALYSIS
m

- The charge of the rig

The TUC was marked by a shift
to the right. In a speech to the
SWP National Committee Tony
CIiff summed up its implications.

It ts clear what happened at the TUC. There
has been a massive shift to the right,

On the guestion of talking to Tebbit the
vate was six to tour — six million to four
million. And on the question of distancing
the TUC from the Labour Party, six to four.
And on the reconstruction of the (General
Council, siXx 1o four. These aren’t exact
figures — they're 1o give you an indication.
There was a massive move to the right — no
guestion about it,

At the same timc we have to keep a sense
of proportion about the dimension of the
thing. We can compare talking to Tebbit
with the Mond-Turner talks in 1927, Turner
was then the head of the TUC and Mond the
head ot ICI. The analogy should not be
pushed too far. In one way it is not as bad a
situation as it was at that time. In another
way it is worse than it was then.

The scll out of the General Strike of 1926
followed a whole series of other sellouts,
other defeats for the working class
movement like Black Friday 1921, the
tockout ol the engineers in 1922, the
smishing ot the building workers 1n 1924,
The result was that the trade union
movement declined from eight million to
four million. That's collapse, a real collapse.

The situation today is that the trade union
movement has declined from 13Y, mellion 1o
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11Y, millien. The truth of the matter is, that
15 a decline, a very serious decline. But it is
nothing like what happened fifty years ago.

‘Apart from the statistics there is the ques-
tion of orgamsation. In terms of shop or-
ganisation, no matler what we say, tulitime
convenors becoming cut off from the base
and so on, the truth s that shop organisation
1s incomparably stronger today than 1t wasin
the twenties and thirties. Take the question
of the engineers. When the lockout came in
1922, there were practically no shop
stewards to speak of 10 the engineering in-
dustry.

Today, we have suli about three hundred
thousand shop stewards — that's 4 rough
estimate. Therefore the decline is nothing
like as serious as it was after 1926, In politics
It 15 impaertant not just to know the trends,

Serious retreat

The questnon of proportion s terribly

important. The same story if1t1s repeated on.

a g scale s ditferent from 1if it happensona
small scale.

In another way the retreat 1s more serious
than it was at that time. Tt 15 more serious
because this phenomenon of the separation
of the trade unions from the Labour Party.

In the twenties and thirties the trade
unions remained with the Labour Party.

With the appearance ol the SDP the ques-
tion ol separation is on the agenda, Pl try to
show why this 15 so important for us.

The crosion of the unions 1s going (o con-
tinue. Unemplovment 1s a fact o hfe. It will
continue,

The tact of the cuts in the public sector 18

ht brigade

important for trade unionism, because the
rate of unionisation in the public sector is
twice as high worker for worker as in the
private sector.

Cuts 1n the public sector mean cuts in
trade unionism. Privatisation means cuts in
trade unionism.

To the extent that there 1s a shift from
manual lo white collar emplovyment, it also
means a cut 1a trade unionism, Of course, we
are absolutely right to stress that most white
coliar workers are workers. But the rate of
unionisation of white collar workers is con-
siderably smaller than manual workers.

White-collar workers are by and large less
miliant than manual workers. 1t 1s a fact
that NALGO workcers are not astough as the
NUM in terms of their ability 1o fight.

People talk about shop steward or-
ganisation — shop stewards are appearing
but on &4 much smaller scale. The density of
shop stewards in white collar areas is stifl
much less than among manual workers,

More importani they relate much less to
the rank and file than do manual warkers.
You still find the phenomenon in schools of
school reps who are headmasters.

Inthe NALGQ branches voutind thatina
branch of six, eight, ten thousand members
the branch committee 1s nearly all managers,
that 15 people who have control over the
opportunity of those below to rise in the
scale. And vou [ind quite a lot of ahenation
among the rank and filc towards the leader-
ship of the NALGO branches.

The new industries, imndustries which are
terribly important for us in terms of the
future — if anveone looks o Slough,
Swindon, Reading, Oxford, looks at the new
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electronics industries generally — they will
sce that the new industries are much less
unionised than the old ones.

Why' The main reason is the size of those
industries. There is a direct proportion, by
and large, between the size of the enterprise
and the level of unionisation. In factories of
2000 or more workers, unionisation I8
massive. In factories of 500, unionisation is
big. [n factories of 50, unionisation is very
low.

For workers to move from Labour to the
Tories is a very difficult process. I'm not
saying for individual workers — as a matter
of fact more workers voted Tory than
Alliance in the last election — but in terms of
an organised move away from Labour, the
SDP is extremely important.

When Shirley Williams says that fifteen
trade unions agreed 1o discuss with the SDP
think she's lving. I think she’s exaggerating
the pumber. But the fact is that the Bakers
union agreed to discuss with Dr Owen. By
the way, the Bakers union is led by the
Militant.

[ dan’t believe there are fifteen unions, two
million members, but it is a sympiom. And
the reason is a very obvious one. Whenin the
last election only 39 percent of trade union-
ists voted Labour, 32 percent voted Tory and
28 percent voted Alliance, then the argu-
ments of Tebbit for the separation of Labour
from the trade unions is there. Tebbit is
cutting with the grain,

We have to face the reality. Only 39
percent of trade unionists voted Labour. A
third of the miners didn’t vote Labour. The
miners used to vote solidly for Labour. You
had as many Tory miners as you had SWP
membets on the CBIL Youtook it for granted
they were Labour or maybe Communist.
You certainly didn't have a third of them
voting Tory or Alliance. [1 is because of that
that the separation is on the cards.

Broad left crisis

I don'tthink it will happenin 1983, But the
threat of it will shape events between now
and 1988, Len Murray met Neil Kinnock a
few days ago, and I'm ready 1o bet on what
Murray said to Kinnock. He said 10
Kinnock: *The TUC is realistic, you must be
realistic. There is a threat of separation in the
TUC, Unless you behave, we are in troublie’

The pressure on the Labour Party to move
to the right is absoluiely encrmous.

The mechanism of moving to the right in
the Labour Party is not the same as it isin the
TUC. It will not be as extreme as it was in the
TUC.

Two things depressed me about the TUC,
The first was when Frank Chapple spoke. By
and large, in his introduction, he got away
with it, And he was speaking as an extreme
right winger. It was a marvellous conference
for Frank Chapple. There 1s no doubt about
it

When Scargill spoke, he got a standing
ovation. It was a minority — certainly on
television it looked like a minority, but he
got a standing ovation. I'll tell you what it
really means. Come the Labour Party
conference, there is the activist element that
will give standing ovations to Scargill and so
on.

If vou look at the six million to tour
million majority for the nght in the TUC,
That two million for separation was by iand
large the unions not affilinied (o the Labour
Party — NALGO, NUT, CPSA and 50 on.
Those unions will not be present at the
Labour Party Conference.

Because of the acrivists and because of the
absence of representatives of the non-
affiliated unioms, the shift to the right will
not be as massive. But the shift to the right s
taking place.

There are Lwo other points, One 1s about
the Broad Lefts. Because of what happened
in the TUC in the country generally what we
have been saving about the Broad Lefts 15
correct, except we have to be clear about the
timing. Tt is much quicker, much accelerated
recently.

The Broad left is in crisis — that’s
absolutely true, but is it accelerating or not?
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the TUC gave me the answer, The most
effective right wing presence in the TUC is
not really Frank Chapple — 1t 15 Alisdair
Graham. He was the most cffective speaker
faor the night wing.

He wus standing there representing a
union that a vear age was under Broad Lefi
control. Now, he is saying, we are in control,
and they shut up. His main target is another
union which is sti}l under Broad Left contrel,
in fact the most prominent umion under
Broad Left control — the NUM,

When Alisdair Graham was attacking
Scargill, I was cringing. It scunded 50 true.
Everything he said rang true.

He said:
‘Scargill threatens industrizl action,
extra-parliamentary action for political
atms. We are still waiting for Scarg:ll to
get industrial action on industrial 155ues.
Scargill has failed three times, while I led
the civil servants on strike.’

He doesn’t say Aow he led them, but that’s
besides the point.

You have these two extremes — the NUM,
the most important Broad Left controlled
union, in complete disarray. And you have
this Alasdair Graham, in control, from an
ex-Broad Left Union, leading the right. It
sums it all up.

I’ll tell vou what will accelerate 11, I11s the
struggle in the POEU. The POEU are now
being put 10 the test. Tomorrow 15 the con-
ference of the POEU, and I’'m not trying to
prophesy what they'llde, But I'll tell you one
thing I'm absolutely convinced they will not
do. They will not go for an all out strike.

To have selective strikes in the hospnals —
you can argue it. It is stupid, but you can
argue it. The same in the civil service. But to
have selective strikes in British Telecom —
you must be completely mad.

When Maggie Thatcher says privatisation
is absolutely key for the Tories, they are not
going to give it up because of selective
strikes, It is like shooting elephants with a
pea-shooter.

The POEU is not able to get an all out
strike. The selective strikes didn't touch
anything. All experience shows that it is
more difficult to move from selective strike
to all out strike if selective acticn goes on too
long.

No set-piece action

I don’t mind at all if you start a strike in
one section of five people and the next day it
spreads to ten, the next day toa hundred and
the next to a thousand. But 1o have the same
twenty people in London out of a union of
140,000 taking action week after week after

- week and nobedy notices, because managers

are doimng their jobs and it the managers
don't, other members of the union will, is
another matter.

Whatever happens tomorrow at the
POEU conference I'm absoclutely convinced
that it will call the bluff of the Broad Left.
After the collapse of the CPSA, the
catastrophic situation in the NUM and what
1 think will be the catastrophe in the POEU,
there is the NUR.

The NUR is being taken to the cleaners.
What you have there is the Broad Left in
control, but accepting worse conditions than
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Sidney Weighell did five years ago.

The crisis of the Broad Left is very serious.
30 where does that lead to for us?

We have all the shambles of the move to
the right in the TUC and the Labour Party,
crists 1n the Broad Left, crisis in the
Communist Party.

S50 what remains? Is there going to be bhig
national disputes like the hospital workers?
Or better still, the mincrs on strike? 1
personally think 1t is not on.

H I am wrong and tomorrow there is a
national strike of civil servants, Sociafist
Waorker won’t say: ‘at the National
Committee we said this couldn't happen,
therefere it hasn’t happened’. Of course not.
But it is important not to orient towards set-
piece strikes.

Remember how set-piece strikes take
place. In {974 {t was the miners who broke
through and got something ltke 30 percent,
The result was that the hospital workers got

30 percent. The teachers got a special

arrangement. The local government workers
got a simular figure. [t was one section which
broke through -— in this case the miners, a
very important section, which had animpact
on the rest of the class.

A diftferent process

In 1979 when we had the winter of
discontent, it was a different process. In this
case it was not the public sector which broke
through but the private sector. It was Fords
which was out for eight or nine weeks and
got {7 percent wage rise. The guideline was
at the fime 5 percent. British Oxvgen got a
similar deal and then the haulage workers
got 20 percent. Then of course we had a
whaole lot of other groups of workers getting
through and fighting,

This time in the public sector T don't
belicve the miners are going to fight. I'm not
saying they'll accept the 3 percent — ] think
they’ll take 5 or 6 percent..] can’t see them at
present fighting. Now of course if I'm wrong,
the whole picture changes,

In the public sector there is not reaily one
group of workers acting asan example to the
rest of the ¢lass at present. That is because
there are situations where a single success is
catching, and situations where a single
success 1sn’t catching. It depends on the
general mood of the class.

There are also situations where defeat isn’t
catching. For example, the postmen in the
early seventies; out for about eleven weeks
and they got nothing. They were absolutely
smashed. But it didn’t influence the rest of
the class because the class was generally
confident. Today the class 15 not confident.
Andtherefore though I believe that Vauxhall
are going to get the 8 percent — they have got
the otfer raised from 5 percent to 6 percent
after guerrilla strikesin Luton and Ellesmere
Port — | don’t believe for ane minute that
the 8 percent will be an example to the rest of
the class,

The fact that BL Truck Division accepted
2’4, percent at the time that negotiations were
going on tn Vauxhall, Ford and the rest of
the car industry on much higher figures
shows that the situation is very patchy, much
less generalised. If it isn't generalised in the
private sector, it Is not going to be
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generalised in the public sector, T am not
saying there won't be guerrilla war, hospitals
on strike here and there, teachers on sirike
and so on.

That 1s why our oricntation must be on the
small strupgle. We must put the emphasis
there — five times over, The situation hasn’
been c¢hanged by the TUC — on the
contrary, 1t underhines it.

Everything we have said has been
underlined by the events of the last few
months and will be accelerated. There will be
more and more patchiness and therefore
more and more I'IEEd to relate to thESE
individual sitrikes and struggles. The
emphasis must be on the need (0 intervens
from the outside.

The problem 1s how doyouintervene from
outside? For so long we've thought in
generalisations that we haven’t thought
through what 1t means to intervene from
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outside In the present situation,

We have always intervened from outside
to some extent. In the period 1970-74 when
we infervened {rom the outside we made
some mistakes. The damage that we did was
not as serious as ail that.

In the present situation it is a different
story. Our weight is much greater in our
intervention from outside. Therefore the
impact of our mistakes is incomparably
more Serious,

Because the class is in a much weaker
condition than it wasin (970/74 a mistake in
intervention is much more dangerous,

We must be absolutely clear about our
intervention. The first thing is to get the level
right. Never suggest things which aren't
possible. Never play to the gallery, preten-
ding you can do things which can’t be done.

Another thing that worries me is the
reception of Roger Cox’s article in Socialist
Review a couple of issues ago. There is a
danger that 1t will get distorted by being
taken out of context,

The central issue is por facility time: in
certain situations you are forced to have
facility time because that is the only way you
can organise. If you reed 100 percent facility
time, then the question is: why not share it
between five people?

The central ¢uestion is: how do we rebuild
shop stewards' organisation? We are for
socialists becoming shop stewards. The
conditions we make are that they relate to
their base and they are honest about their
politics.

That means fighting on issues your own
base does not agree with — like for example,
Ireland. Of course you will not get 100
percent agreemen! — you will get elected
despite your position on lrelapd, but
everybody will know what you stand for.

The fact 1s that today shop stewards are
almost always the organisers of picketing in
the small strikes of today. [ read a study that
found that 71 percent of pickets were or-
ganised by stewards from the dispute, three
percent by stewards from outside the
dispute. Twenty percent were organised by
local fulltime officials and only six percent
were organised by workers who were not
shop stewards.

If you are talking about intervention,
either from outside or from inside, then you
have got to talk about shop stewards, abont
how their role can be improved and
strengthened.

That brings me to my last point. We
always talk about the importance of politics
in the present period. Of course that means
talking about Chile and Brazil, but above all
it means stressing the self-activity of the
working class. The stress on self-activity runs
right through from organising the picket line
10 win a strike to the fact that socialism can
only be achieved by self-activity and not by
trade union bureaucrats. Labour MPs or
Russian tanks.

Because of the decline of the Labour lefts,
because of the c¢risis of the broad lefis,
because of the general paichiness of the
siruggle, we have the possibility of building
the party, We often talk about building hy
ones and twos, The only thing that worries
me is that we don’t doit. If we make sure the
politics are central, then we can.



NEWS AND ANALYSIS: MINERS

That sinking feeling

Arthur Scargill has been in the
news lately-—supporting the
Polish generals and not
supporting the Yorkshire
miners. John Deason looks at the

background. A &

. -
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The Barnsley miners have openly flouted
Tory anti-picketing and anu-secondary
action laws. In a few days of unofficial
picketing they did more against Tebbit than
three vears of official speeches by Arthur
Scargill.

Many on the left are surprised by such
developments—what's  happencd to the
Arthur Scargill that used to walk on water?
Why is he so distant from his rank and file,
indeed (rom his own ‘patch’™ in Bamsicy?
Jack Tavlor, the Yorkshire Area President,
sold the strike out—but Scargill kept silent
throughout.

The svcophantic hero  worship  Lhat
followed Scargill’s every specch 1s for many
on the Labour left somewhat tarnished now
by his recent outbursts in delence of
‘soctalist” Poland agains Seolidarnosc. But
Arthur Scargiil has always had illusions 1n
Russia’s and Eastern FLEurope’s state

capitalist regimes. He 1sa ‘tankist” with more
sympathies for the supposedly state planned
economies than for the struggles by Last
European workers agains their exploitation
by these so-called socialist states.

Scargill is more prepared openly to ex-
press such views than the closet state
capitalists in Labour left circles. At least he
has more courage than them. They keep
quiet about such illusions for fear of elec-
toral unpopularity. But nonetheless the
essence of Bennite ‘socialism’ Is to see the
state as the key agency for change, for imple-
menting the alternative economic strategy.
In Russia and Poland there 15 state inter-
vention par excellence.

Our criticisms of Arthur Scargill are not
merely abstract debates about the class
nature of Eastern European states. Neither
do we identify with the cold war media witch
hunt whose hypocrisy can champion Tebbit
and Sclidarnosc in the same breath.

Our criticism is that Scargiil's views on
Poland are consistent with his tnability o
translate his militant speeches into militant
action. The establishment are anxious to
criticise Scarpill for talking about political
strikes. We criticise Scargill for failing to
organise such strikes., The estabhishment
criticise his views on Poland out of cold war
hypocrisy.

We criticise Scargill’s denial of any active
role for workers themselves in Poland,

left reformist leaders like Scargill see
militant trade unionism as 4 loyal rank and
file responding only when a ‘sociahist’
bureancracy deems it necessary. He also
thinks a state is socialist when it has never
had 2 workers' revalution, has never had any
figment of workers’ control, and now
represses any cxpression of workers” self
organisation. The omission common to both
laults is the lack of any confidence in activity
and organisation by the rank and file
workers themselves.

Contrary to the popular image, since the
1974 national strike, Arthur Scargill has not
led or been part of leading any single miners’
strike. On the tew occasions, such as the 1982
ballot for a national strike against pit
closures and for & national wage claim, he
wanted to fight he was unable to carry the
rank and file, In the majonty of instances
rank and file unofficial strikes have gone by
unsupported, even, like the Yorkshire
Resclue mens’ strike, dencunced, by Scargill.

Unlike the unashamedly oportunist and
right wing sections of the trade union
bureaucracy Scargill, like all other oppor-
tunist left wing burgaucrats, does sometimes
belicve in the need for political strikes.
However the strike is then seen as the pulling
out and sending back of the rank and file like
a stage army.

There 1s not the care to nurture and
champion every instance of rank and file
initiative. For left retormist leaders mass
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strikes are not seen as the development of
rank and file confidence. They would prefer
them to be orderly. disciplined expressins of
loyalty to ‘the union” and, by implication,
loyalty to the lcader himself.

Tvpical of such a stage managed approach
hs been the mess Scargill and the rest of the

NUM left officials have got into over recent
ballots. The ballot tor the national pay
claim, linked on the ballot paper to pit
closures was lost. Scargill’s barnstorming
ser1es of rallies and calls for loyalty 1o the
union did not win over the doubls of most
miners. Scargill’s arguments did not over-
come the miners” worries about large coual
stocks, NCB arguments about viability and
deepening regional divisions withmm  the
NUM. His was ap attempt (o substitute
loyalty to Arthur for rank and file organ-
1sation and leadership in each pit—in the
present climate of recession and intimidation
it was an attempt that inevitably failed.

Picket or ballot

But even worse than this fatlure was Scar-
gill's cynicism towards this year's strike by
South Wales miners against pil closures. In
1981 the South Wales miners won a reprieve
trom put closures because they struck and
then uncificially picketed out miners in
other areas. This vear the South Wales
miners were defeated because they were
unfortunately persuaded to wail for Scargill
tx ballot. Picket or ballot was the choice.
Scargill preterred the latter even though he
knew it would be lost. Inan interview to the
Nhetficld Fvening Telegraph he explained:

‘The idea that good leadership should
be ahead but not too far ahead of the
membership Lo leave 1t behind 1sn’( too
wide ol the mark, says Arthur Scargill,
politely  acknowkedging a simplistic
theory, Bul sometimes circumslances
take control.

“tle didn't want the individuat ballot
votein February, planning on it some two
maonths  later to  coincide with  the
appommtment of lan McGregor, He 1s
certain that on the general principle of pit
closures and redundancies and on the
right to call acton either selectively or on
a wider basis, if the need arose, the leader-
ship would have won a massive vote of

conlidence,
“*Unfortunately circumstances dig-
tatcd the need for earlier action. The

options were very limited. We could have
left the strike situationin the South Wales
arca as 1t was and proveked near civil war.
fi would have divided the union. We would
have secn men battling with men on
picket lines outside the pits, a prospect
totally alicn to the miners” union and 10
me,

“Alternatively, we could conduct the
ballot vote In the knowledge 1har the
chances of baing defeated were very high,

[ predieted the result very accurately in a
sealed envelope betore we started. But i
was betrer, In my view, politically fand T
use thar word fn its widest sense) to have a
temparary setr-back at the hands of the
members than to have a deteat inflicted
upon us in an actoal conflict, oftficial or
unofficial, by the Government and the
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codal board.

*“*That was the choice we had to Yace
and anvbody who takes comtort f'rom the
setback we had i the umon, the tem-
porary setback, s a tool. Whart should be
recognised 15 that we were able to utifise
the democratic machinery of the NUM to
contain a very difficndt sitwation wirhin the
Wiion and to gel the decision, Fight or
wrong, made by the untion™
Many on the Labour left are becoming

more and more embroded in building elec-
torgl trade union machines—"bruad
lefts'—in order 1o win positons within the
burcaucracy, Within the NUM the letts don'™t
need such a machime—they control the
official union machine, Qutside the NUM
many broad letts would love an Arthur
Scargill, Polish warts apd alt.

Lett illusions in Scargll exist 10 abun-
dance sull. His statements on Russia and
Solidarnosc are put down solely to press
witch hunting, At this vear's Welsh NUM
Arca Conflerconce, Emlvn Willlams, the

retiring Welsh Area President, drawing
lessons from the defeat of this January's
strike against pit closures and the lost
national ballot, noted that “the achilles heel
ot this union is the rank and file...

There 15 another side to the NUM rank
and file that rejects Scargillian ballot
appeals. In the first five months of this year
there were 143 registered strikes in the
NUM-—and now of course, we have just had
the 13,000 Barnsley miners on unofficial
strike. Evervone of these strikes have been
unotficial—nothing t0 do with rejected
militant Arthur. '

Scargill and the rest of left officials are
completely out of touch with these strikes.
Worse, the left officials are invariably guite
open in their oppositon to these rank and
file strikes. Jack Taylor, Yorkshire Area
President throughout the Dodsworth strike
in Barnsley, attempted to force through the
NCPB’s compromise. Many of the Barnsley
strikers feel they are as much out against ‘the
union’ as the Board.

Most of these unofficial strikes a'n_e over
bonus and related shift/manning 1ssues.

Fven the recent Dodsworth strike in
Barnsley against the victirmisation of George
Marsh has 115 roots in the guerrilla war devel-
oping on the bonus front.

Warried about some wages dnift in areas
like Yorkshire, the Board 1s retahiating with
attempts to  increase discipline.
Barnsley miners wanted George Marsh rein-
stated to his original job but they were also
angry with petty discipline and unfair bonus
targets In general

Bonus grievances

The same rank and file miner who under-
standably lacked the confidence in a Scargill-
led national strike against pit closures, does
have the confidence to fight one victimis-
ation or one specific bonus grievance.

The arrcgance with which apologists for
the left officials have written off the rank and
file now leaves them with no understanding
of a rank and file revolt like that at Barnsley,
Worse, they sell it short.

At this year’s NUM Conference Scargill
rightly condemned those that had supported
the introduction of the Pit Bonus Scheme.
He descernibed it as the bigegest setback the
Union had suffered since 1926, Scargill and
the rest ot the left ofticials convemently
forget to mention that the prime person
responsible for the bonus scheme was the
then Labour mintster for energy, Tony Benn.

Neither do they mention that despite the
NUM Conterence and a subsequent ballot of
the membership overwhelmingly rejecting
introduction of the scheme, still the lef
officials were unable 1o stop the right wing
trom lorcing the schemes through in 1977,

The lelt had no real strategy. They chose
to use the courts, twice! Not surprisingly the
courts, first through Lord Denning's ruling
that allowed the ballot to go ahead in the
hope that it would have overturned the con-
ference decision, ruled tor the right. And
then the courts, this time through Mr Justice
Watkins, rujed against the validity of the
balliot result! Having relied on the capitalist
courts the left then collapsed as the right
forced through the schentes. In Yorkshire
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Scargill ballotted. The wording of the ballot
determuned the result:

‘. Are you in favour of the Yorkshire
area NUM conference deciston to oppose
the introduction of an area incentive
scheme; and are you prepared to give the
council authericy to call industrial action,
if necessary, 1o ensure that the Yorkshire
mineworkers are paid, on a day wage
basis, no less than other mineworkers 1n
Britain for the same job?
2. The National Executive Commirtee
decided 1o allow individual areas of the
union  to negotiate area incentive
schemes. In view of this decision, are you
in favour of Yorkshire introducing an
area incentive scheme?

And 1o be *tair’, Scargill then announced
that he would not campaign during the
ballot. It was to be the first of Scargill’s
ballot surrenders,

Unable to stop the bonus scheme’s intro-
duction officials have since completelyfailed
to come to grips with it now that 1ts 1n,
Eloquent speeches describing the divisive
nature of the scheme have been accompanied
with official abstentionsim from any struggle
around the schemes—hence the lack of
official recognition for even one single bonus
dispute.

In the recently published Monopolies
Commission report on Industrial Relations
i the Coal Industry, the figures showing Lhe
enormous disparnity of bonus earnings be-
tween different pits and different arcas were
censored. The NCB fears too much com-
pariscn between the haves and have nots.
But the NUM officizls also fear publication,
out of embarrassment. Scargill and the lefts
no doubt think the implicit divisions caused
by thes bonus disparities can be overcome by
keeping them guiet.

No national unity

Average bonus earnings per shift for the
week ending 23/4/83 show the variations to
betweecn £90 per week in North Y orkshire to
£25 per week in Scotland. And these figures
don’t show the whole picture. They are the
area average figures, Individual pits and
individual faces will be on much more than
the top figures shown here. and others will be
on much Jess than the lower ones shown. But
even this table of comparison is not available
to rank and file NUM members.

Such disparity in bonus ecarnings has
contributed very heavily to the break up of
national unity felt throughout the NUM
after the national victories of 1972 and 74.
The different bonus carning systematise into
the wage packets the divisions between the
profitable and nen profitable pits. It isin the
rundown pits threatened with closure, suf-
fering harder geological conditions, that the
bonus 15 poorest. Miners in the ‘sater
pits—many of whom will have been trans-
ferred from shut down pits—are the ones
that can make the money. The dangers of
this division is obvious. And McGregor is
more and more openly exploiting it.

In the current Monktonhall strike in Scot-
land he has resorted to the arguments he
used in the steel industry to set mill against
mi]l. The ones that work harder are saferand
are the ones that earn the bonus etc. The
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Production & Productivity Directorate Operations Caontrol Branch
Week ending 23/4/83
Area Average Payments £ per shift Average Performance
Faces Drivages Otherwork  Colliery Low High

M Yorks 12.38 18.42 28.96 53.78 17 161
Doncaster 6.04 11.05 0.00 4.53 28 145
E!::'t_rnsley.»r 11.35 17.42 16.64 8.84 9 232
S Yorks 10.57 15.40 11.37 8.00 51 162
N Derbyshire 10.04 16.62 15.56 7.81 37 139
N Notts 10.64 1417 13.6%9 7.72 41 152
S Notis 053 15.74 913 7.14 83 137
5 Midlands 9 59 14.89 14.14 7.08 48 145
Scottish 471 5.94 5.09 37 26 118
NE 10.20 1053 12.56 7.15 5 203
Western .24 11.75 12.06 6.03 3 141
S Wales 65.21 8.04 5.681 4,41 22 167
GE 8.87 12.24 13.08 B.71 3 232

The censored bonus figures sitow huge differences inlearnings

rony behind all this 15 of course that
invariably it 1s the miners on the least bonus
that are working the hardest, because of the
harder geclogical conditions and the more
outdated equipment.

How then should the left grasp this nettle?
First, every strike against the NCB should be
championed. [1s no use calling on Y orkshire
miners to support the union and strike
against pit closures in South Wales 1if the
union doesn’t support the Yorkshire miners’
stirike against the bonus scheme.

Instead of keeping gquiet about the
different bonus figures Scargill should be
publishing them 1n detail and agitating for
pit by pit action against the ditferent
inequities. The union should alse be
publishing the different local agrecments
being struck—such as the recent Kellingley
Agreement which allows for averaging out
together face and drivage bonuses.

A scheme that has been in operation since
1977 cannot be just wished away. Howevernt
can be fought tooth and nail, pit by pit, and
face by face. Fortunately some sections ot
the rank and file are staging such guerrilla
action. We should be demanding of Scargill
not only that he officially support such
struggles, but that he agitate for its
extension. Simple questions such as why
should a Welsh face worker carn £90 a week
less for doing the same job as a Yorkshire
miner nced to be put forcefully, and
efficially. The right to locally negotiate over
every aspect of the bonus necds to be
won—ie mutuality over standards, manning
levels, average bonus for down time, etc.

Guerrilla action over the bonus can be
harnesed to fighting the bigger, tougher issue
of pit closures—not through words on ballot
papers but through stronger rank and file
organisation. The Barnsley stnke showed

how much more articulate 1s the picket line
than any baliot paper.

Organisation 1n the pits needs to be re-
examined. ‘Fuiliime’ lodpe officers are too
distant from the face by face bonus
grievances. The problem s not just how
distant Arthur Scargill or Jack Taylor is
from the rank and file. The local Dodsworth
Lodge secretary was also against the strike.

Wages and closures

Bureaucratisation ¢f the NUM streiwches into
most pits. Efficient 1ull time lodge officers
operaling as union bonus cierks are no sub-
stitute [or rank and file representation from
cvery face, and every gang. The official
NIUIM structure s far 1oo dominated by non-
working miners.

And above all rank and file organisation
and rank and file willingness 1o fight, as
gvidenced by the Barnsley strike, must be
infused with socialist 1deas. It requires rea/
socialist arguments te counter NCB and
Tory propaganda about profitability.
Traditional left labour arguments for an
Alternative Economic Strategy—rfor a *Plan
for Coal’—concede the concept of profit-
ability. Won to anti-capitalist, anti profit,
attitudes miners can both fight every aspect
of the bonus scheme and support econ-
omically weaker miners fighting a pi
closure.

That way wages and closures can be linked
as 1ssues, 1ssUes of struggle. They cannot be
linked by anv more Scargill ballot tricks.
And they cannot be lhinked while so-called
socialists fail (o support whatever rank and
file militancy comes to the fore—whether ut
be a Welsh sit down strike against the closure
of Tynmawr Lewis Methyr or illegal flying
pickets in defence of George Marsh.
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When the boss is a Labour left

Now they are faced with the possibility of
abohtion, the metropolitan councils, led by
the GLC, are attempting to launch a broad
based campaign to save themselves,

They are trying to persuade council
workers to support them.

But they are taced with a problem. Their
behaviour towards their own workers over
the past few years1s making it rather difficult
now to get those workers (o defend the
institution of metropolitan councils,

Funnily enough, as the threat of abolition
locms nearer these councils are under ever
greater pressure to attack their own workers.
As with the 'faresfair’ campaign of the GLC,
the left councillors are desperately tring to
kecp class struggle in the background and
appeal to ‘commaon sense’,

Their tactics are to convince influential
people of all political colours that counctls
are the best way of running large cities. So
Ken Livingstone is quite willing to setup a
stall outside the Tory Party conference tn the
hope that he can persuade the delegates that

he can responsibly manage London.

- Of course a very important part of beinga
responsible manager s kKeeping your work-
force under your thumb. On almost every
occasion when a left council has been faced
with workers™ action, 1ts main responsc has
been to demand the right to manage 1ts
council unimpeded by the interference of
workers.

Revelutionaries have often said that the
fogic of reformism means that it ends up
trying to manage capitaiism better than the
capitalists. it must be said that, at least n
most cases, the council left have given up
pretending that they ire doing anything else.

On one level they spend 4 lot of time trying
. to persuade the electorate that their way of
mangging will be better for ordinary people,
but on another, in order to try to manage as
they want, thev have to take on their own
workers.

The direction of their politics has been
somewhat masked by the downturn. Quite
simply fewer workers have been fighting so
attacks upon their wages and conditions by
left wing councils have frequently slipped by
unnoticed by the outside worid.

But where workers have taken on left wing
councils, the sheer wviciousness of these
councils’ response has been astounding.

To take the example of South Yorkshire
council’s attempts 1o implement new tech-
nology, two  things stand out  very
ciearly—the difference between the rhetoric
and the practice, and the fact that the council
behaved just like any other management.

The cauncil had always claimed that they
were opposed Lo any job cuts among their
own workforce, and promised that they
would only implement new technoelogy (f it
was in the intcrests of the workers.

In practice, their commitment to thrs
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Local councils are major
emplovyers. Ann Rogers looks at
how some who claim to be left-
wing treat their workers.

policy wus completely non-existent. They
even refused to agree to the standard new
technology agreement laid down by the
TUC.

This document, as one would expect from
the TUC, was far from being a call for
workers' power. It merely asked for
negotiations between unions and manage-
ment before new technology was introduced,
it gave untons no nght to veto new
technology.

The council held olt for two years, while it
attempted various manoeuvres and deals
which failed. Finally it decided to confront
the unions head on, and attempted to imple-
ment its plans. Sadly for them they had
miscalculated the situaticn, and they were
met with a general blacking of all new
technology.,

Unholy alliance

The situation came to a head when 300
workers were due to be moved to a new otfice
biocck in Barnsley, which had a new tech-
nology telephone exchange.

The first group of workers due toc move
refused to go. The ccuncil responded by
threatening them with suspension. Just to
make sure that the workers didn’t make the
mistake of thinking socialists might be soft
about strikes they actually suspended a
leading steward.

L .

el

When this failed to break the action the
council reformists turned to their close
friends and zllies, the trade union reformists.

The negotiating committee, including a
couple of NUM bureaucrats were dismissive

of the possibility that mere white collar
workers could fight the council’s unholy
alliance of Labour left councillors and NUM
and AUEW Stalinist bureaucrats. They cer-
tainly never expected a picket line which
succeeded in turning back POEU, AUEW
and TGWU members,

Scoffing at white collar workers, espec-
1ally saving that they are not really workers,
has been a favourite trick of Labour left
councils. Which isn’t surprising really, asthe
bulk of the council workforce is white collar,
and usually the best organised sections are
white collar. In order to fend off any em-
barrassment which might result from a
council which said it represented workers
being seen to attack its own workers, it
seemed a good idea to say that those workers
weren't really workers at all,

But using the CP bureaucracy failed, so
South Yorkshire was forced to use another
trusted management tactic. They hired a
cowboy removal firm (which employed kids
off the dole queues at low wages) to move
furniture into the new offices. They were
turned away from the picket line twice. 5o
the police were brought in to break the picket
line. Just to guarantee success the council
began the removal operation at 3 o’clock in
the morning.

The use of tactics like this s hardly
surprising when you consider that most
sentor managers appointed by the council
have a long and ignoble history of anti-trade
union activity. But they share one important

—
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characteristic with the councillors-—both
demand the right to manage.

After one week the council had fatled 1o
break the sirike, despite the use of these
tactics, and the workers were having con-
siderable success in spreading the action. 600
workers from all over South Yorkshire
responded to a call for support, many of
them travelling over 30 miles to join & mass
picket. The next mass picket, three days later
was even better attended, because support
had been better organised, with buses from
all over the county being laid on.

It was not just the strength and organ-
1isation of the workers which was frightening
the council. Just as worrving from their
point of view was the fact that the rank and
file of the Labour Party were rapidly be-

coming disgusted at the behaviour of their

own socialist councillors.

The workers had made it a priority to visit
trade unions and Labour Party meetings, to
argue with the Labour Party rank and file
activists.

But f the councillors did not have the
support of their own rank and file in their
party, they could certainiy rely upon their
supporters within the trade union
bureaucracy.

When the issue was raised at Barnsley
Trades Council the chairman ruled it out of
order. The chairman of Bamsley Trades
Councii 15 one Jack Brown, a Labour
counciltor.

Beyond reformism

When a second group of workers who
were scheduled to move to the new offices
not only refused, but made plans tc occupy
their existing offices, the council finally
conceded.

At this point many readers may be asking
how councillors who support this kind of
policy have the cheek to call themselves
socialists. An examination of their reasening
cn this point throws considerable light on
their general politics.

All their justifications revolve around one
idea: that they are the elected council, so they
have legitimate power. If workers try 1o stop
them doing what they want this is an exercise
of illegitimate power. They differ from
Tories in that they prefer to talk to workers
to try to persuade them to accept their plans,
They differ from the Tories 1n that they gen-
uinely want 1o see a wealthier working class.
But they agree with the Tories 100 percent
that workers standing up te elected govern-
ments, whether local or national, is an irres-
ponsibie abuse of the power they have if they
Orgartise.

Of course workers can be used like a stage
army to support the policies of their council,
or to support their local MP against the Tory
government or whatever, but they must not
be allowed to fight for their own interests
where these go against the reformists who
have appointed themselves defenders of the
workers’ interests.

There is ‘-ﬂ‘r’h(}lﬂ. world of difference
between thinking up policies which benefit

the working class, and being prepared to
marshall the strongest forces from the class
to defend those polictes when they are
attacked. Generally speaking most
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Kan Livingstona different from 'Gaurge Lanshury

reformists will agree to the former; to do the
latter means moving bevond retormism.

One ot the best cxamples of this is the
history of the Poplar council of the early
twenties. Many of the policies which the
council implemented were eminently
respectable, such things as public libraries
and public baths, Many right wingers oniy
objected to their policies on out-relief and
high wages for counci] workers because they
knew that the comparatively high wages and
relief which Poplar was paying was bound to
tead them into a contlict sooner or later,

What drove Labour right wingers, such as
Herbert Morrison into a fury about Poplar
was that they were pepared to flagrantly
break the law, both to implement these
policies, and even more importantly to
defend them. Gieorge [.ansbury, the leader of
Poplar council, summed it up thus:

*The attack on Poplar” he said ‘is the
direct result of Poplar’s endeavour to do
the things that others only talk about.
The issue is larger than an issue of local
government. It 1s the whole question of
whether the labour movement means
business. Are we going to attempt to
carry out what we say on the platform, or
are we going to be misied and side-
tracked by considerations of
statesmanship.’

Furthermore he had a very clear under-
standing of the lhimits of what could be
achieved by one council, and of the nccessity
of generalising and fighting:

‘I know that we are not going to end

Capitalism by Poplar methods. Tt is for

the workers, through their national

organisations, to put anend to thesvstem
of wage exploitation and siavery.’

The difference between George Lansbury
in Poplar and Ken Livingstone in the GLC
can be summed up quite simply. Lansbury
understoed that capitalism could only be
fought (f the mass organisations of the
working class could be lined up to fight it.
Livingstone thinks it can be fought if reason-

able people of all classes can be convinced
that it (s wrong.

S0 In a very important sense, Ken Living-
stone, and all those who accept his analysis
are much closer to the Herbert Morrisens of
the Labour Party than to the George
Lansburys.

Some of the Poplar councillors drew the
lessons from their experience and left the
Labour Party to join the newly formed, and
then revolutionary, Communist Party.
Others, iike George Lansbury did not, and
generally drifted rightwards as the tide of
class struggle ebbed.

But what was important about all of them
1n the halcyon days from 1919 through the
early twenties was that they were not
functioning m 1isolation. They had been
etected on a massive wave of class struggle,
and the very existence of this level of activity
meant that they were constantly under
pressure from those who they represented.

Living links

As well as large meetings and
demonstrations, at which the councillors
were called upon to account fortheir actions,
there were also over 70 active trade union
branches in the area. Many of the councillors
had a long tradition of organising within the
unions. Many of the women councillors had
long been organising tenant committees and
agitating about rents. So they had living
links with the working class orgamsations in
the area.

By contrast, the Labour left councils of
today have been born from the lack of class
struggle, rather than from 2 mass wave of (t.
They exist purely and simply because the sit-
uation. in the outside world is so miserable
that many erstwhile socialists ran to the pro-
tection of the Labour Party, and gave 1t a
radical gloss which it had lacked for years.

There have been no mass meetings, no
huge demonstrations. The basic trade union
organisation which might have sustained
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them has withered at the roots. In short they
have been isolated from any working class
current which might have pressured them
into being at the head of an effective fighting
force.

Labour left councils today have effectively
sat in small rooms, completely divorced
from any real workers” struggle and dreamed
up policies which were good for those
workers.,

So these councils do not see workers as a
potential power to overthrow capitalism, for
them workers are only attractive because
they are poor and disadvantaged. This 1s
especially true when the disadvantage is
compounded by the workers in question
being female or black, or even better both.

So the economic power of workers is not
seen as the tool by which capitalism will
ultimately be overthrown, rather it is seen in
purely negative terms, because of ifs
potential to ruin councillors’ pet schemes.
Because workers have this power, they
become a privileged sector, different from
the great mass of the deserving poor, in fact
they are the undeserving poor.

Nowhere can this distinction be better
seen than in the educational policies of these
councils. To take ILEA as an example. As
the threat of being dismantled looms nearer
and the Labour left try to mobilise support
among teachers and ‘the community’ part of
their strategy 1s to tell teachers not to rock
the boat,

But at the same time JLEA isintroducing
compulsory transfers and temporary
teachers are being sacked. The left made a
great fuss when they took control of ILEA
and said they would now proceed to con-
struct socialism. In fact jobs loss under the
left wing Bryn Davies was worse than under
the right wing Sir Ashley Bramall.

The argument which the present leader of
TLEA, Frances Morrell, is using to justify
this job loss is just the same as that used by
the Tories over the river. That school roles
are falling, and ILEA has smaller classes
than anywhere else so can afferd to make
CILS.

Change in struggle

The woman who won her position in
ILEA in something of a feminist coup s
seerningly unconcerned that these cuts are
having a disproportionate effect upon
women teachers. It is part time teachers who
are the first to go and the huge majority of
these dre woTmnen.

The apparent schizophrenia of the
reformist left is such that while they arc
making these cuts, they are desperate to
introduce a programme for non-racist, noen-
sexist education. They have produced end-
less reports, and employed people on
£25000 a wyear, to bring this about.
Mcanwhile their cuts mean that people who
belong to the minority groups who they are
so worried about are losing their jobs faster
than anvone else.

This contradiction can only be understood
if we understand that the reformists whorun
ILEA are stuck in a situation over which
they have no control. Or rather they are
stuck 1n a situation in which any attempt to
exert control would radically undermine the

"
ETIEEL L E] T ]
e LAl .
S S e

o

&

socialist Review Coetober 1983 13



basis of their politics. They ¢ould only stop
cuts by getting more resources for ILEA, to
do this they would need to build a mass cam-
paign which could actually put pressure on
the government.

To build this sort of campatgn would be
extremely difficult because the general level
of class struggle is so low. But if it could be
done it would have to centrally involve the
best orgamised group of workers within
[LEA, that i1s the teachers. But mobilising
teachers would mean that they would come
ug with all sorts of demands which went be-
yond the role which the ILEA bureaucracy
had devised for them. Any campatgn which
stcod any chance of success would show that
winning depended upon using the strength
and organisation of workers, not upon being
reasonable and telling Tories what a pood
idea education 1s.

Some of the better ILEA councillors do
not like the fact that the organisation of
which they are a part 1s throwing its em-
ployees cut of work, But they have no clear
Idea about what they could do to stop it.

Compulsory transfers

However well intentioned a Labour
councillor might be, they do not engage in
class politics on a day to day level. They do
not have to argue with those whodon’tagree
at work, they do not have the expenence of
constantly losing when they try to get their
mates out on strike. Conversely they never
see how workers who have disagreed with
every single thing which socialists have said
can rapidly change when they start fighting.
This fact, which is bread and butter 1o every
SWP member—that fighting, and winning,
small struggles leads to a growth 1n con-
fidence, which leads to a change in ideas, is
totally cutside their expericnce,

S0, even the best of them cannot survive
the present period in the way that SWP
members can survive. Because they cannot
understand that very small actions, arguing
with very few people lays the necessary
groundwork for the huge strikes and mass
campaigns which we would all like to see.

But the nature of capitalism 1s such that, if
you are not prepared to fight it tooth and
nail, then you will be sucked intoit, So ILEA
ends up claiming that it will not impose
redundancies, while it is rapidly increasing
1ts use of short term contracts, {that 15 em-
ploying teachers for cne term and then
sacking them), which is just introducing
redundancies and hoping no one notices.

But the rot spreads much further than
Labour counciliors. The NUT is littered with
people who were once good militants, but
have drifted rightwards because they put
supporting ILEA ahead of supporting their
own members.

This has been particularly evident around
the issue of compulsory transfer which
means that teachers can be forced to move
from a schocel where they are no lenger
‘needed’.

Teachers in the SWP had been arguing

against veluntary transter for a long time, on -
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the grounds that it was a mechanism for ‘en-

couraging the teachers’ unions to,
collaborate with ILEA in the reduction of
jobs’.
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For although the ILEA councillors were
talking about improving educational pro-
vision, and the exciting possibilities
presented by transfers, the reality was that it
allowed schoel mspectors to wage a war of
attritton with large numbers of teachers in
the hope that they would convince at least
some of them to move. Their tactics to per-
snade teachers to move ‘voluntarily’ in-
cluded wisiting them at home and
threatening those who refused to move wnh
disciplinary action.

This ‘voluntary’ transter plus not filling
vacant posts has meant a decimation of
teaching jebs in London over the past few
years.

Frances Morrell has been dressing up
these transfers in jargon about the need fora
more centralised education system—arguing
that this will mean a2 more efficient spread of
resources. Meanwhile, people who share her
politics who run local housing and social ser-
vices departments have been trving to
decentralise these services, and using exactly
the same arguments about more ¢fficient use
of resources.

The apparent differences between these
two mask the fact that both are essentially
attempts to deal with inadequate services
without admitting that the real problem is
lack of money. Both try to skirt around this
problem, so itis notsurprising that the major
effect of both 1s to worsen their own workers’
conditions and pay.

So, when ILEA began to introduce com-
pulsory transfers they were imposing them
upon a werkforce already fed up with vol-
untary transfers. The response of ILEA
teachers was excellent, and culminated 1n the
biggest unofficial action seen in the NUT
since 1974,

The rank and fie feeling on the issue was
such that a delegate meeting attended by 120
teachers, representing 50 schools called tor
total opposition to compulsory transter, the
position argued for by the SWP teachers
present,

Sadly the damage that ‘left wing’ councils
can do was seen in the behaviour of the
supporters of Seciafist Action at the meeting.
They were to the right of most delegates and
were arguing for amendments to the outngiht
opposition to transters. The straight Labour
left displayed all the signs of parliamentary
cretinism by arguing that going on strike just
before an election, especiallyagainst Labour

controlled ILEA, would harm Labour’s
election chances.

Because of this, only the schools most
threatened by compuisory transter initially
took action. They came out on a one day
strike, and spent the day visiting other
schools to build for the next day of action.

This proved extremely useful, for on the next
day of strike action 81 schools were involved,
44 of which were on strike for the whole day,
and a demonstration involving 800 people
took place. The four worst hit schools began
a no cover policy. The tevel of fight back has
been such that ILEA has not dared to force
through compulsory redundancies at those
schools which have fought back.

When Labour left winpgers took over in the
town halls they came out with a lot of talk
about using the councils as a springboard for
socialism. Since the defeat of the Labour
party at the election these ideas have been
dropped and the only thing left is a purely
defensive battle to stop themselves being
abolished. But they have used the threat of
abelition as an argument to persuade their

own workers not to fight them,

The parallel between the way the campaign
against abolition is going and the fares fair
campaign is astounding. Both are directing
their main energies at convincing those on
the other side of the class divide that certain
Labour policies are best for everyone. Both
have ignored the potential of the council
workforce to change things.

Because they no longer have a coherent
strategy they have rehied more and more on
accusing anyone who disagrees with them of
Iining up with the right wing. They have
thrown this accusation at revelutionaries
with especial glee. In order to guard our-
selves against this sort of attack it is
necessary to bring politics to the fore. Partic-
ularly we should make it clear that we de not
see the working class as another minority
group, we see them as the people who have
the potential to change the world. Against
those who would divide up the class into ever
smaller fragments we must argue about the
question of power,

To do this invoives supporting all
workers® struggles where they exist, whether
they are against a so-calted socialist council
or not. If we fail to do this then the damage
which left councils have done to workers’
image of socialism can only increase.

‘Socialism is a new
society of freedom-

or it is nothing.’

-
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Plans, co-operatives and

the struggle for socialism

In the past we have devoted a lot of space to arguing against the view that
workers’ plans and co-operatives provide a viable strategy for the labour
movement. Two senior employees of the GLC, John Palmer and Hilary
Wainwright, have written an article counter-attacking. We print that article
below, together with replies from Colin Sparks on the overall politics of their
position and Dave Beecham on the detailed record of some of the GLC’s efforts

in this direction.

Readers of Sacialist Review and other SWP
pubiications will have been puzzled by the
increasing stridence and vehemence of recent
attacks on the tactic of developing workers’
alternative plans as part of the struggle
against unemployment and the wider
ideological offensive of Thatcherism.

The criticism has been linked to sweeping
attacks on the left-wing Labour leaders of
the GLC. But it has been mainly aimed at
socialists outside the Labour Party who see
workers’ alternative plans as part of a
transitional politics through which worker
militants — and ultimately, wider sections of
the working class -~ will develop a credible
political vision linking workers® self-activity
here and now to a strategy for transforming
society. .

Much of what passes for criticism of this
approach 1s mere sectarianism and is only in-
telligible if the SWP fear the influence of the
arguments of those often closest o, but
independent of, the SWP, on the party’s
membership and periphery. That may
expiain {but cannot excuse) such nonsensical

abuse as the charge in the last issue of
Socialist Review that the Greater L.ondon
Enterprise Board (the executive agency of
the GI1.C's industnial strategy) — “works to
undermine struggles against redundancy by
offering the meaningless alternative of GLC-
financed co-ops.” Note the use of the words
'works to undermine’: why, far what
conceivable political motive or to serve what
interest?

The SWPidealogues have gone so farasto
construct anentire sociology invelving a new
social class (the new middle class) 1o provide
ant explanation of the base tor left Labour
local guthonities such as the GLC. The
vacuousness of this ‘analysis” will have to be
dealt with on another occasion but — before
dealing with the central political issues
ivolved in the workers' plans strategy — a
few questons of background [hct must be
dealt with.

The GLC 15 an ansttution of local
government sct up by the Tories, dominated
by a reactionary bureaucracy. and with
extremely restricted powers in a selected

John Palmer: former member of IS,
and European correspondent of the
Guardian, now a press officer for the

GLC
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Hilary Wainwright: former member of
of the IMG, co-author of Beyond the
Fragmenits, now heads the GLC's
Popular Planning Unit
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number of policy areas. As such the
institution and its role are fair game for
socialist criticism.

Nor are the Labour {including the left
Labour) political leaders of the GLC beyond
criticism. We believe they can be criticised
for instance tor their tactics over the Fares
Fair campaign, in the handling of the recent
dispute with ILEA teachers over mandatory
staff transfers and more generally, for not
starting early enough to build a base among
those workers and unions most affected by
GLC policy decisions, Such a base will be
crucial in the coming political battle to
defend the GLC against the Thatcher
government.

But there have been grotesque distortions
of the facts concerning the GLC in recent
SWP writings on the issue. Firstly, the SWP
should know perfectly well that the GLC
does not ‘control’ Londen Transport and is
currently engaged in a battle 1o enforce its
policy on transport which calls for no job
losses or reductions in services.

Secondly, you would never know reading
SWP material that at a time when authorities
nationally have been cutting back on services
and employment, there has been an
expansion 1o key GLC services and the
numbers employed as 15 illustrated on the
increase over the last two years in the
number of ILEA teachers and in the fire
brigade service.

We would argue that the SWP should be
working alongside the comrades who are
defending the GLC and are orgunising in the
labour movement around alternatives to
unemployment. We argue this not least
because of the wvery large measure of
agreement between us and the SWP about
the general analysis of the crisis, the state of
working class organisation and the need 10
rebuild shop floor organisations. bt is worth
setting out these areas of agreement in order
to rid the debate around workers” plans of
irrelevant slanders thut the whole approuach
15 some reformist plot!
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We apgree that workers' organisations have
been severely battered — but not defeated in
the way they were in the 1930s. We agree that
the trade union bureaucracy 15 — with a few
exceptions — bent on a further nghtward
move in an attempt to rebuild a new relation-
ship with Tebbit and the Tories. We must
expect the bureaucracy to renew pressure on
the residual areas of rank and file resistance
to the offensive of both the Tories and an
ever more confident business management.

We agree that the shop stewards’
movement itself has — in too many instances
— proved iself out of touch with the
membership and all too vulnerable to having
its bluff called by management through a
judicious mixture of privileges and threats.
But we place less emphasis than you on the
rmateriai  interests stewards have in this
process and more on the contribution of the
rotten political traditions over decades of the
stewards’ movement to its current weakened
state.

Conversely, we believe that the fight back
by militants must be, of necessity, intensely
pohtical. Frankly, without socialist politics
even the best union militants will tnevitably
tend to adapt or be isolated in the new more
difficult circumstances in industry, Like yon
we have also tound there 15 a munonty of
shop Hoor activists — not necessarily
stewards — who have been made more poli-
tically aware by the retreats and defeats of
the past few years and by the way
Thatcherism has radicalised and politicised
the running of industry and the services.

Clear mechanisms

We share at least one of the practical con-
clusions you draw from this analysis: that
now is not the time for grandiose calls to
action, general strikes to bring down the
Tories and the like. Your criticisms of
workers’ plans secmetimes places them in this
categary of grandiose demands that lead
only to demoralisation. But whether or nota
demand is grandiose does net depend on
whethier or not it can definiicly be
implemented — few SWP members could
argue that the demand for the ‘right 1o work’
1s hkely to be implemented 1n present
circumstances, and yet yvou would not say
that it was grandiose and likely to lead to
demoralisation, A demand is grandiose if it
has no connections with any mechanismy for
implementing it or fighting for it to be
implemented. There are plenty of
mechanisms for trying to implement the
right to work and sometimes winning partial
victories, even though there is no chance of
total victory in a capitalist society. On the
other hand at the present time there are no
mechanisms, no signs of the movement and
pressure 1o make the slogan ‘a general strike
to bring down the Tories” anything other
than rhetorical.

As for workers’ plans: we could argue that
a workers' and users’ alternative plan, for
example, for making a hospital threatensd
with ¢losure more responsive to patients’
needs {as part of the campaign tosaveit) falls
into the category of the ‘right to work® type
of slogan. There are clear mechanisms for
fighting to get it implemented even though
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the odds are against vou. There Is always a
danger of alernaove plans being put
forward that are grandiose and unrelated to
the state of workers® organisanions but that is
something against which those of us who
believe in rank and file politics need
constantly to argue. It 15 not an argument
against workers’ plans as such.

We share with you an analysis of the
Labour Party 4as an electoral machine that
has taken its electorate for granted, It is now
reaping the poor harvest of governments
that have failed to live up to their promises
and a party that has even failed to campaign
for its own policies. We do not believe that
the Labour Party as a party can be the kind
of fighting party that we need, rooted in the
working class in production and in the
community. We think it is a dangerous
illusion to assume that to capture the
decaying structures of the Labour Party s to
capture the commanding heights of working
class politics.

Indeed, the fact that the present GLC
leadership have been, to some exient, under
this illusion makes their position weak. They
are in a position of administrative power
without popular support. In spite of this
ambiguous pesition though, they do have
the possibility of winning popular support
after the event as it were. The extent to which
they use their pelitical power to win this
industrial and social support will be the key
to their contribution, indeed to their
survival.

We share your rejection of parliamentar-
ist,fatman socialism and suspectthat this kind
of reformism has had 1ts dav.

We would go on to grgue that part of the
erisis in the working class at present is that
the shell of this pohlitics has dominated
working-class politics for so long that an
alternative strategy for socialism based on
popular mobilisation around ‘transitional’
demands has not had the opportunity 1o
grow. Now that the shell of Fabian socialism
has been cxposed there 1s a vacuum partly
filled by Tory populism and party by sheer
demoralisation and confusion.

The strategies of the left entryists clearly
fail to c¢onnect with the experiences,
prablems and perceptions of even the
militant minority of workers in the sense that
their politics are unable to help that minority
relate to and ultimately mobilisa wider
masses of workers. The central problem for
socialists now i1s how to work with this
minority — both in workplaces and the
community — to rebuild the confidence and
will to fight among the majority; a
confidence and will necessarily related to a
vision of socialism worth highting for.

The SWP answer to this problem seems to
reduce 1o a crude emphasis on a ‘return to
basics® — rebuilding the shop stewards’
movement and building the party. We think
this misscs a vital link between defensive
trade unicon struggles and acceptance of a
socialist allernative to the present system —
a link which also is vital to sparking the will
to fight.

Qf course elementary improvements in
shop floor organisation and response —
regular bulletins, organisation across unions
and workplaces, victories however modest

for scolidarity with workers in struggles
elsewhere — are all crucial when worker
confidence is low. But for this to happen
militants must be able to show there 15 an
alternative — however potential — to the
view advanced by management and govern-
ment that theirs 15 the only valid way to run
society. This must not only mean society (n
the abstract but specific industrics and even
workplaces in the particular circumstances
of here and now,

In the boom years a vague reformist
socialist view of a future alternative society
was sufficient to hold together and even
episodically to mobilise that crucial minority
of workers who were able to communicate
the confidence and will to resist. Today such
a politics — essentially based on ex-
pectations that the goods will be delivered by
Parliamentary or TU leaders — has

collapsed. . _
1t has therefore become wital even for

defensive action to present arguments tor the
‘practicality ' and ‘realism’ of sociahst
change — arguments which can and must be
shown inexemplary action. That 1s where the
question of workers” plans for socially-useful
production come in. Without this dimension
Lo the struggle against closures at a time of
crisis and ‘aver-production’ the logic of the
capitalist marker will be seen to be
remorseless and unchallengeable even by
militant workers.

Far from such plans and demands for
socially usetul production sapping the will o
fight — they mayv be a precondition to the
rebuilding of that confidence without which
there will be no fight, even if there is a weak,
temporary and all-too fragile upturn in the
capitalist economy. The fight 1o develop
such plans and bargaining positions also
enables socialists to illustrate the immense
potential of new technology when harnessed
to helping to satisfy need. It is precisely this
area of ‘common sense” which the left must
ideologically recapture from Thaichenism if
the paralysing impact of conservative
fatalism is to be broken among working
people.

Utopianism

The charge of ‘utopianism’ levelled
against those who see workers’ plans as a
way of reforging a new socialist consciousnes
among advanced workers is the opposite of
the truth. [ndeed the real utopians are those
in the SWP who seem to rely on some future
economic upturn acting to transform the
reactionary and divisive ideology which
grips the great mass of trade unionists and
which directly impedes widespread
resistance to the capitaiist offensive. Of
course, a brief upturn will help to staunch the
lack of copfidence among at least some
workers but 1t will require a more
fundamental shift in attitudes if the militant
minority is to see the possibilities of active
struggle.

Of course no political tendency and cer-
tainly no local government machine can
substitute for the process of developing this
more political trade unionism. But the
SWP's total rejection of the role of the GLC
in supporting the development of workers’
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plans and providing {all too limited)
resources to help workers face the crisis is
unintelligible.

Te put the question the other way round,
are there really no demands workers facing
the crisis in London should make of the
GLC? Of course one basic demand should be
no job losses where the GLC has the power
to prevent them, and that the GLC should
take the power where it does not at present
have it (of London Transport). But what of
workers faced with factory closures, often
with a weak or even non-¢xistent shop floor
organisation {all toc common in London)?
Would SWP members oppose demands for
GLC money to be put in to strengthen the
workers' bargaining position in resisting
such closures and the job losses which go
with it?

The GLC and its agency the GLEB insists
that money it gives (even to workers’ co-ops)
are conditional on acceptance of far greater
rights and powers for the workers and the
unitons. This reguires managements {o
recognise unions where they do not, to

provide workers with comprehensive
information about management’s
production, investment, new technology,

marketing, pricing, financing and labour
policies and the opportunity to negotiate all
these guestions, In short GLC/GLEB inter-
vention shifts the balance of power infavour
of organised labour, sigmficantly if not
 decisively.

The 1dea of the GLC or GLEB shifting
‘the balance of power towards organised
labour” 15 questioned by the SWP's claim
that at Associated Automation in West
London the GLC subverted a decision by the
workers to occupy with an offer of finance
for a Co-op. This claim 15 a serious one
because our first commitment 1s 1o support

workers' resistance to c¢losure and
redundancy. Co-operatives have serious
Iimitations which no amount of GLC

support ¢an overcome. We would not
encourage workers to set up a co-operative
as an alternative to fighting management’s
decision to ¢lose, And from our own investi-
gations we find noevidence that the GLC did

so 11 the case of Associated Automation.
There are conditions in which the trade

unton representatives decide, often after
irying other tactics, that some form of co-
operative of GLEB takeover is the only way
of saving jobs. Then the GLC or GLEB will
consider their demand for support. One of
the lessons we draw from what went wrong
at Associated Automation/Third Sector is
that such support must be conditional on the
independence of the trade unions from the
management of the Co-op. One reason for
this is that co-operatives must be seen not as
a permanent solution to the problem of
closure and redundancy but as another form
of defensive and transitional action. Like all
such action they are full of ambiguities and
should be supported only where they lay the
basis for strengthening workers” self activity,

Demoralisation

A small example of where this was the case
was in Romtord where Lee Cooper Jeans
closed a factory and sacked 140 women. The
women were not 1n a unlon (managemeint
had prohibited t) and there was not
collective will to resist the closure. However
a small group of the women there at Lee
Coopers stayed together to form a co-op
making children’s clothes, They received
support from the GLC. Since then the 1¢ or
so women forming the co-op have staved
together as a group, gained self condifence
and organisation and joined a wrade union
for the first time,

Are the SWP such

saving that in

cireumstances workers should not call on
GLC support -—— limited though it is?7 What
difference 15 there in principle, in the face of

closure and redundancy, between calling for
the GLC or GLEB to take over under
workers® control and calling for a state
takeover (as the SWP did aver UCS)?

No one would deny there are dangers in
workers becoming more involved in what 1s
going on in their plants and industries. And
such Involvement will require maximum
independence from management, Mareover,
many of the alternative plans and co-
operatives the GLC supports are very likely
doomed in the long run unless there is a
decisive national shift in the balance of class
power. But we would argue that these ini-
tiatives are themselves a contribution
towards achieving this shift. Forinthe 1980s
there 15 no way shop floor and union
organisation will be rebuilt unless workers
prepare to question and chajlenge
managerial prerogatives (including in areas
traditionally seen as no concern Df the
WA1ONS).

The crisis forces workers to prepare for
many of the tasks of power — here and now
— a situation which reinforces the
importance of transitional politics linking
the here and now to a future vision of a
society based on production for social need
and not profit and on democratic control by
working people of the economy.

There are, however, far greater dangers
than the possible co-option of workers and
their representatives by capital. That is that
trade unionism will be seen by the mass of
workers to have no credible strategy for
tackling the triple challenge of recesston,
long term restructuring of the capitalist
economy and the ideclogical and matenal
offensive of the government and capital.
Without the means of responding at every
level to that challenge the 1930s could yet be
repeated. To have preserved the ‘purity’ of
this or that tendency in the working class
movement at the same time would be no
adequate compensation,

Upper Cde I!pulider: was the SWP riht call for a state taeve
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A reformist strategy

John Pahlmer and Hilary Wainwright make
two claims 1n their article. They argue that
the workers’ co-operative represents same
sort of solutton to uncmployment in the
present period — although they are very
careful 1o hedge that particular bet with
qualifications about the ‘long run’.

But they are also arguing that the demand
for workers® co-operatives, directed at the
GLC 15 some form of political strategy
leading (o socialism  which is both
independent of the Labour Party and much
maore realistic than the perspective of the
SWP.

Those are two radically different claims.
Dave Beecham deals with the first, and more
important, claim in his article, [ will look
here primarily at the second.

Of course, it 1s not possible wholly to
divorce the two, since the test of any strategy
for sccialism is the concrete results it
produces in the class struggle, If it leads 10
better class organisation, greater class con-
fidence, a wider political awareness, then itis
a step towards the overthrow of capitalism.
If 1t leads to dis-organisation, splits,
demoralisation, depoliticisation then that
strategy is positively pernicious.

It isthe view of the SWP that the cutcome
of the setting up of co-operatives in factories
faced with redundancies is precisely splits,
demoralisation and depoliticisation. The
strategy, we contend, 15 fundamentaily a
retrograde one. It 1s not only a bad strategy
in comparison to other ways of fighting, but
it does not even work in its own terms,

We did not just dream up this view, nor
did we pluck it out of some work by Marx or
Lenin. We have based our judgement on the
concrete expericnce of at least the last decade
of working class struggle.

Indeed, 1t 15 not at all the case that there
has been an ‘increasing stridence, and
vehemence of recent attacks.” We were just
as ‘strident and vehement’, or as we would
prefer to say, ciear-sighted and determined,
in our criticism of such schemes ten years ago

' .- . - ||
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when John Palmer was a leading member of
U organisation.

Socigfist Worker and the old fnternational
Socialism carried long and detailed accounts
ol the attempts to set up co-operatives at
Kirkby Mechamcal Engineering and at
Triumph Meriden. In both cases we argued
that these were not viable options, that they
would lead to redundancies, speed-ups, wage
cuts and ultimately failures, The tragedy is
that we were right in both cases.

More recently, in both the new futer
nationgl Socialism and in Seociaglist Review we
have devoted a great deal of space to arguing
why the idea of ‘alternative plans® wusa non-
runeier. Agam, at Vickers and at Lucas, wc
have been proved tragically right.

Irrespective of the arguments on either
side, the record attests, and attests decisively,
that we are rnight and Palmer and
Wainwright wreng,

When they search their hearts, they know
we are right, and in reality the practical out-
come of plans for co-operatives is not for
them decisive. The real importance of the
ideas lies in their ability to give workers a
vision of alternatives, which will transform
them into socialists.

Now it is a pretty peculiar sort of stratepy
it which ideas have animpact independently
of, indeed quite contrary to, the practical
results of their implementation. But it is alsc
an understandable position. It has a great
deal in common with the writing of Utopias
like Willlam Morris's News From Newhere.

The record

There 15 absolutely nothing wrong with
the writing of Utopias, True, they are a form
of abstract propaganda, but there 15 a place
for them in the averall work of any socialist
organtsation. Provided they are recognised
for what they are — pictures of the possible
future and not concrete guides to action —
then utopias, or at leasi well-written and
attractive  utopias
honourable place 1n
socialism.

But Palmer and Wainwright do not see
their work as the construction of abstract
utopias. Nor dees the GLC. It does not
rewidrd them handsomely for their literary
imagination. Their job is to try to persuade
woOTKers to set up co-operatives as aconcrete
strategy. Their work 1s rooted in the here and
now of the class struggle.

As they put it

*The charge of “utopianism™ levelied

against those who see workers™ plans as a

way of reforging a new socialist cons-

ciousness among advanced workers1s the
opposite of the truth.’

Plans, apparently, even if their cutcome 13
a disaster, even if they act as an excuse for
avoiding a real fight, will rebwld political
awareness and socialist consciousness
amongst workers.

the

have a definite and:
struggle for

How this consciousness will be organised
15 not clear. How it will act 1o change the
world isunspecitied. What will happento, let
us say, the GLEB in a workers' state 15 a
mystery. OQur authors are silent on every as-
pect of their strategy tor socialism apart
from the assertion that workcers plansarean
important part of 1t

Therc 1s a good reason for this silence. All
of the evidence points to the fact that Palmer
and Wainwright want to find some sort of
third way between attempts to relorm the
system and the struggle 1or a revolutionary
overturn. They say they don't agrec with the
Labour Party and they certainly make it
clear that thev don’t agree with us,

No third way

This third wav 1s an illuston. The attempt
10 give 1t an organised form — namely the
Sacialist Sociely has proved g tatture and is
well on the way 10 collapse. Whatever
Palmer and Wainwright might want, there i
no organised third torce to hand.

S0 we are leflt with two people, very
talented and persuasive people, pushing for
workers' plans and co-operatives,

Unfortunately this 1s not taking place ina
vacuum. There are real political torces all
around, pushing for all sorts of difterent
strategies and the efforts of Palmer and
Wainwright have to it in with that reality.

The part of that reatity that they fitinte, of
course, 15 the Labour-run GLC. The GLC
pays them to use their very considerable
talents to push s ideas. And there 13 no
doubt whatsoever that the GLC has a
political strategy, fully worked out and pub-
hicly proclaimed — they are reformist
soclalists.,

Whether they like it or not, Palmer and
Wainwright are part of the propaganda
machine of the Labour Party. That is what
they are paid for, that 15 what this current
article is all about, and any results they pro-
duce in the class struggle are destined to bols-
ter up a reformist strategy.

It is important 1o be clear what is at stake.
We are not criticising them for working for
the GLC, or even for being obliged to do
things not 100 per cent consenant with
revolutionary politics. Many white-collar
workers find themselves in a stmilar sifua-
tion, the present writer included. Butitis one
thing to earn one’s hiving conducting, say,
post-graduate seminars on the films of
Howard Hawks and quite another to
trumpet such an achivity as a polhcal alter-
native to the SWP. Palmer and Wainwright,
in their own ficld, arc up 1o the latter.

Their work has a consequence. However
much they might claim to agree with the
SWP on this and that, and however much
they might claim te reject *Parliamentarist,
fabian socialism’, the effect of their work 1s
quite clear. It 15 miended to weaken the
Socialist Workers Party and to strengthen
the Labour Party.

There 13 in fact, nothing particularly
socialist about the 1dea of co-operatives on
their own: the SDP are intavour of them and
they flourished in Franco’s Spain. It s only
when they are located as part of a pro-
gramme for changing the world that they
become of serious interest to us.
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The idea that it is possible to change the
world by means of getting elected to local
councils is even more absurd than the i1dea
that you can do it by means of getting elecied
to Parliament.

A Labour government cannot control the
economy, even though it has considerable
freedom (0 raise taxes, pPrint money,
influence interest rates, alfect exchanpge
rates, etc, etc. Even with these powers a
Labour government will not seriously affect
the level of unemployment.

A local council — even a hig one hke the
GELC — has much less room for manouevre,
True, they can raisc the rates and make
working class people pay for the crisis, but
that is virtwally the limit of their financial
powers. Outside of that power they are the
prisoners not only of the general workings of
the capialist world economy, but also the
detatled cconomic policies laid down by
central government.

Because they have virtually no control
over the economic cnvironment they work
in, and because the amounts of cash theycan
dispose of are tiny, there 15 a natural pressure
on councils in the direction of tokernism, The
co-operative business stems from that.

True, it is not the wild end of the tokenism:
the GLC’'s senior socialist econormst has
seriously advanced the notion that the GLC
should intreduce its own currency. But it 1y
still very tokenistic.

Rationalisation

So we find Palmer and Wainwright
rejoicing that out of 140 women employed at
Lee Cooper Jeans, LD are employed by the
co-op and have joined a trade unmon. They
tell us nothing about current wage rates,
conditions, work intensity and so on, and it
is probably just as well if the example of
other co-ops is anything to go by. But they
do tell us enough 10 know that this wasnota
great victory but a disaster. It is good that ten
women still have jobs, but 130 have gone
down the road.

It is clear both from theory and experience
that the idea of establishing socialism 1n one
factory is even more absurd than trying todo
it in one country. The setting up ot a co-op
does not suddenly insulate a workforce
against the world market. At best it can
salvage the conscience of the GLLC 10 save a
tiny number of jobs.

It is precisely because the strategy is not a
seripus one that we reject Palmer and
Wainwright's thetoric about joining them to
put demands on the GLC. It 15 not that such
demands are ‘grandicse’ but that they arc
pathetic,

For our part, we will continue to argue for
resistance to sackings and closures. In
London at least that job will be made more
difficult by the activities of Palmer and
Wainwright, who will provide the right wing
stewards with an apparently credible alter-
native 10 a serious fight.

But of course we have no illusions that
committing people to such a fight 1s ever
easy. Struggles of this type are rare. But
when they happen, as recently at Highland
Fabricators for instance, they arc worth
learning from. We can tearn from the co-ops
too; we can learn what ta.avoid.
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A practical disaster

“You don't want a full-time official — you
want an estate agent.” These were the words
of Bill Taylor, AUEW assistant divisional
organiser for North London, when the shop
stewards of Associated Automation 1n
Willesden 10ld him they wanted to set up a
workers” co-operative with the help of the
GLC.

They are words that sum up neatly the dis-
aster that occurred in a once well-organised
factory when the siren volces proposing
alternative plans came along.

The facts about what happened at Assoct-
ated Automalion, a GEC subsidiary
producing telephones {and some small batch
military equipment), are stll not well
known. It is still possibie for GLC propa-
gandists to assert blundly, as John Palmer
and Hilary Wainwright do, that “we would
not encourage workers 1o set up a co-
operative as an alternative to fighting
management’s decision 1o close. And from
our own nvestigations we find no evidence
that the GLC did so in the case of Associated
Automation,”

Either these “investigators® are very select-
ive or they huve their eyes shut. The GLC left
and its local supporters in Brent Labour
Party bear a major responsibiity for the
collapse of workers’ organisation at AA and
resulting debacle. They now find themselves
hounded by the Tories for wasting nearly £1
million. Thev will be lucky to exiricate them-
selves from the allegations of corrupticn
surrounding the worker/director shop

stewards of the Third Sector co-op.
Third Sector is only the worst of the

disasters in which the GLC has entapgled
itself. Its role at the Austinsuite furniture
factory in Walthamstow was simply (o
support a buy-out of the kind which the
Tories have been especially in favour of n
recent years, The massive job loss and
atrophied union organisation can hardly be
blamed on the GLC and the Labour left.
Nevertheless 1t is hardly a great inspiration
lor those inclined to follow their particular
brand of ‘transitional’ politics.

Far worse was the GLC/Labour lett
invoivement at Metal Box in Clapton. Here
there was a major rationalisation and
productivity offensive which involved the
loss of hundreds of jobs at both the Clapton
factory and at Neath in South Wales. The
company successfully played one plant off
against the other after the Clapton stewards
gave up any semblance of a fight in early
1983.

A key role was played by the Labour left
involvement of the GLC in preventing any
sort of fightback getting off the ground.
Meestings, lobbies, campaigns about alter-
native plans provided the perfect excuse for
the stewards not to do anything about the
redundancies.

The prospect of resistance was noi a
funtasy. A matterof days afterthe redundan-
cies went through, the factory came out on
strike over a demand for compensation for
loss of shift payments. But those who pro-
posed that the workers take an ¢asy way out
and discuss alternatives — most of them
extremely ludicrous — rather than a fight,
effectiw:ly undermined any struggle against




redundancy. _

We repeat this accusation, because 1t
seems to be one that John Palmerand Hilary
Wainwright are, understandably, reluctant
to take on board.

To be clear what it means: at everv turn,
those faced with redundancies, sackings,
closure are under enormous pressure not 1o
resist. It starts with the carrot of redundancy
payments and voluntary redundancy. Even
assuming workers are strong enough to resist
this, there are then colossal pressures to take
the easy option.

The most sophisticated companies realise
this — witness British Steel’s creation of its
own ‘alternative planning agency’, BSC
Industry, designed to create alternative
emplovment in places like Corby, Consett or
Ebbw Vale, and incidentally rather more
successful than the Greater London Enter-
prise Board. BSC did not set up this body aut
of pure philanthropy, It was a subtle wayv of
sapping resistance to stegl closures, quite
openly conceived as an alternative pele of
attraction.

There 15 1n essence very little difference
between the Greater London Enterprise
Board and the paraphernalia of alternative
workers' plans on one hand and bodies tike
B5C Industry on the other. Except of course
that one is fearfully lett wing and advocates
transitional pehcies while the other is the
darling of ‘butcher' MacGregor. {In fact it
predates MacGregor by several years and
was established under the last Labour
government. }

Naturally there are no mrnutes of meetings
where GLC tunctionaries plot to divert
workers' struggle. The point 15 that by their
activities and intervention, these people
make it that much harder to win the con-
fidence of militants and then the mass of the
worktorce for 2 fight in a particular factory
or office,

What happened at Asscciated
Automation/Third Sectorisa grotesque and
horrific example of this.

Associated  Automation was the last
vestige of the once thriving GEC Willesden
site, empleying upwards of 6,000 workers in
the [960s. Part of the Weinstock rational-
isation was a ¢losure of a large part of the
site. The factory which was left stll had
several hundred workers, and a bitter
struggle wax Fought successfully in the mid-
1970s to prevent a complete rundown.

Nevertheless, AA workers faced many of
the same problems ot the downturnin work-
place organisation during the period of the
social contract and afterwards. When it
came to the Grunwick strike, literally just
across the road, a reasonabte minority of
workers — perhaps 30 out of 350 or so —
were prepared to go onstrike to support davs
of action, but the stewards lacked the con-
fidence and ability 1o organise more than
this.

Thus when GEC announced the closure of
AA towards the end ol 1981 the outlook was
not good.

Howewver, just as at Mcetal Boxa year later,
the position wasn't hopeless. The workers
voted to fight the closure. Palmer and Wain-
wright in their apologia for the GLO's
activities around A A conveniently ignore {or
most hikely are just plainignorant of) the fact
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that workers voted at a meetin2 to follow the
advice of the full-time AUEW official, Bill
Taylor, to resist the closure. The 1ssue was to
be put through procedure and the workers
were guaranteed tull AUEW backing when
the point of breakdown was reached.

At the same ume, however, the AUEW

convenor, Abdul Wagu, was already
approaching his tniends in the local Labour
Party via the Willesden 5 branch of the
ALEW 1o tatk about a co-op. The co-op
company was registered at a veryvearlystage,
The workers remained totally unaware of
what their stewards were canniving at with
the aid of individuals on the Labour left for
several months. The GLC was not involved
at the very earliest stage — but it was the
Enterprise Board and the poisonouseffect of
‘alternative planning’ which provided a
ready-made excuse for avoiding a fight.

Nightmare

By the summer ot 1982, the position at AA
had become really bad. Ofa totally demoral-
ised workforce (not the bright-eved hopefuls
that the alternative planners conjure up out
of their mmagination) over half took their
redundancy money. Even at the time this
seemed the best option left: though the local
SWP branch put in a leaflet {(on 19 August
1982) arguing that the co-op was a trap, that
the workers could stil take on GEC, that
GEC was the richest company in Britain and
that setting up a co-op was 4 ‘cruel trick®,

It gives one no great pleasure o recall
what the leatlet said:

"“What will happen to the co-op at AA will
be the same as has happened with co-ops
in other factories. Waorkers agree to cut
their pay, They agree to put thetr fricnds
out of work, They sack themselves, It
those in favour ot a co-op were honest —
they would admtt that a co-op could only
survive by emploving  pcrhaps 100
workers — mavhe even  Jess,. What
happens to the few who are {eft s that tor
a time they’ll ieel big and important
because they are ‘businessmen’. And then
— If they're honest — they find our that
thev're much weaker as busingsasmen than
they were as workers)”

This leaflet was in tact the first piece of

serious lnformation that AA workers had
recelved aboul what was planned for severai
months. Not surprisingly the aspirant
worker/directors stormed out of the factory
and nearly assaulted those giving it out. A
violent letter to Saciafist Worker from the
Willesden 5 ATJEW branch claimed that
'shouid but one job be saved by the present
Initiative by the workers of AA Ltd (GEQ)
this position will be a worth a thousand of
vour infantile tracts’.

Grotesque and horrible enough already,
the subsequent events at Third Sector would
seem ridiculous if they were not so tragic.
Having paid over £830,000 to GEC for a
factory and machinery that was known to be
antiquated, the GLC-funded co-op then
acted as a sub-contractor for GEC. So the
largest, most profitable manufacturing
company mn Britain got aut of its obligations
not only scot free but with a profit. And n
was then able to sub-contract to a factory
emploving less than a third of the previous
workiorce, on worse conditions. at cut rates,
with no commitment whatever.

Nawrally Lord Weinstock didn't get
where he istoday without being able to pull a
few rtricks on naive bureaucrats. But
considering the GEC managing director
actually mformed the co-op that the plant
wdsn't viable, the GLC's stupidity is incred-
Ible. One i1s reminded of The Ragged
Trousered Philanthropists and the Tory
councillors who municipalised the loss-
making gas works in order to be able to buy
Into electricity and make a killing — except
that in this case it is the councillors and their
friends who are hoodwinked,

The eventual decline and collapse of Third
sector 15 a more sordid taic. The end result
for the workers who invested their redun-
dancy money has been complete despair,
Unfortunately they have not had the courage
to goand demand the GLC takesthem on as
direct emplovees, which they would be
thoroughly justitied in doing considering the
role 1t has playved over the past 18 months.

What has happened, though, is a very,
very long way from the Palmer and Wain-
wright notion of alternative plans
encouraging workers and providing an
Lnspiration to socialists. [t has of course pro-
vided the GLC Tories with an enormous
present, which they will use again and again,
The local and regional press has had a field
day, arguing that of course workers can’t run
their own affairs — which is cxactly the
position the *socialist® GLEB has adopted
with statements that the co-op has failed
because it did not employ ‘professional
managers’. The horror has continued o the
biticr end, with GLC/Brent Council bailifts
storming 1nto the factory and hospitalising
the co-op's sceurity officer.

Enough of AA. The guestion is whether it
typthies the GLC's industrial  strategy.
Perhapsitis anisolated aberration. Perhaps,
just perhaps, the GLC and the GLEB can
play a role in helping workers” struggles as
Wamwright and Palmer contend.

Perhaps first of all they should read their
awn  literature. With  the glossy  blue
pamphlet given out by the GLEB in its
publicity drive at the TUC comes a rather
shorter "employees’ leaflet (coloured red of
course —  will these geniuses stop  at
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nothing?). This lcaflet on behalf of the
Industrial Development Unit (si¢) contains a
most revealing scction on “Early Warning
and the Fight Against Redundancies. What
Can We Do’ It savs:

‘Essentially Early Warning gives us
(wha?) ume to consider aqlternatives 10
redundancies, rather than simply being
confronted with redundancy notices.

‘In some cases we may only be able 1o
assist unions in their campaign againsi
redundancies.

“‘In other cases however this assistance
can be extensive and greatly add to the
strength of the unmions to prevent or at
least minimise job losses.

*This c¢ould be done in conjunction
with the offer of tinancial or other help to
the company from the GLC...

‘Where there are Trade Union
initiztives to save jobs, the GLC 1s com-
mitted to assist these initiatives by
providing resources to help develop
alternative plans and where appropriate
fund the proposal through the Grearer
London Enterprise Board.

So it looks as though:

1} The GLC wants to come in before there's
any sign of a struggle;

2) Tt does not consider fighting redun-
dancics as the priority;

1) It can play a greater role in providing
other options to tighting redundancy;

4) [t sceks to bail cut companies rather than
strengthen workers’ organisations;

5) It is mainly committed to funding islands
of social ownership.

What happened at AA is apparently not
an accident at all, but absolutely in ling with
the GLC’s stated strategy. Of course, there
have been some unpleasant side effects, like
corruption of worker directors, and slight
deviations from the norm (like i1gnoring
AUEW official opposition) but 1n general
the course of events followed the GLC's
declared aims it seems. The GLC and its
paraphernaba of grand offshoots —
Industrial Development Unit, Economic
Policy for London, Eady Warning System,
Popular Planning, Contract Compliance etc
etc — proposes to set 1tself up as a lttle
island where workers can sct up alternatives,
Itis a nighimare. The whole thrust is towards
‘saving jobs before it’s too late’, in other
words providing alterpatives to the class
struggle. A nice corporatist mess the GLC
has got itself into!

1t only remains to add that the second time
round, at Metal Box at the end of 1982, the
precess of demoralisation was the sume as at
AA, only much faster. [t took a matter of
weeks for the GLC to intervene, for the end-
tess circle of public meetings, ‘community
involvemnent’, alternative plans etc to begin
and for any chance of a fight against the
redundancies to go out of the window.

Again, of course, the GL.C did not inter-
vene out of thin air, it was brought in by
Labour lefts, including in this case the Trade
Union Liaison Officer of Hackney Neorth
Labour Party. The alternatives considered to
the company’s rationalisation were nearly all
totally tudicrous, including the notion of a

co-op producing cans in competition with

the four giant multinationals in the industry.
The other proposition was that the GLC
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should actuazlly buy in to Metal Box, rather
like government shareholdings 1n BP
{though this comparison was not the one
desired). The one SWP member on the shop
stewards’ commit{ee was ip a minority of one
when it came to calling for a fight, and the
only public figure who came out with a call
for mititant action was, perhaps predictably,
Lrnie Roberts MP.

Grotesque example

As at AA, there was a tradition of som-
resistance at Metal Box (witness the sirike
which occurred days after the redundancies
went through) but the encrmous weakness of
sectional organisation meant that, again as
at AA, the little batiles had not been won,
and the big one therefore seemed all the more
daunting.

This is of course the ultimate criticism of
the alternative planners. Becaunse their
notions are always to think ‘big’, to 1alk
about huge plans, to come from the cutside
with a lot of resources to set up aiternatives
— their notions are always removed from the
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INDUSTRIAL ANALYSIS

The strike at Nigg in the north of
Scotland came as a surprisc. Peter
Bain reports on the lessons.

Easter Ross 1s more than 600 miles north of
London and seems an unlikely place for a
bitter and militant strike which 1nvolved
1O} pickets and led to open detiance of
government anti-union legislation.

The area 18 dominated by massive estates
owned by the likes of the Dukes of
Westminster and Sutherland and is dotted
with tiny villages. Apart from the workers at
Nigg, the only other sizeable concentrations
of industrial workers within eighty miles are
at Douneray atomic power station and at the
oil platform yards at Ardesier and Kishorn.

The yards are products ot the North Sea
oil boom and government attempts in the
sixties to broaden the employment base in
the area. The jobs brought immigration into
the area, largely of skilled workers from
Clydeside. The village of Alness has been
decribed as a Glasgow housing estate stuck
tn the Highlands.

Highland Fabricators -— known locally as
Hi-Fab — runs the Nigg yard. It1sa partner-
ship between the UK construction giant
Wimpeyv and the US-based ail construction
multi-national Braun and Root. Ever since
work started in 1972 they have done
extremely weli out of Nigg.

The ten rigs built there have all earned
high profits. When, 1n March 1982, the
world's largest ©i1l production platform,
designed tor the BP Mapnus field, was
tloated out, the company’s own news-sheet
proudly stated: ‘the job of buillding 1t was
given to the most experienced and respected
workforce of any working 1n the sphere of

Breaking Tory laws

North Sea activity’. They alse said: "The job
was on time and within budget.”

The current job, however, is a different
matter. A £75m order for Conoco has run
into deep trouble. The design was a new one
and additional difficulties resulted from the
fact that the wrong sort of steel was ordered
and wvsed in part of the work. Cracks also
developed in the welds in prefabricated
sections built 1n Japan.

There 15 no doubt that management had
got themselves into hot water with the
current job, but the workers are in no doubt
that management have used these difficulties
4% an excuse to mount an attack on the
working conditions. They aim 1o use
temporary problems as a weapon to ensure
tiiat work on new orders would be done by a
docile warkforce,

Management offensive

The management oftensive started when
workers returned from holiday o 3 August.
Welders working inside the platform legs or
‘cans’ were told that they would no longer
get liquids, no-one could shower during
working hours and management would no
longer provide drying tacilities,

It might sound as though all that was at
stake was a tew privileges, untl you realise
what conditions inside the ‘cans’ are like. Up
(0 twenty wetders at a time canbe working in
a metal tube between 10 and 40 feet in
diameter. They are heating 34 inch steel to
between 100 and 250 degrees centigrade.
Even management recognise that no-one can
stay inside those temperatures for more than
halt-an-hour,

When the welders refused toenter the cans
they were taken off the clock and struck in
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protest. As the news filtered through to other
departments pressure for action grew and
the stewards were forced to call a mass
meeting, The stewards made no
recommendation but the workfor¢e voted to
strike until the welders’ conditions were
restored.

The response of the company was to vilify
the workforce, sack everybody, threaten to
close the vard, and then to offer 1,600 out of
2.100 strikers re-employment on vICious
canditions.

In return for a 4'4 percent wage rise from
November those offered re-employment

- were expected to agree to additional charges

for transport, meals and protecttve clothing,
a longer working period, and general in-
creases in management wuthority and dis-
cipling.

Management claimed the 400 accepted
these terms but on 20 August a well-attended
mass meeting voted unanimously to stay out
until everybody was reinstated and the
company accepted that any changes in
working practices had to be negotiated.

The company then turned the screw
tlarder and announced they would open the
vards to any worker who wanted to go back
on their terms on Monday, 29 August.
Clearly, they were hoping to get a sighiftcant
number of scabs, 10 split and demoralise the
workforce, and beat the strike.

They miscalculated badly. As the deadline
approached the number of pickets on the
gates grew steadily. Up to then it had been 30
or sa, mostly shop stewards. On the morning
of 29 August, there were s1x pickets on each
gate — and 1,000 workers standing inthe car
park.

The plan to bus In scabs ran into diffi-
culties even before the buses got out of the
village of Alness. 40 women stopped the
coaches, boarded them, and had a heated
argument with the scabs.

As the buses approached the gates, a weli
co-ordinated system of signals brought the
1000 pickets out of the car park on to the
road. Two hundred police were left stranded
at the gates and the coaches ground to a halt.
The police heavy mob tried and failed to
drive a wedge through the pickets to get the
coaches through and scon they were backing
up.

After the vard convenor had spoken to the
drivers they agreed not to cross the picket
lines. The police then offered each indtvidual
scab a heavy escort on foot through his
furious workmates. Only about a dozen
scabs had the nerve for that.

Two more days of scenes like this and the
management admitted defeat. On the Friday
of that week they met the national union
officials for talks,

Up until then the officials had supported
the dispute, and local tull-t:mers had argued
for stopping out. The fact that they were
simply taking this position in order to force
the company to talk 1o them was made clear
by what happened next.

Led by John Baldwin (general secretary of
the AULW construction section) they
accepted a deal in which the company
reinstated all 2,100 workers, but on dras-
tically worsened conditions.

The local oftficials were then lumbered
with the task of irying to sell this deal at a
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mass meeting. The stewards argued for
rejection and the runk and file voted over-
whelmingly to stay out.

Unfortunately, what they voted tostayout
for contained a very big weakness, The
decision was to strike until the company
agreed that any changes would have to be
negotiated with the stewards. And the
contvenor and stewards secmed to agree that
because of the company’s financial positien
there would have to be some sort of con-
cessions.

That gave the national officials another
chance to get the company off the hook, and
they seized it at once. After meeting the
company again, they persuaded the stewards
to accept a deal described by Baldwin him-
self in terms of ‘half a loaf 1s better than no
bread at all’

The outcome was that another mass meet-
ing on 16 September voted heavily to return
to work and to allow the stewards to start
negotiating on 21! points raised by the
management.

The fact that the company was forced to
take back the whaole workforce represents a
real victory. The problem is that the
conditions that the strikers voted against
when put to them by the national officials at
a mmass meeting are now likely to be
recommended by their own stewadrds section
by section as answers to local problems,

But it the company did not get what it
wanted in terms of a beaten workforce ready
to generate big profits on future orders it was
because they miscalculated the mood of the
workers. The length and determination of
the strike not only surprised management —
almost everybody I spoke to outside of the
area was amazed.

So why did the Hi-Fab workers fight so
well?
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There was a deep anger over the way that
management had provoked the strike. The
company's attacks on the workforce, and the
way that press and TV portrayed itastrivial,

caused bitterness and resentment,
particularly as the management were
praising their workforce not a month before-
hand.

The threat of closure also made workers
more determined rtather than frightening
them. Amongst the workers who had moved
to the area the feeling that: ‘we’ve come here
and now we're going to fight fora decent life’
was particularly strong. And many of the
*home-grown' workers are only too well
aware of what allowing redundancies means
in an area like that.

Bitterness and anger

‘And the threat did not quite ring true
cither. Right up to the day the strike started
the yard was still taking on labour.

The 300 workers who the company
wanted to sack had nothing to lose by
fighting and no prospect of other work, so
when the company tried to open the yard to
scabs all of the underlying bitterness, anger
and resentment found expression in the mass
picketing.

This was the turning poirt in the dispute.
Once the Alness women and the pickets had
stopped the scabs, the strikers’ confidence
grew enormously. In most cases, they
believed for the first time that they ¢ould
really win.

The role of the officials on the cther hand
should surprise no-one. The national
officials showed yet again that given the
choice between leading a sirike and co-
operating with the employer they will chose
the latter.

The local officials ran true 1o form when
they swung from supporting the strike
because of the company’s dictatornial attitude
and refusing to talk, through to advecating
the deal once their national bosses had
sprinkled holy water on it.

The stewards themselves have no record of
leading struggles in the past. There are only
25 stewards, including a full-time convenor,
for a workforce of 2,100, Last year the
stewards recommended a cut in money paid
for travelling which cost some workers £40
per week,

In the dispute, the pressure both for the
imitial walk-out and the build-up of the
picket line came from the rank and file.

But what rank and file pressure could not
do was to spread the dispute beyond the
yard. Although the ‘Oil Liaison Commuittee’,
involving stewards from other yards, met
during the dispute, the Hi-Fab convenor
asked only for financial suppoert. Nor was
any effort made to get delegations out to
other groups of workers, despite the
importance of the mass pickets and
widespread interest about events at Nigg.

Finally, what the Hi-Fab dispute shows 1s
how, even in a period of working class
defeats like the present, as long as working
people feel bitter, frusirated and resentful
about the way the bosses treat them, then
angry militant struggles will continue 1o
erupt in the most unexpected places.

SWP intervention in the dispute was, of
necessity, low-key. It involved talking to
strikers, selling papers, re-establishing
contacts and meeting militants,

That sort of modest activity, followed up
over time 1s what will bear fruit when the
evets at Hi-Fab become the rule instead of
the exception.
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Where will CND be?

As CND prepares for its ritual
autumn demonstration, Peter
Binns argues that the mistakes of
the past year make 1ts future
look fairly bleak.

Whatever the size of CND’s Qctober demon-
stration, there can now be little doubt that
the back of the campaign has been decisively
broken, and the final rout — as a mass
organisation — is close at hand., Only a
massive disturbance from without {a major
blunder by Reagan, a mass fight-back
against Pershing in Germany, e(c) can now
prevent its terminal collapse. The scale of
this defeat is probably best measured by the
politics that CND has fellowed over the past
year and the bitter fruit it has borne with 1t

CND has attempted to build a movement
amongst people with ftundamentally
opposed underilying interests -— ordinary
workers on the one hand and the likes of
Field Marshal Lord Carver {and even Enoch
Powell) on the other. Only by building sucha
‘bread’ movement, they argued, could a
majority of the pepulation be won over 10
unilateralist politics and only with such a
majority would the government change its
politics and tan the bomb.

This implied that anything which Lord
Carver and his ilk would disapprove of had
to be removed from the activities of the
campaign — CND policy against NATO had
to be ignored, the generals’ arguments in
favour of ‘improved’ ‘non-nuclear” defence
had to be welcomed and so on. Those of us
who argued against this position — as we in
the SWP did time and again — were warned,
by Bruce Kent, Edward Thompson and the
rest, that such proposals would threaten the
broadness of UNEY's base.

Furthermore, since the Key task was scen
as winning over #ew people, the mass
imvolvement of the activists in the campaign
in demonstrations was at best secondary and
at worst counterproductive. In 1981 and 1982
for instance, In arguing against their
extension, Bruce Kent cautioned against
‘shooting our bolt too soon’. Rather, we
should conserve our energy for the real battle
over the installation of Cruise in late 1983,

. Peace canvass

These strands came together in the
centrepicce of CND's straiegy for spring of
this vear — "Peace Canvas 83", Local groups
were 1O set up canvassing teams to carry the
anti-Cruise anti-Tndent message on 1o the
doorsteps, and to carry out a survey ol
opinion on these questions at the same time.
This way, it was thought, CND could break
into new ground and ‘convert’ a significant
section of new supporters. The reality,
however, turned out rather differentiy.

Instead of registering gains for the
unilateralist position in the last two years,
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the opposite has happened according to
public opinion polls — support has faffen
sharply to 30 percent. Perhaps, 1t might be
argued, this fall would have been even
greater had CND's ‘Peace Canvass’ not
taken place at all; but there are good reasons
for believing this not to be the case,

Firstly, the “Peace Canvass’ provided no
centrally produced propaganda material for
use around it that actually put the
unilateralist case. Much of the emphasts on
the knocker was resiricted to Cruise and
Trndent anyway.

Even if such arguments had been put, the
returns from the campaign indicate that it
reached pathetically few doorsteps. The
latest issue of Campaign, for instance, shows
that as late as the beginning of August, only
119 local groups had sent inreturns covering
2 mere 38491 people canvassed, an
incredibly low figure even If one takes 1nto
account the fact that some returns may not
vet have reached CND headquarters, This
figure is about ome fifth the number of
activists who have turned up for recent
demonstrations. It 15 comparable to the
number of doorsteps that CND was reaching
through mass leafletting in just one of the
many small towns in the high point of the
Campaign in 1980-81 (eg Exeter).

Freeze focus

In short, even within its own terms, the
campaign was a disaster. Worse than that, by
dissipating the energies of the remaining ac-
tivists, it helped accelerate the drain of many
activists aut of CND altogether. Instead of
being strengthened by collective activity and
sharpened by collective debate, the
movement — what was left of it -—— atomised
itself on to the doorsteps.

CND's strategy tor the Election itself
followed the same pattern. They labelled it
‘the nuclear election’, arguing that nuclear
weapons were the number one issue for the
electorate. Yet the only party with a pro-
CND manifesto — the Labour Party —
collapsed at the polls, with support down 1o
its lowest Jevel since 1918, A more total
defrat for CND’s strategy on this would
therefore be difficult to 1magine.

Isclated on the doorsteps the campaigpers
found themselves blown whichever way the
wind was blowing — and in the Spring of 83,
in the run-up to the Election, the wind was al
gale force and blowing to the right. It was a
recipe for disaster.

Far from the campaigners on the
doorsteps converting the rest of the pubtic to
support for CND, the oppositc happened.
The campaigners have themselves been
pushed guite considerably to the right. The
emphasis is now to be placed on the so-called
‘freeze’, as the latest CND Newsferter {No
2/83) makes clear:

‘By highlighting the ‘Freeze’ as one of the
main themes for our (October 22nd)
demonstration CND is declaring 1its

identity with a movement which already
has the support of a large majority of the
American people. By arguing against
Cruise, Trident and Tornado we shall be
concentrating on the new Weapons
systems that have been the focus for the
‘second wave' of CND. By putting across
the message that nuclear weapons are no
defence we start to create the political
situation whereby it will not be possible
for CND to be attacked, as we were
during the Election, for seeking to leave
Britain defenceless’.

The issue of the ‘freeze’” 1s an important
one, The ‘American peopie” with whom the
CND leadership is now ‘declaring an iden-
tity are, after all, none other than the
bigwigs in the Congressional establishment
of the Democratic party such as Senator
Kennedy, who have the ‘treeze’ campaign
firmly in their own pockets.

Besides, supporting the freeze s
supporting the sratus quo. [t is 10 endorse the
existing arsenals with their 50,604 or more
nuclear weapons. It is to support a world
that throws up incident after incident like the
Korean airliner. It is to support a system that
drives the superpowers 1nto headlong
confrontation with each other. Depriving
them of rew weapons will not halt the war
drive even it if were possible. To support a
‘freeze’ under these circumstances s to give
up the battle altogether.

At a conscious level the leaders of CND
still think of themselves as unilateralists, and
therefore one might think that their recent
support for the ‘freeze” proposal was just
another example of confused unilateralism.
But a closer examination reveals a different
picture. Here is what Bruce Kent, in the
CND Newsletter has to say on the relation
between unilateralism and the ‘freeze’;

‘We are seen as all-or-nothing people.
Without any loss of vision we have surely
to prioritise what 1s immediately possible
from that which has to come later. The all
or nothing approach may do a lot for the
satisfaction of conscience but it has little
enough to do with getting political change.”

50 there we have it. The ‘freeze’ demand
isn’t just *one of the main themes’, but 1s now
the only one ol any practical significance.
Unilateralism is OK in its place, but that
place is its role as the religion of the peace
movement — one may, by all means,
genuflect at the shrine of ulilateralism (“for
the satisfaction of conscignce’} but it would
be a mistake to bring this into the real world
of political practice since it ‘has ittle enough
to do with getting political change’

What counts?

But the wholc concept of the *freeze’ 1s
built upon a mass of contfusions anyway,
What exactly counts as a freeze for instance?
Both sides could now claim that each was
pretty much ‘frozen’ already — 1n the sense
of not adding to the total nuclear
megatonnage at their disposal {(with the 85-
20 merely ‘replacing’ the 85-4 and the 85-5,
the Tornado merely ‘replacimg’ the Vulcan
and the Buccaneer and so on). Are such
replacements to be within or cutside the
bounds of any freeze?

If the Tornado and the 5SS8-20 are not seen
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as escalations 1 the arms race and are
therefore not to be condemned, the whole
argument has, of course already been con-
ceded to Thatcher and Reagan. Bui what
about much meore minor technological
advances? What about the proboscis on the
Russian Backfire bomber which permits
mid-air refuelling and therefore extends its
range? What about the trading-off of blast
for radiation in the newer battlefield nuclear
weapons (introducing a neutron-bomb effect
by degrees and by the back door)? What
about the i1ncessant stream of avionics
advances that are reported weekly in Fiight
Inrernational and Aviation Week and Space
Technology?

Arc these too to be frozen? If not, then

Thatcher and Reagan cuan continue their war Lg%

drive unabated. If they are, then how on
earth is this to be achieved? "Technological
creep’ 1s built into the very structure of the

capitalist mode of preduction itselt. It can no. S

more be eliminated within the system than
the process of competitive accumulation that
produces t,

We shall give one example 10 prove the
point, that of America’s giant Titan missile.
Introduced twenty years ago,itdepends ona
crude and outdated lLiquid fuel for 1ts
propelient, upon antedeluvian clectro-
mcchanical parts, upon acrospace
metallurgy that has leng becn superceded,
and so on. How exactly is the Titan to be
‘frozen’ Only if the thousands of firms that
supplied 1ts parts and which are involved In
both mulitary and civil production can be
frozen inte the technology that they utilised
when the Titan was produced in the 1960s,
for without this it cannot be serviced or
repaircd.

Freeze impossible

But that is exactly what these firms cannot
afford to do. Competition forces them to
scrap the old technology and replace it with
the new — on pain of extinction it they don’t.
What is true for the Thtan in the 80s will be
true for the Minuteman in the %{(s and the
Trident 1n the {ollowing decade. [n short, the
only way of mamntaining these weapons will
be by improving them — more reliable
control systems, more accurate guidance
systems and so on. The choice of freezing’
them 1s just not on.

The notion of a ‘freeze’ is theretore based
on a hopeless confusion, Tt 15 completely
unachievable under the present conditions of
world capitalism, a utepian fantasy in the
worst sense of the term.

Unilateralism, by contrast, 15 the very
heart of CND. Quite simply 1t attacks the
right of our own ruling class to wage war on
behalf of their own profits — and in the
process to sacrifice the working class who
made those profits for themin the first place.

A ‘freeze' on the other hand does just the
opposite. [t tacitly accepts — indeed it
expheitly endorses — the status quo.
Certainly, being a uniluteralist is not enough,
You have to go on from it to understand that
it is capitalism that is responsible for the war
drive and therefore it is necessary o attack
the ruling ¢lass on every front, not just over
the bomb. But unilateralism is definitely a
step tn the right direction, The ‘freeze’,
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however, is a step in the wrong direction.
Instead of being an attack — however partial
— on the ruling class that needs the bomb, 1t
legitimises them instead,

So if that were all it would be bad enough.
Unfortunately it is not; in making this turn to
the right, in trying to make CND appeal toa
consensus that is always disappearing over
the far right horizon, the left has become
somewhat of an embarrassment. The last
CND Naticnal Council resolved that all
future direct action, apart from being *‘non-
viclent’, should now be regarded as ‘being
primarily symbotic’, ‘to avoid any illusions
that we can '‘stop the missiles with our bare
hands™.’

They have also initiated a minor witch
hunt in two of CND’'s specialist sections —
Labour and Youth CNDs. The latter in
particular was justified n an especially
pathetic manner by the leadership. They
declared Youth CND's July conference as
invalid, an important reason being that some
of the delegates were suspected of being over
21. But then they went on to disband the
executive elected at the confcrence and
replace it with another ... this time con-
taining several members who were them-
selves over 211

The reasons behind this move to the right
were analysed very well by Gareth Jenkinsin
the July issue of Sociafist Review, His
conclusion then is still our conclusion now:

‘The reason why a *peace majority”
failed to win is not because the wrong
package was put before the electorate.
The case is the same as that which lost
Labour the election. When workers lack

o _-_h.___._

the self-confidence to fight for themselves
over the most immediate bread-and-
butter issues, they are certainly not going
to fight over more daunting issues.

‘Furthermore, pecple may be deeply

worried about nuclear weapons, as they
are even more so over the closer threat of
unemployment. But far from radicalising
people, such worries can have the
opposite effect.
‘... under conditions of low morale, a
general retreat on afl issues take place,
regardless of whether a minority s
radicalised on a particular issue, and then
finds 1tself cruelly isolated by the results
of a general election,

*... The capacity to force governments
to renounce nuclear weapons depends on
the capacity of workers to regain their
confidence to fight back against all the
assaults made on them by the employers
and the employers’ state. The question of
the Bomb is inseparable from the
question of rebuilding confidence at the
shapfloor lgvel where that power to fight
back lies.

*That is a much longer haul, and we
may be sneered at as purist
fundamentalists. But the current CNI)
thinking for all its apparent realism,
smells of panic and despair. Dropping
principles in order to gain the support of
all sorts of dubious ‘respectable’ figuresis
not realism. Nor 15 1t realistic to expect
them — or kindly disposed generals — to
cleanse the globe of nuclear obscenity. It
is.a dangerous fantasy we must decisively
reject.’
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INTERNATIONAL: Turkey

Elections as window-dressing

e

The generals who rule Turkey are
going to allow ‘elections’. T Kaya
shows what a fraud they are and
looks at the background.

The elections this November will be a
complete farce. The generals intend to use
the vote as window-dressing while they hang
on to pewer. Ouly those parties they permit
have been allowed to form. The two parties
that got the majority of voies before the 1980

coup have both been banned. And ocut of

16383 candidates not belonging to banned or-

ganisations, 672 have been declared

ineligible.

The gerrymander is so blatant that to date
only the UUSA and, of course, Britain argue
that after the election Turkey will be a
‘democracy’.

Behind the facade the persecution con-
tinues. 2,000 trade umon leaders and shop
stewards from DISK {Confederation of
Revolutionary Trade Unions) have been on
trial since December 1981, In another mass
trial 1,000 muners from Yem-Celtik have
been charged with occupying the mines in

1976, Ninety ot them face the death sentence.

The organised left faces savage perse-
cution too. 795 citizens of the town of I'atsa
are charged with turning the town into a
‘people’s  self-administration’., They are
mostly supporters of Dev-Yol
(Revolutionary Path), and the takeover of
1he town followed the 1979 election ot a local
tallor as mavor on the Dev-Yol ticket,

Other mass trials involve the Kurdish
Workers Party (PKK): at Divarbakir 362
faced trial. At Gaziantep 620 are stll being
tried; at Mardin, 378. What they can expect
1 shown by the cutcome ot the Divarbakir
trial — 35 death penalties were approved.

Heavy repression

Further mass trials involve hundreds ol
Dev-Yol and Dev-50] (Revolutionary Left]
SUPPOCLETS.

But if the working class and the left are
today the victims of heavy repression, the
expenence of the previous, 1971 coup shows
that they are able to recover very quickly. 1t
15 therefore very importint to lock in detail
at why the generals have been able to get
away with it.

The 1980 coup was in response to the
massive wave of strikes and other working
class  action  that was threatening the
monetarist policies of the right wing civilian
government. At the same time the left ahd
the Kurds had powerful organisations. Yet
the generals were able 10 impose their gule
and smash all opposition, ;

Independent working class organisation is
comparatively new in Turkey. 1t was only
atter the Secaond World War that 4 "Trude
Union Contederation’ (TLURK-1S) was set
up. and this was funded and directed by the
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ATL-CIO and the CIA, TURK-IS today 1s
still a legal orgamsation. The fact that all
trade union geivify is banned does not worry
It

The development of the working class
during the world boom—today around 10
percent of the population are urban workers
— meant that thissituation changed. I'n 1963

workers won the right to strike and in 1967
DISK was formed. It onginated from five
unicns expelled from TURK-IS for
supporting a strike the leadership did not
approve of, but rapidly became a focus for
militants discontented with class-
collaboration.

Throughout the 1970s DISK found itself
at the head of large-scale working class
siruggles. For example, in June 1970 206,000
workers responded to its ¢all for a protest
demonstration against anti-trade union
legislation. 1976 saw the first May Day rally
for many years and in 1977 500,000 marched
on { May in Istanbul.

In 1979 tobacce workers in [stanbul
occupled. The occupation of the Tans {ood
compiex in Izmir lasted a month and led to
armed clashes with thepeliceand army. And
before the coup there were occupations by
textile workers in the south and in Istanbul.

Reformist leaders

Unfortunately, this readiness 1o fight on
the part of workers was not matched by the
quality of the DISK leadership. In 1976 the
pro-Moscow Turkish Communist Party won
the icadership of DISK. They spent most of

. their time trying to keep the revolutionary

left out of the unions. Their main positive
political strategy was to try to line the union
up behind the social democratic Republican
People’s Party (RPP)Yled by Bulent Ecevit, in
the 1977 general election.

A year later they paid the predictable
price. The RPP itself won the ieadership of
DISK. From that point on the leadership of
DISK would have nothing to do with any
attempts to change the world, let alone
revolution,

The revolutignary left had rather a
different history, Much of 1t goes back tothe
radicalisation of Turkish students in the late
sixties which led to the formation of Dev-
Genc (Revolutionary Youth) from which
many of today’s groups are descended.

Although Dev-Genc rapidly grew intc a
large and influential force, it thade some very
serious mistakes. When 200,000 workers
demonstrated in June 1970 1t was obvious
that something was happening. The lesson
the left drew was that this was the signal for
them to launch armed struggle in the moun-
tains, Although the guerrillas found
sympathy from at least some peasants, the
military coup of March 971 scon led to their
defeat in mountains and cines,

There followed a period of political re-
assessment, mainly in the prisons with the
result that, when the 1974 civilian govern-
ment granted an amnesty, a whole series of
new factions and groups developed. None of
these succecded in making any reaf links with
the developing struggle of the indusirial
workers.

Instead, the struggle against the fascist
militias became the centre of the left’s ac-
tivity. [1is important to be clear that this was
often & matter of life and death for the left.
Between 1978 and 198G over 3,000 people
died in armed clashes between the fascists
and the left, the majority of them leftists,

The fascist militias had been encouraged
by the right wing civilian governments of the
mid-seventies in order to help contral rising
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left wing oppaosition. In the 1977 election
their political wing won around one millicn
votes. They were soon launching attacks on
left wing areas.

In December 1979, for example, they
cordoned off a predominantly Kurdish area
in  Kahramanmaras for three days and
massacred over one hundred people. Similar
massacres were repeated in Corum and
Istanbul.

Despite the courage and determination of
the left, they made 2 number of very serious
mistakes. Despite the statements about the
role of the working class in the fight against
fascism, it was very often in practice the case
that people fighting the fascists were the mili-
tants of the left wing organisations rather
than any mass movement.

This gap opened up despite the fact that
the working class were themselves prepared
to fight the fascists. For example, the
occupying Istanbul tobacco workers linked
their demands for higher wages and
recognition of DISK to demands that
phoney fascist ‘workers’ be sacked and a
condemnation of the Kahramanmaras
MAasSACTe,

The Turkish left has never managed to
overcome two key theoretical weaknesses.
There 15 a tendency to blur the working class
struggle into some sort of ‘people’s struggle’.
This is particularly true of the struggle
against the fascists, With that perspective, of
course, the real struggles of workers are of
secondary importance and therefore the
possibility of building links with militant
workers are reduced.

And there 15 a tendency to see the agency
for sccialism as the organisation itself, a
form of substitutionism which sees the party
bringing socialism to the workers. With that
perspective, again, there is little room for the
serious work of implanting the revolutionary
organisation in the working class.

Weakened opposition

S0 when the gencrals staged their coup
they faced a weakened opposition, Although
the working class movement was large and
militant its leaders had no desire orintention
of leading that movement in a struggle to
overthrow capitalism. The best they hoped
for was a few reforms.

The left on the other hand, certainly had a
perspective  of overthrowing capitalism.
Unfortunately they were very largely
1solated from the working classes and unable
to offer an alternative to the reformist
leadership of the trade unions.

[n Turkey in 1980 the ruling class was split
and demoralised. The elements necessary for
its overthrow were present in society, but
they were divided one from the other. A
fusion of the working class movement and
the left could have provided a different
solution to the crisis,

In the event the ruling class bought itself
time by courtesy of the generais. But that has
only postponed the ¢risis, It 15 a matter of
great importance that the lessons are leasrni.
The left has to learn that phrases about the
working class are not enough to change
society. In order to do that they will have to
root their organisation 1n the working class
movement.
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Marx and the
International

The First International was an
important step in the
development of the workers’
movement, Pete Goodwin looks
at the role Marx played in
organising it.

On 17 November 1832 Marx proposed that
the Communist League dissolve iiself. The
motion was carried. The revelutionary wave
of 1848 had been defeated. Political reaction
dominated Europe 1o the wake of the defeat.
The workers movement was shattered. It
wids to be almost twelve years before Marx
actively participated n a pohucal or-
ganisation again.

The 1850s were not simply vears of
pelitical reaction. They were also years of
myssive capitalist expansion. Marx’s hopes
for a revival in the movement rested on his
expectation of crisis. When a crisis did come
in 1857 Marx and Engels were overjoyed.
The political effects of the crisis took some
time to develop but by the end of the decade
there were already distinct signs of a revival
in the workers' movement, and that revival
continued to gam strength in the early years
of the 1860s.

By 1863 a significant socialist organisation
had been established in Germany under the
leadership of Ferdinand Lassalle. [nt France
rising discontent had led the Emperor

Napoleon [1I to relax anti-union laws in the
vain hope of trying to play off the workers
against liberal opposition.

Britain had more than its share of the
revival, Stable craft-based union organisa-
tion had existed for nearly a decade, but at
the end of the 1850s it took a radical turn. A
six-month long strike of London building
workers, starting in 1839, received con-
siderable response from other trades. A
comrittee was formed of building workers
and other trade unionists to raise money and
gain support. It orgamsed hundreds of
meetings and collected thousands of pounds.

Some of the organisations created during
the strike, survived 1n the form of trades
councils, particularly the London Trades
Cowuncil formed in 186(, amonpgst whose
members were the leaders of the building
workers' support committee, George Odger
and William Cremer,

Alongside this revival in industrial
militancy went an aroused polhtical
awareness. Italian untfication was a popular
workers’ cause internationally — Garibaldi
being feted when he visited England. The
American Civil War, starting in 1861, saw
British workers siding with the North and
the emancipation of the slaves, while the
British ruling ciass lent strongly to the slave-
owning South. And the cause of Polish 1n-
dependence from Russia was always a
pepular ene tn radical and working class
circles in both Britain and France. 50 when
the Poles again rebelled in 1863 there was
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widespread workers' agitation on their
behalf in both Paris and London, and
French workers were invited to come to
Lendon in July for a joint meeting In
solidanty with Poland.

In the discussions that followed the meet-
Ing the 1dea of some more permanent inter-
national links came up. George Odger, ofthe
London Trades Council, drafted an address
to French workers, calling for ‘an
international gathering of workers’
representatives to discuss the great questions
on which the peace of nations depends’.

Significantly the address also referred to
the employers using the workers of one
country to hold down the wages of those in
ancther and the need to counter this by
international working class co-operation.
International strike-breaking was, then, an-
other important reason for the British trade
union ieaders’ interest in international
organisation.

It took months before a final draft of
Odger's address was produced and months
more whide it was circulated in France and a
response decided upon. By the time the
meeting was held to hear that response in St
Martins Hall, London on 28 September
1864, the Polish insurrection was long since
crushed.

Nevertheless the meeting was a
resounding success. The French
representatives proposed the setting up ofan
international association and the British
agreed. A provisional committee of thirty-
two was elected from the meeting to draw up
the rules and regulations for such an associa-
tion. No one at the meeting put forward a
clear idea of what the association was to do,
and as vet it had no name, When a name was
decided it was the International
Workingmen's Association. That meeting at
St Martins Hall onn 28 September has there-
fore gone down in history as the [ounding
meeting of the First International.

What part did Marx play in it? In the
preparation, none, apart from suggesting the
name of a German representative 1o speak at
the meeting. At the meeting itself, Marx did
not speak, but was present by invitation on
the platform and was elected onto the pro-
visional committee. ven that was a radical
break trom his pracuce of the previous
twelve vears. He explammed why in a letter 1o
a friend shortly afterwards:

‘Its English members consist mostly of
the heads of the local trade umions, that 1s
the actual labour kings of London....
From the French side the members are
themselves insigmficant, but they are the
direct organs of the leading ‘ouvriers'
{workers) in Paris... Although for vears |
have systematically declhined all
participdtion in any organisation, etc,
whatsoever, I accepted this time because
it involved a matter where 1t s possible to
do some important work!’

But although the new committee had been
brought into being on a rising wave ot class
struggle and represented real forces, its
pohtics were diverse in the extreme. Aparl
Irom a couple of German exiles who had
collaborated with Marx in the Communist
l.ecague, no-one on itshared Marx's poliucs.

The Enplish representatives were mainly
trade union leaders like Odger and Cremer.
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They were, as it turned out, prepared 10
support Marx on a lot of questions, bul they
were certalnly tn no way revolutionary, or in
any meaningful sense, socialists. They were.
however, sertous internationalisis who
belicved in working class political action,

The French were mainly supporters of
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, Despite a certain
notoriety for his adage "praoperty is theft® and
as a ‘founding fathcr of anarchism’
Proudhon was at best a muddled and olten a
downright reactionary thinker.

He and his tollowers opposed working
class political action, common ownership of
the means of production, trade unions and
strikes. They considered women unsuoited for
work. Their 1dcal was a society of property-
owning peasants and crattsmen, with co-

George Odger: one of the British trade
unionists in the leadership of the
International

operative societies for production, con-
sumpticen, mutual aid and insurance,
financed by a people’s bank providing free
credit. *Mutualism® they called 1t.

The [talian delegates on the provisional
committee were supporters of Mazzini, a
republican quite hostile to both socialism
and independent working class or-
ganisaton!

Nat surprisingly the process of drawing up
aims and stawutes amongst such a diverse
body of people proved difficuit. Marx found
himself on the sub-committee to draitl a de-
claration of principles. He missed 118 first
mectings through illness, and found that it
had come up with a draft he descrnibed as:

‘an appalthingly verbose, badly written

and completely crude preamble pretend-
ing to be a decluratuon of principles in
which Mazzini was cveryvwhere evident,
crusted over with the vagaest tags of
French soctalism™

He pot it referred back, plaved for time to
ensure he ‘rewrole’ 1t(in fact he wraote some-
thing completely new) and produced an
Inaugural Address and Rules which were
accepted with small amendments by the
committee.

It was the first example of the way in which
Marx was to dominate the International by a
combination of sheer intellectual power,
backed up by a rood measure ot deft
Manocuvyring.

Marx expressed his method in dralting the
address and the Rules in a letter to Engels:

"It was very difficult to arrange the thing

in such a form that made it acceptable o
the present standpoint of the workers’
movement. It will take time betore the
reawakening of the movement allows the
plain speaking of the past Wa must act

Sfortiter in re, syaviter in modo (strong in

content, soft in form).”

So the address consisted of a review of the
situation of the waorking class since 1848
which began:

‘[t 15 a great fact that the misery of the

working masses has notdiminmished from

1848 o 1864, and vct this perod 15
unrivalled tor the development of its
industry and the growth of its commerce.”

In the review Marx managed to put over a
number of very contentious points
(partcularly trom the standpoint of the
Proudhonists). For example, on the co-
operative  movement, whose growth he
praised, he commemed:

‘however excellent in principle, and how-
cver useful in practice, co-operative
labour, if kept within the narrow circle of
the casual cfforts of prnivate workmen,
will never be able to arrest the growth in
geometrical progression of monopoly, to
free the masses, nor even 1o perceptibly
lighten the burden of their miseries.’

The same was achieved in the preambie o
the Rules. Just look at its first three
paragraphs;

*Considering;

The emancipation of the working
classes mustbeconquered by the working
classes themselves; that the struggle for
the emancipation of the working classes
means not a strugple for class privileges
and monopolies, but for equal rights and
dutles, and the abolition of al] class rule;

That the economical subjection of the
man of labour to the monopaliser of the
means of labour, that 15, the sources of
Iife, lies at the bottom ol servitude in all
its forms, of all social misery, mental
degradation, and political dependence;

That the economical emancipation of
the working classes s therefore the great

cend 1o which everv political movement

ought to be subordinate as a means...”

To have specifically prescribed revolution
wolld have meant a break with the English
trade vnionists, To say that pohitical move-
ments should be used as a means was already
going rather far for the ‘ant-political’
I'rench. But within those limits the corner
stones of the Marxist position are outlined,
and outlined to a far bigger audience than
Marx on his own could have reached.

The structure of the International
Workingmen's Association proposed by
Marx consisted of a committeg, the General
Counctl, based in London, and an annual
congress. The Provisional Committee
accepted this.

In fact only a conterence was held 1n
London in 1865, the congresses proper being
in Geneva {1866), Lausanne (1867), Brussels
(1868) and Basle ( 1869).

Marx used both the General Council and
the Congresses to push his politics. One of
his most famous pamphlets, Wages, Price
and Profit, 15 the text ot a lengthy address he
made to the General Council in 1865 to
answer Lhe arguments ol another of s
members, John Weston.

Weston was a supporter of Robert Owen
and had advanced the rdea that wuge 1n-
creases would only lead to higher prices and
therefore producers’ co-operatives were the
anly method ot raising workers' living stan-
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dards. Weston's views were of course in a
minority among the English delegates {most
of whom were trade unionists) but I1n
answering them Marx not only set out the
fundamentals of his economic views, but
also toughened up the General Council dele-
gates for the arguments to come at future
congresses against the French supporters of
Proudhon.

The arguments against the Proucdhonists
dominated those early congresses, Marx did
not attend them in person, but in ¢ach case,
he wrote reports to be submitted to them and
briefed the delegates from the General
Council, particularly his German exile
collabhorators Eccarius and Jung, on the
arguments that were going to come up.

The Geneva, Lausanne and Brussels con-
gresses saw the International taking more
and more socialist positions and the
Proudhonists more and more losing out in
the argument. By the end of the Brussels con-
gress they had effectively been eclipsed and
the International was clearly committed to
strikes, to working class politicat action and
to the goal of the collective ownership of the
land, railways, mines and forests.

The intellectual dominance of Marx was
symbolised by the passing of a resolution
paying tribute to Cgpital and stating that
‘Karl Marx has the inestimable merit of
being the first economist to have subjected
capital to a scientific analysis.’

Marx on unions

To socialisys today these victories against
the Proudhonists look like easy ones against
a rather peculiar sect. But many of the
Proudhonists® beliefs, like rejection of
political action or hostility to trade unions,
were widespread, Indeed, for much of his
life, Marx was probably in a distinct
minority among those who called themsetves
socialists in seeing the crucial importance of
trade unions in the struggte for socialism.

The section on “Trade Unions: their past,
present and future’ in the instructions Marx
wrote for delegates to the Geneva Congress
gives, in a couple of pages, a really path-
breaking analysis;

“Trade unions originally sprang from the
spontanecus attempts of workmen at
removing or at least checking that
competition (amongst themselves)... The
immediate object of trade unons was
therefore confined to everyday necessities
...t0 questions of wages and time of
labour. This activity of the trade unions
...cannot be dispensed with so long as the
present system of production lasts. On
the contrary it must be generalised by the
formation and the combination of trade
unions throughout all countries. On the
other hand, unconsciously 1o themselves,
the trade unions were forming centres of
organisation of the working class, as the
medieval municipalities and communes
did for the middle class. If the trade
unions are required for the guetrrilta fights
between capital and labour, they are still
more Important as erganised agencies for
superceding the very system of wage labour
and capiral rule.’

By 1869 then, Marx had succeeded in
gaining a widespread hearing and respect for
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his politics through the International, And
the International itself had grown
significantly in prestige and influence, What
sort of an organisation was 1t at 11s high
point?

Its reputation among opponents was
formidable. In 1870, when fourteen of (s
supporters were tried in Austria, the Vienna
police headguarters reported to the Home
Secretary that it was ‘an organisation with
revolutionary aims and a membership of
over 1,000,000 covering the whole of Europe
and North America.” The London Times
upped the number to 2'4 million, And one
observer estimated that the International
had at its disposal a fund of £5 million
deposited in London.

In fact, the International even at its zenith
was a far weaker and altogether less coherent
organisation. Its finances were tiny. Most of
the money for the General Councii came
from the British unions, and their con-
tributions were scarcely generous, The
Amalgamated Society of Carpenters and
Joiners with 9,000 members gave £2 a year,
The Bricklayers, with 4,000 members, £1. In
the year 1869-70 the total income of the
General Council from all sources was £31 7s
ld—a far cry from £3 mllion!

Individual membership of the
Internationa! was also small. In Britain, for
example, there were only 294 individual
members at the end of 1870, France and
Switzerland each had more, but in neither
case was 1t more than a few thousand.

Individual membership was however ot
the only form of relation workers had with
the International. There were also affiliated
political and trade union organisations,

The only significant socialist or-
ganisations on a Dpational scale were In
Germany and Austsia. In neither case were
they actually formally affiliated to the
International, although in both cases that
was largely for legal reasons.

In Germany the situation was complicated
by the fact that the General Association of
German Workers was regarded with great
hostility by Marx and Engels in the first years
of the International because of the rather

dubicus relationship both its founder
LLassalle and his successor had with
Bismarck.

It was only in 1869 with the formation of
the German Social Democratic Party at
Eisenach that a national organisation
declaring its support for the principles of the
International existed in Germany. [1 was
also, under the leadership of Wilhelm
Liebknecht and August Bebel, the only sig-
nificant organisation in solidarity with the
First International that actually supported
Marx's politics. But its Marxism was, from
the start, of a fairly wobbly nature and #ts
participation in the International was small.

More important were the International’s.
trade unton affiliates. Unions with a total of
some 530,000 members were affiliated in
Britain, a significant slab of the British trade
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union movement of the time.

They supphied, in figures like Odger,
Cremer, Applegarth and Hales, much of the
active membership of the General Council.
They generally backed Marx although never
agreeing with his revolutionary politics.

In France and Swizterland too, trade
union affiliation was gained. And in the
Swiss case 800 silk dvers and ribbon weavers
were locked out by their employers for
affiliating to the International. But with the
aid of collections from as far away as Paris
and London, they stuck to their principles
and won the dispulte.

[t was only one of the most dramatic
examples of the International’s intevention
in strikes. Industrial disputes were on the
agenda at almost every meeting of the
General Council with requests to use its
contacts to stop the import of torergn scabs
from groups as diverse as Edinburgh tailors
and London wire workers. |

Widespread collections were made 1n
Britain by the International for continental
strikes. The Paris bronze workers, locked
out in 1867, received money from London
carpenters and bookbinders, and a large
loan tom the English hatters' union thanks
to the appeal of the General Council.

Through these considerable strike
interventions the International gained a
reputation and influence beyond its n-
dividual members. So. although its strength
was nowhere ncar that implied by the
bourgeois scare storics, it was neverthelessin
the late 1R60s an organisation with some
serioUs impact on large numbers of class
conscious workers in Europe and North
America. Marx's political victonies in it
therefore counted for something beyond the
participants in the congress.

[t wus, however, still a very diverse and
fragile organisation. No sconer had the
Proudhonites becn marginalised than a new
internal opposition emerged in the person of
Mikhail Bakunin.

Bakunin was a romantic revolutionist and

conspirator with a rather confused "anti-
authoritarian’ programme rooted more 1n
the intelligentsia and poorer petly bourgeois
than in the working class. He too was against
political action and was all for grand
gestures like abolishing inheritance or the
state by decree.

His anti-authoritarianism went alongside
a tight secret organisation of his own
supporters which, as the International
Alliance of Socialist Democracy, entered the
International in 1868. The Basle congress of
1869 was the first at which Bakunin was
present.

His entry prompted a vicious faction fight
in the International for the next tour years
between Marx and the bulk of the General
Council on 1he one hand, and. Bakunin’s
supporters, flargely concentrated in
Switzerland and southern Europe on the
other.

In that fight Muarx was unquestionably
correct politically, but the fight iself was
conducted largely on the basis of
organisational and personal allegations and
counter-allegations (on Bakunin’s side at
lcast as much as Marx's it has to bestressed).

But external events also played their part
in shattering the International. In 1870
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France and Prussia went to war, and 1n the

aftermath al the French defeat the workers
of Paris took powerin the Paris Commune ot

1871,

in a number of respects the Franco-
Prussian war and then the Commune
provided the high point of the International.
In (ermany Liebknecht and Bebel, as
deputies in the Prussian Parliament, pro-
vided a model of Internationalism by
abstaining on the war credits, sending
greetings to French workers and supporting
the Commune.

[n France many of the leading
Communards were members of the
International (although 1n ne way under the
discipline of the General Council and
scarcely any of them tollowers of Marx).

Marx himself wrote for the Gencral
Council his most brilliant pamphlet The Chvi/
War in France. Completed just two days after
the last Communards werce shot down in the
cemetary of Pere Lachaise, 1 was a
passionate defence of the Commune against
the slanders and bloodlust of hourgeons
Europe.

But it was also a brilhant analysis of what
the commune had achieved— demonstrating
for the first time what form workers’ power

Bakunin: his faction fight with Marx
dominated the international’s last years

would actually take. The Civif War in France
was an immediate success, running through
three English editions in two months and
being translated into most European
languages.

When it became known that Marx was the
author he rapidly became notoricus, As he
wrote to a friend at the time: 'l bave the
honour to be the most abused and
threaiencd man in London. That really does
me good after the twenty-vear 1dyll in my
dent”’

‘The notoriety, the threats and the abuse
extended to the International as a whaole. 1t
became the subject not merely of an intense
scare campaign in the European press but
also occupied the serious attention ot a
number of Eurapean governments.

The French foreign minister, Jules Favre,
issued a circular letter waming all govern-
ments of the menace ol the International.
Bismarck, the Pope, the Austrian and
Spanish governments, all joined in the
campaign for European-wide action against
the International. It only foundered on the
British government’s respect tor the right ot

political asylum (things have changed since!)

No doubt the witch-hunt had at {east some
of the usual effect of such things and
recruited new support to the International.
Certainly it was by no means crippled as a
dircct result of the repression. But it was
seriousty weakened.

The movement in France was effectively
smashed, and the CGGeneral Council had the
added burden of providing for the
Communard refugees and was soo0n
suftering Mrom the squabbles of the new wave
of exiles.

In Germany heavy repression kept what
were potentially Marx’s best supporters, the
German Social Democrats, away from any
closer participation. And in Britain Marx’s
C'ivii War in France led to the resignation
from the General Council of tiwo of the trade
union leaders, Odger and Tucraft. Others
stayed—but the International’s
organisational bedrock in the English trade
unions was weakened.

In this weakened state the International
was less able to weather the faction fight with
Bakunin. At the Hague congress in 1872, the
only one which Marx attended in person, he
succeeded in winning a majority to have
Bakunin expelled. But he clearly felt the
danger of Bakunin making a comeback, and
taking over an crganisation he now felt had
had its day. So Engels successfully proposed
thal the General Council be moved 1o New
York. With that the International was
effectively dead (although it was only
formally wound up 1in 1876).

Enpels wrole the obituary of the Inter-
national 1n a letter to Sorge in [874:

“T'he International belonged to the period

of the Sccond Empire, duning which the

oppresston reigning throughout Furope
prescribed unity and abstention from all

internal polemics to the workers' move-.

ment, then just re-awakening.

*The first great success was bound to
explode this naive conjunction of all
factions. This success was the Commune,
which was without any doubt the child of
the International intellectually, although
the International did not lift a finger to
produce it, and for which the Inter-
national 1o a certain extent was quite
properly held responsible. When, thanks
1o the Commune, the International had
hecome a mortal force in Europe, the row
at once began. Every trend wanted to
exploit the success for itsell. Disinte-
gration, which was mevitable, set in.

‘For ten years the International domin-
ated one side of Luropean history — the
side on which the future lies — and can
look back upon its work with pride. But
in its old form it has outlived 1ts useful-
ness. In order to produce a new Inter-
national after the fashion of the old, an
alliance of all proletariun parties of all
countries, a general suppression of the
labour movement, hike that which pre-
vailed from 1849-64, would be necessary.
For this the proletarian world has now
become too big, too extensive. | believe
the next International — after Marx’s
writings have produced their effect for
some vears — will be directly Communist
aad  will proclaim precisely our
principles...”

Socialist Review October 1983
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LETTER

Women miners

It is a pity Ann Rogers and Colin
Sparks had not studied the British
coal industry before they rushed o
pen 2 lerter attacking me. Ther
defence of women {and children?)
working underground is & mish-
mash of misieading statements and
ETrars.

On two points, however, they arc
perfectly right. The first is that the
initial impetus for the 1842 Mines
Act came from individuals deeply
imbued with Victorian morality
and, second, that progress for
working people comes through
developtng their own separate,
distinct ¢lass organisations,

Ann and Colin would find these
propositians advanced in consider-
able detail if they consulted the
book The Miners' Asyocigiion: A
Trade Uniop in the Age of the
Chargists, of which T am co-author,
En it we maintain the Shaftesbury
report, graphically describing the
horrars of cozl minmg not only for
women and children but also for
men, had the effect of showing the
coal owners in 3 heghly unfavour-
able light while the controversy
surrounding the report helped to
widen muners’ mental honzons,
making them realise that their own
local problems were not unique but
basically the same as miners ¢lse-
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whiere aod could onty be resolved by
ranonal organisation,

Two years later, the 1842 Mines
Act was passed. Insofar as this re-
stricted the supply ol labour relative
to the demand, it helped to give the
colliers” rrade unien  pgreater
economic muscle, The Miners’
Association grew to become the
strongest  working  class  organ-
isation in Victorian Britain, So
unwittingly — and this sometimes
happens — what started as a scream
of morat outrage helped to pro-
mote, from the capitalist stand-
puint, an unexpected and alarming
developmenlt.

Ann and Colin wrongly suggest
the 1842 Act was passed because of
emplovers’ fears that, 1t women
continued to work underground,
the next generation of miners would
possibly not be reproduced. In
those times, however, all demo-
graphic studies show colliery com-
mutities had the highest birth rate
nf any occupational group.

LEgually wrang is their contention
female nuners no tonger suited the
needs of the coal industry, Rather it
was Lhe coal owners' leading rep-
resentative in Parliament, Lord
Londonderry, who argued certain
seams were uniquely suited to
female labour. He claimed that

withiou! them the gquantity of coal
mined would go dowrn and the price
would go up; since Bratain™s indus-
triel progress depended upon cheap
ard plentiful supplies of coal, these
do-gooders were Lthreatening the
Country's entirve existence with their
stlly mcasure.

Coal owners in Parliament, 10 a
man. resisted the legislation. Their
arguments have a somewhat
familiar — may [ say Thatcherite?
— ring to them. They argued in
terms of the national intcrest, of
having the frecdom to choose
enmployment and of parents’ right to
do what they considered in their
children’s bestinterests. They hated
the idea of Whiehall snoopers
nasing  round  their collieries,
believing in privatisation rather
than pubhc conirol of mines
inspection,

If [ were Ann Rogers and Colin
Sparks, [ would be rather disturbed
by the company { kept. Let me chal-
lenge them to give me a single guote
from the progressive camp —
Chartist, trade unionist, miner's
wife, Marx or Engels — that comes
out in opposition 1o the 842 Mines
Act. By the same token, can they
cite any ¢oal owner who whoie-
heartedly  backed the measure?
Currently, I am writing my fourth
wark on the coal industry, specific-
aliy relating to ndustrial law
between 1830 and IB70, so, it they
have discovered something |

haven't, it will be of great interest,

But in any case, whatever the
response of Ann and Colin to this
challenge, there stil remains for
them my final and fundamental
point. Material being determines
social consciousness. [ recall read-
eng recently that in 1900 the typical
American wife did 100 bhours of
housework a  week and was
pregnant or breastfeeding a baby
for 16.4 years of her hfe. To the best
of my knowledge, nobody has pro-
duced comparable figures for
calliers' wives ot the !R40s in
Britain, but it wounld seem reason-
able to assume they were as great,
perhaps even greater,

When Ann Rogers and Colin
Sparks talk about organising
women miners in the |[340s, it is
impartant that they understand the
obstacles there are to it — 60 or 70
hours of physically exhausting
work underground, often a long
walk to and from work, 100 hours
of housework, the cares and
troubles af the children. On top of
all this, our two comrades expect
these overworked women 1o drag
themselves out of the house again to
a union branch meeting. It is more
than Dick Turpin, on his famous
rde to York, asked of his horse!

Yet, without organisation, there
can be no resistance 10 oppression:
women, like everybody else, remain
simply lodder for exploitation.
Ray Challinor

Revolutionary writer

Alan M Wald, James T Farrell: The
Revolutionary Socialist Years, New
Vork University Press,

James T Farrell is interesting both

for his realistic portrayal of

American workers in novels like
Studs Lomigan and tor his active
invelvement in Trotskyrst politics
in the 1930s and 1940s, The trio of
Lonigan novels had given Farrell
some fame and he visibly partici-
pated in literary debates ol the day.
At the same time, he wrote for
Trotskyist papers, opposed the
Second World War on  inter-
nationalist grounds, and raised
funds for the jailed Teamster
militants of Minneapolis 1 the
carly 1940s,

Farrell was one of a groyp of
mtellectuals who pgravitated
towards the revelutionary left. He
wrate for Parrisan Review, as did
Edmund Wilson, Wallace Stevens,
and Leon Trotsky., Norman Mailer
was a young member of these Man-
hattan based circles.

But many of these writers had
cnly a detached sympathy for the
left, By the Second World War,
many bad explicity left the left,
dencunced Marxism, and joined the
war effort. Farrell, in response,
wrote in print what he liked about
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Trotsky: *He knew how to despise
those liberal intellecluals  who,
behind a set of pretentious gestures,
invariably reflected the hypocrisy of
bourgeois public opinion.’

When writers like Sidney Hook,
Dwight MacDonald and Bernard
Wolfe went to Farrell to explain
that they weren’t interested i the
left because of the tvpe of people in
it, he despaircd of their ‘feverish
sympathy’,

*As a kind of saving of their own
faces,” he wrote 1n a letter, *when
they look in the marrer ar them-
s¢lves, they adopt the attitude that
politics 15 a matter of personalities. ..
They have an effect of dragging dis-
cussions, 1deas, everything
impoertant in this lite down to
banalities, down o pemonalitres,”

Perhaps because of his noan
patrician background (Farrell was
an Irish Catholic from Chicapo) he
brought to his activities an enwill-
ingness ta bend to shifts in political
winds. He stuck fast to the
American Committee for the
Defense ol Leon Trotsky at a time
when committee members were told

“that their works would never be

translated inte Russian, their travel
to Russia curtailed, and their
domestic book sales harmed. And
he wsed his name 1o defend |5

Norman Mailer
Soclalist Workers Party members
based m Minncapolis who were
Jaled for 18 months for oppaosing
the war.

At the same time, he complained
ubout the ‘idolatry of Trotsky on
the part of Trotskysts” that some-
ttmes got “so thick that it could be
cut with a kmife’. And by 1940 he re-
ferred to ‘red imperialism’, saying
that "in order to fight one imperizl-
1ism, | do not want to join another
ong. I am against both imperial-
isms.” So he didn’t hold 10 the
‘degenerated workers’ state’
shibboleth.

This new book, which may be

difficult to find anywhere but n
hibraries, has the advantage of
focusing on James T Farrell the
revolutionary. Most of what has
been written about Farrell — which
1sn't much — presents him as a
faintly angry realist novelist, This
book 15 a corrective,

The reader will in particuiar find
Wald’s presentation of Farrell's in-
print battles with the Commumsis
interesting, as well as the details of
his support work for revolutionary
causes. For anyone who has read
Stuily Lonigan, the Bermard Carr
series, or others of Farrell's works,
Wald has usefully drawn the links
betwen Farrell's literary work and
his political state of mind.

The book suffers, however, not
orly from a stff style, but from the
fact that Wald is a sympalhiser of
the American SWP. This leads him

to underplay Farreil’s rather accur-
ate criticisms of the SWP, and at the
same time makes him play up SWP
intellectual George Novack's rolein
Farreil’s development. Novack is
presented as the ever-correct kindly
patron who Farrell siumbles along
1o follow,

But for anvone -:ué'iuus about
America and the American left of
the 19305 and 194(s, as well as how
Iiterary and palitical work can be
related without the sublimation of
the former into the latter, this is a
good book mdeed.

Kent Worcester
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REVIEW ARTICLE

Washington no, Moscow

Alex Callinicos reviews Fred Halliday’s new book
The Making of the Second Cold War (Verso £4.93),

reluctantly

Fred Halliday has written an able study of
the origins of the new Cold War., As a
refutation of many of the myths perpetrated
by Reagan, Thatcher and their camp-
followers, 1t would be hard to better it
However, Halliday's analysis of the causes of
East/West contlict is tundamentally flawed
and this defect is fatal to his entire enterprise.

The Making of the second Cold Warislessa
straightforward political history,
comparable, say, to Gabriel Kolko's superb
and scholarly account of the genesis of the
first Cold War, The Politics of War, than an
essay in clarification. It 1s methodologically
highly self-conscious, with much efforttaken
to define what a Cold War is, to construct a
chronology of East/West conflict, and to
isolate what Halliday calls the wvarnous
‘constituent elements’ of this conflict,

This 15 not intended, 1 think, as a
scholastic exercise. Early on in the book,
Halliday declares that ‘it is intellectually
implausible to reduce world politics 1o being
the expression of some single cause’. Yet, as
he notes, most explanations of the new Cold
War do trage its origins to some such cause
whether it be the Russian threat, US
imperiabsm, or whatever.

Among such ‘monoc-caunsal’ explanations
the one most influential among activists in
CND and similar peace movements
elsewhere is probably Edward Thompson's
thecry of ‘exterminism’. This account treats
the arms race as an autonomous progess
motored by the irrational logic of military
competition. Halliday rightly rejects the
concept of ‘exterminism’, insisting that the
arms race is a product of social and political
forces, not military technology.

Halliday also has a political reason for
attacking Thompson: the notion of
‘exterminism’ treats both Russia and the US
as equally implicated in, and equally
responsible for the Cold War. Halliday
writes of ‘the shared but unequal
responsibility of East and West for the
second Cold War™; his emphasis is very much
on the second adjective. Washington takes
the bulk of blame for the revival In
international tenstons since {979,

Halliday's rejection of *monocausal’ ex-
planations of Cold War II is in fact highly
misleading. It is true that he analyses at great
length the *set of constituent elements which,
in their interaction, profoundly shape world
affairs’ — the arms race, revoluuons in the
Third World, the growing instability of
Western capitalism, a right-wing pobtical
and ideological climate, especially i the US,
But one element plays a ‘central role’,
namely, the conflict between two rival social
systems, capitalist and communist, what
[saac Deutscher termed *‘the Great
Contest™.”

This notion of a ‘Great Contest’ between
capitalism and communism provides the
framework (or Halliday's analysis of the
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Cold War. In words of Mike Davis
approvingly quoted by Halliday, ‘the Cold
War...is ultimately the lightning-rod
conductor of all the historic tensions
between opposing international class forces’.
Itis a cfass struggle, with Washington taking
the part of capital, and Moscow that of
labrour.

All the other elements discussed by
Halliday are interpreted within this
perspective. [t 15 the US, he argues, that 1s
playing the aggressive role in the
contemporary world scene in response to 1ts
relative decline since the era of the first Cold
War in the late 1940s and early 1950s.
Halliday marshals impressive evidence (o
show that, contrary to Western propaganda,

[

‘the arms race 1s
a product of
‘social and

political forces,
not military
technology’

NATO preserves overall military superiority
aver the Warsaw Pact. However, the gap bet-
ween the two alliances has narrowed since
the early 1960s, when the Russians reacted to
their humiliation in the Cuban missile crisis
by building up their nuclear forces and their
capacity 10 operate as a conventional power
on a global, and not merely European scale,

1t is this latter increase in Russian military
strength which enabled Brezhnev to come to
the aid of a succession of Third World
regimes, Angola, Ethiopia, Afghamstan,
Nicaragua, whose indigenous origins have
not prevented Washington from perceiving
them as a threat to US global hegemony,
America’s dominant position has also been
undermined economically by the
competitive chalienge mounted by other
Western capitalist states (West Germany,
Japan, etc.)

The Amencan response has been,
especially since Reagan's election, Lo re-
establish US dominance by Lncreasing
Western military superiority over the
Russians, adopting an interventionist stance
in the Third World, and dragging therr
European allies into line. In all this, Halliday
argues Moscow has playved at worst an
‘enabling’ role by accepting the logic of the
arms race, and building up a strategic
nuclear arsenal comparable to the
Americans’.

1t is surprising, given the stress Halliday
lays on the Great Contest, how little care he
takes to justify the basic assumption that

Fast and West embody different social
systems. He assures us that ‘use of the term
“communism’ 18 not intended to suggest
that the Soviet Union has attained what
Marx or Lenin have described as the
communist orgamsation of society.’
However, the USA and the USSR are
‘organised on the basis of contrasting soctal
principles; private ownership of the means of
production in one, collective or state
ownership 1in the other.’

Halliday’s casual equation of collective
and state ownership begs a host of questions.
If by ‘collective ownership’ one means, as
Marx did, the control of production by the
associated  producers, then 1t can be
identified with state ownership of the means
of production pnly on condition that the
mass of working people directly exercise
state power.

It is to Halliday's credit that he ¢laims no
such thing of the Soviet Union. He describes
it as ‘a system based on the dictatership of
the party leadership, and of a social group
tied 1o it by bonds of power and privilege.’
Yet he dees strive to present Russia’s rulers
in a better light than those of the US,
‘Allegations of a militarist takeover or of
increased militarism within the USSR are
exaggerated’, he tells us. ‘Nor 1s there any
groundswell of bellicist public opinion
analogous to that which swept the USA in
the latter part of the 19705,

These claims twist the facts. It s true, as
Hulliday says, that all decisions, including
those concerning foreign and defence policy,
are made by the central political bureaucracy
as a whole rather than by the military chiefs
alone. But there is plenty of evidence of the
increased role of the mulitary within that
bureaucracy.

Zhores Medvedevy in his recent book
Andropov writes that: ‘“The politictan who
receives the support of the generals and
marshals is in a much stronger position 1 the
power struggle.” He cites as example the part
played by Defence Minister Malinovsky 1n
Krushchev’s fall and Brezhnev'srise, and the
alliance of KGB and military which brought
Andropov himselt 1o power.

Halliday also ignores the wider
militarisation of Soviet society, the use of the
example of the second world war to inculcate
intg children tfrom their earliest years a
militarist patriotism, the xenophobic and
racist atticudes stirred up against the Chinese
by the regime, the cuit of Stalin the great war
leader among many young people.

Most fundamental of all, he does not
examine the manner in which the
imperatives of military competition with the
West structure the Russian economy, forcing
the bureaucracy to give priority in the
allocation of resources to the military sector
and related industries. For a recent
Economist survey admirably put 11, ‘the
Soviet Union doesn’t have a military/

Socialist Review October 1983
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industrial complex, 1t 15 one.” It is the
pressure of military rivalry rather than the
formality of state ownership that imparts its
dynamic to Sowviet society, yet Halliday
writes of that society as 1if 1t could be
understood 1o wselation trom the world
system of which it is part. |

An even more astonishing omission is the
absence in an otherwise scrupulous survey of
the world scene of any senious discussion of
Russta’s EFast Eurcpean dependencies. Yet
once we include this *‘constituent element’ 1n
the picture, the USSR's role takes on a
different aspect from that offered by
Halliday. For while it is true that the
Kremlin have been cautious and defensive in
their conduct of foreign palicy, responding
to, rather than creating situations, 1o Eastern
Europe they have established, and maintain
an empire whose basis 15 Russian military
might. No Pole or Czech or Hungarian
would have much time for any talk of
Russia’s pacifist intention, [t is this peculiar
combination of global defensiveness and
local "hegemoanism’ (as the Chinese would
say) which defines the Russian stance,

The question 15 how to explain it, together
with the renewed bellicosity of the American
ruling class so thoroughly documented by
Halliday. In the second decade of this

Socialist Review October 1953

century the Bolshewik Party developed a
tradition of analysis which stressed two key
points, The tirst was the global integration of
the capitalist system, the second the growing
convergence of state and private capital.
The result was a world system of state
capitalism competng militarily as well as

cconomically. These rivalries c¢reated a
systematic tendency (owards 1mperialist
wars, 1n which the most powerful national
capitals sought to redivide the giobe amaong
themselves.

From this perspective, the social system
prevailing in the Eastern bloc does not
embody a ‘contrasting social principle’ to
that in the Wesi, but 1s merely an extreme
case of a trend basic to capitalism in its
highest stage, namely state capitalism.

The Soviet bureaucracy carry out the task
of capital accumulation imposed on them by
military competition with the West on the
basis of state ownership of the means of pro-
duction. But, as in the West, the mass of
workers are excluded from control of these
means, and compelled thereby to sell their
labour-power and submit to the extraction
of surplus-value.

Viewed in this light, the conduct of both
superpowers 15 both explicable, and
symmetrical. In the case of the US many of

second Cold War, from Washington's
standpoint, 1s an attempt te reverse the
relative economic and military decline of US
capital since the era of s complete
dorminance in the 194(0s and 1950s.

The behaviour of the Russian
bureaucracy, on the other hand, has itsroots
not in some non-existent ‘communist” mode
of production, but rather in the peculiar
position of Russian state capitalism in the
world system.

Halliday himsell documents the USSR’s
inferiority to the US. Not only does NATO
preserve a real, if diminishing advantage
aver the Warsaw Pact in most categorigs of
nuclear and conventional weapon-systems,
but the Soviet economy, less than half the
size of the US, and with far lower
productivity, has o sustain a military
establishment comparable to that of its
much richer rival.

The consequence is a much lower rate of
productive investment than in Western
capitalism, and a highly inefficient civilian
economy. According te the Eeonomist, ‘in
the past forty years, productivity in the
Russian food industry and light industry has
increased only about four times; but in the
machine-building, metallurgy and chemical
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industries, all of which devote a large chunk
of their cutput to defence, productivity has
risen over fifteen times.” (6 August 1983)

Facts such as these help to explain why
Russian propaganda is so focussed around
the issues of peace and disarmament. This
emphasis does not reflect the existence of
‘communist’ relations of production i the
USSR, but rather the greater burden of the
arms race on the weaker of the two super-
powers. In no way does this contradict the
ruthlessness with which Moscow retains its
grip on eastern Europe. Three times invaded
this century, the Russian state has a
fundamental interest in preserving a network
of bufter-states to its west,

At the same tume, Russia’s relative
inferiority to the West imposes on her rulers
a cautious and defensive global policy. The
Kremlin's policy in Africa, for example, 1
less a product of what the Maoists used to
call *Soviet social imperialism’, than a series
of pragmatic (and on the whole not very
successful) attempts to exploit the
opportunities created by instability n
regions such as southern Africa and the
Horn hitherto completely dominated by the
West,

One implication of this sort of analysis
(developed at length by Peter Binns in
International Socialism 19) 15 that the
competing state capitalists are, in Marx’s
woards, ‘a band of hostile brothers”, having
shared as well as conflicting interests. This
was obvious at Yalta in 1945, and during the
hevdey of detente in the late 1960s and early
19705, but it remains true even now.

Consider NATO's attitude to the most
serious social and political crisis since the
second world war, Poland 198(-1 (a crisis,
significantly perhaps, which Halliday almost
completely ignores). Neil Ascherson, in his
The Polish August, brings out very well how
Western as well as Eastern capital feared the
disruptive potentional of Solidarity:

‘The West™s supreme fear was disorder. A

matchlessly English diplomatic comment

in late 198¢ went “‘There are three
scenarios. The first: Poland aveids
collapsing into chaos, and there 15 no
invasion. Second: Poland does collapse
into chaos, but there is no invasion.

Third: Poland collapses, and invasion

lakes place. The first scenaric is of course

the best. But the second, chaos without
invasion, is the worst from the point of
view of Her Majesty’s Government...’

The existing division of Europe, of which
the subjection of Poland to Russian
domination is an essential feature, 1s central
ta the partition of the globe between the
superpowers. Any movement which
challenges that division, as Solidanty did,
whatevgr 11s leaders claimed, runs counterto
the interests of both Washington and
Moscow,

The competitive struggle -hetween FEast
and West is embedded in the structure of the
capitalist world-system at its present stuge of
development. Any attempt to remove the
causes of the Cold War involves challenging
that system itself. Halhday does look
lorward 1o ‘a socialist Eurcope, which
pioneers a new democratic model of society’,
and would thus ‘undermine the pelitical
legitimacy of both the USA and the USSR

RE

Krushchev: ‘Minimum delerrence’

But his insistence on conceiving Russia as
itself socialistis crippling. It drives him into a
position of critical support for the Soviet
bureaucracy. And indeed if the Cold War s
the class struggle on a world scale, this 1s the
only correct stance o adopt.

So Halliday praises Krushchev's policy of
‘minimum deterrence’, e maintaining
sufficient strategic nuclear torces 1o deter an
American first strike but not seeking 1o
match the US warhead tor warhead, as "one
that rejected the competitive logic of the
arms race’, and criticises Brezhnev for
abandoning i1 for a strategy of ‘maximum
deterrence’. But this shift in nuclear stategy
was not simply an act of free will on the part
of Krushchev's successors. As Halliday
himself points out, the Kremlin dropped
‘minimum deterrence’ atter the Cuban
missile crisis had underlined the position of
military inferionty to which the policy
condemned them. That escalation of the

OBITUARY

arms race, like others since, was imposed on
the rival parties by the competitive logic of
military competition. Thus far Edward
Thompson is right: but that logic is itself not
an autonomous and Irrationai process, but
an expression of the struggle between rival
state capitals.

The practical stance which follows from
Halliday's analysis is one of the withdrawn
and passive observation of events. He Is an
admirer of Isaac Deutscher, and once edited
a collection of Deutscher’s writings on world
affairs. It was Deutscher who proposed
during the first Coid War that the correct
position was to remain cutside both Eastern
and Western camps, and ‘to withdraw iiitc a
watchiower instead’, from where ‘to waich
with detachment and alertness this heaving
chaos of a world’.

Deutscher, like Halliday after lim,
combined this detachment with an insistence
on the generally progressive role played in
the world by the Russian bureaucracy.
Underlying this stance 5 an extreme
pessimism about the capacity of the working
class to transform society. Deutscher
regarded Stalinism as a revolutionary force,
substituting for a weak and immaturg
working class, while Halliday is cursory and
dismissive in his discussions of working class
MOVemenis,

As a consequence, The Making of The
Second Cold War contains many individual
insights into contemporary world affairs,
but conveys little understanding of the
interrelation of the various ‘constituent
elements’ Hallidayisolates. The ‘systemness’
of the world system, the way in which all the
different states in it interlock to form a set of
rival, competing capitals, is entirely absent
from Halliday's analysis. His is a book
crippled by the central delusiens that the
LJSSR and its like represent a dafferent form
of society from Western capitalism.

Peter Sedgewick:
a tragic loss

The death, in tragic and as yet unexplained
circumstances, of Peter Sedgewick came s a
shock to many on the left.

Those who knew him personally during
his years as a member ot the International
Socialists, and as a member of the editonal
board of fnternational Socialism, feel both a
personal and political loss.

Those who knew him only through his
writing nevertheless feel rather more than
simple political regret,

That this is so is largely due to the
extraordinary power of some of his work. In
particular, the translations of Serge, and
their editorial introductions defending the
Russian Revolution of 1917 against 1ts
critics, are a major contribution to the
literarure of the socialist movement.

If Serge has the power to persuade us, orto
move us when we donot agree with him, that

18 perhaps partly due 1o Peter’s transiation,
And perhaps theexcelience of the translation
owes a Iutle to an underlying pohtical
sympathy.

Peter, of course, felt himself unable to
make¢ 1he transition from the old
International Socialists to the Socialist
Warkers' Party. That was his failing and cur
misfortune.

There s always a temptation when a
sincere socialists dies to try to claim lim ot
her for our own organisatioen. It is wrong te
do that with Peter: he rejected our party
because he believed our conception of
bullding the party was L0oo narrow,

But he remained an irreconcilable enemy
of capitalism and a firm believer in the need
for its revolutionary overthrow. And he was
always prepared to co-operate with us on
particular issues.

¥We believe that, had he lived, the ex-
perience of the struggle would have brought
him back to our organisation.

And we will remember him as the man
who played an important role in building the
International Sccalism group,

Socialist Review October 1983



Heroism and cynicism

British Volunieers for [.iberty: Spain 1936-
1939

Bill Alexander
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Comintern Army

R Dan Richardson
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The International Brigades that went to the
aid of the Spamish Republic in the late 1930
occupy an mmportant place i the historical
consciousness of much ot the left, Owver
40 000 volunteers from all over the world
assembled under Comintern control 1o fight
fascism in Spain. Among them were over
2000 BRritish and Irish.

They fought with immense courage,
suffered fearful losses and arguably played a
decistve part in the battle to delend Madnd
that raged from November 1936 unul March
1937, T'heir role atrer that while never so
cructal still remained important.

As a practical display of internationalism
their sacrifice appears second ta none. Thelr
expertence understandably holds pride of
place with (hose who want to salvage
something from the debacle of 1930k
Stalimism.  While the courage and selt-
sacrifice of the Brigades stands as an
cxample to us all, the politics of the enter-
prise were firmly rooted in the politics of the
Popular Front and of the accompanying
Great Terror then underway in Soviet
Russia.

Both these boeoks ofter accounts of the
International Bripades, but other than their
subject they have very little in common. Bill
Atexander 15 a4 former commander of the
British Battalion and later assistant sccretary
ol the CPGB. His book 1s a celebration ol the
bravery and courapge of the Brosh
valunteers, dn account of their achievements
in the face of ncredible hardships and
alwavs increasing odds. The polincs of the
atfair are pushed firmly into the background
with only an occasienal remark to remind
the reader that Alexander’s reminiscences
arc nat as innocent as they secm.

Revolutionary situation

Spam n the 1934k was in the grip of a
developimg revolutionary situation with the
workers and peasants in many areas in the
process of taking control. Orwell’s classic
account of DBarcelona in ffonage 1o
Catalonria has provided English readers with
d graphic description of this revalution in
Progress.

The Comintern’™s Popular Front strategy
far tfrom se¢eking to further revolutionary
developments, sought (o hqudate them,
sought to subordinate the struggtes ot the
working class to the interests of Russian
loreign  policy. It needed a multi-class
alhance against Franco. which would push
back workers” democracy and sateguard the
bourgeois democracy of the Spanish
Republic. Maorcover, the methods used 10

achicve this were a rellecuon of those heing
used 1n Russia at the same time to eliminate
apponents, or polential opponents,  of
Stalin’s rute.

The Tnternational Brigades were formed
not to turther the Spamish Revolution, but 1o
defend the Spanish Republic. Their role was
Faid down hy the Comintern leadership, and
thix bhody consistently subordinated the
interests of the working c¢lass to Soviet
foreign policy,

Only once or twice does this political
reality show itself in Alexander™ book. For
cxample where he writes of the British
volunteers™  extreme anger against the
POUM at the time of their suppression in
1937, Or where he writes that, if anything,
the Republican government was too lax m its
repression of internal opponents! Otherwise
one looks o vain loranything approaching a
political argument.

Richardson’s book goes to the aother
extreme. His 1s an account of the politics of
the Internauonal Brigades and he spares no
illusions. He brings to the tore the “heroic’
Stalinism ot the Brigades that s convemently
eliminated {rom Alexander’s account.

The campaign against Trotskyism was, as
Richardson cstablishes, alwavs a  high
priority  with the Brigades’ political
commissariat and voluntecrs were lorce-fed
a diet of anti-Trotskyist propaganda, full of
praise tor the Soviel Union and for its great
leader, Stalin.

The daily Information Bulletin of the
Brigades, which appeared in some eight
languages, carned, n December 1937,
articles by .John Strachey defending the
Moscow Trials, by Sidney Webb praising the
achievements of Soviet Communism, and
exlensive coverage of the Stalin Constitution
and the Soviet ¢lections, The denigration of

Trotsky and praisc for Stalin and his
achievements were, as far as the Comintern
was concerned, a crucial aspect of the
Popular Front. Those accounts of the 1930s
that do not recognise this are simply dis-
torting the historical records.

The Brigades were also blessed with thelr
own secret police unit, the SIM, that was

charged among other things with
suppressing  CTrotskvism™, a  label  that
covercd a multitude of sins. Those

volunteers from Germany and Eastern
Europe who were exiles 1n the Soviet Unmon
bore the brunt of thus particular wnit’s
ACTLVILICS,

The architect of this repression was the

Frenchman, Andre Marty, ably assisted by
the German, Walter Ulbricht. Martv's
penchant for settling problems with the
firing sguad became so noterious that the
French CP actually recalled him from Spain
tr give an account of his activities,
Marty freely admitted that some 500
voluntcers had been cxecuted for various
crimes ranging {rom the retusal of orders and
desertion o political offences. According o
Richardson there is considerable suspicion
that the POUM leader Nin was executed by
members ol the S1IM acting on Ulbrnicht’s
orders.

None of this 15 evident from Alexander’s
account. All we get from him 15 a defence of
Marty for his “drive, determunation ancd
single-mindedness’, although he doces
concede that he could be ‘irascible,
suspicious. unpredictable’.

The reasons for his silence on all this are
not difficult to understand. The politics of
the Popular Front are still the politics of the
CPGHR, but the heroe Stalimism that was so
central to the strategy an the [1830s 15 no
longer acceptable and 5015 suppressed from
the record.

Stopping fascism

But while Richardson’s book 15 an
effective crittque of Comuntern activifics, ut
completely taills to explain the fact that
40000  aoverwhelmimgly  working  class
volunteers wernl (o fight in Spain. Attention
15 fixed so  singlemindedly on the
Comuintern’s activities that he misses the
internationalism, scolidanty and idealism
that led men (o volonteer. Everything 1s
reduced 1o cynical manoeuvring,

The truth 15, ol course, that the volunteers
were 1n the main the dupes of the Comintern
leadership. They believed the lies they were
tald: that Trotsky was a Gestapo agent, that
the Soviet Union was a workers' paradise.
They saw themselves quite genuinely as
fighting to stop the march ol fascism across
Europe rather than as serving the interests ot
Soviet {oreign policy.

Bath the cynicism of the leaders, who were
soon  to be jJustifying the Hitler/Stalhin
Pact, and the 1idealism of the rank and file
have to be taken account of, The history of
the International Brigades is the history of
the c¢vncial exploitation by the Soviel
leadership of the last remains of the
internationalism that characterised the great
revoluttonary upsurge of 1917-23, Tt can
serve as both an example and a warning.

J Newsinger
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M‘um dad, two kids a semi, acaranda dag
. i5.the pattérn of English life which the media-
- would have us believe we ail live, have aiwayﬂ_ .
. lived, and always will live. SR
oot 15 natural, comferting, um:hangmg,‘
domestic, bliss. It also has nothing at alitodo’
" with the truth. It does not describe the reality
- - gf-people anywhere in the world, It does not
- .dekeribe the way [_'IEDP],E have lived at any
."'time’in: the past. R is unlikely 10 indicate’
= hvmg pattemﬂ of the future.

- Yet even in the 1840s Marx wrote that the

crucir.:&.l attack on the communists were that
““they are going to hold our women in
. common’, Aflter the Bolshevik revolution the
" samie attack was levied. The onlyfear greater
-in the mind of the bourgeoisie than the loss

of their property is that a revelution will
break up the family.

The family of the owners chapltdl and the
propertyless have
always. been two different things. Just as a
revolution will affect these two classes in
different ways, so the effects on their family

+ "litves will be different.

In the period when the burghers of the
town were fighting against fendalism, their
fight was 1o establish the right to own
property in their own name, to control that
property and to protect it against arbitrary
seizure by the lord.

They also had to establish the right to
transmit it from generation to generation.

- The famiy of the burghers emerged as an

economic arrangement for consolidating
and accumulating capital out of the extended
productive organisation it had been.

Increasingly the owner of capital, his wife
and children lived apart from the people who
pmduc:ed his wealth. Thf:y had a house. The
min and the woman slept in a bedroom. The
children had an attendant. The man went out
to the place where he controlled capital. The
woman stayed in the house.

There was a division of labour between the

‘'man and the woman. There was also &

division of their lives into public (where
wealth |s made) and private {where wealth is
consumed). And there was a division
between adults and children, who did not
work and who had lost all economic power.
Through monogamous marriage and the
wife’s virginity at marriage, the man insured
that his seed, or power of inheritance, passed
from generation to generation. That s still
the pattern for the ruling class.

- The driving forces on the bourgeoisie,
what makes them tick, the fear of being
forced into the realms of the propertyless
and fear of losing control of their property
with death. The family and in particular the
eidest male son becomes the eternal
insurance policy.

For the preletanat the family has beena

different matter altogether. It has been ‘a
continual terrain of struggle. 1t is partly

‘where the social wage is fought over and
. partiy where some sort.of emotional repairis

cnnducmd‘ 1o make returmng 16 wurk
pnsslbli'f “and NeCcessary.
Housing,’ tlothing, *warmth f:::-nd heahh

training have been: aspﬁcts of tife which have

developed in differént'ways in d;lff“Err:-nt parts
of the. world, but always as an-index uf the
proportion of Hs suzplys labodir which it has
béen possible 10 “Win back from the
employers., Security; relaxation, leisure,
enjoyment, happiness, have been part of the

. emotional repair which has followed from
“the success of struggles against the boss.

.But the 'separation of the public and the
private, the division of labour in the home,

the alienation from production over which

vou have no cantrol, children as the only
property of the propertyless, have produced
a pressure-cooker world of close-
confinement, disrepair, neise and tension in
which violence 18 endemic.

Burdens of guilt

Wife-battering, violengce against children,
rape, murder, divorce and the endless
catalogue of adultery which keeps the pulp
press in copy are indications of 1the weakness
of the family structure,

But whenever a marriage breaks up,

whenever people can no longer stand the

pressure, it scems it is our own fault. It1s not
the structure of society which is at fault, It is
we who are failures, So thére is a growth in
social services, marriage counsegliors,
Samaritans, psychiatrists .— all committed

to keeping the rotten fabric together. The

problem for most of us is we can see littie
alternative.

In a skilled and tairly highly paid job there
are chances of breaking out 'of the pattern.
Assuming the lifestyie of 4 homosexual,
becoming a James Bond roué, splitting up
and sharing the kids, partnerswapping and
contact mags can all to some extent gIve a

C LR Rl o -

' ceﬁ&irﬁl‘écdﬂm;.;hﬁugh often only at the
_expense. of new burdens of guilt to balance
..the . higher wuhdrﬂwals fmm the bank
:balance

- But+for mﬂst even. thcsc options are not

- open. The black factory worker ih'South

Afnca, the : Hohwan tif, minér, the Indian

. .péasant would.probabty find the worker's

Itfestyle in Western Eurnpe absolute bliss in
comparison to the compound or the almost

pf:rpf:tual theeat of starvation.

So if the family of the bosses is about their
cuntrﬂl ‘of property _am_:i the family of the
workers-is about the success and faiture of

“their straggles for control of ther surplus,
-what is the_future? A continual battle over.

the quality ‘of council housing, hospital
services, education, the guality of food, or
absence of it, continual battles over
faithfulness, love and emotional stability, or

- some alternative?

Through control of production, by

organising production for need and not for

profit, we argue that it would become
possible to provide an enormous range of
aptions for all these essentials. Food could
be taken from the canteen, a range of cheap
restaurants, or you could cook up a blisstul
dish. Time, exhausuon, or the poverty of
unemployment would not be the hmiting
factor.

Housing could be destgned for all sorts of

different ranges of lifestyle, not constricted
tc the two bedroom (mum/dad and kids)
counci flat.

Public transpert could be organised (o
give people freedom to move irrespective of
wealth. Childcare facilities could be designed
10 give people {reedom to have or not have
children, to be able to share in the bringing
up of them, and allow the children choice
about how they were to live, much more in
peer groups and with more freedom. But to
be free they would have to be taking partin
the production of wealth.

There is a limit on the value of speculation
about the future, and even more so about the
future after the revolution. Ong person’s
utopia is another’s dystopia, but what we can
say is that in the struggle for our seif-
liberation our ingenuity will pass all previous
bounds, John Lindsay
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