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RCP Activities

: BIRMINGHAM the next step is sold every Saturday
: : 11.00 -1.00pm at Camden Town
: Wednesday 2 June 7.30pm | tube and market.

No to the UN peace plan: support |
Argentina against Britain. RCP

public meeting, For details of SOUTH LONDON
venue see the next step sellers or
phone 01-274 3951.

South London Irish Freedom
Movement activists group meets
at 8.00pm on Tuesday 8, Monday
21 June. Newcomers welcome.
Lambeth Town Hall, Acre Lane,
Brixton, SW9,

Thursday 10 June 10.00am
Support Pino Khan — drop the

charges! Picket of Victoria Court,
Corporation Street, organised by
Workers Against Racism and the

S A South London Workers Against
Pakistani Workers Association.

Racism activists group meets at
7.00pm on Tuesday 15 June at
John Marshall Hall, Blackfriars
Bridge Rd, SE1 (near Waterloo
station).

Wednesday 16 June 7.30pm
Fight racism! March to the TUC!
Birmingham Workers Against
Racism public meeting. Details

from the next step sellcrs or _

phone 01-274 3951. MANCHESTER
I o 7.00pm
COVENTRY A woman'’s right to work — fight

the anti-trade union laws! Women
for Communism public meeting
with speakers from Laurence
Scott and Rulecan disputes.
Details from the next step sellers
or phone 01-274 3951.
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at Parkcourt dole 9.30-11.30am
Mondays and Tuesdays, GPO Saturday 19 June 10.00am
12.00-2.00pm Wednesdays and Preparing for Power regional
Thursdays, Foleshill Rd and the dayschool. Sessions include:
Precinct 11.00-1.00pm Saturdays. | ® The internationalist tradition
_ of the working class {Mike
CEEDE Fre.eman) % Building an a.nti-
racist movement (Judy Harrison)

Saturday 17 June. 11.00-5.30pm % The crisis and the class struggle
Workers Against Racism regional (Frank Richards). Graves Cinema,

meeting regularly to build for the
Workers March Against Racism
te the TUC in September.
Contact the next step sellers for
details.

]
i COVWAR activists group will be
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4 day conference. Sessions on the Sheffield University. For details CND prays for a British peace

o unions, the police and racist phane. 01-274 3951 or write to .

| attacks. Swarthmore Centre, Preparing for Power, BM RCP,

i Woodhouse Square, L3. London WC1N 3XX. ,
i "

| Wednesday 23 June 1.00pm | 9 June 7.30pm

Lobby Leeds City Council for a How to fight racism in the unions. \ 2
ge2r - _ inibal 46 cAmIGEMOEE. Bobity Sheffield Workers Agaifist Racism
| 3 Sands. Civil Hall, Leeds. public meeting: speaker Judy

Harrison. Brown Cow, The Wicker,

¥
Leeds Irish Freedom Movement | Sheffield. _
activists group meets fortnightly the next step is sold every week
on Monday 14, 28 June at 7.30 . | from 9.00 —11.00am Mondays to

pm. Leeds Trades Club, Saville | Thursdays at West Street dole
| Mount, LS7. office.

EAST LONDON BRIGHTON
ELWAR activists group meets 16 June 7:30pm I~y
fortnightly at 6.45pm on Monday Stop Britain’s wars: Ireland for

7,21 June. Calcutta House, City the Irish — Malvinas for Argentinal
of London Poly, Old Castle Irish Freedom Movement fringe
1 Street (near Aldgate East tube). meeting.

1 NALGO National Conference ,
! East London Irish Freedom Move. | Apolio Hotel, 135 Kings Road,
: ment activists group meets fort- Brighton.

nightly on Wednesday 9, 23 June, —

Dalston Labour Club, Dalstan

e EB. BRISTOL .

i I | Friday 18 June 7.30pm

{ United we'rg strong — divided we ]

i NORTH LONDON ’ : . : N A

: fall. People have been arrested for ‘insulting behaviour’ for chanting anti-imperialist slogans

| ;’""ﬁ"“da" 21J~‘|‘"eh X 71;::10(';":“ Vs ggai":‘ Fjazis":_l puble on demonstrations against the war in London. Send donations to help pay the fines and

| ight racism! March to the ! meeting. Speaker Judy Harrison 5 =

L North London Workers Against (WAR National Organiser). court costs to: Box BM RCP, London WC:’N 3)()(.. 4
Racism public meeting, Prince Inworks Centre, Hepburn, Brig- (Cheques and postal orders payable to RC Association)
Albert Pub, Wharfdale Rd, N1. stocke Road, St Pauls, Bristol.
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the next step

Bring the war toBritain

AS WE GO to press Britain has just invaded
the Malvinas. The military outcome of
the war remains unclear. But of one thing
there can be no doubt: the ruling class
has already won a major victory on the
home front. Support for Britain’s war
drive is overwhelming, Behind the Govern-
ment, the military and the bosses there is
a broad consensus that Britain is in the
right and Argentina is the aggressor. Inso-
far as there is any public debate about the
war the discussion is really about how
best to fight Argentina. The 31 Labour
left MPs who voted against the Govern-
ment’s military plans on 20 May knew
which side they were on, and simply pre-
ferred a more peaceful form of aggression
against Argentina. As Tony Benn stated
in summing up their position: let’s have
more ‘financial and economic sanctions’,
that ‘would almost certainly bring Gal-
tieri down’. In this extended editorial we
explore the reasons behind the pro-war
consensus and outline a strategy for fight-
ing it. But first we look again at the his-
toric ties between Britain and Argentina,

Civilising mission

‘Spanish America is free, and if we do not
mismanage our affairs, she is English,’ (Lord
Canning, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 1824)

Lord Canning was right. The overwhelm-
ing industrial superiority of nineteenth
century England transformed much of
Spanish America into its vassal states.
In formal terms Argentina remained
independent. But in reality Britain’s
control over the region ensured that its
interests became paramount. A close
working alliance between British indus-
trialists and Argentinian landowners gua-
ranteed this economic domination. Any
attempt to build indigenous industry was
thwarted by Britain’s agents in control of
the Argentinian state. ‘Free trade’ became
the mechanism for establishing foreign
control over the economy. The small
landlord oligarchy preferred this arrange-
ment whereby they received cheap British
manufactured goods and a guaranteed
market for their agricultural products.
Free trade wasn’t merely an economic
policy. When the middle class of Para-
guay province decided to build up domes-
tic industry through keeping out foreign
goods, Britain responded swiftly. The
British ruling class considered the emer-
gent capitalism of Paraguay a threat to
its trade and as a subversive example for

the rest of Latin America. Accordingly
Britain financed an anti-Paraguay military
offensive. In the war of the Triple Alli-
ance, a united force consisting of troops
from Argentina, Uruguay and Brazil
invaded and slaughtered four-fifths of
the male population of Paraguay. British
civilisation and free trade prevailed yet
again,

By the beginning of this century all
the key sectors of Argentinian industry
were in British hands. The country was
run by two interest groups, the cattle-
men’s association and the British lobby.
Despite the growth of working class
action and the development of a radical
nationalist movement, British interests
continued to prevail. Britain was par-
ticularly worried by the emergence of
working class militancy. Strikes in fac-
tories, mines and railways threatened to
paralyse foreign capital completely. As
working class action gathered momen-
tum, leading to the drawing up of plans
for a general strike, British business began
to fight back. In 1919 a group of British-
born industrialists and bankers initiated
and financed the establishment of the
infamous Patriotic League. This reac-
tionary para-military organisation wun-
leashed a wave of terror against working
class communities. Repression was step-
ped up and the subsequent climate of
terror made Argentina safe for British
profit-making once more.

Britain’s hold over Argentina’s econo-
my was heightened in the ’thirties. The
slump forced British imperialism to se=k
salvation in its traditional spheres of in-
fluence, and to compensate for its declins
it stepped up its plunder of the rest of tae
world. The Roca-Runciman Treaty of
1933 was economic robbery dressed up
in the guise of a diplomatic agreement.
Under the terms of this treaty, the A
tine economy was subordinated to
demands of the British market for meat
and grain,

Galtieri — made in Britain

Since the ’forties Britain’s predommmant
position in Argentina has been supplant=d
by US imperialism. But, although the US
has become the main guarantor of impe-
rialist interests in the region, Britz= has

continued to exercise considera®is in-
fluence. The March 1976 coup whack l=d
to the rise of the present militery mmta
may have been of US inspiration_®ar the
model had ‘Made in Britain® stamoes on
it. In overt political terms Bromm has

never infringed Argentinian sovereignty.
It didn’t need to. Whilst Britain financed
numerous coups, organised the murder
of tens of thousands of workers, and
plundered Argentina’s wealth, it could
maintain in public a stance of non-
involvement.

Britain’s invasion of the Malvinas is a
sign of its weakness: Britain can no long-
er defend its interests from the lounge of
the Buenos Aires Jockey Club. Neverthe-
less it remains true to form. Under the
cover of liberating the Falklands, British
imperialism draws on the experience of
nearly two centuries of barbaric oppres-
sion to make sure it is not edged out.

For the people of Argentina long-
standing foreign occupation of the Mal-
vinas was a potent symbol of the subor-
dination of their country to imperialism.
For them, British control of the Malvinas
was intimately linked to the indignity of
foreign control and intimidation in Argen-
tina. The British settlers on the islands are
unfortunate victims of circumstance —
but they have also become unwitting
tools in cynical British manoeuvres, Self-
determination for the British settlers is
nonsense. It implies that 1800 British
settlers should be able to thwart the
aspirations of millions of Argentinians.
Self-determination for the Malvinas in
practice means the denial of self-deter-
mination to Argentina.

Argentina is a long-suffering victim of
British imperialism. Britain has no rights
to the Malvinas. The Argentinian people
have legitimate claims that go way bey-
ond the islands currently in dispute. This
is an imperialist war the central object of
which is to show countries throughout
the backward capitalist world that Britain
is still a world power to be reckoned with,
British workers have no interest in up-
holding British militarism and every in-
terest in supporting Argentina’s rights and
calling for the defeat of Britain,

For us the character of the regime in
Argentina is irrelevant., Every time the
British ruling class goes to war it depicts
its enemies and their leaders as the black-
est evil in the world. Galtieri and the
junta have joined the Tsar and his Cos-
sacks, Kaiser Billy and the Junkers, Hitler
and the Nazis, Mussolini and the fascisti,
Emperor Hirohito and Colonel Nasser
in Britain’s gallery of infamy. This
chauvinist hypocrisy plays a vital role
in mobilising the working class for war,
The chorus of abuse for Galtieri and pro-
found analysis of the record of his regime

from the reformist and radical left press
simply indulges and reinforces the wave
of ‘anti-Argy’ chauvinism currently being
stirred up in Britain, British workers do
not need to be told that the regime in
Buenos Aires is, like dozens of others
backed in the past by Britain, reactionary.
What needs to be shouted from the street
corners — and here the left is silent — is
that British imperialism is a hundred
times more reactionary. A victory for
Britain in the war in the South Atlantic
would mean the further subjugation of
the people of Argentina and a return to
the sort of British ‘non-interference’
which means economic plunder and
brutal oppression. The defeat of Britain
on the other hand would create the most
favourable conditions for the workers of
Argentina to settle scores with Galtieri
and his ilk.

Chauvinist heritage

Since the imperialist character of this war
is so obvious, why is there such an over-
whelming domestic consensus behind
Britain’s war drive? The answer is straight-
forward. Throughout this century foreign
policy has tended to be above party
politics. In Parliament, the Labour and
Tory parties have maintained a bipartisan
approach to foreign affairs, despite the
differences of emphasis which may arise.
For example, Labour Governments tend
to be more critical of South Africa than
their Conservative counterparts. But
under the counter nothing changes —
arms, trade and investments have flowed
to South Africa no matter what the
Government. As a rule it can be said that
the greater the threat to British imperia-
lism the greater the scope of bipartisan-
ship. Thus the Irish liberation struggle,
which represents a formidable challenge
to the British state has been uniformly
condemned by every major parliamentary
party. Moreover, even when in opposition,
the Labour Party has never criticised the
Conservative regime’s Irish policy.

The actions of the Labour Party have
ensured that the pursuit of British imp-
erialist interests is a legitimate stand-
point in the working class. If anything,
the Labour Party, and particularly its
left wing, is more nationalistic than
other major parties. We have now become
accustomed to the ritual of Labour
politicians blaming the crisis of British
capitalism on the EEC or on foreign
imports. Recently the Labour left has

{continued on page 4)
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(continued from page 3)

extended its chauvinist repertoire to
denouncing American imperialism. Of
course America is imperialist. But what
Tony Benn argues is that Britain isn’t,
and moreover, that Britain has become
a colony of US imperialism! Tell that to
the workers of Argentina.

The chauvinist outlook of the labour
bureaucracy has deep roots in the British
peace movement. The Campaign for
Nuclear Disarmament has been very
embarrassed by the war in the South
Atlantic, These days it is legitimate and
even respectable to protest against
nuclear weapons and about the threat of
a war in the future. This is especially true
if, like CND, you infuse your protest
with a good dose of anti-Americanism.
Many establishment figures and even a
section of the military can go along with
this sort of campaign. But matters are
entirely different when Britain is engaged
in a real war. It is no longer a question of
the threat of war in the future but a real
war in the here and now. Real war has
created a dilemma for CND. It is meant
to be against war, but taking a stand
against this one means losing respectability
and being labelled anti-British.

CND’s response to the war is therefore
instructive. It feared that an anti-war
movement might develop outside its
control, so it set up the Ad Hoc Comm-
ittee for Peace in the Falklands. One
of the first statements that it issued was
to dissociate itself from anti-imperialists.
A leaflet distributed by the Ad Hoc
Committee on 16 May declared: ‘We are
not supporters of Argentina or enemies
of Britain’. This is a delicate way of
saying: ‘A war is going on, we want
peace, but you can be sure that we are
the enemies of Argentina and the suppor-
ters of Britain’.

The problem with the Ad Hoc Comm-
ittee is not merely that it has the wrong
slogans. It isn’t just British first and
pacifist second. Its very existence is
designed to control the anti-war move-
ment in order to betray it. Committee
stewards have actively sought the help
of the police to isolate anti-imperialists
from demonstrations. They have threat-
ened sellers of the next step with physical
violence. They have also sabotaged
attempts to mobilise for demonstrations
in case they lose control over the protests.
Their rule is to keep anti-war sentiments
within safe channels to ensure that dis-
cussion remains according to the terms
set by British imperialism.

Their peace and ours

The opposition to the war rests its case
on the need for a peaceful solution.
Calling for peace in the middle of the
war begs a very important question.
What sort of peace? While everybody
is in favour of peace, peace means diff-
erent things for people in different
social positions. For Margaret Thatcher
and the British ruling class it means
oppressing Argentina in total peace. For
the Argentinian people and British anti-
imperialists it means peace from military
intervention — something that can only
come about with the defeat of British
imperialism.

In reality, nobody is for peace in the
abstract. The Labour left MPs who want
a ‘peaceful solution” want to see the
defeat of Argentina brought about by
‘peaceful” means. Thus Tribunite MP
Michael Meacher argues that ‘the noose
on Argentina could be clearly tightened’.
For Meacher, the best course of action is
to step up economic sanctions, get imp-
erialist bankers to deliver a death blow
against the Argentine economy and force

Washington to destroy Argentina’s re-
maining supply lines. Peaceful economic
war — the Labour left is sure that it
works. After all, wasn’t the left-wing
Allende regime in Chile brought down by
the forces unleashed by imperialist
economic boycott?

The call for economic war is com-
plemented by the demand for peaceful
negotiations, Peaceful diplomacy has an
air of calm rationality about it. But in
reality negotiations are simply another
way of fighting a war. The outcome of
negotiations is not based on logical
arguments. Rather, it is economic power
and military might which decide the
nature of any negotiated settlement.
Negotiations between British imperialism
and its historic victim Argentina are
conducted with the barrel of a gun at the
head of the weaker party.

Expose the charlatans!

Many on the left say they agree with our
analysis that the enemy is the British
ruling class. Unfortunately they conclude
that now is not the time to act on these
principles for fear that we’ll become
isolated. They even go so far as to work
under the wing of the Ad Hoc Committee
for Peace in the Falklands. They say that
although the Committee’s slogans are
diffuse, they are acceptable in principle.
Thus the SWP, while expelled from the
Ad Hoc Committee, kept silent about its
‘differences’ in case it became isolated.
An extreme example of this fear of
isolation occured in Sheffield on 15
May. A demonstration of the Ad Hoc
Committee was called off because the
organisers took exception to the radical
slogans that appeared on many banners,
A small group called (ironically) Workers
Power agreed to get rid of its banner to
make sure that the protest went ahead.

A new pamphlet on Britain‘s war against Argentina »

Takingsides
against imperialism

Why has Britain gone to war over the Falklands?
Why do we support Argentina’s claim to the Malvinas?
Why has the mass movement against war in the future proved incapable of opposing

a real war in the present?

Why do we want to see Britain defeated?

How can we fight the war in Britain?

For the answers to these, and other questions about the war, write now for this

rush-release pamphlet.

Send 50p (including postage) to BCM JPLTD London WC1N 3XX. (Cheques and
postal orders payable to Junius Publications Ltd)

In the event the march was still called off
— the Ad Hoc Committee was relieved
to have a pretext to avoid the embarrass-
ment of having to lead an anti-imperialist
demonstration in face of a hostile public.
This preoccupation with isolation
means that the British consensus is never
effectively challenged. The ruling class
has opted for war. The Labour left has
taken the same side but wants to fight
the war peacefully, The Ad Hoc Comm-
ittee has sought refuge in peace and the
radical left, motivated by fear of isolation,
has sought the sanctuary the Committee
provides. The left’s hysterical criticism
of Thatcher is easily absorbed into the
incoherent ramblings of middle class
pacifists, liberals and vicars.
Revolutionaries are not purists who
declare abstract principles and seek the
splendour of isolation. But the issue at
stake is not whether we are isolated or
not, but to build an anti-imperialist
anti-war movement. The British consensus
will only be challenged if the case for the
defeat of imperialism is clearly put. Only
an approach which forces workers to
choose sides can expose the real character
of the war, Only if we bring the war
to Britain and transform the underlying
fears of hundreds of thousands into
class latred against imperialism, can
the tide of chauvinist hysteria be reversed,
Temporary unpopularity is a risk well
worth taking. If the working class has no
independent voice on this war, then the
bosses will know that victory in the class

- war at home is already within their grasp.

Then the force and violence now directed
against the people of Argentina will be
turned against the working class. On
the other hand, should the domestic
consensus break down, workers will
discover a power that will prove resis-
tant to the bosses’ intimidation.

STATEMENT BY THE AD HOC COMMITTEE FOR PEACE IN THE FALKLAND ISLANDS
(R EE T e LT P T A N e | i NS T e R e e e R | SR S S,

The organisations involved in the Ad Hoc Committee for Peace in the Falklands are seriously
concerned over some of the slogans used on the demonstration on Sunday, 9th May.
We want to make it clear that the aims of the committee are:

1. to stop the war over the Falkland Islands.

2. to pursue a peaceful settlement through negotiations at the United Nations.
We are campaigning for the end of hostilities; we are not supporters of Argentina or enemies of

Britain.

We know and readily accept that many organisations will have more detailed policies, but these
proposals, as already outlined, have been accepted by this Committee over three meetings, and
are the ones that embrace and unite all organisations involved. We come together on the basis
that it is the common ground of cessation of hostilities and negotiations through the United
Nations that unites us at our demonstrations, not accentuation of the differences.

We have no wish to restrict organisations pursuing their own policies independently, We do
demand, however, when supporting demonstrations called by the Ad Hoc Committee, that
they should conform to the central policy of the Committee.

We wish to make it clear to the Press, the British public and all organisations that refusal to
do so makes those organisations not supporting our aims unwanted and unwelcome on this

Committee or its demonstrations.
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Imperialism

“A thieves’ Kitche

T'he United Nations

SSa Beiw

b

EVEN BEFORE the Second World War
ended, the United States government, at
the Dunbarton Oaks conference, began
the process of organising the post-war
world under its control. It’s aim, ratified
at the San Francisco conference in 1945
that set up the United Nations, was
straightforward: to break up the colonial
empires of Britain, France, the Nether-
lands, Belgium and Italy and extend
US influence in Asia, the Middle East and
Africa. First President Franklin D Roose-
velt, and after his death, Harry S Truman,
promoted ‘decolonisation” via the UN
as the ‘orderly and peaceful tramsition
of power that would not jeopardise
long-run Western economic and political
interests’. Decolonisation did not of
course include the USA’s newly acquired
territories in the South Pacific which
were designated of vital strategic im-
portance,

At its formation the UN Security
Council included five permanent members.
The post-war peace keepers were the
victors of the 1945 carve-up: the USA,
Britain, the Soviet Union, plus France
and China — at the request of Britain and
the USA respectively. The veto system —
which meant that major decisions had to
be unanimously approved — was designed
to give the UN an impartial status.
However, ‘China’ was represented at the
UN by the Taiwan regime from 1949
until the early ’seventies; and the Soviet
Union’s major concern was to preserve
the favourable modus vivendi with
imperialism it had established in 1945,
This meant that in practice the veto
system simply acted to confer legitimacy
on the measures required to preserve
imperialist stability, In any event, the
veto never stopped the USA from getting
its way on key issues at the UN.

Palestine 1948

The UN took over control of Palestine
from Britain in 1947. With the backing of
the USA and the other world powers, the
UN Special Committee on Palestine pro-
posed the partition of the country, appor-
tioning 55 per cent for a Jewish home-
land. Having justified the Zionist claim to
their promised land the UN stood by as
the Palestinians’ national rights were
crushed and Israel was established.

Korea 1950-53

The Korean war was important in estab-
lishing US authority on the world stage —
and inside the UN, When the national

Under the guise of ‘peace-keeping’ the United Nations has enforced
the world supremacy of American imperialism ever since the Second
World War put the USA on top. Yet the British left accepts the UN as
a benign and neutral mediator, as the ideal forum through which
to establish ‘peace through negotiations’ in the South Atlantic. Helen
Simons examines the record and the reality behind radical illusions
about ‘the veto’ and the ‘non-aligned’ bloc.

liberation movement based in the north-
ern part of Korea attempted to unite the
country and oust imperialist control in
the south, the US immediately despatched
troops from Japan. The USA then over-
rode a Soviet veto on the Security Council
to send in UN troops to back forces
under its direct control. The joint forces,
under effective US military command,
ravaged the country north and south.
Having made the region peaceful, the
UN/US forces withdrew to the south
and installed a brutal military dictator-
ship to safeguard capitalist interests in
the area.

Suez 195667

Suez was where Britain got the message
that it no longer ruled the Middle East
and that the USA had taken over; the
UN ratified Britain’s humiliation. When
Egypt’s Colonel Nasser legitimately
claimed control over the Suez canal
region previously plundered from the
Egyptian people by the British Empire,
the government responded in the cus-
tomary way. It despatched the fleet in
a clumsy combined operation with France
and Israel against Egypt.

In Washington, President Eisenhower
was outraged at Britain’s attempt to
strengthen its position in the Middle
East at the cost of upsetting US plans
for the area. He immediately called for
UN intervention, over-rode both the
British and French veto, and the invading
armies returned to their ships in disgrace.
The Israelis pulled out of Sinai and Gaza
to be replaced by UN troops, who were
to stay for another ten years.

The Congo/Zaire 1960-64

Imperialist intervention in the Congo
became necessary because of the mount-
ing chaos which resulted from the failure
of the attempts by the former colonial
power Belgium to establish a stable pro-
Western regime. The secession of Katanga
(Shaba) province — the souwrcs of 10
per cent of the world’s copper, 60 per
cent of the cobalt, as well as radium,
zinc and industrial diamomds — was

the pretext for the interference of UN
troops to restore imperialist control.

The UN’s first objective was to re-
integrate Katanga back into the Congo.
The secession had been encouraged by
Belgium whose mining companies had a
firm grip on the province, but because it
destabilised the whole area, it ran against
the broader interests of imperialism. UN
troops soon brought Tshombe’s Katangan
rebels to heel while preserving Belgium’s
interests in the province., The second
objective was to crush the mass anti-
imperialist movement. The murder of its
leader Lumumba was a start but it took
the combined efforts of the UN, Belgian
troops and Katangan mercenaries several
bloody months to crush the masses.

In this peace-keeping operation tens of
thousands of Africans were slaughtered;
many more died of famine and disease
resulting from the devastation of agri-
culture.

Middle East 1973-74

When Egypt launched the Yom Kippur
war in 1973 the USA was quick to per-
ceive the threat to imperialist relations in
the area. Following the ceasefire, 7000
UN troops were sent to police the oppos-
ing forces while successive US administra-
tions tried to establish a more secure
framework of domination. In May 1974,
when the Geneva negotiations between
Syria and Israel over the future of the
Golan Heights were reaching fruition, UN
forces moved into the area to contain
Arab resistance to the deal.

Lebanon 1978

The most recent UN operation has been
to keep the peace in the Lebanon. Here
‘peace’ means crushing the Palestinians
in general and the Palestine Liberation
Organisation in particular. The UN
Interim Force in Lebanon set up a 10
kilometre ‘peace zone’ along Israel’s
northern border when it went into
southern Lebanon shortly after the 1978
Israeli invasion. The UN forces concen-
trate on keeping the PLO out of this area,

while tolerating the presence of the

murderous  anti-Palestinian  Christian
militia of Major Haddad.

Non-aligned impotence

Many liberal and reformist apologists for
the UN argue that its whole character
has been changed by the admission to the
General Assembly of many poor nations,
granted a provisional form of indepen-
dence by the imperialist powers over the
post-war years. Loosely affiliated in the
‘non-aligned‘ group, and seen by Stalinists
as the natural allies of the Soviet Union,
these Third World countries are widely
held to be a rising power in the UN. It is
true that the US loses more votes these
days — as early as 1967 it was on the
winning side on only 36 per cent of all
resolutions, compared with 56 per cent
in 1955. The fact remains, however, that
on the key issues the USA gets its way:
the UN has rarely taken action of which
the USA seriously disapproved.

Even when there has been a combined
Soviet and non-aligned bloc vote — on
behalf of Namibian independence or for
sanctions against South Africa and Israel
— the US has been easily able to over-
rule it. The General Assembly can say
what it likes; but US power in the Security
Council makes sure that, when it matters,
the UN does what it’s told. The non-
aligned countries support Argentina’s
claim to the Malvinas; the Security
Council resolution reflects US backing
for a British invasion to reclaim them.

The USA is however becoming increas-
ingly frustrated with the UN. This frus-
tration has less to do with the posturings
of the non-aligned bloc and more to do
with the growing rivalries among the
imperialist powers themselves, As one
American foreign affairs commentator
put it: ‘The relationship of the US to
the UN. has become somewhat tenuous’,
in an article entitled ‘New fears in the UN
centre on the possibility of ‘a coalition
of the Europeans and the totalitarian left
on Central America” * (The Guardian, 24
February). As inter-imperialist tensions
deepen in response to the recession, the
UN seems destined to go the same way as
its predecessor the League of Nations.
Lenin called it a ‘thieves’ kitchen’, It
kept the peace by presiding over the
enslavement of millions — until it col-
lapsed when the thieves fell out and went
to war with one another. The United
Nations, despite its rhetoric, has always
come down on the side of imperialism
and against those who fight it.
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As the South Atlantic war upsets US plans for Latin America
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counts his dominoes

The very fact that Britain is at war with Argentina shows how far the
United States has lost its grip throughout Latin America. Phil Murphy
looks at the crisis of US foreign policy. s

AS THE UNITED STATES grew in
strength as a capitalist power, so too did
its pernicious influence over the rest of
the American continent, particularly its
southern parts. In the Monroe Doctrine
of 1823, rising America staked its claim,
but it was not until 1898 that -Spanish
control of South America was decisively
overcome. The USA consolidated its in-
fluence after the Second World War with
the Rio Treaty of 1947 and the founda-
tion of the Organisation of American
States in 1948. Over the next two de-
cades the USA established a position of
unparalleled supremacy in Latin America.

The centre cannot hold

The recession however has steadily under-
mined American influence. Competition
from Europe and Japan has displaced the
USA as the main trading partner of Brazil,
Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay; key
rivals have outpaced the USA in import-
ing goods from Chile, El Salvador, Nicara-
gua and Peru. The US share of Latin
America’s export trade fell from 17 per
cent in 1953 to nine per centin 1976. In
terms of investment outlets US com-
panies have lost major contracts to Euro-
pean and Japanese firms. Take Brazil for
example — the US share of foreign invesi-
ment fell from 38 to 30 per cent between
1971 and 1978. In the arms trade France
in particular has begun to squeeze the
USA out of important markets.

At the same time the world recession
has exacerbated political tensions. It has
wreaked havoc on economies reliant on a
few major exports — coffee, bananas,
cotton — with a fragile industrial sector.
In Central America for example industrial
growth dropped from an average of
8% per cent in the ‘sixties to 32 per cent
between 1975 and 1978. By 1980 most
Latin American economies were stagnant:
in El Salvador GDP fell by 10 per cent.
The result, in countries already charac-
terised by extremes of poverty and
repression and run by corrupt and auto-
cratic elites, has been political explosions
of the sort that put the Sandinistas in
power in Nicaragua in 1979. Conflicts
between populist anti-imperialist forces
and reactionary regimes are currently

raging with varying degrees of intensity
in El Salvador and Guatemala. And even
Honduras and Costa Rica are losing their
facade of stability.

Another feature of the burgeoning
instability of South America is the pro-
liferation of border disputes. The two
most serious conflicts are between Vene-
zuela and Guyana and between Chile and
Argentina, but Guatemala still wants
Belize, Peru has a claim on a chunk of
Ecuador and Venezuela is also in dispute
with Colombia. Argentina’s claim to
sovereignty over the Malvinas is only
the most well known (now) threat to the
established order of the region.

Drawing the line

America’s response has been to try and
compensate for its economic decline by
increasing its political and military inter-
ference. Like Britain, the USA has never
been slow to resort to sordid intrigues,
assasinations, staged coups and, when all
these failed, direct military interference:
Guatemala - 1954, Cuba 1961, Santo
Domingo 1965, Chile 1973 are some of
the better known examples. In the past
however such tactics were a last resort;
from now on they will have to be syste-
matically pursued.

The Reagan administration has pur-
sued further the strategy begun by Carter
towards the end of his term of office.

Raising the spectre of Cuban/Soviet
infiltration, the USA has gone on the
offensive. At his first press conference on
taking office, Seoretary of State Alexan-
der Haig made it clear that ‘the line
would be drawn’ — in El Salvador. One of
Reagan’s chief Latin America advisers
amplified:

‘1 think that we’re going to see in the next
two to four years an effort made to deal with
the situation in Central America. Whether this
means we will see direct assistance, whether it
will be sanctions against Cuba and Nicaragua,
or anybody else aiding and abetting terrorism
and revolution, I don’t know; but we're going
to some action — “I can assure you of that™.’
(The Listener, 12 February 1981)

The line had to be drawn in Central
America. This was not because of the
area’s economic importance for the USA.

Partly it was because of the fear of
revolution spreading further afield to
Mexico, the USA's third largest overseas
market and now the world’s fourth largest
oil producer, or to Panama, still a major
shipping route for the USA. But mainly it
was to show the world that the USA was
still master, ‘in its own backyard’, as
Time magazine put it (22 March). So the
Reagan government has pumped money,
arms and advisors into El Salvador. And
it has gone in search of allies to help it
police this troublesome region.

The last vestiges of Carter’s ill-fated
‘human rights’ policy — which distanced
the USA from some of its more vicious
old friends — were ditched. Jeane Kirk-
patrick, now UN ambassador at the UN,
was straightforward about the new
policy:

‘If. we are confronted with the choice
between offering assistance to a moderately
repressive autocratic government which is also
friendly to the US and permitting it to be
overrun by a Cuban-trained, Cuban-armed,
Cuban-sponsored insurgency, we would assist
the moderate autocracy’. (The Washington
Post, 4 January 1981)

The " *‘moderate autocracy’ that most
fitted the bill was Argentina: the new US
regime cultivated links with Galtieri and
the junta. The line would be drawn in
El Salvador and Argentina would play-a
key role in a US-sponsored Pan-Latin
American ‘army of peace’ to safeguard
imperialist interests throughout the sub-
continent.

Reagan’s dilemma

The Falklands crisis has caused a major
setback to American plans. From the
beginning it has had to balance its con-
cern to maintain its particular interests
in Latin America with a broader need to
take a hard line against the sort of chal-
lenge to imperialist law and order that
General Galtieri’s takeover of the Malvinas
represented. Washington’s immediate
response was to try to avoid trouble by
sympathising with Britain while keeping
friendly with Argentina: Kirkpatrick
thus went off to dinner at the Argentine
embassy on the night of the invasion.

Reagan’s neutral position — ‘we’re
friends of both sides’ — gave some space
for Haig’s trans-Atlantic shuttle diplo-
macy. But this brought no results and the
President came under increasing pressure
from both sides. One commentator
summed up the concern of many that
the USA could not be seen to be endors-
ing actions such as those of Galtieri:

‘By not siding more forthrightly with
Britain the United States may be jeopardising
the objective it thinks it is serving: Latin Ame-
rican stability. By seeming obsessively concern-
ed about the survival of existing regimes, the
United States extends to those regimes a license
for adventurism and settling old scores’. (The
Washington Post, 15 April)

As the British fleet drew nearer its
destination, Latin America — with the
exceptions of Chile and Colombia —
rallied to Argentina’s side. A resolution
recognising Argentine sovereignty over
the Malvinas was passed by 17 votes to
nil at a special meeting of the OAS — the
USA, Chile, Colombia and Trinidad and
Tobago abstained.

In the end the USA had to climb off

the fence onto Britain’s side. It had to
sacrifice its Latin American policy to
preserve its standing as the global police-
man,
The resolution of the South Atlantic War
remains uncertain. But it has already
dealt a body-blow to Reagan’s grand plan
for the area. The administration is already
working towards the future. It despatch-
ed top troubleshooter General Walters
(fresh from the elections in El Salvador)
to Buenos Aires in mid-May, ‘to keep in
touch with the government of Argentina
and to facilitate communications in this
very delicate situation’ (The Guardian,
14 May). However Reagan may well need
to find a new ally: he recently met Brazi-
lian President Figureido and held amicable
talks. America still has great economic
and military power in Latin America; it
will probably salvage a viable foreign
policy and consolidate its influence in the
region. Fortunately for the masses of
South America that is much more than
can be said for Britain.
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NORMAN MARCHES ON

The steady advance of Employment Secretary Norman Tebbit’s anti-
trade union legislation through parliament has thrown the TUC leaders
into a panic. Having cooperated all the way with government and
employers in the shakeout of industry and the destruction of shop
floor organisation, Len Murray and his colleagues have now declared
10 June Union Day in a desperate attempt to rally opposition ‘to
Tebbit’s law. After three years of undermining, holding back or selling
out every militant response to the Tory attack, the TUC now wants
to ‘educate’ workers about the dangers of the Employment Bill.
Workers can read the papers as well as Len Murray. They have shown
in a series of strikes and occupations over recent months — at Plesseys,
BL Bathgate, Massey Ferguson and others — that they are well aware
of the legal threat they face, and that they are quite prepared to defy

the law and fight their employers to defend jobs and living standards.
The problem, and it is graphically illustrated by two strikes we examine
in detail on pages 8 and 9 — Rulecan and Laurence Scott — is that
workers are constantly hampered in their struggle against the bosses,
the courts and the Government by their own trade union organisations.
The discovery that the trade unions have become an obstacle in the
fight for jobs and conditions is a new and disturbing one for most
British workers, who in the past have generally found unions a fairly
effective defence. This experience is a new one for men but it is nothing
new for women. As Kate Marshall argues on this page, women had to
fight their union leaders as well as their employers to get what they
wanted even when the British economy was expanding. Now it is in
recession that fight is fiercer on both fronts, ; '

Making the unions fit for women to join

BRITISH UNIONS have never accepted
women as part of the labour movement,
There are a number of reasons for this.
First, women have generally been unskill-
ed workers. They lacked the bargaining
power of men in the craft unions and
they could easily be replaced. Second,
women’s movements out to work and
back into the home according to the
pressure of family commitments made it
difficult to develop any sustained commit-
ment to the union. Third, since the ’sixties
more and more women have taken up
jobs as part-time workers, for whom the
unions have had little relevance. Finally,
and this factor has assumed central
importance in the recession, women act
as a reserve of labour: dependence on
their husbands could always take the
place of waged employment when the
capitalists had a surfeit of labour and a
dearth of work. On the other hand,
women at home are always available for
work when capital requires them,

These factors have all contributed to
women’s marginal role in society and
their neglect by the unions. The trade
unions have allowed a state of affairs to
prevail where women bear the brunt of
unemployment, low wages and bad
conditions, while trying to ensure that
the ‘real workers’ are protected.

Women take issue

Thousands of women have refused to
accept that they should pay for the ups
and downs of the capitalist system. They
have rejected their role as gap-fillers,
temporary workers and low-paid beasts of
burden. Strikes by women workers have
become increasingly common since the
’seventies. The most famous was the sew-
ing machinists’ strike at Ford, Dagenham
in June 1968, when women came out
over their grading and for equal pay.
They won sympathy action from Ford
workers at Halewood, Liverpool. But
to get what they wanted they had to
take on their own union. They descended
on their annual conference at Felixstowe,
banners flying, to lobby delegates. They
had to invade the conference hall and
disrupt the proceedings before they got
official backing for their strike. From
then until well after the implementation
of the Equal Pay Actin 1975 there was a
plethora of equal pay strikes up to the
famous 1976 strike at Trico in West
London.

The demand for equal pay — a principle
of the TUC since 1881 — got little active
backing from the bureaucracy, which
preferred in public to deciare its reliance
on government inquiries and tribunals. In
private, union officials colluded with
employers over the regrading of jobs and

the maintenance of differentials, leaving
women to fight for equal pay alone. The
bureaucrats encouraged divisions between
men and women, exploiting male fears
that equal pay would inevitably mean less
for them,

John Colliers

During the course of a strike for higher
pay in 1970 at John Colliers clothing
factory in Leeds, workers put in a claim
for an equal pay rise for both men and
women. Negotiators from the tailor
and garment workers’ union (NUTGW),
unfamiliar with this sort of demand,
bargained it away in the course of their
discussions with management, When they
presented their ‘victory’, an unequal
pay rise, the workforce not only refused
to return to work, but retaliated by ex-
tending their strike to include 45 other
factories and some 30 000 women in the
Leeds area. The solidarity of the women
and men who fought with them for both
a general improvement and equality, was
remarkable. A massive demonstration of
workers marched through Leeds city
centre demanding equal pay.

What was the union’s response? The
bureaucrats wrote to John Colliers’ man-
agement urging them to stand firm
against the unofficial militancy.- The
union promised to give its full backing to
the company if it had the courage to
oppose the demand for equality. However,
the bosses were less concerned about
preventing inequality than they were in
getting their factories going again. So
they coughed up the equal pay rise, to
the exasperation of the union.

In recent years equal pay strikes have
become increasingly rare, undermined
by wage cuts, mass unemployment, union
inaction and the Equal Pay Act. Now
women’s strikes are over issues which
affect all workers — bnt women most of
all. Since the late ’seventies we have seen
women on strike against closures (Lee
Jeans), public sector cuts (Coventry
council workers) and for trade union
rights (Grunwick, Royal Pride, Rulecan).
The bureaucrats — a big enough problem
in the past — have become an even greater
menace to women workers since the
recession really began to bite. Now that
unions are putting past gains on the
counter and bargaining them away to the
bosses, women workers find themselves
at the front of the special offers. Part-
timers are sacrificed, women are ‘naturally
wasted’, lower paid civil servants (female)
are given nil pay increases and m=w tech-
nology is swopped for women's jobs.

Lee Jeans

Women clothing workers emplowed at

Lee Jeans in Scotland went on strike last
year against the threatened closure of
their factory. They went into occupation
and held out for five months, They won
their strike with the aid of effective
blacking by dockers.Yet the very actions
that won the dispute had to be under-
taken in the face of trade union opposi-
tion. The leaders of the NUTGW opposed
blacking and consumer boycotts because,
they argued, such tactics would damage
the firm’s market position. The union was
more concerned about Lee Jeans’ profits
than about bringing the strike to a speedy
victory. The women at Lee Jeans won
despite their union: many other women
were not so determined, so well support-
ed, or so fortunate in the final outcome.

Many women's strikes during the
recession have involved the right to join
a trade union. The strike of black women
at Grunwick’s photo-processing firm in
North London won widespread sympathy
throughout the labour movement. But
the leadership of APEX, the union the
women joined, and the other unions in-
volved, moved to curb the sort of suppor-
tive action from postal and electrical
workers that could have won the dispute.
They feared legal action against the
unions. But they also feared the spon-
taneous solidarity workers offered, unit-
ing various sections of the working class
— black, white, male, female, skilled and
unskilled - against a reactionary employ-
er. With unity like that who needs the

- union bureaucracy? So they allowed the

women to go down to a bitter defeat.

Although the unions want to recruit
women, and win the right to negotiate on
their behalf, the hostility of employers to
union organisation has meant that recogni-

tion disputes have been extremely difficult -

to win. Mary Hobbs, leader of the Lon-
don night cleaners, was told to go to an-
other union when she approached the
TGWU to request that Britain’s biggest
union begin to organise some of the
country’s most exploited workers. And
in Coventry it is impossible to find a
full-timer in the garment workers’ union
who is prepared to unionise the Asian
women in the sweat shops. Often the
unions have retreated rather than tackle

‘long lega] battles and hard-nosed bosses.

This is the story of Chix, Garners, and
scores of others.

Shake-out the unions!

These examples illustrate that the trade
union movement has not only done very
little for its female members but it has
actively moved in against successful
action organised by women on strike.
Now that official, legal attacks are being
made on the union movement, the bosses

" as the preponderance of men in the

feel even more confident to step up their
unofficial attack on the unions.

Many on the left and in the women’s
movement have noted these betrayals.
Feminists often advise women to ignore
the unions altogether and organise as
women alone. The left, which has a soft
spot for the bureaucrats, proposes in-
stead to change the unions. But because
they identify the problem too narrowly

bureaucracy,  their solutions miss the
mark. They call for ‘positive action’ in
the labour movement, to get women
into posts and positions in the unions.
The Communist Party and factions
inside the Labour Party call for more
reserved seats, women’s names on short
lists, more training schemes for women
stewards, etc, to bring women into the
unions and get women to take on posi-
tions of responsibility. The TUC, however,
has been there before them, It now has
a Charter for Women in the unions — a
few courses at Ruskin -College and five
(instead of two) seats for women on
the General Council. But this is no
solution for women like those at Rulecan
who are fighting for their jobs now.

The problem we really face is that
the labour movement is dominated by
reformists, rather than the fact that these
reformists are usually men. Reserved seats,
special conferences (with no policy-mak-
ing power) and fine words are nothing
new. We know from experience that
Marie Patterson and her female colleagues
are as bad as Len Murray and his mates.
People whose first concern is for their own
position in the bureaucracy will not stick
out their necks on behalf of women
workers. People who want to keep on the
right side of the law will sell our jobs to
save their skins. People who think noth-
ing can be done until Labour is returned
to power will be incapable of fighting for
us now.

Women will join unions and become
more active in them as they are trans-
formed from being bureaucratic fetters
into organisations that fight for women’s
interests. Badges proclaiming ‘a women’s
place is in her union®’ are an insult to
working women. If unions were demo-
cratic campaigning organisations that
fought against cuts and redundancies, for
abortion rights and nurseries, for decent
pay and conditions for all workers, then
women would flock to join and take up
office. Instead of urging women to get
involved in institutions that are at best
useless and at worst downright obstruc-
tive, socialists should turn their energies
to transforming the unions into organ-
isations fit for women to join.
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Women

Rulecan, the courts and
Women for Communism

THE RULECAN DISPUTE shows how,
even before Tebbit’s Bill reaches the sta-
tute book, the law is increasingly being
used to interfere to curtail basic trade
union rights. One of the central aims of
Tory anti-union legislation is to deprive
trade unions of ceértain immunities they
have acquired over the years from prosecu-
tion for damagesin civil law, James Prior’s
1980 Act withdrew protection from
workers involved in ‘secondary’ action —
picketing or blacking at places other than
their own place of work., Thus the Rule-
can workers and their union and other
unions involved could be sued for any
damages caused by their blacking of
goods at, for example, Kay's and Gratton’s
Catalogues.

However, any organisation which is not
a frade union — this applies for example
to women’s groups or political organisa-
tions — enjoys no immunity of any sort.
Thus Women for Communism can be
hauled- before the courts for organising
the sort of elementary solidarity action
for workers on strike that countless
individuals, women’s groups and political
organisations have been undertaking for
years.

The injunction against Women for
Communism’s picketing activities, and
the claim for damages against it, is a
major attack on the rights of women and
workers. It has nothing directly to do
with either Prior or Tebbit: it simply
indicates the employers’ growing pre-
paredness to use the courts to strengthen
its attack on the working class. The
following outline of the Rulecan dispute
reveals the employers’ use of the law, the
vacillation of the union and the deter-
mination of the women to win.

¥ December Rulecan takes over the
factory from Courtaulds, declares a
12 month wage freeze and makes 30
workers redundant.

4 January A consultant work study
engineer is brought in. He re-times

Sixty women at Rulecan Ltd, a clothing manufacturer in Runcorn,
Cheshire have been out on strike for four months for trade union rights

and a guaranteed minimum wage (see the next step, No 24, May 1982).

Despite the pressures of record levels of unemployment in the textiles
and garment trades — which have made it easy for Rulecan to recruit
scab labour — the women have fought a determined battle against the
employers. But their union — the National Union of Tailors and Gar-
ment Workers has proved more of a hindrance than a help.

The Rulecan women, supported by one local official, soon persuaded
workers in USDAW and the TGWU at Kay’s and Gratton’s Catalogues,
two firms supplied by Rulecan, to refuse to handle its products. But
when the company threatened legal action under the 1980 Employ-
ment Act the union head office iminediately called off the blacking.
When Women for Communism organised consumer boycotts and pickets
of Rulecan’s major customers such as C&A and Mothercare, Rulecan
and its parent company Kingsland Models Ltd responded with a flurry
of injunctions and claims for damages. Even though — by the bureau-
crats’ own acknowledgement — the pickets forced the bosses to return
with new concessions to the negotiating table, the NUTGW still refused
to organise effective backing for the women on strike or to support

their sympathisers against victimisation by the employers.
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piece-work and reduces the rates of
pay.

¥ Early February Workers call in local
NUTGW official Derek Cattell who is told
by the employers that the wage rates are
low because the women are not working
fast enough. Cattell advises a walk-out
and organises a picket: only 15 workers
enter the factory, and when a delegation
goes in to negotiate, Cattell is physically
thrown out by management., When the
women refuse to accept the bosses’ terms
— no Cattell, no direct negotiations with
union representatives — they are promp-
tly sacked and the strike is made official,
¥ Mid February The bosses bring in
scab labour and increase the wages. Offi-
cial union picketing and blacking begin,
X Late February Rulecan boss Ray-
mond Rattle offers to reinstate 30 strikers
(alongside 25 scabs) if the blacking is
called off. The women refuse. Rattle
then threatens legal action under the
1980 Employment Act and NUTGW
General Secretary Alec Smith lifted the

blacking without any consultation.

¥ March The picketing at Runcorn
continues as rank and file anger against
the executive’s climb down grows in the
NUTGW throughout the North West.

¥ April Women for Communism begins
its pickets of C&A and Mothercare in
London, Manchester, Coventry, Sheffield,
and elsewhere,

X 29 April High Court injunctions are
granted against Women for Communism
and others, restraining them from picket-
ing or making ‘defamatory’ statements
against Rulecan or Kingsland Models.

On the same day Rattle comes up with
new proposals. He offers informally to
re-employ all the strikers — but in a new
factory two miles away. He insists however
that Cattell must go ‘and is prepared to
guarantee a minimum wage for six weeks
only. The women are suspicious and far
from satisfied. But the NUTGW is delight-
ed and even promises to re-impose black-
ing if Rattle backs down. Socialist Worker
reports that the workers ‘may be close to

a famous victory’ (8 May).

¥ 30 April A joint Women for Com-
munism and Workers Against Racism
meeting takes place in extraordinary
circumstances in London. Injunctions
have been issued against all the advertised
speakers, including Grunwick strike leader
Jayaben Desai. The bookings desk in the
public library where the meeting has been
advertised has been besieged all week by
solicitors’ clerks and court bailiffs trying
to find out who organised the meeting so
they can serve writs on them. The meet-
ing is attended by a functionary of the
Rulecan-Kingsland legal machine, his poc-
kets bulging with injunctions and affida-
vits, but alas he is unable to find anybody
to serve them on. More than 100 people
hear speakers other than those advertised
and are treated to a full reading of the
injunction and a full account of the Rule-
can struggle.

¥ 5 May Paul Foot addresses 400 people
at an SWP meeting in Manchester. He,
and one of the Rulecan shop stewards,
both appeal for a big turnout for the
pickets at Runcorn and C&A in Manches-
ter.

¥ 6 May One SWP member joins Women
for Communism supporters from Man-
chester on the picket line. Women for
Communism mobilises support for the
strikers around the country. Socialist
Worker reports that ‘twice weekly pickets
at the factory gate and pickets at C&A
shops which sell Rulecan garments have
forced management to the negotiating
table’ (8 May).

¥ 12 May An Industrial Tribunal in
Liverpool hears the claims of the Rulecan
women for re-instatement and against
unfair dismissal. Judgement is deferred -
for a fortnight.

As we go to press, the Rulecan women
are still on strike and Women for Com-
munism is still supporting them, Send
donations to the strike fund to Joyce
Clare, 6 Portland Street, Runcorn,
Cheshire.

ik

RULECAN WOMEN SPEAK OUT!

‘Our General Secretary said he’d fight for our jobs but he didn’t seem
to be doing much to help us. The C&A pickets Women for Communism
organised really put the pressure back -on the Company. We weren’t
that surprised when we heard that they were going to take Women for
Communism to court for it. They’ve been very quick off the mark to
use the law against us over the blacking and on the picket line. We’re
supporting Women for Communism all the way. We don’t think it’s
right to let the bosses walk all over us and tell us that no one is allowed
to support workers on strike. We all need that kind of support if we’re
going to win.’

This court doth order that

(1) The above-named Defendants and each of them be restrained |
until after Friday 30th April 1982 or until further Order in the mean-
time from doing (whether by themselves or by their servants or agents |
or any of them or otherwise howsoever) the following acts or any of
them that is to say:

(a) picketing at or near the shops or other business premises or any
of them of C&A Modes or Grattons PLC or Kay’s of Worcester PLC or
any other customer of the Plaintiff Kingsland Models Limited for the
purpose of intimidating the Plaintiffs or either of them or such cus-
tomers or any of them or for the purpose of unlawfully interfering with
the trade or business of the Plaintiffs or either of them or of the said
customers or any of them.

(b) publishing statements defamatory of the Plaintiffs or either of
them or publishing malicious falsehoods of and concerning the Plain-
tiffs or either of them or their trades or businesses and in particular
allegations that
i (i) the factory of Rulecan Limited in Runcorn, Cheshire is a sweat-
shop

(ii) Rulecan Limited pay only, or offer only, £30 per week for a full
week’s work
(iii) the Plaimtiffs and each of them are fly-by-night companies

(¢) unlawfully intimidating or attempting to intimidate the Plaintiffs
or either of them or their customers or any of them.

“
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Labour movement

| The labour movement andthe law

essons of Laurence

Scott

Thel

THERE ARE two myths prevalent on the
left about Laurence Scott. Ironically they
contradict one another. One, put about
by the International Marxist Group, is
that the Manchester factory has long been
a hot-bed of militancy and the recent
struggle was simply a continuation of this
fine tradition. The other, favoured by
the Socialist Workers. Party, is that the
Laurence Scott workers were notably
backward from a trade union point of
view until the recent dispute galvanised
them into a display of unaccustomed
militancy. Paul Foot put this view at a
recent public meeting when he claimed
— slanderously, and to the intense annoy-
ance of some LSE workers present —
that before their occupation, Laurence
Scott workers had been in favour of
-Tory anti-trade union legislation.

My ths and realities

In reality the outlook of most Laurence
Scott workers corresponded to neither
of these stereotypes. Their political views,
like those of most British workers, were
diverse. Some voted Tory, some voted
Labour — but most did tend to identify
their own livelihoods with the success
of the company. Because Laurence Scott
operated closed shops in all depart-
ments, all workers were union members;
most did see the unions as defenders of
their position in negotiation with manage-
ment. However all the workers had one
thing in common — they were angry at
being thrown out of work in a city with
little prospects of alternative employ-
ment. The wvast majority was ready to
take action to save jobs.

The Laurence Scott workers had one
big advantage. The factory had no tradi-
tion of Labour left or Communist Party
organisation at the shop floor level. And
so, as the boss blundered from one pro-
vocative. posture to another, stiffening
the resolve of the workers against him,
he could not turn to the traditional
dampeners of militancy to ease the way
towards closure, The workers at Laurence
Scott were neither more nor less class
conscious than workers anywhere else,
but the dead hand of Labourism was not
much in evidence at the start of-the dis-
pute, and they were open to political
argument. -

operation.

However once the dispute got under-
was the local Broad Left full-time officials
became more and more involved. And the
longer the dispute dragged on the more
important became the influence of the
Broad Left — among other engineering
workers in Manchester and beyond,
among the miners who were in a key
position to put pressure on Mining Sup-
plies in Doncaster; and at every level in
the AUEW,

At Laurence Scott itself the strategy
of the strike was resolved at an early
stage. There were two positions encap-
sulated in two slogans. The one put
forward by the Broad Left union officials
— ‘substantial redundancies, yes, closure,
no’ — was decisively rejected. The strategy
that was adopted after long argument was
the one put forward by supporters of the
RCP — ‘no redundancies, no closure’.

The right priorities
The politics of the Broad Left officials
reflected the outlook of the more back-
ward workers. For them the possibility of

saving jobs depended on the viability of
the company; their first priority was

SRR SR e S e

After more than a year of fighting to save 650 jobs at the Manchester
engineering factory of Laurence Scott and Electromotors, the workers
have finally given up their struggle. The Laurence Scott workers have
faced an unprecedented legal and political onslaught. High Court judges
granted injunctions against their occupation and to prevent them
picketing their boss’s major - plant, Mining Supplies in Doncaster.
Bailiffs smashed their way into the factory to evict the occupiers — and
then the courts presented the shop stewards with the bill for the £6800
damage they caused (the claim still stands). The employer used first
scabs and then helicopters to get vital components out of the factory.
The strike was finally crushed when 400 members of Manchester
Police’s paramilitary Tactical Aid Group staged a commando-style dawn
raid on the factory and assisted scabs in a week-long plant-stripping

However it took more then Mining Supplies boss Arthur Snipe, the
courts and the police to break the Laurence Scott strikers. The workers
had to fight all the way against the politics of the engineering workers’
union, nationally and locally, right and left. And it was not just
the instinctive militancy of workers fighting for their living standards
that sustained the Laurence Scott struggle through 12 long months. The
politics of the Revolutionary Communist Party, presented through
our supporters in the factory and on the picket lines, in factory bulle-
tins and articles in the next step, provided a constant challenge to the
bureaucracy and a realistic alternative in the fight for jobs.

_

keeping Arthur Snipe in business, even
at the cost of most, and ultimately all the
Manchester workers’ jobs. This system of
priorities dictated their tactics: they
always sought to restrict militancy, to
contain picketing, to:acquiesce to the
courts, to urge the acceptance of humiliat-
ing compromises.

By contrast the strategy of ‘no redun-
dancies, no closures’ always encouraged
the most effective action. It was suppor-
ters of the next step who called for occu-
pation, for extending the picketing, for
involving all the workers, for defying
the courts and for rejecting the officials’
sell-outs. Support for these tactics had to
be won through the political argument
of the more class conscious workers with
the rest. But in the course of the struggle
these arguments were won and the
approach of pfitting workers’ interests
first and forgetting about the company
was accepted by more and more workers
as the only realistic way to defend their
jobs.

In the end the LSE workers suffered a
bitter defeat. At the present stage of the
class struggle we were unable to prevail

against the combined forces of the state
and the union bureaucracy. But the very
fact that the Laurence Scott struggle
began to be fought from a broader work-
ing class perspective meant that the
experience of defeat could become a con-
sscious one. Far from coming out of their
defeat downcast and with feelings of
inadequacy, the LSE workers knew full
well why they lost. They knew it was no
fault of their own but ‘that of traitors
in their own ranks — the right-wing
leaders of the AUEW who tried to wreck
the strike from above and Ileft-wing
officials who undermined it from below.
Thus the first outcome of the Laurence
Scott dispute was a national campaign to
oust the entire Executive Committee of
the AUEW.

Cleansing our ranks

Now that the Laurence Scott struggle is
over and the Tebbit Bill looms ahead,
Broad Left leaders like Bob Wright and
Ken Brett are to be found campaigning
against Tory anti-trade union legislation.
They are often joined on public platforms
by prominent SWP trade unionists who
join them in bemoaning the poor turnout
and the lack of working class response to
the vicious Tory proposals. The Laurence
Scott dispute showed that workers are
not lacking in either the anger or the con-
fidence to fight their employers or the
government, Their problem is that the
Broad Left keeps getting in their way. As
one LSE worker said, ‘as soon as we beat
the boss to his knees one of these bas-

tards raised him to his feet again’.
Laurence Scott showed those pessi-
mists of the left who are awed by the
‘backwardness’ of the working class, that
workers are not backward because they
reject revolutionary ideas, but because
they have never had them put before
them as a serious option. Revolutionaries
can take heart from Laurence Scott
even though we lost. Our battle showed
the excellence and audacity of the British
working class; an excellence- that can
draw around it all those downtrodden by
those who rule society, an audacity that
can clear aside the compromisers, wrest
power from capital and remake the world.
Dave Hallsworth

Dear Editor,

In your paper dated April 7, 1982, you
‘went to great lengths to describe the
cartoon in the Laurence Scott’s March
Bulletin. The main point was the indigna-
tion of certain Communist Party mem-
bers.

I notice you did not reproduce the
cartoon in your paper to explain your
case. We have no criticism of any indivi-
dual Communist Party member who
supported us. In fact we appreciate it
sincerely and would not wish to offend
any genuine trade unionists, but it is a
fact that the Communist Party and the
Broad Left as a whole, who we consider-
ed to be the vanguard of the Trade Union
Movement did not do their duty.

The feelings of the shop stewards and
the strikers is that we were badly let
down and felt it was our duty to express
our feelings. We did not criticise the
Communist Party or the Broad Left in
the Bulletins, but illustrated our feelings
in the cartoon, which the Joint Shop
Stewards Committee considered very
mild. It is a pity you did not show the

An open letter to the Morning Star

same indignation when we were smashed
on the picket line. It would be a disgrace
if other trade unionists fell into the same
trap and were eventually abandoned.

One of our main criticisms of the
Broad Left and the Manchester Confed
including yourselves, is that genuine
socialists are deluding themselves. Lau-
rence Scott’s were promised Grumwick
type support but when the crunch
came they were unable or unwilling to
come up with the goods.

Accepting that the Broad Lefi are
genuine pro-working class it mms be
pointed out that they are sitting = Ivory
* Towers promising the earth. Durimg the
boom years they were talking of Sgtomg
when it was unnecessary, bmt = 1he
recession when the rank and e were
looking for leadership they hawe mor got
the ability to produce it. They = &d-
ding themselves and the factory members.
Yet at a time when worksss a= Semg

crushed all over Britain, you can find
the time and place in your paper to

_express your over-sensitive criticisms of a

cartoon. :

Well brother, the truth hurts, doesn’t
it? Let’s hope the pain stirs you into some
sense of perspective. It is one thing to
stand and fight in times of full employ-
ment, but when the chips are down and
with over-3 million on the dole the time
is here to stand up and be counted.

In our Rule 14 Campaign within the
AUEW the Communist Party are refusing
to support us. The excuse they offer is
that they do not feel that sufficient
support could be mustered from the rank
and file to remove the executive. You
have been saying it is better not to fight,
the time is not right. What a load of
rubbish. If you are awaiting the green
light let me say that the revolution was
not official and with your attitude and
our present union leadership the Thatchers

and Tebbits of this world will find
no problems in crushing workers, because
their position is now, in cricketing terms,
a ‘Batter’s Paradise’.

Dennis Barry (Laurence Scoit convenor)

Tuen aKGesT MATANE
A EXPECTING 98 7O

The cartoon that upset the Stalinists
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ELWAR-onthe offensive

The NF came nowhere in the May council elections. And the British
Movement has recently split down the middle. But don’t let anyone
tell you that means the fascists aren’t a problem. Racist thugs have been
on the rampage recently and the need for direct action against them is
greater than ever before. Keith Tompson describes how ELWAR

has been tackling the problem.

WALTHAMSTOW - where the Khan
family was massacred in a racist arson
attack last vear — is once again the scene
of violent assaults on black families.
This is what happened to Asian residents
on Priory Court Estate in early May.

Tarig Mahmood had a crow-bar
smashed through his front door. His
wife and children have been regularly
stoned by gangs of racist thugs going
to and from school.

The Bashir family were afraid to
leave their house because every time they
did the children — all under eight — were
assaulted. Petrol and bumning rags were
shoved through one family’s letterbox.

The estate is smothered in KKK
graffiti. A favourite pastime is scrawling
‘WOGS OUT’ outside Asian flats. But the
local home-beat officer (one PC Burke)
denies there is any problem. This is not
surprising since his colleagues join in the
fun all the timé. One West Indian teen-
ager was brutally assaulted by a van-
load of police recently. When his mother
protested she was ailso beaten up and
racially abused. They poked her in the
chest and said ‘The nigger woman has
tits", Now she and her son are being
charged with assaulting the police.

According to PC Burke the black
tenants beat themselves up. The Malik
family, he claims, are just trouble-makers
who break their own windows in order
to get rehoused. . .and the local Labour
Party chairman agrees. She and PC
Burke  thought they had everything
under control — until ELWAR moved
onto the scene.

Two fronts

The first thing we did was canvass the :

entire estate. Over 100 tenants responded
to an appeal from the Asian families,
calling on their neighbours to help
patrol the estate to prevent further
attacks. More and more evidence emerged
about when and where the attacks were
happening; many tenants were able to
pinpoint who was behind the trouble.

But, as always, ELWAR has been
working on two fronts. We confronted
the white youths who hang out on the
estate and demanded to know who had
been involved in the attacks. We called an
open-air meeting between them and the
black families on 16 May at which the
problems were tackled head-on.

Many of the white youths deniec
they had been involved and agreed ic
help stop any future attacks. Others
came out with racist remarks and got a
mouthful in return. All of them were
warned that ELWAR would be regularly
patrolling the estate in future, so they
had better decide whose side they were on.

One thing everyone agreed on: the.

" severe physical danger from fas

area — most conspicuol

police weren’t welcome on Priory Court
Estate; and local politicians had done
nothing for the tenants — black or white.
By identifying the real enemies and
confronting the racists, ELWAR has
begun to replace the climate of fear
with one of working class solidarity.

STEPNEY has seen a spate of violent
racist attacks in recent weeks. In the first
week of May a 12-year old Asian boy,
Sadik Hussein, was viciously clubbed by
six white thugs in Fieldgate Street. He
was hospitalised as a result. A week later,
Atiqul Haque was beaten up by ten
racists near his home in Bigland Street.
They assaulted him with an iron bar,

‘They just came from behind. 1 was going
into the lift and I turned, then suddenly | felt a
big blow on my head. I turned more and I was
hit again. | just fell. When I awoke they were
gone.’

Atiqul spent two days in hospital. He's
still badly concussed, can’t walk properly
and his vision and hearing are impaired.

Several days later Rofique Miah and
Pir Ali experienced a horrific attack,
at four o’clock in the afternoon, outside
Grove dwellings in Adelina Grove. They
were chatting in the courtyard when,

- without warning, two -thugs set upon

them with a knife. Rofique received a
six-inch stab wound in his stomach.
Pir ‘was beaten up but managed to escape
without being stabbed.

ELWAR, along with local Bengali
organisations, has immediately moved
into action. While the police have dis-
plaved the usual contempt and indiffer-
ence, ELWAR and local residents have
organised nightly patrols of the streets.
We have been around door-to-door and
mobilised the local community, un-
covering still more -details of recent
racist assaults. In Grove Dwellings alone,
ten families are under seige. One family
produced a massive bin piled high with
bricks, stones and bottles — the missiles
that had been hurled through their
windows and doors. The family next
door has an even bigger stockpile, re-
minders of past bombardments.

The families in jfhe area are not only in

have been living for years
squalid housing con
bathrooms or toilets, t
benign neglect of Tower H
council. The same council is g
to turn a blind &ye

numbers of fascists ¢

on Sundays.

More volunteers are neede o
nightly street patrols. Contact h
Tompson on 01-274 3951 (24 hours)
if you want to get involved. Come to the
public meeting,

FASCISTS OUT OF BRICK LANE
STOP THE RACIST TERROR

EMERGENCY PUBLIC MEETING
Friday 4 June 8pm, Toynbee Hall, Commercial Street, E1 (near Aldgate East tube)

Speakers from ELWAR, local trade unions and Asian organisations.

UNITED

BRICK LANE-BR

With three months still to go, the WORKERS MARCH AGAINST -
RACISM is already building up overwhelming support :
#* from trade unionists who can see how racism is being used to wreck

their movement

#* from Labour Party members who are sick at their leaders’ dlsgustmg z

chauvinism

# from black workers who want to see solldarlty in actlon not just

" words

* from white youth who don’t want to become cannon-fodder for the

NF or the army.

# We have already signed up over 200 marchers. Sponsorship is pouring

in from all round the country.

everywhere.

And WAR groups are springing up

# On these two pages we look at the kind of work that has convinced
more and more people to join our campaign. Whether it’s fighting
racist thugs on the street, police frame-ups in the courts, or racism in
the workplace, WAR has proved that united working class action works.

For full details write to WAR, c/o Box 22

FOUR DAYS OF NON-STOP;

H/AE

\'

PINO KHAN is a Pakistani worker from
Sparkhill, Birmingham. He has been
working at Birmingham Batteries for 10
yedars, where he is a member of the
AUEW Selly Oak Branch 8.

On 6 April, Pino was charged with
‘grievous’ and  ‘actual bodily harm’
offences. This is what happened.
A few days before he had been playing
cards with some relatives. It was 11pm.
Suddenly there was a loud bang at the
window. When Pino went to the door
to investigate he was confronted by two

white youths (Gareth and Harry Morgan)
who hurled insults and then bottles at
him. Pino picked up a length of timber
and used it to defend himself from the
youths — and their father, who suddenls
arrived on the scene.

Later the police arrived. Firsi, they
went to see the racists. Then te Pino®
house, where they intesrogated him a
his relatives. The Morgans siood outside
shouting abuse (‘We'll bum your hooss
down, we’ll bum your children, wel

kick you out the country!’). The

%
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AGAINST RACISM

TON 4-8 SEPTEMBER

JE STAND
XTON-BRIGHTON

DAY ONE

# Make London a no-go zone for racists!
# Feeder marches from North, Squth and West London

# Rally and benefit in Brixton

DAY TWOAND THREE
# March to Brighton

¥ Films, meetings, entertainment on the way

DAY FOUR

# Mass demonstration at the TUC

# End of march benefit

SPONSORS INCLUDE

Jayaben Desai i+ Anwar Ditta<* Cynthia Gordon %+ Nasira Begum
Reggie Yates 2t Nayat Chafee i Tony Benn :* Paul Boateng

Ted Knight £* Ken Livingstone

ondon ES8 or phone 01-274 3951. (Plus see cut-off box on back page)

ACTION AGAINST RACISM

police took no notice, They were too
busy hauling Pino, his brother and cousin
off to the police station where they were
held overnight. During- that time they
were assaulted and a ‘confession’ was
forced out of Pino.

He is coming up in court on 10 June.
Birmingham WAR has organised 2 picket
and legal - back-up, jointly with the
Pakistani Workers Association, fo defend
this -brother. We've .appreoached the
workers at Birmingham Batteries and
addressed his AUEW branch to appeal

el
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for support.

Pino has got to be defended, and the
West Midlands police exposed. They are
widely regarded as model ‘Communit
policemen’ and held in high esteem ©
local Labour politicians. Their ides
community policing i3 to protect wel

Epoavi e like the Morgans — who aos

in the hubit of lstiing their dog
o1, Asian children for a laugh
while framing up black workers =&

they defend thewseives,

GOTCHA!

How we wrecled the
race checks

- WAR has been digging up more and more evidence of racist procedures
— in dole offices, hospitals and housing departments — designed to de-
prive black workers of their rights. In one London borough we recently
exposed what has been going on in the housing offices. There have been

a lot of red faces ever since.

SOUTHWARK'S HOUSING DIRECTOR,
John O'Brien, claims no prior knowledge
of the widespread passport checks in his

department, “As soon as I became aware |

of the practice’, he said, ‘I issued an in-
struction that it should be stopped’ (South
London Press, 7 May).

What us — racist?

This is strange, because less than a year
earlier the Housing Director instructed
Southwark’s Deputy Town Clerk to reply
to an enquiry on the matter as follows:

LONDON BORCGUGH OF SOUTHWARK

TEwd bl
[t e e R L FECKnAm BTAD

45 08

BJuL .

Stranger still, until recently the Housing
Department was circulating a draft
document to selected employees, outlin-
ing special interviewing arrangements for
persons suspected of having ‘no right of
abode’ in the borough. This document —
which was made public by WAR — con-
tained an explicit instruction to ‘request
to see the passport of the person to deter-
mine what conditions, if any, have been
entered therein to control that person’s
stay after entry’. It included a collection
of sample passport stamps to assist the

* interviewer in deciding who had ‘no right
of abode’. &

It works

If WAR had not conducted a vigorous
local campaign that document would by
now be official policy. Thanks tc our
efforts it has been hastily withdrawn, and
O’Brien and his colleagues have been
forced to disclaim publicly such practices.
How did we force this climb down?

We made a direct appeal to the bousing
workers themselves, and their union —
NALGO. They cornfirmed that in many

housing offices the workers were automa-
tically expected to request a passport
from every black or ‘foreign-sounding’
person on the waiting list, and that they
had been threatened with disciplinary
action for refusing. They also revealed
that the more zealous administrators were
in the habit of inviting immigration police
to it in on interviews — in at least one
case leading to the instant deportation of
a black prospective tenant.

We uncovered a hornets’ nest of such
racist practices, and found considerable
resentment amongst the housing workers
at the role they were expected to play. In
April, the local NALGO executive decid-
ed to put its foot down. It passed a reso-
lution condemning the race checks and
guaranteeing full backing for members
threatened with victimisation if they
refused to implement the checks. They
also backed WARS lobby of South-
wark Council on 25 April at which Hous-
ing Committee Chairman George Young
was forced to announce an inquiry into
the whole affair.

Only the begimﬁng

We’ve won an important victory in South-
wark. But there is a lot more work to be
done. Our supporters in NALGO will be
monitoring what goes on in the housing
offices, to make sure the pelicy of no
passport checks sticks. They're also
“beginning to monitor -the extent of racist
harassment on local housing estates, and
the borough’s discriminatory allocation
policy which ghettoises blacks on all the
worst estates.

WAR has been canvassing many of
those estates, and found widespread
evidence of police harassment. A 200C-
strong petition from tenants on Dog
Kennel Hill Estate was recently presented
to the council complaining about persis-
tent raids by the East Dulwich police.
Last but not least we’re campaigning
against the heavy NF presence at East
Street market — a direct provocation to
hiack families on the estate opposite.

Southwark isn’t a special case. Through-
out London, and up and down the coun-
try, WAR .is mobilising trade unionists

and tenants to fight their local authori-

ties’ apartheid housing policies. At
NALGO Conference (Brighton 14-18
June) we will be urging delegates to copy
Southwark’s stand, and make non-ccop-
eration with race checks national pelicy.
The next area on our hit-list is Newham,
where the Housing Director recently
claimed ihere is nothing wrong with
checking passports. Watch this space.
We'll make hin: eat his words!

Muarcelle Reynolds
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Racism

‘Racism and the unions

DIVIDED WE FALL

RED SCAR MILLS- in Preston closed
down 18 months ago. The unions didn’t

put up a fight, Nobody was too surprised -

though; shop floor organisation was de-
stroyed years ago, after the crushing of a
black workers’ strike there in 1965,

Their dispute began in the summer of
1964. It was over a new productivity
deal — negotiated between the Court-
aulds management and the TGWU —
winich would have forced black workers
in the spinning department to operate
one and a half instead of one machine
for a'mere 3d extra per hour.

A cautionary tale

The black workers hadn’t even been
consulted about the deal. They were
already working under appalling con-
ditions, far worse than the white workers.
They sat down in protest, and eventually
came out on strike. Management was
outraged — but so too was the TGWU.
The union declared the strike unofficial
and kept the spinning department working
at 85 per cent capacity, using scab
workers who did long hours of overtime
at break-neck speed. As far as the white
TGWU stewards were concerned this
wasn’'t a ‘normal’ trade union dispute.
‘The issues involved in the Courtaulds
strike appear to be entirely racial’, was
what one steward told the local press
(Lancashire Evening Post, 25 May 1965).

The strike — the first in Red Scar’s
history — was over in three weeks,
defeated by hostility from fellow-workers
and sabotaged by the union. After they
returned to work the tensions continued.
At a mass meeting white workers de-
manded that management victimise the
black troublemakers, and a short strike
took place in the viscose department
to further this end.

But the white workers paid a high
price for their collaboration with man-
agement. Speed-up in the spinning
section meant speed-up throughout the
factory, as this department fed the
others. Management continued to get
away with imposing unhealthy working
conditions, low wages, redundancies —
and eventual closure — thanks to the
fatal divisions that had been created
between the workers,

Even today, many local union rep-
resentatives in Preston refuse to recognise

According to official TUC wisdom black workers are to blame for their
own problems. Not enough of them join unions, when they do they’re
inactive and, of course, there’s the language problem. .. .That'’s what

we’re told by our union leaders.

They’re talking nonsense. There are proportionally more black
workers in unions than white. They have fought long and hard for basic
trade union rights. And the biggest communication problem they’ve got
is with union bureaucrats who won’t listen to their grievances or

support their struggles.

Joan Phillips has been looking at the unions’ track-record.

what the strike was -about. One ex-

shop steward still insists that ‘the Asian
and West Indian workers were not as

oriented to the industrial scene as the
ordinary British worker, who accepts that
arrangements have to be tried before
being discarded as unacceptable’.

Language barriers?

More than 100 similar strikes took place
in the late ’sixties and early ’seventies,
led by black workers. In almost every
case the unions put the workers’ demands
down to language and communication
problems. By challenging the practices
that ghettoised them into the worst paid,
dirtiest jobs — usually - on the night
shifts — black workers were upsetting the
cosy gentlemen’s agreements between
union and management. At root the
union officials saw black workers as a
threat to their white members’ interests.
At best this meant that, even when the
union was opposedto the more extreme
manifestations of racism on the shop
floor, their words and deeds showed
whose side they were on.

This was the case at Imperial Type-
writers in Leicester, the scene of a not-
orious strike in 1974. Once again, the
union involved was the TGWU, but this
time there was the added ingredient of
National Front involvement (‘from the
boardroom downwards’, accerding to
local NF organiser Reed-Herbert).

The Asian_ workers — 1100 out of a
workforce of 1650 — struck when they
found management had been cheating on
their bonus payments., They were also
demanding the right to elect their own
shop stewards, something precluded by
the union’s own bureaucratic procedures.

The NF organised .violent strike-
breaking activities, and generally whipped
up the white workers into a racist frenzy.

Alarmed at this state of affairs, senior
TGWU officials intervened to try to
cool things down. But it was too little,
too late. The strike was broken and soon
afterwards the factory was shut down.
Whilst deploring the intervention of the
NF, the union officials played into their
hands continuously. This is what George
Bromley, the local full-time official, had
to say about the Asian strikers:

‘They've got to learn to fit in with our
ways, you know. We haven’t got to fit in with
theirs, , .in a civilised society, the majority
view will prevail. Some people must learn how
things are done.’ (Interview with Radio Leices-
ter, 1974)

Bill Batstone, vice-chairman of the
Leicester district committee  of the
TGWU was blunter still: ‘Sooner or later
somebody had to stand up and be coun-
ted. The Asians cannot come here and
make their own rules’ (Race Today,
September 1974).

According to Bromley it was ‘a lang-
uage problem; they can’t understand very
well or express themselves very well’
(Race Today, October 1974). The barely
disguised racism of the union only served
to fuel the flames on the shop floor
and - ultimately led to the smashing
of the strike.

A white man’s union

Thg Asian workers at Imperial Type-
writers, and elsewhere, could have been
forgiven for turning their backs on trade
unionism after this debacle. In fact,
they didn’t. The Asian workers’ strike
committee at Imperial’s resolved to fight
all the harder, to transform the unions:

‘Right now the trade union movement in
Britain is functioning as a white man’s union
and this must be challenged. In challenging
this we believe in the unity of the working

class.” (Statement by strike committee, 1974)
This is the kind of fighting talk the
TUC finds difficult to stomach. They are
too used to looking at black workers as
a constituency that needs to be educated
in the habits of our British labour move-
ment. They don’t like being told to
change their ways by ‘outsiders’. In fact,
as one delegate told the 1965 Trades
Union Congress, black workers have a lot
to be thankful for — not least the tol-

_erance of their white brothers:

‘Most- of all, | want to congratulate the
British working man on.his tolerance and good
humour and witlingness to work alongside the
coloured immigrant workers." (TUC Report,
1965, p542)

Such chauvinist arrogance is less
commonplace these days. The TUC has
learnt to be more subtle, But really
nothing much has changed. At a recent
TUC Race Relations conference — the
first for two years — the same old plat-
itudes were still being trotted out. ‘There’s
no racism where I work; we’re all black
down the mines’, said one NUM delegate.
‘It takes two to tango’ said AUEW
leader Ken Cure cryptically, meaning the
unions can only do so much — black
workers have got to want to help them-
selves. A few Dbreast-beating liberals
called for more and different ‘structures’,
more language classes and positive dis-
crimination to encourage black par-
ticipation in the unions. Everyone agreed
there was still a lot of ground to cover.

But nobody wanted to be reminded,
at this predominantly white, male,
middle-aged gathering, of the TUC’s
own sordid record. Nobody mentioned

' Red Scar Mills, Imperial Typewriters,

Mansfield Hosiery, Standard Telephone
and Cable, Birmid Qualcast, Intex, Woolfs
Rubber factory, Perivale Gutterman,
Harwood Cash Mill or countless other
disputes where black workers led the
way and got nothing for their pains.

They didn’t want to be told that
racism on the shop floor, and the growing
influence of the NF in many union
branches, won’t go away until union
representatives set an example to all
workers, If anyone needs educating,
it is certainly not black workers, It’s
our trade union leaders. And Lesson
No 1 — something they forgot a long time
ago — is UNITY IS STRENGTH. &
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Special feature

DYNAMITERS

The ‘controlled’ explosion of five tower blocks in Kirkby, Liverpool
last month went badly wrong, wrecking 20 occupied homes in the
vicinity, causing damage worth £100000 and leaving 100 people
homeless. But the Kirkby fiasco has drawn attention to a much wider
problem. The multistorey blocks at Tower Hill — 12 in all are due for
demolition — were built, at a cost of £6 million, only 12 years ago.
Badly designed, shoddily constructed, damp and lice-infested, they are
typical of much modern council housing. Yet council rents have just
risen by another £2 a week and 62 000 people are officially without
any homes at all. Nick Jenkins reports.

A RECENT Sunday Times survey revealed
a grim picture:

@ 50 000 concrete slab-and-panel homes,
owned by 50 local authorities, all built
since 1965, are fit only for the attentions
of Ogdens of Otley, the world famous
demolition contractors (whose reputation
has been somewhat tarnished by the
Kirkby incident). In Manchester and the
London Borough of Hillingdon 2200
units have already hit the dust. They were
built by the ‘Bison Wall Frame’ system,
a method only equalled by the ‘Camus’
technique used in Liverpool, for producing
leaky, mouldy, unhealthy flats
® many system-built blocks are struc-
turally unsafe. Moreover, condensation
on walls and rainwater penetration
through ceilings and windows leads to
coughs and colds, allergies and depression
®the total value of inadequate system-
built housing in Britain could come to as
much as £3bn — a figure which indicates
that hundreds of estatés are likely, not
to be replaced, but to be left to rot with
their occupiers inside them.

So much for the condition of British
council housing. But how much are
working class families paying for it, and
what are their chances of getting a
decent place&to live? Here things are
equally bleak.

High rents, low starts

Rents are up — in some places by almost
£5 a week. The average unrebated rent
today is £14 a week, compared to less
than £7 when the Tories came to power
in May 1979. A greater fraction of
workers’ wages goes on rent and rates
payments now than at any time in the
past S50 years. Both the numbers of
council tenants in rent arrears and the
amount of money they owe have risen
dramatically: half the tenants in Glasgow,

Liverpool and Manchester are in debt and
in the past 12 months most London
housing authorities have seen their bills
outstanding increase by an average of
50 per cent.

Behind the current rents crisis lies
environment minister Michael Heseltine’s
August 1980 Housing Act. This introduced
a new system of subsidies which enabled
central government to force local auth-
orities to raise rents in order to make
ends meet. Families seeking re-housing
today face grim prospects. Cuts in invest-
ment in housing stock have proceeded
even faster than those in housing subsidies.

Since Heseltine declared a moratorium
on new council house starts late in 1980
they have dropped to miniscule levels:
only 21 000 have been made in 1981/82,
the lowest figure since 1921. Completions
are down too. Instead of building new
houses, the Government is selling old
ones off, so cutting vacancies and length-
ening waiting lists. Nearly 120 000
council houses were sold last year.

The Tories say they are encouraging
local authorities to improve their existing
properties. But this is just a charads.
First, the Housing Act has placed the
onus on tenants, not landlords, to g=t
decoration, repairs and maintenance
done. Second, the Tories’ November

1980 Local Government & Land (No 2)
Act has emasculated local authomty
Direct Labour Organisations, the w=ry
work-forces that do up council p

with private contractors on the ooen
market, the Government has ensus=d hat
they are undercut on specific pom
that they lose their more
enterprises to private interesis,
in a few cases — they are
altogether. Result: no improvemenns md

housing goes from bad to worse. The
figures say it all:

1980 1981
Unfit for human
habitation 53 000 63 000
No bath, inside
toilet etc 149000 173 000

In need of major
repairs (England only) 1.72m 1.75m

Hard to let 260 000 285 000
Derelict Labour

For the Labour Party the problem is
simple. A handful of unscrupulous
property speculators are responsible for
buying up Britain’s land and erecting
huge, lucrative office blocks against the
wishes of the community, which would
prefer council houses. Labour blames
Tory laws and Tory cuts for cutting back
on -‘housing for public need’ and encour-
aging cowboy contractors.

Labour’s solutions are equally simple.
Land and the construction industry
should both be nationalised, as should the
banks, which have the whip hand over
local authority housing departments
through debt charges.

People should be put before profits.
Instead of jerry-builders, councils should

employ DLOs, which guarantee good .

workmanship. Labour has always been
committed to council housing — its
record shows this — and the next Labour
Government will undo the Tories’ mis-
deeds by pouring billions into public
sector construction. So vote Labour.

Let’s take these points one by one.
First, the property speculators. Labour’s
focus on ‘the unacceptable face of
capitalism’ disguises its approval for
mainstream ‘acceptable’ capitalism. It
distracts from the exploitation Labour
councils subject their DLOs to, it distracts
from Labour’s own miserly housing
policies, and it distracts from the fact, for
instance, that local authority developers
(like the Yorkshire Development Group)
put up bad flats just as much as private
developers.

Second, the jerry-builders. Under
capitalism, production is geared to profit,
not to need, so the ‘cutting of corners’ in
design and construction is built into
the system. Of course, only as many
corners get cut as the market will bear:
Harry Hyams made sure there weren’t
any puddles in London’s Centre Point
office block before the CBI moved in.
But goods destined for the working class
were faulty long before Marx attacked
the adulteration of bread in Volume One
of Capital. Housing is no exception to
this rule. The jerry-building of council
houses will continue so long as the
working class is not in a position to check
up on quality itself; so long, in fact, as
capitalism survives. As for fault-free
DLO construction, this is just a myth.
DLOs have budgets to stay within and
deadlines to meet just like Laing or Bovis.
They were caught within the constraints
of profitability well before the latest
Housing Act made such constraints
enforceable by law.

Third, the principle of housing for
public need. Accommodation, like
clothing and food, enters into the value
of labour-power. If it can be produced
at a profit, private capital will take it
on; if not, the state may do. Why?
Because while the individual capitalist
has no interest in seeing the mass of the
working class properly housed, the
state, acting on behalf of capital in
general, does have such an interest. It will
build council houses insofar as the money
is available for them, insofar as capital
needs workers with roofs over their
heads, and insofar as it needs to keep the
homeless off the streets and squatters out
of mischief.

Britain has never enjoyed ‘housing
for public need’. The Attlee Government’s
Housing Act of 1946, which laid the basis

for post-war council housing, catered for
capitalist reconstruction, not the require-
ments of the working class. The state had
to step in: since there was to be full
employment, and since less than 10 000
new homes had been completed between
1941 and 1945, 300 000 dwellings were
needed every year for a decade. Private
capital could never build this many
profitably; but, in the event, Aftlee
himself never finished more than 200 000
a year.

Today things are different. Capital
wants fewer workers, not more: it could
not care less if the unemployed are badly
housed. And the general collapse in
profitability makes the financing of
Labour’s crash housing programmes
through taxation on private industry
almost impossible. That’s why the state
has shown itself prepared to put the
homeless in expensive bed-and-breakfast
establishments and to allow squatters
to slum it in peace. More permanent
arrangements are just too costly.

Last, the difference between Labour
and Tory housing policy. This is a diff-
erence in degree, not in principle. It was
the 1964-70 Labour Government that,
in a dash for half a million new homes
a year, was responsible for most of
today’s shoddy council flats. It was the
last Labour Government which got new
starts down to a post-war record low;
which sanctioned council house sales
‘except in stress areas’; and which pro-
posed subsidies for new owner-occupiers
and less emphasis on council repairs
and maintenance, Today’s left Labour
councils are no better. The most they
have done is try to blunt the effect of the
cuts on council tenants by raising rates
instead of rents. But council tenants
pay rates like anybody else. . . .

Take it to the town halls!

The victims of bad housing in Britain are
the old, the young, the disabled, the
unemployed, women and blacks. Though
the importance of tenants’ struggles
should not be underestimated, the
atomisation and squalor of most estates
tends to make such struggles hard to
mount and even harder to win, It is up
to the organised labour movement to
defend tenants and to fight for decent
new housing.

A start must be made by NALGO
members in local authority housing
departments. They must oppose council

house sales: not because council housing -

is ‘housing for public need’ (it isn’t),
nor because administering sales means
heavier workloads (that isn’t the point),
but because every sale means one less
home for DLO workers to repair and
one less for working class families to
seek. In other words, they must make
sales into a class issue, not simply one
for Labour or the NALGO executive to
score points on. Owner-occupation is not
just a means of turning council tenants

‘into Tory voters. It is designed to get

sections of the working class to abandon
the demand for adequate rented accom-
modation altogether. It must be resisted
all the way.

The same goes for rent and rate rises.
NALGO members must refuse to process
these increases, just like distraint pro-
ceeding (recently reintroduced in South-
wark) or notices to quit. On the other
hand, every demand for maintenance,
repairs or rehousing should go to the
top of the pile. At the same time, council
workers should be wary of plans for
‘decentralisation’ of building work and
management services onto the estates. In
the name of efficiency, such schemes will
inevitably mean greater pressure on
tenants and a more direct role for housing
workers in enforcing rent and rate in-
creases. And finally workers should
learn from Ogdens of Otley and make
sure that all the explosions they cause
are controlled ones.

P
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British politics

Maggie’s miracle

the Tories

stay on top

After more than three years in office the Conservative Party is doing
remarkably well. Frank Richards assesses the strategy of the Tories and
argues that, despite the unpopularity of the Government’s economic
strategy, the Conservatives retain the initiative in British political life.

THE TORIES did very well in the May
council elections. Their success is all the
more remarkable given the mess they
were in only a few months ago

the summer of 1981 the Tormes wefe

usemployment et
Thatcher plumbed new depths of national
unpopularity and even many industrialists
were beginning to have second thoughts
about the wisdom of her economic
strategy. When unrest turned into street
fighting many Tories became resigned to
another spell in opposition after the next
general election. In the background
loomed the Social Democratic Party
picking up members and voters in thous-
ands in traditional Tory areas.

Maggie’s comeback

By August many leading Conservatives
could no longer restrict their doubts
to private conversation. One Tory editor
moaned that ‘nowadays a week-end does
not pass without a message of more or
less outspoken dissent from one senior
member of the Cabinet or another’ (The
Daily Telegraph, 3 August 1981). Senior
ministers Thormeycroft and Pym publicly
repudiated Sir Geoffrey Howe’s optimistic
assessment of the state of the recession.
The Guardign’s political editor, Ian
Aitken remarked: ‘The morale of the
Conservative Parliamentary Party has

3

reached a condition bordering on panic
(5 August 1981).

is in a degree of twrmodl =aprecedente

for a Conservative admimssin

Cabinet reshuffle did not

problems. During the

October former leader E

launched a bitter attack om the Govern-
ment’s economic policy and 2a influents
opinion survey showed Thatcher to be

the most unpopular Prime Minister since
polls began. The October Tory Party
conference created a semblance of unity,
but within a month consensus was
shattered by wrangling over ecomomic
policy. In December, Tory backbenchers
fought a rearguard action to prevent the
implementation of certain electorally
unpopular measures. Employment minis-
ter Michael Heseltine was forced to with-
draw proposals for curbing local authority
powers through the recourse to compul-

sory rates referendums. A proposal to
index unemployment benefit at a level
two per cent below inflation was also
withdrawn under.pressure. The Economist
commented on the conflicts inside the
Government:

‘The Tory whips, under the command of
Mr Michael Jopling, are feeling desperate.

‘Since the public spending round commenced
in earnest in September, the Treasury has lost
every major battle it has fought.” (19 Dec-
ember 1981)

But in the new year, Tory fortunes
changed. At first imperceptibly, but by
the budget quite visibly, Thatcher was
back on top. The wets receded into the
background and inner-party conflict
declined. Even the resignation of Lord
Carrington and two other senior ministers
forced by the Falklands crisis did little
to damage the Tory revival. By the third
week of the Falklands crisis the Con-
servatives had made significant gains in
all the opinion polls. How did the Tories
manage to do it? What lies behind their
success? To answer these questions we
have to examine. the main features of
Thatcher’s strategy and their relationship
to the crisis of British capitalism.

Golden age

Thatcher’s resolute pursuit of the interests
of British capitalism has been portrayed
as ‘extreme’ by the liberal media and the
left. After last year’s Cabinet reshuffle
The Guardian warned:

‘A Conservative Party chaired by Mr Par-
kinson which in its Cabinet has no room for
Norman St John-Stevas or Ian Gilmour is, by
definition, a party and government which has
taken one more stride away from its tolerant
place in history.’ (15 September 1981)

Many Tory wets would agree with this
assessment. Changing Gear, a pamphlet
produced last October by a number of
young wet MPs, attempted to restate
the case for a more moderate Tory option.
Haumted by class polarisation, social
unrest and economic instability, the
wets yearn for the consensus politics of
Anthony Eden and Harold Macmillan,

During the ‘fifties the Conservative
Party attempted to overcome long-
standing class divisions by becoming the
party of the ‘middle ground’. This search
for moderation and consensus was typified
by Walter Monckton, appointed Minister
of Labour by Churchillin 1951. Monckton
built up a close working relationship with
the unions and went out of his way to
publicise his role as ‘umpire’ in industrial
conflict. The Macmillan Government con-
tinued this approach and did its best to
avoid social conflict of any sort. By the
end of the decade the Tories had shaken
off much of their traditional upper class
image and there was little to separate
them from the Labour Party.

The Monckton golden age was brief.
During a period of relative prosperity,
when Britain ‘never had it so good’ it
was easy to establish harmonious class
relations. But as the British economy
began to experience the first symptoms
of the crisis, class conflict surfaced. When
in June 1961 Macmillan introduced a
wage freeze the new Tory philosophy
received its first major setback. Tory
consensus politics proved irrelevant to the
needs of capitalism and the Conservatives
were branded as old-fashioned and
obsolete, like most of British industry,
by Wilson-style Labour technocrats.

Between 1964 and 1970 successive
Labour ministers attempted in their
own way to emulate the Tories’ consensus
approach. In effect the Labour Party too
became a party of the middle ground.
And its attempt to please all classes also
foundered on the rocks of conflicting
class interests. While Wilson searched for
the phantom of the middle ground the
Tories went back to their roots.

Between the two main classes — the
capitalists and the proletariat — stands an

unstable, heterogeneous middle class.
More than a century ago Marx noted that
these middle strata had no independent
existence and that they tended to follow
whichever of the two major classes was
the most decisive in the pursuit of its
interests. The Tories may not have read
Marx but they got the message. In January
1970, at a meeting of Tory leaders at
the Selsdon Park Hotel in Croydon a
new party programme emerged. Gone
were the days of flabby consensus —
the Selsdon programme promised to roll
back ‘the frontiers of government’ and
smash the working class. The new Selsdon
man was committed to deflation, free
enterprise and strict regulation of union
power, :

Selsdon man, Iron Lady

The Heath administration from 1970
to 1974 failed to win the day for Selsdon.
The inability of this government to
implement the Tories’ anti-working class
programme had nothing to do with
Heath’s vacillation and mediocrity. The
working class was well organised, con-
fident in its case and well able to give as
good as it got. But by the time the Iron
Lady arrived in Downing Street in 1979,
much had changed. During the Labour
regime from 1974 to 1979 the working
class was thrown into confusion. The
Social Contract pushed the labour move-
ment into the clutches of the bosses and
‘educated’ workers to accept the ‘realities’
of the capitalist system. The deepening
crisis and the threat of unemployment
undermined union power and working
class militancy, The Thatcher regime did
the rest.

The Thatcher Government is not
against social consensus., But it wants-a
consensus that is firmly on the side of the
capitalist class. To win support Thatcher
has popularised the necessity for tough
legal restrictions on trade union activity.
Even at the height of Thatcher’s un-
popularity last October there was little
organised opposition to the Government’s
handling of the unions, the inner city
revolt or Heseltine’s attack on local
government.

Thatcherism has nothing to do with
the peculiar psychological features of the
present Prime Minister. It simply rep-
resents the coherent formulation of
capitalist interests in relation to the
present crisis. One objective underlines
the Goverment’s policy: to establish
a new class equilibrium where bourgeois
interests prevail and the proletariat
exists as a subservient demoralised
class. The Government has been entirely
pragmatic in its pursuit of the objective.
It has avoided any major test of strength
with the unions and even postponed a
confrontation with the miners when it
wasn’t 100 per cent certain of victory.

Thatcher’s strength is the recognition
that the interests of her class cannot be
defended by half-measures. She has been
prepared to accept great unpopularity
because her policies are necessary for the
survival of British capitalism and also
because wet policies would have even
worse , consequences for the electoral
prospects of her party. The strength of
the Tory Government lies in its unyielding
attacks on the unions, the state bureau-
cracy, immigrants and liberalism,

The Government’s Cold War rhetoric
comes cheaply but it pulls a deeply
divided nation together against a foreign
threat. The tough stance against the
H-Block hunger strikers and the law and
order campaign evoked widespread
support at a time of economic insecurity
and social uncertainty. The Government
has taken up issues around which a
popular consensus has been kept alive
by debates on union power, crime statis-
tics, hanging and family discipline, The
Government’s inflexibility and its con-
frontation policy have worked because it
has been able to establish a consensus
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against the objects of its attacks. Millions
hate Thatcher’s economic policy but
-they hate union bureaucrats and ‘black
muggers’ even more. Thus the Govern-
ment knows that it can count on popular
support for its stand on the issues it
chooses to make political priorities.

The price of Thatcherism

The Tory regime still faces many dangers.
It might have defined the issues and won
the arguments but people want jobs and
the security of a decent living standard.
Confrontation, by its very nature, stimu-
lates class polarisation and limits the
scope for social consensus. The Tory wets
express a sensitivity to this danger, More-
over they are acutely aware of the danger
of isolating the party from the middle
class. What is necessary for capital is
often unpalatable to the professionals and
small businessmen.

The recession has forced much of the
petit bourgeoisie to recognise its vulnera-
bility and political impotence. The rise of
the SDP reflects the mood and aspiration
of these social strata. The SDP — like the
Tory wets — wants a return to old-
fashioned consensus policies. The growth
of the SDP has exacerbated divisions
inside the Tories and put their electoral
support in jeopardy. .

The SDP-Liberal alliance has staked
a claim to the centre of British political
life. The electoral success of this alliance
is symptomatic of the fragile hold of the
Tories over the middle strata. However
the SDP-Liberal alliance poses little real
threat to Thatcher. In today’s crisis,
where alternatives are sharply posed, the
middle ground is too unstable to serve as
a foundation for national political leader-
ship. At the first sign of a crisis the
middle ground disappears, dooming centre
politicians to irrelevance. Thatcher may
have lost considerable middle class
support, but as the May local government
elections showed, this loss is not irrever-
sible. A little war in the South Atlantic
sufficed to shatter the electoral dreams of
the alliance.

The success of the Tory Government is
far from assured. The measures taken in
the interest of capital degrade millions
into a life of poverty and alienate a grow-
ing section of society. Thatcher knows
that the stakes are high and she has pre-
pared for all contingencies. The police
and the army are ready to deal with those
who do not share the Government’s
ideological consensus.

The secret of her success

The fact that Thatcher retains the initia-
tive is no more inevitable than the fact
that unions are unpopular. Thatcher has
won the arguments because she has faced
no real opposition. The Government has
maintained its fragile hold on the middle
strata because the petit bourgeoisie has
nobody else to turn to. The logical
alternative, the Labour Party, has faded
out of the picture. Indeed the Labour
bureaucracy has not even managed to
cohere a populist anti-Tory movement.
The crisis of the Labour Party is a
result of its political diffuseness. Unlike
the Conservatives, it has been reluctant
to abandon the consensus policies of the
’sixties, There are good reasons for this
hesitation. To fight for the interests of
the working class with the sort of vigour
and determination which characterises
the Conservatives’ pursuit of their class
interests would mean Labour launching a
major attack on British capitalism. This,
the Labour Party is incapable of doing.
The Labour Party is too integrated into
the capitalist system to give up its policy
of class collaboration. The Labour bureau-
cracy sees any serious blow to capitalism
as an attack on itself and therefore res-
tricts its horizons to limited reforms.
Stuck in the middle, vainly trying to
reconcile the aspirations of the masses
with the capitalist system, the Labour

Party has no coherent’ alternatives fo
Thatcher. The best the labour bureau-
cracy can do is to articulate the hatred of
millions for the Thatcher regime. But
the disaffection of millions of workers
and the petit bourgeoisiec has not been
matched by a corresponding enthusiasm
for the Labour Party. It is very easy to
see why., The Labour Party alternative
lacks plausibility, On every issue the
Labour Party contradicts itself. It pro-
mises more jobs and economic stability
with policies that in the past have led to
unemployment and stagnation As the
crisis deepens the labour bureaucrats
promise less and less — their only distinc-
tive suggestion is a discredited incomes
policy. The Labour Party promises peace
— yet when the Falklands were reclaimed
by their rightful owners, Labour called
for war. A week later, when the implica-
tions of military conflict became clear,
the Labour Party sought refuge in the
United Nations — an institution that is
probably even more discredited than
incomes policy. -

While Thatcher launches a resolute war
drive on all fronts the Labour Party
dithers. Michael Foot personifies the
Labour Party in every respect — vacillating,
incoherent and above all unconvincing.

The secret of Thatcher’s success is the
Labour Party. The middle class has been
repelled by the Labour Party faster than
it has become disenchanted with the
Tories. The widespread hatred for the
Government in the labour movement has
had little practical consequences because
the Labour leadership has not been pre-
pared to lead the fight. The Government
has taken the initiative and forced the
labour bureaucracy to account for itself,

“Instead of fighting unemployment, the

labour bureaucracy is busy explaining
how damaging Tebbit’s anti-union legisla-
tion will be for employers and pleading
how unfair it is to workers. Typically,
the Government acts while the labour
bureaucracy responds. For a Govern-
ment that has presided over the destruc-
tion of significant sections of industry
and the greatest decline in living standards
in the post-war period, retaining this
initiative is no small achievement.

It’s up to us

Middle class disenchantment and working
class demoralisation provide a perfect
foundation for Thatcher’s reactionary
popular consensus, The Tories’ electoral
fortunes have been restored thanks to a
Labour Party that makes Thatcher look
good. For the time being the Tory wets
have disappeared; their worst fears have
not been realised due to Labour’s inertia.

Thatcher’s formula has worked and
will be used again to re-elect another Tory
Government. The Conservatives will go
on the offensive declaring their deter-
mination to uphold the British way of life
against foreigners, criminals, reds and
union bosses. If it has its way the next
election will be fought on the issue of law
and order. And the Labour Party? The
Labour Party will continue to respond
and respond. If Thatcher attacks Labour
extremists the party leaders will launch
another inquiry into Militant. If the
Tories publish new shocking crime
statistics, Roy Hattersley will be ready to
correct the figures. If Britain invades
another nation an inveterate peace-mon-
ger will crawl out to wave the Union Jack.

Will the capitalists succeed? Can they
indefinitely postpone class conflict with
more sheets of crime statistics? The ans-
wer has already been given. As long as
the Labour Party maintains its hold over
the working class the momentum of
the capitalist offensive will be maintained.
It is up to us. It is up to workers who
have had enough to fight for a new
alternative. Let us leave the Labour Party
to flounder on the ever-receding mi
ground and mobilise our forces on
solid foundation of proletarian interests.
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Ireland

THE CENTRAL OBIJECTIVE of Prior’s
proposals is that the Government should
be ‘seen to be doing something’ at home
and abroad to deal with its Irish problem.
Direct Rule means direct British respons-
ibility for what happens in the Six
Counties — the killings of Catholic
civilians by soldiers, the shooting of child-
ren with plastic bullets, the torture and
starvation of political prisoners, und all
the other barbarities of the military
occupation. Northern Ireland is a con-
siderable embarrassment to Britain, which
it would like to distance itself from,
Direct Rule also deprives local politicians
of any real function — except to squabble
among themselves and stir up more
trouble for Britain.

Prior’s Devolution Bill aims to include
elected representatives of the nationalist
and Loyalist communities in a local
assembly, which in the long term might
assume governmental powers at present
exercised from Westminster. In the
interim the proposed assembly would be
a talking shop with some rights to inquire
about, discuss and comment on govern-
ment measures.

The British government has been pro-
moting initiatives along broadly similar
lines more or less continuously since
Direct Rule superceded Siormont in
1972. Because they have all failed does
not mean that they have served no useful
purpose. On the contrary they have been
very successful. They have preserved
Britain’s image as benign mediator,
constantly searching for a fair political
resolution of the troubles. And at the
same time they have provided the demo-
cratic cover for the relentless repression
of the nationalist people that has pro-
ceeded with even greater continuity than
the quest for the ideal form of top-level
Six Counties debating society. Prior’s
scheme follows this tradition of colonial
administration: as The Times comment-
ed, ‘the preliminary processes of est-
ablishing an assembly afford time for the
security forces to tighten their squeeze
on the- Provisional IRA’ (23 March),
However, for Prior the processes of trying
to establish an assembly in the midst of a
war are proving difficult indeed.

_Rolling back to Stormont?

By widespread agreement Prior’s singular
achievement has been to produce a con-
sensus among Northern Ireland’s warring
political factions — in opposition to his
Devolution Bill. He has even produced a
degree of unity among the Unionist
ranks. Those Unionists, like Official
Unionist Party leader James Molyneux
and his mentor Enoch Powell, who favour
the full integration of the Six Counties
within the UK, have opposed Prior right
from the start. Confident after their
recent by-election success against the
Paisleyites in South Belfast, they are
prepared for a test of strength in any
election — but they will go no further
towards devolution.

Other Unionists, both in the Official
Party faction led by Harold McCusker,
and in Ian Paisley’s Democratic Unionist
Party, who have long called for the return
of some power to the local level, were
more equivocal at first. They hoped they
could turn the assembly away from the
concept of ‘power-sharing’ with Catholic
nationalists, which has dominated pre-
vious initiatives, towards something more
like the old Stormont — a Protestant
parliament for a Protestant people.
However, as it has become clear that
Prior cannot restore old-style Loyalist
supremacy without losing what little
Catholic support he has, Unionist oppos-
ition has hardened. Prior’s carefully
calculated figure of 70 per cent, as the
proportion of votes required to effect
any change in the status or powers of
the assembly, has been interpreted
by the Orangemen as a Catholic veto.
And they are concerned that the pro-
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TORY DEMOLUTION PROPOSALS

Rolling into trouble,

rolling outof time

‘There is something almost insulting about the inadequacy and mutual
incompatibility of the arguments used to defend the measure; it is
necessary because the Province is polarised and also because the Pro-
vince is swelling with sentiments of moderation; it is worth trying
because at worst it can only fail, and it must succeed because failure
would be an irretrievable disaster; it will help the revival of the North-
ern Irish economy — pray how?’ (The Daily Telegraph, 10 May)

‘Real failure in Ulster’, commented the editor of The Daily Telegraph
on 6 April, ‘would be a greater catastrophe for Britain even than defeat
over the Falklands’. Many Tories and their supporters are beginning
to wonder whether James Prior’s Devolution Bill may provoke more
conflict rather than help to subdue the troublesome Six Counties.
‘The danger is’, continued the editorial, ‘that if anarchy were to break
out there, the Government would be obliged to use far greater force
in restoring order than it has ever imagined’. And the British ruling
class is well aware of the potentially disruptive consequences through-
out the United Kingdom. Mick Kennedy examines the crisis of Tory

Irish policy.

posed assembly would have no powers
over matters of ‘security’ — the repression
of Catholics — which is the Loyalists’
central preoccupation.

Any Loyalist politician who is prepared
to participate in any ‘cross-community’
assembly runs the risk of being identified
as too conciliatory towards Catholics
and being outflanked by
igent Loyalists. Hard-Eine 1
ford Smyth and .Ronnis
called D
elections. William Cra=g
played a

for a boycoit of

threatened
ment to fight Priors pl e
position no Uniomist can afford to fir
himself in’, said McCuosker. s
these developments, 5s to be seen
ally of Hume and Haughey’ (Jrish Times,
8 April). In fact there is little danger for
the Unionists here because Prior’s pro-
posals are even less acceptable to the
leader of the Social Democratic and
Labour Party and his political ally, the
Taoiseach of the Twenty-=six Counties.

Hume rule
e B SR

The SDLP is a middle class, moderate,
Catholic, nationalist party. It operates
with difficulty in the Six Counties where

most Catholics are not middle class and,
as a result of long and bitter experience
of British rule, little inclined towards
moderation. Any intensification of the
war tends to polarise society further and
render the SDLP more marginal. This
was its fate during last year’s hunger
strikes when the nationalist people turned
away from the SDLP to support —
electorally and in other ways — organis-
ations identified with the struggle for
Irish independence.

As the War has dragged on over the
years since 1970 when it was formed, the
SDLP has been obliged to shift from the
narrow ftrade union and pro-British
politics of some of its founders, Gerry
Fitt and Paddy Devlin, to respond more
directly to the nationalist aspirations of
its -supporters. Fitt, by his own boast,
‘the only Northern Ireland MP who
supports Prior’s Bill’, and Devlin are now
long gone. Their place has been taken by
politicians like Seamus Mallon — recently
nominated by Haughey for a place in the
Irish Senate — whose outlook corres-
ponds with the traditional nationalism
of Fianna Fail. Now under the leadership
of John Hume, the SDLP claims to rep-
resent the nationalist people — but the
pressure of this constituency gives him
very little room to manoeuvre with Prior
and his assembly plans.

For Hume, the problem with Prior’s
scheme is that by participating in it, the
SDLP risks being drawn into playing an
impotent and subordinate role in a
Loyalist-dominated forum. It is sus-
picious that the 70 per cent quota may
still allow a permanent Unionist majority
— particularly as constituency boundary
changes favour the Loyalists. And the
SDLP is resentful that the Tories have
back-tracked on the ‘Irish dimension’
— last year’s much vaunted Anglo-Irish
Council that has been keeping a low
profile in face of Unionist hostility.
In the circumstances of the War Prior
cannot offer more without provoking
total Unionist rejection of his Bill; Hume
cannot accept less without losing all his
already shaky credibility in the national-
ist community. Hence Hume’s final con-
demnation of the Bill as ‘unworkable,
dangerous, insulting and a recipe for

political and administrative mayhem’,
Tory tantrums
The 8Six Counties consensus against

Prior reflects the polarisation that has
resulted from 13 years of war. It has
given rise to increasing concern in Britain
that, far from ‘solving’ the Irish problem,
Prior’s solutions might lead to further
instability in the Six Counties. The Daily
Telegraph wondered whether the price of
‘“doing something” in Ulster’ might
be that the failure of Prior’s initiative
would ‘be accompanied by such an
intensification of bitterness in Ulster as
to make the Province more nearly un-
governable than it ever has been’ (29
April). This fear has led to'a growing
revolt on the Tory backbenches against
the Devolution Bill, now supported by
the resignation of three junior ministers.

In fact there is no great danger to the
realm from James Prior. Right-wing
Tories take the statements of their
leaders, especially on Irish matters, too
much at face value. Prior has no serious
intentions of devolving real power to
Belfast. He confided to one reporter that
if the assembly committees on agriculture
and commerce were operating by 1984,
he would consider the experiment a
success (Financial Times, 14 April).

And there is always Direct Rule to
fall back on. The Times objected to
Prior’s dismissal of this system ‘as an
enduring form of government for the
province’, ‘It is a stabilising instrument,
few people’s first but almost everybody’s
second choice’ (6 April). As the forces
against Prior gather strength — in the
Cabinet, where he has lost allies Carring-
ton and Atkins, on the backbenches,
where 23 Tories defied a threeline whip
and voted against his Bill after heckling his
speech, and, more importantly, in Ireland
itself — it looks like the old second choice
will prevail. And as the Falklands crisis
looms over Parliamentary schedules, John
Hume’s jibe that Prior’s initiative had
more to do with his own political future
than with the future of the people of
Northern Ireland, may prove an ill omen
for the leading Tory wet.

Leave it to Labour

And what of the Labour Party? Chief
spokesman Don Concannon has given the
Party’s full support for the concept of
devolution in Prior’s Bill, while making
a few minor criticisms. He urged abstent-
ion on the Second Reading as a formal
gesture of Opposition disapproval on
points of detail, while deploring moves to
wreck the Bill from the Unionist ranks.
There was a revolt on the Labour benches
too. But did this come from the left,
from the MPs who are often given pride of
place on Irish solidarity platforms, who
wanted to make a stand against Labour
complicity in yet another cynical scheme
to whitewash British barbarism in Ire-
land? From the left there was not a
whisper. Around 25 Labour MPs broke
ranks to vote for the Government.



Ireland

IRISH FREEDOM MOVEMENT

Remembering the past, fighting
for the future

The main activity of the Irish Freedom Movement in the week leading
up to the first anniversary of the death of Bobby Sands was a national
speaking tour by members of the Silent too long group.

Michael English and Michael Sweeney, both from Derry, told aud-
iences in London, Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds and Sheffield that
Silent too long was a very exclusive club. To be a member you have to
have had a member of your family killed by the British Army or their
Loyalist paramilitary allies. Michael English’s son, Gary, aged 19, was
killed when an army landrover ploughed into a peaceful hunger strike
protest last year; Michael Sweeney’s nephew, 11-year old Stephen
McConomy, was the latest victim of the notorious plastic bullets. He
was shot in the head at point-blank range only a few weeks ago. We
print below extracts from Michael English’s speech to 150 people in
London on the eve of the national Bobby Sands commemoration
demonstration.

Although the demonstration in honour of the dead hunger strikers
was swelled by many Irish people, the turnout of the British labour
movement was pathetic. The Irish Freedom Movement mobilised the
largest single contingent — but most left-wing organisations had only
token representatives. The march organisers allowed the final rally to
be dominated by Labour Party politicians of the sort who can be relied

upon to spout fine phrases about Irish unity — and to betray the Irish
struggle whenever its protagonists come too close or hit too hard at

the British state.

Over the past few weeks, the Falklands war fever has provided new
opportunities for raising the Irish issue in Britain. A reporter from
The Daily Telegraph was horrified to discover a contingent behind an
IFM banner on an anti-war demonstration, calling for a British defeat.
The British ruling class cynically proclaims the hallowed principle of
self-determination on behalf of a few hundred sheep herders, but it is
outraged that people in Britain should support the right of the Irish
people to national freedom. Many British workers are uneasy about the
drive towards war in the South Atlantic: our point has been that if
they took a stand against the war going on now in Ireland, they would
be in a stronger position to prevent any further military adventures

by the British state.

This month the IFM takes anti-imperialist politics to the NALGO
conference in Brighton. We will be talking to delegates, holding a
fringe meeting with speakers from Ireland and generally challenging the
pro-British outlook of the trade union bureaucracy on every issue from

Buenos Aires to Belfast.

pomember

£ora

BOB

SILENT TOO LONG SPEAKING TOUR

Michael English:

‘The violence of sudden death in
your own family is terrible. But our
aim is not to grieve in public over our
dead. Nothing can bring them back. What
is even worse than violent death is the
violence of injustice — to have your
people deliberately murdered and the
murderers are protected by the Army and
the courts. Silent too long was formed
because we cannot remain silent in the
face of this injustice.

‘We have no protection from the law.
Loyalist paramilitaries have murdered
over 600 innocent Catholics. Only a
handful have ever been convicted. The
soldiers who killed my own son were
acquitted — most soldiers are never

taken to court in the first place. In my
case the judges ruled that forensic evi-
dence which proved that Gary’s body had
been reversed over by the landrover was
“Urrelevant’ as he was ‘‘in all likelihood
already dead”.

‘We expected no justice fromthe court,
but at least a recognition of an element of
guilt — a fine for reckless driving perhaps.
But even this we were denied.

‘The UDA have murdered over 600
innocent Catholics. They are still a legal
organisation, with close and well-known
ties to Loyalist politicians, the Army,
the RUC aqnd the UDR. The IRA and
INLA have killed about 400. But the
proscribed organisations whose members
are hounded as terrorists.

‘When the IRA kill a UDR man that
death is reported as a terrorist sectarian
attack upon an innocent Protestant
person. If the victim’s membership of the
UDR is mentioned at all, it will be in the
last sentence. The UDR is an organisation
of mercenaries — people who improve
their weekly pay by hiring themselves out
for part-time killing. If, however, an
innocent Catholic civilian, like my son,
is killed, this is reported either as an
accident or as an act of self-defence
against rioting youth.

‘Silent too long was formed to expose
the murder and injustice forced upon
innocent Catholic people. The truth
is, though, that in this society there is
no such thing as an innocent Catholic

person. In the Creggan and the Bogside
and all the other nationalist areas every -
Catholic is classed as an enemy. Every
Catholic is a target for deliberate murder,
abuse and harassment. We have no rights
— not even to live in peace in the four
walls of our own homes, which is where
many of the relatives of our members
were set upon and killed.

‘Britain has to rule Northern Ireland
by the bullet because this whole society is
based on the denial of basic rights to our
community. I believe that peace and safety
for the Irish people will come when
the British Army and all other British
institutions are removed from this coun-
try. The Irish people must be free to
administer their own justice.’

-
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Ireland

THE SOCIALIST ORGANISER thesis,
developed in a series of articles by John
0’Mahony, can be summed up as follows.
The central political problem in Ireland is
not British imperialism but native Irish
capitalism. Ireland cannot be character-
ised as a backward capitalist country
oppressed by Britain; indeed there now
exists in the Twenty-six Counties ‘a
modern Ireland whose powerful bour-
geoisie are now an integral segment of
the European capitalist class and in as
much control of their state as any EEC
ruling class is’ (Socialist Organiser,
4 March). In short, ‘in the South an
advanced capitalist society exists’. The
problems in the Six Counties are reduced
to those of- recession and repression
caused by a residual British imperialism.

The republican movement is there-
fore wrong, argues O’Mahony, to at-
tribute Ireland’s ills to British domination.
This view he condemns as ‘just plain
reactionary bourgeois politics’, which
render the movement ‘irrelevant’ north
and south:

‘Focusing on “‘the national question™ as
“first things first” nationalists, they are ir-
relevant and bankrupt in the South, and thus
bankrupt also as nationalists in the Northern
struggle.” (4 March)

For O’Mahony, the solution to ‘the
stalemate’ in Northern Ireland lies in the
development of ‘a revolutionary workers
movement’ against Irish capital in the
Twenty-=six Counties. Such a movement
‘could begin — over time, and it would
probably take a long time: there are no
miracles likely — to create the conditions
for a united working class solution’ in the
Six Counties.

Socialist Organiser urges republicans to
downplay the military defence of national-
ist communities against British terror and
to cultivate links with the Loyalist allies
of British imperialism:

‘Abandon the Catholic pro-nationalist pol-

itics which lead you to talk and act as if one
million Irish Protestants do not exist (and the
political method that seeks to ‘define them
away’ with political labels like unionist, pro-
imperialist, etc). Stop extrapolating your
political programme from the exigencies and
limits of commitment to an immediate physical-
force solution. Stop making the physical-
force struggle the all shaping core of your
politics.” (22 April)
This series of imperatives sums up the
advice of a faction inside the party of
Roy Mason and Don Concannon for a
movement that has lost several hundred
volunteers in the struggle against British
imperialism. 0O’Mahony’s articles are
distinguished by their opportunism, their
incoherence and their sub-literacy, not
their originality. This particular adap-
tation to imperialism is as old as imp-
erialism itself.

Back to basics

When capitalism developed, around a
century ago, into a system of global
domination, it divided the countries of
the world into two camps — a handful
of advanced nations and a large majority
of backward countries. The relations
between these camps have been charac-
terised by economic domination and
political oppression. These basic relations
have been modified but not fundamentally
altered either by different patterns of
economic development — notably the
industrialisation of a number of backward
countries — or by changing forms of
political control, such as the transition
made by many Third World countries
from a colonial to a formally independent
status.

As far as the relations between Britain
and Ireland are concerned, our view is
that Britain is an imperialist country and
that Ireland as @ whole is dominated by
it. We do not base this judgement on
superficial criteria such as the wealth of
the Irish bourgeoisie, the sophistication
of its factories or the state of its working
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Socialist Organiser heads for a sticky end

The worms that
turn and turn

It seems that the more servile the British left becomes towards the
British state, the more it turns to attack, in appropriately discreet
‘socialist’ phrases, the Irish national liberation movement. In recent
weeks Chris Myant of the Morning Star commemorated the anni-
versary of Bobby Sands’ death with a turgid analysis of ‘how the
Provisionals have lost ground won during the H-Block hunger strike

campaign last year’.

The Socialist Workers Party could not even turn out a paper seller
on the Easter Rising march, although it managed a solitary banner for
the Bobby Sands demonstration. But it could devote three pages of
Socialist Worker to a study of the pro-imperialist prejudices of Loyalist
workers, and conclude by grotesquely blaming their persistence on the
failure of the Provisionals to leaflet Loyalist areas. The latest issue of
the party’s theoretical journal carries a detailed critique of the Irish
republican movement in the north; the next issue promises the same
treatment for the movement south of the border. We eagerly await
a critique — or even an account — of the SWP’s Irish solidarity work

in Britain.

However, the most systematic attack on the Irish struggle comes
from the paper of one of Labour’s entryist factions, Socialist Organiser.
Moving rapidly rightwards under the malign influence of its host, this
particular parasite (the fusion product of Sean Matgamna’s Inter-
national Communist League and Alan Thornett’s Workers Socialist
League) has adopted a perspective on Ireland close to that of the
two most rabidly pro-imperialist groups around, Ireland’s (Sinn Fein
the) Workers Party and Britain’s own Militant Tendency. Keith

Tompson reports.

 _

class movement. The question is — what
is the relationship of Ireland to the
world economy? And the answer is that
Irish commerce, industry and agriculture
operate almost entirely under the control
of foreign, especially European, American
and British capital. The government
agencies in Belfast and Dublin coordinate
foreign finance and investment alongside
feeble indigenous capital.

But Ireland is not only economically
dominated by imperalism, it is also
politically oppressed — by Britain. The
form that this oppression takes is the
partition of the country, the division of
the working class and the maintenance of
a pro-British regime in the Twenty-six
Counties and a vast military garrison in
the Six Counties. The most striking
manifestations of British domination over
the whole of Ireland in recent months have
been the transformation of the Garda
Siochana (police) into an anti-republican
militia admired by the RUC, and the
integration of the judicial systems on
either side of the border to such an
extent that a Six County Loyalist judge
now sits in a Dublin court for the trial of
an alleged IR A volunteer.

Irish readers may be shocked, and
perhaps embarrassed, that it is necessary
to restate such elementary points for the

benefit of people who call themselves
socialists in Britain. But it is necessary.
O’Mahony’s discovery that the Twenty-
six Counties is an independent advanced
capitalist power allows him to get down
on his knees before the imperialist power
which the party he has newly adopted
has done so much to keep in business.

Grovel, grovel

This is the real significance of Socialist
Organiser’s low-life polemic against the
republican movement. By analysing British
imperialism out of existence, denying the
crucial importance of partition, and
dismissing the struggle against it in
Ireland, O’Mahony clears the way for
making his peace with the British state
in Britain. As Lenin wrote nearly 70
years ago, ‘to brush aside the mass
national movements once they have
started, and to refuse to support what is
progressive in them, means, in effect,
pandering to nationalistic prejudices’,
nationalistic prejudices, that is, in the
labour movement of the imperialist
country, in this case, Britain.

The consequences of Socialist Organ-
iser’s position emerge clearly if we look
at its attitude to what is most progressive
in the Irish national liberation movement,

its preparedness to take up arms against
the British state. It is clearly this that
guarantees the republican movement mass
support in the nationalist ghettos of the
Six Counties. But, equally clearly, it is
the military campaign against British rule
that is the greatest threat to-imperialist
control in Ireland. The British ruling class
has gone to great lengths to prevent the
emergence of support for the armed
struggle in Ireland in the British labour
movement. What is Socialist Organiser’s
response? It accommodates to the pres-
sures of British chauvinism and advises
the IRA and the INLA to put down
their guns:

‘Armed struggle, as James Connolly under-
stood over 80 years ago, is a possible tool of
revolutionaries, but is not in itself social revol-
ution, In terms of social programme and class
concerns, the Provos are far from being adequate
revolutionaries.” (4 March)

A spade is good for digging trenches, but
it is not in itself a trench — workers of
the world, throw away your spades! In
terms of their preparedness to fight
British imperialism, the central obstacle
to all social progress in Ireland, the
Provos are more ‘adequate revolutionaries’
than our Sociglist Organiser theoreticians
will ever be.

The ‘Protestant workers’ cop out

It is the hallmark of opportunists in the
British labour movement on the question
of Ireland that the more they adapt to
the British state, the more loudly they
shout about the need to build unity
between Protestant and Catholic workers.
The lead comes from the trade union
bureaucrats and the Communist Party
and it has been dutifully followed by the
SWP, the Militant — and now by Socialist
Organiser:

‘Probably the only road by which the
Southern working class can arrive at James
Connolly’s republicanism now lies through
redeveloping socialist conviction and building
a socialist movement which accepts its respon-
sibilities to the oppressed of the Six Counties
and can also propose class unity to the Prot-
estant workers, to fight for a working class
socialist-republican solution in Ireland.” (11
March)

What O’Mahony is trying to say is that
workers in the Twenty-six Counties
should abandon their aspirations towards
an independent united Ireland so that
they can appeal to Loyalists in the
Six Counties.

This is reactionary rubbish. Protestant
workers are loyal to Britain because, even
at a time of recession, they derive definite
advantages from the Union (see ‘The
Loyalist working class’, Revolutionary
Communist Papers, No 7, July 1981).
The only way to unite the working class
in Ireland is through the destruction of
the force that presently divides it —
British imperialism. This is why the
struggle against Britain provides the only
way forward towards class unity. The
republican movement is right to appreciate
that there is no basis for winning the
mass of Protestant workers to the anti-
imperialist cause as long as imperialism
can still confer privileges.

The British ruling class uses the Loyal-
ist community as a propaganda tool to
justify its continued occupation of
Ireland. Socialist Organiser has swallowed
this argument, and emphasising its
concern for ‘Protestant workers’ gives its
sell-out to imperialism a proletarian
flavour.

Bound for treachery

Last vear’s Labour Party conference
upheld Direct Rule and condemned the
Irish liberation struggle. Socialist Organ-
iser’s ‘advice’ to the republican movement
reveals one entryist faction well on the
way to new alliances and perhaps even
high office in a party with a consistent
record of backing British barbarism in
Ireland.



Before
the storm

A Derry correspondent continues his recollec-
tion of events in the ’sixties before the War.

THE SUMMER OF 15 years ago was warm,
in more ways than one, 1967 witnessed the
Stormont screw being tightened as political
repression became more apparent. The repub-
lican movement was in a period of growth and
re-organisation. Its social and economic pro-
gramme, adopted after the abortive Border
Campaign of 1956-62, was clearly manifested
in a higher degree of public activity on issues
such as Special Powers, votes, employment and
housing. The ban on the Republican Clubs
resulted in a stubborn refusal to go under-
ground; resistance to the ban took the form of
increasing political activity within the unem-
ployed and trade union organisations. Street-
comer meetings, mass leafleting, pickets and
rallies to defy the ban were common-place.
In Derry the Young Republican Association
was created to get around the ban on ‘the clubs’,

The YRA from its inception campaigned on
many social and economic issues. Unemploy-
ment and inadequate housing were the two
themes that occupied most of the YRA mem-
bership on a daily basis. House-building and
votes were closely identified as areas of con-
troversy for all politically-minded people. The
Mayor had- the sole say in home-allocation —
and only householders could vote in local and
Stormont elections. The Unionist-controlled
local councils throughout the North were
determined to build as few houses as possible
and were ever mindful that any housing develop-
ment might upset their electoral domination.

No evictions!

e SR e ST
One of the big campaigns of 1966 and 1967
was against the slum landlords of the Cathalic
ghettos. In Derry overcrowding was rife —
often as many as nine families lived in one
house. When tenants fell behind with their rents
they were bullied out by the landlords’ hired
thugs, often without even so much as a court
order. Many working class families were reluc-
tant to seek the aid of solicitors and the courts,
because of the costs involved. But they res-
ponded positively to a YRA campaign against
evictions.

On a few occasions where families were
threatened with violence by the landlords’
heavies, the YRA requested the local command
of the IRA to make its services available for the
purposes of protection, The very mention of
the IRA was usually enough to discourage the
hired thugs, but those who ignored warnings
later paid the price.

Many working class families became more
militant in the knowledge that the local repub-
licans would assist them in resisting unjust
evictions. In November 1966 Ellen McDonnell,
a widow with two children, living at 17 Harvey
Street received an eviction order, When local
clergy, councillors and others showed her total
indifference, she appealed for assistance from
the YRA. The threat was discussed by all
branches of the movement, and it was decided
that the family, who had lived there for more
than 20 years, would be defended by every
means possible. A 24-hour picket was placed on
the house, and placard-carrying youths paraded
the street to highlight the family’s plight.
Neighbours provided tea, fish and chips and
sandwiches to the picketers, and hundreds of
leaflets were distributed. Towards Christmas,
due to mounting public pressure, a stay of
execution was obtained from the courts.

After a six-month lull, battle was joined
again on 11 July 1967, as the Loyalist Belfast
Telegraph reported:

‘Crowds gathered at Harvey Street, Derry
this afternoon as Young Republicans moved
barricades into the house of widow Mrs Ellen
McDonnell who with her family faces an
eviction threat. Inside Young Republicans
played republican and socialist songs on a
record player and prepared for “three months

"

siege if necessary "',
Legalised treachery

F e e e e e L et e R e ]
On 1 August the YRA withdrew from the
house, as a hearing was to take place-in a
Belfast court the following morning. Their
legal advisors informed them that there was
high hopes of success as the local council was

duty bound to provide alternative accommoda- -

tion under Statute law, The local council,
police chiefs and bailiffs had other ideas. Only

the family was at home when, first thing in the
moming, a Special Branch man — posing as an
inspector from the Electricity Department —
was admitted to the house, supposedly to read
the meter, Once he established that no repub-
licans were present, the street was invaded by
police cars, and bailiffs began to break down
the front door while the family were still in
bed. On hearing the rattle of axes and crowbars,
the family began to reinforce the barricades and
tried to block off the stairs. But the agents of
the state, some 40 in all (with dogs), gradual-
ly gained entry.

A crowd of 200 people gathered and cheer-
ed as Mrs McDonnell threw cups, plates and
cutlery at police and bailiffs. A sufferer from
heart disease, Mrs McDonnell had to be taken
by ambulance to hospital. Her 13 year old son,
Billy, was taken forcibly from the house by
police after a violent scuffle on the top floor.
Bailiffs carried out furniture and piled it up in
the street. As Billy McDonnell was frogmarched
down the street, one of the YRA leaders defied
the police cordon to address the crowd from a
window sill. He condemned the police, the
landlords and the bigoted authorities and called
for a protest outside Victoria Barracks where
Billy was held. He too was later detained,
together with another man and his dog who en-
tered the barracks to lodge a formal complaint.

Within days of the Harvey Street eviction,
homeless families began to organise. Immediate-
ly on arrival at hospital Mrs McDonnell was told
by doctors that they would not release her until
the family was allocated suitable accommoda-
tion. Within a matter of days the family was
-e-united, and with the help of local republicans
and socialists set up home again in Aran Court
in the Creggan Estate,

Finn O'Foyle

REVIEWS

Owing to lack of space the reviews sec-
tion has been held over until the next
issue,

I’lldo
it my way

Following our report (fns 24, March 1982) on
the struggle of Nesta Moody, a black employee
of Lambeth Council, for reinstatement after he
had been victimised for physically resisting
racist abuse from his supervisor, we reprint
below a letter published in Socialist Worker
(24 April) without editorial comment. Nesta’s
reply follows,

I would like to comment on the case of Nesta
Lloyd Moody, the black Lambeth Council
electrician, reported in SW, who was sacked
for allegedly punching a racist supervisor who
spat and swore at him.

Of course' racist abuse in the workplace
must be stamped wpon, also we whites must
understand why black colleagues get upset

about jokes and banter that, however well

meaning, have some racial content, But surely
the course of action for the victims of such
abuse is to take a complaint through the union,
getting the backing of your mates, rather than
fisticuffs. :

Was the foreman concerned a consistent
racist, maybe an NF member, spreading his
poison with the clear intention of dividing the
workers he supervised? Or just a harassed
nonentity to whom racist language came
spontaneously?

Fiercely

e S e e e e re S
As Viv Richards, the Somerset cricketer, said
in a recent interview, ‘black bastard’ is the first
thing that comes into a man’s mouth when the

stress gets to him. I am sure local government

works foremen, caught between the cuts and
the manual workers’ unions have a hell of a

time and probably oppose the cuts as fiercely as
many of the rest of us.

I hope Nesta Lloyd Moody gets his job
back, but please don’t assume it’s always a good
thing to smack supervisory staff in the gob.
Many of the best old time shop stewards who
built the movement in the fifties and “sixties
would refuse on principle to defend a member
who had used violence on the site, never mind
the alleged provocation.

Maybe they were legalistic fetishists, but
maybe you need a few legalistic fetishists
around to fight for civilised working conditions.

GL Eames
Horsham

Dear Socialist Worker,

You recently published a letter (‘More than one
way to fight racism’, SW, 24 April 1982) from
someone called ‘GL Eames of Horsham® with-
out comment and without even bothering to
ask me the facts of my case.

Those facts are well-known. I was dismissed
from my job as an electrician by Lambeth
Council after I hit my supervisor, Jim Pope.
After two years of racist abuse, what GL Eames
of Horsham calls ‘jokes’ wear thin. For his
information I did go through the union (EETPU)
time and again, and got nowhere, Jim Pope is
in NALGO, but Lambeth NALGO was no
more prepared to do anything than the EETPU
(I think Pope should be kicked out of the
union).

At first 1 thought Eames must be a racist.
But he’s probably one of those so-called left-
wingers who always keeps his head down at
work and even shares a racist joke or two. For
him to lecture me on how to fight for ‘civilised
working conditions’, when he’s not even pre-
pared to stop black workers being treated
like animals, is just insulting.

Since you can find room for publishing
Eames’s rubbish you should print this reply
as well, I'm also sending a copy to Workers
Against Racism who've given me support
during my campaign to get reinstated and who
are prepared to stand up against racists like
Jim Pope.

Yours fraternally
Nesta Moody

(Editorial note: Jim Pope has just been pro-
moted!)

Givingalead

We are nurses, porters and other ancillary
workers involved in action against the Govern-
ment’s insulting four per cent pay offer. How-
ever, we want to draw the attention of your
readers to another, more insidious Government
attack upon us.

Asof 1 October 1982 the DHSS will operate
its new scheme to stop ‘NHS abuse’. It will
try to force us to question ‘suspected foreign’
(ie black) patients with a view to charging ‘NHS
abusers’. Admission clerks will have to ask
questions about black people’s immigration
status and could have to demand a passport
before treatment is allowed.

This certainly exposes all the Government
propaganda about patients’ interests coming
first for what it is. The scheme means some
black people will pay over £100 a day for the
privilege of being sick. It is also a part of their
strategy of cutting down services in order to
sell off the NHS to the private sector.

If the DHSS thinks we’re going to carry out
its racist harassment for it, it had better think
again. At our hospital we are badly under-
staffed. Nurses who have left have not been
replaced. We’re supposed to have five nurses
on each ward but sometimes there are only
two. ‘Tust wait till we get over our cash prob-
lems’, say management, ‘then we’ll fix this’.

The only thing they want to fix is wus.
They want to break us by overwork and pay
cuts and turn us into policemen for their
racist regulations. We will not deny our brothers
and sisters their right to free health care, no
matter how long they've lived in this country.
We hope that other hospital workers will also
boycott this racist scheme.

Signed 23 COHSE and NUPE members
Newton Green Wing
Chapelallerton Hospital, Leeds 7.

* This letter has been shortened,
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HEALTH SERVICE WORKERS

THE TREMENDOUS RESPONSE to the
health service unions’ call for a 24-hour
strike on 19 May shows that many health

workers are ready to take on the Govern-

ment, The militant demonstrations and
picket lines up and down the country and
the inventive tactics used, to disrupt
normal hospital working without harming
patients and to win wider support for the
health workers’ cause, show their deter-
mination to win.

The legacy of discontent

The legacy of the past however still dogs
the campaign. Many health workers have
bitter memories of the ‘winter of - dis-
content’. The failure of union leadership
in the disputes of Winter 1979 led to
serious setbacks, acrimonious divisions
among the unions at local level and a
further decline in pay and conditions.
Many workers look at the way the union
leaders are approaching the current conflict
— COHSE’s proposed two-hour walkouts,
NUPE’s suggestion for a three-day campaign
— and fear a repetition of the fiasco of
1979,

Yet the scale of the present attack
on health workers gives no alternative but
to fight. The four per cent offer means a
drastic cut in real wages for workers who
are already among the lowest paid in the
country. And it comes at a time when
public spending cuts and the Government
promoted ' expansion of private clinics
and private contractors in every sphere
of the NHS threatens thousands of jobs
in the hospital sector.

The seriousness of the Government
onslaught has even forced a degree of
unity on the union bureaucrats. Threat-
ened by declining membership and status,
the 14 NHS unions have been forced to

ALL OUT

VICTORY!

As we go to press 500 COHSE workers in Edinburgh have declared an
indefinite strike until the Government concedes their national pay claim.
This sort of action, combined with a strategy that puts the need of
every worker in the NHS for a living wage before any concern about the
state of the national economy, points the way towards victory.

club together in the TUC’s health services
committee to try to salvage their position
through coordinated opposition to the
Government. However, as the action
increases, it becomes increasingly clear
that the bureaucrats’ militancy is dic-
tated more by their need to stay in control
of their members, than by their deter-
mination to lead the campaign to a vic-
torious showdown with the Government.

Leading from behind

The unions may have got together at the
top, but on the ground, they are still

leading from behind. From the start the
bureaucrats advised local branches to
decide on action individually. The uneven
action of 19 May was the result of the
lack of a clear national lead. Many dom-
estics, porters, drivers and ancillaries in
COHSE and NUPE came out. Groups of
nurses joined in, in some areas blocking
roads and using loud hailers to get their
message across to local people. But many
nurses still felt unable to support strike
action. Many NALGO branches declined
to take action — while in some areas
secretarial and administrative workers came

out or disrupted their departments. The
response from ASTMS was patchy too —
some branches worked normally, others
went on strike for the day, others worked
to rule,

The lack of a coherent common strategy
at local level has produced a fragmented
campaign that could still result in the
dissipation of widespread hostility towards
the Government and lead to defeat and
demoralisation. It is difficult to bring
workers out in one hospital when the
hospital up the road has decided to stay
at work. It is difficult to get one union to
take strike action when another union at
the same hospital has voted to take no
action or to work to rule,

Action to win

What is required to win is all-out action.
This can only be organised through local
district and joint shop stewards committees
of all the unions involved. Meetings of
workers in g/l the unions in the hospitals
are vital to discuss the issues and mobilise
the widest possible support. And the aim
of this action must be to win — not to
produce the shabby compromise through
arbitration that Spanswick and Fisher and
the rest are desperate to reach.

@®Don't blame workers in other unions
for not supporting action before or in the
present campaign — blame the union chiefs
for not giving a decisive national lead.
@Keep union control of emergency cover
— don’t let management and the press
use patients against workers.

@®No co-operation with agency staff,
voluntary or scab workers.

@No sell-outs through arbitration or
negotiation — 12 per cent is the minimum
needed to keep pace with inflation.

... L
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PREPARING
FOR POWER

the next step’s third international labour movement conference
11-14 September 1982
Caxton House, St John's Way, London N19.

Over 40 workshops, including:

The war in the South Atlantic

The showdown in Central America
Debate with CND

Women and the crisis

The criminalisation of black youth
Gays under attack

Irish freedom

Be sure of your place — register now!

The Soviet Union — aggressor or victim?

— solidarity work in Britain

I/We would like to attend the Preparing for Power conference

Name
Address

Tel No

TU/Organistion

Creche needed?

Registration: £8.50 (£5 UB40)

Make cheques payable to RCP Association. Send this

form or write for mors details

to BM RCP, London WC1N 3XX (phone 01-274 3951).
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Workers March

Against Racism

Every year the Trades Union Congress discusses ‘race relations’. They might as well
not bother. The more the bosses use racism to divide the labour movement, the less

the TUC does about it.

This year it is going to be different. Five hundred marchers will be descending on

Brighton to demand

e direct action against fascists at work and on the streets

e trade union solidarity with black youth against the police

e industrial action against deportations, fishing raids and passport checks

e an end to racist hiring, firing and promotion practices — no more colour bars!

REMEMBER — UNITED WE STAND — DIVIDED WE FALL

Get your trade union/organisation to support the march.
Send us money (it costs £30 to get each marcher on the road).

JOIN THE MARCH!

I/We want to march on/sponsor/make a donation to the
WORKERS MARCH AGAINST RACISM, London — Brighton, 4-8 September.

Name
Address

Tel No
TU/Organisation
No of marchers
£ enclosed

Make cheques/postal orders payable to ‘WAR’ and send to Workers Against Racism,
c/o Box 22, 136 Kingsland High Street, London ES8.
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