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THE FIRST Tory Budget,
anmounced om Jume 12th,
was a geod Budget for the
rich

ICI boss Maurice Hodg-
son’s ‘take-home’ pay will
go up from £400 to £800 a
week. He will receive about
£9,500 in back tax on Octob-
er Sth. Ford boss Terence
Beckett will gain £300 a
week, British Leyland boss
Michael Edwardes£200.

The same goes for every
exploiter and profitcer whose
accountant is slow enough
for them to pay the tax they
should at present.

For judges, top civil serv-
ants, and armed forces
chiefs, an extra £100 or so a
week top up a 25% rise they
got only a couple of weeks
ago.

Controls over investment
and purchase of property
abroad have also been lifted.
And while all other state
spending is cut, the armed
forces will get £100 million
more.

For working people, it
‘was different.

The increase in Value
Added Tax to 15% is reckon-
ed to raise prices by about
3v2% overall. True, food and
some other goods are exempt
from VAT. gut that price rise
by itself will nearly wipe out
the income tax cuts — worth
a grand total of £1.08 a week
for a married couple with two
.children on £60 a week —
and the recent rise in child
benefits, too.

And there’s worse. In-
creased interest rates and
increased fuel taxes will
mean a further general rise
in prices.

The sick, the unemployed
and the needy all come off
worse. Prescription charges
go up from 20p to 45p.
Local authorities have £300
million hacked off current
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to cover inflation.

That will mean jobs cut
and all sorts of services cut.
Education and housing will
suffer particularly.

Trade wunion leader
attacked the Budget. Davia
Basnett of the GMWU said:

. ““The trade union movement

has a duty to act.

“It will respond politic.
ally with a united campaign
in defence of public services
and it will respond industzr-
fally to defend members’
living standards and jobs’’.

But the only plan for action

that has yet come from TUC

General tary Len Murr-
ay is a ‘demand’ (?) for new
talks at Downing St with
Mrs Thatcher.

* The first step in the
response must be a drive for
pay rises at least sufficient
to offset the price rises. And
we must demand automatic
cost of living Imcreases to
protect pay against future
price rises.

% The Torles’ cuts will
decimate jobs. We need a
fight for a shorter working
week: cut hours, under work-
ers’ control, with no loss of
pay. 35 hour week now!

* Against the public
service cuts, demand: mill

ions for schools and hospi §

tals, not a penny for ‘de-
fence’! Fight for the nation-
alisation without compensa-
tion of the banks and fin-
ancial imstitutions, and the
lifting of the interest burden
on public services.

* In each , trade
unions, Labour Parties and
tenants’ organisations must
unite against the cuts — and
demand that Labour councils
stand firm against the gov-
ernment. No rent and rate
rises!
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THOUSANDS of black people,
anti-racists and socialists paid
tribute to Blair Peach on Wed-
nesday June 12th.

At Southall, the night before,
8,000 filed past the open coffin at
the Dominion Cinema. Then
bearded, turbanned community
elders, with fists clenched, sent
the coffin on its way.

At Brick Lane, on its way east,
the cortege was met by repres-
atives of the Bengali community.
‘He fought with us. We will
never forget him’.

From the school where he
taught, in Bow, 5000 people
marched silently the three miles

Tribute to
fighter

to the cemetery, taking over the
narrow streets of Newham. They
carried red carnations and wore

' badges proclaiming, ‘Southall is

innocent. Drop the charges’.

As the march went, people
coming out of work joined in.

Teachers from all over London
had come, and in huge numbers
from East London, many in anger
at the dry-boned, mealy-mouth-
ed bureaucratic attempts to stifle
the demonstration. The National
Union of Teachers Executive
refused to send its national bann-
er for fear of being associated
with the Anti Nazi League, and
was threatening action against
teachers’ union branches
that sent money to the
memorial fund. In New-
ham, the education auth-
ority tried to restrict the
attendance of teachers to
32, in case the funeral
became a ‘political event’.

¢

Of course it was a poli-
tical event! Instead of the
mumbo-jumbo of priests
or vicars, the Internation-
ale rang out over the cem-
etery. Instead of officials
and clerics on the process-
ion, there were commun-

cils, and trade unions,
with banners from the
National Union of Rail-
waymen, the National Un-
ion of Public Employees,
and others. Speeches
emphasised that Blair
Peach was a fighter.

‘‘He was a different
kind of teacher’’, an ex-
pupil, Ernest Carr, told
the crowd. ‘I am of mix-
ed race, and it was for me
and others of my colour
that Blair Peach went to
Southall. He was a man
of high ideals, but ideals
are no good if they are not
put into practice. He al-
ways practised what he
preached. His killing
should be regarded in the
same light as the killing
of Steve Biko’*.

- FUND DRIVE

Total to date
..................... £500 SECTION: How the
Industrial Relations
Act was defeated;
......... £123.20 and Rosa Luxem-
burg on the mass
Send contributions to: Fund, strike
PO Box 135, London N1 0DD.

Received since last WA:

Basingstoke ............... £20
Birmingham ....... £55
Cardiff  U%5... £11
Leicester ... £100
Machen (Gwent) ............ £5
Manchester .... £16.10
North London . £28.70
Northampton ............... £5

This week’s total ... £240.80

to help finance the expansion
of Workers’ Action to 12

We still need

; IN SIDE :d since Blair Peach
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was a figher, the best way
to commemorate him now
is to continue the battle
for the ideals for which he
died in Southall on April
23rd: by fighting to wipe
out fascism and to get
Blair Peach’s murderers,
the police Special Patrol
Group, disbanded.

ity groups, trades coun-
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THE ASIAN in
Southall havem

how much faith they have in movement against police, sald it was for ¢ plinary
Southa“ the police Investigations into seelng the Southall events reasons’. ;
the death of Blair Peach. not as an.isolated incident The driver was detained
- Despite police claims to the but as one stemming from for 4 days after a home- °
conl , there was a virtual the role of the police in a made cosh was found in
c lon boycott of the police caravan  racist state. locker at an SPG depot. Last
in Southall. ' week an independent patho-

logist said that Peach had
been killed with “a lead-

Committee

G sponse was good when the Committee has asked the ~ weighted rubber cosh or
i suggested that those who National Council for Qvil hose-pipe filled with lead
v l didn’t want to be seen in Liberties to initiate an indep-  shot, or some like weapon”’,
p ans Southall speaking to the eéndent public enquiry. and not the standard issue .
Yard gggoﬂt;k SPG meSier who ilod Blate | o collect |
] to e state- member whe killed Blair But are such coshes an official public inquiry) temples, and from -
a publlc ments. Peach Is only part of the common in the SPG? Why can solve anything in unm! 10.?1 in local factorles, bat
The Southall Action Com- story. The driver of an SPG are they allowed? The SPG selves. They can only more is needed. Send c/o |
- - mittee was set up after April van on April 23rd has been breeds brutality. Who is provide back- for the IWA, 16183 Featherstome '
'n u|r 23rd to organise the defence suspended, apparently for responsible? These are the by the Rd, Southall, or SYM Fund,
y of the 350 arrested and fund- refusing to cooperate with questions that need to
‘ raising. It is also campaign- the CID detectives who are asked. . , '
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Interior
Minister is reported to have
fled the country. A general
strike has shut down the cap-

NICARAGUA’S

ital, Managua, since 4th
June. The leftist Sandinista
guerillas have engaged army
unites in full-scale battles,
and they have temporarily
held some of the country’s

largest towns.

The only thing preventing
the collapse of the Somoza
family’s 45-year dictatorship
is now the elite army unit,

the National Guard. It is a |

unit that has been under the

-| personal control of the Somo-

za family since Anastasio
Somoza senior was installed
in power by the USA in 1933.

The | Sandinista National
Liberation Front (FSLN) be-
gan its ‘final offensive’ ag-
ainst the regime of Ana-

- stasio Somoza Junior at the

end of May. This took up the
threads from the action last
August, when a spectacular

- kidnapping of two ministers

and 46 MPs from the Cham-
ber of Deputies by the FSLN
led to revolts in a number of
towns.

By June 6th the FSLN
controlled most of the coun-
try’s second city, Leon, and
the city of Masaya, only 20
miles from the capital. Local
army units were not capable

SBULF OF o
k MEXICO o =
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Nicaragua’s air force is
pounding the working class
areas of the capital with
bombs. But dictator Somoza
cannot last long,

of resisting while the Nat-
ional Guard was embroiled
in battles with FSLN forces
in other areas of the country.

By June 8th the National
Guard had emerged victor-
ious against two separate

The ‘barrios’

explode in

Nicaragua’s

civil war

insurrections in the north
and south of the country,
through superior firepower
and control of the air. They
turned their attention to the
cities.

‘Masaya was attacked by
air force bombardments on
June 9th, and was taken by
the National Guard the next
day as poorly armed FSLN
supporters and fleeing civil-
ians ‘were strafed from the
air. - '

But the regime has not: .

secured itself. As National.
Guard units marched out of

-Managua on the 9th for

Masaya, the capital’s slum
areas, the -‘barrios’, ex-
ploded. They were sealed
off with barricades, and food
and medical supplies were
gathered together tokeep up
the armed resistance in the
capital.

The few remaining Nat-
ional Guard units in the city
made only token efforts to
attack the barrios, waiting
until unites returned from
Masaya. On Monday 11th
Somoza ordered his ~air
force to bomb the city into
submission.

A

The weakness of the Nicar-
aguan regime and its re-
liance oni only one body of
loyal troops is a result of the
personal domination of the
Somoza family. They have
tried to squeeze out other
bosses and built a state rack-
ed by corruption and oppos- .
ed by almost every section
of the population.

In moves towards a gen-
eral strike last September
the main bosses’ organisa-

tions,-the Chamber of Com- -

merce and the Nicaraguan
Development Institute, act-
ually supported the strike.
The bosses have been forc--
ed to go along with radical
action in the hope of re-
asserting ‘their own control
when Somoza’s inevitable
fall takes place. .
The US- government has
withdrawn its aid to Som-
oza's regime, and other Cen-
tral American dictatorships
are unwilling to intervene on
his side. For the USA, the
best outcome would be the
‘government of national salv-
ation’ called for by the boss- .
es’ organisations and the
opposition Conservative

£

interests generally and en-.

countering less explosive
opposition..
While the Sandinista

guerillas have shown them-
selves able to launch spectac-
ular military actions and
briefly win control -of the
cities, their militarist strat-
egy tends to mean the ad-
vances are easily overturn-
ed again once the National
Guard marchesin. -

The logic of ‘a situation
where a general strike is
coupled with workers seizing

Sandinista guerillas labove, and

;P'a:rty , p,rote‘cﬁng business

- tigal

top left]: fighting so enst
Somozs... and then what?
their own areas of the cities, =

to control everything from -~

defence to food - distribu-

~ tion, goes far beyond just

ensuring ‘rights’. It opens -
the way for the workers to
rule, eliminating capitalist
exploitation and landlord-
ism and threatening the hold -
of US imperialism and the
shaky military dictatorships
it supports in other Central
American countries. But for
that outcome a different poli-
leadership will be

needed.
. NIK BARSTOW

Socialist Organiser
groups are being set
up in every area
where the paper has
active supporters.
For more informa-
tion, or for details of
your local Socialist
Organiser group,
send this form to
Socialist Organiser,
5 Stamford Hill,
London N16. For a
copy of the June
Socialist Organiser,
send 22p in stamps.

Making Ireland an issue in the USA

Pressure is mounting on polit-
icians in the United States to
get off their backsides and do
something about the continu-
ing Brit mnlm:?' occupation
of northern Ireland.

The public statements of
R:o‘ple like - Representative

ario Biaggi, chairman of the
Ad Hoc Congressional Com-
mittee for Irish Affairs, has
sparked an enthusiastic res-

onse in many sections of the

S public ... and howls of rage
from British politicians.

Much of the campaign has
recently been centred around
the proposed sale of $28 mil-
lion-worth of arms to Britain
by the USA. Lester Wolff
made the following statement
in the US House of Represent-
atives on April 9th:

‘...if we are ever to put any
teeth into the human rights
legislation then I think it is
about time that we started to
concern 8urselves with some of
these areas- which Congress
now has the opportunity of
responding to, and that is the
limitation on the sale of any
type of military equipment to
any country and (we should)
also consider the authority
which the Committee on For-

eign Affairs and the Congress
have in restricting those part-
icular sales.

‘On that point I should just
like to inform the House that it
will be my responsibility, as
well as that of a number of
other members to call some
questions into account in the
whole area of denial of human
rights in Northern Ireland and
to bring this question up ...
when the sale will be required
to be consummated.’ .

Governor Carey of New York

has denounced the British pre-
‘sence in northern Ireland as
‘...an affront to the entire’
world community’ and sug-
gested economic sanctions if
the British government did not
respond to the criticisms of
continuing denial of human
rights. Dr. Kevin Cahill, a
major advisor to President
Carter and joint author with
Carey of a report condemning
the British government in
northern Ireland, stated that
‘somehow the two parties in

England decided that this [i.e.
Northern Ireland] is not 'S)ing
to be a political issue at's
like saying in 1962 that civil
rights was not to be
publicly.’ . i
While British politicians can
agree unanimously to let Ire-
land rot, the same is not .
ible in the USA with its large
and vigorous Irish-American
community. Thus US. politic-
ians who are far from radical
can make statements which
would seem revolutionary in

‘Locked up on Army open day

FOUR supporters of the
United Troops Out Move-
ment were picked up by
olice and held for over two
ours after an anti-recruit-
ment - picket at an . Army
‘Open  Day’ at Glencorse
Barracks, near Edinburgh,
last Saturday, 9th.

The four were picked up
as they were driving from a
‘car park some distance from
the display. The police called

“for reinforcements’ and

escorted the car and its
occupants to a mobile unit.
They were questioned for
two hours about their polit-
ical affiliations, what they
thought about Ireland, and
whether they were members
of the IRA! The car was
searched and several leaf-
lets were removed.

~ There were no charges.
In fact the 25 1 1 OM support-
¢rs on the picket had been
careful to- get assurances

from the police on duty that

"no obstruction was being
caused and no laws were
being broken.

2,000 leaflets were given
out, and Edinburgh UTOM is
continuing its activity. On
26th June, at 7.30pm, Edin-
inburgh Trades Council, it

is organising a public meet-
ing with a report-back from

delegates from Newcastle

Trades Council who recently
visited Northern Ireland.

Britain. :

But the statements cannot
be taken at face value. Men
like Carey and Tip O’Neill

. [Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives] have close llnrn
with Dublin premier Jack
Lynch. Just as Lynch occasion-
ally denounces Britain, the
better to undercut Republican
and socialist radicalism in the
South, so Carey and O’Neill
couple their human rights
appeals with active opposition
to Irish Republican support
groups in the USA. ;

Biaggi even proposed an in-
dependent Northern Ireland
;mi. B&th for this hn,fmmd
or Lynch’s vague p a
bourgeois united Ireland, pros-
ects of American investment
in Ireland are central.

Like Lynch, the Irish-
American. politicians have mo
notion of getting involved in
any serious struggle against
imperialism. - As the Irish
Republican Information Serv-
ice points out, ‘a trade boycott
[of Britain on the Irish issue] of
some description is possible,
but it will come from sympath-
etic trade unionists. nat the

United States Con .
JOHN CUﬁ:KGHAM




| EDITORIAL

1: THORPE CASE
So murder is natural, being gay is a defect?

IF -IN any circumstances
homosexuality can lead to
the ‘inevitable destruction
of a man’ — as Mr Peter
Taylor QC, summing up the
Thorpe prosecution, claim-
ed . — this can only mean
that such a man is living in
an intolerant, bigoted and
blinkered society.
Homosexuality in itself
never destroyed anyone.
Through all the ages and in
every society, millions of

men and women have been
‘glad to be gay’. They are
not odd, not bent, not
queer; they simply don’t
adhere to the ‘state relig-
jon’ of exclusive hetero-
sexuality.

But back in the court-
room, it is not society’s in-
tolerance [which, suppos-
edly, drives an aspiring
politician to think of murder
rather than be an open
homosexual] that is on

trial. Nor is Jeremy
Thorpe’'s defect his ambit-
ijon o his callousness or
his ruthlessness or his
cowardice.

According to the learn-
ed QC, we had witnessed
‘‘the slow but inevitable
destruction of a man by
the stamp of one defect —
his  homosexual tend-
encies’’.

This statement, quoted
in every newspaper and

2: PETROL CRISIS

Oil moguls pocket the

THE headlines bristle with
news of oil price rises, and
newspapers -tell stories of
shoot-outs between motor-
ists at the petrol pumps.
Meanwhile the Arab sheikh
replaces the . American
tycoon as the racist media’s
popular symbol of unbridled
wealth and power.

The scene is set for 2 new -

anti-semitism: the scape-
goating of the ‘Arab’ coun-
tries for the problems of the
industrialise

turned on its-head, with the
imperialists making out that
they are being oppressed by
the third world oil exporters.
Greed and corruption cease
to be the hallmarks of imper-
ialist plunder and are seen
as ‘typical of the Arabs’.

The fact is that the history
of the oil industry is a hist-
ory of imperialist bullying

and super-profiteering by
means of price fixing, of:

brutality, greed and corrupt-

ion .by capitalist companies
and states.

Nurtured first in the US
in the nineteenth century,
the quest for more and
cheaper oil took the oil com-
panies to every corner of the
globe. The Far East, Mexico
and Venezuela were the earl-
iest victims of the oil com-
panies’ insatiable profit-
hunger.

The author of a standard
work on the history of the oil
industry wrote of Mexico’s
fate: ‘‘The (Mexican) 1938
nationalisation came after
twenty years’ shameless
exploitation of the country’s
natural resources for the
good . of foreign capitalists
whose scorn for the govern-
ment and the people were
scarcely veiled, who delib-
erately refused to submit to
the Mexican authorities, the
laws it embodied and its
efforts to tax the companies,

who continuously intervened

in domestic politics, who
never ceased to .corrupt
civil servants in the States
or in the Federation, who
subsidised armed uprisings
and maintained armies of
white guards in the oil
regions’.

Mexico’s fate was typical,
including for the Middle
East. Indeed, the very
boundaries between some
Arab states were only impos-
ed by the imperialists in
.order to protect this or that
‘pipeline or retain this or
that oilfield.

Until 1950 the history of
the oil industry was marked

| by the absolute - domina-

d _capitalist. .
world. Colonialist racism’is -

tion of seven major compan-
ies, which succeeded in
imposing their will on the
producing and consuming
countries. The next twenty
years, however, saw the
impact on this situation of
anti-colonialist, ideology and
struggles. By' 1969, Iran,
Venezuela, Kuwait, Saudi
Arabia, Algeria, Iraq and
Libya had each in turn estab-
lished national oil compan-
ies. In 1960 OPEC was set
u}) to try to limit the power
of the oil companies. Increas-
ingly, the producer nations

demanded a share in the
profits and control of the oil
industry.

. Yet as late as 1970 the
Majors still controlled about
80% of world crude oil ex-
ports and 90% of Middle
East production. OPEC

demands (often supported"

secretly by the US in order to
gain an edge over their oil-
importing competitors like
Japan and West Germany)
were presented in the west-
ern press as the attempt by
greedy ‘haves’ to have more
at the expense of the ordin-

ary consumer in the west.

The consumer was told to
blame ‘the Arabs’ and for-
get the Rockefellers.

D

It would be difficult to
imagine a more lying repres-
entation of reality. The oil
exporting countries are all

Saudi Arabia’s OPEC negotiators: seeking a share of the profits

underdeveloped, have all
been plundered by imperial-
ism, and all need vast funds
if they are to develop industr-
ially and socially. The fabul-
ous wealth of a few emirs
does not change the fact that
the ‘mass of the population
of the oil exporting states is
wracked with poverty.

Lies about who is whose
victim go together with con-
cealment of the truth about
the structure of oil prices.
Since the late '20s prices
have been fixed by a cartel —
a price- and output-fixing

all the broadcasting media,
is as outrageous and in-
sulting a court pronounce-
ment as Judge McKinn-
on‘s greeting to John
Kingsley [‘one down, one
million to go’] Read —
‘I wish you well’.

Mr Taylor, no doubt to
show what a cultivated
gentleman he is, had begun
by saying that Jeremy
Thorpe’s downfall was a
tragedy ‘‘of truly Greek or

rofits and blame the

ring. The point was in gen-
eral to secure an artific-
ially high price by outlaw-
‘ing competition and in parti-
cular to guarantee the profits
of the most costly  Americ-
an fields. The practice,
therefore, was to fix the price
of Middle East oil arriving in
Europe at the price that the
equivalent oil coming from
the US would need to find to
make a good profit for the
relatively inefficient Americ-
an oil fields.

* In addition to price-fixing,
the taxes levied by the im-
porting country help push
the prices even higher. A
French economist gives the
following breakdown for the
price of ‘average’ crude in
France in 1974 (all cost cal-
_culation include the addit-
ion of profit at the average
rate): 0.6% production costs,
3.8% transport costs, 3%
refining costs, 4.3% market-
ing costs, 32.1% tax to the

38.4%
tax to France and 17.7%

superprofit.

D

‘Inis means that the oil

producing country,

companies are fabulously
wealthy . richer than many
third world nations put to-
gether. And these profits are
secured at public expense —
not only because the public
sove an inflated price, but
because the public pays for
the military, financial and

Shakespearean proport-
jons’’. Shakespeare had a
lot to say about murderous
ambition, and the Greeks
were quite sure that no
amount of wriggling or
cover-ups could get you
out of the path of fate. But

one thing is for sure:
neither Shakespeare nor
the ancient Greeks — of

all people — had the least
idea of condemning homo-
sexuality as a ‘defect’...

diplomatic resources used to
bolster the dominance of the
oil companies.

OPEC is nothing more
than a cartel of the under-
developed exporting nations
to limit the plunder by the
-cartel of the developed im-
porting countries and their
companies. It exists to create
a united front to fight for
a bigger cut of the profits
and control of the oil indust-
try. OPEC’s attempt to
restrict the flow of oil has
three related purposes: to
keep the price up, to keep the
cartel intact, and to prevent
a too rapid exhaustion of oil
and natural gas.

D

A secret US State Depart-
ment document recently
leaked offered a possible
extreme. solution to OPEC’s
power: invade the Middle
East. The British ruling class
impotently advocates cuts in
US transport consumption.
Some, together with some
US economists like- Milton
Friedman, advocate letting
the price rip in America and
breaking up the cartel.
Tribune, the paper that
prides itself on keeping the
red flag flying, calls for
rationing in Britain... ‘soc-
ialist’ rationing, of course,
while the Morning Star
calls for the nationalisation of
British oil resources in the
North Sea.

As for  Labour’s Energy
Secretary of yesterday and
would-be socialist hero of
today, Anthony Wedgwood
Benn, he has not said a
word yet.

D

Workers ' Action advocates
the nationalisation without
compensation of all oil re-
sources in Britain and their
‘downstream’  operations:
marketing, refining, trans-
portation, etc. Britain should
give up all foreign installa-
tions and put their respective
‘downstream’ operations in
the hands of the producer
countries of the third world.

In the meantime, cut oil
to the military, not to the
public. Oil workers should
organise a committee of
enquiry into the companies
and publish their findings to
expose the real profiteers.
The TUC should put its
weight behind such an
enquiry.

IN BRIEF

SIR Kenneth Keith, chair-
man of Rolls Royce Ltd and
also of the merchant bank
Hill Samuel, is fed up with
the National Enterprise
Board interfering in the com-
pany’s affairs.

Rolls Royce got £265 mill-
fon from the NEB last year.
Sir Kenneth does not object
to that. But he says the NEB
does not hand the money
over slickly enough. It de-
lays too long and asks too
many questions! .

Keith admitted that the
NEB had never tried to
change Rolls Royce policies.
But — so he said, in effect —
what he wanted from the
state, the owners of Rolls
Royce, was a good mess-
enger service to hand over
the cash, and not anybody
asking questions.

Coming at the same time
as the Tory plans to sell
the most profitable parts of
the NEB back to ?ﬂvm
industry, Sir Kenneth’s out-
burst throws a spotlight on
the reality of capitalist state
ownership. Far from being
an attempt to introduce soc-
ailist planning into capitalist
industry, state holdings are
there to prop up the existing
system, are run by cham-

ions of that system, and are

kely to go back to private
ownership as soon as they
make a consistent profit.

* * K

IN A series of articles, the
magazine The Leveller is
reprinting the minutes of a
pact between the BBC and
the police which gives the
police am .increased say in
television coverage of the
force. .

Programme plans will
have to be submitted to
them, and they will be able
to hold up anything they ob-
ject to unless the director-
general gives his go-ahead.

According to the Guard-
ian, ‘The agreement covers
only areas which the police
consider delicate, such as
national security, privacy
and matters which are ‘sub

judice’. It does mot extend

to news items or to current
affairs features onm police
work’.-

Nice to kmow... if it’s
true. But the same paper
points out that the Metropol-

itan Police started to get |

heavy with the BBC after
their screening of a three-
part drama series, ‘Law and
Order’. The Met didn’t
like the picture of corruption
it painted.

* * K

‘| THE GUARDIAN 1: The

Guardian was the only big
national daily paper to report
the case of the Virk brothers
(see page 5). It is less racist
than the other papers, to be
sure. But even this liberal
daily managed to headline
its report: ‘Gaol terms cut
for Asians who attacked
whites’.

* * K

THE GUARDIAN 2:  After
the police riot in Southall,
James Callaghan claimed
that the trouble was all the
work of outside agitators.
(The NF and the SPG appar-
ently had every right to
rampage through Southall,
but anti-racists from outside
the area had no right to
join the protest]. It was soon
revealed that almost all of

those arrested lived in or]

near Southall and most of
them were Asians.

Decvite this the Guardian
— whether out of sloppiness
or malice — refers to the
anti-NF activities on April
23rd as ‘Socialist Workers
Party protests’.
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BY LAWRENCE WELCH

THE GARNERS Steak Houses
strike ended in defeat on June
11th, after 17 months of hard
ltm::le for union recognition.
It ended ultimately as a result
of the betrayal of the strike by
the TGWU officials; the strik-
ers were determined to fight
on but felt unable to do so in
the face of TGWU obstruction.

A conference was called by
the strike commitiee on 9th
June to learn the lessons of the
dispute, and was attended by
about 120 people. On the plat-
form with the committee were
Mrs. Jayaben Desai [Grun-

wick strike leader], Phil
Gilliat from Sandersons, and
representatives  from the

strikes at the Economist Book-
shop and Grosvenor Hotel.

Vicious

The strike committee pres-
ented to the conference a 6-
page report on the develop-
ment of the strike, with partic-
.ular detail of the days of action
and the two previous confer-
ences, and of the role of the
union buresucracy. They con-
cluded with four general

ints under ‘What we have
earned from the dispute’.

The first states: ‘The cater-
ing indm:{ is of immig-
rant and migrant workers who

. are ready to join the unions.
They work in terrible condit-
_ions under the vicious n:{atem
of temporary work permits for
4 years. The trade union move-
ment as a whole must recog-

nise that it has an enormous
responsibility in this industry
in which there is only 2% un-
jonisation’.

The second point condemns
the role of the press, other
than the socialist papers, and
the third argues that ‘no
striker, no matter how just the
cause, can place any reliance
on the impartiality of the class
courts and legal system’.

Defeat

Point 4 reads: ‘We remain,
despite our defeat, trade
unionists. We have not lost
confidence in the rank and file
of the movement. We believe
that when a serious lead was
given the response was there
and that the basis for winning
existed throughout. But this
lead never came from the most
vital source — the leadership
of the TGWU and Region One.
We believe that our dispute
will not be entirely in vain if
workers who take up the fight
for union rights are pre
for the role.of this leadership,

and do not have to learn the

hard way.’
A 5-point declaration by the
strike committee was

and carried unanimously, to

be circulated throughout the

trade union movement “and -

endorsed as resolutions. The
declaration notes that ‘none of
the demands of the Strike
Committee for adequate fin-

ance, large-scale effective

blacking, were met by the res-
ﬁonsible officials in TGWU

egion One’. It draws attent-
ion to the particular difficult-
jes of organisation in the cater-
ing industry, and demands the
removal of the Regional Org-
aniser, Regional Secre and
other ‘officials responsible’ in
addition to the presence of the
strike committee at any en-

£33 71
aniry. It further pledges ‘to

ght forthwith for the election
and full accountability of all
labour movement officials in
the future’.

The last point calls for an
ngtomnﬁc procedure in recog-
nition disputes,  comprising
four demands which the strike
committee had made on the
union throughout the strike:

[] the sppointment of at
least one ﬁxvﬁﬁme union work-
er with the ute as his/her
sole responsibility, under the
control of the Strike Commit-

tee;
O effective picketing, in-
cluding mass pickets when

necessary;

. O effective blacking, includ-

m[ﬁ full secondary blacking;
special strike pay — £36

aer week [comparable to

runwick] given that the union
has experien: many such
marathon disputes.’ [The
strike at Garners was
£6 a week.

Focused

Contributions from the floor
were dominated by the Work-
ers’ Socialist League, who had
given the strikers considerable
support. They their
attacks on the union officials
and their pretension of being
left winig: of those whose
removal is demanded by the
strike committee are closely
connected with the Communist

Party.

The only dissident voice was
that of an AUEW official who
attempted to excuse the T&G
officials on the grounds that
they had not understood the
dispute, and had had insuffic-
jent time [17 months...] to do

so. .

Mrs. Jayaben Desai made
the point that unions are leam-
ing various techniques of
sabotage: for instance, where-
as the strike commitiee at
Grunwicks had financial in-
s - e

" for the Garners

dependence, money hhlﬁd
was, and still is, held the
TGWU. » held by

Factor

Two distinctive features of
the organisation of the dispute
were the independence of !

them by the inaction of
officials over the first
weeks and a crucial factor
enabling the strike to continwe
for so long; and the formation
of a support group to belp with
picketing, moneiy.-ouldn‘. ete.,
and preventing lation of the

strike.
The confere:
valuable o
ine the experience
and to pass on its' lessons
through concrete y
WIL d at those
volved recognition dis-
putes.

Blacked

Copies of the Report and
Declaration are also gvailable |
from the strike commitiee at
Room 84, 12:13 Henrletta
Street, London WC2

picketing, and full secondary

whole of the Executive Council
for ‘bringing the UPW intodis-
repute during the 1979 negot-
jations on pay, which culminat-
ed in the recommendation for
acceptance in the nati
ballot’. Supporters of the no
confidence amendment spoke
of the unbelievable bitterness
in the branches, and the fact
that the General Secretary was
completely out of touch with
the membership.

the nerve to say he ‘resen

the suggestion’ that he had at
any time suppo!
pay curbs of the government
— when everyone
was the most staunch support-
erof w
Labour

lousy 8% with st
to consolidation of the "76 and
*77 pay settlements. It doesn’t
seem to occur to Jackson that
. consolidation is only
giving postal workers what is
ours by right: in an industry
where exceptionally long hours
of overtime are

POST OFFICE: N

OW TO BUILD

A RANK AND FILE MOVEMENT

TOM JACKSON was censured
by UPW, delegates at the
union’s annual conference at
the end of May. But they
didn’t . take the members’
anger over the Executive's
handling of this year’s pay
claim to its logical conclusion
by passing the more serious
vote of no confidence.

Conference censured the

Replying, Tom Jackson had

rted the 5%
knows he
e controls under the

vernment.
Jackson still persists _in

claiming that the offer the Ex-
ecutive Council accepted in
March was ‘the best settle-
ment’ they could get — a I
ings attached  the
bulldozed through — six
months ﬁﬁer the annual pay
increase Nate of January 1ist.
Another very imiort.ant
amendment reflecting the dis-
satisfaction with the EC was
the one calling for officers
elected after 1981 to stand for

the norm —

What goes
questioned is the fact that the
1975, "76 and 77 rises are be-
itr:ﬁ served up to postal workers

ce — the

- ini

by almost un-

first time round

as supplements, the second
time round as consolidation.
Although this year’s original
pay O
against) was only 8%, it was
resented by the EC as 12%
ecause it
consolidation. And workers
were being ask
this crumb through increased
efficiency!

Jackson tried to ar
Conference that the efficiency
agreements were only for show
— he asked delegates to be-
lieve that althoug
would have agreed to the intro-
duction of part time workers,
‘any branch which, under the
terms of the agreement did not
want part timers would have
the backing of Union HQ'.
Members were being agked to
believe that HQ would fight
against something which was

er (rejected by 6-1

included part-

to pay for

e at

the union

eady union policy, when

they have clearly shown their
ability to fight for anything.
Or ost anything — the
exception came when Jackson
had to glét up a fight for his
job as

anaged to hang on despite

neral Secretary. He
isgusting sell-out now

- T% as

As Ernie Dudley, the mover,
explained, ‘When ﬁou elect a
general officer to Q you are
not electing him to a rest home
but to one of the most respon-
sible jobs in the UPW’. The
amendment was unfortunately
lost, but only by the narrow
margin of 10,587 votes to 8,124

Jackson patted himself on
the back at Conference for
achieving a settlement which
workers will actually get in
their pockets six mont .
He tried to argue thay it was
not possible to see a trend, or
a going rate, until almost the
end of February’. And now he
is pushing for the pay date to
be moved from January 1
July 1st — in order ‘to see
exactly what happens to other
groups on a strictly compar-
able basis’. Post Office work-
ers must Probest against this
attitude of letting other work-
ers do their fighting for them.

The deal finally accepted is
8%, 8% on allowances, and a
reduction in incremental scales
together with consolidation of
the previous supplement o
from June 1st 1979.
There will be onﬁoing dis-
cussions on €onso. idation of
the '76 and '77 pay awards and
on a sayment for moving the
annual pay date.

Pay is only one of the issues
which ur%ently call for the
building of a national rank and
file movement in the PW. A
militant rank and file is needed
to put u alternatives to Jack-
son and his crowd on the fight
for jobs, the fi%lht for a democ-
ratic union, the fight for a

NUT left moves
towards unity

RANK & FILE TEACHER held
its annual conference
weekend (9th-10th) during a
period of industrial action over
the salary claim, and three
days before the funeral of
Blair Peach, who was a leading
member of R&F Teacher be-
fore his death at the hands of
the SPG in Southall.

The conference confirmed
the healthx growth of the org-
anisation during the past year
— a doubling of its member-
ship and incre sales of
its paper were reflected in the
numbers and morale at con-
ference.  Numerous new
groups have been founded out-
gide London, while traditional
strongholds that have survived
years of downturn are recruit-
ing again. Most important,
many teachers’ associations
with little previous R&F pres-
ence have bombarded the NUT
Executive with resolutions on
the pay issue, calling for the
stepping up of industrial action
along the lines argued by R&F
and other militants.

Internal democracy - has
been improved. There have
been national delegate meet-
ings during the year as an
advisory body for the elected
Executive, which refreshingly
does not have a London-b
majority.

A motion was passed un-
opposed endorsing cooperat-
jon on specific issues — such
as joint election slates, confer-
ence resolutions and the org-

ing that the common ground
between the organisations is
sufficient to make a fusion
both possible and desirable;
and it blurred over the fact that
the STA was set up in the first
place because of the lack of
democracy in R&F, rather
than because of political dis-
agreements. Nevertheless, it
lays the basis for future joint
activity  against the union
bureaucracy.

The conference also discuss-
ed how to relate to militants in
the other mx'gr teachers’
union, the NAS/UWT. Al-.
though on paper the NUT has
far more progressive policies
on educational issues and on
social questions such as racism
and women's rights, the m
task is to involve NAS/U
members in joint action at
school level against the bur-
eaucratic leaderships of both
unions. R&F will fight to rec-
ruit NAS/UWT activists to the
NUT on the basis of fighting
the union leadership.

Motions drawn up for next

ear's NUT annual conference
include a salarjes motion
which calls for flat-rate inc-
reases and opposition to com-
parability, arbitration, and
possible incomes policies. The
motion on racialism demands
an end to immigration cont-
rols, affiliation to the Anti-
Nazi League, and the scrapp-
ing of the police Special Patrol
Group.

The motion on sex discrim-

mands for women's rights —
abortion, maternity leave, se-
curity of tenure, and nursery
facilities. A motion on
democracy will call for restor-
ation of the right of local ass-
ociations to sanction i
action, and the ann
o el e call or

er motions
osition to corporal pum:
ment, for pupils’ rights, and
for a fight against the attacks
on education. .

There was a debate on fall-
ing rolls, which began to
clarify some of the key tasks
facing teachers. However,
there wasn’t enough time to
hamme:i out a'CPhelmlt.‘lte strat-
egy, and surprising con-
ference rejected the gemnnd of
‘no school closures’. The -
ment was that it was
better to insist on job main-
tenance, smaller classes
better conditions of work, am
the value of small schools
while not ruling out the
possibility of some schools

ildings and facil-

B!

with pogr buil
ities closing.
erall, R&F Teacher has
responde& well to the upturn
in teachers’ militancy and is

making an incre i“:d
on the union leamm a
whole ri of issues. As long

as its leadership continues to
avoid past mistakes in

internal democracy and in
sectarian mistrust of other
teacher militants, then the
prospect of a strol i

sometimes 30 o n 40 hours  re-election eve five years —  shorter working week and the y [ A
a we%k gy the i’::teOfﬁceohas an attempt to gake tge decis-  fight to stop the hiving off of anisation of educational con- ination will raise for the first in the NUT is now r than
robbed workers of millions of = ion-makers accountable to  sections of the Post Office to ferences — with the Socialist time in the union demands re- for a long time.

pounds by paying overtime those they make the decisions private industry. Teachers Al];ance."l‘he mot- lating to discrimination against CHEUNG SIUMING
rates on 1974 rates of pay. for. MARIAN MOUND 1on stopped short of recogmis-  g&y teachers, as well as de-




The wall crumbles but the stru

DURING THE early hours
of 8th June, a massive act
.of vandalism was perpetr-
ated on behalf of Capital.
Morgan Crucible Company.
-2  multinational’ which
intends to . develop the
Battersea riverside site on
which it stands for offices
and luxury flats, .almost
completely demolished the
2 mural covering its
wall.

The mural was the work
of Brian Barnes, a local art-
-ist, painted over two years
with the help of friends and
‘residents, and only given
its final lacquering six
_months ago. :

The idea of a mural arose
from discussion .in the
. Battersea Redevelopment
Action Group (BRAG),
which was fighting for two
derelict sites at Battersea
Bridge to be used.for public
recreation and council

£

housing, both urgently

needed by Battersea resi-
dents. .

The second public en-
quiry into use of the sites
reported in February 1978,
giving Morgan as develop-
ers the permission they
required, and granting re-
sidents nothing. The wall
of Morgan's factory was
exposed after the demoli-
tion of a Halfway House,
and was separated from the
road by a stretch of grass.

Local residents set up a

‘Wandsworth Mural Work-
shop’, and obtained per-
mission from Morgan to
paint the.wall. v

Not only did it add wel-
come life to the otherwise
bleak site, but it served
very weel to publicise the
issue and to gain support
for BRAG's demand that
the sites should be for
public use.. :

The mural depicted a
huge broom sweeping the

dirty and smelly factories
of the Battersea riverside,

"the projected tower blocks

and office buildings, along
with the planners and spec-
ulators, into a holocaust,
leaving the area for parks,

playgrounds, and resid-
ents’ use. )
Although ~ those who

worked on the wall always
knew that it was unpopular
with '‘Morgan and might

- eventually be demolished,

they hoped at least to save
it for the site. It came to
symbolise a better Batter-
sea, and pressure was
building up around the
issue of the wall itself in
addition to the question of
the use of the two sites.
Morgan are not intend-
ing to develop immediate-
ly, it appears, as the market
for the expensive build-
ing they plan is poor at
present, and there are dis-
agreements over the shar-

ing of profits with the build-
ers, Wates. Demolition of
the whole factory will take
a year; so far, only the wall
has been destroyed, with-
out warning. The one factor
clearty absent from
Morgan’s calculations. is
residents’ need, for hous-
ing and for open space.
Since the demolition,
Brian Barnes has painted,
among the remaining flam-
es, Morgan’s chairman
burning tn death, along
with the chief architect

- and Lord Harlech from the

board of directors. Lord
Harlech holds a paintbrush -
made by Rowney, a subsid-
iary of Morgan and manu-
facturer of paints and art-
ists’ materials. Apart from
providing a useful creative
outlet for .his anger, Mr
Barnes commented that
these figures ‘improve it
artistically’.

The morning the demoli-

Barnes made a public pro-
test, supported by several
hundred people dismayed
by the spiteful and unnec-
essary destruction of a
much-loved local asset. The
police piled.in. Early in the
demonstration, the Special
Patrol Group arrived, arm-
ed and with riot shields,
and kept the demonstrat-
ors from joining Mr Barnes
on the remains of the wall.
The crowds did not
disperse until late evening,
and many. - continued
their . protest outside the
police station where Mr
Barnes and others arrest-
ed were taken.

Brian Barnes is facirg
charges of threatening be-
haviour and obstruction.
Six others were also charg-
ed. Their cases have been
deferred to October.

Mr Barnes is, with the
heip of a firm of solicit-

gole lives on

_tion was discovered, Brian

ors specialising in art matt-
ers, investigating the poss-
ibility of legal redress for
the demolition of hig work,
and of future safeguarding
of wall paintings. He would
also like to see artists boy-
cott Rowney materials,

The fight over the use of
the sites continues, and
BRAG hopes that sufficient
pressure will be put on
Morgan for them to sell
the land to Lambeth coun-
cil, which is interested in
part of the site for council
housing. They are seeking
support through . union
channels to prevent further
demolition, and plan to
picket any firm which- takes
iton. .

There is a public meeting
at 8pm on Friday 15th
June at Latchmere Baths,

‘Latchmere Rd, Battersea.

fund, c/o David Imberg,
1 Stormont Rd, SW11.
MANDY WILLIAMS

THE VIRK brothers defence
campaign scored a limited
success on Friday June 8th
when, after a picket outside
the Royal Courts of Justice,
an appeal e reduced
the brothers’ sentences from
seven, three and two years
to 3 years, 18 months, and
one year. ‘ :

But police tried to get
thelr own back by harassing
the picket and making two
arrests.

The Virks were mending
their car outside their home

in East London when they -

were abused and provoked
by white racist thugs. They
defended themselves and a’
fight started. The Virks call-
ed the police... only to be
arrested themselves and lat-
er given heavy sentences.
The picket on June 8th,
about 200 strong, was mainly
composed of Sikhs, with a
few supporters from the
white left. At first the police
ragreed to a picket of 50,

SENTENCES REDUCED
ON VIRK BROTHERS

saying that the re

150 would be allowed to
march through the City and
past the courts. At the last
minute the police suddenly
decided the march would
not be allowed to march past
the courts.

When the Sikhs tried to
push forward, )
arrested. The demonstra-
tion staged a sit-down, but
was forced to move off.

The police then said the

picket could only be ten
people, not 50.

At the same time, 20 sup-
porters of Housing Action
and the London Squatters’
‘Union were also picketing
the courts, over the eviction
of 50 squatters from the
Ferry Lane Estate in North
London. The houses, owned
by the GLC, were squatted
by Housing Action as a pro-
test at the GLC’s plan to sell
them off. Local tenants and

trade unionists supported

this protest.

two were

Just as the Virk Brothers
demonstration was stopped,
the police moved in to break
up the squatters’ picket and
arrested seven.

The next day, when the
seven appeared at Bow St
Magistrates’ Court, 30
supporters picketed that
court. The police stepped in
again, arresting seven more
people, and re-arresting one
of the first seven.

In both cases, those arrest-
ed were subjected to sexist
and offensive abuse, along
with remarks like ‘Blair
Peach? We get a bady bonus,
one down, a few thousand to
go’, ‘We haven’t brought our
coshes today’, ‘So what's
wrong with being in the Nat-
ional Front?’

All these arrests are an
attack on the - fundamental
right to picket.

For more information on the

squatters’ arrests, phone

607 2789 x 5027 or 701 5691.
PAUL BARKER

Lindofreed

GEORGE Lindo has been

1 cleared after serving a year in
jail. Lindo, a Bradford textile
worker, was framed up for
robbery by a detective who
claimed that Lindo had con-
fessed to raiding a betting
shop.

He was sentenced to two
years although he was not
identified by the shop assist-
ants and had a cast-iron alibi
sworn to by workmates and
family

When police enquiries into-an
unconnected case revealed
that the detective who framed
up George Lindo was a liar,
they did not bother to contact
Lindo’s solicitors or the court.
The detective has since left

BATTERED women and their

kids and Birmingham Womens

Aid have occupied a large

house in Edgbaston in their

fight for a refuge for battered
- women.

There is one simple reason
whg',women endure split lips
and bruised bodies — they
have nowhere to go. Their
plight is even worse when
there are children involved,
as there usually are. .

Birmingham City Council,
who own the house, have re-
sponded to the women’s bold
action by serving a possession
order and getting the Electric-
ity Board to dig up the road to
cut off the electricity supply.

By the time you read this
the women and kids will prob-
ably be without gas and water
too — and the bailiffs may
have been round to evict them.

I The women are fighting all
the way. They have the sup-
rt of local NUPE and
ALGO branches and the
Tradfs Cou:gil, and tlt;vcar 100
‘people turned up to their sup-
gort meeting on Sunday 10th
une.

Refuge

At that meeting further
offers of support came from
shop stewards at Longbridge
am‘lp Rover Solihull, and from
Labour Party members.

The women are picketing
the council housing commit-
tee meeting on Thursday 14th.
The council’s complete inhu-
. manity towards the women
was shown when they toid
the husband of one woman.—
battered by him for 16 years —

.} where she was living.

Cities such as London and
Manchester have had refug-
ﬁs for hsevexl':lgs yeatrg nl;gﬁv.

irmingham atheti
behind with no regxge at all,
The women also want to draw
attention to the plight of the
homeless in the city, and to

rotest at the plan to turn the
gouse into a private hospital

lack of Erivate hospitals!

The house is in good condi-
tion but has been standing
empty for two years. The coun-
cil’s neglect of their property
has sud
concern.

The reactionary ‘local even-
ing paper and the TV refused
to publicise the women’s
daily press releases until the
bailiffs come to throw them out

enly turned into great -

I Battered by hushands,
-attacked by the council

— and then publicity will be
too late. The more support
the women have, the better
their chances of resisting evict-
ion and winning a refuge from
the council. :

MARIAN MOUND

* Donations and messages of
support to: Women’s Aid,
26 Priory Road, aston,
Birmingham 15 (021 449 5913).
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ON THURSDAY May 24th,
the 720 workers at the
Triumph Meriden motor-
cycle co-operative were faced
with an unpleasant choice:
whether to accept 150 ‘vol-
untary’ redundancies or to
go for a 3-day week for at
least the next 18 months.

The co-op’s managing
. director Geoffrey Robinson
. (Labour MP for Coventry
NW and a former Jaguar
" boss) insisted that the re-
dundancy plan was the co-
-op’s only hope for survival.
Union officials “like Bill
Lapworth of the TGWU (who
had pldyed a leading role in
setting up the co-op in the
first place) opposed the re-
dundancies and pressed for
the 3-day week.

At a mass meeting earlier
in the week (from which
Robinson had been excluded
at the wish of the workers)
the redundancy plan had
been rejected. But Robinson
demanded another meeting
and threatened to resign if
the redundancies were not
agreed to. The unions bitter-
ly accused Robinson of black-
mail, but in the end he had
his way. The redundancies
were accepted.

by ‘
JIM DENHAM
. Robinson = joyfully . pro-

claimed _that the decision
proved ‘the first allegiance of
members of a co-operative_is
to the co-operative and not to
the trades union’.

But Meriden is far from
being. out of the wood. Last
year - they had losses . of
£700,000 -and the best the
co-op can hope for even after
the redundancies this year is
-to break even — and that can
only be done if the govern-
ment waives £1 million in
interest repayments. There .
is a stockpile of over 200,000
unsold bikes, and demand
‘from the crucial American
market is in sharp decline
due to the rise in the value of

_sterling and the outdated
- design of the 750cc Bonne-
_ville. So far this year, 500
unsold bikes have had to be
shié)ped back from the USA.

" Even if, against the odds,
Meriden does manage to
stay in business, the heady,
idealist spirit of 1973-4 has
gone for ever. There is a'
clearly defined ‘professional’
management, and even the
worker-directers are now re-
garded as bosses by the
other workers. Meriden

French ‘Communist’ Party poster: ‘I love my country... 'm

Meriden

&

Island o

workers

control

sinks into

sea of

capitalism

workers are acutely aware of
how low their wages are (and
how hard their work is) com-

ared with the local car
actories.

The roots of the present
crisis at Meriden go back to
the very foundation of the
co-op — and beyond that, to
the nigh-on criminal greed
and incompetence’ of the old
BSA company. While Lord
and - Lady Docker were
swanning around the night-
spots of Europe in their gold-
plated Daimler, BSA was
dying from lack of invest-
ment.

In early 1973 the Tory
government handed £4.8 mil-
lion to Manganese Bronze to
take on BSA and the other
near-defunct British motor-
cycle company, Norton-
Villiers-Triumph. Mangan-
ese kept hold of the profit-
able parts, and set up a

NS

Jjoining the CP’. Another poster said ‘No to a German
Europe’. And the French CPalso calls for a total halt to all
immigration, and the building-up of France’s nuclear.

weaponry.

separate concern — NVT —
for the more risky motor-
bike side. Manganese boss
Dennis Poore became chair-

‘man of both companies.

Before long, Poore decided
that motorbike production
had to be rationalised. The
original plan was to close
Meriden and Wolverhamp-
ton NVT, and transfer all

production to the old BSA
plant at Small' Heath,
Birmingham. - '

The  (then) 1750-strong
Meriden workforce were
ready to fight. A mass meet-
ing on 2nd October 1973
voted to ‘work-in’, stop .all
movement of finished bikes
out of the factory, and to
call for the blacking of all
NVT products at the docks."
But the militancy ' of the
workers was not matched by
any great determination or
clear direction from their

EEC ELECTIONS

FRANCE:
600,000

TWO French Trotskyist orga-
nisations, Lutte Ouvriere
and the Ligue Communiste
Révolutionnaire (French sec-
tion of the United Secretar-
iat of the Fourth Internat-
ional) presented a common
list of candidates for the Eur-
opean elections under the
slogan ““‘For the Socialist
United States of Europe’’. -

This list was the only one
that stood for a clear inter-
nationalist position in the el-
ections in France. It won over
600,000 votes, more than 3%
of the total, which was about
the same proportion as the
far-left vote in the general
election last year. It would
have been enough to obtain
at least two members of the
European Parliament, had
it not been for an undemo-
cratic law passed by the
large parties in Parliament
which meant that only part-
ies getting more than 5%
of the vote would win any
seats.

As a result-of the joint
work of the two organisa-
tions, Arlette  Laguiller
(a leading member of LO)
called at the LO
on the weekend of 2nd-3rd
June for LO and the LCR to
fuse to create a ‘democratic
revolutionary party’, includ-
ing all those who ‘have the
same programme, the pro-

festival.

union leadership.

The _idea of nationalising
Meriden, Small Heath and
the Wolverhampton plant

.was half-heartedly mooted,

but by then negotiations be-
tween T&G official Bill Lap-
worth, Nuneaton MP Leslie
Huckfield, and Christopher
Chataway of the Department
of Trade and Industry were
already working round to the
idea of a ‘workers’ co-
operative’.

A mass meeting on Sth
October enthusiastically en-.
dorsed the idea. Poore was
almost as keen himself —
sniffing a convenient way
of ending the redundancy
dispute and getting rid of the
NVT albatross from round
his neck in one operation.

VOTES FOR A WORKERS' EUR(

‘gramme of Trotskyism, the

Transitional  Programme’.
However, it was clear, even
in the course of the joint el-
ection campaign, that wide
divergences between LO and
the LCR remain which cannot
just be resolved by appeal-
ing to the Transitional Pro-
gramme.

Most importantly for the
campaign, LO and the LCR
have different positions on
the attitude revolutionaries
should take to the EEC. The
LCR, like the IMG in Britain,
argues. that the EEC streng-
thens the bourgeoisie econo-
mically and politically- and
should therefore be opposed.
In the USFI’s manifesto for
Europe they put forward the
demand: ‘total support for
the campaign of Spanish,
Greek and Portuguese revo-
lutionaries  against  the
integration of their countries
into the community of
capital’,

Despite their use of the
word ‘revolutionary’, this in
fact lines them up in France
and the other countries
which are already in the EEC
alongside those like the
French CP who ‘argue ag-
ainst the extension of the
EEC from a reactionary,
nationalist viewpoint.

This is not ‘just a minor
part of the USFI's platform.

Bill Lapworth explained
ow the union officials en-
visaged the deal: ‘If Mr.
Poore is going to sell the
Meriden factory we are in'the
market as buyers... The fact
that we are prepared to
establish a workers’ co-
operative as a viable propos-
ition shows that the workers
are prepared to back their
judgment that Meriden can
be kept going on a profitable
basis... We realise we have
to achieve credibility with the
banks and other interested
parties, but we are confid-
ent this can be done. Certain-
ly we are not anticipating any
difficulty in attracting com-
petent management.’

Despite the initial enthus-
iasm of all concerned, the ne-
gotiations  between the
unions, Poore and the Gov-
ernment on purchasing the
factory and the practicalities
of . actually establishing a
co-op dragged on for another
nine months. By now, the
Labour Government was in
office and Wedgwood Benn
was at the Dept. of Industry.
Also, the workforce had
declined from 1750 to 1250...-

When the Government an-
‘nounced the final tetms for
the deal on 20th July 1974,
the earlier euphoria among
the workforce began to give
way to a bitter realisation of
just what they had let them-
selves in for.

The Government would
provide.a £4.2 million loan at

EEC El.EC

In Intercontinental Press of
21st May, Anna Libera
writes: ‘‘We think that in
those countries revolution-
aries must clearly say ‘no’ to
entry into the Common
Market, which represents
above all a reinforcement of
the capitalists in those coun-
tries to exploit the workers.
There can be no ambiguity
on this question. A clear pos-
ition of rejecting member-
ship is the only position that
makes it possible to wage a
really internationalist cam-
paign...”

Lutfe Quvriére has a fund-
amentally different (and in
our opinion correct) position
on the EEC, arguing that the
working class has no interest
in taking sides for or against,
and that an anti-EEC posi-
tion inexorably leads to con-
cessions to nationalism. In
their * weekly paper Lutte
Ouvriére, no.570, one of
their comrades writes:

‘... Whether the comrades
of the LCR realise it or not,
being against the EEC

‘means adding grist to the

mill of the nationalists, and
sections of ‘the labour bur-
eaucracy... we are neither
for nor against the Common
Market, as we think that
there is no point in the work-
ers taking-a position on the
agreements or commercial

‘concessionary’ interest plus
a grant of £750,000 (compar-
ed with the £4.8 million,
interest free, handed to
Poore the year before); and
even that was hedged about

_with strict conditions for
Benn: .

‘The Government will have
first charge on the assets of
the co-operative and my
prior consent will be required
Jor substantial acquisitions
and disposals; for making
wage, salary or other pay-

Meanwhile, S
Wolverhamptq
to go to the w
a fight for th
ion of all 4
under worke
have stood a g
success at that)

When the ¢

ments in excess of £50 per: [&&

*week to any employee, dir-
ector or official of the co-
‘operative; for the declarat-
ion or payment of any
dividends on the co-operative

shares; and for the taking up -
or making of loans. I will also .

have the right to appoint a

director to the advisory board

of the co-operative.’ .
But the worst aspects of
the deal were the manning
levels and productivity re-
quirements upon . which - it
was based: a workforce of
around 800, producing S00
finished machines per week,
compared with the 600 to
800 bikes per week produced -
by the
workforce.
About all Meriden had go-

‘ing for it was the determin-

ation and idealism of the
small hard-core that had
hung on into July 1974, and a
contract from NVT manage-

ment to buy finished bikes -

for the American market.

contracts the

make among themselves’’.
On the same basis, LO

rejects  any opposition to

‘Greece, Spain and Portugal

entering the EEC.

It might therefore appear
puzzling that the two orga-
nisations were able to agree
on a common platform for the
European elections, and all
the more so when one con-
siders that in the general
election last year LO and the
LCR had different candid-
ates because they could not
agree on the attitude to take
towards the Union of the
Left. In reality the problem
was resolved quite easily.

When LO approached the.
LCR about a joint campaign,
the LCR — having just suff-
ered the. collapse of their
effort to run a daily paper —
were not in a financial or
organisational position to
undertake a campaign of
their own. LO offered to take
on the' greater part of the
expense of the . campaign.
At the same time, they in-
sisted on ceftain political
conditions. The first was that
the propaganda of the cam-
paign was truly internation-
alist; the second, that at
least in France the.campaign
should denounce those who
were opposed to the entry of

N
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tract with NVFE ran out,
things began to look very
grim for Meriden. The co-op
hoped to make up for that
loss by winning back the big
police fleet orders from
BMW, but without success.
In January 1977 a request to
the ‘Government for more

| KN

cash was turned down, and
lay-offs began.

A temporary reprive

turned up in the form of a
£1 million order (plus tech-
nical aid) from GEC, and an
eventual
£500,000 from the Govern-

further loan of

'EC ELECTIONS

GERMANY’S Social Demo-
crats and Christian Demo-
crats both stand to make

20M deuischmarks (£SM)
profit out of the EEC elec-
tions. Both received 3DM50-
(nearly £1) from the state
towards ‘expenses’ for every
vote they got — regardless
of what they actually spent!
This was probably the main
source of interest in the elec-

tion for the German parties.

Throughout Europe
the enthusiasm for the elec-
tion both from the parties
and from the voters was less
than in their national elec-
tions. There was a low 60%
turnout in Germany, only
42% in Holland, and a 33%
turnout in Britain was the

“lowest of the lot.

The cause -was simple.
All the major bourgeois par-
ties, Christian Democrat,
Conservative and Gaullist,
have said that the EEC
parliament is powerless and

® [
Britain:
.

IN Britain there was only one
would-be revolutionary cand-
ilate: Tariq Ali of the Inter-
national Marxist Group, who
stood in London West. He
got 1,600 votes, or about
0.9% of the total in that
constituency.

. But the main slogan on his
election posters was, ‘Out of
the Bosses’ Market!’

At his major campaign
rally, attended by over 150
people on June Ist, Ali tried

they will keep it that way.
The main workers’ parties
in the EEC went even further
in their defence of ‘the
national interest’ and their
national parliaments. The
French Communist Party had
posters- saying ‘‘I love my
country, I’m joining the CP*’

In Britain the Labour
Party, in a campaign domin-
ated by the ideas of the
‘left wing’ National Exec-
utive Committee, presented
a more muted chauvinism
than the ‘‘Get Britain Out”’
appeal in the 1975 referen-
dum. But the gist was still
that the Common Market is
a bad thing because it’s
foreign, and Labour will fight
for the national interest
better than the Euro-minded
Tories.

Labour Weekly devoted its
main article on the EEC be-
fore the election to an expose
of how °‘Britain’s industrial
trade in the Common Market

ment to finance the purchase
of American ' marketing
rights from NVT.

All the while, Meriden was

~ increasingly being forced

into accepting conventional
capitalist management meth-
ods. In August 1977 a ‘pro-

- fessional’ managing director,

ex-BSA  manager John
Nelson, was brought in for a
salary of £10,000 a year —
while average wages at
Meriden then were £59 a
week. ‘ N

The wonder is that the
co-op has lasted as long as it
has done — even though that
survival has meant junking
virtually all the ideals of the
original venture.

The sad fact is that the
Meriden workers lumbered
themselves with the respon-
sibility of running a commer-
cial  enterprise  without
having the financial- power,
the economies of scale or
the .marketing resources of
the big capitalists. And for
the workforce, the very con-
ception of the ‘co-operative’
stripped them of much of the
protection that an independ-
ent shop-floor organisation
gives to workers.

The basic idea behind
workers’ co-ops is far from
new, but for a while Meriden
(along with Kirkby and the
Scottish Daily News) seemed
to some on the left to point
the way to a real alternative
to ‘state capitalist’ national-
isations of the NCB/Rail/
Leyland type.

The 150 redundancies
(accepted, incidentally, on
the same day that Keith

" Joseph -effectively drove the

last nail into the coffin of the
Kirkby co-op) has brought
that particular dream to an
indisputable end. )
But it would be a pity if
socialists drew the conclus-
ion that any sort of workers’
control is mere idealism, or
something to be put off to
the distant future. Just as the
€xperience in Leyland and
elsewhere proves that nat-
ionalisation in itself has no
scahst content, so ‘the
eriden experience shows
the futility of trying to build
a fortress of stable workers’
control within capitalism.
But the two elements —

nationalisation and workers’ .

control — can be fused into a

whole that does point the -

way towards socialism.

e

‘DURING the lifetime of great
revolutionaries, the oppress-
ing classes relentlessly 'Eer-
secute them, and treat their
teachi with malicious host-
ility. r their death, att-
empts are made to convert
them into harmless icons, to
canonise them, to surround
their names with a certain
halo for the consolation of the
ogpressedclqssesandwiththe
object of duping them, while at
the same time emasculati
the revolutionary doctrine o
its content, vulgarising it and
blux_xﬁng its  revolutionary
e

Hypocrisy American-style |

Carter’s
men fete a
socialist

and pink ‘left’ at that, number-
ing such people as I.W.Abel
— scab and bureaucrat, who
for years ran the steelworkers’
union — and ex-leftie intellect-
ual Sydney Hook. On the
whole a pretty shabby crew.
On the back page of thi
sheet one can currently find a
report of ‘the Debs Annual
Award Dinner. And what is the
ghost of the heroic class fight-
er Eugene Debs doing in such
com‘pa:x{y? Precise what
ok e S
volution, )
emasculated mlgglunted.

iginally intended to cont- .

f this

Debs’

{below), and
1920 campaign batton. Delngm

Walter Mondale, Vice-Presid-
ent of the USA. Mondale is

em] nt befo;
oFf St the theore, Jounding
from ‘totalitarian commun-
ism’. -
I is doubtful if any of the
1000 guests at this di
even know what

V. Debs stood for — or

out.

Debs represented all that
was fine in the early American
socialist movement. Organis-
ing the rail workers into t.h'e

American Railwa; s
Union, he led the  famous
Pullman stri

strike or ‘Debs rebel- '

lion’ of 1894. After being j

for his part in that he
became a socialist, and until
Doplar aitatos the Ao o
PO] r the 3

working class ever had. In
1920 he got over a million
votes as an openly revolution-

wrote Lenin in State and inue the militant ardour and ary socialist candidate for US
Revolution. fighting spirit of one of Amer-  president.

Today, if one should feel so ica’s m:test ialists, the Jailed for his anti-war stance
inclineJ, it is ible to pur- Debs Dinner is now nothing and relentlessly persecuted by
chase a monthly newspaper in more than a binge for high- state and em: %yers, Debe
the USA called New rica. ﬁgmg bureaucrats, soggy would have nothing but the ut-
ThxsistheortgunoftheSocial liberals and White House most contempt for the collect-
Democrats of the USA, who jackals to fatten their miser- ion of wretc who gnther
for want of a better description able, if considerable, carcasses annually and suj _com~

| aretheleft wing of the Democ-  The guest er at this memorate him, yet only defile
ratic Party. It is a pretty pale year’s Debs Dinner was . and tge memory of
) America’s best loved revolut-
ionary.

One day the memory of
Debs will be celebrated in the
only way it should be, by the
workers Tlt;hemaelvesmon the

streets. Then maybe the
of Eugene Victor Debs wﬁnl:

allowed to rest in peace.

JOHNP. CUNNINGHAM

for president
Joan Secialist Party’s

one million votes while in jail
making an anti-war speech

WAS TROUNCED

has been a disaster’, and
‘this pattern of trade increas-
es our budget contributions

and. reduces the benefits

we get from tradée in Eur-
ope’. Given that Labour
Weekly isn’t talking about
the 200 fags or bottle of
whisky you bring back from
holiday, either ‘we’ are sup-
posed to be big business-
1 men, or ‘we’ have more in
common with ‘our’ bosses
than anyone else.

That campaign brought no
response. Many Labour
Parties took the logical con-
clusion of the anti-EEC
arguments, and made it a
point of pride that they did

Was ‘Out of the

to explain how this slogan
could be reconciled with
internationalist principles.
He attacked the EEC as an
attempt by the Rpsses to
organise internationally to
increase exploitation and to
attack living standards and
democratic rights, as well as
to form an economically in-
tegrated bloc. For those
reasons, he said, we rgust be
against the EEC — ignoring
the fact that ruling class att-

acks will occur inside or
outside the EEC, that they
‘most come from the national
states, and that economic in-
tegration is not a conspiracy
by Brussels bureaucrats but
mirrors the expansion and
development of the forces of
production under modern .
capitalism.
Ali went on to attack
the chauvinist arguments of
Social Democratic and Com-
munist Parties throughowut

no work fo;' the election.
Labour voters abstained, giv-

ing the Tories a sweeping"

majority. The Labour share

of the vote fell from 37% in

the general election to only
33%, while the Tory share
climbed from 44% to over
50%.

The result was that Lab-
our got only 16 MPs while
the Tories got 60. The defeat
was made worse by another
aspect of ‘British democracy’
that the Labour Party has
been so keen to defend —
the ‘first past the post’ syst-
em, rather than proportional
representation.

. The idea that Euro-MPs

personally represent the half
million electors -in the areas.
they cover is even more ludi-
crous than Westminster MPs
personally looking after the
interests of 50,000 people,
but the pay-off for Labour’s
defence of this idea was to
get one-fifth of the British
seats for one-third of the
votes. The Liberals got 13%
olfl the votes and no seats at
all.

Though all the other coun-

tries in the EEC used some -

form of proportional repres-
entation system, the ‘first
international election’
didn’t live up to its name. It

1E(C ELECTIONS EEC ELECTIONS

WHY LABOUR

was not possible to present
any international slate in
the elections, as each country

jealously guarded its ‘nat-

ional sovereignty’, and slates
which received substantial
minority votes, like the revo-
lutionary slate in France,
were denied MPs by arbitr-
ary rules such as a 5% niini- -
mum to get an MP.

The large-scale abstent-
ions in the election were no
indication of a weakening
grip of faith in bourgeois
democracy. They- were a
reflection of nationalism and
indifference to the possibil-
ity of helping to create inter-
national links between the
workers by using seats in a
‘European Parliament’
as a voice for workers’ inteér-
ests.

That nationalism in Brit-
ain was fostered by the Lab-
our Party, and it reaped its

reward.
NIK BARSTOW

EEC’ a socialist slogan?

Europe, seeking to ally the
working class with some of
the most rabidly nationalist
and reactionary bourgeois
forces in attacking the EEC.

A struggle based on inter-
national links between shop
'stewards' organisations in
each multi-national firm:is
needed if workers employed
by the same firm in differ-
ent countries are not to be
set against each other. When

workers in one country are on
strike, their fellow workers in
other countries must organ-
ise solidarity.

That, said Ali, is the only
internationalist way of fight-
ing the EEC. But he did not
exploir. how that fight for
solidarity is a fight specific-
ally against the EEC, rather
than against capitalism, EEC
or non-EEC.

Unfortunately a billed

speaker from the French re-
volutionary organisation

Lutte Ouvriére failed to

appear. No explanation was
given by the rally's organi-
sers. Perhaps LO objected to
the confused anti-EEC line
of the IMG, in contrast to the
internationalist position put

forward in a joint revolu-

tionary slate by LO and the

IMG's French sister organi-

sation, the LCR.
NEIL COBBETT

:~Wv« .
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The working class often struggles spontaneously
against the misery of exploitation and the political
system which maintains it. How does a socialist party
relate to this spontaneous revolt? What part does work-
ing class self-activity play in achieving the overall aim of
socialism? How do Marxists deal with a struggle which is
often fragmented and relate day-to-day tactics to a
strategy to overthrow capitalism?

Reformists and revolutionaries have, since the incept-
ion of the Marxist movement, given different answers
to these questions. For example, Bernstein, who prop-
osed substituting a policy of social reform for that of
revolution, summed up his views in the maxim ‘‘The
movement is everything; the final goal nothing’’. The
Economist trend transferred his. views to Russia and
argued that socialists should immerse themselves in the
spontaneous economic struggles of the working class.
Lenin, on the other hand, saw the need for an organised

vanguard if that spontaneous struggle was to develop

its full potential _to™ give it a conscious direction. -

Rosa Luxemhburg had addressed herself to these
questions long Bsfore her debate with Kautsky on the
mass strike in 1810. in 1889 she replied to Bernstein
by pointing out. that trade unionism, cooperatives and
social reforms could not ‘dastroy capitalism and that a
revolutionary struggle was necessary. In 1904 she
sharply disputed Lenin’s conception of the type of
revolutionary party needed. in 1906 she drew on the
experience of the Russian Revolution of 1905 to show

, how the spontaneous self-activity of the working class
‘was the raw material  of revolution which could not

simply be conjured out of thin air by organised trade

’

unions and political parties.

The sectidn of **Attrition or Struggle’’ which we print
here takes up these questions, particularly the position

that that Social Democratic Party should take in relation

to the mass action which was expressed in the support
for the demand of the mass strike. _

She begins by continuing her polemic against Kaut-
sky’'s conception of the -mass strike as something that
could be switched on or off at will by the SPD and the
trade unions. For .Luxemburg, a mass strike comes
about as a result of a conjuncture of a political situation
and a mood among the masses. She quotes from one of
her own articles: '

**The mass strike ls merely the externa! form of action
whose inner development, whose logic, whose growth
and whose consequences stand In the closest connection
with the political sitdation and its further develop-
ment...... the decisions for. an immediate action of the
masses can only procesd from the masses themselves’’.

The party or trade unions cannot impose themselves

on the masses in order either to prevent or to order a
mass strike. To try either would lead to the masses
repudiating their ‘leadership’. Thus Luxemburg argues
that if the trade union leaders were to oppose a8 mass
strike which' was supported by the masses, they would
merely lose all influence amongst them.

It is clear that Luxemburg here underestimates the
extent to which reformist leaders could head off and
strangle the spontaneous action of the working class.
Of course, in 1910 there had been no great historical
event which would have enabled her to test this in
practice. The test was only to comne with the outbreak
of war in 1914. Furthermore, large sections of the
working class were still unorganised or only just coming
into trade unions. Luxemburg, basing herself on the
Russian experience, thought that these workers would
play a leading role in a mass strike and would offset the
conservatism of the established working class leaders.
She opposed the contemptuous attitude’the union and

party leaders (including Kautsky) held towards the

unorganised workers.

Though Luxemburg denies the ability of the unions
and SPD to hold back the class struggle, she is well
aware of the need for clear leadership from a conscious
political party if the spontaneous struggle of the working
class is to be successful. She reproaches Kautsky prec-
isely because his aloof attitude makes it possible for the
spontaneous struggle to peter out without clear aim or
direction. She writes:

*«__if there is even one chance that the mass strike will
be used in the near future in Germany, then it is our
duty as a matter of course to bring this possibility to the
masses’ attention and. to arouse sympathy for this action
in the broadest possible circles of the proletariat so that
the workers are not taken unawares and sb that they
do not enter into it as a blind reaction, but with full

" consciousness, with confident awareness of their own

strength and in the largest numbers possible.’’
Luxemburg also attacked Kautsky's attempt to

compartmentalise the class struggle by listing all the

different types of strike (economic strike, protest strike,

1 strike of compulsion), and also by separating the econ-

m Kautsky to
Eurocommunism:
inrropucTiIoN Schemas #
against |

omic and political struggles and arguing that it would be
harmful for them to be confused. Luxemburg did not

rest content with pointing out that in real life all these.
careful classifications broke down and that this was

" precisely a strength of, for example, the Belgian suffrage

movement. She also shows that this division both contra-
dicts the basic purpose of socialist tactics and actively
holds the movement back. She writes: )

“*If...we want to conduct the suffrage struggle in the,
spirit of purely proletarian tactics... and make its found-

" ation the proletariat’s own power and class action alone,

then it is clear that a. ‘sharp separation’ from the

.sconomic interests and struggles of the proletariat is
counter-productive and even impossible. It would, then

mean artificially paralysing the strength and impetus of

the suffrage movement and making it poorer in content

it we did not let it be borne along by everything which

affects the vital interests of the proletariat’.

Since Luxemburg wrote this, the separation of econ-
omic and political struggles has become fixed as one of:
the solid bases of the hold of the reformist social demo-
cratic and Stalinist, parties over the working class. In
Britain particularly there is a developed division between
the Labour Party (representing politics) and the trade
unions (left to take care of the bread and butter issues).
As events since 1974 have shown, this division can para-
lyse the spontaneous direct action of the working class.
Luxemburg’s attack on this division is therefore as
timely as it was in 1910 and it shows how and why revol-
utionaries must break this division down.

Rosa
Luxemburg:

ATTRITION
OR
STRUGGLE?

But Comrade Kautsky refers to still other harmful effects

"of a public debate. ‘‘Iwould very much regretit’’, he writes,

“if Comrade Luxemburg’s article has the effect of opening a
discussion in the party press in which one side was to put
forward reasons as to why a mass strike would be hopeless
at present. They may be correct or incorrect; such a disc-
ussion can under no circumstances be a stimulus to action.”’

Now this view is completely incomprehensible to me. It
has never.been held by Social Democracy before. We have
never attempted to find a ‘“‘stimulus to action” through
illusions and hiding the true state of affairs from the mas-
ses. If the opponents of the mass strike are cortect in their
reasons for the hopelessness of such an action, then it is
thoroughly useful and necessary for us to hear their argu-
ments and to  follow them. If they are incorrect,.then it is
just as useful and necessary for their arguments to be
publicly acknowledged to be invalid. The most thorough
discussion can only be of use and contribute to the self-

clarification of the party, direct our attention to the weak-

nesses of our movement and press us to undertake the most
urgent practical tasks of agitation and organisation.

If Comrade Kautsky _had in mind here the danger that
the trade ‘union leaders would become involved as a result
of my written and oral agitation and would bring their big
guns to bear against the idea of the mass strike, then in my
opinion this fear was based on an overestimation of the
power of leaders, which again can only be explained by the
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rather mechanistic conception of the mass strike as a surp-
rise plan hatched out and conducted by the ‘‘general staff’’.
In reality the trade union leaders are not even in a position
to prevent a mass strike movement if this arises out of the
situation, out .of a sharpening of the struggle and out
of the mood of the proletarian masses. If in such situations
the trade union leaders emerge in oppasition to the efforts
of the masses, then it is not the'mood of the masses but the
authority of the leaders which is done for. In fact there is
already such a keen mood of struggle in the working class
that any public attempt by the trade union general staff to
slow down the movement would only result in awakening

‘criticism and protest in the ranks of the trade unions them-

selves. In the interests of ‘‘stimulating action’’, nothing
would be better than if the trade union leaders were to
appear on the scene with their. ‘big guns’; so that their
arguments could be seen in the light of day and it could thus
be confirmed how much the leaders lag behind the masses

. in their feelings and thoughts. That Comrade Kautsky has

relieved the trade union leaders of this. painful burden by
himself first 6pposing public discussion and then, when this
was no longer possible, by acting in public in order to
divert — in his role as the theoretician of radicalism (1) —
thoughts of and interest in the. mass strike towards the
coming Reichstag elections — that he has done this will

“certdinly have met with the full approval of the General

Committee of the trade unions. I doubt however that it
was effective as a ‘‘stimulus to action”.
Why has Comrade Kautsky then sounded this warning?

-From what dangers did the party have to be saved? Did

someone or other perhaps consider ordering a mass strike
from one day to the next? Or did, on the other hand, the
danger consist of awakening unfounded illusions in the

party with regard to the miraculous effects of the mass -

strike and thereby carelessly driving the masses into an
action which they hope will solve all their problems at a
stroke? Nothing like this is known to me, either from
meetings or from the press. 1 gave no grounds for doubt
in this respect.

1 wrote: ‘‘A mass strike suddenly ‘created’ one morning
by a simple decree of the party is merely childish fantasy,
an anarchistic chimera. However a mass strike which occurs
after a protest movement involving huge numbers of work-
ers and which has grown over z number of months, a mass
strike which comes out of a situation where a three-million
strong party is faced with the dilemma; either forward at
any cost, or the mass action under way will collapse in fail-
ure, such a mass strike born from the inner needs and
the determination of the aroused masses and, at the same
time, from the sharper political situation, carries with it its
raison d’etre and its guarantee of effectiveness”’. _

““Of course, the mass strike is not a miraculous method
which guarantees success under all circumstances. In parti-
cular the mass strike cannot be regarded as an amg cial,
one-off, mechanical means of political pressure, neatly
applied according to some set of regulations and commands.
The mass strike is merely the external form of action whose
inner development, whose logic, whose growth, and whose
consequences stand in the closest connection with the politi-
cal situation.and its further development. The mass strike,
that is as a short one-off protest strike, is certainly not the
last word in the campaign which is in progress. But it is just
as certainly its first word in the present stage. And if the
further development, the duration, the direct successes,
as well as the costs and the sacrifices, of this campaign
cannot possibly be calculated with pen and paper in ad-
vance, in the way that costs are calculated for an operation
on the Stock Exchange, then nevertheless there are situa-
tions where it'is the political duty of a party which has the
leadership of millions resolutely to launch the slogan which
alone can further advance the struggle which it has Qegun".

And in conclusion I stated quite clearly my opinion of
what is involved: - .

“In no case, however, can it be expected that one fine day
the ‘command’ for the mass strike will be issued by the
highest leadership of our movement, by the party executive
and by the General Council of the trade unions. Bodies
which bear the tesponsibility for millions are by nature
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cautious with decisions which others must execute. More-
over, the decision for an immediate action of the masses can
only proceed from the masses themselves. The emancipat-
ion of the working class can only be the act of the working
class itseli — this guiding sentence from the ‘Communist
Manifesto’ also means that within the class party of the prol-
etariat the great decisive movements cannot proceed from
the initiative of a handful of leaders, but from the conviction
and resolution of the mass of the party’s supporters. In
addition, the decision to pursue the present struggle for the
franchise in Prussia to victory in accordance with the words
of the Prussian party congress — ‘by all means possible’,
and thus also by means of the mass strike — can only be
carried out by the broadest sections of the party. It is the
business of the party and trade union comrades in every
- town and in every area to take a position on the questions of
the present situation, to express in a clear and open way
their opinion and their wishes, so that the opinion of the org-
anised working masses as a whole can make itself heard.
And if that takes place then our leaders will certamly be
found at their posts as they always have been up to now’

The main question therefore was that the masses should
take up the question of the mass strike and take a position
on it. Whether a mass strike is possible, opportune, and
necessary would then become clear from the further devel-
opment of the situation and from the attitude of the masses.
Comrade Kautsky’s attitude, on the other hand, appears re-
markable precisely from the standpoint of the Marxist con-
ception. Comrade Kautsky himself bases his whole theory of
the ‘strategy of attrition’ on the fact that we may find our-
selves forced to use the mass strike, not now, but after next
year’s Reichstag elections. Comrade Kautsky himself fur-
ther admits that ‘‘any sudden event, such as a blood-bath
after a street demonstration’’, can make the mass strike
quite spontaneously necessary. And he writes in conclus-
ion: ‘‘In the whole existence of the German Empire, the
social, political and international contradictions have never
been as sharp as today. Nothing is more possible than sur-
prises which lead even before the next Reichstag elections
to violent outbursts and catastrophes in which the proletar-
iat is moved to call forth all its strength and all the forces at
its disposal. A mass strike under such conditions could very
well be successful in  sweeping away the exrstmg regime’’.

If that, however, is the case, if there is even one chance
that the mass smke will be used in the near future in Ger-
many, then it is our duty as a matter of course to bring this
possﬂnhty to the masses’ attention, and to arouse sympathy

or this action in the broadest possible circles of the proletar-
iat, so that the workers are not taken unawares and so that
they do not enter into it as a blind reaction, but with full

strength, and in the greatest numbers possible.

The masses themselves should be prepared for all politic-
al eventualities and decide on action for themselves, not
wait from the signal from above “‘at the given moment”’,
as if they were ‘‘trusting their master who piously and lov-
ingly protects.the-state through graciously honourable and
wise rulée’’, and it were alwa; ays fitting for the party masses
*‘t0 keep their mouths shut’’. The Marxist conception con-
sists ‘precisely in considering the masses and their consc-
- jousness as the determining factor in all the political actions
of social democracy. In the spirit of this conception, the poli-
tical mass strike — like the whole struggle for the franchise
— is in the final analysis only a means for the enlightenment

the proletariat. So how one can consider such actions poss-
ible in the immediate future, and at the same time forbid
the masses to concern themselves with this problem, as if
it were a matter of playing with fire from which the masses
must be protected, is quite puzzling precisely from the
standpoint of Marxism. All the modern and ancient strat-
.egies of war cannot explain this puzzle. .
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CLOSELY connected with this conception of the mass strike
as an action decreed as a general strike by the conductor’s
baton is the meticulous differentiation made by comrade
Kautsky between the different types of strikes: protest
strikes, strikes of compulsion, economic strikes and politi-
cal strikes. Comrade Kautsky requires that they be sharply
separated, since if the propaganda is not clear enough the
masses may misunderstand us. Instead of holding the
protest strike which we intend, they may unexpectedly hold
a ‘strike of compulsion’. For him, the merging of economic
demands, or even demands for the eight hour day, with the
movement for the franchise, could only damage the latter.

‘Now such strict deﬁmtlons and classifications of the diff-
erent types and sub-types of the mass strike may all be very
well on paper, and may even be adequate for the usual
everyday activity in Parliament. However once a time of
great politicial unrest and great mass actions begins, these
distinctions become muddled in real life. To a very great
extent this was, for example, the case in Russia where
protest strikes and combat strikes followed-one another and
where the perpetual interaction between political and
economic action was precisely the defining charact-

, eristic of the Russian revolutionary struggle and was what
gave it its strength. Of course, Comrade Kautsky rejects the
example of Russia because at the time ‘‘revolution held
sway in Russia’’. As he puts the Russian events under the
heading of ‘revolution’, they are supposed to have no valid-
ity for other countries. But the closer we in Germany come
to violent struggles by the proletariat against the prevail-
mg reaction, the more the factors in a revolutlonary situat-
ion come to be valid for us as well.

But even without considering Russia, we can see the
inapplicability of this lifeless schema. We c#n see exactly
the same in the suffrage struggle in Belgium, where
neither war nor revolution occured. Comrade Kautsky
is of the opinion that ‘‘life has so far been sufficiently
pedantic”’ to separate clearly economic and political strug-
gles, at least ““in the suffrage struggles of Western Europe
the economic and political elements have been sharply

consciousness, with confident awareness of their own-

. of the class and the organisation of the broadest sections of .

separated up till now.”” Comrade Kautsky is wrong.

The Belglan movement for the right to vote began in 1886
and, what is more, originated in a whole flood of economic
struggles. First an ordinary miners’ strike gave the signal
for the upheaval. In almost all other towns and industries,
the miners’ strike was followed by other strikes, in which
wage demands were predominant. The mass movement for
suffrage in Belgium was born out of these purely trade
union struggles. Almost everywhere the demand for univ-
ersal suffrage was soon raised alongside the wage demands.
By usmg the tremendous enthusiasm generated by the
economic struggle, the young Belgian social democracy was
able to call its first mass demonstration in support of univer-
sal suffrage, which took place on the 15th of August 1886 in
Brussels.

This was repeated later. The great political mass strike
of 1891 which forced the suffrage bill from the government,
arose in connection with the struggle for the eight hour day,
as an immediate result of May Day. The strike was the
product of a series of trade union actions: another massive
wage struggle by the miners, followed by strikes in the iron
and steel works, and then strikes of carpenters, joiners,
dockers and others. Out of these sectional strikes, there
came, under the bold and firm leadership of the Belgian
party chiefs of the time,the first mass strike for the franch-
ise, which also brought the first success. After the political
mass strike was over because of concessions by the govern-
ment, the miners in Charleroi continued their strike for a
shorter working day and higher wages.

Throughout 1892 there was a latent crisis in Belgian
industry, which produced great activity among the workers
and led to several strikes to ward off wage reductions. By
the end of the year there was widespread unemployment.
On the 8th of November 1892, the day the Parliament was
opened, the party in Brussels organised a protest strike in
all the factories. Yet in December of the same year Belgian
social democracy took up the cause of the unemployed and
organised some large-scale demonstrations of the unempl-
oyed. Thus the great mass strike for suffrage that followed
and the decisive struggle of 1893 were prepared by a
constant interaction of the protest strike and the *‘strike of
compulsion”’, of economic and political action.

Comrade Kautsky strangely tries to belittle this wctory
by pointing out that ‘“‘Belgium has still not achieved univ-

- ersal suffrage’’. This well known fact is only an argurient

against those who recommend the political mass strike
as a panacea which will win everything at a stroke, rather
like an anarchist recipe.

‘As he puts the Russian
events under the heading of
‘“‘revolution’’, they are
supposed to have no validity
for other countries’.

For the present, we should recognise that the mass strike
served excellently to allow the Belgian proletariat to be
represented in Parliament at all and to enable it to win
a fifth of the seats in the first elections it fought. We should
also recognise that economic struggles played the major role
in this movement for the franchise and formed the startmg
point and basis of the political mass strike.

But our own experiences have also contradicted Comrade
Kautsky’s premises up until now. At present we have the
great struggle in the building trade. According to the above
schema we should clearly separate this economic struggle
from our movement for the right to vote, and indeed it would
have been preferable for the struggle to be avoided if poss-
ible, as damaging to the interests of the movement for
suffrage. In reality this separation just cannot be made, and
it would probably be the most stupid thing we could
attempt. On the contrary, in every meeting on the fight for
the franchise, the speeches naturally take up the question of
the lock-out in the building trade, in every meeting and de-
monstration those locked out form a part of our audience,
and under the impact of the brutality of Capital in the build-
ing "trade, every word of criticism of existing conditions
gains a lively resonance in the masses. In a word: the test of
strength in the building trade contributes to raising the
fighting spirit for the right to vote, and conversely the gen-

eral sympathy and arousal among the masses in the suffrage
struggle benefits the building workers.

Likewise we have actually already sinned against this
schema by having linked up the struggle for suffrage with
May Day, and.thus with the struggle for the eight-hour day,
when we made the May Day celebrations a demonstration
direct!y for the right to vote. But everyone understands that
making this link was a simple imperative of Social Demo-
cratic tactics, and that precisely through making the link
with the May Day slogans of international socialism our
Prussian struggle for the suffrage was put into the correct
context as a proletarian class struggle.

Here lies the very heart of the question. If we want to
conduct our Prussian suffrage movement as a purely poli-
tical constitutional struggle, in the spirit of bourgeois liber-
alism and in alliance with it, then a sharp separation of this
movement from all economic struggles against Capital is
certainly in place. And then the strictly political mass strike

is condemned from the outset as a half-measure condemned

to a fiasco, as shown by the fate of the Belgian mass strike
of 1902 This might perhaps explain to Comrade Kautsky
why ‘‘on the other hand, Belgium has even today not yet
achieved equal suffrage’’.

If, on the other hand, we want to conduct the suffrage
struggle in the spirit of purely proletarian tactics, i.e. as a
partial manifestation of our general socialist class struggle,
if we want to base it on a comprehensive critique of the
general economic and political class relationships and make
its foundation the proletariat’s own power and class action
alone, then it is clear that a ‘sharp separation’ from the eco-
nomic interests and struggles of the proletariat is counter<
productive and even impossible. It would then mean arti-
ficially paralysing the strength and the impetus of the
suffrage movement and making it poorer in content, if we
did not want to take up everything in it, if we did not let it
be borne along by everything which affects the vital inter-

ests of the working masses and lives in the hearts of the’

masses.
Comrade Kautsky here gives expression to exactly that
pedantic and narrow-minded concept of the suffrage move-
ment which in any case has already damaged us. As we
were sceing the first wave of demonstrations in the Prussian
suffrage movement, in 1908 and 1909, the workers were
getting a taste of the horrors of economic crisis. In Berlin
there was a horribly high level of unemployment, and this
expressed itself in indignant meetings of the unemployed
and in demonstrations. Instead of directing this 'movement
of the unemployed into the turbulence of the struggle for the
franchise, instead of linking the call for work and bread with
the call for equal suffrage, in quite the contrary fashion the
cause of the unemployed was very sharply separated from
the cause of the franchise, and ‘‘Vorwirts’’ spared no pains
in public to shake the unemployed out of the lap of the suffr-
age movement. According to the schema of Comrade Kaut-
sky this was a wise piece of *‘attrition strategy”’. In my opin-
ion it was an offence against the most elementary duty of
true proletarian tactics, and also a means of bringing the
demonstration movement of that time to an early standstill.
By now again advocating sharp separation of the suffrage
movement from the great economic mass struggles, Com-
rade Kautsky gives theoretical support to that very outlook
in the party from which the tendency is to be explained of
our leading party circles to hold demonstrations by-prefer-
ence only with organised workers. It is this spirit which
conceives of the whole suffrage movement as a manoeuvre
carried out under the strict leadership of the highest author-

. ities according to an exact plan and rules, instead of seeing

in it a great historical mass movement, an element of the
great class struggle which draws its nourishment from
everything which forms the present contradiction between
the proletariat and the ruling class-state.

In a word, Comrade Kautsky gives theoretical support to
just those prejudices and limitations in the conceptions of
our leading elements which at present stand in the way of
any larger and bolder political mass action in Germany, and
which the pressing interest of the present suffrage move-
ment demands should be overthrown.

Translated from the German by Stan Crooke.

NOTES

1. ‘Theoretician of radicalism’: even as late as 1910 Kautsky -

was generally regarded as on the left of the SPD.

The fight against the
Industrial Relations Act

‘THESE proposals are an outrage’, wrote TUt' General
Secretary Vic Feather in 1970 in response to the publication
of the new Tory government’s Industrial Relations Bill. Such
angry directness is rare from trade union bureaucrats. What
was it that the Heath administration was proposing, and
what difference would it make to the trade unions?

The Conservatives’ election manifesto of 1970 insisted, to
no one’s surprise, that ‘trade unions (should) be brought
under the rule of law’. They were not just repeating a trad-
itional Tory piety: the Labour leaders themselves had fought
to bring in new laws to control trade union activities.

Labour’s attempt was concocted by léft-winger Barbara
Castle, who, trying to claim radical credentials for these
reactionary proposals, called them In Place of Strife — after
Aneurin Bevan’s In Place of Fear. Whatever the title, these
proposals created more strife in the Labour Party than any-
thing since Gaitskell’s attempt to scrap Clause Four. In
Place of Strife was finally defeated before it could get to the
statute book by a grand coalition of the trade unions and
their supporters, against the cabinet and its dwindling camp

followers.

This rift, setting the trade union leaders against the
Labour Party leaders, helped boost the already growing
rank and file radicalisation. Thus the Tories tried to ‘bring
discipline into industrial relations’ at a time of heightened
trade union militancy and at a time when trade unionists had
just won a political victory over those trying to bring in laws

" controlling union activity. Things did not augur well for

Heath even then.

Over the years of the post-war boom, British workers had
gone in for what became known as ‘do-it-yourself industrial
relations’. They elected shop stewards — indeed the num-
ber of stewards and the number of full-time convenors inc-
reased massively over this period — formulated demands,
struck, negotiated and returned to work l.:gely without re-
lating to the official union structures. This informality had
two main consequences. Firstly, the wage rates -agreed
nationally between unions and employers had little relev-
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ance in many industries — notably engineering — as actual
wages drifted to much higher levels. Secondly, the close
contact between stéwards and the shop floor made it
difficult for the bosses whose profit rates were now falling to
end this trend by relying on the trade union bureaucracy.

The Labour government had seen this problem and instit-
uted the Donovan Commission to try to come up with a
solution. Donovan concluded that while it might be the stew-
ards who were the problem, bringing the law directly into
this aspect of industrial relations would probably be disast-
rous. But both Labour and Tory leaders were desperate to
please the employers. Both adopted a strategy of trying to
break the rank and file strength of the unions — actually
strengthening the official union structure in relation to the
shop floor, but at a cost of reducing the power of the trade
union bureaucracy in relation to the state. It was this latter
point that stung the trade union leaders into fighting In
Place of Strife and the Industrial Relations Act. They corr-
ectly saw that the result of these proposals would be a re-
duction in the importance of their role as mediators in the
class struggle. ,

1. ‘Kill the Bill’

Opposition to the Industrial Relations Bill started as a
grass roots affair, however, with the Communist Party-
dominated Liaison Committee for the Defence of Trade
Unions serving as a link. The left stance of some recently-
elected trade union leaders — notably Scanlon of the
AUEW, Jones of the TGWU and even Gormley of the mine-
workers — saw to it that the unofficial movement got plenty
of official support.

On December 8th 1970, half a million trade unionists
backed strikes and marches against the Bill. Eight days later
the ‘Kill the Bill’ movement had TUC support in calling
lunchtime meetings — which, the General Council cautious-
ly whispered, could go on into working time. Midlands
workers struck on January 1st, and on January 3rd the
General Council of the TUC began its ‘educational camp-
aign’ against the Bill. The AUEW took the firmest stand of
the unions and gave its backing to a series of one-day nat-
ional strikes. The TUC called a huge demonstration for
February 21st, which was followed by a well-supported
strike called by the engineering union on March 1st and,
finally, a special TUC conference on March 18th. Many
workers struck on that day, too.

That Conference took a line of complete opposition to the
Tory Bill which was to become law that August (though
certain schedules were not ‘active’ until the Spring of 1972).
Feather was able to announce that Labour would repeal the
Tory Act when it was re-elected. The Conference also decid-
ed not to cooperate with the Commission of Industrial Relat-
jons, the forerunner of the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbit-
ration Service, because of its new role within the terms of
the Tory legislation.

. The TUC confirmed its stand at its September conference.
1 1t considered that one of the keys to the Tory laws was the
matter of registration. The Bill stated that all bodies wishing
to be exempt from taxation (as trade unions’ funds are) and
from certain penalties under law would have to register. The
register included both employers’ and workers’ organisat-
jons. If an organisation did not register, then it was not con-
sidered to be a trade union within the definition of the Bill.
But while registration gave a union the customary immunit-
jes from taxation and certain kinds of prosecution, it also
gave the state the right to alter a union’s rule-book. The
TUC decided that member unions should also boycott the
Industrial Relations Court set up by the new legislation.

The various parts of the Act came into effect between
December 1971 and February 1972. Besides the question of
the National Industrial Relations Court (NIRC) and regist-
ration, the new law laid down a whole series of actions that
were ‘unfair industrial practices’. Some of these were sup-
* posed to be a bait for the trade unions; for instance, it was
an unfair industrial practice for an employer to show favour
to a non-trade unionist over a trade unionist. In the main,
however, unfair industrial practices of course referred to
trade union practices. Some of these were unfair only if
carried out by an unregistered body, and some were unfair
in any case. It was an unfair industrial practice to induce or
threaten to induce a breach of contract, whether a contract
of employmentora commercial contract, only if you were an
unregistered organisation. Yet some practices, like blacking
and many other typical solidarity actions, were ruled out for
all organisations, registered or not.

The Act made cooling-off periods and strike ballots com- .

pulsory if the government demanded, and it made all
collective agreements binding in law unless the contrary
was specified. Other provisions concerned recognised
bargaining units and ‘agency shops’.

There was a widespread belief — encouraged by the Tory
press — that the Act came into effect after the miners’ strike
of 1972. But, as an officer of the NIRC wrote later, ‘so far as
the emergency provisions of the Act are concerned, this is
not the case — they had been in force since December 1st
1972.°

Had the Tories invoked the Act against the miners, and
under its emergency provisions demanded a cooling-off
period (there had already been a ballot), the new law would
certainly have been defeated there and then along with the
Tories’ first attempt at an incomes policy. As it was, the
latter was torn to shreds and the Act kept on the shelf. The

Economist pointedly asked ‘If a cooling-off period were
ordered, would the miners obey?’

In its early months, the NIRC subsisted on a staple diet of
petty cases, including cases referred . it as the court of
appeal for industrial tribunal cases. One of the early applic-

ants to the court was the National Union of Bank Employees.

Along with the National Union of Seamen and Equity (the
actors’ union) the NUBE was expelled from the TUC for
refusing to de-register. The latter two were anxious to reg-
ister in order to protect their closed shop arrangements.

Under the Act they could apply for sole bargaining rights.(1)

The most notable case before the Spring of 1972 concerti-
ed the attempt by the UK Association of Professional Engin-
eers (UKAPE) to gain recognition as a bargaining agent.
Many trade unionists feared that the Act would encourage
the development of a host of ‘sweetheart’ unions posing as
alternatives to bona fide trade unions; these existed among
technician engineers, telephonists, electricity supply
workers and firemen.

Had the idea of the IR Act been, as the Communist Party
for instance claimed, to smash the unions, there is no doubt
that UKAPE’s bid to be recognised as an alternative to
TASS at Reyrolle Parsons would have been supported by the
NIRC. But all applications of this kind were turned down —
in the first place, without the TUC-affiliated union even
bothering to go to the NIRC. The idea behind the Act, after
all, was not to smash the unions but tie them more firmly to
the state and give the trade union leaders a bigger armoury
for disciplining the rank and file. For this it was necessary
to win the union bureaucrats’ confidence and keep the union
organisations intact, indeed make them stronger as official
structures.

The central feature of the Act was the responsibility of the
unions in cases of ‘unfair industrial practices’. The first two
cases (Kaymet and Ideal Casements) were easily resolved,
but the third was to undermine the entire edifice of the new
legislation.

2. The dockers’ fight

_ The case, which was referred to the NIRC in March, was

Heaton’s Transport (St. Helens) v. the TGWU. The basic
grievance throughout the docks industry was cut in jobs that
followed decasualisation, leading to massive voluntary re-
dundancies and the creation of a permanent pool of un-
employed dockers on the ‘temporary unattached register’.
The main line of protest from the dockers was against
‘groupage’ work with containers, i.e. ‘stuffing and strip-
ping’ of containers at inland transport depots, which took
work.away from the docks.

The Liverpool dockers were blacking Heatons, who oper-
ated a small groupage depot at St. Helens. Heatons res-
ponded by asking the NIRC for an order forbidding the
blacking. The TGWU, in accordance with the TUC’s boy-
cott policy, refused to appear in court. A week later Heatons
approached the NIRC again (this time with another affected
firm, Bishop’s Wharf) asking for a further order and report-
ing the dockers’ continued action as a contempt of court.
~he Court fined the TGWU £5,000.

THE last time the Tories were in power,
they introduced a great battery of laws to
curb trade union activities: the Industrial
Relations Act. It was a two-pronged
attack. It put a limit on industrial action
and it tried to put trade union leaders ina
position where they would be eager to
discipline militants. :

The more moderate Tories were for it,

and the Tory rank and file were ecstatic

— even though they would rather have
seen something more severe. But
Heath’s bid to curb the unions failed
dismally. Indeed it was responsible for
miltions of working days lost and for
making the government unpopular
with the ruling class as well as with
millions of workers.

In this article JAMES DAVIES looks In
detall at what happened and why.

Still the Liverpool dockers didn’t budge, although the
TGWU tried to pressure them into giving up the blacking
action. The NIRC ruled that the TGWU was responsible for
the action of its stewards even if it made plain that they were
acting in defiance of union orders. In other words, unions
would be held responsible unless they expelled militants —
a course of action that the Court clearly encouraged them to
follow. For continued contempt and for not paying the
£5,000 fine, the TGWU was now ordered to pay a second
fine of £50,000.

As everyone knows, trade union leaders have a heart of
gold ... or whatever other metal is currency. Their funds are
sacred. So, not surprisingly, it was when the NIRC imposed
these big fines on the transport union that the TUC began to
back down. Vic Feather appeared on TV wringing his hands
between his knees and moaning softly that he had had no
idea that the NIRC would have the pewers of a High Court
when he and the TUC recommended total non-cooperation.

From now on, affiliated unions could decide for themselv-
es whether to defend their interests in Court when under
attack. The £55,000 fines were paid (on May Day, as it
happened) and the TUC made it easy on the T&G by letting
it deduct the money from its TUC affiliation fees. Things
looked good for the NIRC: fines were being paid and the
TUC had started its slide towards adjusting to the Tories’
laws. : :

At about the same time the NIRC intervened in the rail
dispute. The actual difference between British Rail’s offer
and the unions’ demands was. very slight, but the three
unions decided on national industrial action. They didn’t call
for an all-out strike but, as usual on the railways, for a work
to rule and an overtime ban.

Although he had shied away from a cooling off period for
the militant miners, Industry Secretary Maurice Macmillan

decided to put on a bold front to challenge the ultra-
conservative leadership of the rail unions. Macmillan asked -
for a cooling off period and the Court obediently complied.
Then the NIRC passed on the instructions to the unions and
they complied. Such was the policy of non-cooperation!

The two weeks were supposed to be for ‘conciliation’, but
the two sides hardly met. This further worried the TUC. it
seemed to confirm their central fear that the IR Act was an
alternative to consultation with the trade union leaders.
Gormley had already complained: ‘I've never met John
Davies once, and he is the minister in chief of the whole
question of the coal industry. It’s fantastic ... to think they
want to be so remote’. .

When the cooling-off period was up, Macmillan asked the
NIRC to order a strike ballot (the Court had already ruled
that the overtime ban and work to rule constituted strike
action). Again the unions complied. Victory, the Tories
thought, was at last to hand, and they could make it look as
if the new laws would break the momentum of any strike
movement.

Their hopes were naive. Despite the small difference bet-
ween the claim and the offer, and despite the conservative
nature of the unions involved, the railworkers voted over-
whelmingly to go on with their action. 95% of ASLEF
members voted to ‘strike’, as did 88% of NUR members.
Most surprising of all, so did 70% of non-trade unionists.

The Tories were stunned. The whole strategy had back-
fired. Instead of the rank and file being in a straitjacket, the
union leaders were. After that ballot they could hardly
refuse to call a sirike. There was nothing BR could do but
capitulate to the unions’ demands, which they duly did. Ray
Buckton, the ASLEF leader, cried on the shoulder of a
Financial Times journalist ‘we have been put in a strait-
jacket. It is going to be rather difficult to do other than what
the members want’...

All this while, the docks dispute had been rumbling on
despite the payment of the fines. After the Liverpool com-’
panies, a Hull company, Panalpina Services, complained to
the Court — this time an individual shop steward, Walter
Cunningham, was named.

While the TUC and the TGWU leaders were shuddering
at the might of the new Court, the National Ports Shop Stew-

~ ards told the government where to get off. ‘We have no in-

tention, either in the long term or in the short term, of re-
moving the blacking. We consider the unregistered labour
situation in and around the ports of this country is threaten-
ing the very existence of the registered dockworker, and
therefore nothing short of our registered men working in
these unregistered depots will persuade the committee to
lift the ban.’ :

Jn June the dispute shifted to London with what came to
be known as the Chobham Farm case. Again it centred on

 the dockers’ demand to do the work in the container depots,

though this time the case was not brought by the employers
but by those workers — like the dockers, members of the
TGWU — who, the dockers claimed, were’ doing a docker’s
job. An interim order was granted them, meaning that the
dockerswouldhavetostoppickeﬁng’otdefythe court.
They defied the Court.

The next few days were a legal bedlam. First, the Court of.
Appeal overturned the Heatons judgment and ordered that: |-
the £55,000 fines be returned to the TGWU. The point of law.
at issue was one that was crucial to the Act: the question of
‘vicarious liability’. The Court of Appeal ruled that the
union could not be held liable for the actions of those mem-
bers that would not obey the policy 1aid down by the union
leaders. This was in line with legal tradition, but if upheld
would deal a death blow to the Industrial Relations Act,
whose basic tenet was that the unions would be held respon-
sible for the unofficial actions of the members. ,

The next day, the NIRC put on a bold face despite having
been made to look foolish by the Court of Appeal, and began
contempt.proceedings against the three dockers named in
the Chobham Farm case. The dockers of course refused to
come to the Court-and were vocal in their contempt for its
practices. Meanwhile, Master Seaton, the Court’s
Secretary, passed on the papers concerning the contempt
case to that obscure legal officer, the Official Solicitor.

The Court of Appeal which had made a farce of the NIRC
on June 13th now, five days later, proceeded to do the same
again: it overruled the NIRC's judgment on the basis of the
Official Solicitor’s plea of ‘insufficient evidence’! The farce
had turned into a romp now — the Appeal Court said that it
didn’t have enough evidence that the named dockers were
continuing to picket the container depot, while the same
named dockers were appearing on television boasting how
successful the picket was.

The NIRC’s credibility was now at an all-time low.

3. Pentonville week

In early July, a similar case was brought against the same
London dockers’ leaders by Midland Cold. Storage, part of
the international Vestey empire. Again the tactic was for the
firm to seek an ‘interim order’ outlawing the picketing.
Later in the month the inevitable contempt case was heard
and warrants went out for five dockers: Bernie Steer, Vic
Turner, Alan Watkins, Tony Merrick and Cornelius Clancy.
The dockers were arrested and thrown into Pentonville jail
until they had ‘purged their contempt’.

This time there was enough evidence, apparently. To get
it, the NIRC had taken the unusual step of hiring a firm of
private detectives, Eurotec, to spy on the dockers’ leaders.
This was supposed to be kept a secret, so when they were
discovered entering the NIRC’s headquarters in Chancery
Lane by the back door, the detectives turned and fled.

When the Chobham Farm case had threatened to.eqd
with the militants being taken to jail, it was clear that Bnt.am
was hovering on the brink of a spontaneous general strike.
The carworkers had pledged tneir support, as had the
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‘miners. 450 Scottish shop stewards meeting in Glasgow had |

pledged action in the event of any militant being victimised.
Now, with five dockers in jail, the general strike move-
ment ‘was under way: dockers struck in every port, Fleet
Street came out, and scores of building sites followed suit,
| asidid many'engineering works and hundreds of other work-

outraged by the Court’s highhanded ‘action and"

i| . dexermined to wipe the laws off the statute book. Day after

day thete were massive demonstrations to ‘Free the Five’
and ‘Smash the Act’. Posters produced by the Bryant Colour
Print workers’ occupation appeared in many windows, even
in shop windows. »

On a motion of the TGWU, the General Council of the
TUC called a one-day General Strike for one week after the
five were jailed, and there was every likelihood that hund-
reds of thousands of workers called out then would refuse to
return to work the next day. .

Five days after they had been jailed, the Pentonville Five
were released. They were carried shoulder-high from the
jail to address the jubilant demonstrators who packed the
road outside. . ,

Again it was the Official Solicitor who acted as the govern-
ment’s safety valve, putting in (unasked by the dockers) a
plea that their contempt of court had now been ‘purged’.
But as the dockers were clearly as contemptuous of the
Court as they had ever been, the argument for their release
had to be somewhat laboured.

His first argument was that the root of the dockers’
grievance was the loss of jobs and the groupage issue. That
issue, he claimed, had now been tackled with the publicat-
ion of the official Jones-Aldington Report, essentially an
attempt to buy off the dockers with lump sum severance
payments. Yet the NIRC’s president Sir John Donaldson
had earlier — rightly — claimed that the Court was not con-
cerned with the underlying issues but only with the means

.| of force used, and with whether or not they were unfair in-

| dustrial practices. ‘

". The Official Solicitor’s second argumernt was no less
absurd. He noted that the Law Lords had overturned the
Court of Appeal’s ruling on the Heaton'’s case. Implicitly he
was saying that the IR Act was never supposed to be applied
directly to the rank and file, but to the union as such to urge
it to discipline the rank and file. Applied directly to the rank
and file it was bound to rebound on the state.

The rank and file movement provided the perfect opport-
unity to go beyond the freeing of the Pentonville Five to a
smashing of the Act, which by now was being opposed by

leading Tories too. The September Conference of the TUC,
| however, after suspending no less than"32 unions (most of
them very small) for not de-registering, confirmed its policy
of non-cooperation mark two: do what the court says, defend
yourself in the Court, only don’t register and don’t initiate
cases. A motion sponsored by the AUEW and the Fire
Brigades Union, which would have restored the original
| policy of complete boycott, was substantially defeated.

The NIRC continued with its daily trivia. The big indust-
rial disputes of 1972 — the miners, the building workers,
the engineers — were not touched by the Court. The only
major dispute of 1972 that the NIRC had concerned itself

‘with was the dockers’ fight over jobs. The NIRC’s activity
-| had certainly not resolved that dispute — in fact, the Offic-
ial Solicitor’s plea amounted to saying that the traditional

- forms of negotiation (the sell-out of the Jones-Aldington

deal) had resolved the crisis created by the NIRC. . _

After July 1972 the Industrial Relations Act was clearly
useless for any serious class battle. If it had been allowed to
rest quietly on the statute books, it might have become
usable in time. In the remaining two years of its life, how-
ever, it became an embarrassment to the state, as a series of
petty anti-union cranks used it to provoke new confront-
ations. ' ‘

4. Attack on the AUEW

As 1972 started with the NIRC’s challenge to the biggest
union in the country, it ended with the second biggest union
being fined. The case was brought by James Goad against
the AUEW. Goad was a scab who was also a member of the
AUEW, but one who had been lapsed by his branch (not for
the first time) for non-payment of dues. The Sudbury branch
of the AUEW had refused to let Goad to a union meeting,
and for this they had their head office’s backing.

The Court backed Goad. So long as the AUEW did not
expel him, he was entitled to attend the branch meeting, it
ruled. True to its principles, the AUEW maintained its
stance, refusing to go to court and refusing to heed the
Court. The first contempt motion was lodged at the begin-
ning of November, when a £5,000 fine was imposed, and the
second a month later when a £50,000 fine was imposed.

With the union refusing to pay the fine, the Court had to
issue writs of sequestration permitting it to loot the union’s
funds to pay the fines. As the union was in the red, the
sequestration had to be arranged with the union’s bankers.
To get the £50,000 it was necessary for the sequestrators to
realise stock holdings. All this time the union maintained its
non-cooperation stand, biit it did not go onto the offensive.
Many engineers struck in protest and thousands declared
their readiness for all-out action to defend their funds, but
there was no official call.

A NIRC official was later able to gloat about this period:
‘Apart from the Goad case, this was a constructive period in
‘which the non- and ex-TUC unions such as NUBE and

Equity made full use of the facilities available, and in which

many TUC unions (AUEW excepted) were by now familiar
with the court and its ways. The contrast between the posit-
.| ion of total boycott by TUC-affiliated unions in January and
| the last days of the Autumn term, whibh saw a leading TUC
personality (Mr. Clive Jenkins) making personal application
.| to the Court, indicates how far the Court had progressed in
credibility and acceptability.’

The Goad case did not unleash thousands of similar
applications. The attempt by an anti-unionist called Langs-

ton to use the Act against the tacit closed shop in Chryslers

.failed, and Goad did not return to Court for a third round.

(This Tory ex-Baptist evangelist had already made plain that
£30,000 would buy his silence... Presumably some kind
person came up with the cash and Goad retreated the
richer.)

It is important to note that Chrysler did not support

- Langston’s application.

.~ When a group of workers tried to get the NIRC to stop
the TUC calling a one-day strike on May Day — something
that was clearly against the law — their case was rejected. It
was not until the series of confrontations arising out of the
Con Mech case at the end of 1973 that the NIRC was in the
headlines again. While the AUEW certainly took'a firmly
principled stand on the Con Mech case, Scanlon had by this
time put forward proposals to reform, rather than smash,
the Tories” anti-union law.

If the Goad and Langston cases were sparked off by Vict-
orian-minded workers, the Con Mech case was triggered off
by an equally backward employer, Mr. Robert Dilley. When
two stewards at Con Mech, a small engineering firm in
Woking, informed their employer that a union had been
formed and they were to act on behalf of its members, they
were sacked. Their fellow workers immediately walked out
in sympathy and the strike was declared official by the
AUEW. But Mr. Dilley went to the NIRC.

The Eurotec men [the NH?C ’s private eyes) flee the camera

The application resulted on September 27th 1973 with the
NIRC finding that the strike was an unfair industrial pract-
ice. It ordered the AUEW, which refused to come to court,
to call the strike off. The AUEW paid no attention, and the
strike wenton. -

A fortnight 1ater the NIRC decided to punish the AUEW.
It instructed sequestrators to grab £100,000 of the union’s
funds and stocks, of which £75,000 was plundered as a

Court fine. But still the strike went on. At this point the.

Labour Party leaders became most indignant: this £75,000
had come, they pointed out, from the union’s political fund,
and taking it was tantamount to taking it from the Labour
Party. A parliamentary motion was duly debated and carried
in favour of the Tory government. ;

. The AUEW called strikes on November Sth and 23rd, but
it stopped of trying to organise sustained action cap-
able of ing the dockers’ victory or going on to smash
the Act and bring down the government.

The government, however, did soon fall — because of
Heath’s attempt to polarise the country in the Tory Party’s
favour over the miners’ strike. Again the Industrial Relat-
ions Act was useless in preventing that strike. Heath was
swept out of office, having failed to curb rank and file activ-
-ity in the unions and having failed at the much easier job of
getting millions to agree that the unions are too powerful. -

But the end of Heath wasn’t the end of the NIRC. The
Heath government was defeated in February, but the
Labour government did not immediately repeal the IR Act.
The Act and its Court remained in force. Labour promised to

- scrap the Act and the Court by May Day. Meanwhile this

embattled citadel of Toryism decided to fine the AUEW an-
other £47,000 to compensate Con-Mech for the damage (2)
caused by the strike the previous Autumn. Sir John Donald-
son and his robe-and-ruff companions seemed determined
to score against the AUEW before themselves disappearing
from the scene. So when on May 3rd the union still refused
to pay the £47,000 — Labour had, of course, already broken
its promise to repeal the Act by May Day — the NIRC order-
ed the union’s entire funds to be seized.

{Michael Foot, on behalf of the Labour government, tried

to get the AUEW to give in. He promised that if they paid

the NIRC fine, it would be returned to the union in addition.

to the money the Tories took off non-registered unions in the
form of taxation. The AUEW took no notice. Labour, it
appears, could not some up with the imaginative legal get-
outs of the Tories (like the Official Solicitor) and dared not
act without them.)

Three days later the union’s funds were restored — minus
£280,000. The union’s call for an all-out strike the following
day was not withdrawn, But May 7th didn’t see the start of
an all-ouit strike of engineers; instead it saw Donaldson’s
challenge to the AUEW deflated when an anonymous
group of businessmen paid the NIRC £65,000 on the

" AUEW’s behalf. Were these the same kind bosses who

v paid off Goad?

5. Labour and the NIRC

The NIRC ended with less than a whimper. It was wiped
out by Labour’s battery of legislation that restored to the
trade unions their customary position in law, and establish-
ed new rights for workers. These' Labour laws, learning a
lesson from the previous period, increased the power of the
trade unions in the state and semi-state bodies. )

The working class’s experience of fighting the Tory laws
confirmed in practice the Trotskyist analysis of -the role
and nature of the trade union bureaucracy and its relation to
the state. Fundamentally that analysis says this: the trade
union bureaucracy and the Labour Party leaders are divided
not in type — they are both politically petty-bourgeois

elements within the workers’ movement, acting as brokers
between that movement and the bourgeoisie and its state —
they are divided only in the areas of their activity and the
‘competence’ that derives from these. '

The trade union leaders, by their brokerage, turn the
trade unions into organisations which are not only the mass
organisations of the working class but also the means of
disciplining, containing, corrupting and defeating that
class. ‘“‘From the example of England’’, wrote Trotsky,
“‘one sees clearly how absurd it is to counterpose... the
trade union organisation and the state organisation. In
England more than anywhere else, the state rests on the
back-of the working class... The mechanism is such that the
bureaucracy is based directly on the workers, and the state
indirectly, through’ the intermediary of the trade union
bureaucracy’'.

It is impossible to understand the rejection. of the claims
of the various ‘sweetheart’ unions like UKAPE, the guaran-
tees given to the registered unions and the whole strategy of
getting unions to expel militants to ‘get off the rap’, except
from this standpoint. The Communist Party line which
asserted that the Tories were out to smash the trade unions
was nonsense. It was potentially dangerous nonsense too.
Not only does it imply that the Tories are no different from
fascists, but it implies that Labour’s general stance in re-
lation to the unions is fundamentally different — and thus
less dangerous than the Tories’. '

The dockers’ struggles were a perfect example of what
Trotskyists have been saying in relation to the trade unions
in Britain for decades. What did the NIRC manage to do? It
created a reaction in the ports which triggered off a move-
ment heading for an all-out general strike. It ensured more
working days lost in the docks than in many a year. Most
important, its intervention led to an upsurge of self-
confidence of dockworkers and a narrowing of the room for
manoeuvre of their trade union leaders. Jack Jones, then
the leader of the TGWU, lost much credibility in those days
of Chobham Farm and Midland Cold Stores. When he was
mobbed outside the T&G headquarters, the bourgeoisie
saw a sight that terrified them a hundred times more than
the average strike — and the press reactions made that
clear.

The NIRC’s intervention, in short, made it more difficult
to solve the dockland situation in the interests of the bour-
geoisie, while the traditional methods — the negotiation

between Jack Jones and Lord Aldington — actually succeed-

ed in defeating the dockers. ) i

To put it another way: the immense strength of the trade
union. bureaucracy is an immense strength- for the bour-
geoisie. When Home Secretary Robert Carr kept insisting

that the Industrial Relations Act was there to strengthen the |-

unions, he wasn’t lying. He meant just that: the Tories aim-
ed at strengthening the bureaucracy. Why the laws didn’t
work, and where Robert Carr missed the point, is that that
bureaucracy’s capitulation to bourgeois interests doesn’t

mean that it has no independent interests, no stake in'its

own survival as a caste of brokers in an essentially open
struggle. - ]
Shortly before the Labour Party conference of 1973,
Laszlo Kovats of the Society of Labour Lawyers wrote in
Labour Weekly of ‘the incomprehensible attitude of trade
unions towards legislation concerning them as organisat-
ions’. ‘The cry ‘Kill the Bill’,” he said, ‘is either dishonest or
stupid’. And he warned: ‘If democracy is the accepted form
of government, legislative change cannot be brought about

by unconstitutional means. There was clearly no earthly

chance of killing the Bill short of revolution. It was equally
clear that such a revolution was not forthcoming.’ Yet the
facts speak for themselves: the Act was smashed twice —
by the dockers and those who supported them in Penton-
ville week of July 1972, and by the engineers and their sup-
porters in 1974. The relative ease of these victories — both

‘were won long before the full weight of the workers’ move-

ment was brought to bear — reveals the true capacity of the
working class.

When the Industrial Relations Act was finally wiped off
the statute books by the Labour government, it was replaced
by a battery of commissions, committees, boards and
councils whose job it was to tie the trade union bureaucracy
closer to the state without narrowing its room for manoeuvre
These were designed to ‘resolve’ or defuse hundreds of
more minor disputes — most of all those brought about by
Dickensian employers, or reactionary workers: the kind that
had taken up so much time at the NIRC. They were also
designed to win the allegiance of trade unionists and to
restore the status quo: bourgeois rule by courtesy of the
rotten reformism of the Labour and trade unjon leaders.

15. At the TUC Conference of September 1973, it was announc-
ed that there had been 32 unions suspended for not de-register-
ing. The Conference expelled 20. The NGA had withdrawn from
the TUC, some of the 32 had reversed their policy, and one, or-
ﬁanising a grand total of 43 workers in the cane and i

ustry, went out of existence. The majority of the unions expell-
ed were tiny and unimportant: together they represented a
mere 7% of TUC membersln;g. The important ones were CoHSE
(118,000 members), NUBE (103,000), the Bakers’ Union
(50,000), the NUS (43,000) and Equity (20,000).

2] The issue of compensation was linked to one of the potent-
ially most draconian measures of the Act, the exclusion of non-
registered unions from protection from prosecutions for torts.
In practice this would have meant 8umng' the trade union move-
ment back to the days of the Taff Vale Judgment of 1901. Since
the repeal of that judgment it had no longer been ible to

‘sue unions for torts (civil wrongs). They could not be held liable |

for the losses incurred by a company through industrial action
by its workers.

Non-registered unions, not having this immunity, exposed
themselves potentially to huge fines for compenasation for such
losses. (The fines on the T&G had been for contempt of court,
not for compensation). In 1973 the NIRC dealt with a number of
cases of claims for damages from employers. The best known of
these were the Con-Mech case and that of General Aviation
Services (GAS) vs. the TGWU. GAS said that industrial action
by TGWU members at Heathrow had lost it a million pounds!

e NIRC was abolished before the Lords had made a judgment
on the basic issue of compensation raised most dramatically by
the GAS case.
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Post Office: unity needed

to fight on wages and cuts

THE POST Office is curt-
ently £500 million down in
its dispute with the CPSA
over pay. After six weeks of
selective action by the CPSA
action
from its management staff
association on June 14th and
a possible walk-out by Post
Office Engineering Union
(IPOEU) members from July
st.

The original Post Office
strategy was to take on
the CPSA and break its sel-
ective strike action in two
key computer centres, Leeds
and Harmsworth (the two
national 24-hour operation
billing centres), with mass
They then
planned to take on the
POEU.

This strategy has failed
so far. In many cases sus-
pensions ~have hardened
suppbrt for the pay strugg-
le. Clever use of Post Office
rules and procedure has re-
sulted in- chaos when
attempts have been made to

transfer work .

The CPSA’s pay claim is
basically for parity with
fellow CPSA members in
the civil service, an increase
of around 20 to 30%. They
also reject the proposed re-
grading structure as a basis
for pay negotiations.

The Post Office moved
early on to break the strike
in telephone area offices
where cheques to a value of
£10 million had piled up and
were not being cashed. But
they had little success.

As one member comment-
ed; ‘‘the Post Office seems
to be trying to run the strike
as if it has forgotten that the
unions involved [CPSA and
SCPS] both have over 95%
membership”’.

The Post Office’s offer is a
package deal designed to
weaken the union. It is 9%,
plus 2v4 % to offset a move in
the pay date from April 1st
to July 1st, plus 32%
(including = the proposed
1980 productivity bonus

payment) for an agreement

to negotiate over and imple-
ment a proposed regrading

structure within one year.
This offer also includes
clerical work measurement,
widespread introduction of
word processors, and agree-
ment to the ‘use of contract,
agency and casual labour.
The proposed re-grading is
designed to increase job
flexibility, reduce the num-
ber of grades by introducing
‘pay bands’ for pay bar-
gaining, and to try to create
more inter-union conflict.

It is crucial that the POEU
take joint action with CPSA
and SCPS over pay earlier
than planned and thus con-

front the PO bosses with a |

united front which can not
only win the pay battle but,
as importantly, prepare the
ground for united action at
any move Sir Keith Joseph
and his Stock Exchange
friends may make to hive off
the very profitable tele-
communications side of
the Post Office to GEC,
Plessey, or some . other
company. -

RAY SAUNDERS

Small ads are free for labour
movement events. Paid ads
(including ads for publications)
8p per word, £5 per column
inch — payment in advance.
Send copy to Events, PO Box
135, London N1 0DD, to arrive
by Friday for inclusion in the
following week’s paper.

SATURDAY 16 JUNE. March
ainst state racism and the
Irish connection, organised by
East London UTOM and local
anti-racist groups. 2pm from
Speakers’ Corner. N

SATURDAY 16 JUNE. Mass.
picket against the racist colour
bar at Pollyannas club, Birm-
ingham. Assemble Chamber-
lain Sq., 9pm.

SATURDAY 16 JUNE. Confer-
ence on Labour and the Crisis
of Local Government Finance
and Services. 10am to 5pm at
Hampstead Town Hall.

SATURDAY 23 JUNE. ‘De-
fend our Unions’ conference,
sponsored by Acton Works LT
AUEW shop stewards’ com-
mittee and several other trade
union bodies. At New Century
Hall, Manchester. Credentials
for TU delegates £1 from 265a
Seven Sisters Rd, London N4.

FRIDAY 22 JUNE to SUNDAY
1 JULY. Gay Pride Week:
events include a Grand Carni-
val on Saturday 30 June (ass-
emble lpm, Temple Place,
Embankment, EC4).

FRIDAY-SUNDAY 29 JUNE-
1 JULY. Anti-fascist school

g;ﬁanised by Oxford ANL. De-

s from 0865 52000.

SATURDAY 30 JUNE. ‘Health
not cuts’ conference organised
2{ ‘Fightback’. At Conway

all, Red Lion Sq. Details:
560 3431 x 679.

SATURDAY 30 JUNE. De-
monstration against recogni-
tion of Muzorewa’'s govern-
ment. Assemble  2.30pm,
Smithfield Market, London.

SATURDAY 30 JUNE. Day
school on new technology
organised by Fleet Street
Women’s Voice. 10.30am at
Central London Poly, New
Cavendish St, W1. Admission
£1.50, unemployed/house-
wives 75p. Creche organised.

| ed ‘inde

TEACHERS SLAM
PAY SELL-OUT

PROTESTS by teachers ag-
ainst the sa.lag sell-out are
mounting. Of the 13 associa-
tions which had met before
half-term last week, 10 had
rejected the terms. Several
others have done so since.

Those re,;ectnlzﬁ the deal

.include traditio

Ki moderate
anchester

‘| and Swansea. Merton Associa

tion has called for the resigna.
‘onpreneralSecrem

arvis.

In London, dozens of scfl;ioctl):sl
are i out unoffici
actio:a-l:y::itghdrawal of -
will, and no cover for absent
teachers. Activists are
campaigning for a half-day
strike on Thursday 14th June
and a mass lobby of the special
salary conference on the 16th.

The proposed settlement is
the lowest of the public sect-
or deals — 9% now, plus 0.3%
on the global sum to pay for
anomalies, £6 a month on
account and reference of the
remainder of the 36.56% cleim
to the Comgarability Com-
mission (which will grant two
phased ents over 18
months). tever the Com-
mission comes up with can
still be rejected by the emp'l‘z-
ers, and the claim can be
en to compulsory arbitration
under a Government-appoint-
ndent’ chairman.

The NUT National Executive
has clearly caved in to the new
Government, having no stom-
ach to lead what would have

. They will send the same

been the first union confront-
ation with the Tories. Given
the sgx: .rezponse from the
membership for stepping up
the action, and the Tories’
reluctance to confront the un-
jions prematurely, the pros-
pect of winning a subastantial
improvement was by no means
Instead the Nuﬁonal Execu-
thos rossoting 'the “’“"".....Z' ;

thus presenting the
ol

conference with a fait
Many association secret-
aries have not bothered to call

meetings to. allow the mem-
bership to express their attit-
ude, and to elect delegntes.

eleg-
ates as were elected to annual
conference. Nevertheless .
rank and file militants will be
fighting hard for a substantial
vote against acceptance.

If the settlement is accept- |

ed, many NUT members may

become demoralised and leave .

the union. The National Ex-
ecutive must bear full respons-

ibility for its failure to lead.

It is essential that union activ-
ists argue in their schools and

associations for members to

stay in the NUT and carry on
the fight for democracy and
militancy in the union.

. CHEUNG SIU MING

NUT Salaries Conference

Lobby
9.30am, 16th June, Central
Hall, Westminster.

‘Sun workers show
how the .
Times could win

TELEPHONISTS striking at
the Sun newspaper have won
a victory against the bosses’
attempts to inflict severe
blows to their organisation
and working conditions.

The trouble began four
weeks ago when their FoC
{Father of Chapel] was sack-
ed, £15 was knocked off their
wages, and an overseer was
installed in the switchboard
room.

The main initiator of all
these measures was Mr J A
Britton. Not so long ago
Mr Britton was FoC at the
Times, and sat on the com-
mittee of the Fleet Street

NATSOPA RIRMA branch,
the branch which the tele-.

phonists belong to. He is
now labour relations officer
at News Group Newspapers
Ltd, owners of the Sun.

As soon as he arrived he
bragged he was going to take
on the union. His first attack
was on the switchboard
workers. .

Their productivity agree-
ment was withdrawn, re-
sulting in a. loss of £15 for
everyone except the super-
visor, who lost £30 as he was
also demoted to the switch-
board! For some time the
men had been complaining
about the increase in work.
The management’s reply was
to install an overseer, em-
powered to instantly dismiss
anyone if he considered that
their work was ‘“‘not up to a

_ certain standard”’.

When the FoC attempted
to call a mandatory chapel
meeting to discuss this,
he was immediately threat-
ened with the sack. How-

ever, only after repeated
intimidation by the overseer
and Mr Britton’s statement
that even though the men
were working they would
not be paid did the men
actually walk out.

'The sacking of the FoC
followed soon after. At a
meeting between manage-
ment and union, the FoC
was provoked into swearing
at Britton. He was sacked on
the spot with not a word of
complaint from Hutchinson,
the RIRMA branch secret-
ary, who is an old friend of
Britton’s..

Britton also informed the
union that all the other mem-
bers of the chapel, having
withdrawn their labour,
would also be sacked.

The union refused to make
the strike official, saying
that the workers had acted in
an unconstitutional manner
by walkin,
got official approval. Hutch-
inson did however negot-

jate a ‘peace’ formula with

the management. ,

It said that the men should
go back to work immediately
and lose their £15 pending a
new agreement. The super-
visor should stay demoted,
and the overseer would re-
main. The FoC would be sus-
pended for one month, pend-
ing an inquiry in which the
onus would be on him to
prove that he was unfairly
dismissed.

Not surprisingly, the tele-

phonists rejected this nasty -

little package, and refused to
return to work. The officials’
response was to allow scab

labour into the switchboard

~ deterred:

out before they been reinstated,

room to cover what were
termed emergency services.
Other workers at the Sun |
crossed the telephonists’
picket lines; if they had re-
tused. they too would have
been charged by their un-
ions of acting ‘unconstitu-
tionally’. :
The teletghonists were not
ey canvassed for
support throughout Fleet
Street and circulated state-

ments explaining their case ¢

to other workers. Collect-
ions for them were held in
many Fleet Street NAT-
SOPA chapels. It had its
effect. o

Under pressure, the -Ex-
ecutive Council were forced -
to consider the case, and re-
versed the decision of the
NATSOPA RIRMA branch.
The bosses backed down.

The FoC, George Hall,
and all the workers have
the £15
has been returned : and
the - overseer withdrawn.
The victory of the Sun work:
ers shows strikingly that:
sticking out to defend .your | -
rights and fighting for sup-
port from other secti
workers is the way t 3
shows up completely the
pathetic strategy of the unié
leaderships in 3 mu
er battle, the Times di
" With the completec?e
of a fightback at the
and with many of the w
ers now in. alternative ‘
time employment, it ha
been impossible to :spread’
the - struggle across Fleet
Street. But the Sum shows
that another outcome was |

 possible. CLARE RUSSELL

Orange march flops

ONLY 200, instead of the
expected 2,000, turned up for a
planned Orange Order march
in Coventry on Saturday 9%th.
And the march did not ﬁo
through the Irish Catholic
areas of the city as scheduled.

A counter-demonstration
had been organised by the
local United Troops Out Move-
ment, and got about 80 to

100 people. Support from
Birmingham ANL was first
promised but then withdrawn
under pressure from the Com-
munist Party. But, looking for
the Orange , the counter
demonstrators met up with a
band of local youth who had
also come out to oppose the
Orange march. AC
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Lucas sets strike
- for August

ON MONDAY 11th June sho
stewards representing 12,
Lucas production workers in
13 factorie® in the Birmingham
area voted 500 to 4 to reject
the bosses’ offer on their pay
claim.

They were ‘claiming £15
across the board for pro-
duction workers, and the offer
was - £5.50. Even that was

tied to swingeing productivity -

and job mobility requirements.
It is thought that Lucas’ hard
line is part of the Engineer-
ing Employers’ Federation
camp. to keep wages in
check. The Lucas claim is the
first big one to come up in
this sector. ’

The stewards voted for an
all-ont strike as from the
expiry _date of the existing
agreerfent, 1st August. D

boosts umty
A MAJOR strike, which began
at the beginning of April at
William Doultons engineering
works at Burslem (Stoke on
Trent) over pay has created
much stronger ties among the
;orkers throughout the com-

ine. .

The strikers want a rise from
£63 a week to the £80 a week
that workers in other parts of
the group . A
spokesman told the news-
paper in the fourth week of
the strike: ‘We must be the
lowest paid craftsmen in the
country. Production is now
crippled here and as far as we
are concerned they can pay up
or close up. The t is to the
bitter end’. .

Despite no official backing
from the T&G or AUEW, shop
stewards called on hundreds of
other engineers in the group to
give support i token
strikes. As a result 100 work-
ers at Manor Engineering
struck for one day, workers at
another factory took action and
others sent financial assist-
ance. Another result was to
bring stewards throughout the
group ' together to create a
group negotiating committee.

The company, which is a
major emgl:ayer in North Staff-
ordshire, refused to budge
from its 10% offer. However,
pickets have succeeded in

turning away lorries. Blacking

‘of Boultons’ products wo
help too. But the best help
would be a serious fight by the

AUEW for the national claim.
A.BOUGH

Cuts: Islington’s
Labour council
outdoes the Tories

‘PROFESSIONAL layabouts
and bums’, was how one
Labour councillor described
the Claimants’ Union at a
meeting of Islington Coun-
cil’s policy committee on
June 11th. The attack was
meant to justify a decision
the committee made to cut
off the council’s grant not
only to the Claimants’ Un-
ion but also to almost every
other voluntary group in the
borough that has been re-
ceiving council money.
About 500 people protest-
ed outside the meeting, but
their worst fears were con-
firmed. The committee voted
to recommend to the full
council that four community
centres 'in the area be clos-
ed, removing the - facilities,

available to pensioners’
groups, tenants * . associa-
tions, women’s  groups,

English language classes and
volunteer social work groups.
An advice centre for teen-
agers in the - borough,

“‘Grapevine’, is also to be cut.

Islington council’s Labour.
group, which has all but two
of. the council’s seats, was
taken over by a group of

right wing councillors at the
start of 1979. They - made
the decision for one simple
reason: not so much lack of
money because of the cuts,
as the fact that they object
to council money being used
to help local people getting |
to know their rights and org-
anising to fight for them.
These cuts beat anything
even the most right wing
Tory councils in London have
yet done, and if passed by
the full courcil will have a
dramatic effect not just on
amenities for residents but
also on -the jobs of many
workets in the projects fac-
ing the axe. :
The Islington branch of
TGWU-ACTSS, which org-
anises those workers, has
called a one day strike on
June 19th to allow members
to lobby the full council
meeting. Left wing I.'aboﬁr
councillors are attempting to"
get the recommendations
thrown out. )
Pemonstration and lobby:
6.30pm, Tuesday June 19th,
at Islington Town Hall,

st.
Upper 3t NIK BARSTOW |

paper at the GPO.




