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o assrstance ot “the " Labour Party'f '&.i'-:“Whenﬁ'
B Kelth Joseph v1srted steelworkers in .
* South Wales he was showered with eggs

and tomatoes when Michael Foot spoke

" to strikers there he was. greeted with
tumultuous applause. Yet Foot said little .

that was dlfferent from the Government,
“Of course he gave the steelworkers his
sympathy But he told them that he
wanted ‘industrial and political victory’

for all classes in society — ‘for our people,
-our workers and for the whole country’

(quoted in The Times, 27 January 1980).
In other words, he tried to .divert the

steelworkers’ . struggle to defend their

jdbs and living standards into the same
struggle .that Joseph is’ engaged in: the
struggle to save BSC,

Both Britain’s major political parties
agree that the economy must be revitalised
and the steel 1ndustry restructured along
more profitable lines. Labour is just as
prepared as the Tories to make workers
pay the price for a profitable steel industry.
That’s why the last Labour Government
forced thousands of steelworkers onto
the dole. Today the Tories are only’
fmlshmg Labour’s job. The dlf“erence 1S
this: when Labour was in power the fact
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populanty that now confronts the Tofties.

~ Labourist politics st111 dominate the
especially as
Labour Party leaders portray themselves

trade union movement,

as valiant defenders of the working claSs_
now they are in opposition. Afterall, they
talk a different language from Margaret

Thatcher. While she justifies her attacks

on workers in terms which are perfectly

frank, pointing out that sacrifices are

made nécessary by Britain’s failure to
make ends meet, the reformists pretend
that there are other ways to save the
system. For every economic ailment they
have a sensible, painless cure with which

to dissipate workers’ militancy.

The role of the Labour Party is to con-
tain class resistance to the capitalist on-
slaught within acceptable limits. At pre-
sent Labour and its political supporters in
the trdde union movement represent the
biggest political threat to an effective
defence of working class interests. Let’s
look at the record.

* Prior’s Employment Bill Backed by the
Labour Party, the TUC has called a
demonstration for 9 March to protest
against it. That 9 March is a Sunday is no
accident. As ever the labour leadership’s
motto is maximum noise and minimum
disruption of production. The TUC’s token
action is simply designed to let Prior know
that he should take Congress House a bit
more seriously. |

* Public Sector Cuts The Labour: Party
and its allies put themselves forward as
the leadership of the fight against the cuts.
They organisedia day of action last Nov-
ember to make this point. But that’s all.

During the last four months they’ve done

nothing except calm down workers’,oppo-
sition to the cuts. "

* British Leyland The Labour Party S
friends at the AUEW headquarters moved

measuges W1thout mcurrmg the klnd of on- son Ther

he trme ‘the union concluded that

were pre-occupied  with other issues. BL’s

. t:i_.iiianagement was able to use the breath-..
~ ¥ng space provided to inflict further blows

on the workforce and 1solate support for
Robinson. ' |

+ British Steel The whole trade union
bureaucracy went into action to keep the
steel strike under control. Putting pressure
on the South Wales TUC to scale down its
activities and postpone its call for an in-
definife general strike until 10 March,

Len Murray devoted all his energies to |

planning a sell-out behind the scenes. For
its part the South Wales TUC kept a care-
ful eye on local militants. And, while
steelworkers battled for theirlives, Labour
MPs refused to back their claim to the full,

preferrmg to make cheap Parhamentary |

points about Tory intransigence, - bad
management and foreign.im\‘ports. As for
Tribune, its front page told steelworkers

that theirs was ‘a fight for a sane industrial

strategy, one that will provide Britain with
a sound industrial base for the future
(2 February 1980). |

The Labour Party moderates class
activity. Labour left-wingers continually
smooth over the fundamental conflict
between the maintenance of capitalism

and ‘the defence of workers’ interests.
Because they still lead the working class

they can still defuse its militant struggles

by integrating them into the bourgeoisie’s -

drive to restore British 1mperrahsm to its

former glory.
Our problem is not Margaret Thatcher
for every worker knows what to expect

from her. Our problem is the Labour poli--

ticians, from whom most workers continue

to expect a helping hand. By all means
let’s fight the Tories. But let’s clean out
our own house first.

| necessary, including military force.’

I mqurry dra e’d on'ifor -mbnths-.-

»binson should be re-instated. workers E

| are deeply concerned about Saudi Arabia,
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‘An attempt by any outside force to gain
control of the Persian Gulf region will be
r@garded as an assault on the vital interests
of the United States of America. And such
an assault will be repelled by any means

President Carter’s |
‘State of the Union Message’

Carters message is clear. US impernalism
is prepared to go to war to maintain its |
direct access to oil and other crucial raw
‘materials. Like the taking of American
hostages in Teheran last November, the
Soviet Union’sinterventionin Afghanistan
has become the pretext for imperialist
intervention in the Middle East. Although
-most of the talk in Washmgton is about -
Afghanistan, the major concern of the
Amerrcan ruling class i$ that the handful of
client governments who have catered f0r~ e
American interests in the Middle. East. are {7 UL

’ beco ming less and less Cap_: _"'_"Ie of Stem- R

..........

-p,at chm g franran ’tré)@ps; CHeOma qQ
and Paklstan jet frghters to South Vlet-:z\-
nam.in. 1972 and arms to Notth Yemen in ol
I _1977 Now the Iranian armed forces are' | |
- in drsarray Today American pohcy makers

where the pro-imperialist Khaled regime
has recently faced popular opposition;
worse still is the situation in North and
South Yemen. The fear that the Yemen
will be unified under a proQSoviet govern-

\ continued on page 2

.
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- continued from page |

ment provoked a stern warning from the

American financial magazine Business. -

Week:

‘A unified Yemen under Communist direc-
tion, more populous than Saudi Arabia, would
dominate Bab alMandab, the southem entrance
to the Suez oil link through the Red Sea, and -
threaten neighbouring Saudi oil and the Moslem .
holy places — just what President Carter in his
State of the Union message warned would not
be tolerated.” (11 February 1980) |

The military intervention Carter threat-
ened in January is becoming more likely
every day. That is why the USA hasseized
on events in Afghanistan with such vigour.
They provided the justification for new
plans to reintroduce conscription and the
“deployment of America’s military might
on a scale ynseen since the Vietnam war.
Carter has sent top diplomats to Pakistan
and China to gain backing for American

" manoeuvres. His much-vaunted 110 Q00-

~strong rapid deployment force has been
- offered bases in Oman, Somalia and
Kenya, and the US Air Force is already
- engaging in joint operatlons with Egypt
and Saudi Arabia. -

Bntlsh nnpen lism has qu1c, ;
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Take itl up!

The March ‘debate of the decade’ between
on one side Paul Foot and Tariq Ali and on
the other Tony Benn and Stuart Holland
will not attract many steelworkers or
carworkers, miners or dockers.
That’s because discussion about whether the
Labour Party can introduce socialist
policies or how it can be made more
democratic . is of little interest to workers
* fighting to save jobs 'and trade union
organisation in industry.
| the next step focuses on the pohtlcal
issues — in the British labour movement and
internationally — that are crucial to the
defence of the working class today. Debate
and discussion on these questions is vital to
the development of revolutionary ’
, com;numst propaganda and activity.

In this issue we print some of the letters
we have received — and our replies. We
welcome criticism. from individuals or
organisations, We want our readers to take
up the politics of the next step. What do
you think of it? Remember that shorter
contributions are more likely to be printed
in their entirety. Send all comments to:

BM RCT
London WC1V 6XX
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o fufanen %
“in line. The bourgeoisie has' latciied onto
- the resurgence of ant1~Sov1et hystena to

isolate trade union militants. Pundits are
quick to draw parallels between the violen-
ce of the Soviet army and the intimidation

caused by ‘secondary’ pickets. Thatcher’s

anti-communist diatribés against the
‘enemies of the free world” are part of her

 battle against militants in the British

working class.

The USSR and Afghamstan —a
lo g-standmg relationship

The Soviet presence in Afghanistan is
nothing new. Since the early twenties the
two countries have had strong economic
and political links. During the reign of the
anti-British King Amanullah (1919-29)
the USSR became an influential foreign
power in Afghanistan. After the Second
World War however, US influence in-
creased: until 1953 it enjoyed a monopoly
of contacts with Afghanistan. This pro-
American policy was then reversed by the -
newly appomted Prime Minister, Moham-
med Daoud. The USSR eagerly complied
with Daoud’s requests for large infusions

‘of military and economic aid.

The main reason Daoud adopted a

- more friendly attitude to the USSR was

friction between Pakistan and Afghanistan,
The key -issue was Pakistan’s refusal to
grant self-determination to the nine million
Pushtuns whose homeland straddles the

Afghan/Pakistan border. The guerrilla war

that broke out sporadically throughout
the ’fifties and ’sixties forced Pakistan to
close the border on three occasions, leav-

ing Afghanistan with little alternative but

to find new trade routes. Trade between

~ 'Afghanistan and the USSR increased tre-

mendously — from less than 10 per cent
of total value of exports and imports in
1950 to some 70 per cent in 1963. The
connection .was strengthened when the
USSR began to provide some of the foreign

. aid needed by Afghanistan to overcome

its econornlc ‘backwardness. In terms of
income per head it became the largest

 recipient of Soviet aid and the first countr_y_ -

autside the Eastern fBch to receive ai
- Forthe Sowet Union a friendly Afghani- |

- sta.n.prov.lded a measure of security for its -

Take it further!

The first two issues of the next step sold out

quickly. As a new review with a distinct |

political outlook it has met with a positive

response in the labour movement.

the next step takes up the major issues

facing the working class today; it challenges

the politics of the ruling class —

especially where they appear in the

labour movement itself. A wide readership

is vital to extend the influence of

the next step’s working class politics.
To do this we need sellers in every town

" in the country. The dramatic events of the

last few weeks show the need for
revolutionary politics — and the possnbnlmes
for taking the next step into the labour
movement. The two supporters who sold
100 copies of the review on the January
day of action in South Wales showed what
can be done. How many could 10 people
have sold? And how many more could have .
been sold if supporters in South Yorkshire,
Scotland and the North East had taken
bulk orders of the next step onto picket

" lines and demonstrations?

Take 10 copies of the next step. Take
them to-work and take them onto the

streets, Keep an eye out for local labour

movement events. And let us know how
things are going’in your area and at your
place of work, Orders and payment.

(10 copies: £2.00) to

JUNIUS PUBLICATIONS LTD
BCM JPLTD
London WC1V 6XX

- Back in power,

last,

southern border's' In return the Soviet

bureaucracy helped prop up the weak cen~
tral government of Afghanistan in the

face of staunch resistance to encroach-
ment. from landowners and tribal leaders.

‘Soviet policy aimed to encourage the

strengthening of the weak bourgeois state
and to speed up the development of capi-
talist relations in the countryside. The

Soviet bureaucracy and the various Afghan

governments shared an interest in elimin-

ating any threat to social stability.

The failure of successive regimes to
overcome economic stagnation made
necessary an intensification of political
oppression. This stimulated the develop-

" ment of radical petit-bourgeois’ political

movements. They were strengthened in

the mid ’sixties when, after the restoration:

of the monarchy in 1963, many of the
political rights introduced by Daoud were

revoked. In this period the People’s Demo-
~cratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) emer-
“ged as the main, if inconsistent, focus of

petit-bourgeois opposition, It was later to

split into two factions. In 1973, the Par-
cham wing of the PDPA, under theleader-

ship of Babrak Karmal, co-operated with
Daoud in the overthrow of the monarchy.

Moscow’s answer to chaos
in Kabul

Daoud’s corrupt regime
adopted increasingly pro-Western policies.
The Khalq faction, which had built up a

sueable and well organised following

among Afghanistan’s small educated elite,

became a powerful focus of opposition,
Daoud sensed his diminishing power base
and moved to eliminate his opponents.
The assassination of Amir Akbar Khyber
in April 1978, a well-known university
professor and the main force behind the

- reunification of the two wings of the
- PDPA, led to demonstrations which quick-
ly took on an anti-Western character. Ina
desperate stand ‘Daoud arrested.

.Tarak1 Karmal and other PDPA leaders
A dzzy

Make it brighter!

-Some people have cdmplained that they.

found the presentation of the first two
issues of the next step rather dull, There are
two reasons for this.

"~ First — we did it on purpose. We want to
break with the tradition of British left
publications: flashy graphics, vulgar style .
and endless photos of demonstrations, We

‘wanted to minimise distractions from the

politics of the next step. However we
do acknowledge the importance of design
and illustration in . helping make
revolutionary politics more

accessible to our readers. , _

The second reason for our lack of
technical sophistication is that we can’t
afford it. Our aim is to make the next step
the best — not just in its politics — but also
in its presentation. To do that we need your
money. If each of our readers sent in a
pound it would be a great start.

A fiver would be even better. We aim to
raise £1500 in the six weeks before

the next issue appears. Then we can begin to
buy the equipment we need,

Rush donations to:

JUNIUS PUBLACATIONS LTD

BCM JPLTD

London WC1V 6XX

(cheques/postal orders payable to - =/
Junius Publications Ltd)

Take it regulafly!

Get 10 issues of the next step delivered to
your door.

7

Britain and lreland ........... £3.20

Overseas — surfacemail. .. ..... £3.20
— air mail . e e e e e £4.00

Taraki in power.

The coup came as a surprlse to the
Kremlin. After all, Daoud ‘had been given = '
a warm reception by the top Soviet leader- " BT
~ship when he visited Moscow’ in 1977 -
(The Times, 8 May 1978). Because of this
‘close relationship’ the Soviet bureaucracy

was unsure at first whether to recognise

the new regime. It soon became clear = - |
though that’ if the USSR wished to main- 5 -
it had to back the new = =~ .

tain influence,
government. Indeed the fact that Taraki
swept into power on a wave of radical
sentiment created new opportunltles for
extending Soviet influence. |

With Soviet assistance Taraki rigorously
set about implementing a.programme of
petit-bourgeois reforms. But widespread

~ resistance to land re\forms 1n the tribal

areas led to bitter wrangling in the ranks
of the PDPA. Taraki was kﬂled_ and re-

-placed by Hafizullah Amin. In the peridd\

- leading up to the Soviet intervention the

party’s leadershlp splintered as different

factions struggled for control. Each.round

of feuding loosened the PDPA’s grip over
the country. By mid 1979 the situation
had deteriorated so much that only Soviet
support could guarantee the survival of
the«egime. | o

Widespread guerrilla act1V1ty agamst

" the Afghan government became a major

- later PDPA members who remained - .
freé carried out the coup which toppled -
-»."Daoud 'S reglme and put Nur Muhammed- |

!

threat to stability. Backed by arms and

finance from - imperialist countries and

strengthened by a spate of mutinies in the
army, the rebels caused consternation in
the Soviet Union. It could not permit the -
government to collapse nor could it toler'-_ |

ate constant instability on its southern

flank. A rebel takeover would mean Af-
ghanistan following Iran — the USSR -

would be left with another hostile Moslém,
state on its borders.

Fearing gro wing. tens1on in its own SR

 Moslem regions, the USSR was forced to
~act. The Soviet bureaucracy S answer was" S
the massive military mterventlon whzch ST

Jed o AntnisdownDillaad e nstaliite - ¢ 14
Of the Ka:rmal reglme ,

S SR NzckJenkms
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- ONE OF THE main weaknesses of‘ the
~British left’s position on Afghanistan is

that it has been developed merely as a
response to the recent upheaval there. In
their different ways, the various groups
on the left have simply reacted to the

‘terms of discussion established by the

ideologues of the bourgeoisie. All they

- have done is register support or opposition

to the Soviet intervention. Yet it is impos-

~sible to understand the events in Afghani-

stan without.considering the role of the
Soviet Union in the region as a whole.
This alone shows that our assessment of
the Soviet intervention cannot be guided
by its degree of popularity in Afghanistan.
[t is clear-that the Karmal regime has little
popular support; but in nearby Baluchi-
stan, where the people are oppressed by

 Pakistan, a Soviet invasion would be wel-

comed. If local hostility or friendliness

- dictated our attitude to the Kremlin’s
move we would have to condemn the in-

vasion of Afghanistan and support future

intervention in Baluchistan. That is an un-

tenable position.

We oppose the policy of the Soviet
Union in Afghanistan, Baluchistan and
elsewhere because it runs counter to the

- interests of the international working class.

Revolutionaries support, without gualifi-
cation, any regime which represents the
historic interests of the proletariat — what-
ever its degree of popularity. But the
Karmal Government is not a progressive

- force. It cannot fight reaction: on the con-

trary, it adapts to it. Karmal’s recent calls
for a ‘holy war’ in the name of Allahagainst
the enemy sums up the petit-bourgeois
political orientation of his regime. |

- It is an orientation which is only too
consistent with the Kremlin’s policy of
stability at any price. In Syria, Iraq, South
Yemen and Kurdistan that same policy has
led to the sacrifice of workers’ and peas-
ants’ interests to the whims of the Soviet

“bureaucracy. The present situation in

Afghanistan is of the Soviet bureaucracy’s
own making. It bears full responsibility
for the consolidation of insurgent pro-
imperialist forces in that country today.

4 . ’ . o .

Making the East red

Juét before his death, Lenin warned the
Soviet working class of the dangers of

Great-Russian chauvinism. Czarist Russia

had a long record of oppressing national
minorities throughout its empire. In 1922,
when Stalin began to pursue a 31m1larly

~ chauvinist policy towards the Georgians

in the name of internationalism, Lenin

wrote: ‘It would be unpardonable oppor-

tunism if, on the eve of the debut of the
East, just as it is awakening, we under-
mined our prestige with its people, even
if only by the slightest crudity orinjustice
towards our own non-Russian nationali-
ties’. And he continued: ‘That is. why in

‘this case it is better to overdo rather than

underdo the concessions and leniency to-
wards the national minorities’ (‘Question

of nationalities or “autonomisation”, Col- ~

lected Works 36, 1922). The Stalinist
bureaucracy ignored Lenin’s warning. It
trampled on the national minorities and
brought the Russian Revolution into utter
disrepute in their eyes.

In the long run this bureaucratic oppres-
sion could only exacerbate nationalist
tensions. Today, more than five decades
after Lenin’s warning, the national question
has an immense political importance in
the USSR — from the Ukraine to Turk-
menistan. That’s why the Soviet bureau-

cracy is so afraid of the impact of Islamic

nationalism on its own Moslem population.

- That’s why it felt compelled to restore

politicaltorder in Afghanistan.

Today ‘the Soviet Union stands dis- °

credited before the masses of the Middle
East. The Soviet bureaucracy has consist-

_ently subordinated the interests of the

working class to those of its own. In the
forties it withdrew support from the

~Mahabad and Azerbaijan republics in Iran

and allowed reaction to triumph - all in

Afghanistan:

imperialism is the enemy

‘return for an Iranian promise of oil
concessions. It has continued to sabotage

the Kurdish struggle for national self-deter-
mination. It supported the Shah right up
to hisoverthrow. Today the Stalinist Tudeh
Party blindly follows Khomeini’s lead.
‘The Soviet bureaucracy’s nationalist
course has demoralised and isolated work-
ers all over the Middle East. It has streng-
thened the forces of imperialism in the

~ area. Its cynical manipulation of workers’

struggles and liberation movements con-
tinually creates mistrust among the masses
and allows the petit bourgeoisie to assume

leadership of the anti-imperialist move- |

ment. The bureaucracy’s policies today re-
sult in the rise of Islamic reaction through-
out the region. |

It is from this perspective that we ap-
proach the question of Afghanistan. Revo-

lutionary communists condemn the role

of the Soviet Union in the Middle East.

| Afghanistan is only the latest example of
Moscow’s unstable foreign policy. Whatever
happens in Afghanistan will be determined

by its short-term interests. The Soviet
bureaucracy may decide to come to terms
with the landowners and the petit bourge-

- oisie, or it may decide to speed up the
social transformation of the country. But

whatever it decides will not be based on a
commitment to the interests of Afghan
workers and peasants; it will only be based
on narrow pragmatic considerations. The
Soviet Union cannot be relied on to assist

- the anti-imperialist struggle in Afghanistan.

The experience of the post-war period

has shown that even when Stalinist re-

gimes implement reforms their benefits
are transitory. Reforms become expend-
able as soon as they contradict the bureau-
cracy’s interests. Those radical groups like

th&United Secretariat of the Fourth Intér-
national and the international Spartacist

tendency which welcomed the Soviet inter-
vention simply gave workmg class interests
in the area a miss.

‘While we oppose the bureaucracy’s
activities in Afghanistan, we can give no
support to the reactionary insurgents.

Led by landlords and the clergy, they can
only defend the interests of the most

backward layers of society. No wonder
imperialism is so eager to provide them
with financial and military support. Should
they win, Afghanistan will become a colony
and imperialism will be bolstered once
more. The only positive alternative to the
Soviet bureaucracy’s troops is the workers
and peasants of Afghanistan and the Middle
East. They and they alone can settle scores
with the Soviet bureaucracy and set the
region on the path to socialism. |

‘As far as the relationship between
imperialism and the Soviet Union is con-
cerned we unreservedly defend the Soviet
Union against imperialist intervention. But
we refuse to ignore the interests of the
proletariat for the sake of the short-term

stability of the Soviet bureaucracy.

S
| Carter prepares for war

The greatest menace to the ‘people of the

Middle East and the international working

class is imperialism. The Carter Doctrine -
is not just a response to Afghanistan; it is

the policy that imperialism must pursue
if it is to survive as a world system. US

capitalism must make recourse to military

methods if it is to arrest its long-run
decline. The USA can only maintain its
privileged position in the Middle East
through direct political control. As the

‘American capitalists’ favourite journal

delicately put it:

‘For the US, the need is not only to rebuild

military strength in the area but also to restore

the perception of American power to protect
its vital oil resources. It also needs a long-term
strategy for the support of regimes which, like
that of Saudi Arabia, are increasingly incapable
of containing the internal “spontaneous combus-

 tions”....” (Business "Week, 10 December 1979)

[t is not only US imperialism that is pre-
paring for war. Britain too has vital'inter-
ests to preserve. Why else is defence ex-
penditure being increased? Why else is
there talk 'in bourgeois circles about the
need to reintroduce conscription? The
present routine activities of British im-
perialism - the occupation of the Six

‘Counties of Ireland, the supervision of

‘security’ in Zimbabwe -— will have to
be extended. It is enough to observe the
way in which Britain has reinforced its

ties with South Africa over the past year,

to note how it has come to see a stable
South Africa as the cornerstone of imper-
lalist strategy in the African continent, to
see what it has in store for the World S
oppressed. |

What is really significant about the

‘events in Afghanist.an 1s the imperialist
powers’ attitude towards them. They

provided the imperialists with the occasion
for making their objectives public. Carter

has threatened war and more war from

here onwards.

The Cold War:
our enemy is at home

- The international bourgeoisie has used

the Soviet bureaucracy’s activities in Af-
ghanistan to make its own military policy
appear legitimate. If it hadn’t been Af-

- ghanistan it would have been something
- else. But the whipping up of anti- -Soviet

hystez;\la doesn’t on}y divert. attention
from imperialist manoeuvres; it also
provides an ideological framework for
winning working class support for them.

That support is essential. The ruling
class can only pursue its imperialist
ambitions abroad if it gains political
consensus on its foreign policy at home.
Neither Carter nor Thatcher can afford
domestic opposition to their colonial
adventures. It is for this reason that —
interspersed with revelations about es-
pionage and subversion — ceaseless propa-

- ganda about the Olympics, Soviet dissi-
dents and American hostages is the order -
-of the day.

Unfortunately anti-Soviet propaganda
finds real resonance in all sections of

society. For many workers mention of

the Soviet Union only brings to mind con-
centration camps and totalitarianism. In
many parts ot Europe the Soviet Union is
the best advertisement there is for the vir-
tues of the ‘free world’. When this reaction
i1s compared to the acclaim with which the
European . proletariat greeted the 1917
Revolution the turpitude of the Soviet
bureaucracy becomes only too clear.

While we have no wish to defend the
decadent Soviet bureaucracy, we hold
firm against the wave of anti-Soviet hys-
teria. The imperialists are not concerned

~about human rights, Soviet workers or

oppressed nationalities; they merely seek

‘to extend their oppression throughout

the world. They have no moral right to
criticise the Soviet Union. It is their
system that is at the root of all the op-
pression on this earth.

For British workers the enemy is at'
~home. It is the tyranny of capitalism that

we must focus on.
The smallest concession to anti-Soviet
propaganda undermines the struggle for a

- communist society. To compare Wash-

ington with Moscow — as the Socialist

Workers Party does — is to equate imper-
ialism, the main threat to the. working
class and civilisation, with the Soviet
bureaucracy. That can only let the im-
perialists off the. hook ‘and remforce
bourgems ideology.

Cold War propaganda is not only de-
signed to win labour movement support
for imperialist foreign policy. It forms a
major part of the employers’ general ideo-
logical offensive against the Working class
— an offensive in which ‘troublemakers’
need only be labelled as ‘reds’ for them to
be made outcasts. It’s not Soviet bureau-
crats that Thatcher has in mind when

she talks about the Soviet intervention

as a ‘threat to our way of life’. ‘She’s
thinking about flying pickets, workers

occupying factories, blacks standing up -

for their rights and Irish freedom fighters.

It i1s for this reason that Afghanistan is
not far from the shop floor. To defend

our class we must turn Cold War propa-
ganda against the bourgeoisie — by a
thorough exposure of imperialism.

‘Backing British foreign policy —
the Labour Party

The Labour lefts, Stalinists and trade
‘union’ bureaucrats who lead the British
" labour movement have never wavered in
their support for the presence of British

troops in Ireland and for controls on the.

movement of black people. Today these | |
gentlemen uphold British rule in Zim-

babwe —indeed the Communist Party has
said that it ‘insists’ on the British govern-
ment ‘fully honouring the Lancaster House
agreements’ (Morning Star, 14 January

1980). But the fact that the Tribune
group and the CP have always put their

names by the denial of the democratic
rights of the oppressed did not prevent
them from unambiguously supporting

the right of the people of Afghanistan

to-self-determination.

Tribune MP Eric Heffer is a man of im-.
peccable left-wing credentials, He is also .

in general a committed democrat. Regular-

ly he takes to the columns of The Times -
. to prove; the point. Cor}z_mentmg in that -
' paper about the Labour left’s attltude
to Afghanistan, he proclalmed ‘Many of
us feel the Soviet action is against every

principle of the right of nations to self-
determination and the principle of social-
ism and democratic development’ (The
Times, 14 January 1980). Because these
are fine principles to uphold, comrades of

‘the North West Committee of the RCT’s

Smash the Prevention of Terrorism Act
Campaign wrote to Eric Heffer to ask him
whether they also applied to Ireland.
Back — on House of Commons notepaper
— came his answer. ‘Yes’, he replied, he
did support Irish freedom. ‘However’, he
went on, ‘because of the conflicting
advice I have received from socialist and
democratic forces in Northern Ireland, I
have had reservations about the immediate
withdrawal of British- troops, but I

think they must be phased out as quickly

as’ possible’ (28 January 1980). After 10
years of imperialist brutality in Ireland,
Eric Heffer is still ill-informed about the
situation there. He has ‘reservations’
about the immediate withdrawal of

- British troops. Eric Heffer has much
better sources of information in Kabul..

It took him less than a month to sort
out ‘conflicting advice’ on Afghanistan.

We do not wish to question Eric

Heffer’s integrity. It’s his politics that
are the problem. On both Afghanistan and
Ireland Heffer is only able to provide a
radical echo of British foreign policy.

The politics of reformism perpetuate

the imperialist viewpoint in the labour

movement. Social-imperialism — socialism
in words, imperialism in deeds — remains
the central ideological threat tc the politi-
cal independence of the working class.

- The question of Afghanistan should be
seized as an opportunity.—an opportunity |
to wage a relentless struggle against social-

imperialism in the labour movement.
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SWPwoos CPtrade unionists

UNITY—BEHIND THE BUREAUCRATS

~ AS THEIR NAMES suggest, both the
Commumst Party’s‘Liaison Commrttee for
the Defence of Trade Unions’ (LCDTU)
and the Socialist Workers Party’s ‘Rank
‘and File Defend Our Unions Committee’
want to defend the trade unions. Ever
since the Labour Party lost the General
Election last May they have been trying
to mobilise resistance against the Tory
Government — all with this aim in mind.
Will their politics allow them to achieve
what they have set out to do?

The LCDTU: attorney for the TUC

Formed in 1967 to.oppose the Wilson
Government’s new statutory incomes poli-
cies, the LCDTU only really got off the
ground in 1969. In that year it organised

widespread stoppages and mass demon- .

strations against the proposals to shackle
the unions contained in Barbara Castle’s
‘White Paper In place of strife. In March
1971 it helped bring three million people
" out on a one-day strike against the Tories’
Industrial Relatrons Bill.
| Throughout the period the LCDTU
showed that it had no political indepen-
dence from the bureaucracy that ran
Britain’s trade unions. Because they aimed
merely to find favour with left-wing trade
“union leaders, the Stalinists made sure that
the Liaison Committee only opposed state
interference with the unions insofar as it
undermined the union bureaucracy’s hold

over the membership. And within these

narrow - confines they chalked up some

1mportant SUCCESSeS.
One of these was in the AUEW. Backed

by the CP’s union front organisation, the
Broad Left, Hugh Scanlon made the AUEW
reverse its support for Castle’s measures.
" The Broad Left agreed with the TUC that

- curbs on working class unrest were neces-
sary, but that Congress House was the

,body to impose them — not Whitehall.

- This was good enough for the em-
| -ployers As Wilson later recounted, the
union leaders posrtlon on In place of

strife showed that they had ‘accepted
responsrblhty for dealing with ‘unconsti-

tutional strikes’ in a situation where the
shop floor was becoming ‘increasingly
militant and determined’. In his view they
had moved' forward forty years in a
month’ (Harold Wilson, The Labour
Government 1964-70, p833).

Two years after the CP’s coup among
the engineers the LCDTU helped get the
TUC to move against the Industrial Rela-
tions Act. But it was the same story: the

- TUC opposed the Act on the grounds.

that the use of the courts against the
unions would result in ‘confrontation’
and that the unions should be the ones to

poli¢e the unruly elements within their -
-ranks This view became the accepted poli-

cy of the labour movement. Well pleased

with the way it had won friends and influ-

enced people in the union hierarchy, the
CP allowed the Liaison Committee to fade
into the background as soon as the TUC
began to bring its sense of responsibility
to the attention of the capitalist class.

The Committee goes quiet

silent and inactive. Unemployment rose

and living standards fell; the Social Con-

tract gave way to the Concordat of early

©1979. In this reactionary deal TUC lead-

ers conceded to restrictions on picketing
and the closed shop and to other attacks

. on trade union rights. Yet, still loyal to

the TUC top brass, the LCDTU held its
peacé — no conferences, no strikes, no
demonstrations.

- Tories revive LCDTU |

The consequences of the CP’s romance
with the trade union bureaucracy became
apparent after Labour’s return to office

in 1974. Once TGWU chief Jack Jones —
another figurehead of the Broad Left in

the ’sixties — emerged as the Social Con-
tract’e most ardent defender, the LCDTU
was put on ice. Since the CP shared
Labour’s. commitment to the regeneration
of British industry, it was in no position
to resist the measures which that regener-
ation demanded. |

During the five years Labour was in

power the LCDTU called the occasional
- conference but for the most part remained

4 the next step, March 1980

Now the Conservatives are back in govern-
‘ment and attacking the unions with con-

siderable vigour, the LCDTU is set for a
revival. Faced with the legal restrictions
on trade unions proposed in Prior’s Em-

ployment Bill, the union bureaucracy has

discovered it could use a bit of militant
backing for its manoeuvres with the

Tories — backing that the LCDTU is ready'.

to deliver. But the CP has hit a snag: it’s
not so easy to get the masses on the
streets as it was in the early ’seventies.

In the last five years thousands of work-
ers have experienced the effects of the
policies of the Labour left that were enthu-
siastically endorsed by the CP. And they
are not impressed. Labour extended pub-
lic ownership as requested; but at British
Shipbuilders nationalisation brought mass
redundancies in its wake. The National
Enterprise Board, spearhead of the left’s
‘alternative economic strategy’, forced
through large-scale sackings and speed-ups
at British Leyland. Most of Labour’s

‘workers’ co-operatives, after operating for

a while just like other capitalist companies,
finally collapsed.

The CP’s alternative plans for the sur--

vival of British capitalism now command
little popular support. Indeed, the CP has

become increasingly isolated in the unions;.

its industrial membershtp is dwindling

aml ageing fast. The result is that it has
been obliged to rely on the trade ;ﬁmon-"

bureaucracy more than ever before.

s . . o e — S —

Liaising with the bourgeoisie

This trend was all too vividly confirmed
at January’s LCDTU conference, called to
protest against the Tories’ legislative as-
sault on the unions. The conference plat-
form was dominated by senior trade union
officials. Of the dozen speeches made in
the course of the day, two came from
Labour MPs and at least five were issued
by trade union bureaucrats.

Behind the repeated assertion of the

need to defend trade union rights lay the

dominant political theme of the confer-
ence. For the platform speakers defending
the unions meant saving British industry.
This in itself was nothing new. Twelve

~ years ago, at one of its earliest conferences,

the LCDTU sent out a plea for ‘increased
efficiency and productivity’ (Morning
Star, 17 February 1968). The CP is still
using the LCDTU to rally support for the

" national economy. All that was novel

about the latest conference was the fero-
city of the chauvinism on display. No
British patriot could have outdone Tribune
MP Les Huckfield in his disgusting out-

burst against Arabs, Germans and other
" foreigners afflicting the British economy.
| The LCDTU is not content with playing
lieutenant to the union bureaucracy; it
is out to play lieutenant to the capitalist

class as well.

wl

Umty at any price

But what of the SWP‘? Were the 300 dele--

gates it sent to the 600-strong conference
there to challenge the chauvinist calls for
class collaboration made by the speakers?
Not at all. They had come to beg the
LCDTU to unite with the ‘Rank and File
Defend Our Unions Committee’.

- The SWP’s overtures were rejected.

When it .pressed.a vote on its unity pro-
posals the Stalinists closed the conference
amid scenes of pandemonium. But just as
the spectacle of Stalinist delegates hudd-

ling pathetically around the greying trade

union dignitaries on the platform said a
lot about the CP’s current role in the
unions, so did the departure of the irate
SWP delegates from the conference hall
say a lot about the SWP’s readiness to

“challenge the CP.

During the Labour Government’s reign
the SWP’s industrial work fell on hard
times, just as the CP’s did. Because the
militant bravado of Socialist Worker gave
workers no answers to the Social Contract,
the SWP found its ‘Rank and File’ groups

dissolving and its militants drifting away.

The return of the Tories has raised
SWP hopes of putting new life into its

moribund . industrial base. This is testi-

mony to the SWP’s inability to combat
Labourism and its eagerness to pick an
easier target — the Tores.
hates the Tories, and the SWP, acutely
aware of its own weakness in industry,
needs everybody on its side. That is why
it is after unity with the LCDTU.

The SWP wants unity on a definite
political basis. The ‘Rank and File’ Appeal
to all delegates to the Liaison Committee
explained what the basis is: |

‘WE ALL AGREE on the need for a one day

general strike against the Tories called by the
TUC. WE ALL AGREE on the need to fight the
cuts, to defend jobs, to defend wages and con-
ditions. And above all WE ALL AGREE on

 the need to defend the closed shop, the right

to picket and all basic trade union rights.’

- Yes everybody from the toughest shop

floor militant to the most senior trade

“union bureaucrat agrees that the basic
trade umon rights should be defended.
But this agreement only obscures the

conﬂzct between the workmg class and
its present leadership. Every trade union

| boss is concerned to defend his umon if

only because his livelihood depends on it; |
but every trade union boss identifies de-

fence of the unions with the maintenance
- of orderly ‘industrial relations” — with the

maintenance' of the capitalist system.

Defend our unions?

Trade union leaders identify the strength

- of their institutions with the strength of

the economy; they are particularly con-

 cerned about the prosperity of the sector

in which they recruit and organise. This is
why they advocate economic nationalism
— all the more stridently inthoseindustries
where British capitalists are assailed by
foreign competition. They are prepared

to collaborate with the employers and

with the government with the aim of
making British industry profitable again.
For the same reason they are ready to
sacrifice their members’ jobs and living
standards, providing that the scale of re-
dundancy does not jeopardise the exist-
ence of their unions and that the attacks
on workers’ wages and conditions are not
so severe as to provoke an upsurge of
rank and file militancy. And of course
they will always fight to defend their or-

‘ganisations against competition from the

unemployed, fromwomenand from blacks.

In contrast to the bureaucrats, revolut-
ionaries seek to defend not just the unions,
but the whole working class. They distin-
guish between the interests of the prolet-
ariat and those of the employers and the
government at all times. They show how
the bureaucrats’ beloved ‘survival of

~ Britain as a manufacturing nation’ merely
amounts to the restoration of capitalist

p_rofitability , and that this in turn demands
driving the workers’ movement into the

‘ground. And they take up issues like

Ireland to build internationalism -in the

Everybody

‘MUST UNITE".

labour movement and to expose the react-
ionary politics of the Labour Party and the |
Stalinists. . -

The SWP won’t have any of this. Desplte'
the fact that the CP is being forced toside
more and more with the bureaucracy, the
SWP is desperate forunity. What this means
is that the SWP is becoming obsequiously
‘fraternal’ over non-contentious matters
like the closed shop, picketing and the

Tories, and that it’s making more and more

concessions to the Stalinists on ones that

‘used to cause differences. .

The treatment of import controls — a
key demand in the CP’s programme — in
recent issues of Socialist Worker is a good
indication of this second trend. In late
November 1979 Welsh miners decided to

~ picket Newport docks to stop the entry
~of American coking coal, fearing it would

lead to the closure of six local pits and
the loss of 4800 jobs. Socialist Worker
reported this move entirely uncritically
(24 November). On 8 December it printed
a letter which attacked attempts to bar
imports — but without comment. By the |
New Year, however, the paper was more
ambiguous still: its quizzical caption to a
photograph of the Rhondda valley was
‘Welsh miners are taking militant action to
save their jobs and their communities —
can we stand back on the grounds that all
import controls are wrong?’. No answer

was forthcoming, but the headline above
two pro-controls contributions to the
letters page (one from the paper’s South

Wales correspondent) was ‘Import con-
trols? In this case. . .YES! Aslong as the
workers ‘are taking militant action’

Socialist Worker can support CP prrncrples -

—1in. rnverted commas, of course.

‘Dear Kevm

The SWP’s flrrtatron wrth the CP proceeds
on several fronts. Throughout the months
preceding January’s LCDTU conference, -

. SWP industrial organiser J ohn Deadson sent -
_a series of cringing open lettersto LCDTU -
- chairman Kevin Halpm proposmg umtyt

and joint discussion. But his advances
were snubbed, just as the SWP’s confer-

- ence resolution was dismissed. The SWP

retreated from the conference in confusion

“and disarray, nursing its injured pride, its
~ indecisive leadership bruised and battered.

But it was not chastened by theexperience;
within a week it was crawling back . to
Halpin. ‘Dear Kevin,” wrote Deason, ‘WE
Prostrate, he begged:
‘Once again we appeal to you...at least
meet with us and discuss how best to
achieve such unity’ (Socialist Worker,

2 February 1980).

More than anything the conference
revealed the inability of the SWP to take

on the CP politically. The CP shares the

SWP’s commitment to trade unionism
but situates it in the coherent national
reformist strategy advanced by substan-

- tial sections of the trade union bureau-

cracy. With this strategy, the SWP says,
‘we have our differences’. But nowhere
in all the exhortations Socialist Worker
made to get its readers along. to the
LCDTU, in all the SWP’s open letters,
in its conference leaflet or in the one
speech it squeezed in at the conference —
nowhere were these differences explained.

- The SWP is ready to drop its radical de-

mands for the sake of organisational unity.
Needless to say, many individual SWP
militants feel unhappy about their org‘ani-
sation’s convergence with the CP. But
doubts are not enough: gut reaction and
class instincts will not by themselves de-
stroy the system of polrtlcs peddled by
the LCDTU. The LCDTU lines up behind
the union bureaucracy. Unity with the
LCDTU is only unity with the union
bureaucracy at one remove. |
' - Keith Tompson




;o

-~

. . \ .
. . .
¥ . . -

one isin favour of it. Politicians from Keijth
Joseph to Tariq Ali nevercease proclaiming

~the virtues of democracy. The word is
used to describe the most diverse political

formations, from the Democratic Party of

the USA to the Democratic Republic of ,-

Afghanistan, which recently so seized the
attention of that party’s leader.When Russia
invaded Afghanistan, Western commenta-
tors dredged up all the phrases of the Cold
War to dénounce the threat of Soviet

‘totah’tarianisrn.’ to world peace and stabi-
- lity — and to Western democracy. And,

when Thatcher welcomed the miners’ pay
settlement, the scabbing at Charing Cross
hospital and the setbacks inflicted on the

workers at British Leylan d, she did so with

the words ‘That’s what democracy is all

about’ (The Times, 6 December 1979).
Democracy is also close to the heart

of the British labour movément. Ever

since the war the left”wing of the Labour

Party has sought a middle way between
‘dictatorial communism’ and the unaccep-
table aspects of capitalism through

DEMOCRACY is like good weather: every-

In most parts of the world the dictator-
ship of the bourgeoisie is almost never

exercised through representative institu- .

tions. While people in Britain and the USA
enjoy their House of Commons and Con-

‘gress debates, savage military dictatorship

is the standard form of government in the
countries dominated by British and US
imperialism. Moreover the existence of

bourgeois state do not challenge capital-

ism. It simply means that strikes are
smashed ‘and attacks on working class

ltving standards are made in the name of
democracy. At the end of the day, the =

bourgeoisie always has its armed men
to finish the job. To the question ‘Could

the army pull off a coup in Britain?

The Times answers reassuringly ‘within

-~
.
. -

fife;nen"s strike the winter before Iastwa_s |
-agaihst the law; but the law was simply .

/

ignored. The ruling class does not hesitate
to cast it aside when its class interests de-

‘mand this. We must do likewise and not ex-
pect the state to look after our interests.

Like the reformists the radical left

- looks to the state to safeguard democratic

rights. In 1978 the IMG and the SWP en-

dorsed state bans on National Front
demonstrations,  Soon afterwards the
working class paid the price when the
Labour Government used the same-bans

to curtail labour movement activities,

No to secret ba]lo'ts!.

‘. ’_
Democracy for us is not an abstract

principle that exists above the class -

struggle. When the .ruling class attacks
working class interests in the name of
‘democracy’ we have no hesitation in
rejecting it. Thus we oppose Employment

Minister James Prior’s' proposal for the

state funding of secret ballots in union
elections and strike ballots, -

On the face of it this seems very fair

and reasonable — very democratic. Many

i

\

minutes’ (10 January 1980).
Fighting for our rights

The fact that bourgeois democracy is a’

bourgeois democracy in the imperialist
countries depends on their continued .
oppression of the backward capitalist
nations. As Trotsky observed: |

home-grown British ‘democratic social-

ism’. Meanwhile the extreme right of

the Party advances its cause in the ‘Social |
- Democratic Alliance’, For the Communist

workers look at the secret ballot issue |
from the point of view of the principles .
- of democracy. Many who reject the rest

 Party, ever embarrassed by its historic ties

with the Soviet Union, democracy is an
obsession. The CP’s programme, The Brit-

ish road to socialism, proclaims its com--

mitment to broadeni'ng' and deepening,
extending and enriching democracy on

.every page. But what is democracy?

We vote, they rule

Democracy is one form of capitalist
rule — the form that capitalists - prefer,
The bourgeoisie likes to maintain its
power through consensus rather than
naked force, whenever possible, for Parlia-

mentary bodies enable all classes to parti-

cipate and assume responsibility for its
system. If people believe that their vote
counts, that they caninfluence government
policy throygh their MPs, they are likely to

~ accept the- verdict «of Parliament. This =
 -strengthens - Social * stability - because it

allows conflicts to be regulated and resol-
ved institutionally. Bourgeois democracy
is a cheaper and more durable means of
rule than direct repression. It gives legiti-
macy to decisions taken in the interests of
the ruling class, '

The possibility of exercising bourgeois
‘class rule through democratic insti_tu‘tions
~ depends on the strength of capitalism. In

times of crisis, when accumulation is inter.

- rupted and social conflicts intensify,

Parliament becomes a luxury, Even the
very limited rights the electorate possesses
have to be taken away. As soon as the
bosses feel seriously threatened by workers
they adopt an openly coercive form of
class rule. That's why full democratic
rights have never been preserved for very
long, even in the ‘civilised’ world,

~ Universal suffrage had scarcely arrived
in Europe when half the Continent desc-

ended into fascism. By the mid ’thirties

the ruling classes in Eastern Europe, Italy,

'Germany, Austria, Spain and Portugal

had turned to _fascist dictatorship to
stabilise their rule. Even freedom-loving

- Britain had to suspend general elections

for a decade after 1935 and introduce
repressive measures to ensure socjal peace
so that it could fight its imperialist rivals
Germany and J apan. Democracy, however,
served a useful purpose: it was used to

- mobilise working class support for the

imperialist war effort. Workers fought and
died in millions defending bourgeois de-
mocracy against fascism. Nor did the con-
solidation of capitalism which the carnage

of the Second World War made possible

lead to the immediate restoration of
democracy. The war had been over for
more than 30 years before Spain, for
instance, acquired even a formal democ-

ratic constitution.

- Only  the most advanced capitalist
countries can afford bourgeois democracy,

¢
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‘The democratic regime is the most aristo-

~ cratic way of ruling, It is possible only to a rich

nation. Every British democrat has 9 or 10
slaves working in the colonies.’

This situation has not been altered one
iota by the ‘decolonisation’ of the post-
war period — the substitution of indirect
forms of imperialist rule for direct ones,

~Indeed today the whole trend towards
imperialist military intervention in Africa

and the Middle East confirms the provis-

ional character of political independence.

The dangers of democraCy

For the bourgeoisie democracy provides an
impottant instrument for defusing class
conflict. The existence of representative

Institutions lend credibility to the strat-
| "eg_y.t!Q;f reformism, Reformist p'artie._ls_.come .
~ into their own durifig periods of capitalist
~crisis and social unrest. When Parliament _

is less and less able to maintain social
stability, reformist parties try to lead
workers towards the defence of the
‘democratic system’ and away from the
struggle against capitalism. In the “thirties,
Social Democratic and Stalinist parties
played a central role in Popular Front

(Writings,

form of capitalist class rule does not pre-
vent us from defending all democratic
rights. But why is it necessary to defend
democratic rights, when all the gains con-
ceded by capitalism are narrow, meagre

~and likely to be eliminated at any time?

First, because the political rights
wrested from the bourgeoisie create possi-

bilities for developing the movement of ,

I

the working class by means of organisa-

~tion, education and political activity: it

is easier to organise trade unions and poli-

‘tical parties- in a democracy than it is
~under fascism. Second, because in the
course of the struggle for democratic

rights workers become aware that, ulti-
mately, the only way to guarantee and
extend these rights is through the over-

- throw of capitalism. Lenin argued: =~
- ‘Marx lstskno\ythat democracy doesnot
abolsh class oppression. It only makes the class

struggle* more direct, wider, more open and
pronounced, and that is what we need.. The

~more democratic the system of government,

the clearer will workers see that the root evil
is capitalism not lack of rights.” (4 caricature
of Marxism and imperialist economism, 1916)

In other words the contradiction between
the rights granted by the bourgeoisie and
the reality of capitalist domination — the

-

governments in France and Spain and en- fact that behind these limited rights lies
Demecracy is the form of capitalist rule that the

capitalists prefer

sured the maintenance of capitalist rule

‘at a time when it was imperilled. All in the

name of deferrding democracy!
When capitalism itself is threatened the

‘reformists do not shrink from suspending

democratic rights and unleashing the
forces of state repression on the working
class. They do this because their commit-
ment to bourgeois democracy forces them
to support the class interests behind this
form of political rule. Thus, after the
First World War, the Gérman Social Demo-
cratic Party took the lead in attacking
working class organisations to establish
law and order. The execution of Rosa
Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht, leaders
of the. German revolution of 1919, was the
result of the reformists’ attachment to
social peace. In the Spanish Civil War the
Stalinist Communist Party paved the way
to Franco’s victory through its defence of
capitalist relations and its co-operation in
the murder of anarchists and Trotskyists,

Britain’s radical post-war Labour Govern-.

ment enacted ruthless anti-working class
measures. The recently released papers
that document the Cabinet discussions of
the period ‘reveal proposals to deport
communists and detail the extensive use
of troops asscabs: ‘by 1948 strike-breaking
had become almost second nature to the
Cabinet’ (The Times, 21 November 1979).

Reformist hopes of ‘democratising’ the
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the unlimited power of capital — becomes
increasingly visible the more democratic

rights are won. Third, the struggle for

democratic righ.ts forces workers to go
beyond their immediate experience as
wage labourers and acquire a conscious-

ness of their class interests. It replaces the

limited struggle between a group of
workers and their employer with the con-
flict between the whole of the working
class and the bourgeoisie. In fighting for

the democratic rights of the oppressed — |

women, ethnic minorities and others —

the working class acquires- the political

independence necessary for confronting
its class enemy. o

- Reformists campaign for democratic
rights by putting pressure on the state.
The  preamble to the CP’s Charter of
democratic rights, a listing of 70 separate

rights, explains' the value of legislation in |

preserving democratic freedoms:

‘Despite the obstacles experienced by the
working people in making use of the liberties
they have won, the existence of these demo-
.cratic \'freedoms, oftén buttressed by legal enact-
ment, has been of great advantage whenever the

- people have wanted to press their claims.’ (p3)

In fact legal buttresses prove very insub-
stantial whenever the ruling class wants to
do away with workers’ democratic
freedoms, The use of the army and their
‘Green Goddess’ fire-fighters during the

~and Zimbabwe’s

of Prior’s plans to shackle the unions
find it difficult to argue against this one.

- Why then do we oppose secret ballots?

For us the most important question is

— whose class interests are served by the

introduction of secret ballots today? Ad-
vocating them we find the Conservative

tricians and Terry Duffy of the engineers

- (both elected, incidentally, following the

introduction. of secret ballots). Why do
~these people like secret ballots? The =

Teasons are simple. The employers and the SRR
Tories like them because they want'-t"d_. R
maximise their influence on uﬁion"'-de:_
cisions as part of their d_.riv'e(__ to weaken S
 working class organisation and driy

C O e et £

maximise control over their own members.

Both the Government and the union
leaders want to minimise the influence of
workers actively committed to defending

working class interests. Active workers

can give a lead to others at mass meetings.
Secret ballots allow the bosses to appeal

to the more backward sections and weaken

the influence of class conscious workers.

It is because there are specific class inter-

ests behind Prior’s democratic proposals
that we declare our hostility to them.
Opposition to secret ballots is, how-
€ver, not an eternal principle.‘In a police
state, for example, we would support

secret ballots because they would afford.

workers some protection from state re-

pression. But in Britain in 1980 we oppose
them as an attempt in the guise of demo-

Cracy to weaken working: class politics.

- For the dictatofship
of the proletariat!

The present recession has brought to the
fore the anti-democratic nature of capital-
ism. To survive it must deny trade union
rights (Prior’s Employment Bill), women’s

rights (Corrie’s Abortion Bill), the rights .

of ethnic minorities (Whitelaw’s tough
new immigration proposals) and Ireland
right to national
independence, |
The working class has every interest in
defending all the rights it has wrung from

the bourgeoisie. That’s why the fight for

democratic rights has to be waged as part

of the struggle against the capitalist sys-

tem. Capitalism curbs the rights it has
granted previously
extension to millions of people. The
overthrow of the capitalist ‘system, the

- establishment of the dictatorship of the

proletariat, will provide the conditions

where democratic rights will become a

reality for the majority of society.

Mike Freeman =
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and” denies their

Party, the Confederation of British Indus-
try and the most right-wing trade union -
- bureaucrats — Frank Chapple of the elec-

.. . - "
: - . .o
. . .

'8 class organisatio: wedown , o
“want them becaunse they can use them to | '




BLAIR PEACH’s killing at the hands of the
Special Patrol Group in Southall last
April concentrated the attention of the

British left on the police. Peach’s case °

was not an isolated one; it fell between
the murder of Liddle Towers by police
.officers in the North East and the death
of Jimmy Kelly in ‘a Liverpool police
_station cell. So when the Home Office
revealed in the first few days of January
this year that 245 people had died in
police custody over the previous decade,
Labour ‘MPs of all persuasions greeted
the news with outrage. Sir Harold Wilson
called for an independent investigation
into police violence against Kelly: Tribune
group chairman Martin Flannery de-
manded an audit of the Directorate of
Public Prosecutions itself.

Yet the brutality .that so disturbed
the reformists is only a symptom of the
state’s general build-up of repressive
powers. Police numbers have risen steadily
and pay has been dramatically improved;
overall, spending on the police has more
than doubled in the last five years. Police-
men and women have been systematically
frained in ‘crowd COntrol’, that is, how to
smash demonstrations and pickets K with
specialised riot equipment and CS gas.
Police manoeuvres on protest marches
increasingly resemble major military op-
~erations. Is the left as firm about the
police as the police is about the left?

Labour, CP SWP:
they’ll come quietly |

The Labour left only took. up the issue of
deaths in police custody because it was
fearful that they might discredit the boys
in blue in the eyes of the public. Tribune

MP Michael Meacher, for instance, told
Wllllam Whitelaw that the Police Com-

plaints Board s failure to fecommend dis-
ciplinary charges against those officers re-
ferred to it strained its credibility ‘beyond

_'  belief’ and’ that he hoped that the Tory
-Home Secretary would agree that a radlcal' |

overhaul of the Board S procedures was

urgently needed’ (The G uardian, 8 Janu-':' :

ary 1980). But this friendly concern about\
the state’s imadge isn’t just the property"

of Labour left-wingers. The Communist )

Party is anxrous too. Rejecting an official
inquiry into the Peach affair in fdvour of
‘more
accountability’ of the poll_ce, it says:
‘Investigation of the police by the police is
~ an absurdity which can only leave doubts in the
minds of the public. That is not good for the
police. It is not good for the law. And it is cer-

tainly not good for the victims of police bru-
tality.” (Morning Star, 4 October 1979)

At least the CP is honest. The first thing it
wants to do is dispel doubts in the minds
of the public about the role of the police.
Its worry about people who have fallen
foul, of the police is simply that they too
will have ‘doubts’ about the way they were
_treated — those of them that are still alive,
that is. An absurdity indeed! o
The " Socialist Workers Party appears
less interested than the CP in improving
the corporate profile of Her Majesty’s
Police. It 'was particularly vociferous in
denouncing the Metropolitan force after
Southall, for example. But in practice it

always plays the Stalinists’ game of trying

to remove the excesses of repression rather
- than repression itself. The task is to ‘force
the police to get rid of the thugs in uni-
forms’ and to ‘disband the SPG’ (Socialist
Worker, 16 June 1979). Here the SWP
“reinforces the commonsense, bourgeois
‘view that ‘some’ coppers — on the occasion
- of Southall, the SPG — are ‘bastards’, and
- that the ones who are not should deal
- with them. Indeed, SWP leader and Daily
Mirror star journalist Paul Foot is quite
convinced that ‘decent-minded policemen,
and there are lots of them, are often
shocked at the bullying and racialism
which is permitted and even encouraged
in street patrols’ (Socialist Worker,

26 May 1979). Just as the SWP appeals to |
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...left calls for Inquiry

one part of the state to abolish another,
so Foot argues that the good old British
bobby is no party to the bullying and
racialism practiced by his less worthy
colleagues. As a consequence he winds
up apologising for the racism that is in-
herent in bourgeois soclety and its de-

fenders — the police.

Only doing their jOb

For Marxists the'question of the police
is not one of this or that constable, but

of their function in the system of social

relations that comprises capitalism. The
police work for the state — and the state
represents the interests of the bourgeoisie.
In the nineteenth century the state played

a vital/role in establishing a basic frame-
work for rapid capital accumulatlon A

the polfi’ce than by the wages system.

Workers give their labour-power freely in
return for wages. Although their wages
are worth less than the value they create,

- ‘their exploitation is obscured by what
~appears to be a fair exchange of work for

money. Provided their wages are adequate
to their needs, the state has no need to
step in to keep them in line. As the wage

transaction is repeated week in and week

out, so their subordination to their e¢m-

ployers is. reproduced — without the

bourgeoisie having to lift a finger.

Because the forces of repression do

not usually interfere in relations between

- workers and employers the state seems to
be above class interests. In the same way,

the police do not seem to be a weapon of
the bourgeoisie. Their business appears to
be confined to protecting property,

The ruling clas_s is rehearsing _for.e showdown;
“we should get ready for one too

major component of this framework was

- a pohce force. Taking a nostalgic look at
the days of Robert Peel today s Metropo-

lit#® Police (‘ommrssxoner recently spelt
out. the achlevements of the first police

. force:

‘Disorder was brought under control. There
was no longer a need for people to carry arms,
Elections — local and national — were facili-
tated and political intimidation eliminated. The
peace and stability that was brought about by
the presence and activities of the new police
created the conditions, which allowed the ex-
pansion of indd/stry and commerce....
‘Keeping the Queen’s Peace’,
Review, 25 January 1980)

Police

Today the police are better organised and

more sophisticated than the original
‘Peelers’, but their job is just as much to
assist ‘the expansion of industry and
commerce’ — capitalist industry and
commerce — as it ever was.

In general, however, ‘peace and stabi-
lity’ under capitalism are brought about
less by the use of physical coercion and

> (David

. .
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controlling traffic and helping old ladies

across the road. In Britain, the .oldest -
~ capitalist country and the one in which
| the rulmg class has had centuries of ex-
perience in the subtleties of ‘democracy
‘the fact-that the police are unarmed |
makes them assume a particularly low |
But now all this is changing.

profile.

N
-~

Bodies of armed men

Just as Britain’s inter-war slump saw the

police attack hunger marches and break
up demonstrations, so today’s recession

brings out the class nature of the police.
~ Discreet discussions about the possibility

of forming a new paramilitary ‘third force’
similar to the USA’s National Guard were

first held in Britain more than 10 years

back. But a real clamour for tougher poli-
cing only emerged when Heath’s 1970-74
Government came up against more and

more working class opposition. As one
brigadier explained at the time: ‘the whole

period of the miners’ strike made us realise
that the present size of the pohce force is

No SPG in the ‘thirties — but state violence against workers just the same

too small....things have now got to the
stage where there are not enough reserves
to deal with the increasing numbers who
are not prepared to respect the law’ (The
Times, 23 May 1972). Although the idea
of riot police was shelved on the grounds
that public opinion wasn’t yet ready for
it, moves went ahead to bolster the exist-

“ing forces. Soon more than half Britain’s
police commissioners had their own local

units to deal with strikes and demonstra-
tions. Now roaming in transit vans and
equipped with riot shields, smoke grenades

and an arsenal of guns, the Special Patrol -

Groups have become a familiar sight on
picket lines. They also spend much of
their time backing up the local police in
areas with large black or Irish communi-
ties, organising random spot checks on

passers-by.

The 1200-strong Speclal Branch was
itself formed to deal with the Irish freedom
fighters of the nineteenth century — the

~ Fenians. Now, assisted by Scotland Yard’s
Anti-Terrorist Squad,

it leads raids on
anti-imperialists under the Prevention of
Terrorism Act, The Special Branch’s
activity i1s eXxplicitly political. It taps
phones, photographs demonstrations,
keeps the files on political organisations
and infiltrates meetings — all to keep
tabs on active trade unionist's and politi-

- cal groups. It also liaises with the immi-

gration authorities to keep a watchful

eye on Britain’s black population.

Alongside the growing number of
specialised units, the rest of the police
force is being strengthened to meet its
expanding duties. More police officers
are being schooled in unarmed combat
and the use of firearms than ever before.
It’s the ordinary man on the beat, not the
SPG, who metes out the violence ‘that
blacks experience every day. As Devon

~Chief Constable Alderson warned, the

new police powers and techniques make’

the force re_semble ‘an army of occupation’.

o

A falr cop"

'*The rulmg class is gettmg ready for m1h-; |

tary action, not only against its opponents .
abroad, but also against its enemies w1th1n S

~ That is what the police are being trained /- -

and equrpped for. The capltahsts would
like to hang on to the image of the neigh-
bourhood bobby for as long as possible,
but they are ready to dispense with it

~ when times get rough. Nor will they be

impeded by the law. As McNee’s pre-
decessor explained in. his 'autobiography,
he and his colleagues fought Britain’s
Irish war for all they were worth: ‘we
would not let legzil niceties prevent us
from dealing with terrorism’ (Sir Robert -

| Mark, In the office of constable, 1978).

The old myths about the honest cop

“and the sanctity of law die hard on the

left. It still wants to cast out the bad

apples of the SPG and bring back the .

decent policeman of the old days. It still
clings to its hopes of public control of thel
police — even after they have again and

again shown their willingness to throw

aside all the rules when the class interests
of their supreme commanders demand it.

~ That the ruling class is rehearsing for a
showdown should mdlcate the need for
us to begin our own preparatlo;ls ~The
first step is to combat workers’ illusions
in- the police and the state — 111usrons

perpetuated by reactionary slogans such

as ‘Disband the SPG’ and by calls for
public inquiries. These attempts to per-
suade the bourgeois state to exercise
its rule less. aggressively can only disarm
workers. The rising toll of deaths at the:
hands of the police, the use of snatch
squads on picket lines and the build-up

~of repression in inner city areas show ail
too clearly that the bourgeoisie will stop

at nothing to defend its class interests. The
bourgeois state will be called to account -
only by an equally decisive assertion of

the interests of the working class.
| ‘Georgina Day
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~ ing in the city’ (ibid).

‘Ireland: no more pretence

" When the British army invaded Ireland in 1969 the government said it was a peaCeQKeeping force, For a decade Britain playefi the part of a mediaton;
. between hostile factions. But last year all this changed. After a series of spectacular setbacks — Neave, Mountbatten, Warrenpoint — the 'Bn;tlsh:Govern.-*
ment dropped its neutral charade. When the Government announced its determination to crush ‘the terrorists’, it openly declared war on the Irish people.

The problem with declaring war is that it forces people to take sides. But fortunately for the British state the only section of society that could seriously

~ endorsement of Partition and its compromises with
- fight in Ireland or in Britain.

X

The Birmingham bombings

The decision by Provisional Sinn Fein
to hold this year’s Bloody Sunday com-
memoration march in Birmingham was

""‘greeted with customary hysteria by the

local media. It was the first time since the

1974 pub bombings that a demonstration

against the Irish War had been held in the

" city. The mob of 200 fascists and off-duty
~squaddies who turned out to heckle the
1200-strong march showed that the bomb-

ings had not been forgotten.
The march was not the only reminder

- of the bombings: a week before the
o demonstration, Lord Denning, Master of
the Rolls, turned 'down a request by the

six men convicted of the bombings to

sue the West Midlands police over beatings |

received while in police custody. Den-

- ning’s statement illustrates the determin-

ation of the British state to allow no legal

‘niceties to stand in the way of its oppres-

sion of the Irish people. With all the cyni-
cism of the British ruling class, he rejected

- the appeal.,,saying: _‘if ‘they won, it would
- meanthat the police were guilty of perjury;
that they were guilty of violence and

~ threats; that the confessions were involun-

tary and improperly a:d_mitted in evidence;

“.and that the convictions were erroneous’
(Law - Report, The Times, 18 January

1980). This was not a risk the judiciary
was about to take: Case Dismissed.

On Thursday 21 November 1974 the =

Mulberry Bush and the Tavern in the Town

-pubs in the centre of Birmingham were

devastated by bombs, In all 21 people,
mainly young, were Kkilled. Many more

were maimed and over a hundred suffered

less severe injuries. The IRA never claimed.

responsibility, but as thisincidentfollowed

other bombings in Britain, they got the
blame. Six Irishmen were later convicted
-on charges arising out of the bombings and

- sentenced to long terms of imprisonment.

The pub bombings wrought terrible
damage to life and limb. Television

brought the grisly scenes into every living
room in the land. The response of workers

in\ Birmingham and elsewhere was one of
shock and horror, sympathy for the dead,

rinjured and bereaved . . . and anger. The

incident brought home to Britain the grim
reality of the War in the Six Counties. A
Times reporter captured this mood in
Birminigham:

‘Many f)eople said, often with anger only
barely held in check, that they now realised

* what life in Belfast must have been like during

the past five years.” (23 November 1974)

Many workers stayed away from work
the following day. One of those killed
was a foreman at the Rover Tyseley plant.

The shop stewards there met and recom-

mended that ‘as a mark of sympathy and
respect, the whole factory should take
the day off’ (Morning Star, 23 November
1974). At the massive Austin Morris plant
at Longbridge 1500 out of the workforce

of nearly 20 000 downed tools and walked
- out of the factory. Stewards at the BLMC

tractor and transmission plant at Wash-
wood Heath called on ‘the official trade
union movement to call a day of mourn-

e
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ch" sdia against the Irish
‘-l, .

Press seaction was furious and malicious.
Newspaper editors combined with bourge- -
ois politicians in an effort to turn people’s
grief and anger in a chauvinist, anti-Irish

direction. The media used the bombings
tc strengthen the national consensus of

- support for Britain’s war in Ireland and -

to create a _climate favourable for the

- introduction of draconian ‘anti-terrorist’

legislation. The Daily Mirror condemned

the bombings and. called for repressive

measures .from- Labour Home Secretary

iRoy Jenkins. Its banner headline — ‘The

measures had better be tough’ — was
followed by demands that they be ‘very

‘tough, and quick and effective’ (2"3 Nov- .

‘ember 1974). .
They were. Within a week the Preven-

‘tion of Terrorism Act waslaw and the Pro-
visional IRA a proscribed organisation.

capfalise on the wave of chauvinist hys-

teria; it called for further étrike action and
tried to organise a ‘Smash the IRA - Hang
the terrorists’ march through Birmingham.
- There was little tesponse from Birming-
~ ham’s industrial workers to these attempts
to whip up anti-Irish sentiments. The NF’s.

demonstration was a flop. The Birmingham
Post reported that ‘a call by the NF organ-
isation for a strike yesterday in protest
at the Birmingham bombings went un-
heeded in the Midlands and there was no
repetition of Friday’s spontaneous walk-
out’ (26 November 1974). |
Chauvinist reaction -to the bombings
did come from the more backward sec-
tions of the community: in the nearby

"town of Aldridge there was a march by

about a thousand people, some of whom
carried placards demanding the death
penalty for terrorists, while some Birming-
ham market porters refused to handle

~ goods from Ireland. There were inCiden.ts

of intimidation and harassment of Irish
people. But workers in the motor and
engineering industries, the core of the
Midlands labour movement, generally held
out against. the press campaign. Peter
Nicholas, co'nvenor at the Rover Tyseléy
factory where workers held a day of

mourning, said that ‘there was no strike

oranti-Irish demonstration’ (Morning Star,
23 November 1.9,74).'At Longbridge there
was widespread acceptance of a works

committee appeal to continue working,

although a number of workers organised a
petition to the Home Secretary . calling for
‘tough action’. -

No surrender to British chauvinism!

The Irish War was now being fought on
the streets of Birmingham, a fact quickly
recognised by the ruling class:

‘This is a war which is"being waged with

great ferocity in Belfast and the rest of Northern
Ireland, and is now being waged with almost
“equal ferocity in the rest (sic) of Britain.” (Edi-

Meanwhilfé". the National Fronttgle"d to

torial, The Times, 23 November 1974)

- With its declarations of resolve to crush
‘the terrorists in Ireland and Britain, the
“ruling class had made its position clear.

What position should the working class
have taken? | |
The Irish War is a war between the
oppressed Irish people, who want national
independence, and Britain, which cannot

‘entertain the break-up of the United King-

dom and the grave threat to capitalist
stability in Ireland and Britain that this

“would involve. In the Irish War we support
‘the right of the Irish people to national

self-determination and their right to con-
duct their struggle against British imperi-
alism by whatever means they choose. To
question a particular act of violence carried
out In that*struggle is ‘to question the right
of the Irish people to fight.for this free-
dom: In war acts of violence against non-
combatants are committed by both sides.

How we view these acts depends on which |

side we: support. We support the-struggle

of the Irish people against British iﬁm'perj.a]_---’\ :

The left’s capitulation to chauvinism highlighted the need tO-'-* '
. tumn workers’ grief and anger against the British state

~ ism: that’s why we refuse. to condemn or
criticise the Birmingham bombings. , - -~
~ The response of the leading organi-
sations of the labour movement to the
Birmingham bombings was no different

to that of the bourgeoisie. Faced with the

violence o__f the oppressed in the heart of
a British city and a deliberate attempt to
whip up a chauvinist backlash, the left

capitulated. Instead of standing. out
against the rantings, the newspapers of
the reformist and radical left adapted to

the chauvinist hysteria of the gutter press.

ITribune voice of the Labourleft, could
have taken its copy from any of the Fleet
Street tabloids:

“‘We do not preach surrender to acts of vid-
lence, *Those who have been guilty of them
must be punished.’ (29 November 1974)

Socialist Worker was no -better; it called

on socialists to add their voice to thei

clamour of condemnation:

~ ‘Socialists must condemn these senseless
killings.” (30 November 1974)

The newspapers of the labour move-

ment proceeded to blame the republican

‘movement for the reactionary response of

the backward sections of British society

and for the repressive measuresintroduced
by the state: the Morning Star reported

the statement of the Communist Party
central committee: | \"

* ‘Whoever ordered this act to be done and .

whoever carried it out, it can only serve the

cause of the sinister and reactionary forces in

our society.’ (23 November 1974)
The Socialist Workers Party echoed the
voice of British Stalinism:

“The bombings have hardened the determin-
ation of the government to continue it§ sense-

~ less violence in Northern Ireland. They have
banned the IRA and extended police powers

with a draconian bill which will wipe out poli-
tical and trade union liberties f ought for by our
class for more thana century.’ (Socialist Worker,
30 November 1974) | L

Thus while many workers initially resisted

the pressures of anti-Irish propaganda, the

have vociferously

 upset its war effort in Ireland — the working class — still clings to the old myth that the troops are playing a useful role in preventing communal s_trife m |
~ Ireland. In practice this means that the official labour movement lines up on the side of British imperialism. - S
“Just as this benefits the British state, so it has disastrous consequences for the British working class. Workers’ acquiescence to Westminster’s rule in -
~ Ireland undermines their own struggles against government-imposed cuts and redundancies. . . S
. The bourgeoisie has never declared its position on ithe Irish War so openly as it does today. The working class must take sides with equal determination.
"The British side stands for poverty, denial of democratic rights and repression. The Irish side stands for national liberation and the possibility of socialism. .
- . We take the side of the Irish people. Partition is the form of British rule in Ireland. The Labour Party acquiesced to Partition in 1921,'-.consolidated1t in
1949 and continues to uphold it today. We challenge the reformist tradition which has made the division of Ireland acceptable to the British labour
“movement — and makes the war tolerable today. We repudiate too the tradition of petit-bourgeois nationalism which has used radical rhetoric’to cover its -

imperialism. And we give our unconditional support to those who fight Partition today whether they

‘Q

leading political groups of the labour move-
ment simply reinforced chauvinist trends
in British society. This is a true measure
of their political bankruptcy: always
desperate to connect with the prevailing

- trends in the labour movement the left
ends up echoing the most backward sec-

tions. Incapable of standing up in support
of the oppressed, the left could provide

no lead for workers who spontaneously
rejected- the chauvinist witchhunt men-
tality encouraged by the ‘bourgeois press.

'The missing factor:
~an anti-imperialist movement

~If the nationalist sentiments of the British

ruling class found a response in the work-
ing class after the Birmingham bombings
the blame lies largely with the left. The
failure of the left to build a solid anti-
imperialist movement in Britain in the

preceding five years of the Irish War has .
‘allowed the ruling class to whip up anti-
Irish. sentiments among British workers.

With such a movement, anti-imperialist

‘workers would have responded to the Bir-
mingham bombings by campaighing W1th .
- renewed vigour for the withdrawal of
 British troops from Ireland. They would . .. %
' emipnstrated their sup-
the left failed to build such a campaign " " -
~and when the media tried to divert the = .
spontaneous anger of. . British workers '
into attacks on the Irish, the left wasin-' .
capableiof directing it against the common = -~
enemy of Irish and British WOr.kers;?-ﬁ- the

British state.

Y

The modest size of January’s demon-

stration and the hostile response it received

~in the press shows that there is still a long

way to go in building an anti-imperialist

movement. But we can be sure that as the

war drags on in Ireland there will be more
violence in British cities. There were
bombs before and after Birmingham 1974

and no doubt there will be bombs again.
Such incidents are a test for the labour

movement’s . political organisations.” In -

Birmingham in 1974, the Labour Party,

the Communist Party, and the SWP all

failed dismally because théy lacked the

political independence necessary to take

up a distinct working class position when
faced with an intense barrage of bourgeois
propaganda. Now is the time to begin the -
work so that next time, workers’ grief -

and outrage will be fixed on its proper
target — the British state. - -

- The launching of the Smash the Pre-

vention of Terrorism Act Campaign is

timely. It comes five years after this law

was rushed through by a Labour govern-

ment in the climate of chauvinist hysteria .

following the Birmingham bombings.
~~During the past five years the PTA has
been used to outlaw domestic opposition
to the imperialist oppression of Ireland. .
‘The development of this campaign; the: =~ .

organisation of active support for PTA
victims; the dissemination of information

about the use of the Act; and most =
importantly the perspective of taking the
Irish War into the labour movement are :';__ '-
the ways to make sure that pro-imperialist =~
- 'sentiments are destroyed.

e - Paul Saunders -
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FOR MOST people the Republic of Ire-
land is a country of conundrums. It’s a
land where one third of the population
turned out to acclaim the Pope’s reaction-
ary appeal for peace only a few weeks
after Mountbatten and 18 British soldiers

meét their deaths at the hands of the

IRA. Ireland still has a substantial agri-

~ cultural sector; yet its rural tranquility is
frequently shattered by bank raids and

kidnappings. The Irish War is concen-
trated north of the border — but surveys
of public opinion in the Twenty-six
Counties show widespread popular sup-
port for republican aspirations. Irelan'd’s
prosperity was recently celebrated in the
glossy pages of The Sunday Times Maga-

zine, but the loss of 1.5 million working

days through industrial disputes last year

makes it one of the most strike-prone

countriesiin Europe.

These are just \some of the contra- .

dictions that the Republic’s new Premier
CharlesHaughey inherited when he took

.over from Jack Lynch in December 1979. ]

Haughey has a reputation for republic-
anism, yet he had hardly assumed office
before denouncing the republican move-
ment. He is ready to use no-jury courts,

‘the Gardai and every other means of re-

pression at his disposal to subdue repub-
licans and trade unionists who pose a
threat to capitalist stability in Ireland. In
fact there is nothing puzzling about the
Twenty-six Counties: its economic back-

~wardness, social -instability and coercive

government merely express the realities of
imperialist oppression in a time of deep-
ening world crisis.

The' Southern bubble

In 1977 and 1978 lreland obtained a tem-
ponary resplte from that crisis. In those
~ two years it enjoyed one of the highest
/growth rates in Europe. Although unem-
~ployment ran at levels of about 10 per.

cent ‘the economy boomed There. were

two factors behmd this: the EEC and state
| 1nterventlon Nelther could afford Ireland

any lastmg benefxts
Ireland S post-war mdustnahsatlon was

| founded upon its successful efforts to
attract investment from the imperialist

wotld. From 1958 onwards more and more

B forexgn capltahsts came in, built factories

and began to export a sizeable fraction of
their products overseas. The Republic’s
entry into the EEC in 1973 consolidated

~this trend: for American, West German

and Japanese firms it made the Twenty-
SiX Count-ies an ideal low-cost manu-
facturing base from which to reach Conti-
nental markets, |

But the influx of foreign investment
 only masked the underlying problems of
- the Irish economy. Productivity levels

remained well below those of the advanced
capitalist countries. And, as export mark-

ets have contracted with the recession, so
 Ireland has found it harder to make ends

meet: in 1979, for instance; export vol-
umes rose only 5.5 per cent against a target
of 12 per cent, resulting in a record trade
deficit of some £760m.

- Last year’s break from sterling and
entry into the European Monetary System
confirmed Ireland’s growing dependence
‘on European markets and its turn away
from British outlets. But the move was
followed by renewed pressure on the punt

as the country’s trade slid still furtherinto
~rthe red. Now the Dublin Government has

been forced to defend Ireland’s currency

by squeezing the money supply and Jack-'
| ing up interest rates.

The EEC has also proved a mixed bless-

' ing for Ireland’s farms. Joining Europe en-

abled Ireland’s agricultural sector to forge
ahead,
Common Agrlcultural Policy. Now, as eco-

- nomic stringency makes Britain and West

Germany try to keep their contnbutlons

to the EEC budget to a m1n1mum Irish

farmers are beginning to feel the pinch.,
- Together with membership of the EEC,
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aided by subsidies under the

state expenditure was a major stimulus to
capital accumulation in Ireland. Without

it the country would not have been able

to offer foreign capital the loans and tax
- and hlS commitment to economic expan-

_sioni. He played on the people S asplratlons :
_towards national unity and ‘promised to’
- calm trade union unrest by makinga ‘dash

| exemptlons that made investment in Ire- |

and such a Iucratlve prospect However

State expend1ture has to be paid for: to-
day — through taxation; or tomorrow —

by borrowing.

Ireland’s new premier only
talks nationalism to make
his austerity measures
more palatable

w

The Government has run into diffi-
culties on both fronts. Taxation levels have
risen steadily over the past 20 years, and
attempts to push them up still further have
met with wgo{ous opposition from farm-
ers and workers. Indeed, working class dis-
gust with Ireland’s taxation system has
forced the Dublin Trades Council and a
reluctant Irish Congress of Trade Unions
(ICTU) to organise demonstrations against

~it. In January the country came {0 a

standstill as hundreds of thousands of

workers downed tools to march in protest
~ against Ireland’s PAYE system.

Meanwhile state in debtedness threatens

to plunge Ireland into financial chaos. In

1979 the government borrowing require-
ment lay at £1000m, equivalent to a colos-
sal 14 per cent of Ireland’s Gross National
Product. The interest charges on this

~amount alone absorb a whole year’s worth
of PAYE tax revenues. At the same time

mounting state expenditure has fuelled
the expansion of credit, with the result
that inflation rates soared to 13 per cent

in 1979. A consequence: Irish exports

have become less competmve on the

- world market.

With stagnation spreading throughout
the West the Irish bubble is about to burst.

Neither the EEC nor the state can rescue
Treland’s fragile economy from its diffi-

culties. In fact they compeund them.

: ) .
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Lynch’s demise, Haughey's rise

In 1977 Ly.nch won a landslide victory

with his platform of popular nationalism

for growth But last year Lynchleft office

 in ignominy. What went wrong?

- Rising unemployment and roaring in-
flation provoked a wave of resentment

against Fianna Fail and its leader. In the

- European Elections in June the party’s

vote slumped. Prominent indé€pendents
such as Neil Blaney and T J Maher won

seats, leading to speculation that they

would form new parties (republican and
farmers’ respectively) to challenge Fianna
Fail in the Dail. A spate of strikes — by
postal workers, oil tanker drivers and
transport workers — indicated burgeoning
working class discontent with the Lynch
regime. However, although Ireland’s reces-
sion dealt Lynch’s popularity a severe
blow, it was the national question that
was the 1mmedlate cause of his demise.
For some time Lynch had, under
heightening pressure from London, been

playing down Fianna Fail’s ritual calls for

Irish unity and the éventual withdrawal
of troops from the Six Counties. After
the August bombings the British demanded

- co-operation from him on cross-border
“security. They got it.

Lynch faced a storm of protest from
within the ranks of Fianna Fail — a storm
that grew with each new move he made.
He cringed before Thatcher when sum-
moned by her to London. At a speech at
Waterville, County Kerry, he condemned
Mountbatten’s killers but neglected to

‘issue the customary plea for Irish unity.

By this time the party faithful had had
enough, and Sile de Valera, granddaughter
of Fianna Fail’s founder, launched a force-

“ful attack on Lynch for his abandonment

of the republican tradition. Lynch’s sub-
sequent disclosure that British army heli-
copters had been given the right of ‘hot
pursuit’ of IRA suspects over the border
was the occasion for further uproar. Party

" member Bill Loughnane labelled Lynch a

i

liar, but Lynch S supporters were in such"
a weak position that their attempt to
have hIS critic d1sc1pl1ned failed.

The beneficiary of Lynch’s fall from

 favour was Haughey. Haughey had first

made a reputation for himself in thelate
’sixties by his vocal support for the

" nationalist population in the Six Counties.
 He had added to it in 1970, when he was

sacked by Lynch for his alleged involve-
ment in gun-running for\the IRA (he was

later acquitted). Now he stepped forward

into 'the struggle for the leadershlp of

Fianna Fail as the bearer of the party s

nationalist heritage. v
The celebrations of the centenary: of

the birth of Padraig Pearse, one of .the

leaders of the 1916 Easter Rising, allowed -

. Haughey to re-advertise his commitment

to a united Ireland. While Lynch was

- announcing that Pearse’s message for to-

day was ‘that we must work and live for
Ireland, not die, and most certamly not
kill for it’ (szernza 15 November 1979),

Haughey was telling . a commemoratlon
dinner audience that Partition was ‘incon-
ceivable’ to Pearse who ‘sought freedom:
by arms only because there was no other
way open’. Two massive ‘by-election de-
feats in Lynch’s home base around Cork
sealed his fate. He resigned before the
party had even met to assess the poll re-
sults. Within days, Haughey was elected
as new party leader and Ta01seach of the
Irish Repubhc ~

Imperialism’s servant

—

The resurgence of natlonahsm in Flanna -
Fail shows that Britain’s continuing domi-
nation of Ireland remains central to Irish
politics.

measures which Irish capitalism requires.

Pvipsat 19 70 worlcej:s have been hlt by
‘National Pay Agreements’ drawn up by LT

unions and employers. Last year these
accords gained formal government backing
as the ‘National Understanding” —Ireland’s

Social Contract. Under considerable pres-

sure from the ICTU, the labour movement -
reluctantly endorsed it last ~July. But
though its terms (a 16 per cent pay rise
over 15 months) mean cuts in real wages,

they are not enough for the new Govern-

ment. That is why Haughey needs nation-,
alism: because to push through the savage
measures that capital demands-he needs
the firmest political consensus he can get.

Haughey has pledged that the Govern-
ment’s 1979 current spending deficit of
£520m will not be repeated. Yet cuts
pose problems. In Britain, Labour’s cuts
fell most heavily on expenditure on new
projects: cancelling construction pro-
grammes was the simplest way to save
money and minimise public sector work-
ers’ wrath. But for Haughey to take this
option would be to court disaster. The
foreign investment that is so vital to Ire-
land’s economy rests on the continued
provision of industrial infrastructure -—
factory sites, roads, telecommunications
and so on — by the state. Ireland cannot
cut state expenditure w1thout cutting 1ts
own throat. \

That the Irish G.ovemment is in a quan-
dary was revealed by its January White
Paper on the economy. Ostensibly written

“to indicate in a general way the shape of

national development in the years immedi-

ately ahead’, the document was put out -

wi th thishastily written preambleattached:

‘Smce the White Paper was fmahsed
the international outlook and domestic
situation have worsened . . . the various

assumptions and expectatlons outlined

in the White Paper will need to be re-
assessed in the light of these develop-
ments. This will be one of the main
tasks of the Government in the coming
months.’

But, like his predecessors de -
Valera and Lemass, Haughey has taken up' oo
‘the nationalist cause only to betray it. He R
'uses populist rhetoric to build an- all~class',' . :
* consensus of support for the “austerity
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- - Thus the Government both published and
~ abandoned its perspectives on the same
. day. But though the seriousness of Ire-
~land’s economic plight may throw bour-

geois pohcymakers into confusion, they

" are clear on one thing — they need to

defeat the working class,
It was for this reason that Haughey

- greeted the ’eighties by going on television

to announce that legislation to control
the unions was a top priority for his Gov-
ernment. He plans new laws to outlaw the
unofficial industrial action that has come
to dominate Ireland’s strike figures; and
he plans new laws to brmg in secret ballots

‘too. But the ICTU is unlikely to oppose

him: most recent disputes — such as those
in the postal service and in electricity sup-

" ply — have been called against its advice.

The feeble nature of capitalism in Ire-

~ land means that its survival depends on an

all-out attack on workers’living standards.
Reductions in wages and public services
are more urgent there than in any other

- European country. So far, fear of working

class resistance has stayed the Govern-
ment’s hand. But as Ireland’s economic
crisis worsens, the new Taoiseach has made

clear that he is prepared to go ahead with

the harsh measures needed to stabilise

~ imperialist domination of the Twenty—31x |
; Counties.

Should his consensus policies fail,
Haughey will not hesitate to resort to
force. His sentimental affection for the
repubhean cause has not stopped him from

~ repressing republicans in the past. In

1961, following the IRA’s Border Cam-

‘paign, Haughey — then Minister of Jus-

tice - reconstituted Ireland’s Special
Cnmmal Court and made sure thdt the re-

‘publicans tried by it got lengthy prison sen-
‘tences. Even after the IRA announced the

termination of its campaign in 1962,

. Haughey declared that Government Mini-

“sters would ‘continue to use all the powers -
at their command to see that an ends
~ _puttoall agnvrtres of this kind’. He meant
. .what he sdid. Today Haughey has con-

firmed that ‘security arrangements alre’ady
in ex1stence will be mmntarned’ In Dublin
he recently sent the Gardai to round up,
members of the Irish Republican Socialist
Party on trumped-up charges; over cross-
border co-operation with the British Army
he has agreed to exactly the same ‘arrange-
ments’ that made Lynch so unpopular.
Just like Lynch, Haughey is complet_ely

loyal to British imperialism. His function

is to mediate between its inte-ests and
those of the II‘lSh people. He will try to

' contain both the struggle against British

domination and the trade union struggle
through a combmatron of phrasemon-

gering abo,ut Irish - unity and police-state
methods. As the Financial Times pithily .
summed up the British imperialist’s assess-

ment of his succession to power, ‘perhaps
the old poacher will yet turn out to be
the best gamekeeper’. And the radical

'nationali.sts of Fianna Fail, always ready

to lard their speeches with republican or

socialist slogans, according to their audi-
ence, will get him plenty of support iff
his new job.

Today the recession shakes the political
structure of the Twenty-six” Counties to
its foundations. Haughey will have to
satisfy the national aspirations he stirred
up in his campaign for the party leader-
ship. He will also have to satisfy the de-
mands’of Fianna Fail’s worker and farmer

" supporters who will soon be disenchanted

by rising prices and mass unemployment.
Most important, he will have to satisfy

the imperialists’ demands for stable econ-
omic and political conditions for capitalist .

exploitation. Haughey has a big job on his
hands: a bigger job than any previous
leader of the Irish Republic.

Phil Murphy

—

Cabinet papers, 1949
How Labour

propped up Partltlon

When Labour Prime Minister Clement
Attlee introduced the Ireland Act of 1949
he gave the Ulster Unionists what they
had always wanted. He promised them
that the splitting of Ireland into two re-
gions — the Six Counties and the Twenty-
six Counties — that Britain had enforced
through Partition in 1921 would last, if

‘they willed it, for ever. The 1921 settle-

ment had given the Unionists a built-in

- majority with which to guarantee British

rule in the Six Counties; the Ireland Act
consolidated that rule.

Three decades. later Partition still over-

shadows Irish politics. The new Taoiseach
(Prime Minister) of the Twenty-six Coun-
ties, Charles Haughey, is more closely
identified with the aspirations of the Irish

people for a united country than any

other Taoiseach since de Valera. In the

Six Counties the conference recently con-:

vened by British Secretary of State for
Northern Ireland Humphrey Atkins has
been torn between those who insist on
‘an Irish dimension’ and those who regard
the Six Counties as an inviolable part of

~ the United Kingdom. Now the release of

the 1949 Labour Government’s Cabinet
Papers has thrown new light on the forces
that led to the strengthening of British
domination over Ireland. © |

Recent statements by Sean MacBride,

- Ministerfor External Affairsin the Twenty-
~ six Counties at the tlme of the Ireland Act,
~reveal how the Dublin governrnent went
| Qabout stablhsmg relatlons between itself,”
| the Stormont regime and Westminster all
" '.the tlme that it ‘made the most republrcani -
noi®s. But ‘how, given the strength of
-‘natlonahst sentrment in Ireland was Br1ta1n

able to get away with what it did? How,

too, was Attlee able to win his party’s
support for such a gesture of appeasement

to the Unionists?

- Coming to terms with Partition

We can answer the first question by look-

_ing at the coalition government that Fine
Gael chief John Costello formed with
the newly created Clann na Poblachta
. party after the defeat of de Valera’s

Fianna Fail in the Twenty-six Counties

elections of 1948; and by an inspection

of the Republic of Ireland Bill /that

Costello’s: gOVemment rushed through the.

Dail later that same year.

As leader of Clann na Poblachta, Mac-
Bride was the driving force behind the Bill.
Son of John MacBride — who had been

“executed after the Easter Risingof 1916 —
and Yeats’ heroine Maud Gonne, MacBride

had been chief of staff of the IRA in the
‘thirties. After leaving that position he
had drawn republicans and left-wingers
from Fianna Fail and the Irish Labour
Party together with former supporters of
the radical Saor Eire group to start Clann

na Poblachta. This party was committed

to the declaration of an Irish Republic
and the implementation of far-reaching
radical social reforms. After its foundation

in 1946, Clann na Poblachta grew rapidly '

in size and popularity. It took 10 seats in
the Dail at the 1948 election; MacBride be-
came number two in the Cabinet hierarchy.
The Republic of Ireland Act fulfilled
the hopes of a generation of Twenty-six
Counties politicians. It was the climax of
a long process of coming to terms with
Partition, while at the same time retaining
a token adherence to a united Ireland.
- The workers and small farmers of Ire-
land have never given up their objective

of full Irish independence. However, the
small capitalists and large farmers who re-
tained political control over the successive

movements for national liberation have
- always sought to compromise with British

imperialism. Tensions between the aspirat-
ions of the masses towards national
independence and the tendency of their
petit-bourgeois leadership to acquiesce to
British domination have dogged every Irish
government since 1921. The 1948 Act,
however, resolved many of these tensions
— for a time. Costello was right when, 20
'y'ears after the Republic was established,

he described its declaration as his govern-

ment’s greatest achievement.

F romf' Redmond to de Valera

The propensity of those at the head of
the movement for Irish independence to
come to an accommodation with imperial-
ism can be traced back to 1913, the date

- when Irish Parliamentary Party leader

John Redmond conceded the principle of
Partition to the British. From that year
onwards control of the nationalist struggle
passed into the hands of the republicans;
but they too proved incapable of bringing
the fight against British imperialism to
victory. In 1921, after the abortive Easter
Rising and the bloody Tan War that fol-

lowed it, they 31gned the “Articles of Agree- |
ment for a Treaty’ drawn up by British
Prime Minister Lloyd George, sa putting -
‘their names to the division of Ireland he

‘It is hereby declared that Northern
Ireland remains part of His Majesty’s
dominions and of the United King-
dom and it is hereby affirmed that

‘in no event will Northern Ireland or
any part thereof cease to be a part

of His Majesty’s dominions and of

the United Kingdom, without the
~consent of the parliament of

Northern Ireland.’

Ireland Act 1949

had agreed with the Unionists back in
1916. Though Lloyd George had carefully
drawn the border to ensure a ‘permanent

‘majority in favour of the union with

Britain, republican leaders like Michael
Collins accepted this. They were convinced
that they could hold Britain to its promise
that a Boundary Commission would in-
vestigate the possibility of redrawing the
border at some date in the future.

This acquiescence to the Treaty pro-
voked an immediate division in the re-
publican ranks. However, those who, like

de Valera, rejected the Treaty did not b

contest Partition, regarding it as a side-
issue. They focused on the particular
terms that the Treatyites had negotiated
in London, singling -out for attack the
oath of allegiance to the Crown that was

requrred of all members of the Insh
parliament. -

Civil war broke out between the two
factions of ‘the republican movement. It

only ended when, with British help, the

- pro-Treaty forces finally crushed the re-

publicans. Thereafter ‘William Cosgrave
established the Twenty-srx Counties as

the Irish Free State, an artificial creation

with the status of a Dominion of the
British Commonwealth., |

The Free State’s constitution tried to

present the Treatyites’ deal with imperial-
ism as being consistent with the republic-
an ideals that still remained a powerful
force in Ireland. All subsequent Dublin

- governments have abided by the consensus

embodied in that constitution, holding
high a united Ireland as their ultimate goal
whilst in practice endorsing the mainten-
ance of Partition.

In 1925 the Boundary Commjssion
agreed to ratify the existing border arrange-
ments, conferring a degree of stability on

what had previously been passed off as a
temporary expedient. De Valera’s entry
into the Dail in 1927 and to the Taoi-
seach’s office in 1932 did not upset this

- state of affairs. For all his gestures of

hostility towards King and Common-
wealth de Valera had no intention of

doing anything about the border In 1933

he announced

“The only pollcy for abolishing Partition that
I can see is for us, in this part of Ireland, to use
such freedom as we can secure to get for the
people in this part of Ireland such conditions as
will make the people in the other part of Ireland
wish to belong to this part.’

- Clearly de Valera was in no hurry to end

Br1tlsh rule. As the years passed Partition
came to appear more and more permanent

Anti-PartitioniSts in nam'e On'ly |

After the Second World War, Irish nation-
alists, disillusioned with de Valera, pinned

their faith in an independent future on .
| Sean MacBnde They were to be drsappmn- g R )
| “ted. “While MacBnde appealed to the dls--, e i

| possessed W1th his vision of: an mdependent.ff
‘Ireland; his pro-Treaty partners in Fine - /i
Gael were more pragmatic. They sought" T
- to make Ireland a republic in order to o
clarlfy relations with Britain and the
Commonwealth and thus further rts econ-

omic development.

Costello was deterrmned to shed the |

legacy of the Civil War by giving the
Twenty-six Counties a superficial indepen-
dence from Britain. By removing Ireland
from the Commonwealth, the Republic

‘of Ireland Act achieved his aim. The fact
that this ratification of the position of

the Twenty-six Counties with the en-
thusiastic backing of MacBride made the

ending of Partition even more remote was

scarcely noticed. Indeed, in a ‘grand
gesture to the nationalist tradition, the

Republic of Ireland was inaugurated on
the day of the thirty-third anmversary of

the Easter Rising.
“Thenceforth the Insh government S

approach to British domination proceeded

on two levels. On the surface, it continued

to proclaim its commitment to a united.
Ireland — particularly after Britain’s

1949 ‘Act. Financed by church gate col-

lections throughout the country, an all-

party committee was formed to sponsor

propaganda against Partition. At the same -

time the Anti-Partition League paid for

de Valera to tour the USA, Australia and -+
Britain, to bolster traditional republican
support for the ideal he had abandoned as
Taoiseach. A youthful Conor Cruise
O’Brien played a major part in what he
later described as ‘the cavernous 1nan1t1es

of anti-Partition propaganda.
But beneath the bombast the Insh
government pursued a hard-headed forergn

policy. The young and talented MacBride |

was chosen to formalise relations between
the new repubhe and Brrtam — and with
the Six Counties. o

‘MacBride,now an international trouble-
o continued on page 10
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continued from page 9
shooter for the United Nations (recent
assignments include Namibia and Iran),
has disclosed details of his 1949 talks with

| =; Tory leader Winston Churchill and with

Unionist Premier Basil Brooke later Lord

 Brookeborough (The Guardian, 5 January'

1980). His claim that these talks aimed to

- advance the cause of Irish unity can be dis-
" missed as an attempt to keep up the anti-

Partition cover which cloaked the ex-
ternal affairs of the new republic. Churchill
carried a lingering resentment at Ireland S
neutrality in the Second World War. He

sympathised with the Ulster Unionists —.
[rish unity would have been the last thing
| '_ he was. prepared to negotiate over. As for

Brooke, he was infamous for his decla-
ration that he would not employ a

- Catholic and his bitter intransigence on

the border issue: from 1921 until his
death in 1973 he never crossed into the

- Twenty-six Counties. -

MacBride’s talks had nothing to do

- with uniting Ireland. Pre-dating the formal

discussions between Dublin Premier
Lemass and northern leader O’Neill in
1965 (and contact between Lemass and

Wilson) they were an attempt by the
Twenty-six Counties coalition to find a

rapprochement with 1ts neighbours. Mac-
Bride’s manoeuvres were a sign that
Ireland’s_relatlve economic isolation was
coming to a close; that the protectionism

that de Valera had instituted in the ’thir-
‘ties had begun to give way to the free move-
“ment of capital and commodities between
‘Britain and Ireland — a trend that was

consummategd at the end of the ’fifties.

MacBride’s tirades against Partition

were for public consumption only. Private-
ly he had to do business with. the British

. and Partition was not going to get in .

the way MacBride reassured Stormont

T[and Westmmster that he was not about
' to end Britain’s hegemony over Ireland.
. His dlplomatrc skills: were later rewarded |
.+ . ;with accolades from both the Stalinist and
. 'the imperialist camps: ‘he owns both the
.~ Order of Lenin and a Nobel Peace Prize..
" Thus the erstwhile leader of Irish re- -
- .puﬁhcamsm came to the a1d of the British

ruling class in its drive to stabilise Anglo-
[rish relations. With the dawning of the
Republic Irish national independence was

announced as a reahty — at least in the

major part of the country; the Six Counties

“became more than ever just another pro-

vince of the Unitéd Kingdom. A fresh
generation of leaders of the national

- liberation struggle had followed the logic
~of petit-bourgeois natlonahsm and sold

out to imperialism. As a consequence
Clann na Poblachta soon disrntegrated

and the republican movement stagnated

for two decades.
Attlee’s pledge

Bri"tain res‘ponded to Ireland’s break from
the Commonwealth by taking the oppor-

tunity to reinforce its connection with

the Six Counties. The wave of anti-
Partition feeling in Ireland and elsewhere
at the end of 1948 raised British Cabinet
fears of a resurgence of republicanism.

Lord Rugby, British representative in Ire- -
‘land during and after the war, despatched
an anxious memo to Westmmster

‘It is my view that this rivalry between the

- parties in an anti-partition crusade will bring
the gunman back again. My forecast is that un-
~ less a move is made now on our side to antici-
. pateand disperse the forces and influences now
- gathering we shall have bloodshed in Ireland, a

- grave state of disorder in the north with world
opinion once again only too ready to believe .

that England is misbehaving herself in Ireland.’
(Cabinet Papers, 1949)

‘ - The Cahinet response was direct: Attlee
emphatically declared ‘no surrender’. In

the circumstanees °‘the most effective

. action’ he could take was to publish his
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Ireland- Bill,
‘Northern Ireland remains part of His
Majesty’s dominions and of the United
Kingdom and. its affirmation that in no
event will Northern Ireland or any part

thereof cease to be part of His Majesty’s

dominions and of the United Kingdom

~ without the consent of the parliament of .

Northern Ireland’ (ibid). He was also ready

to use the British army to suppress the

nationalist movement ‘Troops’, he argued
‘were present in Northern Ireland. .
ensure that the wrll of the majority was

- not overridden by pressures from outs1de

the United Kingdom’ (1bid).

As for relations with the new republic,
the Labour Government dismissed Lord
Rugby’s grim- foreboding and recognised

the rhetoric of anti-Partition for what it

was — hot air. It was, however, conciliatory

on the crucial issues of citizenship and
trade. The British government encouraged
the free flow of migrant labour from Ire-

land approved in the 1948 Nationality Act
and retained preferential trade arrange-
ments. As British imperialism entered the
era of ‘decolonisation’ it was happy to
devolve direct control of the nations it
oppressed to local rulers — provided that
its interests were. safeguarded For this
Attlee knew he eould ‘rely on. Costello

‘and MacBride.

At the same time ‘ Attlee " calmed
Northern WOTTiES, both about the anti-

" Partition campaign and reports of repub-

lican guerrillas training in the border
counties. The Ireland Act legitimised the
sectarian Six Counties regime. ‘As water-

 tight a pledge as any die-hard Unionist

could desire’, it was ‘a remarkable conces-

sion from a British Labour Government,

some of whose supportershad longlooked

with a very cold eye on what they regarded
as the reactionary character of Northern
Ireland - politics’ (F S L Lyons, freland
since the famine, 1971). Let us now turn
- to our second question by looking at how

‘those supporters ‘opposed’ the Ireland lrll h
.as 1t passed through Parhament
-

Tnbune helps J ohn Bull out

The Labourleft was, unhappy wrth Attlee s‘
‘concesswn to the Ulster Unionists. Apart

from the -outrages they perpetrated on
their own turf, the Unionists had a record
of relentless opposition to the radical ini-
tiatives of the post-war Labour Govern-

ment. The left was appalled to see its party

leaders in accord with bigoted Orangemen.
Tribune MP Hugh Delargy protested that
the leadership ‘take the Tory and Unionist

side against the. democratic labour and

nationalist side’. He objected to the Bill
because he felt it was ‘morally wrong tc

" mutilate a nation’ (Hansard, 3 May 1949).
- The left’s approach to the Six Counties

was laid out in full in a special Tribune
pamphlet John Bull’s other Ireland: an
exposure of the policies of the Ulster
government. In this, '
leading member of the Labour ‘Friends
of Ireland’ group, indicated the substance
of the ‘Labour left’s disagreements with

“the Party leadership. Bing upbraided them

for forgetting that it was ‘directly in

Britain’s interests..not only to have a
prosperous Six Counties but to have a -

prosperous Ireland as a whole’. Still, he
wasn’t too bothered about the Twenty-
six Counties breaking off from Britain:
‘one may regret the severing of the last
of the formal ties which used to 'bind,‘ the
countries together but in reality member-

ship of the sterling area is a link far

stronger than any formal -or historic
connection with the crown’. Like the
government the left was not going to get

sentimental about the Commonwealth or.

oaths of allegiance — just as long as the
rule of capital was secure.

Because the left accepted Britain’s
right to oppress Ireland, questioning only

the form in which control was exercised,

it gradually came round to accept the
| Ireland Bill. It objected to Attlee’s pan-

with its declaration that

labour movement. .
Party left never tires of acclaiming the

Geoffrey Bing, a

dering fto the Unionists;' but at the same
time looked forward to bringing the
civilising influence of British democratic
socialism to bear on the undemocratic
and barbarous aspects of the existing Six
Counties regime. Bing called for a ‘frontal
attack on bigotry’ and for decisive action
against gerrymandering:

electoral conditions are re-established’. As
ever the left called on the Bntlsh state

s to be ‘fair’ to the Irish.

Inevitably the Labour left’s opposition

~to what it regarded as the ‘immorality’
of the Bill gave way to endorsement of

the possibilities it opened up for the more
‘humane administration of imperialist op-
pression in the Six Counties. As Trrbune
MP JPW Mallalieu described Parliament’s
final dlscussmn of it,

“‘the Bill went through virtually unchallenged
Indeed during the short debate on the. Third
Reading all sidés of the House did their best to
send. it off in an atmosphere of good will. Hugh
Delargy, who had been one of its most effective

opponents, made a genuinely moving plea for

moderation.” (Tribune, 20 May 1949)

The left had so thoroughly abandoned
any concern to defend the right of the

Irish people to national 1ndependence»
that it ended up pleading with Unionist N

reaction to rule its fiefdom in a less offen-
sive manner. Commissions and inquiries
into civil liberties came and went; con-

ditions in the Six Counties remained pretty

much the same. At least the Unionists

~acknowledged what the Labour . Party
could not — that the repressive and un-
democratic features of their regime could.

-

not be dispensed with. .
What about the Communist Party?

The Dazly Worker covered the Commons_

debates but deemed the whole issue of |
BI‘ItlSh oppression of Ireland of so little |-
_importance that it made no editorial com- |

-ment about it, And what was true. of the

‘movement in Britain. It let Attlee’s pledge
to Umomst reactlon go by on the nod

An unstable solutio’n 4-

The reformist left thus helped British
imperialism to establish a new era of
stability in Anglo-Irish relations. As far
as the Labour leadership was concerned

the Six Counties became more than ever

just’ another region of the United King-
dom. It did its best to ensure that Partition
remained unguestioned in the British
| Today the - Labour

achievements of Attlee’s post-war Labour

Government. From the point of view of

British imperialism the 1949 Ireland Act
was indeed one of them. ,
Westminister’s Ireland Act and ,the

~ Dail’s Republic of Ireland Act, plus some

discreet diplomacy, papered over the

- cracks caused by Britain’s domination of

[reland. For almost 20 years, during which

“Ireland was able to reap some of the

benefits of the expansion of the world

economy, the botched solution thought
up by .Lloyd George and bolstered by -

Attlee seemed to work. Then as the world
moved into recession thlngs began to fall
apart in Ireland. .

‘All the caretully framed constltutlonal

. guarantees in the world could no longer
preserve stable British rule in Ireland.

In went 'the troops in their thousands,
making brutally clear that only the mili-
tary might of the British state under-

writes the fragile patchwork of Partition.

All the confl1ets submerged for 50 years
erupted onto ‘the streets of Derry and
Belfast. The present stalemate reveals the

impotence of British imperialism; it also’

shows that the forces fighting to resolve
this conflict — in Ireland and in Br1ta1n —
have a long struggle ahead

| Mzke Freeman‘ |

| Chix and

“if necessary the
British- government could consider using
. their overriding authority under the Gov- .
ernment of Ireland Act to see that fair

From

. morning.
out in force. They’re determined to stick - -
it out: although a few workers from the

| day shift have left for other jobs, those.

e -

the GM WU

When black trade unionists fight they frght F
Dispute after dlspute they find

alone.
themselves left defenceless by the bureau-

crats who lead their unions. The current -
| strrke by Asran women at Chrx Confec- ,' :

- Berkshire, is the latest example of thrs, o
‘The sweet business often takes on immii-
grant women as extras during the pre- /'
Christmas peériod. It kmows that they’lll
‘accept low pay and bad conditions. They :

often don’t speak English, usually have

no experience in trade unions and can be

easily bullied by white supervisors. They

7 often don’t present too much trouble
when they’re sacked.

Chix has been playmg this tnck for
years. Asian women are employed for both

- routine and seasonal work. Conditions are

bad all the time. Work comesin two shifts:

from 8 to 5 in the day and from 6to 10at
night. It’s hard, dirty and dangerous, and
until six months ago wages were Just 95p
‘an hour. You get three minutes to go to the

toilet and there’s no paper provided be-

cause Mr Rose, the manager, says you'd
steal it if it was. At the end 6f your shift -

you get three minutes to wash off the

racist remarks all the tlme

‘Two winters ago Chix- tned 1ts thstf_'{; N
mas number:on” Once too often. From %00
'- _February 1979 onwards workers there
|. started joining the ‘GMWU. Séon most o
- CP was. true fOI' the VKI';OIG OffiCIal labourf;.',}; were members, Qhose W}lO Weren t Were"_ {
1 mamly white and in supervisory posrtlons L
- In August the GMWU served notice on .
Rose that it wanted recognition. He just

' stalled zand stalled. So,

since 10 Qetober
96 Asian women have been out on strike.

The struggle SO far
pickets on a rota system from 6.30 every

On Wednesdays everybodys

who work from 6 to 10 in the evenmg are

- still solid. |
Chix isn’t just part of the confectionery -

industry; it’s part of Slough’s enormous
trading estate too, Industry covering
more than seven million square feet is
situated there.

Capitalists on the estate are watching
the struggle at Chix with considerable

‘interest. They know that a victory for

the management there will help them in
their own efforts to tighten up on labour
discipline. And make those efforts they

must. For, despite Slough’s prosperity in -

the past, the employers are gomg to have

d1ff1cu1t times ahead.

Worth £200 million, close to Heathrow
airport and equipped with its own electri- -

city generating station to insulate it from
power cuts, Slough’s industrial complex is

‘owned by Slough Trading Estate Ltd. STE

is a big company. It owns 10 similar estates

in other parts of Britain and abroad. Des—
pite the recession, STE’s shares have rrsen. |

from 78p to 180p in the last three years.
But that hasn’t stopped “the effects of
Br1ta1n S low profitability reachmg Slough

the start they’ve been holdmg"

------

........

- chewing . gum and starch you’ve got ali :
over you and to .clock off. And you get TR
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| In January reglstered unemployment
in Slough shot up by 12 per cent — the

- highest r‘ncrease for a year. Forty workers

‘havfe lost.ftheir jobs at the Faberge perfume
fa_ctory_and more redundancies are on the

way: 74 workers are to be given their.

cards at British Tissues, 50 are coming.up

for the chop at Lin Plastic Containers, and

at Investacast, an engineering company, a

protracted struggle is still going on over

seven sackings. This is how the local
careers office described the situation:

It looks as if the tide has turned. After en-
]oymg the best employment situation for four
years, we in the service must expect increasing
problems in helping young people find em-
ployment opportunities.” (Slough Express,
25 January 1980) B |

These are the prospects that workers
at Slough face. For the bosses things look
~different. The  more unemployment they
can create, the harder they can get the

workers who manage to hold on to their

jobs to work. But it goes further than
that. The scores of small and medium-
- sized sweet, plastics and light engineering
firms that form the backbone of industry
in Slough rely for their economic survival
on the pol1t1cal oppression of the town’s
18 000 blacks. It’s in their interest to see
that oppression increase.

‘This is where the capitalist state comes
in. Together with local immigration offi-

ters

Freedom in question

I took up copy two of the next step; reading it
has provided new ideas and made me think
about ideas I held. You ask for comments and
criticisms, and I’d like to ask a few poinfs about
the ‘Freedom’ article which struck me asa work-
manlike attempt at a (for me at Ieast) dlfﬁcult
subject.

"1 Attacks on’ secret ballots and support of
| ‘Vmass meetings instead. Why? Don’t you trust _
secret ballots? Can’t people be intimidated to
- vote agamst action at meetings, espeelally in
the current political climate?

-2 The bourgeoisie daren’t hold® elections
over most of the face of the earth. Almost every
country claims to hold elections of some sort.
Whose then pasc your test?

3 Freedom from poverty, physical destruc-
tion and appalling conditions. How does a
change in the ownership of the means of pro-
duction and raw materials eliminate these?
Surely as long as there is any industry as we

know it now these problems will exist to some .

degree? To what extent have these freedoms
already been achieved in the UK?

I’m rather puzzled an these three issues. The
rest made sense to me but these will rather de-
value the article until I resolve them.
~ Finally, is the RCT a part of, or affiliated to,
any other party, or is it 100 per cent indepen-
| dent" I'd hke to know what you think now.

- Paul Isaacs
East London

- Mike Freeman wrires:

For a discussion of secret ballots and elections
see the article Their democracy, our rights
in. this issue of the next step. As for the third
point on the relationship between poverty and
the ownership of the means of producz‘zon our
attitude is as follo ws.

Capitalism cannot abolish poverty because its

capacity to develop the productive forces of
society is constrained by capitalist production
itself — by the pursuit of profit. Capital’s drive
- to expand social, production conflicts with the

" narrow basis on which that expansion takes

. place, the private ownersth of the mean’s of
- production. .

The unemployment now spreading through
all the imperialist countries of the world and
the starvation that has strangled nations oppres-
sed by imperialism for years starkly reveal

capitalism’s limitations. Poverty is what fndustry

g 2

. cials, the p_olice héve stepped up the search
for ‘illegal immigrants’,

and have enlisted
the help of several Asian informers in the
process. ‘Put up or shut up’ is the state’s
message to the blacks Slough employers
make their profits-from. That’s why the

police have attacked pickets, arresting a
‘number of women and a shop steward for

abusive language and assault, and why they
have brought in reinforcements from
Maidenhead to help m/ini-buses packed
with scabs force their way into the factory.

Chix is a test case for capitalists in
Slough and workers everywhere. The

strikers there must win.

How the bureaucrats behave

They won’t win if the leadership of the

GMWU has anything to do with it. When

the strike b'e:ganthe union refused strike
pay on the grounds that the women hadn’t

been in the union long enough to qualify.

After two months’ delay the strikers were
allowed a miserable £10.50 a week. As far
as the GMWU is concerned taking dues
off newly recruited black workers is OK,
but giving them strike pay isn’t.

The GMWU bureaucracy isn’t just mean.
It’s all ready to sell the workers out. At
one stage, Jerry McMullen, London region-
al officer of the GMWU, told Rose he
would accept redundancies on the night
shift and tone down the terms-of the

as we know it’ — that is, capitalist industry —
- brings and must always bring. Only a different

form of industry, socialist industry, will end it.
Under socialism the ownership of the means of

production will be removed from private hands
and put under the control of society as a whole.

Instead of being aimed at making profit, pro-

~duction will be directed towards the satisfaction

of people’s needs.

i
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SWP abused?

Dear comrades,

A papér which pretends to a position of com-
plete novelty (‘the first working class paper
since the ’thirties’ 7?) must do better than
merely sniping at every other group to prove its
autonomy.
~To start at the front page — ‘The recent set-
backs suffered by the working class are the out-
come of the politics of Labourism — the politics
that unite the labour movement around the
“national interest”
workers against each other’ (the next step, Jan-
uary 1980). Now it is just not good enough to
say that the SWP has ignored the role of the
‘national interest’ in workers struggles. [ quote
Tony CIiff: |
“The overwhelming majorlty of workers have
always believed in the “national interest””. They

always believed that profit was necessary — if -

the employers cannot make profits the workers
cannot have jobs. They have always accepted
that an inegalitarian distribution of w\a}th and
income was just and inevitable. These ideas have
in no way been able to prevent the class struggle.’
(International Socialism, autumn 1979)

To say, as you do, that ‘national interest’

ideologies are the sole cause of the present
working class defeats is to put the absurd posi-
tion that either (a) ‘national interest’ ideology
1s a recent phenomenon; or (b) that there have
been no working class victories.in the past. The
position you are thus cornered into is clearly
a-historical.
- You compound “this with a programme of
demands that is pure SWP with one exception
— the completely nebulous — ‘every action has
to be fought from an anti-capitalist perspective’.

/T 1y actually READING the demands of rank-
and-file papers! Without an anti-capitalist per- -

spective the other demands are meaningless!
This is pure pompous verbosity, comrades.
I would like to consider two other major

slanders. 1 would agree that anti-imperialism
‘cannot be instilled in a Sunday afternoon stroll.

and effectively divide

union’s recognition claim. But Ro’se
wouldn’t have any of it: he wants to scrap
the night shift. And he still won’t recog-
nis¢ the union.

- When it comes tosolidarity, the GMWU

bureaucracy drags its feet. All its attempts

to get recognition have been spent in the
London offices of ACAS — a cog in the
same state machine that is grinding up the
pickets outside Chix every day. Whenever
it has to choose between defending blacks
and siding with British democracy, it takes
the latter course. Now the GMWU blames
the labour movement for its own failure
to mobilise for the mass pickets.

The way to win

We’'re 'not going to let the GMWU leaders
get away with this disgusting performance.

The RCT has been sending members and
supporters along to the picket line for

weeks now. And we’ve been spreading the
struggle too. This is how the right-wing

South London Press reported our latest
initiative:

_.__,,.BUBBLE TROUBLE

‘Industrial trouble at a Berkshire factory is bub-
bling over into South London. -
The far-left Revolutionary Communist Ten-
dency is organising flying pickets of stores whnch
still sell ‘Chix’ bubble gum.
" The group is supporting 96 women who have

been on strike at the firm’s Slough plant over

centrality of the workplace. Which means that
every demand is taken thence. Every major

article in Socialist Worker is followed by the: |

magic words ‘take this into your workplace and
trade union branch’. And’ this is not just SAID
— Just before Christmas, Hammersmith Town
Hall bulletin concerned TROOPS OUT NOW:
not ‘back the Young Liberals’!! This is what /

| call ‘rank and file action’.

Iinally, on abortion, it is just not true to

state that Socialist Worker considers abortion a
class issue ‘merely because the Tories do’. What

crass misrepresentation. Our campaigning against

the Corrie Bill has been hinged, from the outset,

on class considerations. There is no way that

you can repudiate that without extremely selec-
tive quotes — like the ones you use throughout
the paper.

Some advice — do get a camera. Your layout

is dauntmg to-even the hardest cadre.

I'raternally, \:
J Nicholls
Hammersmith SWP

The SWP does indeed proclaim its support for
‘Troops out now’ and maintain that abortion is

‘a class issue’. But for the SWP these are merely
general statements of principle — statements of
little practical consequence, What are workers

to think when, on the same page of Socialist
Worker they see a call for ‘Troops out now’, and
an appeal for support for a Young Liberal demon-

stration which requests the withdrawal of troops -

as part of a British solution to the war? This can
only worsen the political confusion about [re-
land thatalready prevails in the labourmovement.
~ We criticise the S WP's positions on Ireland
and abortion because it fails to-deal with these
questions from a working class point of view.
The fact that the SWP can take basic demands

like ‘Troops out now’ and free abortion on

 on Saturday moming.’

demand’ and drop or modify them.shows that

it regards clear class politics as a luxury.

We quote the publications of the SWP to
show its adaptation to backward sentiments in

‘the labour movement. Of course, it always

dismisses- this type of political criticism as
sniping’. But such a contemptuous attitude to-
wards polemic only reveals how the SWP rejects
the clarification of differences on the left that is
so vital to the defence of working class interests.
It testifies to the political weakness of the SWP.
., You raise the question of the ‘national inter-
est’. In recent months, thousands of workers
have agreed to closures, redundancies and cuts
in real wages. Why? Because they can’t see any
alternative to the argument that these are the

only measures that will ensure the survival of ‘|
‘their’ industry. They can’t see any alternative to

bourgeois ideas. Cliff’s observation that ‘these
ideas have in no way been able to prevent the
class struggle’ is facile. The class struggle is the
result of capitalist production itself: all-the
ideas in the world could not prevent it. How

boycott of Chix products
“Ask the shop manager to take Chix bubble
gum and chocolate cigarettes from his shelves™,

it says in a statement. Goldings Newsagents,
-Wandsworth Road, bowed to this request. “If

I didn’t take the sweets away | would have got

pickets”, said the manager. .
- The latest target was the Peckham Cash Mart

in Grove Park where pickets were out in force

_Pieketing and blacking are the ways to

spread the action, put pressure on the
employers and raise wider support for
the strike. It’s no good waiting for the
GMWU to act. The local officials didn’t

‘even know that workers at Brooker Beres-
- ford Ltd, Uxbridge — one of Chix’ main

London wholesalers — were also members

of the GMWU.
We ‘back the Chix workers’ flght for

union recognition all the way. But we
know that joining a union isn’t enough

- to fight racism — that in fact the unions

are complicit in it. Why else has the
GMWU tried to bargain away the Chix
workers’ jobs? This is what makes the
battle m the labour movement against

~racist 1mm1grat10n controls so important.

If we can win that one, we can get the
Chix workers the mass union support
they so desperately need. |

- | Bob Radcliffe

~ . ’ ,
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The SWP, as you should know, recognises the

intense it is depends on the p}-ogress of capital
accumulation . In the 'fifties and ’sixties, when
accumulation went forward, class conflict
receded. Generally speaking, trade unionism

- worked. Now that the recession has made the

class struggle sharper, it doesn t.

Although the political outlook of the work-

ing class does not create the class struggle, it
does play a major part in determining its out-

come. The SWP has never understood how re-
formism affects that outlook. During the post-
- war boom, when support for the ‘national inter-
- est’ had little effect on workers’ struggles, Cliff
-concluded that reformism was a spent force and
that ‘militant shop stewards would form the

nucleus of the revolutionary party of the future.

Today, when reformism has been shown to be
“a potent force in undermining working class
militancy, Cliff talks about ‘the downturn’and

the need for ‘socialist arguments’. He fails to

‘understand that the crisis only brings out the:

consequences of the reformist consciousness
that has dominated the British labour move-
ment for decades.

This is why the SWP is still unable to chal-

lenge the politics of the Labour Party, Yet, in

or out of office, Labour subordinates workers’
interests to the national interest, Labour left-
wingers always couple ‘token support for

“workers’ struggles with calls to save British indus-

try. It won'’t do to condemn our attack on z‘hezr
national interest’ arguments as ‘absurd’ when
workers’ identification with plans to save British
Steel, British Leyland and British Shipbuilders
has led to thousands joining the dole queues.

The SWP’s incessant proclamation of “ele-

mentary trade union principles’ won’t stop

'unemploymenr rising. The set of principles

outlined in the article ‘Fighting reduridancies’
on our front page is not ‘a programme of
demands’, nor is it ‘pure SWP’. In fact there are

- HO ‘demands on the front page at all. A glance at

the SWP’s ‘Rank and File Code of Practice’

shows how far our principles are from being

pure SWP’. However the criticism of our stress
onananti-capitalist perspective says a lot. ,‘
Workers in struggle today ‘rarely see their

- enemy as capitalism: they focus on the Tories,

on incompetent managers or on Labour Party
leaders and right-wing trade union bureaucrats,
If workers’ actions are to be successful such

spontaneous expressions of class feeling must -
be transformed into explicit hostility to the

capitalist system. To dismiss this as ‘completely
nebulous’ is quite wrong. It is to let the refor-
mist leadership of the labour movement go un-

- challenged. The SWP simply echoes workers’

anger -against - Thatcher and Edwardes, or
against Callaghan and Duffy. It adapts to
reformism in the labour movement and simply

tries to add momentum to workers’ struggles —

whatever their direction. Socialist Worker helps
workers by drawing up lists of instructions

about how to organise picket lines. That, lt‘ o

seems to us, is pompous verbosity.
As for the advice about the camera — we' ve
taken it. \

™~
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_Militant:
what’sall
the fuss?

First it was Blunt. Then it was Robinson.

Now it is Militant. The Britlsh bourgeoisie-

needs every political weapon it can lay its
hands on — including anti-communism.
But anti-communism demands ‘commu-
nist’ targets to fire at. Afghanistan’s Rus-
sian guests suffice in the realm of foreign
policy; the Labour Party’s homegrown

entrists will do for domestic affairs. Enter

Militant, wheeled on by former Party
~ national agent Lord Underhill.

At first sight Militant appears an un-
likely candidate for anti-communist hys-
teria. An organisation that dismisses the
International Marxist Group’s community

- bulletin Socialist Challenge as ‘ultra-left’ is

hardly likely to put fear into the hearts of
the employers. An outfit that secretly
advises its members that ‘at a later stage
perhaps even youth organisations outside
the movement such as the Boys Brigade,
Girl Guides, Young Christian Workers etc
can provide fertile recruiting ground’
(Militant, Bulletin [internall, Summer
1979) sounds almost respectable. A

~+ privately circulated document thatascribes
‘the Tories’ electoral victory to the fact ’

that, in the period before it, many working
class women were busying themselves ‘in

building their nests’ and also ‘in trying to

~ buy homes’ (‘British perspectrves 1979,
in Bulletin, Summer 1979) is unlikely to

prove much of a threat to the capitalists’

~when times get rough. So why was
Militant singled out for a witchhunt?

The reason is simple. Anti-communism
is quite consistent with the desire to over-
haul the main machinery for reconciling
the masses to the needs of capital — the
Labour Party. For the ruling class is

' worried about Labour. Labour’s function

is to make bourge01s politics palatable in

the workers’ movement: but it doesn’t:

seem to be carrying it out that well.
‘Thatcher may have succeeded in swinging
~ government policy to the right, but Labour

has failed to come up with any altern-

~ ative with which to capture the middle
ground of public opinion. Tory commen-
tator Ronald Butt warns that 'Labour
‘moderates’ ‘have increasingly little to say
that carries conviction’; his colleague
Geoffrey Smith says that Labour’s right
- wing . ‘will not defeat the left if it appears
- to be no more than anti-left’ (The szes
17 & 18 January 1980).

So actually - Militant doesn’t exercise

the bourgeoisie as much as the Labour
right. For active workers, however, the
reverse should be the case. Though Fleet
Street’s figures on Militant sales, finances,
full~t1mers and branches have shown that
the organisation is patchy, its politics can
appear attractive to people angered by
the sell-outs of of the last Labour Govern-
ment and unconvinced by Benn. Let sgive
them some scrutiny.

‘How Militant began -

When the Soviet Union invaded Eastern

Europe after the Second World War a
whole series of debates about Stalinism
broke out on the British far left. It was in
those debates -that Militant’s leader, Ted
Grant, first made a name” for himself,

The European working ' class had
suffered more than 20 years of defeats.
With Trotsky. dead and his followers
unprepared for the complex succession of

12 the next step, March 1980

events that unfolded after 1945,
British far left broke up into two main
camps.. One declared that the reality
of world Stalinism proved Trotsky’s
estimation of it wrong. The other merely

~ stressed its adherence to Trotsky s ideas
and closed its eyes to the changed econ-

omic and political relations of the *forties.

One of the chief ideologues of the empiri-

cist trend was Tony Cliff, now leader of
the Soctalist Workers- Party. Grant was a
dominant figure in the orthodox trend.
‘To consolidate his ideas Cliff published
a document titled The nature of Stalinist
Russia in which he developed the unscien-
tific view that the Soviet Union and its
new satellites had turned into a new form
of i capitalism — state capitalism. Grant
devoted a pamphlet to it called The

Marxist theory of' the state (1948).

Militant still sells that pamphlet today.
In his document Grant attacks what he
rightly terms Cliff’s.‘formalistic method’

as applied to the state. Because Cliff .
naively sees the bureaucratised Soviet

state as one giant capitalist enterprise,
Grant sets about showing how the bour-
geols state is tied. to but not the same as
the ruling class. In doing so he makes a

- number of errors — errors which find a

coherent expression in the reactionary
programme that Militant offers workers
today.

The bourgeois state that isn’t

S —————

What Grant does is take the apparent
autonomy of the capitalist state from
capital accumulation for real. Marxists
understand that the bourgeois state only

- appears autonomous from capital accu-

mulation. It can do what individual em-
ployers cannot — enforce the interests of
capital in general. Only the state can re-
press the whole working class (through the

hpo_lice) or ensure that the physical con-

dition of the entire national workforce

does not deteriorate too much (through ~

unemployment benefit, health care¢ or
insurance, etc). But the very enforcement
oﬁ.the interests of caprtal in general brands
the state as caprtahst in every respect. De-

spite this, Grant attacks the ‘state capital-

ist” conception of Russia by observing
that ‘in the whole of Cliff’s material, the
fact that the state under given conditions,
can and does play a relatively indepen-
dent role in the struggle between classes
is forgotten’ (our emphasis).

Grant goes further. ‘For quite alengthy
period’, he contends, ‘there can be a con-
flict between the state and the class which
that state represents’ (his emphasis).
Indeed ‘a state can be a proletariat (sic)
state on the basis of political power, or it
can be a proletariat state on the basis of
the economy’. For Grant a state is what
you make it. |

Grant winds up as empiricist as CIiff.
As if aware that his ‘Marxist theory’ of
the state is steering him onto the familiar
territory of social democracy, he asks
himself why the reformists are mistaken
In hoping that the working class can lay
hold of the bourgeois state and use it for
its own ends. He replies that they are
wrong ‘not for mystical reasons but be-

cause of certain very concrete facts’. And

those facts are that ‘in the modern state
all the key positions are in the hands of
people who are under the control of the

Ted Grant: Labour's friendly mole

S

the

ruling class, have been specially selected

by education, outlook, and conditions of ,
life, to serve the interests of the bourge-

oisie’, There the matter ends. For Grant
capital exercises its domination through

the state not because of its nature as

capital,  but because of the sociological
character of the men and women who
staff the state. r

On these theoretical foundations Grant

‘built a place and a programme for Militant.

We will deal with each of these in turn.

- Where Militant fitsin
m
By 1950 both Cliff and Grant were in the
Labour Party, for want of a better forum
to work in. But while the rank and file

struggles of the ’sixties. eventually made

Cliff decide to lead his group out of the
Party, Grant’s commitment to state social-

ism made him look on Labour as more
~ than a temporary haven, |
Privately, many individuals in Militant

explain that its continued existence in the

Party is merely a tactical decision. But’
they are wrong. Militant can do nothing

else but play a ‘relatively independent

role’ in the Labour Party. Unlike the rest

of the radical left, which — in or out of

- the Party — urges a vote for Labour so it

can be ‘exposed’ in office, Militant wmds
up doing Labour’s legwork because it be-

lieves Labour can actually make a socialist

revolution. Once elected, Labour can take
advantage of the ‘conflict between the
state and the class which that state repre-
sents’. Militant imagines that a workers’
government can “be established through
the existing state machinery. Militant is in
the Labour Party to make certain that-
the right kind of Party gets in.

m .

The wrongs of the right

Why is the present kind of Party the ‘wrong "

kind? For Militant it is not the case that

Labour politics always integrate the work-"

ing class into capitalism. The problem is
that when Labour gains control of the
state machine the Party right blows its

chances of using it in the interests of the

masses.

"The Labour Government of 1966-70, under
pressure of the civil servants and Big Business —
their masters, rather than their servants — .tried
to saw the trunk of the tree on which they were

"sitting, by restricting the rights of the Unions.’

(‘Crisis in Britain and prospects for Labour’,

Militant International Review, March 1976)'

Here we see the logic of Grant’s under-

o standing of the state as ‘independent’. Al-
- ways subject to opposing forces, the state

can, backed by the bourgeoisie, ‘get on top

of’ a Labour Party in power. The problem |

is that the agents of the state — the civil ser-
vice, the Treasury, etc — gang up with the
capitalist class and turn out to be Labour
Ministers’ ‘masters, rather than their ser-
vants’. The wrong people are in charge.

For Militant the defect of the Labour
right is that it loses its nerve when in
power. The reason for this is that it lacks
political perspective:

‘It is because they can see no other course
than trying to prop up diseased capitalism that
the right-wing reformists behave in this way.
Not prepared to “take on” big business they are
forced to “take on” the working class.” (Militant,
23 February 1979) ~

That’s all Militant has to say. It is enough
to single out particular Labour right-

- wingers (Prentice in the past, Mason and

Sandelson today) as targets for critical
sociology again — to be vilified for their
lifestyles, individual traits and so on — for

the picture to be complete.

Why workers love Labour

If Labour is flawed only by the presence

of a band of petit-bourgeois ‘trendies’,
why has Party membership and electoral

support declined throughout the post-war

dialectical social paradox’,

period? For Mllitant thls 'questlon doesn’t
even arise:

‘it is our tendency alone that has un'dvei'stoo{l
the loyalty that British workers instinctively
have towards the Labour Party....Far from

workers moving outside and against the Labour

Party, history teaches us differently.,..> (internal

- document, October 1978, quoted in The szes

14 January 1980)

- For Militant ‘workers are committed to
- Labour
Marx; indeed he replaces Lenin too — for

‘instinctively’. Darwin replaces
if workers are always loyal to Labour and
Labour can seize state power there islittle
need for a revolutionary party at all.

The reference to ‘history’ is peculiarly -

dishonest. It might be thought that Mili-
tant would justify its embedded position
in the Labour Party by invoking Lenin
and Trotsky’s call to the European revolu-
tionaries of the early 'twenties to join with
reformist organisations in a united front.

But unlike other radical left groups, which |

always explain their ‘critical support’ for

. Labour by this means, Militant doesn’t.

For the simple reason that a quick glance

- at Lenin’s classic exposition of the united

front tactic, Left-wing communism: an in-

fantile disorder would reveal a bit of his-

tory Militant would rather forget. Namely,

that revolutionary working class currents

in Britain developed precisely by moving
outside and against the Labour Party. »

~If Militant’s view of the past is dis-
honest, the predictions it makes about

~ the future -are just ridiculous. Yet it is
upon these that Militant bases all its ‘tac-

tics’. This is how it saw matters before
the Wilson/Callaghan regime — before, it

should be remembered, the advent of -

Labour’s Social Contract:

‘Right from the outset, the next Labour
Government will be faced with radical demands

by the worklng class and pressure from the

capitalists that the brake should be apphed
“Past experience has shown that they will

choose the latter course. The capitalists will
then use the inaction of the Labour Government .~
~ to smear it as “Socialism™ in- the eyes of the
politically backward workers and prepare the' S
way for splitting the Parliamentary Labour Party = =
. to form a National Government.’ (Peter Taaffe, . .
* “The British Trade Unions — the giant awakens RN

Militant In tematzonal Review, autumn 1973)

After three years of Labour in office,

Militant had to revise its opinions. ‘By a
its followers
learnt, ‘the apparent stabrhty of the govern-

- ment -arises from the weakness of the
capitalists socially’ (Militant International

Review, February 1977). Today, however,
Militant is back in the same: old groove.
Though ‘by a further dialectical contradic-

tion of history...there has actually been a - .

decline in the active membership of the

‘Labour Party’, that will change soon
enough: ‘As under the hammer blow of
events the Labour Party moves to a more

and more radical position, the-masses will
stream in their tens and then hundreds of
thousands, .to active membership of the
Labour Party’ (‘British perspectives,1979’).

Instead of pursuing the Marxist method

and grasping the present as a moment in
history,"Militant invents mythical futures
out of an equally mythical past. | |
m
What a Militant
government would do

In Militant’s scenario a new Labour Partyhf,
‘renovated by a mass influx of workers,
will win a general election and push an”

enabling act through the House of Com-
mons to nationalise ‘the commanding
heights’ of the economy. ‘Workers will then.
run factories and offices in committees —
committees with equal numbers of both
TUC appointees and government Tepre-
sentatives on them. - .
Exciting stuff. We have now reached'
the logical conclusion of Grant’s thor-

~oughly reformist ‘Marx1st theory of the
“state’. It only requires Militant to add

two extra arguments for its parhamentary
cretinism to have full force. |
The parhamentary road to soeiahsm ]IS




also a ‘peaceful road. Militant contends.
that a non-violent revolution is possible in

Brltaln because Marx said so. It also main-
tains that soldiers, the m111tary, etc, wrll

"pose few problems:

. “The Army is composed in the main of un-
employed youth from Wales, Scotland and the
North of England, They will not be prepared to

‘be used against their brothers and sisters in the

workmg class.” (‘British perspectives 1979

These homilies are just ajoke. Marx did
say that a peaceful transition to socialism
was possible in Britain — and in America.
Militant is not alone in ‘noticing’ this:

" once he had turned from Marxism to pro-
~imperialist politics, the German socialist

leader Karl Kautsky made the same dis-
covery way back in 1918. This is how

Lenin dismissed it:

‘The revolutlonary dlctatorshlp of the pro-

,'letarlat is violence against the bourgeoisie; and

the necessity of such violence is particularly

- called for, as Marx and Engels have repeatedly
~explained in detail (especially in The civil war

in France and in the preface to it), by the exis-

tence of militarism and a burequcracy. But it is

precisely these institutions that were non-exis-
tent in Britain and America in the 1870s, when
Marx made his observations (they do exist in
Britain and America now)!” (Lenin, The pro-

- letarian revolution and the renegade Kautsky)

As for the army, Militant conveniently for-
gets how ‘unemployed youth from Wales,
Scotland and the North’ have been used
by a whole succession of post-war govern-
ments to break strikes — the most recent
one being that of the firemen in 1977, |

M

The causes of the Crisis

More than most radical left organisations,
Militant places considerable emphasis on
‘economics’. It is the only group to make
systematic propaganda against the eco-

nomic policies of the Labour left. Many
of the people Militant recruits are drawn.

towards it by the coherence of its eco-
nomic programme, forin the Labour Party
milieu questions of national economic pol-
1cy are taken quite seriously. Let us first

~ take a brief look at the & economic analysis’
presented by ‘Militant ‘before- turning to

its critique of Tribune.
Militant frequently makes a nod in the
direction of Marxist theory by intonations

- about the falling rate of profit. But in

practice these don’t amount to much. For

Militant the real source of capital’s prob-

lems is that identified by Keynes: lack of

- effective demand.In along and particularly
~incoherent article,

Grant explains. ‘the
contradictions that exist in capitalism’ by
pomting out that ‘Cutsinstate expenditure
and cuts in the wages of the working class
resulted in a cut in the market in Britain,
and as a consequence further disinclined
the employers to invest” (After the elect-

~ions: perspectives for Britain’, Militant

International Review, Autumn 1979). He
also blames the crisis on the City and its
unwillingness to stimulate demand by the
provision of cheap money: ‘The policies

~ of governments dictated by the capitalists

themselves, have resulted in a generally
higher rate of interest in Britain than in
other countries. As a consequence, it does
not pay the British companies to invest’
(‘After the elections . . .’). We have been

-here before. Far from resolving the crisis

by improving profitability, reductions in

- public spending and in pay are ‘economic
- nonsense’.
not the accumulation of capital, are respon-

The ‘policies of governments’,

sible for the recession, and so are the evil
moneymen and speculators centred round
the Stock Exchange. Grant’s subjective
conception of the state trlumphs once
mofre,

With this framework it 1S no accident

that Militant has only ‘differences’ and

‘objections’ to Tribune. This becomes very
clear in Andrew Glyn’s booklet Capitalist
crisis: Tribune’s ‘alternative strategy’ or

socialist plan (1979), a 76 page polermc ’

against the Labour left.

s m

All the National Executive’s men

The substance of Glyn’s critique of Trib-
une is that its programme is fine, but that
it won’t work under capitalism. Tribune
MPs are right to call for an expansion of
the economy through a massive pro-
gramme of public works but they ‘never

face up to the contradictions involved if
this is implemented while the economy

remains on a capitalist basis’. Bans on the

~-export of capital would not ‘have very

significant results, in terms of higher in-
vestment etc’, unless made by a govern-
ment introducing ‘a real socialist plan of
production’. ‘Every socialist’, it appears,
‘would support the demand for nation-
alisation of profitable firms’, but Tribune
has never explained how it would over-
come the opposition of the capitalist class

to any measure which seriously threatens.

to erode their position’. And so it goes on.

~ What then is Glyn’s alternative to the
Alternative Strategy? He expounds upon
it with fgusto: ‘Only a programme of
nationalisation of a/l the major mono-
polies would remove from the capitalist
class the crucial levers of economic sabo-
tage which are at present concentrated in
their hands’, Just as Militant attacks the
Labour rights for their ‘spinelessness’, so it
upbraids the lefts for not going far enough.

This is all that Militant, ‘Labour’s
Marxist voice’, has to distinguishitself from
the Part$’s Nanonal Executive Committee.
No wonder MPs like Eric Heffer and
Michael Meacher have offered a protest or
two at the crusade against Militant; their
only disagreement with the Grant group
is that it goes a little too far.

e e e
Soft on the bureaucrats,
hard on the workers

Given that it has no fundamental differ-
ences with the Labour Party, Militant has
no fundamental differences with the
Party’s creators: — the unions. In fact Mili-
tant’s industrial work is exclusively direc-

ted at the structures of official trade

unionism; at what it always trumpets in
capital letters as the Labour Movement.
Militant cannot do -more than chastise
the most reactionary bureaucrats for fear
of putting its position in the Labour Party

at risk. As.a percipient bourgeois report
noted recently: ‘In industrial disputes it-

has shown a desire not to outrage the
union establishment, which it hopes one
day to dominate’ (The Observer, 20 Jan-
uary 1980). Thisis how the editorial board
of Militant defended itself from criticism

from its Oxford branch on its coverage of
the public sector struggles of 1978/9:

| more ‘personal’ an attack than to tell

the editors of Militant argued:

- Fixated on the Labour Movement, Mili-
- tant can only regard the struggles of op-

“and Joan Lestor got when they addressed

to step up 1ts military activities against

‘With Alan Fisher, in particular;_'we.had to }
be extremely careful. A personal attack on Alan /|

Fisher could have resulted in our tendency being
cut off from the left moving activistsin NUPE. . .

‘We must always ‘be constructive - when we
distance ourselves from the union leaders. Alan
I'isher especially had — and still has — a huge
fund of goodwill among NUPE members. .

“The tone we adopted in relation to Fisher
was therefore correct. We said that he was out
of touch with the mood of the members. . .
(Militant, Bulletin (internal), summer 1979)

This is just hilarious. What could be

Fisher that he was ‘out of touch’ with his | '}
membership? Yet this is not an isolated
example of Militant sycophancy toward
union leaders who. have repeatedly led
workers to defeat. In its ‘trade union
pamphlets Militant prints quotation after
quotation from Jack Jones, Moss Evans,
and the TUC without comment, just to
show that it is ‘part of the Labour Move-
ment’, It doesnt stop there either. Re-
plyrng to another letter — this time from
its Greenwich branch — on its treatment
of the public sector strike of last winter,

‘The abandonment of emergency cover bS/
some ambulancemen was a mistake . . .. The
press seized upon and eagerly exploited every
indiscretion . . . . this press coverage had the
effect of confirming anti-trade union prejudices .
and helping to panic the middle class into
voting in droves for the Tories in the election.’
(Militant, Bulletin [internal]) |

Of course, nothing could be worse than
a Tory election victory. Just like the trade
union bureaucracy, Militant ends up
blaming the workers for the troubles
visited on them. '

Where Militant'winds_ up

pressed nations as beyond the pale. When 1
10 000 blacks took to the streets in
November 1979 to protest against the pro-
posed nationality act, Militant reported it;
but it didn’t see fit to mention the hostile
reception Labour left-wingers Tony Benn

the demonstrators in Trafalgar Square.
- When, following a succession of IRA
military coups British imperialism began I

the Catholics of the Six Counties of
Northern Ireland, Militant just looked
the other way. The winter issues of
Militant Irzsh Mom‘hly contain not a smgle
mention of the war that is going on in
Ireland. Instead, it is the heroic struggles
of the ‘Labour Movement’ of the Six
Counties — that is‘, of the reactionary

- Loyalist unions — that fill column after

column. Militant’s reformist view of the
state reaches its highest expression: the
British army, the concentration camps of
Long Kesh and the torture centres of
Castlereagh simply do not exist.

To pursue the politics of Militant any
further' would be fruitless. Our analysis
has shown that they are pro-imperialist
through and through and to the core.
They must be fought. The RCT has the |
politics to fight them.

Rob Knight

‘ /\ . /\

K.

|-

REV|SIONIST PAPER FOR L

RC'T activities

TROOPS OUT NOW!

SMASH THE PTA CAMPAIGN

NATIONAL SPEAKING TOUR
- in March 1980
Meetings have been organised
in the following towns:

Aberdeen Cardiff Manchester
Ashford Colchester Newcastle
Birmingham  Coventry Oxford’
Bradford Dundee ~ Sheffield
Brighton . East London Southampton
Bristol . Leeds Todmorden
Burnley Leicester Warrington

~ Canterbury = Liverpool York

For details please write to SPTAC, BM RCT,
London WC1V 6XX, or phone 01 274 3951.

PLANNING MEETINGS
LONDON SPTAC
Thursday 13 March 1980 7pm
Wednesday 16 April 1980 7pm‘

Friends Meeting House, Commrttee Room
Euston Road

- NORTH WEST SPTAC
Every fortnight, Thursdays. Write to RCT,
Box 33, 164/166 Corn Exchange Building,
Hangmg Dltch Manchester M4 3BD.

TAMESIDE TRADES COUNCIL
CONFERENCE ON IRELAND
Saturday 1 March 1980 =
10.00 — 4.30 Entrance: 50p
There has never been a better time
to build support for the Irish liberation

- struggle. For the last 10 years the British

ruling class has concentrated its fire-power
on the nationalist population of the Six
Counties. Now, as the crisis intensifies,
the British state is also directing its
attention at the working class in this country.
Help us organise the fightback against
British imperialism. Come to this

1mportant conference, -~ . . -
Venue: West End Commumty Centre John
Street, Ashton—under—Lyne, Manchester

MASS PICKET OF ARMAGH GAOL
8 March 1980

In Armagh Gaol in the Six Countles of
Northern Ireland 37 women are being held
for fighting agamst British imperialism.
. They are kept in appalling conditions and
-subjected to brutal ill-treatment.

Last year a picket organised by

Women against Imperialism was held outside{

the prison. It was broken up by the
police who arrested 13 people, and later

~ charged 11 of them with assault
- or obstruction.

A mass picket has been called on the
first anniversary of this vicious attack
to protest against the charges and to
demand political status for antl-unpenahst
Prisoners of War.

The RCT has organised transport from
London and accommodation in Armagh
If you want further details:
write to BM RCT, London WC1V 6XX
or telephone 01 27;4 3951

WORKERS’ DEFENCE |

EAST LONDON WORKERS
AGAINST RACISM (ELWAR)
meetmg
Oxford House Derbyshire Street, London E2
4 March 1980 7 30pm Bethnal Green tube

» Orgamsmg action against racist attacks

* The unions and redundancies among black
workers

* The politics of workers defence

| march and picket
West Ham police station, 22 March 1980
Assemble behind Maryland British Rail .
Station in Manby Park at 1.00pm. -
Protest against harassment and mtlmldatlon
of black people in Newham,

the next atep, March 1980 13
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"Review: Duncan Hallas, Trotsky’s Marx-
ism, Pluto Press, 1979, £2.50. Ernest Man-
-del, Trotsky: a study in the dynamic of
his thought, New Left Books, 1979, £2.95.

prompted the publication of a number of
books about the man. While liberal com-
mentators have focused. on his literary
skills and on his psychology, left-wing
writers have tried to assess the nature of
his political genius. This is what Hallas
and Mandel are out to do.

To judge the success of their efforts we
should from the outset remember that
" tributes to dead revolutionaries have often
served reactionary ends. This is partlcularly
true of those made under the auspices of
Qtalinism. The Stalinists are always ready
to resurrect the scientific socialists of the
past in order to bury the world revolution
of the present. Pictures of Marx grace °
military parades in Moscow and likenesses
of Lenin are in all the best schoolbooks in
Peking. Sometimes the Stalinists portray
their heroes as benign, other times as
merely cerebral; but the icons of official
- communism always discredit real com-
munist politics in the eyes of the masses.
Trotsky has so far escaped Marx and

to the Stalinist bureaucracies of Russia,
China and elsewhere. What, however, he
has not escaped is the degradation of his

countless splitsin the Fourth International
after his death beatr witness to this.
These two books do too. Duncan Hallas

is a longstanding leader of the Socialist

Workers Party. Ernest Mandel is chief
theoretician of the United Secretariat of

the Fourth International and mentor of
its British section, the Internatlonal Marx-

ist Group. What they have to say telis us_
little about Trotsky, but a lot about the
politics of the organisations they represent..
#

An academrc debate

The striking thmg about both. books 1S
their academic approach. We are presented
with Trotsky as ‘theoretician’, not Trotsky

as revolutionary leader. Yet-for Trotsky

theoretical analysis was a very practical
exercise: theory was a major weapon In
the struggle to create a vanguard in the

working class — a vanguard that could lead .

workers to the seizure of state power.
Any serious work on Trotsky would try

both to identify the real problems that he

addressed, and to show how much his

solutions matched up to them. Hallas and -

Mandel don’t even make an attempt to do
this. All we get is pretentiousness. Hallas

is concerned about ‘Trotsky’s contribution

- to Marxist thought’ (page 5); Mandel,

'about the ‘dynamic’. of his thought. These

people, who regularly condemn the Revo-
lutionary Communist Tendency for being

‘too theoretical’, prove themselves quite

happy to compose learned tracts which
take Trotsky’s greatness to be his ‘dis-

covery’ of general concepts like ‘the law
of combined and uneven development’.

Why do Hallas and Mandel miss the |

point? Simply because they haven’t an
'_1nkhng of what revolutionary leadership

is. They debate ‘Trotskyism’ like pro-
fessors because they have little practical
use for the programmatlc conquests
Trotsky made: for his characterisations
of the Soviet Union, of Stalinism, of
Popular Front politics and of fascism —to
give just a few examples. For them and
their orgamsatlons the struggle for social-

ism has moved further and further into

the realm of ‘theory’.

[saac Deutscher’s trilogy on Trotsky
covered the man’s life. and times with
great thoroughness The one thing it
lacked was a scientific treatment of how

Trotsky went about elaborating a revo- |

14  the next step, March 1980

The centenary of Trotsky’s birth has-

Lenin’s fate. He hasalways been anathema

politics at the hands of his followers. The-

they like

lutlonary strategy in  his day and of how

his method is relevant to the forging of |

an mdependent working class leadership
Nnow. But Hallas and Mandel-don’t make

up for Deutscher’s omission. They just

offer a mixture of Marxology, pedantic
criticism and — in the case of ‘Mandel —
religious adulation. |

The ‘Trotsky vs Lenin’ game

M

When it comes to the Russian revolutron_
of 1905, Hallas andMandelwholeheartedly‘
support Trotsky against Lenin. The debate
 between Lenin and Trotsky on this 1ssue‘
has so often been obscured that it is

~ worth going into in some detail. |
When the Russian Social Democratic

Party split in 1903, Trotsky came out on
the side of the petit-bourgeois Menshevrks
One year later he wrote a major article
agamst the principle on which- ‘Lenin
organised the Bolshevik party — that of
democratic centralism. Trotsky only joined

the Bolsheviks in the revolution of April
1917. These facts were later put tovicious

use by the Soviet bureaucracy in its cam-
paign to silence those who upheld the
traditions of October 1917 — Trotsky’s
Left Opposition. But that shouldn’t

became a “Trotskyist” on the question of

the dynamics of the Russian revolution,
at the very moment that Trotsky became

a “Leninist’’ on the organisation question’

(Mandel page 20). What a penetrating
vision of history!

In 1905 the difficulty confronting the
Bolsheviks was how to bring the working

“class to establish an independent political

role for itself. How, when the Russian
proletariat was in its infancy — both in size
and in ideological strength — could work-
ers’ interests be put to the fore? It S NO
good trying to answer this riddle by
counterposing Lenin’s slogan of the demo-
cratic dictatorship of the proletariat and
peasantry’ to Trotsky’s ‘permanent revo-
lution” and choosing one against the other.
Both Lenin and Trotsky understood that
the working class had to play a leading
role: the only question was how.

‘Lenin saw that the proletariat of 1905

was ill placed to rule as a class. If it was.

to play a dominant part in the struggile
against the bourgeoisie it had no choice
but to ally itself with the peasantry. At
the same time, however, Lenin’s pursuit

of pohtrcal leadership enabled him to see
" the need for using the experiences of 1903

to advance the political independence of
the working class. He ruthlessly exposed

the bourgeois and petit- -bourgeois tenden-
cies that sought to hold back the workers’

movement. Lénin provided an 1mmed1ate
alternative to the solutions they pro-
posed — an alternative which directly

related to the social and political position -

of the working class at the time.

Trotsky also tried to advance the politi-
cal 1ndependence of the working class but
his failure to take on the task of revolution-
ary leadership prevented him from out-
11n1ng a strategy appropriate to the circum-
stances. Instead he made the general pro-
position that Russia’s social antagonisms

" could not for any length of time be resol-

ved within a capitalist framework in other
words that, in the epoch of imperialism,
the interests of the masses in backward

capitalist countries could only be upheld
- if the gains they won ‘in the bourgeois

revolution to come were at once con-
solidated — that is, if they were made
permanent by turning - the bourgeois
revolution into a socialist one.

Trotsky’s concept of permanent revo-
lution afforded useful insights into the

“logic of 1905. Where he went wrong was

stop us from noting that Trotsky’s original - §

position on organlsatron was not just a

‘blunder’ but a major political mistake.

Trotsky himself later acknowledged as
much.

Hallas and Mandel thmk differently.
Though they admit that Trotsky was
‘wrong about the party’, they don’t
care to spell out the implications of this:
namely, that Trotsky, whatever his sub-

jective intentions, stood for a long time

with the Menshevrk reformists agarnst
Lenin’s disciplined organisation of pro-
fessional revolutionaries. |

For Hallas and Mandel being ‘Wrong

‘about the party’ 1s no more than a slip-

up; after all, Trotsky was ‘right on the
central strategic issue of the Russian
revolution’ (Hallas, page 19). The story
goes like this: Trotsky was the cleverest
interpreter of the events of 1905 because
he — unlike Lenin, who was a bit un-
imaginative — understood that the forth-
coming revolution would be a socialist
rather than a bourgeois one. But by 1917
Lenin came round to Trotsky’s view and,
lo and behold, the Bolshevik ‘revolution

came to pass.
words’, we are informed, Lenin ‘adopted

the Permanent Revolution perspective’,

thus allowing Trotsky to be ‘brilliantly

vindicated’ (Hallas, page 18). ‘Lenin

‘In effect although not in -
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Ernest Mande| his attempts to play Trotsky
off against Lenin mark an abandonment of
revolutionary leadership

to suppose - that his prognostlcatlons
amounted to a pohtlcal strategy. Not only
were they incomplete: they diverted the
revolutionary movement from the issues
to hand. Trotsky asked himself: ‘how far
can the socialist policy of the working
class be applied in the eCoONnomic conditions
of Russia?’. He replied that there was only
‘one thing’ that could be said ‘with cer-
tainty’: that ‘without the direct State sup-
port of the European proletariat the
working class of Russia cannot remain in
power and convert its temporary domin-
ation into a lasting socmhstrc dictatorship’

(Results and prospects 1906) Trotsky s" ; ..

‘socialist policy’ could be applied to the |

‘economic conditions of Russia only inthe
most general sense. His answer to the pres- 4

sing problems facing the Russran masses
was to look elsewhere.

What Trotsky learnt — and
what his biographers forget

M

As Lenin observed, Trotsky’s schematic
view of 1905 ignored the bourgeois charac-

ter of the revolution and showed no clear o
" conception of the transition from it to the

socialist revolution (The aim of the pro-
letarian struggle in our revolution, 1905)
Trotsky’s inability to chart a path from
1905 to the dictatorship of the proletariat
stemmed from his overestimation of the
spontaneous struggles of the workmg class
and his underestimation of the political
tasks of the moment. It was for this reason
that he did not share the Bolsheviks’ grasp
of the importance of revolutionary leader-

'. ship. By contrast, all of Lenin’s efforts to |
build a party were designed to transform;

the consciousness of workers in struggle.
He outlined a proletariah attitude to every
question: women, oppressed nationalities,
land, parliamentarianism and so on. |
After 1917 Trotsky realised that his out-

~ look at the time of 1905 had been abstract, | ,'

that he had neglected the subjectwe factor |
in the revolutionary process. In a polemic
against the Soviet bureaucracy over the

~ situation in China, he attacked the Stalm-

ists for repeating the phrase permanent
revolutron instead of indicating a definite
way forward for the masses. He ridiculed
them for using it as ‘a scholastic formula
guaranteeing at one blow. and . for all

_ time a revolutionary situation “for many

years” ’, adding that they were wrong to
see the possibility of the revolution be-
coming permanent as ‘a law placing itself

above history, independent of the pohcy._. -«.

of the leadership and of ‘the mater1a1

 development of revolutlonary events

(Problems of the Chinese revolutzon
1926). Once Lemn had won him to Bol-

shevism, Trotsky appreciated that workers
could win nothing ‘permanent’ for them-

selves unless they were led by a party toa - -

recognition of their independent interests.
- Trotsky’s main contr1but10n to the

‘working class movement lay in his ability

to give political and organlsatronal con-
tinuity to Bolshevism after Lemn s death.
It was only because he came over to
Lenin’s line on the proletanan party in
the later part of his life that he had the
tenacity to combat imperialist reaction
and Stalinist counter-revolution.

Why then do Hallas and Mandel back
the Trotsky of 1905 against Trotsky the
Bolshevik? Not just because they are fond
of generalities, but because they and their
organisations have abdicated from the
struggle for revolutionary leadership. Of

‘course, in each week’s Socialist Worker

there is a box called ‘Where we stand’ 1n
which, under the heading THE REVO-
LUTIONARY PARTY the point is made
that ‘we have to prove In practice to other
workers that reformist leaders and re-
formist ideas are opposed to their own in-
terests’. Of course Socialist Challenge has
a similar box called ‘our policies’ — in
‘which it proclaims its ‘opposition to class-
collaborationism in the labour movement

But what do the SWP and the IMG tell
workers to do at elections? To vote for
the reformists and class collaborationists
in the Labour Party. What profound mes-
sage do they have for the steel strikers?

- That Bill Sirs isn’t too hot, And so they =

go on, renouncing revolutionary leadershrp
every time they invoke the happy prospect
of a ‘rank and file movement’ (SWP) or

" beat their breasts about ‘broad based class

struggle tendencies’ which are ‘non-ex'—

clusive in character’ (IMG).

Hallas and Mandel try to make Trotsky
in their own image. Active workers inter-
ested in the genuine article wﬂl prefer to
read him, not them. ST

Sabena Norton
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..'_:there have been no major closures, and
- ;none of the mass unemployment of other -

~ - regions. While mines elsewhere have been

; .-.-‘;'elosed down South Yorkshire has seen
Y new pits opened up. When Sheffield steel- ~‘
LY f;_,workers sent flying pickets all over the

" _country they revealed the strong organisa-
-,','.*rg;',?tron and trade union traditions of the

Iocal labour movement.

In ‘South Wales the picture is different.

There the prospect of more than 50 000

jObS being lostas a result of cutbacks at

‘.Port_Talbot and- Llanwern has provoked

1| ‘A-Wide‘spread resistance. With a jobless total

well “above the national average and no

ﬁ'__;chance of alternative employment, Welsh

) “workers were desperate. That is why the

I” Welsh " TUC was forced into calling an
b ..mdefrnrte general strike for 10 March.
' No matter where they were, many
T pi‘ckets were not prepared to compromise
' on their 20 per cent claim. As.a result the

3 .+ bureaucrats were compelled to go much

_further than they wanted. They found

=»wo""’-"“themselves mobilising the whole TUC

_f?'j'demonstratlons

leadership on their behalf: the result was
AT rallies and a one-day
#] - general strike in' South Wales. Even arch-
oy ="reformrst union leaders like NUR general
B secretary Sid Weighell threatened ‘A
~ 'general strike cannot be far off! We are in

spitting distance of it.It’s a 1926 situation’.
Rank and file weaknesses

But though the steelWorkers got real sym-

pathy from the labour movement they

didn’t get enough solidarity. In places like

South Yorkshire and South Wales many

. workers outside the steel industry actively

supported the strike. ‘But the political

- strategy. of the ISTC prevented divisions

- .-among different sections of the labour

.. movement from being overcome. Splits
- began to emerge within the ranks of the

steelworkers tl’femsélves/ Those employed

" in the ‘private sector never had much

- enthusiasm for a dlspute which the union

ff""leadershrp told them was not their con-

| . cern. Workers at one of the largest private

steelmakers — Hadfields of Sheffield —

- were told to come out and go back as if
- they were a stage army. Soon the nine
‘unions representing the steel industry’s
- 70 000 craftsmen announced that they
had reached a settlement with BSC —

right in the middle of the strike. Although

rank and file delegates, first from the
- TGWU and then from the other unions,
- rejected this deal a few days later, the
" negative consequences of union rivalries

had become all too clear.
The ‘divisions that steelworkers met

| with, like the obstacles to effective strike

action they encountered, were the result
of the political strategy pursued by the ISTC

. leadership. The ISTC justified its claim not

in relation to 1ts members’ needs but in
terms of what the Corporation could

afford. For that reason it did not come
~out against all closures and redundancies;
. 1t merely beseeched BSC for consultation

on these — and for a two year delay be-

- fore implementation. Murray was over-
Govern\ment finally

joyed when the
announced that it was prepared to consult

~ the trade unions about making one in

three steelworkers redundant.
Steelworkers had no political alterna-

~ tive to the ISTC leadership. They accepted

the labour bureaucracy’s argument that
they were responsible for the future of
the steel industry. And they accepted the
Labour Party’s argument that their enemy
was the Tories — that, through ill-will or

“bad admmlstratxon it was Tory policies
- which had brought BSC to its knees. Ob-

scuring the real issues, Labourist politics
reached "down to the picket lines. John
Carberry, chairman of the Port Talbot
strike committee, said it all when he ob-

served of Joseph: ‘The man is largely res-

ponsible for the problems we are currently

.. % confronted with in steel’ (quoted in The
Guardian, 12 February 1980).

'Grooming himself for a
of the Opposition, Labour industry spokes-

 Star,

in its clearest, most radical form:

:Who was to blame for the strike? |

The cause of the steel strike.v'vas the crisis

of British capitalism in general and the

collapse of profitability of steel in particu-
lar (see box). The cause was not the Tories
but a system- of production which can
only survive through wage cuts and mas-

sive redundancies. The Tories are mere

agents of this system: pointing the finger
at them obscures the fact that capitalist

~industry. cannot p’rovi_de workers with
decent standards of living. This approach -

pushes class interests to the background.

The ISTC’s official strike bulletin Steel-
workers’ Banner - coupled grovelling pro-
anti-Tory

imperialist with
rhetoric: |
‘Steel workers and their industry have made

a giant contnbutxon to the national wealth. Will

sentiment

the Tories recognise it by standing up for steel

and allowing us to compete on equal terms?’

future as leader

man John Silkin also jumped on the anti-
Tory bandwagon. Addressing the Tory
Front Bench in Parliament, he tried to
skate over the sordid record of the Labour

- Government:

‘There is only an attempt, and a bad attempt
at that,by the Secretary of State to try to pretend
he is following the policy of the Labour Govern-
ment, It is a total'ly‘ different policy, one of
rigid ultimatum and not working together with

- the industry.’

The more workers’ energies were direc-

- ted against the Tories, the more plausible

became a Labour-inspired compromise.

Everybody from Murray to Callaghan be-
“gan to advance conciliatory formulas. For

Murray the solution lay in arbitration
courts; for Callaghan the steelworkers
should have settled for a court of inquiry.

Labour left MP Michael Meacher argued

for more plans, more public subsidies. All

the Labour Party’s solutions accepted that -

redundancies had to take place, that work-

- ers’ living standards had to be cut. They
~just wanted the steelworkers to be in-.

formeg about the sacrifices they would

 have to make by the right channels. They
~ just wanted the sacrifices to be planned

properly.
Like the ISTC, the Commumst Party

. linked defence of British capitalism to
.denunciations of Margaret Thatcher. The

Tories, it argued, ‘spoke for a “modern

traitor class” which sold Britain to the
~multinational companies dominating the

EEC, for whom nations, regions and in-
dustries of Britain were expendable items
on international balance sheets’ (Morning

Workers Partyenthusiastically backed anti-
Toryismynoting that it was ‘the gut hatred
of the Tories and all they stand for which
is keeping the strike alive’(Socialist Worker
16 February 1980). The SWP put the re-
formists’ superficial view of the dispute
the
Tories had °‘deliberately engineered’ the
strike (19 January {1980).

Given the general consensus that the

problem was not capitalism but a parti-

cular political party and particular person-
alities within it the strike_‘rs were inevitably
led in the wrong direction.

The figures, the figu‘res -

.BSC chairman Charles Villiers was clear

there were no funds to pay for wage in-

creases. The steel workers would only get
‘more money if they worked harder. Sreel-

workers’ Banner refused to accept this.
Pointing to the enormous interest charges
BSC had incurred through borrowing and

the millions the Corporation had wasted

on projects that were doomed to failure,
it argued that the cash was there to pay
its members. It claimed that the steel-
workers had made ‘impressive’ improve-
ments in productivity and issued statistics
to show that they were as intensively -ex-
ploited as their foreign counterparts.

BSC produced some figures; the ISTC
countered with others. Thus the union

14 January 1980). The Socialist

~

“ensured that the struggle for its members’ |/
livelihoods bécame sidetracked by heated |
. arguments about how the Corporation’s

books could be balanced. Needless to say
the SWP fell into this trap. Blind to the

“bankrupt state of the steel industry, it
‘BSC can afford to pay up - the .

argued: ,
Tories could easily find money for the

industry!” (Socialist Worker, 12 January-

1980). As the strike continued, the SWP
discovered fresh sources of funds:

take up to £70 million offered by the
EEC to delay closures?’(9 February 1980).

The enthusiasm
played the money game eventﬁally led it
into the great productivity debate. Follow-
ing the ISTCbureaucracy the SWPdeclared
‘British steel workers produce on average

as much steel as their German equivalents’.
~ (Socialist Worker, 19 January 1980). With

polemic like this it was hardly surprising
that the bosses continued to dictate the
basic political framework of the strike.

~ State power
While the ISTC and the left pored over

BSC’s accounts the bpurgeois state was

busy at work. By the second week of the
strike more than 150 pickets had been
arrested. Scores were beaten up by the
police; and several sustained injuries suffi-
cient to put them m hospital. But police

batons and court injunctions only made .

the steelworkers extend the scope of their

- strike action.

Workers’ defiance of the law was an
important development in the steel strike.

‘It showed their willingness to question

bourgeois legality when working class

- interests were at stake. But the threat to
~ law and order terrified the Labour Party.
[ssuing a cry for campaigning action to

save Britain’s steel industry at the general

strike rally in Cardiff, Michael Foot re-

minded the steelworkers that ‘all of us in
this country have to understand we have
to obey the law’ (quoted in The Times,
29 January 1980). It was the same with

- the ISTC executive. It acquiesced to Lord
- Denning’s ruling against ‘secondary picket-
ing’ and called on its private sector mem;

bers to stay at work. Bill Sirs bowed down
before the judiciary:

- ‘We are and have always been a union which
obeys not only the letter but the spirit of the

- law. We accept that the law is paramount because
. without. law there is anarchy.” (Quoted in The

Times, 3 January 1980)
Only the House of Lords’ subsequent de-

~ cision to overturn Denning’s verdict saved

Sirs from losing control over his own
members. | |

The labour bureaucracy weathered the
storm of illegality because, although the
steelworkérs were prepared to defy the
law, they were not prepared to challenge
the state. Workers were ready to break

~ the law if the state interfered with the

pursuit of their industrial action. The most
militant workers were even ready to chal-

lenge and bring down the Tory Govern-
But the strength of Labourism

ment.
ensured that the basic legitimacy of the.
bourgeois state was not questioned, Op-
position to the ‘state was restricted to
opposition to particular government
measures and individuals. If the state was
run by a Labour administration, it was
held, things would be different.

Thus was the steelworkers’ disregard
for the law reconciled with the reformists’
strategy.That’s why left-wing union bureau-
crats like Arthur Scargill could call on
workers to break the law — to harness mili-
tant action to gain transient concessions.

Neglecting the conservative politics that
informed even the most aggressive of the
steelworkers’ actions,  the radical left

simply called for more action. It raised the
slogan of a General Strike. Radical stuff!

But not the kind of stuff which can be
fought for through union militancy alone.

The call for a General Strike raises the
question of political power. If the Tories

‘how
‘many workers outside steel know that the
""*government has deliberately refused to

with which the ‘left -

~ their pernicious influence.

- contmued from page l 6

are going to be brought down. by mdus-" - ', f
trial action what is going to take their
-place? The collective wisdom of the radi-

cal left is that ‘ooun,,ei_ls of action’ or a
‘workers’. government’ will. This is mean:
ingless. What the radical left really means

is something a bit more famrhar -~ a.

Labour government. »
The 1rresponsrble cail for a General

Strike avoids the problem of reformist
politics in the working class. It goes along’

with anti-Tory sentiments and'seeks to
give it a sharper edge. It passes over the

“immediate barriers that workers must sur-

mount if they are to challenge the state.
Unable to give a'lead in today’s struggles
the radical left cannot say who is going to
lead the struggle for tomorrow’s General

‘Strike. In effect it makes way for Labour

politicians. It is just the union bureau-

cracy’s prodigal son — always ready to-
“leave home in disgust, always ready to
“return home in shame.

-~

~ The fight against Labourism

The steelworkers are fighting for their jobs
and for the survival of their communities.
Apart from reducing employment in steel
by a thlrd BSC’s plan threatens tens of
thousands of jobs in.mining and in trans-
port and service industries. Wales, Scotland

~and the North East face levels of unem-
ployment not seen in Britain for 40 years.

In this strike wages is a side-issue: the full

20 per cent claim would barely keep up
 with inflation.- Mass redundancy is what |
~ overshadows the steel strike.

The politics of the Labour Party con-

tinually undermined the strike. Yet the

“left hardly gave them a mention. Indeed,

its anti-Tory diatribes were excellent pro-
paganda for the Labour Party. As a result
the Labour leadership could muddy over
its past record of imposing massive redun-
dancies in steel and present a glowing
vision of the future under a Labour govern-

~ ‘ment. The credibility of the Labour Party

ensured that the dispute was conducted

along respectabie lines. Had the strike got

out of hand, Labour politicians were avail-

i -

able to divert workers into some prolonged

"arbltratlon procedure.. |
The -politics of Labourism Ied the
strikers away from their class interests.

Labour’s commitment to the national

economy was a millstone round their

necks. It meant they could only defend

. their interests in the context of a viable

steel industry. Despite their militancy,
the steelworkers were not prepared to

come out and say that company finance
was not ,their business — that they would
- pursue their fight irrespective of its effect

on the capitalist economy. Yet unless

-workers reject any responsibility for the

present and future position of ‘their*indus-
try they will end up paying the prrce for
the capitalist crisis.

It was for this reason that the strikersé |

flouting of the law posed little threat to

the employers. The dominant position of
the labour bureaucracy made it certain
that industrial action would not be aimed
against the capitalist system itself. The

legitimate violence. of the steelworkers

was not politically directed against the
capitalist class. Instead, what was in reality
a struggie between the working class and
the capitalist class-was taken up as an in-
dustrial dlspute over wages. And so long
as this was the casel the labour bureaucracy
and the bosses could stay on top of the
situation.

- Many steelworker mlhtants had no faith

have the political arguments to combat
This was the
problem that revolutionary communists

had to address — and did address — on the

picket lines. It is a problem that prevails

in every strike in Britain today. We write -

the next step. to overcome that problem.

We write it to arm active workers in their

struggle against Labourism.
- Cathy Barrett
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in their reformist leaders. But nor did they
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THE STEEL STRIKE, in its eighth week as we
go to press, shows the tremendous . wnll and
determination of British workers. |

It also reveals dangers — for steelworkers and
the working class as a whole, Bill Sirs, gencral
secretary of the Iron and Steel Trades Confeder-
ation, called his members out for the first time

~In SO0 yearson 2 January 1980. The ISTC concen-

trated on the wages issue: itignored BSC’s threat

- of 53 000 redundancies. Seven weeks passed be-

fore unofficial strike committees broadened the
struggle to include the defence of jobs.

- Here we focus on the political obstacles that
must be overcome if the steelworkers, and work-
ers throughout industry, are to defend their
class interests today, -

The militancy of the steelworkers came as a
shock to the government — and to the union
leaders. The ISTC has always been on the right
wing of the British labour movement. Before we
examine the forces which have driven the steel-
workers into an unprecedented display of in-
dustrial strength, let’s take a look at the union’s
record, Moderate Bill Sirs follows a tradition of
co-operation with the employers that stretches
back to the nineteenth century,

BSC’s company union

. , N :
Steelworkers’ unions were founded by

craftsmen who worked to contract. They
sub-contracted jobs out to unskilled work-
ers, paying wages out of the lump sum they
received from the bosses. They saw produc-
tion as a co-operative venture and took a
real interest in their bosses’ prosperity.

‘Mechanisation spelt the end for the con-

tract system. But class harmony was up-

held through the collective bargaining
machinery estabhshed in the joint wage

boards. In one form or another these com-

mittees of umon company and govem-
mernt representatives remain the means of
negotiation and conciliation in the in-
dustry to this day.

The ISTC was formed through the
fusion of a number ot small steel unions
in 1917. Arthur Pugh, the union’s founder

. and general secretary for 20%years, showed

where his loyalties lay at the time of the
1926 General Strike. Pugh, by then chair-
man of the TUC, was reluctant to support
the miners’ demand for nationalisation as
a means of staving off wage cuts. He ob-
served that ‘no government, whatever its
complexion, could justify the use of pub-

lic funds to bolster up what was largely

an inefficient industry’ (Arthur Pugh.
Men of steel, 1951). Pugh’s successor,
Lincoln Evans, maintained this commit-
ment to efficiency and class collaboration.
‘Industry’, he said, ‘was not a place where
two sides were ranged against each other
in a'state of permanent hostility, engaged
in a ceaseless class struggle, but a joint
enterprise where divergent interests could

‘be reconciled by discussion- and negotia-

tion against a background of common

~interest in an efficient thriving and pros-

perous industry’ (ibid).

Both Pugh and Evans were knighted for
services rendered to the bourgeoisie. When
a third general secretary was similarly
honoured the union could hardly contain
itself ‘it might almost seem that to become

a Commander of the British Empire was

an aehievement associated with the post

of general secretary of the ISTC’ (ibid).

Sirs had better watch out lest his more
militant members spoil his chances.
The structure of the ISTC reflects its
politics. The union was run in the past by
‘first hands’, the top men in the steel fur-
naces and by ‘roller bosses’, the equivalent

‘in rollihg mills. It retains a rigid hier-

16 the next step, March 1980

archical structure, recruiting ‘vertically’

from labourers and skilled workers to cleri-

cal workers and lower management. Work-
place branches cover sections; usually seve-
ral coexist in the same plant. There is little
factor.y-Wide organisation and no network

of shop stewards. Much of the ISTC’s busi-

ness revolves around demarcation with the

dozen other craft and general unions that |

also organise in the steel industry.
The ISTC is very undemocratic. All

un‘ions, the ISTC now finds itself fighting
a major battle with the Government. What
went wrong? True, Sirs justified its first
national strike since 1926 with the words
‘while we recognise that the Corporation

is not making overall profits, it is produc- -

ing and quite profitably in many plants’
(quoted in The Times, 8 December 1979),

so continuing his predecessors’ concern

that steelmaking in Britain be lucrative:

dancies early in 1976, chief executive Bob Scholey explained:

but something has changed. What?

The collapse of BSC

‘WE’RE BUST’ — David Grieves

- ‘THE STEEL CORPORATION IS.BANKRUPT’ — Sir Keith Joseph

BSC’s managing director and chief government backer sum its plight up well. Like much of
British manufacturing industry, steel is suffering the effects of decliring profitability and
obsolete plant. Its future depends on the success of the major offensive BSC management has
unleashed on the jobs, conditions and wages of its workforce. | .
NATIONALISATION FORCES A SHAKE-OUT

2

In 1967 a Labour government nationalised Britain’s 14 largest private steel firms to_assist the

modernisation of the industry. In 1973 BSC drew up a 10 year plan providing for the concen-
tration of capital investment in a handful of efficient steelmaking centres (Ravenscraig, Scun-
thorpe, Port Talbot and Llanwern) and for the run-down or winding up of other, outdated sites.
At the same time management went all out to win the co-operation of the trade unions, It
appointed worker directors to help with ‘overmanning’ and ‘restrictive practices’ and so increase
the exploitation of their mates. | h‘

Since nationalisation 100 000 steelworkers’ jobs have drsappeared mainly through volun-

tary redundancy

. TOWARDS A DOWNFALL .
In the mid ’seventies the world plunged into recession. Demand for steel was mrllrons of tons

\\

below what BSC had optimistically predicted in _its decennial plan. World overcapacrty and
fierce competition from new producing nations like South Korea and Brazil brought BSC nearer

and nearer the brink of disaster. Despite extensive re-equipment and shedding of jobs BSC’s

| productivity was much less than that of countries like Japan.. By 1975 the Corporation was

losing £ Im a day.
Figures like this suggested that major surgery was requrred For steelworkers the appomt-
ment of Sir Charles Villiers in 1976 heralded a new round of sackings, as well as a turn from
‘industrial democracy’ to a tougher management regime. Announcing a further 40 000 redun-
‘the unions know as well as we
do that you come to a point at which voluntary redundancy is not going to produce all the
results you need’ (The Times, 24 January 1976), From then on "BSC could only stay afloat
through closures and compitlsory redundancies. |
LABOUR’S ASSAULT
In December 1977 the steel bosses of Europe met to find a way round the dumprng, higher
tariff barriers and tougher quotas that promised to engulf the industry in a trade war of unpre-
cedented viciousness. At the proposal of EEC Industry Commissioner Viscomte Davignon, each
producer state agreed to a plan to restrain production and peg prices. Consensus was reached

~that, in the longer term, only further rationalisations and more closures would assure the

survival of the European steel industry, |
But the Labour Government couldn’t wait for the longer term. It sent Lanarkshire, Clyde
Iron, Ebbw Vzrle, Hartlepool; East Moors, Shelton, Irlam and Bilston to the wall right away.
And it wasn’t satisfied simply shutting down antique openhearth furnaces either. Soon invest-
ment was slashed at two of BSC’s most advanced factories — Teeside and Port Talbot.
SLAMMING THE GATES ' '

By 1979 BSC was on its last legs. Domestic demand from industries like mechanical engineering,

construction and motor vehicles had fallen steadily and showed no signs of an upturn. Exports
had been hit by the buoyancy of the pound, Despite using the spectre of \unemployment to
keep its workers’ wages low, the Corporation had lost £1 billion in the previous four years. The
Tories had no choice but to accelerate the ruthless cutbacks that their Labour predecessors had
begun. | ’ |
In July Joseph announced cash hmlts governing every aspect of BSC s expenditures. Then
came the Corporation’s message: another 50 000 jobs were for the chop. One way or another,
the capitalist class was out to make Britain’s steelworkers bear the burden.of BSC’s crisis — bear

i with their livelihoods.

~union officers are appointed, the general

secretary for life. The union only. began
to have annual conferences four years
ago — but these remain powerless to make

policy. While most union conferences in-
vite leading Labour Party politicians to

address delegates, the ISTC invites lumin-
aries like Prince Charles. Yet though it
spends most of its energies policing its own
members and squabbling with other

Why Sirs woke up

The Confederation leaders were forced to

act both by the nature of the ‘survival
plan’ that BSC management drew up be-
fore Christmas and by the explosion from
rankandfile steelworkers that the plan pro-

‘mised to let loose. BSC’s proposed 53 000

redundancies meant that they would find
themselves heading a union ravaged by

the next step

membership losses.

BSC’s mtentlon to
move towards locally negotiated productf«fa};‘:;..
1vity deals spelt an end to their Jurrsdlctlonf{"f

over wages and conditions. From the other,_f;;gf
side, BSC’s offer of a two per cent pay rise 'y

- presaged an uncontrollable/out‘burst of:
militancy from every steel plant in Britain. =

But it wouldn’t just be wages that ISTC’%ﬁ-:fﬂ
members would be up in arms about. It

would above all be jobs. The prospect of

their leaders agreeing to yet another batch
of redundancies was likely to prove the:__.

last straw. . |
The fate of the trade union bure aucraey

depends on the survival of its mstltutrons..
and on its capacity to mediate between

employers and workers The buréaucrats |
past betrayals had weakened their posmon

significantly. Last year, when they tried - -
‘to launch a small, symbolic protest against.
| sackulgs at Shdtton and Corby, the work-

ers there told them to stuff it; demoralised

by a succession of closures, many opted

for redundancy money rather than an -
effectual struggle. By the closing weeks of .

1979 Sirs and his partners knew that they -
themselves would be out of a job if thpy 0

dldn t call a strike. So they did. |

More in sorrow than in anger

‘The executive’s reluctance to call for in--

dustrial action was clear from the start B

gave BSC managers several weeks’ notrce-_-,_g_;_.;},
in which to build up . stocks and- begged * }
‘then to make a deal; deliberately pushmgf-f U
the issue of . redundancies to . the back-
_-ground and pleading f or a mere- 15 per
- cent. Negotiations. broke down when BSC}__’ R
‘refused to budge from a final offer of 12
per cent — plus all the onerous conditions -\

it had laid down in its orginal survival plan.

Unable to accept the ‘strings’, the ISTC

leadership had to turn and fight.

The ISTC chiefs hoped for a short dis-.
pute. But once the steelworkers were out
the initiative passed to them. ‘Twenty per
cent and no strings’ was the cry from picket

lines throughout the country. Grass-rodts
-pressure forced Sirs to take a tough stand
and refuse further formal negotiations

until he saw ‘money on the table’.

Rank and file strengths

Still, after a backdoor agreement w1th
BSC, senior Confederation officials rushed

to quell militant picketing and to delay

the extension of the strike to the private

sector. As a worried Bill Sirs reassured the

ruhng class:

‘We are trying to make sure there is discipline -
on the picket lines and we have firm control

because this is in the interests of the labour

movement and our union. Where people have -

stopped independent steelmakers we have
managed to release their hold’. (The Times, 10
January 1980) .

But he was bluffing: in Wales, South
Y orkshire, the West Midlands and ScOtland
militant picketing continued.

Despite having had little experience of
industrial action in the past the steel-
workers’ strike was-solid from the start:

pickets rapidly covered private steelworks,

steel stockholders, large-scale consumers
and docks and transport depots. The most

militant centres were South Yorkshire and .

South Wales.
Steel plants around Sheffleld are more
specialised and more <closely mtegrated

with neighbouring engineering and r.nach—{”
ine tool industries than others. Redundan-

ciesin the area have largely been voluntary;
/ . - :

continued on page 15 .
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