TRICO VICTORY

>p. 8

Transkei & Apartheid

[>p.4-0

Revolutionary challenge?

[>p.2,3,i

It will be a defeat if the
Geneva conference on
Rhodesia, due to open on
October 28th, produces a
settlement.

Labour and trade union
militants should demand of
the British Government that it
withdraw from all involve-
ment in the conference. We
should say that the only

r Nkomo (right)

Mugabe (left)

The crisis of the bosses’ system
hits the entire working class in 3
very simple way / it’s slashing our
standard of living. WORKERS’
ACTION argues a straightfor-
ward working class answer —
action to defend our living
standards.

p To do that wages, pensions and
grants must be tied to price rises
— £1 for each 1% increase in a
working class cost of living index.
This demand is one we can and
must attempt to raise and win at
workplace level, it’s not a timid
plea to the Labour government to
do things on our behalf. Yet we
must fight for classwide unity to
protect our living standards, to
develop the combativity and self-
organisation shown by sections of
our class but de-fused by an in-
ability to mobilise the class as a
whole. Developing that combat-
ivity means fighting to force the
employers and their state into
conceding us the right to a
standard of living protected
against inflation by such a sliding
scale of wages. Developing self-
organisation means that this
demand must be linked to the
establishment of committees of
workers and housewives to

moniter price rises and determine _

how they really affect the work-
ing class — in opposition to the
state’s biased statistics.

P Such a fight to defend living
standards would be less than use-
less if it tied our hands to merely
defending low and inadequate
wages, pensions and benefits —
that’s why we demand a national
minimum wage and benefit level
of £50 per week also to be linked
to prices, and why we believe it’s
necessary to fight for wage
increases above this  usine

settiements for Zimbabwe

(Rhodesia) we are interested

in are settlements'based on
immediate, unfettered
majority rule.

President Nyerere of
Tanzania urges British con-
trol of the Defence Ministry in
an interim government. He
even advocates a British
Governor-General for

protected wages as simply a better
starting point for the ongoing
struggle.

P These policies to protect our
class against the effect of the
bosses’ crisis run directly counter
to the social contract between the
trade union leaders and the
Labour government. - Even
government statistics show a fall
in real wages by over 3% in the
last year. That’s why we say NO
to any state interference — which
means bosses’ interference — in
our wnions to tie them to such
bureaucratically decided deals and
prevent them adopting fighting
policies. That’s why we say smash
the social - contract, no to part-
icipation schemes, no reliance on
the ACAS the Equal Pay
Commission or any other state
plans to link our unions to the
state and to a bosses’ answer to
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Rhodesia. Right-wing
Zimbabwe nationalist Joshua
Nkomo — now in cynical
alliance with guerilla leader

Robert Mugabe — talks about _§

there being ‘no risk to white
farms and businesses’ in a
Zimbabwe under his
leadership.

What that means is that the
white settler minority are

being promised that if they:

give up their absolute political
domination — and even lan
Smith admits they cannot
avcid doing that — then they
can ccintinue to exploit the
black people of Zimbabwe in
their factories, in their
businesses, and on the land.
The Geneva conference is a
conference whose only aim is
to work out the best way of
keeping the greatest number
of the white settlers’
privileges Instead of any
settlements of that sort,
Workers Action says: the land,
businesses, and the
factories of Zimbabwe shopuld
belong to the werkers and
peasants of Zimbabwe.

A

P The threat which the employers
and their government have used
to force the working class to
knuckle under to the social con-
tract, willingly agreed to by the
union bureaucrats, is that of un-
employment. Their crisis - has
meant at least 1%2 million —
probably far more — are jobless,
unemployment is a grim reality to
many families and a threat to
millions of others. There is no
way to ‘fight unemployment’ by
‘protecting industry’ through im-
port controls or directing invest-
ment — the employers are mount-
ing a direct attack on our jobs —
a direct reply is needed.

P That’s wny we must say no to
all redundancies — no to any call
for youth, women black or
migrant workers to be the first

out — we need the utmost unity, a .

fighting unity. The basis for that
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the work under workers’ control
and without any loss of pay for a
35-hour wegk and:for overtime to
be eliminated now. It’s a fight we
can pursue.and partly win on a
workplace level but that’s not
enough. :
P If the employers in any
company say they can’t afford to
guarantee jobs, and are threaten-
ing redundancies, we must
demand they show us their
books .. . not just their immediate
accounts but those of their entire
operations must be open to
workers’ enquiry. Any company
going broke or declaring . re-
redundancies must be occupied 1n
order to force its nationalisation
so as to save jobs — the banks
and financial institutions must be
nationalised and an end put to the
siphoning-off of the wealth
produced by workers into
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3 » The cuts not only push up un-
employment but also health,
education, transport, and hous-

~ ing facilities. We say: funds of all

social services vital to working
class living standards to be
protected by automatic increases
in line with price rises; any cuts in
public spending should come
from ‘defence’; Labour councils
should refuse to implement the
cuts and should also refuse to
make the interest payments to
money-lenders  which  burden
their budgets; militants should
fight for the Labour government
to remove that interest burden by
nationalising the banks and
finance institutions.
P We fight for nationalisation
not because we see Labour’s
_policy  of bureaucratic staie
capitalism as a step to socialism
— but because the working class
forcing nationalisation without
compensation and under our
control onto the government is a
step to developing our own class
power.
P In the end we are fighting not
for an answer to this crisis but for
‘an answer to a crisis-ridden
system. One answer to this crisis
could be that we knuckle under to
lower living standards, massive
unemployment and the binding of
our unions to the state. The other
answer is to fight the social
contract sell-out, for rank and file
control of the unions and the
adoption of policies to defend our
interests — for an end to collab-
oration with the state and a start
to the fight to destroy the power
of the employers and their
state . . . for the institution of our
Oown power.
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AS AN organisation with any-
thing to offer militants, the
International Socialists (IS) have
been hit hard by capitalism’s
crisis.

In the late *60s and early ’70s,
IS was able to grow by latching
on to and adapting to the consid-
erable wave of rank and file
militancy which responded to
speed-up, productivity deals and
attempts by the Tories to hold
back wages and control trade
union activity.

But this militangy never fund-
amentally broke with reformist
ideas. For now, it has been
seriously undermined by the
alliance of the Labour Party in
government and the trade unio
bureaucracy. .

Hitting hard

With cuts, unemployment,
inflation and wage curbs hitting
hard at workers’ living standards
a real fight-back has been virt-
ually stopped in its tracks by
confusion in the face of appeals
for national unity and by the
‘left’ solutions — which are even
more nationalistic — of import
control calls, ~of blaming

‘foreign’ bankers, of arguments

NOTHING was displayed more
clearly in last week’s economic
debate in Parliament than the
sheer helplessness of capitalist
politicians to steer their own
system. The only thing they feel
they can successfully organise —
provided they get a little co-
operation from the TUC — is the
further rape of working class

living standards.
Denis Healey reported that in
July the Government was

worried about the speed of
recovery; now it is worried at the
degree to which growth rates
have slowed down.

The target of single figures for
the rate of inflation had been
given up ‘‘not because our
Iabour costs are rising more
sharply than provided for in our
policy. On the contrary. It is the
consequence of the sharp rise in
in commodity prices earlier this
year ... and the rapid deflation
of sterling.”’

What an admission! First, the
myth that wage rises cause infl-
ation is thrown to the winds.
Then he admits that not the
workers but the bosses and the
bankers nationally and internat-

jonally — the very people that he
and tf‘l'e rest of the Lag)our Gov-

ernment are crawling to — are
the people who are stoking up
inflation. And then he tells us
that, knowing all that (the ‘sharp
rise in commodity prices’ was
‘earlier this year’ and so was the
major deflation of sterling) he
went ahead and laid into work-
ers’ living standards yet again
with Social Contract Mark 2.

This is not a matter of ‘‘mis-
bandling the economy’’ as the
Tory politicians and press put it.
It is a case of manhandling the
working class.

And the prospects for the
working class as the Chancellor
sees them? “It is already clear
that if we are to maintain the
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COAT-TAILS
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REFORMISM

and schemes for more viable
ways of running everything from
an industry or works to capital-
ism itself.

What’s needed above all to
break out of this swamp is a
programme of action and
demands which take as their
starting point the attitude: we,
the working class, take mno
responsibility for capitalism’s
problems or those of our individ-
ual bosses/local council or what-
ever. -

Thus we take workers’ needs,
not those of capitalism, as para-
mount. And we set out to articul-
ate those needs in demands that
challenge the basis of capitalism

Labour helpless in

the capitalist chaos

necessary rate of progress we
shall have to accept in the
coming year at least some
further fail in the real incomes of
the British people as a whole.”
Of course the phrase ‘‘as a

whole” is simply hogwash: both

the Chancellor and the Prime
Minister have said that it is nec-
essary to increase profits; and as

the ruling class draw thee |

incomes from these profits, their
standard of living won’t fall at all
— let alone ‘further’.

* Kk

The only clash within the
Labour Party ranks came over
the question of import controls.
In the week, of course, the TUC
and CBI had jointly presented a
document to Healey arguing for
the imposition of at least select-
ive temporary import controls.
This move was quickly followed
up by a statement to the same
effect from the Chairman of the
national organisation of
Chambers of Commerce. In
Parliament the issue was first
raised by Douglas Jay.

The line-up expressed very
clearly that there is nothing ““Jeft
wing”’, even in Labour terms,
about the demand for import
controls. Workers Action has
consistently argued that it is a
backward looking, nationalistic
move that could only serve the
interests of small and medium
capital. ' :

It is worth noting, however,
that Jay's argument was the

opposite of the one often touted.

by the TUC and Labour ‘Left’.
They often cover uk their nation-
alist conservatism by sayin‘%that
the goods they want banned are
those ¢ minﬁ from poor count-
ries where the working class is
super-exploited and unable to
organise in unions. (The except-
jon seems to be Japan; but in
any case the effect on such work-

itself. For the greatest overall
need of the working class it to
get rid of this -system that
exploits and oppresses us.

nstead of such a programme,
IS offers us in the 16th October
Socialist Worker something com-
pletely different. '

Pitiful reformism

In the main editorial article
‘Crisis: the Socialist Answer’
(which is presumably intended
as a platform for the SW by-
election candidates) we - are
instead given a classic social-
democratic  programme: for
today, the programme of doing

pit

ers would simply: be unemploy-
ment — the ‘left’ suggest no
measures of solidarity with the
super-exploited workers or aid in
their struggles for union rights.)
Jay claims that ‘‘we shall be
bound to limit imports of manu-

factured consumer goods — at
Jeast from the richer countries.’’

Healey’s statement on all this
was cautious and firm: ‘I under-
stand and share the anxieties of
those who see their livelihoods
threatened by unfair foreign
competition.”” Quite different
from the accusation that those
calling for import controls were

away with the ‘‘greedy”’, ‘‘bad”’
aspects of capitalism; for some
point in the indefinite future, the
planned economy and the social-
ist paradise.

Though they are jumbled
together incoherently, at no
point can one find any link bet-
ween the two — between the day
to day concerns of the working
class and a final solution to those
problems.

By breaking this link, the IS
‘answer’ falls into the most
pitiful reformism.

he article seems to start out
to show that capitalism is irrat-
jonal by giving ‘rational’
answers for its problems, or

_¢“gut of their tiny Chinese
minds”’. Clearly his respectful
remarks were addressed to the
CBI’s anti-dumping lobby, not at
the rank and file trade unionists
or the Labour ‘lefts’.

* Kk

What the Government
speeches refused to divulge was
the terms of their belly-crawling
to the IMF. All Healey would say
was that the IMF was happy with
the way the British economy was
moving and with the policies of
the administration, and that a
team of IMF inspectors -would
soon be in Britain to investigate
the situation closely. '

The books and accounts, it
seems, will be open to the IMF
— but not to Parliament, not-to
the elected leaders of the Labour
Party, and not to the trade union
movement.

* Kk K

Meanwhile the Tory leaders
gave an exhibition of such fool-
ishness as is hard to comprehend.
Nicholas Ridley, Tory MP for
Tewkesbury and a leading Tory
spokesman on economic affairs,
referred to ‘‘the enforcement
officers, the snoopers, the

inspectors, the traffic wardens -

and the endless number of
people paid by us in order to en-
force Socialism”’.

When Eric Heffer stated the
obvious fact that “The left wing
of the Labour Party does not
control the Government’’ the

Tory back-benches chorused
“‘Rubbish’’. And Margaret
Thatcher got up to echo this

lunatic opinion with the state-
ment that *‘If ever we have
another Labour Government
they will not operate a mived
cconomy. They will operate the
ivtal Socialist State.”

Is that a threat or &
promise’

N —
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rather, the problems as over-
simplified and distorted in the
popular press propaganda. The
trouble is, the ‘answers’ very
soon turn into ‘sensible advice’.

Not enough wealth to pay
debts or run the social services?
There’'d be more wealth, says
SW, if there was full employ-
mens, bringing in taxes instead
of eating up dole. And s0 on.

Capitalism

Though this section isn’.
posed as demands that workers
should raise, in the whole
context of the -present Left
Labour and Communist Party
‘policies for the government’, it
certainly reads like a series of
recommendations for solving
capitalism’s present problems.

What makes this reading
more definite is the resemb-
lance of many of SW’s ‘answers’
to those of Tribune and the
Morning Star — albeit articul-
ated (with SW’s usual contempt) -
for 6-year old comic-book
readers.

In fact, SW includes some of
the most reactiorary national-
istic ideas of Tribune and the
Communist Party.

. Thus ‘‘our rulers have squan-
dered their wealth rather than
invested it (their wealth?!).
Just pay off ‘government debts’
by ending interest payments and
investment grants, and allow the
unemployed to work ‘‘paying
taxes instead of receiving dole
money'’ and everything would
be better for capitalism.

And the overseas debt of
10,000 million pounds? Easy. ‘‘If
they were serious about ‘getting
the country out of debt’ they
would sell these possessions
(capital invested abroad). But
they are not. They prefer to load
the debt onto the backs of the
workers.”’

Nationalism

This particular ‘answer’ is not
just a chance, journalistic way of

“approaching ‘the question. It is

echoed twice further on, with
strictures on the need to sto
‘the rich’ ‘‘moving their weal

abroad’”. This really isn’t any
different at all from the reaction-
ary nationalist propaganda of
Tribune and the CP. Our
“‘national’’ capital (as if capital-
ism is not an :international
svstem intermeshing every part
of its world) — when not squand-

ered abroad — is somehow
superior to  foreign capital.
Propermy. factonies and so om

ahv not in Britain too.
v'e¢ at it: that should
or rwo! should be
~zn .cading the debt
-xs of Brush work-

merds. Bur we
et  alome




oured the expropriation of such
property by the workers who
built and created it and work it.
Or isn't IS in favour of such a
fate befalling “‘Britain’s’’ over-
seas property? _

All SW’s comments on the
‘crazy system’ force on us the
same question: why do the capit-
alists behave as they do? The
crisis of British capitalism is
presented as if it was possible to
find a solution were it not for the
greed and nastiness of the capit-
alists which cause them all the
time to choose to gratify their
own appetites.

Nowhere in the article are we
told that these things are insep-
arable from the inner dynamics
of the capitalist economy which,
in -its anarchy, is to a large
degree also independent of the
will of the capitalists themselves,
From this position it would be
but a short step to showing to
workers how their struggle today
against the manifestations of
that logic must be carried for-
ward into a struggle against the
system itself.

Lunatic system

But no. Like all the good old-
style social democrats, IS have
plans for today, and a nod in the
direction of the ‘socialist future’.
And nowhere do these meet.

Yet even their plans for ‘to-
day’ bear no relation to workers’
struggles or direct action. IS
are always telling us they are the
only people fighting unemploy-
ment. Yet their ‘‘Socialist
Answer”’ to upemployment
appears to be ... full employ-
ment! It contains not a single
useable demand that workers
can fight around: no mention of
work or full pay, shorter hours
for no loss of pay, etc. And the
same goes for their ‘socialist
answer’ to every other problem
that workers face: inflation, the
cuts, wage curbs etc.

Instead, there is a list of
policies that ‘‘are needed’’. K
isn’t very clear who is to carry
out these policies, or under what
society — but despite the brief
introductory blurb about replac-
ing ‘‘this lunatic system with a
praperly planned society”
(something Labour declared it
was doing in 1964...), all the
evidence is that the policies are

intended for a government still
running capitalism, albeit with
*‘socialist planning”’.

Sabotage

Thus we are warned about the
owners of 80% of industry ‘‘sab-
otaging government policies’’.
That can’t surely be happening
under a socialist societyF Thus

. we have nationalisation of ‘‘ind-

ustries that leave machines idle
and workers unemployed’’:
this measure would surely be
superfluous in a post-capitalist
society. And thus we have
“‘workers’. control to stop the
rich hoarding their wealth or
moving it abroad’’: so the rich
will still be with us, albeit ...
under workers’ control.

IS leader: Cliff

At the end, perhaps most dis-
astrously, we are told that until
‘‘we get such policies we should
oppose every attempt to cut our
wages, our jobs, our health
services or our social services.”’
Now, if this list of ‘‘policies”
was unmistakably a description
of a workers’ state, this might
make sense. But since it patently
obviously isn’t that (and won’t
be seen as that) SW readers can
only conclude that incomes
policy, austerity and sacrifice
would be acceptable if they were
applied to ‘‘the rich’’ as well,
coupled with more nationalisat-
fon and different priorities for
H.M.Treasury.

And this is the
answer”’|

Socialist Worker got 1tself into
this mess by making the mistake
of presenting it as a matter of
‘pure choice between either
greed and grinding down the
working class, or policies of
“‘socialist planning”’

Presenting the alternative
between capitaiism and social-
ism as a matter of which policies
one chooses, irrespective of who
controls the state and thus dom-
inates the society within which
those policies are — or more
probably are not — implemented
is a keynote of the politics of
reformism. Nowhere in the
article can one read the necessit
to overthrow the existing capital-
ist state. - Instead ‘workers

control’ is equated with socialist

planning — and thus presum-
ably with socialism itself.

Programme

Underlying this confusion and
incoherence is, however, a
theory of sorts. IS has always
consciously rejected the Trotsky-
ist idea of transitional demands:
that is, of a programme
which attempts to break down
the reformist ideas held by even
the most militant sectors of .the
working class by providing them
with a series of steps which
bring them into a struggle for
everyday interests and at the
same time bring these struggles
into conflict with the basic logic
and operation or the capitalist

system. .
IS has also said that the

Labour Party was and is dead as
a political force — even today,
when there is more ferment
within it than for many years —
and that it is unable to fight for
even reformist demands. For
this reason, as IS argued explic-
itly in the past and does so more
quietly today, the task of fight-
ing for a reformist programme
falls to the revolutionaries.

As it was put in ‘Inter-
national Socialism' in 1971, *‘the
demands to be fought for are
reformist in form and transit-
ional in content’’. As Socialist
Worker’s ‘‘Socialist Answer to
the Crisis’’ shows, the content
remains reformist as well. As,
despite an increasing ultra-left
ranting, do the politics of IS.

‘“‘socialist -

Hua purges the
leading ‘radicals’

WITH the death of Mao Tse-
tung, an old factional wound in
the leadership of the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP) has
split open again. Last week it
was reported that four leading
‘radicals’ had been arrested —
including Chiang Ching, Mao’s
widow. The ‘‘moderate’’ Hua
Kuo-feng was proclaimed Mao’s
successor as Chairman of the
CCP." v

One warning is necessary
when assessing these - reports.
The charges against the ‘‘rad-
icals’’ are no.more likely to be
founded on reality than were the
charges against Liu Shao-chi
or Lin Piao. It has never been
the practice of the Chinese Stal-
inist bureaucrats to debate their
differences openly. The argu-
ments are behind the closed
doors of the Central Committee
of the CCP. The victors then
smear, slander and distort the
positions of the losers for the
consumption of the masses.

Neither the ordinary pafty

member nor the Chinese masses

are involved. The decisions are .

handed down to them. Thus in
the course of the *Cultural Rev-
olution not once were Liu’s posit-
fons published -~ only the
attacks of his opponents. Who
chose Hua as Chairman? Not the
party members or party congress
‘but a_clique at the top of the

party:”

The background to the dispute
is the failure to develop industry
and agriculture and break for
good with the problems of food
shortages, low level technology
and the permanent lack of a
surplus with which to develop
that technology -and - industry.
The conflict is between the ‘‘rad-
icals”’ who favour an isolationist
self reliance and an emphasis on
the will to overcome obstacles
regardless of the technical
means (these policies were
exemplified in the Great Leap
Forward of the late 50s). and the
““moderates’’ who favour devel-
opment of heavy industry with
foreign aid and material incent-
ives rather than enthusiasm and
will-power.

This second group has long
had the backing of most of the
party officials, the managers and
technicians, and the Army. The
‘radicals’ only held their posit-
ions with the support of Chair-
man Mao. No section of the bur-
eaucracy dared challenge Mao
openly because the adulation of
Mao, the personality cult, was a
shelter for them all against the
masses. :

Socialists should not be con-
cerned with supporting one sect-
fon of the bureaucracy against
another, but with an examinat-
fon of the question from the
point of view of the working class
of China,

From this vantage point,
neither faction deserves our
support. To many people, the
‘radicals’ have a gloss of revolut-
ionaries. But an examination -of
the Cultural Revolution as one

example (and it’s one of the

major sources of this ‘revolution-
ary’ gloss) gives it the lie. They
attempted then to launch a mass
movement to smash their oppon-
ents in the CCP leadership. But
when the movement got out of
their control and began to attack
them, and on some occasions
Mao himself, they united with
their enemies within the bureau-
cracy and used the Arni:y to
suppress the revolutionary
movements which threatened to
develop.

The ‘radicals’ must also be
held responsible for the policies
of giving aid and support to dict-
atorial regimes in Pakistan and
Ceylon (where they -shipped in
arms to the Banderanaike gov-
ernment for the suppression of
the JVP uprising) and for the
present trade with the Chilean
junta. In Angola they threw their
weight behind the CIA-backed
FNLA.

The radicals are also respons-
ible for the stultifying of Chinese

Chiang Ching: not so radical

culture. The banning of many
western and Chinese classics in
all fields of the arts, and the
imposition of a crude ideological
uniformity on all artists, places
them with the very worst of the
Russian Stalinists like Zhdanov.

But the ‘moderates’ are the
men of the state and Party
machine. They too have no inter-
est in a workers’ democracy in
China. Many of them were the
targets of popular attack during
the Cultural Revolution for their
mis-use of their positions to
secure perks and privileges, and
for their remoteness from the
mass of the people.

The purge at the top of the
party is likely to continue at
lower levels where the ‘radicals’
have greater support. If this
process weakens the of the
CCP on the working cﬂss y &8
happened during the Cultural
Revolution, we could yet hear
the authentic voice of the
Chinese workers demanding a
real working class democracy
and an end to the bureaucracy.

Chairman Hua

Palestinians excluded from
Arab League summit

LAST Monday the Arab mini-summit finall
started in the Saudi capital, Riyadh. Attend-
ing the _meeting are the leaders of Syria,
Eggpt, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Its aim Is
to bring together Presidents Assad of Syria
and Sadat of E%ypt to hammer out a settle-
ment for the Lebanon.

The previous week there were reports
that already a settiement had been reached
between Syria, the Lebanon and the Palest-
inians. Indeed, an Arab League mediator

~ went so far as to proclaim that the war

was virtually over. No doubt he was some-
what embarrassed when, a few hours later
the Syrian Army 1aunched againstthePalest-
jans and the Moslem leftists the most
massive onslaught yet seen in the war.

From their positions in East Lebanon, the
Syrians launched a drive against the two
principle cities still mainly in Palestinian-
Leftist hands: the southern port of Sidon
and the capital, Beirut,

Across the open country towards Sidon
the Syrian tanks made rapid progress. But
they found the going much more difficuit on
the, road to Beirut. There, in the mount-
.ins, stood the crack Palestinian units; there
too is the stronghold of the Moslem leftist
leader Kamal Jumblatt. The Syrians met
with very stiff resistance. By the weekend
they had only managed to take part of one
town, Bhamdoun. B?( the SaturdaK Assad
had decided, to call it a day (the next
obstacle on the route being Aley, Jumblatt’s
home town, where all-out resistance could
be expected). Assad announced that the
Syrian forces would stop fighting and hold
their positions.

The determination and strength of the
resistance thwarted Assad’s. hopes of
having the whoie situation virtually sewn up
in time for the Riyadh summit. But still, his
position as virtual master of the 60% of the
Lebanon occupied by his army means that
any settiement will have to be acceptable to
Syria. And this will be so despite the mount-
ing opposition within Syria to the Lebanon
inferuntes wenen giainst the Polestinians

is unpopuiar, ang the war (costing Syria
$1 million a day) is biting into the Syrian
economy.

What is the likely shape of a settiement at
Riyadh? .

To placate the Moslem majority in the
Lebanon, the quirks of a constitution which
excludes them from effective power (held by
the Christian minority) will have to be
revoked. All the participants of the Riyadh
summit (which is lofty indeed: it-includes
not one of the contending parties of the
Lebanon civil war!) are likely to be sympath-
etic to this sort of change. But how far this
will go depends on the intransigence of the
Christian minority.

They in turn will be offered restrictions on
the operations of the Palestinians in the
Lebanon. For the Palestinians, for the
Christian rightists and for Syria, this will bs

- the crux of the settiement.

Threat

It was the militancy of the Palestinians
that first precipitated the opening Christian
attacks in the civil war; and it was the pros-
pect of a Palestinian victory that drew Syria
into the war. Neither wanted to see a strong,
independent Palestinian movement operat-
ing as a virtual ‘state within a state’ inside
the Lebanon, threatening to give israel
occasion to launch a major aggression on its
northern borders. -

With the Palestinian forces seriously
weakened (though not, as we saw last week,
by any means defeated) by the massive
Syrian intervention, some restriction on the
Palestinians a!on? the lines of the 1969
Cairo accords will certainly be part of an
attempted settlement. -

Such an outcome — to be policed by an
Arab League force and the threat of further
Syrian intervention — will be a serious
defeat for the Palestinian cause: and one
that cannot be masked by whatever constit-
utional juggling takes places to the advant-
age of the majority Moslems.
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ME states are born independ-
t; some states achieve indep-
ence; and others, such as
skei, have it thrust upon
m.
The Transkei, one of the
k homelands’ of South
, is to be ‘declared’ indep-
padent on October 26th by the
st South African government
Prem then on it is supposedly an
pdependent state.
This manoeuvre by South
frica is being presented as
imilar to the ‘granting’ of
dependence to subject peoples
y Britain and other Imperial
wers over the past 25 years or

| Some, like OXFAM and The
uardian, are taking this claim
face value.
In reality, this first step in a
w phase of the racist Bantu-
n policy of Apartheid is, un-
ke the break-up of the British
Pmpire, thoroughly reactionary.
should be given no support,
iredence or recognition what-
pver.
Though Britain assumed an
ir of arrogant superiority when
decided that the various
oples it had exploited over the
pars were ‘‘ready to govern
hemselves’’ it could not hide
jhe fact that such declarations of
dependence were wrung from
ritain by pressure and struggle,
Transkei independence is, on
he contrary, being imposed
gainst the struggles of the
puth African black majority for
phe right to majority rule in
path Africa.

Public relations

The journal New Internation-
list described South Africa’s
ction like this: ‘It is as if the
British Government were to say
o the Scottish Nationalists: ‘Yes
e agree that you should govern
ourselves and will give you the
Skhetland Islands in which to do

[T}

Even this analogy is too
enerous. The declaration of
ranskei independence has no-
ing to do with self-government
freedom, with democracy, self
termination or independence
such. It is an international
blic relations exercise to
resent one of the migrant
ative’ labour reserves as a
te, with a view to presenting
the ‘homeland’ reserves as
dependent states in the near
ture.

Chief Kaiser Matanz

This will, Vorster’s govern-
ent hopes, present the total
idisenfranchisement, segregation
d transportation of black
orkers in South Africa — which
s universally condemned, in
ords at least — as the white
Seuth African state germittlng
pitizens of other independent
tates to work there. Just like
ther migrant workers, the state
ghat allows them to come and
ork on its territory can control
gheir rights of residence, their
ghts to move from job to job,
d of course their political and
ivil rights.
A sort of ‘international’
igrant labour system — which
a brutally exploitative system
lwherever it operates — is to be
established as an afterthought to
ive a spurious legitimacy to the
system of apartheid and migrat-
ory labour already in existence.
. Mr. Botha, Minister of
“Bantu Administration”’, said
back in 1970: ““As far as I am
concerned the ideal conditions
ould be if we could succeed in
dse course in having all Bantu
ipresent in the white areas on a
is of migratory labour only.”’

To couple this with the ‘‘sep-
arate development’’ policy and
also appease ‘international
opinion’ South Africa realised
very early that some sop to self-
determination had to be given.
Thus Verwoerd, announcing
self government for the Transkei
in 1962 (as a first step to today’s
phony ‘independence’) said:
““This shogld strongly counteract
the international animosity and
suspicion which have such a det-
rimental effect on our economy.
For this reason it will pay us to
incur such expenditure. It is
worth a great deal to us if we can
create for ourselves peaceful
neighbours ... who will not look
to others for assistance.”’

White areas

The ten Bantustans which
were created by South Africa are
justified by it on the grounds
that they are ‘homelands’.
Ignoring the invasion and expan-
sion wars the Dutch dnd British
settlers fought, South Africa
arrogantly asserts that the
‘white’ area — some 87% of all
the land — was pretty much un-
settled before the arrival of the
whites. By that logic any Afric-
ans who live and work in the
‘white’ areas (53.4% of all Afric-
ans) must be ‘foreigners’,
migrants whose homes are
somewhere else. But since they
clearly are not the nationals of
any other known country, a
number -of appropriate ‘count-
ries’ have had to be created for
them within South Africa. And
the white state knew how to do it
with the utmost economy.

Thus 75% of South Africa’s
population — 18 million people
— are allocated 12.4% of South
Africa’s total land area; and the
4.2 million whites are the only
citizens of the mass of South

Africa designated as ‘white’.
The 2.5 million ‘coloureds’
(mixed race), the Y million

Indians, and the 9 million or so
migrant Africans who also all
live in this ‘white’ area are with-
out citizenship rights and are
segregated, transported, super-
exploited and closely policed.

Prison wing

The Homelands themselves
are little more than the wings of
this prison. The degree of indep-
endence they have is measured
by the extent to which South
Africa, by way of its corruption
and distortion of the Tribal and
Chief system, has been able to
procure for itself black prison
officers called Bantustan Gov-
ernments.

The Homelands retain South
African police and officials. This
is true, too, for ‘independent’
Transkei, where BOSS Security
officers have been seconded to
the Matanzima government.

Being dominated economically
by South Africa, having no large
scale industries, Kaving no ind-
ependent foreign policy, and
being alloted grossly inferior
land by South Africa, the only
freedom the people of Transkei
have is the freedom to choose
— migration or starvation.

One of the most persistent
demands voiced by the African
people over many years has been
for land. The new Bantustan
structures are being imposed
upon tiny and badly eroded
reserves designed to force the
Africans there into migrant
labour. The Homelands were
allocated neither according to
need, nor history, nor right: ‘It
is not for those who receive to
point out what land they should
have’’ as Mr. Botha was to put it
in 1974: “‘We as the givers must
determine what land should be
given’’,

Mr. Botha’s little acre must
necessarily  be  insufficient,
otherwise — no migrant labour.

Crammed in

The South African economy is
based on apartheid and cheap
black labous. The. Bantustan
policy is a cornerstone of this:
““The fact of the matter’is this”
as Vorster put it in 1968 ‘‘we
need them because they work for
us... but the fact that they work
for us can never ... entitle them
to claim political rights.”’

Transkei itself is the most

TRANSKEL:
A prison
within a prison

viable nf the Bantustan areas. It
is made up of only 3 separate
tracts of land. The 111 pieces of
land at present making up the
Bantustan areas are to be amal-
gamated some time in the future
into 39 tracts. This will invelve
large scale deportations.

The success or failure of
Transkei will determine the
future of this consolidation of the
Bantustans, indeed of the Bantu-
stan policy itself.

Into the 14,200 square miles
that make up Transkei, some 3
million Xhosas are, in theory at
least, to be
remaining 924,000 Xhosas are
allocated to the Ciskei Bantu-
stan. Xhosas elsewhere in South
Africa, together with some
smaller tribal groups, will be
designated as citizens of either
Transkei or Ciskei, and despite
Matanzima’s protests will have
their South African citizenship
removed.

These people who worked and
will continue to work to create
and maintain the South African
economy will at a stroke be liber-
ated from the yoke of South
African citizenship — only to
make it easier for the white
masters to use and abuse their
labour.

Stooge chiefs

This white-created statelet is
to ‘be ruled by blacks, however.
Here, at_least, one might think,
there is some independence.
Not so. True, there have just
been elections in Transkei, but
of a very suspect sort.

The Transkei National Indep-
endence Party [TNIP] is headed
by the Chief Minister, Chief
Kaiser Matanzima. It was form-
ed in 1964, one year after the
establishment of the assembly
which at that time had 64 memb-
ers nominated by the South Afr-
ican government and 45 elected.
Transkei self-government was
originally not a demand of the
TNIP; it was the decision of the
South African government, and
like the decision 16 years ago
to declare a Bantustan called
Transkei, has no basis in the
aspirations of the people of the
area. The TNIP was set -up in
response to Government. policy,
and demanded independence
only in line with the policy of the
apartheid regime.

TNIP won all but 7 of the
seats in the territory’s Parlia-
ment, with a poll of 66%.

The opposition vote was low
partly because it had to conduct
its campaign or non-campaign
from jail. Only the few who were

By DANNY REILLY

crammed. The -

had filed

arrested after they
their

their candidacies had

. names on the- ballot paper.

Moreover, the elections have
taken place in the absence of
voters’ rolls, with over half of
the electorate dispersed among
the millions of Africans living
outside the Transkei. And
Matanzima’s government had in
its possession not only the rep-
ressive laws of South Africa
— e.g. the anti-communist/
anti-terrorist laws — but also his
own ‘repressive laws such as
Proclamation 400.

Proclamation 400 enables
Matanzima to arrest and detain
without trial anyone he likes.
The chiefs headed by Matan-
zima are able to ban people or
prohibit public meetings.  The
chiefs are not the ‘elected nor
hereditary leaders of the Xhosas
but the paid stooges of the
South African regime.

The cream

According to the ‘Star Week-
ly’ of South Africa (17.4.76),
““The cream of the White farms
bought at considerable expense
by South Africa and ceded to
the Transkei will become the
personal properties of Chief
Minister Kaiser Matanzima and
four fellow paramount chiefs.
Similar grants of personal farms
will be made to other prospective
farmers who have given faithful
service to the Transkei. This is
the crux.of a resolution of the
Transkei assembly passed this
week’’.

Matanzima believes the res-
ults of the elections ‘‘will sil-
ence the whole world and cause
a re-thinking about our recognit-
ion, which dismisses the alleg-
ation that our independence .is
in support of the South African
policy of apartheid.”’ .

Rejection

Britain has for the moment

come out a%ainst recognising the
Transkei, but in very woolly
terms. Mr Ennals, in Febru-
ary 1976, as Minister of State
in the Foreign Office at that
time, said: ‘I would have
thought it was very unlikely that
Britain would recognise the
Transkei.... It seems that the
Transkei will not really be indep-
endent in a sense that we would
normally expect when giving
diplomatic recognition”’.

Part of our solidarity with the
fight for immediate majority
rule in Zimbabwe, and with the
struggle against  apartheid,
must be a battle to ensure the
Labour Government sticks to
the non-recognition position,

The men who'
mine white South
Africa’s gold get
their food served

up with a'shovel,
They may only

enter the ‘white’
areas (87% of South
Africa) to work,
leaving their families
.in the barren ‘home-
lands’ run by apartheid '
‘stooges

Britain a
South Af

"THETII

TOO OFTEN British workers se
support for struggles in othe
countries as a luxury, to be take
up when there is time to spar
from the important job of figh:
ing the day-to-day battle agains
the bosses at home. And whe
these issues are taken up, it i
usually in the spirit of showin
synipathy for others who ar
suffering more than ourselves
But . in reality internation:
solidarity is not a moral duty, bt
a vital need ,which stems fror
the international nature of tt
capitalist system, which can on
be finally defeated throug
struggle on an internation
scale.

Nowhere is this more immec
iately true than in relation 1
South Africa. The Anti-Apar
heid Movement has recent
published a pamphlet calle
South Africa: The Crisis in Bri
ain and the Apartheid Econom:
This pamphlet, by Dorcas Goc
and Michael Williams, gives
clear and timely explanation .
the connections between tt
British economic crisis and tt
development of the Sout
African ‘economy, and- henc
between the sharpening cla:
struggle in Britain and the expl
sive political struggle in Sow
Africa.

O

From the beginning ti
South African economy Wi
developed overwhelmingly wi
British capital and largely
cater for the needs of the Britit
economy. In response to the d
clining rate of profit in Briti
manufacturing industry, ban
ing and finance institutio:
grew in abundance, and the
acted as the vehicle for tl
transfer of huge sums of mon
—about half of all British sa
ings. in the last years of the 19
century—to the colonial a
undredeveloped countrie
where greater profits were to |
made tian in Britain itself. T!
City of London emerged as tl
greatest financial force in tl
world. There was, however,
dangerous weakness: t
supremacy of British crec
rested on the gold standard, y
Britain’s gold reserves were ve
small. A further source of go
.cserves was needed—al
South Africa had gold
abundance.

t With the development of tl
South African mining industri
came also the enslavement



ica:

S OF PROFIT

black labour needed to work the
mines. Conditions for these
workers were unparallelled in
barbarity: they were imprisoned
in compounds, policed by armed
squads of overseers, and herded
from the compounds to the min-
ing areas through tunnels and
closed pathways like cattle at
the stockyards. It was illegal for
the workers to leave their place
of work.

O

As mining and other indus-
tries expanded, demand for
cheap black -labour increased.
As the directors of the Consol-
idated Gold Fields Company put
it in 1899: ‘With good govern-
ment there should . be an
abundance of labour, and with
an abundance of labour there
will be no difficulty in cutting
down wages.’ In order to force
compliance successive govern-
ments resorted to the brutal
suppression of all democratic
rights for black workers,  intro-
duced pass laws controlling the
movement of blacks, and most
importantly forced hundreds of
thousands of peasants from their
lands through starvation, driving
them into industry, only to be
thrown back when they were no
longer needed.

This pattern has not changed
with the growth of South African
industry—on the contrary it
has expanded and deepened,
coming to dominate not only ihe
people of South Africa itself but
neighbouring countries such as
Zimbabwe and Mozambique as
well. From this fact has flowed
the ever more urgent need of
the South African ruling class to
intervene in and cortrol political
levelopments outside its own
trontiers—through economic
domination as much as political
action.

South Africa has accordingly
transferred a sizeable part of its
capital to neighbouring countries
In an attempt to secure the ‘stab-
ility’ of the region and maintain
a steady flow of cheap labour.

But this has meant too that the
liberation struggles of Mozam-
bique, Angola and Zimbabwe
are indivisibly tied wup  with
the- future of the South African
regime. Most especially for
Zimbabwe, the struggle in South
Africa is quite literally a vital
part of the struggle of its own
people—since it is they who are
ferced te work as slave labour
_for the South African racists.

British capitalism, now as at
the end of the 19th century, is in

the throes of a crisis resulting
from the declining rate of profit.
Now, as then, this has encour-

-aged a vast outflow of capital

towards more profitable invest-
ment abroad.

life-line for the South African
racists. At the same time the
existence of the apartheid
regime allows British capitalists
to compensate for their sagging
profits at home:

Real rate of return on capital investment in UK —before tax

(%—annual averages)
1960-61

1964-65
125 115

1968-69 1972-73
9.3 7.1

Private UK capital flows abroad expressed as a percentage of
gross fixed investment in the UK manufacturing sector—

annual averages
1960-61

1964-65
28.1 ‘ 28.8

1968-69 1972-73
406 60.2

Because of the ability ¢” the
white racist regime ip Luth
Africa to maintain ver high
rates of exploitation Jf the
workers, much of this capital has
found its way there. It is impos-
sible to discover the full amount
of this investment, because
neither the South African or
British governments will publish
the figures. As a leading South
African . newspaper put it:

‘No information is published
about investments by individual
countries—to avoid possible
political embarrassment, accord-
ing to a (South African Reserve)
Bank spokesman.’

It is indeed certain—from the
last available figures—that the
Labour Government would be
‘embarrassed’ by such infor-
mation: in. 1972 Britain was
responsible for 55.8 per cent of
South Africa’s foreign debts.

Not only is this vast level of
investment vital to British capit-
alism. It is a matter of extreme
importance for the survival of
the apartheid regime too. In
order for the South African
economy to survive it has needed
to attract ever-greater amounts
of capital from abroad. In 1966
foreign  capital represented
7 per cent of the sum invested
in fixed capital (machinery etc.);
by 1975 this figure had leapt to

25 per cent. The Times recently

reported that, had it not been for
the high level of capital inflow
last year, the South African
economy would have been in
serious trouble.

O .

The direct connection between
the attacks eon _working-class
living standards in Britain and
the continuing super-
exploitation and brutal suppres-
sion of black workers in South
Africa becomes clear. British
(and other) investment acts as a

Chrysler officials just back in
Detroit from Ricardo’s last visit
to Harold Wilson say contin-
gency plans are ready to shut
plants in Britain in less than a
fortnight’s notice. If no firm aid
commitment is forthcoming from
the Wilson government,
Chrysler officials insist that
Ricardo will order an evacuation
of its British facilities immed-
iately.

‘One pressure on Ricardo,
the officials say, is that he feels
he has spent enough time trying
to salvage a losing operation
when there are areas—and
South Africa was cited—where
profits are to be made.’ (quoted
from the South African Financial
Times of last December.)

O

But the very closeness of
the connection between South
African and British capitalism
means that real opportunities
for British workers to strike
against the common oppressor
present themselves everywhere.
The list of British companies
with South African subsidiaries
is endless. To give one example:
Leyland has a subsidiary which
has recently taken to using the
South African police to suppress
attempts by black workers to win
trade union
Workers in Britain can help force
their management to concede
trade union rights in South
Africa.

Actions like these . are not
charity to be doled out in a
generous mood: they strike
directly at the heart of British
and international capitalism.
A victorious liberation struggle
in South Africa will hasten the
day when capitalism in Britain is
overthrown.

James Ryan

recoghition. -

IS THIS REALLY A

REVOLUTIONARY
ALTERNATIVE?

THE International Socialists are
now standing a candidate in
Newcastle Central as well as in
Walsall North, and both IS and
the International Marxist Group
are talking of standing a candid-
ate in the Stechford by-election,
further in the future.

Some indication of the value of
these efforts is given in IMG
paper Red Weekly’s report of

. the opening meeting of the IS

campaign in Walsall: ‘‘the only
concrete proposals... McCallum
[the IS candidate] had for the
Walsall working class appeared
to be to join the Soctalist Worker
election campaign. Not once did
[he] raise any socialist demands.
... Nor did [he] mention the
importance of supporting the
already existing campaigns in
Walsaﬁ against -the cuts and
racism’’. (Meanwhile, according
to a letter in Red Weekly of 30th
September, the Walsall Labour
candidate does support the local
anti-cuts campaign...) -
It wasn’t just one bad meeting
Elsewhere in this week’s
Workers’ Action we show that
Socialist Worker’s ‘‘answer to
the crisis’’ is no real alternative
to reformism. A few weeks back
Socialist Worker carried the
texts of a debate between
McCallum and a leading
Communist Party member on
‘which way to socialism?’,

1S$’s candidate
McCallum

e s

All McCallum could say was
that the Labour government are
attacking the working class, the
rank and file must fight back
militantly, and IS are the only
people supporting that militancy
Revolution? Smashing the capit-
alist state? The lessons of Chile?
Workers’ councils? NOT A
WORD on any one of those
points. The CP speaker was left
free to cover up his reformism
with unctuous (but formally
quite correct) phrases about
something more than ordinary
trade union militancy being nec-
essary to win socialism.

The IS approach was summed
up most vividly, perhaps, in an
article Socialist Worker publish-
ed on 11th September on ‘Why
we need a workers’ party’.

“To those militant trade
unionists who agree with us but
are scared off by the ‘red’ label
we say that if you join with us
you will become more effettive
in your fight because you will
have the support of an organisat-
ion”’. That is: join IS not because
it’s ‘red’, but despite that,

because IS are the people who
can help you in trade union
militancy.

IMG is supporting McCallaum
in Walsall. But their attitude is,
in a certain sense, the exact
opposite of IS’s ‘we are the only
real militants’ bravado. Modest-
ly they report ‘‘the possibility of
standing Tariq Ali, a member of
the IMG [as candidate in Stech-
ford] was discussed. It was
stressed, however [by the IMG
Political Committee] that if a
candidate emerged who could
represent those tasks [of class
struggle] more clearly, then a
campaign in support of that can-

didate would be pushed
forward”’. _
4A
A

This candidate who, as the
IMG so self-effacingly appear to
think, could put forward working
class politics better than the
IMG can manage, would, it
transpires be a ‘‘class struggle
candidate’’ — that is, a candid-
ate with a broad left wing
support. This candidate need not
however have revolutionary
politics. All the IMG requires,
apparently, is ‘‘opposing all
cuts, mobilising action against
unemployment, and campaign-
ing for the repeal of the racist
1971 Immigration Act’’. (Red
Weekly statement, 16th Sept.)
— that is, politics somewhere on
the wavelength of, though not
quite as advanced as, the more
left-wing resolutions passed at
the recent Labour Party
conference.

The IMG*s major theme right
now is ‘revolutionary unity’ —
whose mighty purpose (judged
on the politics they propose as an
electoral platform) is to put for-
ward a Left Reformist candidate!
And this in opposition to the
mass party of the working class,
whose support the broadest
united front has no chance of
even denting, and which already
has a wide range of left social
democrats in Parliament...

This is an absurd sectarian
AND opportunist gimmickey —
worse than IS’s, in fact, because
for the IMG the purpose seems
to be to get a hearing with ... IS
members and supporters!

Ab
A

When McCallum’s candidacy
was first put forward, we critic-
ised . those revolutionaries who
wanted to vote McCallum on the
grounds that their vote would,
(however critical they said they
were) imply endorsing centrism
as an alternative to reformism.
Now, it appears, IMG and IS, in
their different ways, are willing
to endorse not only centrism, but
left reformist politics, as their
alternative to Callaghan and
Healey.

IMG and IS make a great show
of being more revolutionary than
those, like Workers Action, who
favour a vote for Labour in Wal-
sall, Newcastle and Stechford,
-coupled with Marxist criticism of
Labour policies and the mobilis-
ation of Labour militants and
supporters on a revolutionary
programme to fight those
policies.

In  reality, IMG and IS’s
attitudes are no more than catch-
penny opportunism.



ARL MARX, in his later years,
xpressing a wish to meet Auguste
lanqui, described that heroic revol-
jonary as ‘‘the head and the heart
the proletarian party in France’’.
or was that simply a phrase for the
ccasion. Decades earlier, in 1852,
had declared that, as against
-bourgeois socialism ‘‘the prol-
tariat rallies ever more about revol-
jonary 'socialism, around commun-
sm, for which the bourgeoisie itself
as invented the name ofBlanqui".
He had also written of ‘/‘Blanqui
d his comrades, i.e. the real lead-
of the proletarian party.’’
Although later ‘Marxists’ have
bonceived of ‘Blanquism’ as a fixed
2 irreconcilably . opposed to
arxism — a theory of revolution
rough putsches rather than mass
ion, based on generalising
Blanqui’s tactics of the 1830s and
40s — Marx clearly thought of his
urrent and Blanqui’s as two tenden-
ries within the proletarian party.

In fact, after the deaths of both
arx and Blanqui, the majority of
he ‘Marxists’ and of -the ‘Blan-
quists’ were to unite in a single
srganisation. But generally Marx
and Engels thought of the ‘‘prolet-
ian party’’ as embracing all those
seriously on the side of the working
class, even though they might be
ecattered in different and opposed
lerganisations. ’
Consequently they advocated the
broadest possible organisational
forms. The First International (1864-
72). under Marx’s influence, dis-
avowed ‘special allegiance to any
particular socialist doctrine. Seeking
to unite the militant forces of the
working class, Marx was confident
that they would draw their own class-
conscious conclusions from their
experience of struggle.

The Second
International

The Second International (1889-
' 1a14) crystallised this conception of
the proletarian party into powerful
| mass organisations — the Social-
Democratic parties.

Aiong with this fight for a broad
working class party — and against
ne conceptions of the sects and
secret societies which had embodied
<ocialism in the first half of the 19th

L century — Marx and Engels con-
cucted the most rigorous theoretical
polemics.

\When, in 1875, the two Socialist
Parties then existing in Germany —
the **Eisenachers’’ and the ‘“/Lassal-
lians’’ — united, Marx and Engels
welcomed the unity.

programme of the united party to
merciless criticism (‘‘The Critique of
the Gotha Programme’’). If no bette:
programme could be agreed on, he
wrote ‘‘one should simply have con-
duded an agreement for action
against the common enemy’’.

IF the workers’ movement contin-
ued to mature in a genuine broad
proletarian party, and if the scientific
socialist  theoreticians  carried
through rigorously their task of
education and polemic (as Engels did
for example in ‘‘Anti-Duhring’’),
then a better programme would in
due course be possible.

History refuted the evolutionary
optimism of Marx and Engels’ view
of the deyelopment of the working
class ‘from its primitive state —
where it generally lacked even the
most elementary industrial organis-
ation, and was leavened only by a
few more-or-less doctrinaire socialist
societies — towards class organisat-
jon and class consciousness. A
labour .aristocracy, topped by a
labour bureaucracy, grew up inside
the workers’ parties of the Second
International, and became increas-
ingly dominant.

For example, inside the Germau
Party — the major party of the
Second International — there devel-
oped three distinct currents, though
none was ever organised as a formal

faction: the left radicals (Mehring,
1:abhinacht ot} the

[ R I

But Marx submitted the draft

LAST month’s split from the
International Communist
League, the fragmentation of the
revolutionary left over the last
few years, and the recent inter-
national drive for ‘left unity’ by
the United Secretariat of the
Fourth International (in France,
negotiations with the PSU; in
Italy, orientation to Democrazia
Proletaria; in Britain, the
‘Faction and Party’ articles in
‘Red Weekly’), have all prov-
oked discussion among socialists
on the question of party organis-
ation.
'~ WORKERS ACTION has
carried statements and letters on
the I-CL split, and this week we
print the first of 3 parts of a
discussion article contributed by
Martin Thomas. We welcome
further contributions to this
debate, from socialists - both
inside and outside the Labour

Party.

‘Marxist Centre’ (Bebel, Kautsky
etc); and the reformist right wing,
led by trade union and party bureau-
crats like Legien or Ebert.” Each
current had its own open pub-
lications. B

The hostility ‘between the right
wing and the-left radicals was sharp;
et only in three important cases
before 1914 did two sizable organis-
ations compete in one country for the
title of ‘the Socialist Party’: Russia
(Bolsheviks/Mensheviks), Bulgaria
(the ‘Narrow’ and the ‘Broad’
parties), and Poland (SDKPiL./PPS).
Of those three cases Russia was
the most significant. :

Of course, there were expulsions
and splits elsewhere. The German
Social-Democracy, for example, -ex-
pelled a group of anarchists or semi-
anarchists in the 1890s. They were
not expelled for being non-Marxists
— indeed, German Social Democ-
racy always contained many people
who openly rejected Marxism.
Anarchists were expelled because
they were considered to be disrupt-
ers of the“labour movement. For the
same reason Lenin, in- 1905, fav-
oured excluding anarchists not only
from the Party but also from the
Soviets.

Members or groupings could also
be expelled far routine organisat-
jonal reasons (indiscipline, mis-
handling of funds etc) and, obvious-
ly, for simple class treachery.

‘Revisionism’, ~ howevér,
another question.

The Centre
against Bernstein

What most incensed men like
Bebel against Eduard Bernstein (the
leader of ‘Revisionism’) was that
while Bernstein was obviously in fact
a bourgeois liberal he still pretended
to be a Marxist theoretician.- A man
like von Elm, the tobacco workers’
union leader, who had exactly the
same views as Bernstein but who-did
not claim to be a theorist, never rec-
eived letters from Kautsky (as
Bernstein did) urging him, in his
own interests and those of Social-
Democracy, to leave the Party as
soon as possible.

In Russia the idea of building a
party of all those who were “‘on the
right side’’ could not even start to
work. Once the immediate task had
been defined as the overthrow of the
Tsarist autocracy, almost all classes
and groupings were “‘on the right
side’ — not only the proletarian Soc-
ialists, but glso the bourgeois' lib-
erals, the populists and the terrorists
Those trying to build a proletarian
party in Russia had to garve out very
precisely an ideological demarcation
for their party; they also had to find
organisational forms adequate for
the Russian police state.

In the famous, dispute at the 1903
Congress of the Russia Social Dem-
ocratic Labour Party over the Const-
e ol dafinition of Party member-

was

DRGANISING THE
DROLETARIAN PARTY

ship Lenin opposed, as too ‘soft’, a
formula which Martov had borrowed
from the Constitution of the German
Social-Democracy. Why? Because
Lenin opposed the organisational
principles of German  Social-
Democracy? Not at all. Lenin simply
insisted that conditions at that time
in Russia demanded a different
formula. ,

(In the same spirit, when Lenin
replied to Rosa Luxemburg’s
polemic against him on organisat-
ional questions — a pamphlet usual-
ly published under the title ‘Lenin-
ism or Marxism’ — the main burden
of his.argument was that Luxemburg
had not understood conditions in
Russia.)

Ideologically, the general label
‘Marxist’ was not at all sufficient to
mark out the lines for a proletar-
ian party in Russia. '

The populists also claimed to learn
from Marx — and Marx had specific-
ally endorsed them. The school of
‘legal Marxists’, flourishing around
the turn of the century, used Marx-
ism as a justification for a bourgeois
policy: from Marxist prognoses of
the inevitability of capitalist develop-
ment in Russia they deduced a prog-
ramme of support for capitalist dev-
elopment. Against such ‘Marxists’,

the Social-Democrats had to sharpen

the theoretical tools of revolutionary,
proletarian Marxism. ;
Lenin’s attitude to P.B.Struve, the
most eminent of the ‘legal Marxists’,
is instructive. In his youth. Struve

‘Above: Lenin: a new conception of the Party. Top (clo'ckwlse): Marx,

was a Social-Democrat. Lenin (in
“‘What is to be Done?’, Spring 1902)
was the sharpest polemicist against
the trend in Social Democracy to
which Struve was closest — ‘Econ-
omism’. The ‘Economists’ advocated
that the Social Democrats should
organise as groups promoting
workers’ economic struggles, .leav-
ing the wider political struggle to the
bourgeois liberals (or, at best, envis-
aging only a gradual, ‘spontaneous’
evolution of workers from economic
to political questions, without the
Social Democrats forcing the pace).
Lenin argued for‘a centralised party,
conducting  all-round  propaganda
and agitation. ()

The divisions
in Russia

struve, however, soon became a

bourgeois-liberal. Lenin was then -

the most energetic in seeking pract-
ical alliance with him. Fighting
against Martov’s opposition, Lenin
insisted that joint efforts with Struve
were desirable — provided only that
in those joint efforts Struve said
clearly that he was a bourgeois
liberal (making no pretence at being
a Social-Democrat) while Lenin/-
Martov declared themselves
communists.

On the contrary, the stronger our
Party organisations consisting of

real Social-Democrats are, and the less
wavering and instability there is
WITHIN the Party, the broader, the .
more varied, the richer and more fertile
will be the influence of the Party on the
elements of the working class MASSES

surrounding itand (

guided by it.

Indeed, at that time Lenin had a

more positive attitude to the Struve
liberals than to the ‘Socialist Revol-
utionary’ party (founded 1901-2) —
precisely because the SRs, though in
fact populists, claimed to be socialist
revolutionaries.

Against the routinist conception
that everything is all right provided
one bows to the right titles and
creeds, Lenin was developing an
audacious policy combining ideolog-
ical rigour IN the party with the
boldest approach to initiatives in
action OUTSIDE the party.

This contrast came out again in the
1903 Congress, with a resolution on
relations with the liberals from the
Menshevik Potresov, which prop-
osed alliance with them on condition
that they adopt certain Social--
Democratic demands and a friendly
attitude to Social Democracy.

Lenin and Plekhanov counterpos-
ed a different resolution, much simp-
ler: there was, in fact, only one
bourgeois liberal tendency in Russia
that represented by Struve: Social
Democrats should ally with it in
practical actions -against -Tsarism
while ruthlessly exposing its anti-
proletarian political character.

Fighting to clarify the basis of a
proletarian party in Russia, Lenin
arrived at both a deep under-
standing, similar to Luxemburg’s, of
the creative potentialities of the
mass activity of the working class as

ianqui and Bebel

a class-for-itself (an understanding
enriched by the revolutions of 1905
and, of course, 1917) and a sha
operational definition of the prolet-
arian party than was current any-
where else in the Second Inter-
national. '

in 1914 the Second International
appointed a special commission -on
the. splits in the Russia party.
Inessa Armand, for the Bolsheviks,
admitted that an opportunist wing
might in general be permitted in
Social Democracy. But in Russia, she
contended, the Bolsheviks had had
to split definitively from. the Mensh-
eviks because without that split it
was impossible to constitute a prol&-
arian party sharply defined from the
swamp of semi-liberalism and semi-
populism.

Only a few 'months later, with the
start of world war 1, Lenin’s illusien
that he was applying in Russia the
principles of Bebel and Kautsky was
shattered. The Second International
collapsed, each major party support-
ing its own bourgeoisie. The revolut-
ionary internationalists set about
preparing a Third International.

* Those who think that ‘What is to bs Done?’
is the manual of Leninist party organisation, and
those who think it was an old text renounced by
Lenin after 1905, are equally wrong: it-was a
stage in the devetopment of Baishevism, later sub-
sumed Into a more complete theory. Paradoxical
though this may seem, the most advanced texts op
the Leninist theory of the party are met Lesia’s,
but Trotsky's and, Gramsci's.



the protest”.
7 5. Letters to the local press.

I watched with bemused inter-
est the goings-on at the Labour
Party conference in Blackpool.
My cynicism at their so-called
‘socialist’ policles on the econ-
omy, soclai services, education,
etc quickly turmed to anger as
1 listened to the unholy mess
they made  of the discussion
on the “‘Ulster situation”. .
The fashion in which the mot-
ion was p.ut down did consider-
able disservice to the complex-
ity of the 6-county problem,
while the amount of time alloc-
 ated :'dusn’t mdwyltben&quh_ to
deal adequately - pros
and cons of withdrawal; or with
the economic depression in the
the 6 Counties which has 11%
of the out of work; the
role Beitish government;
the role- of the trades uniog'sé
etc. etc. ‘I persomally got
distinet impression as an Irish
socialist that the Labour Party
was doing its wtmost to sweep
under the a problem
which it want to face,
indeed which 8 weuld prefer to

golngﬂ beyond -group.
whispering in the ear of the Coun.
oI’ politics.

prominence in the NUT nationally,
which includes the well-known
Max Morris — say they cannet
present an emergency resolution
on cuts {

ACTON
REJECTS

PARTICIPATION

AUEW members at London Transport's
Acton Works resisted ‘participation’ prop-
osals at their quarterly meeting on 12th
October. .

Only some 50 were present out of an
AUEW membership of 400, but leading
Communist Party militant Kevin Halpin
nevertheless propased that the mesting
rubber-stamp ' the stewards’ policy for
workers’ participation.

Halpin’s speech was devious. He sald the
stewards proposed only starting discussion,
not accepting participation; but he stressed
that the NUR and the TGWU (the other
large unions in the works) have already
accepted the principle of participation, and
that the AUEW shouyid not let Itself lose out
in comparison with them.

Call for strike on

Many floor speakers criticised the stew-
ards’ policy, but Communist Party stal-
warts defended it, referring to Party pelicy
of favouring participafion in natienalised
industry (while opposing it In privately-
owned firms). )

The resclution carried by the meeting —
31 to 12 — deferred the propssals uatil we
get a satisfactory conclusion to the present
wage negotiations. There will then be an
open discussion on the whole question of
workers’ participation.

This rasolution wiil at least push the stew-
ards te do something abeut the deadlock on
wage negotiations. But a herd fight wiil still
be necessary against participation, counter-
posing the alternative of workers’ IN-
SPECTION in debates at mass mestings
throughout ali sections of London Transport.

November I7th

BY 35 votes to 10 with 8 ab-
stentions, Lambeth Teachers’
Association [local branch of the
NUT], decided on 11th October to
support the November 17th day
of action in the following way:
“This Association ,,,

calls on all its members to join
the members of the public sector
trade unions and withdraw their
services on the ‘afternoon of
November 17th, and instructs
members of the [Lantbeth]
executive to tour schools todnobil-
ise for this demonstration. Further
we call upon the members to
approach the other public sector

- unions at school and local level

to secure the maximum attend-
ance of all workers in the area
at the demonstration. ”’

The resolution is more hard-
hitting than it appears. lis
decision for a half day strike is a
defiant response to the NUT

national executive’s feeble decis-
ion to allow only 10 members
from each association to take part
in the November 17th demonstr-
ation. Further it directly chail-
enges the union’s notorious rule 8
which says:

“No constituent Associatio or
Division of the union, or members
or member thereof, shall organise
or engage in a strike or industrial
action without . prior apvroval
of the [National] Executive”.

This rule is backed up with
penalties of suspension or even
expulsion from the union.

ule 8 is at present being openly
defied by some 50-odd London
schools which have voted for
unofficial ‘‘no * cover’ action,
A further resolution was ed
at the Limbeth meeting which
““teaffirms existing policy of giving
all possible support to those mem-
bers in schools which have vo.ed

to initiate °‘no cover’ tor teach-
ers absent over 3 days”’.

Also, last June 16th, 500 London
NUT members came out in supp-
ort of the unemployed stadent
teachers without National Exec
approval. 200 of the strikers are
in Lambeth. The size of the action
has prevented both the émployers
and the Union from taking disci-

linary action, though threatening
etters were sent out by the
employers over the summer.

t now remains for the fight for
action on November 17th to be
taken into the schools, to ensure
meobilisation -on a massive scale
which will make-the Government
take notice and which will once

.agdin forestall the danger of

victimisation.
CHEUNG SIU MING

IRELAND

forget.

Most of the speakers made the
point that to withdraw or even
given a declaration of intent to
withdraw would be acceding to
one of the demands of the Irish
Republican Army, and the Brit-
ish government could not be seen
to give in to ‘‘terrorists” and
‘‘terrorism”’,

Where are the Labour Party’s
socialist principles? Here we
have socialists who believe that
whiether the other side are right
or not doesn’t matter, what
counts is the party image.

Then there was much harplnﬁ
on the fact that if the Britis
Army withdrew tonight, tomorr-
ow would see a Lebanon situation
or worse develop within the six
counties. Great play was made of
the fact thattl the sectaﬂh:; atr:lc‘i
ities presen wo
esalgte witli' '::inﬁgdsh Army
‘‘peace-kee " force to keep
the two sides separated. (the
fact that the British army is
using ,repressive measures to
defemf the capitalist investments
of British imperialists in Ireland
and the continued exploitation
of the Irish working class, was
not even mentioned).

In fact, as anyone who has tak-
en time out to find the facts
will corroborate, the Republican
movement has made it abundant-
ly clear that what we want is a
phased withdrawal over a negot-

iable period of time. We realise
only too well that an overnight
pull-out could panic certain

ups into a violent reaction
which might then because of
the uncertainty created by the
sudden disappearance of British
troops snowball into an all-out
bloody civil war. It is for that
precise reason that we demand a
phased and orderly withdrawal
which will allow everyone plenty
of time to acclimatise to the new
situation.

The Six Counties are in a
mess, and the situation regard-
less of the ‘Peace’ Movement,
the Trade Unions, the politicians,
etc will only get worse. Unless
those socialists in England who
still retain their socialist princ-
iples get up and demand the only
realistic policy available, i.e.
withdrawal, the war in Ireland
which has lasted so long and left
behind it so much death and
destruction, will continue unab-

CONFERENCE
KS ISSUE

ated. The Republican Move-
ment is determined that this
shall be the Ilast campaign
ever against British imperialism
in Ireland.

R.G.McAuley
Long Kesh

Editor’s Note:
Workers Action does favour

immediate withdrawal of troops from
Iretand. The basic reason is that we
believe British troops have no right to
be in Ireland, whether for five weeks,
five years, or five centuries.

‘Phased withdrawal’ inevitably con-
cedes some right to British troops to
be in ireland. In fact, the British
government already says it is in favour
of a policy leading to troop withdraw-
al from Ireland. And it is sincere. If and
when the Republican and Socialist

- forces have been thoroughly beaten

down the British Army wi// withdraw.
But ‘phased’ or 'negotiated’ with-
drawal means that British troops stay
there until the British ruling class is
satisfied. They can always use an
excuse to reverse the ‘phased’ with-
drawal. They can use the negotiations
to impose conditions on the lIrish
people, - for example guarantzes
against the nationalisation without

compensation of British property in a
united and independent Ireland. And :{
Republicans and y socialists have
committed ourselves in advance tc
phased withdrawal, it will Be more
difficult to fight those excuses anc
those conditions.

In fact, of course..it is physically im-~
possible for all British troops to leave
Ireland overnight. Inevitably there wu/!
be negotiations. By saying ‘troops out
now’ we are saying that our view is that
all attempts by Britain to impose
conditions on the-Irish people during
such negotiations should be regarded
as illegitimate and unjust; our view is
that negotiations should be about
what reparations Britain is going to
give to'lreland.

Would immediate or very rapid with-
drawal of British troops lead to a
possibly snow-balling violent
reaction? Yes. But changing our
demand to ‘phased’ withdrawal only
makes sense as a way of avoiding that
danger if we think that duying that
‘phased’ withdrawal the British troops
will set about disarming the UDA,
handing over munitions to the IRA,
dissolving the repressive bodies of the
Six County state, etc. A// the evidence
is that they would do just the opposite.
Their efforts would be directed
towards ‘ulsterisation’, towards build-
ing up the Loyalists, or possibly
towards an agreement with the Dublin
government to ensure a safe neo-
coelonial regime in which all left-
Republican -socialists would be rep-
ressed.

The only policy that makes sénse in
face of the real danger of all-out
bloody civil war is to try to break the
will of Orange bigotry: as quickly and
as completely as possible to withdraw
the British troops which help prop up
the Loyalists; to strengthen the
Republican and Socialist forces; and
to work for the building of a revolut-
ionary Marxist party in Ireland which
can mobilise the majority of the Irish
working class as a decisive force in the
situation.
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The strikers at Trico-
Folberth have won their 21
week strike for equal pay.

On  Monday- 18th the
strikers marched back into
the factory five-abreast

celebrating their victory and

showing the impressive unity
that has kept them together
for so long:

Management has con-
ceded equal pay in the form
of a4 common operational
rate for payment by results.
They have agreed on no

IRIKIEIRS IN ACTINDN|
TRICO STRIKERS WIN

victimisations, immediate
implementation of the new
agree-ment and full contin-
uity of employment with
Trico making up the lost
benefits — insurance stamp,
pension fund contributions
etc. The workers will also
still get the holidays they
would normally have taken.

AUEW District Secret-
ary Roger Butler pointed
out, “This is a lesson to the
movement on how equal
pay can be achieved. It will

not be brought about by
tribunals. It is only by trade
union unity and' working
class struggle that justice for
women workers will be won.

Boycott

“Our decision to boycott
the industrial tribunal when
the company took the case
to it has been fully vindic-
ated by this complete vic-

tory.” ,
But the victory may be in-

‘complete There was no suc-

cess on negotiated back-pay
for the strike period; but
more important are the new
work practices that appear
to have been introduced.
Here there is some mystery.
It seems that a more exten-
sive piece-work system has
been introduced and that
there will be new norms set
for work.

Whatever these details

turn out to be, the decisive
question will be the organ-
isation of the workers in the
plant. Trico shop steward
Eileen Ward spelt out when
the strikers were going to do
once they got back. R

They will continue to
build up the union, recog-
nising the vital role of
solidarity in winning at
Tricos, they will organise to
give support to other work-
ers in dispute; a weekly 10p
levy was agreed to provide

funds for such support.
There will be monthly
factory mass meetings.

“If one person is in
trouble, then we’re all in
trouble”, she argued, “so we
stick together.”

One first essential move
will be to extend the efforts
of Trico Brentford workers
to help organise their sisters
in Trico Northampton, who
are paid £11 below the basic
rate at Brentford and have
no equal pay.

22 Victimised
at FORDS

As WORKERS ACTION reported last
week, the strikes and lay-offs which
had halted car production at Ford
Dagenham stopped when the striking
‘B’ shift workers in the Body “plant
voted to return to work, on terms a long
way short of the striker’s demands (full
pay for the night shift on 28th Sept-
ember; no victimisations; guaranteed
shift payment).

The main agreements were: 50% pay
for the night shift on 28th September: a
management agreement not to lay off
shifts after 11pm at night, or 12 noon
during the day; agreement to deal with
‘problems’  through ‘procedure’; union
agreement to co-operate on starting
lines on time, even when ‘re-manning
and/or mobility” questions were rais-
ed, and an installation of ‘process
changes’; that the introduction and use
of ‘door setting aids’ should start 24
hours after the resumption of work, and
that the 24 hours be used to discuss
their ‘orderly introduction’; that the
agreement only applied to the stamp-
ing and body plant at Dagenham.

One report of the mass meeting
which accepted this agreement said
that it had been ‘railroaded’ through.
Apparently, the shop stewards’ com-
mittee had previously rejected the
agreement, but their recommendation
was never put to the meeting. Instead,
a motion from the floor to return to
work was put straight to the meeting.

Saturday 23 October. Campaign to
Repeal the Immigration Act benefit
social, at the Tabernacle, off Powis
Square. Tickets 50p. .
Sunday 24 October. Planning meeting
for open conference of left wing
teachers, 11am at Conway Hall, Red
Lion Sq, V/C1

Friday 29 Gctober. Coventry Workers'
Action readers’” meeting. Martin
Legassick on. Suuth Africa. 7.30pm at
the Albany Hotel, Albany Rd.

Saturday 30 October. National WWC
aay school on nursery campaigns.
10am to 5pm at the Centre of
Environmental Studies, 62 Chandos
Place, London WC2. Creche provided.
Tuesday 2 November. Cardiff
Workers’ Action readers’ meeting on
“The Lessons of October 1917".

7.30pm at the Rhymney Hotel, Adams i

St.

Saturday 6 November. Anti-Apartheid
one-day delegate conference on
Southern Africa. 10.45am at Conway
Hall, Red Lion Sq. More details from
Chris Child, 89 Charlotte St, London

AR
Cardiff

Tuesday 16 November.

Workers Action readers’ meeting on .

“What is Working Class International-
ism?”. 7.30pm at the Rhymney Hotel,
Adam St.

Saturday 24 November Open
Ocnference of left wing teachers. Sir
William Collins School, Charrington
Street London M- 11.00am to
6.00pm.

Published by Workers Action,
49 Carnac St, London SE27,
and printed by Prestagate
‘TU), Reading. Registered
a: 2 newspaper at ine GPO.

The agreement represents a defeat
also for the door-setters, whose action
in refusing to use new jigs provided the
initial spark for the whole dispute. The
same is also true for the plasma wel-
ders on ‘A’ shift, who returned to work
on the basis of further negotiation.
They haven't got the relief that they
were demanding.

Management showed that they
thought it was victory for them by pro-
ceeding to victimjse 22 workers from
‘B’ shift. By Friday they had sacked six,
and suspended the rest without pay for
five days.

There was an instand walk-out on
Thursday, after four sackings, but at a
mass meeting of 1000 on Friday morn:-
ing, a motion to resume work. was
carried. Seeing this as a victory,
management sacked two men and sus-
pended the rest.

The only group to maintain a res-
istance against these victimisations
were the door setters, who have
remained on strike. A door setter was
one of those sacked. *

An important element in this defeat
for the workers has been the lack of
clear leadership in the plant. Of the
three unions involved (T&RGWU, AUEW,
GMWU), only the AUEW came out
clearly against victimisations. The

GMWU had a policy of not supporting -

any of their members found ‘guilty’.

While a shop steward, Tony Doyle,
had stated: “There will be no disciplin-
ary , action’, no victimisation, we stand
together on the protest” — the general
union - position had been .equivocal.
From the beginning, their position had
been one of waiting and seeing the
‘evidence’ — i.e. one of accepting the
possibility of victimisation.

A report on Friday morning’s mass
meeting pointed out that 400 voted for
the return to work,
ABSTAINED., This can only be explain-

BUT 600

ed by the lack of a clear ling to fight the
victimisations.,

With this victory, management will
undoubtedly step up their attacks on
shop floor organisation in the plant,
particularly in relation to manning
levels and speed-up. '

Fight-back policy must include the
demand for 100% pay, irrespective of
number of hours and shifts worked.

The effects of management's lay offs
have not only been loss of pay, but also
demoralisation and division amongst
the workforce. They have also pro-
duced, in _relation to the last three
weeks at Dagenham, both the spontan-
eous eruption of anger on 28th Sept-
ember and the demand for a guarant-
eed shift payment. One of the main
weaknesses of the situation was that
this demand was never taken up by the
workers laid off.

The demand itself needs to be
extended to one for 100% Bay, because

the problem of lay-offs s not only a :
problem concerning sinGle shifts. The

demand also neids to be CAMPAIGN-

ED for amongst the workforce. Wither '
this fight, or a continuation of the sit- _
uation where car workers are pfaced on

a SEMI-CASUAL basis.

LATE NEWS (19.10.76). On Monday

the ‘B’ shift body plant door-setters
decided to continue their strike. As a
result there was no work on that shift.
Ford management tried to get black-
legs on the door-setters’ job, but the
unions said no. At 4pm, after giving
them . 15 minutes’ ultimatum, Ford
sacked the 8 door-setters. The pro-
duction manager _has now issued a
circular saying that tomorrow (20th
October) management will try to re-
man the door-setting job. He threatens
that there will be a complete lay-off if
there is any obstacle to this re-
manning.’

The unions have blacked the door-
setting section. A leaflet produced

jointly by WORKERS ACTION and RED ,

WEEKLY supporters has called for a

strike . for the reinstatement of -ALL
. THOSE VICTIMISED. :

JM.

ON AUGUST 23rd over 200 workers at Grun-
wick film processing factories in Willesden,
London, walked out in protest against the
sewat shop conditions, bad pay and anti-union
bosses. They were all sacked at once.

The wages for a skilled worker on a 40
hour week at Grunwicks are 28 pounds; for
an office workers on a 35 hour week, 25 pounds.
Overtime is compulsory, usually without warn-
ing. There is no shift allowance for working
into the night and only time and a quarter
is paid for work over 40 hours. One example
of the work conditions is that no fresh running
water is available. )

The majority of the workers — who include
many Asians — were not in the union when
they walked out. Now unionised intc APEX
and with official national backing, they have
show more drive in their strike organisation
than many ‘well-organised’ workforces do.

They have mounted an effective daily picket,
blacked most of the work moving in or out of

the factory, elected a functioning strike comm-

ittee, held mass meetings every day, organ-
ised several local demonstrations, put out leaf-
lets and builetins, and made tours of loca’
factories.

A FIGHT FOR
UNION RIGHTS

The strikers at Grunwicks are firm and det-
ermined to win in spite of the past outcome
of union battles in this factory. They call on the
trade union movement to send money and
messages of support, and, most importantly,
to biack Grunwicks and its subsidiaries, '
Cooper and Pearson, Bonuspool and Tru-
colour.

To take a phrase from a different context,
**We cannot go back, nor can'we turn to the
right or to the left. We must go straight -
through. Victory, therefore, must be ours”,

Messages” of support and donations to:
Jayaben Desai, Grunwick Strike Committee,
Brent Trade and Labour Hall, 375 High Rd,
Willesden, London NW10.

rebert johnston

DUBLIN, WESTMINSTER, ‘PEAGE’ WOMEN
PROP UP STATUS QUO

Noel and Marie Murray, two
young anarchists, are in death cells
in southern Ireland, Waiting for
November 1Ist. On:that day the
Dublin ‘Supreme. Court’ is to rule
on whether the charge they were
convicted on is in fact definable as
subject to the death sentence.

If the Supreme Court decision
goes against them, they will be
hanged. '

The Murrays were convicted by a
‘special’ court (without a jury) on
the basis of statements admitting
involvement in a bank robbery
during which an off-duty police-
man was killed. In court the
Murrays rejected the statements
and said they had been made under
police presstre.

Men like Dublin Minister Conor
Cruse O'Brien, , who consider
themselves liberal and humane
people, and who oppose the death
penalty in general, have raised no
outcry to save the Murrays. The
task of defending the Murrays has
been left to a small Defence

Committee, which calls on all trade-

union branches and Labour Parties
to send protests to the Irish
Embassy, Grosvenor Place,
London SWI, to Prime Minister
Liam Cosgrave at Government
Buildings, Dublin (and a copy to
the Defence Committee,c/o Fr.
Denis Faul, St Patrick’s Academy,
Dungannon, Co. Tyrone).

The political significance of the
Murrays’ case was made clear by
the Dublin government’s simul-
taneous pushing-through of the
Emergency Powers Act, which
finally became law last weekend.
Republican leader David O’Connell
has also been arrested in the South.
The Fine Gael-Labour Party
government is clearly set on an all-
out policy of collaboration with
Britain to-crush those fighting for a
united and independent Ireland.

While persecution increases in
southern Ireland, the Briish
Government seems to have become
more liberal. The Government is
considering lifting the ban on the
use of Trafalgar Square for de-
monstrations on i..¢ irish question.

But this move is not the victory it

seems to be. The application to use

Trafalgar Square which may be
granted - is *from the “Women’s
Peace Movement”.

If the government grant the use
of Trafalgar Square, doubtless they
will argue that a movement calling
for peace in Ireland is so much in
line with what everyone wants that
it deserves to be made an exception.

Noel Jenkinson answered that
argument, in his . last letter from
Leicester Jail before he died in the
hands of the British prison system:
“The people will only be at peace
when the invaders are driven out.
Nobody denies the absolute right of
the Irish people to peace but no-
body in Ireland will have peace so
long as any trace of Brit power re-
mains. The violence in Ireland to-
day is imported counter-revolut-
ionary violence ~-
destroyed by revolutionary viol-
ence. Everybody wants peace — but
not peace at any price — better to
die on our feet than live on our
knees”.

it can only be

- The ‘peace women’ have been to
the USA to try to stop funds heing
sent to help the IRA. They have not
called for funds to be stopped tothe -
British Army in Ireland — and an
army is nothing but an instrument
of war. They have not called for the
dismantling of the Six-County state
— a state which has for 50 years
beerr an instrument of ‘cold war’,
and sometimes ‘hot’ war, against
the Catholic.minorityin the North.

The ‘peace women’ say: let there
be peace while the division of
Ireland continues and while the
British military occupation of
Ireland continues. They are like
those who say: let there be ‘indust-
rial . peace’ while the bosses keep
their control and their profits.
Workers’ Action says: there will-be
no ‘industrial peace’ in, the factor-
ies until the working class rules
society, and there will be no nation-
al peace in Ireland until the
Republicans and Socialists win
their war to establish a united 32-
county Ireland’' free of British
dominatian.




