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Sadat's camp fire

“The Jimmy Carter conference’ at Camp David, as
Menachim Begin called it. ended in a wave of euphoria.
Carter has, it seems, pulled off the impossible and persuaded
the Egyptian and sraeli leaders to agree on a settlement of
the thirty years’ war between their two countries.

The agreement has advan-
tages for all the parties congern-
ed. Carter, whose ineffective
leaderstup of the US has caused
his standing in the opinton polls
to slump, can now present
himself as a strong and decisive
President.

For Anwar Sadat ‘peace’ with
IsTael means an opportunity o
free Egypt's desperately weak
econemy from the burden of a
massive war machine and to
allow the infitah (open door)
policy of attracting Western
tnvestment a chance to work.,

But the main beneficiary 1s
undoubtedly lsrael. Begin has
offered very little to gain a great
deal in return. He has agreed to
withdraw from Sinai within
three years and to negotiate an
Isracli handover ot the West
Bank and Gaza within five
Years.

In cxchange for these
ptomiscs he has achieved a
long-standing goal of Israeli
pelicy: to prise the most impor-
tant state in the Arab world out
of the anti-Zionist camp. A
peace treaty with Egypt will give
the Israelis a free band n the
Lebanon and make another
Arab offensive against Israel
like that in October 1973 almost
impossible.

There is no doubtastowho is
the main loser. The Palestinian
people are being offered
nothing. The envisaged ‘self-
governing' Palestiman entity in
the West Bank and Gaza would
gxist only by permission of the
Israclis and would, almost
certainly, be under the supervi-
sion of King Hussetn of Jordan,
well known for his love of

Palestimans since the massacres
of  September 1970, 'The
relugees in the Lebanon would
be left to rot in the camps, while
awaiting the tender mercics of
the [sraeli-backed Christian
fascist mihitias.

The Camp David agreement
15, in other words, anotherinthe
long ling of agreements, dating
back to the Balfour Declaration
of 1917, which have allowed the
establishment and expansion of
the Zionist state at the expense
of the Palestinians.

Whether it will succeed Is
another matter. There are a
number of obstacles. First,
there have been false dawns
hefore.

The euphoria created by
Sadat’s wvisit to Israel last
November soon dissipated as
Begin stubbornly refused any
concessions. The Camp David
agreement papered over the
differences hetween Egyptl and
Isracl, particularly over the
future of Gaza and the West
Bank.

S pinning

Begin is a tough and wily
negotiator capable of spinming
talks out indetimitely tn order to
buy time. Sadat is not home yet.

Sadat also faces the danger of
being completely isolated 1n the
Arab world. ‘The front for
steadfastness and confronta-
tion ({Svria. the Palestine
Liberation Organisation, Libya
and South Yemen) is bound to
denounce Sadats treachery.
However, their response is
unlikely to be more than hot air.

Syria. the only member of the
front directly bordering on

Isracl. is already deep 1n the
rire of the Lebanoen and would
not stand a ¢chance in ashooting
war with Israel.

As i to remind Syna of iis
military weaknesses the Israell
armed forces are currently
engaged in a massive build-up
in the northern and north
castern border areas.

This bwild up has been
described as the biggest concen-
tration of Israell forces since
that preceding the six-day war.
‘Peace’ with Egypt on the
western frant allows [srael
further possibilities to threaten
in this area.

More important from Sadat’s
peint of view is the attitude of
Saudi Arabia and the other
Gulf states. The Egyptian
economy s completely depen-
dent on hand-outs from the
Gulf Organisation for the
Development of Egypt.

If the Saudis withdrew their
backing, Sadat’s days would be
numbered.

Most likely Rayadh will
continue its policy of the last
nine months of staving in the
sidelines, giving tacit support to
Sadat while pressmg him not to
slam the door on Syria and the
PLO (the Saudis had an Arab
summit lined up te follow the
expected collapse of the Camp
David talks at which Sadat and
the confrontationists would be
reconciled—there 1s no hope of
that now).

But the most mportant
pitfall in Sadat’s path is the
Palestinian resistance., Again
and again in the past the
movement has been able to
bounce back after apparently
devastating setbacks.

Will the parties to the Camp
David agreement succeed where
so many others before them
have failed? Alex Callinicos




What's happening in lran? Here’s a 4-page analysis by Ali Ahmadi and Chris Harman

Iran/1

‘The Western press presents a
very simple—and very
distorted —view of the way the
present wave of unrest in lran
has developed. They see its
origins in an attempt by the
Shah himself to introduce a few
reforms, in the taking advan-
tage of this by a few courageous
liberal inclined intellectuais,
and 1n an inexplicable growth of
anti-regime religious feeling.

The real course ot cvents is
much different. After all, only
two years ago the Shah, far
from being 'reform minded’ was
rytng to umposce a  swngle
totaiitarian party; the intellec-
tuals, by and large, were com-
pletely stlent.

And the religious opposition,
like everyone else was cowed by
the activities of the SAVAK.

What broke the log jam was
the action of the mass of city
«dwellers faced with the etfects of
the economic crisis.

In the summer of 1977 the
Shah's government tried to
more more than a million
people living in the shanty
towns around Tehran. The
reason, it seems, was to force
them to move into the massively
expensive housing schemes
built by speculators inside the
‘Bovernment.

Four months of disturbances
followed as police attacked the
shanty town dwellers, killing 4(}
of them and arresting many
more.

The water and electricity
supplies were cut off, as was
garbage disposal. The response
of the population was to find
ways of providing these
facilities for themselves, on a
communal basis and in opposi-
tion to the regime.

The bitterness of the
resistance his police faced fore-
ed the Shah finally to back
down in the late summer and to

cancel his decree on the shanty
town.

The struggle in the shanty
towns was accormnpanted by, and
encouraged, a strike wave in the
workplaces. Tn the spring and
summer of 1977 more than [30
Tfactories or depots were burnt to
the ground—for example, the
match factory at Tabriz, a
paint-making factory in Karaj
Road, Tehran, a seed-base oil
factory of Khomsan, the (eneru!
Motors assembly plant in Tehran.

in the same period there was

a big strike of workers at the
box making factory of Qazﬂm
which led to the imposition of
semi-martiai law in the area.

The strikes expressed the
determination of the workers to
keep ahead of soaring cost of
living—especially housing—
costs, Just as the Shah was
sntroducing legislation to keep
wage Increases down to produc-
Livity INCTEASEs.

Different

The protests soon spread to
another sector, who were given
heart by the shanty town
dwellers’ wictory against an
apparentiy impregnabile regimse.

The bank employees struck
after the refusal of a salary
increase. And then it was the
turn of the so-called ‘nationai
bourgeoisie’---the 1ntellectuals
and the small bourgeoisie of the
bazaars.

The intellectuais began their
campaign of writing protest
letters. The more courageous
extended this to public poetry
readings. Their agitation was
jomed by students throughout
the country after a police attack
an a poetry reading and on
students at Tehran university.

Even the Fimancial Times
admits that ‘during the past
academic year the universities
have been less a base for higher
education than a battle ground

where the Shah's securtly
fnrces in not gear and welldmg
wooden clubs, have almost
daily squared off with em-
bittered students frequently
armed only with vouthful
enthusiasm and the occasional
wooden chair’. (12 September
T8).

The attacks on the students
last autumn forced the religious
leaders to increase their
activity—especially as the smaii
bourgeoisie of the bazaars was
agitated by the increased com-
petition of the monopolies and
the atternpts at price control.

The religious leaders beganto
join their voices to the major
opposttional rehigious figure,
Aytollah Khoneini, who was
exiled in 1963. There was a
major clash in Quom between
the religious led opposition and
the Shah’s forces,

The Shah’s attempt to brutal-
ly smash the opposition merely
led to 1L gaiming increased
sympathy and support.

For the first time since 1963
there was the closing of the
bazaars throughout the country
and the call to overthrow the
Shah.

The centre of the opposition
movement often became the
Mosques, which offered a more
or less legal focus for op-
positional activity. The Shah's
attempts to close some of the

Where ol Iis thlcker than blood

Musques forced more conser-
vative religious figures to join
the agitation.

The Shah was soon in a
desperate panic. Forty days
after the Qom ciashes he had to
repeat the same thing, andona
wider scale in the Northern city
of Tabriz.

A brutal massacre there did
not help things either. [t created
further unrest in other cities:
Isfuhan, Shiraz, Abadan,
Tehran—in fact in all the major
CHICS.

The regime then began a
propaganda attack designed 10
spiit the opposition. It claimed
that the religious oppusition
stood for a strict, puritanical
[slam regime—aithough the
religious leaders themselves had
not demanded this- -
to create panic with looting,

attacks on women and religious

[UGOTIties.
Isolation

But the propaganda ploy
failed. There was a complete
one day sirtke in Tehran. with
the Qom cvenls repeating
themselves, until the complete
isolation of the regime was clear
to all.

Meanwhile, as the Focriomic

fielligence Unit notes, while the

confrontations in the streets were
getting all the publicity, less adver-
tised, but equally significant, the

and tned i
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country has been heset by a msh of
strikes directed above all at foreign
CONOpAMES.”

The depth and resilience of
the opposition forced the Shah
to backtrack for a time. He
oftered a numher of concessions
to the religious leaders, sacking
his prime mnisters, first
Howeida and then Amouzegar,
and replacing them with Shanf
Emami, who isclose to religious
circles.

Emami set about establishing
a ‘government of reconcilia-
tion’,

Almost overnight, 14
political parties and societies
declared themselves. None
sought to develop the organised
power of workers. confining
themselves to the demand for
political liberty.

Yacuum

Allying themselves to the
religious leaders who had up to
then fillled the political vacuum
at the top of the mass movement
they organised a series of mass
rallies in Tehran and other
centres.

The growing militancy of the
movement had cone welcome
effect for the Shah It gawve a
serious fnght to vanous Western
powers which had previously
been pressing him to offer
concessions and introduce a

conatitutional monarchy.

Iran has known two great
periods of revolutionary tur-
moil in the present century. In
both the two components of
the present opposition moye-
ment, the so-called ‘national
bourgeoisie’ and the working
class playved kev roles.

The vears 1906-1911 were
marked by very bitter
struggles between the con-
stitutional movement and the
Irantan moparchy and its
feudal backers.

The monarchy and the
large feudal landlords were
proving themselves incapa-
ble either of developing the
counter of protecting it from
near absorption  into  the
colonial empires of Britain
and Russia.

The merchants, small
traders and small manufac-
turees of the towns became
increasingly oppositional.

Becaus of their close ties
with the local mosques these
(as at later dates) quickly
became the focus for much of
their ‘“constitutional’ anti-
feudal sentiment.

But some of the incentive
for the ‘constitutional’ move-

ment came from a different
source~=Jraman  emigrants
who had obtained work in
Southern Russia and who
had hecome involved in the
revolutionary movements in
Russia in 1905

In the aftermath of the
First World War and the
Russian revolution the
monarchy nd the feudalists
came close to defeat in bitter
fighting with the bourgeois
and revolutionary Com-
munist opposition
movements.

But in 1921 the British
embassy arranged a coup by
which an. upstart Cossack
officer Reza  Khan=the
father of the present Shah—
took power, unified the coun-
try with British help, and
proclaimed a new dynasty,
With the support both of the
feudal landowners and a
section of the so called
national bourgeoisie he was
able to smash the Mourishing
working class movement and

Risings and

drive its leaders inte exile.

Reza Khan made the Eatal
mistake a! the heginning of the
second world war of suppor-
ling the Germans.

The British, who had
brought him to power twenty
years before, now removed
hiin from power with Russian
help. For six years the coun-
try was divided into Russian
and British spheres of in-
fluence and it was very
difficult for the new
monarch, the present Hhah,
to prevent a new flourishing
of the opposition,

Movements for national
independence seized power in
areas inhabited by the Azar
and Kurdish minorities,
while huge strikes broke out
among the workers, especial-
1y the oil workers.

The government was able
to smash these movements —
partly because of British
support, parily because the
most influential force within
the working class movement

Continuing disorder
presented the West with the
choice between unconditional
support for the Shah and chaos.

By 8 September the Shah felt

strong enough to act. Early in
the morning. martial law was
proclaimed.

That same ‘Bloody Friday',
as 1t 1s now known, troops fired

The present huge wave of
sttuggles bears remarkable
similarities with previous
movements apainst the
monarchy. In each case a
fantastically important role
tn developing the strugple has
been played by the working
class.

But except in the years
immediately after the Rus-
sian revolution of 1917 the
workers have not had a
revolutionary leadership
capable of safeguarding their
independent role in struggles
they iniliate,

In 1941-53 and in 1958-63
the workers shook the self-
confidence of the monarchy.

But then the ‘national
bourgeoisie’ moved into ac-
tion and soon  exercised

hegemobpy over the struggle.

The same thing is happen-
ing now with the same
representatives of the small,
so-called nattonat,
hourgeoisie playing a role—
the Mosques, the intellec-
tuals, and to some extent the
National Front.

But the ‘pational

hourgeoisie’ does not have a
programme, either for the
country or for the movement,
Its most radical elements on
occasions shout ‘Death to the
Shah’, and make anti-
imperialist  speeches, but
make no suggestion at all as
to what social change should
be made.

They cannot, because they
are no lonper fighting the
feudal monarchy of seventy
or even thirty yearsago,buta

state monopoly capitalist
monarchy.
They are being driven

down by the development of

pitaiism, but as represen-
tatives of a stratum that has
traditionally opposed the
Shah with the demand for the
devlopment of capitalism in
Iran, they do not know how
to respond {o this.

Hence, despite e¢on-
siderabie individual courage,
they cannot be expected to
offer any clear leadership to
the movement at decisive
moments of confrontaticn.

The industrial workers

could. They have a very long
history of struggle hehind
them. But they do not have
any sort of party capable of
assimilating the lessons of
that struggle.

The remnants of the old
Tudeh (Stalinist) Party can
be expected to compromise
with the ‘national
bourgeoisie’ just as it is
fempted to compromise with
elements in the Shah’s camp.

And those who have
broken from that path to the
left have also, unfortunately,
tended to abandon the mass
struggles of the workers for
the delights of small group
guerillarism.

instead of being with the
class and its mass struggle,
clarifying the issues at stake,
they have been standing on
the by-lines, waiting for the
mass strupgle to subside so
that their individual heroism
can come to the fore again.

%0 as in 1953 and 1963, the
=hah could survive—not
because of his strength, but
hecause of the confusion of
his enemies.

on demonsirators in Teheran,
The authornties claimed that 97
people had been Kkilled.

Opposition members of
Parliament preduced their own
figures of thousands dead. One
estimate 1s that between 7,000
and 9,000 people died on that
single day 1n lehran.

According to one source a
secret mass grave has been dug
1in the army camp of lLashkark
near [ehran.

A total news clamp down
followed the shootings,
However, the signs are that the
struggle is far from over. Strikes
are reported 1in Tehran, Tabnz
and other centres.

One opposition MP describ-
ed how he could hear machine-
gun fire 1n the streets as he
composed his speech opposing
the imposition of martial law.

Refused

Unrest is reported within the
army. One soldier is said to have
refused te  fire on  the
demonstrators on 8 S¢eptember
instead killing his commanding
officer and then himself,

Support has come to the
Shah from all sides: a phone call
from Carter, a letter from
Callaghan, a promise of ‘non-
interference’ from the Russians,
visits from Chairman Hua Kuo-
Feng and the Japanese prime
mimster Fukuda. Oil, apparent-
ly, i1s thicker than blood.




Manoeuvrings

the pro-Russian Tudeh Party
refused to develop them in a
revolutionary direction {even
at that stage it argued for
‘sradualism’ not revolution).
However, although they
smashedthesemovements,the
feudalists, the Shah and the
British were not strong
enough (0 prevent a new
growth of the ‘constitutional’
national bourgcois opposi-
fion, now organised in the
National Front of Mossadeq.
There was a new wave of
strikes in the oil fields in 1951
and then frass
. demonstrations in Tehran,
The Shah was forced to
appoint  Mossadeq prime
minister and finally. early in
1952 to give him real power to
nationalise the oil fields.
Mossacdg was kept in
power by the mass move-
ment. But the ¢ffects of the

movement  were  already
frightening  important sec-
tions of the ‘national

bourgeoisie’; there were 200

strikes in Mossadeq's first
vear in office.

Mossadeg responded by
implementing a law banning
certain strikes and giving he
police powers to attack
workers. When the Shah fled
into exile fear of the news
prevented Mossadeq
proclaiming a repuhblic,

On 11 May 1953 the Shah
took advantape of this
vacillation to kit back. Gangs
of lumpen proletarian thugs
invaded the centre of Tehran,
and while the ‘national
bourgoeis’ and Tudeh Party
lcaders assured people
everyvthing was alright, the
Shah carried through a coup.

The eoup was very much
organised by the CIA, who
soon  afterwards  together
with the Isarelis helped the
Shah set up a new secret
police, the SAVAK,

In return for aiding the
coup, the U'S was ahle to
hegm to displace Britain as
the main imperialist power in

Iran: the denationalised oil
fields were now run by a
consortium of American and
British oil companies instead
of exclusively by Anglo-
Iranian (now renamed BP),

The compramise hetween
British and American im-
perialism was matched by
another compromise:
between the old feudal
landlords and a section of the
bourgeoisie.

The state began a process
of industrial development
in collgborstion with certain
{predominantly American)
foreipn corporations, This
provided a monopoly market
for favoured sections of the
local bourgeoisie and an
opportunity for the old
feudal landowners to move
their wealth from land to
industry.

A tand reform programme
which involved them selling
some of their land to better
off peasants provided them
with the cash they needed for

indusitrial investment.

This was the ‘“White
Revolution’, of which the
Shah's admirers boast. In
effect, it was the state aided
transformation of the old
feudal ruling class into a new
monopoly capitalist ruling
class linked to foreign in-
terests,

Excluded from the beneits
of the *white revolution’ were:

(1) the rapidly growing
working class—800.000
strong in 1953, today 3.1
million strong.

(2) two thirds of the
peasantry, who after paying
the feudal landowners for the
land reform, still find
themselves with only between
one and 3) acres each.

(3} The mass of small
traders and petty manufac-
turers in the towns (organised
in the Bazaar and controlling
the Mosques) who have
found that the state aided
monopolies are continually
undercutting their trade.

It is the revolt of these
excluded sections which lies
behind the present events.,

Iran/2

Dream fading

Three or {our vears ago it was
Eashionable to talk of [ran as
the superpower of the tuture’.
The Shah had set our to make
the  country  ante the  fitth
economic power n the world
and to lead it into the Great
Crvihisation”,

Sveophants throughout the
world believed tn hes ability 10
do so. After all, lran had o,
and the price of o1l had just
guadrupled.

Today even the sycophants
are much mare guarded in their
claims.

‘Iran will be hurd put’, says a
new report [or bhusinessmen,
Operating in fran. *To attain its
oft-proclaimed goal of becom-
g the world's fifth economie
power with a GNP ot §190bn by
the mid 1980s.”

East year the real rate of
gcconomic growth slumped to
2.8 per ¢ent. This compares with
a claimed growth rate in 1974-5
of 41.6 per cent.

At the same time the rate of
inflation has arisen to about 25-
30 percent. What’s gone wrong”?

The grandiose schemes
drawn up {or industrialisation
after the 1973 onl price rise were
hased on the assumption that all
that was needed was to pour

Iran: some facts
and figures

Population: 34 miliian
Working population: 10 millinn

Ingjuserizl workers:

Large

mines

Non-

mechanised
factorpes, and

industrial
empluyers

Apticulturel
labwour Forcr

% of population living in fowns

Wagen
Average daily industrinl wage
1376: £1.50

Inflation

Iramian eonomisis estimate tht
inflacion [nsl year was: 2530 per
et

money inte the cconomy and

CCOROMIC  expansion  was
guaranteed,
But the pre-existing in-

dustnal base was just not big
enough to teed this expansion.
[t soon ran into problems like
thaose that have hesel similar
grandiose expansion plans in

the state capitalist countries of

Eastern FEurope.

The raw matcrials and the
components 1o keep the expan-
ston going did not exist within
Iran. They had to be imported
[rom ahroad, through con-
gested ports and with inade-
gquate transport tacilities.

&

All sorts of bottle-necks arose
which held up particular in-
vestments lor months at 2 time.
For instance, last vear it was
estimated that something like
20 per cent of industrial output
wids  lost because of power
tatlures (shortage of electricity).

Despite a continual flow of
labour to the cities from the
countryvside. there was an acute
labour shortage: it 1s estimated
that there are 400,000 vacancies
for skilled labour alone, despite
an estimated 120000 ‘illegal
immigrants mostly  from
Afghanistan, Pakistan and In-
dia.

Worse

The problem of shortages has
been made worse by a continual
run down 1n the agricultural
sector. The *“White Revolution”
bought off the old teudalists by
offerning them 4 lucrative future
in the monopolistic sector of
industry.

But by the same token it
removed  any  incentive for
investment to take place in
agricubtural rather than in-
dustry. The most active part of
the rural population has heen

lured to the cities by the
industrial  ¢xpansion.
agricultural out put  has
slumped.

Twenty vears ago Iran ex-
ported  agricultural  produce.
Now Il amports 4 prowing

SISAleue |



amount, which 1 expected to
eventually to halt the total,
While all these problems hasve
been accumulating. the price of
o1l internationally  Bas
stagnuted . lranishavimgto lork

out  huge  sums  for  raw
materiats. tor imdustnal com-
poencts. for {oodstufts and

for the Shah's massive arms bitl,

(7] revenude s nel rsing 1o
meet these needs. The dream ot
1973-4 hax turncd mto an
cconamic crists, And the crisis
will get worse as time goes on; it
s estimated that lran's ol
revenue will halve in the next 15
VEATS.

The Shah woutid Like 1o get
aut of this crists by exporting
manufactured goods.

(ziant

But here 1t s doubtivd it
Irianianindustrycanreallycom-
pete with established [oreign
pianis. As Operating in Iran
notes, “Most toreign observers
guestion  the  wvability  of
developing  hcavy  industry
oriented towards exporis.

So do Iran’s own monopoly
capitalists. Theyv have preferred
to put their money into specula-

tion or. at bhest. producing
consumer goods for the
national  protected  market

where the only competition s
from the small manufacturers
and traders of the baraars.

‘Officially  total investment
increased 27 per cent an 1976-7
and added value of imdustnal
production registered a real 17
per cent growth. . .

'This growth 15 concentrated

{l

in the petrochemical and steel
scetors, thanks to pubhc sector
investment. and in the booming
houstng and construction sector

where retyrns  ary

big
common, while private sector

casy

manufacturing industniahists
have tended to complete ex-

Isting imvestment and to be wary
of launching new projpects. |

The reason bols down to
narrow profit margns’
The flow ot funds into

speculauion has led to the huge
increase m land and housing
prices i1l the city, which has cut
nto the living standards of
workers and the lower middice
casses,  further  teeding  the
pressures for inflation.

l.ast year halt the increase 1n
the cost of iving was caused by
housing costs atone,

Burden

The Shah’s response has been
to put the burden tor slowing
down inflation on those hardest
hit by it. He has introduced
price controls which 1t v easy
for the monopolies and loreign
companics to evade, but which
hit very hard the mass of small
traders and manutacturers,

This has been one of the most
direct causes of the *Bazaar and
religious  protest  Imovements.
And he has encouraged big
industrialists L0 resist wage

demands  one of the causes of
the growing working-class
agitation.

*The situation in iran reminds
one of the last days of Tzarist
Russia’. That was thelLondon
Evening Standard—back n
August 1962

A new wave of struggle had
begun within six years of the
coup that overthrew
Mossadeq, in 1958-9. Strik-
ing taxi drivers in Tehran
fought with the police outside
the parliament building,
Isfahan's  workers  struck
against an inadequate bread
ration, workers in Bandar
Shahpur struck for higher
wages.

Their example was follow-
ed in 1959 by Esfahan textile
workers, by Tehran printing
workers, by 36,000 building
workers in Tehran.

The King of Kings did not
trust his subordinates to deal
with this strike. He personal-
Iy took charge of police and
SAVAK who were in action
within half an hour of the
strike starting.

He ordered the police and
army to machine gun the
workers, Killing 50 and filling
all of Tehran's hospitais for
the poor with the wounded.

But the success of the great
general the Shah against the
bricklayers was not complete:
he was forced to concede

some of their demands.

The wave of strikes con-
tinued through into 1960 and
1961 despite repeated attacks
by the police and the workers
example began to be followed
by other groups.

The stuedents were now in
action, and there were 2
srowing coordination of
strikes and of  activity
between workers and
students,

It was possible for a
Tehran weekly paper to note
that one Isfahan textile
factory had been on strike 52
times between 1957 and 1961.
And this was nothing com-
pared to the tempo the strike
wave reached in mid 196.2.

The workers’ movement
drew into the struggle the
other classes—including the
‘national’ bourgeocisie (or
rather, petty hourgeoisie)
that had lost power in 1953.

In May-June 1963 scenes
very much like those of the
last few weeks took place,
with traders from the bazaars
going on to the streets with
the mass of the population
under the leadership of out-
spoken religious figures from
the Maosques.

The fire last time

Yet there was no coherent
political programme or
leadership to the movement,
and the Shah was able o play
a last card to save himself. He
ordered his police and army
to begin shooting straight
into a huge demonstration.

He was heard saying over
the army radio, ‘Do not shoot
over their heads, shooti to kill,
shoot to kill. Don't try to
maim their legs, shoot to kill'.

The number killed on the
first day was hetween 16,000
and 15,000. Yet it took three
days of hitter fighting for the
army and police to gain
control of the whole capital,

The Shah was victorious
however, not because of his
ruthlessness, but because
there was no organisation or
clarity on the part of his
opponents as t0 what they
were trying to achieve.

The spontaneous workers’
movement was phenomenal-
ly courageous. But it did not
have a working-class party
capable of providing it with
direction.

And the ‘national
hourgeaisie’ could not even
raise a simple slogan, as it had
been able to raise the slogan
of nationalisation of the oil
fields ten years before.




Where storm
could come

[mmediate press reaction to the
government's surprise decision
not to call an election was that

Labour faced a ‘winter of
discontent’, not only on the-
political front but with 1ty five
per cent wages policy as well,

But the firsi two months of
that policy have shown just how
hard a ‘breakthrough’ is.

An obvious example s the
ncw 9 to 1] per cent deal in the
British  Sugar Corporation:
origingily 4 breach of the Hve
per cent. this was then ‘re-
negotiated” as a productivity
deal. Phoney or not, this sull
leaves the policy intact.

What secms Lkely 15 a penod
when breakthroughs as such do
not happen but the policy is
constantly eroded at the edges.

With lcopholes like the
special low  pav clause and
provision for more special cases
there 1s room for the trade
union technician to find g way
through. leaving the govern-
ment to stand firm on the
cructal disputes,

Already there are signs of this
happening, Two major groups
of construction workers who
lost out during stage three-—the
plumbers and the heating
engineers —are already n for
special case treatment. Hospital
engineers and techmcians are
being given favourable’ treat-
ment,

At the same time the govern-
ment 1s announcing 4 very hard
linc on the coungil workers
claim a ‘lecaked’ Depariment
of FEnvironment circular im-
plied they could only get 4.3 per
cent and not five, because last
year's pay deal cost over ten per
cent,

This could enable the union
side to claim a victory if they
‘win’ slightly more than five per
cent this Lime round.

Desptte the wheeling and
dealing, however, allis not plain
saillimg for the government.
There are a number of acute
pressure points an the bargain-
ing round as a hst of some of the
prominent pay ¢laims in the
next few months shows:

Septemberf October
Plumbers

Glaspow busmen
Atomic Encrgy

Fords

Metal Box

Vauxhall

Michehn

British Oxygen

Scottish & MNewcastle Breweries
Tate & Lvle

& locul enginecring claims

~orember

Scottish lorry drnvers
West Midlands lorry drivers
Council Workers

Counct] electricians
Fliemen

Wire workers

British Levliand car plants
Ralls-Rovee (Scotland)
Tunker drivers

Raleigh (Notts)

& [ocal enpineering claims
Pecember

Hospital workers

Water workers

British Road Services
Bakers

Yarrow Shiphuilders

Ot course some of these dates
are a ittle artihicial:  eg
negotiations for West Midland
drivers have alrcady started and
the firemen have already got
this vear’s Increase from last
vear's strike (though not vet the
42-hour week).

On the other hand a lot of
workplaces duc to seitle n
August, September have hung
back waiting to see whether
therc would be anelectionand a
change of policy.

Even so there are many areas
which must cause the Depart-
ment  of . Employment some
sleepless nights. Take the so-
called ‘anomaties’ for example,

Offset

In Socialisi Review No 5 we
pointed out that engineering
firms have to offset the national
increases o shift and overtime
rates against the five per cent.
This 18 already causing strikes
and has prompted the engineer-
iIng emplovers to issue ‘un-
ateral guidance” to  their
members telling them what to
do.

Another point of pressure is
the spin-off from the last policy,
Council electricians have seen
their counterparts in the con-
tracting industry and the
hospitals get special treatment
or phoney  productivity
bonuses are they gomg to

4b

accept  falling behind  still
further?

Levland is due to centralise
bargaining for the car plants
this November-—and scveral
disputes have already occurred
i the build-up to this. The
tanker drivers have a special
overtime deal which they won
after last year's dispute: if they
get another five per cent they'll
walk through the policy etcetc.

Even 1f the government
maneeuvres as sKillfully as it
has done in the last 12 months,
there are several of the big
hattalions who couid force the
tvpe of confrontation which the
fircmen had last time, before the
nEW YCUr,

The council workers are the
most obvious example 1n the
public sector and the National
Union of Public Lmploveesis at
least tuking the precaution of
drawing up plans for action.

But the officials look to be
talking 1n terms of selective
action, sporadic strikes or even
an overtime ban—the TUC has
in mind something like the
‘campalgn’  for government
immdustrizl workers, which owed
a lot to the determination ot the
Faslane Polans base.

The Ford negotiations are
bound to be highlighted 11 the
newspapers as a ‘cructal test’,
Even the company reckons
they ve o1 to give onsomething
because of massive profits.

But the unions have hardly
done any campaigning (least of

all on the hours issue). Con-

sidering that Fords is now the
anly car company without a
productivity  deal (or the
promise of one) there seems a
ready way out for management
and & union side led by Ron
Todd.

But Fords have always re-
Jected any type of bonus scheme
on the grounds that the shap
floor might win control ot part
of the payvment system. Any
productivity deal will therefore
almost certainly be heard onthe
company’s  overall  perfor-
mance: not much of a carrottor
accepting the five per cent.

I one group really does
threaten to bust the hmi
Lahour's political heavyweights
aTe bound to be brought 1n, As
Keith  Waterhouse
recently remarked in the
Daidy Mirror: ‘we are
now i for the
longest clection
campaign in
history.

No doubt this damping factor
on official ‘militancy’ wds an
element in Callaghan's decision
1o wait,

This puts 4 premium on what

revolutionarwes can do about |-
the individual disputes that | - =

break out: whether they are i

dispute themselves or organis- § .

ing support. Arpuments about
blacking or even raising funds
may casily become arguments
about an election.

1t’s remarkable how the cry of
‘election in sight’ can change the
TUC-type position of ‘support
for the government hut not its
wages policy’ inte an instruc-
(10n 1o return to work,

In this case 1individual
stewards, convenors and other
cxpericneed  militants may
come not only to support a
strike but to question the basis
of their support for [Labour
politics as well. Dave Field
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ensure that you get every
issue of Socialist Review
is to take out a
subscription and have it
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*Out of the six economic
| recoveries since World War IT,
the L'S News and World Repori
told Americans in July, ‘today’s
s now the lonpgest peacetime
expansicen,’

But before the hurrahs get
too raucous on Wall 8t (and in
the City), let’s enguire a little bit
deeper into what's been happen-
| ing since the present US
. economic upturn began In
" March 1975, Forina number of
. key economic areas, the upturn

15 not what it seems, with
important  implications  for
American wWorkers.

Price inflation has been

steadhly going up. Now over 7
per cent a vear it shows no signs
of slackening in s upward
progress,

Unemployment  has fallen
less than in any previous up-
turn, with official higures show-
ing 6 per cent. When those
hundreds of thousands of.
Amerncans who are now 50
‘discouraged’ they aren't even

looking for work, and part-
time workers are added

in. this figure doubles
to over 12 per cent.

\ As in Britain.

unemployment

is hitting
American
feenagers

Vg

hard. 17 per cent of them are
unemployed. And this figure
doesn’t account for racism: this
means that 4¢ per cent of black
teenagers are unemployed.

Nor has the upturn in after-
tax profits (42 per cent above
average post-war levels) been
reflected in domestic capital
investment. The level of new
capital outlays in plant and
equipment is only two-thirds
the rate of expansion in other
booms.

One of the reasons for this is
the dramatic rise in oOverseas
investment, which in the 1970s
is running at more than twice
the level of the 1960s.

Reasons

The reasons for this shift are
not hard to see. Earnings from
overseas investment by US
companies now make up a
staggering 30 per cent of the
total earnings of US companies.

Not only are whole
economies like the British much
more dependent today on US
multinationals than in the 1960s
and 1950s, but these mul-
tinationals are holding an in-
creasingly important gnp on the
US economy.

Another important feature of
the US economy in the 1970s is
the continuing concentration of
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Back inthe US of A

N\

every other capitalist classinthe
world, has no hesitation to
resort 1o state intervention. The
‘free enterpnise’ US Federal and
State Governments are today as
inferventionist N economic
affairs as the ‘socialist’ Labour
Government in Britain,

US President Carter launch-
ed his 5.5 per cent wage limit
just days before Callaghan told
British workers thevy could
expect a similar quantity of
peanuts. And in the deal
offered to the US Postal
Workers Carter has made it
clear he intends to try and make
this limit stick in the public
sector.

The pattern of US Govern-
ment wage limits 1s a familiar
one to us i Britain. So too 8
another aspect of state interven-
tion 1 the US: the cuts.

In the late 19605 and early
19705, considerable amounts of
cash were pumped into the
inner-city ghettoes of America
in  an attempt {(usually
successfuld to buy out the
militant leaders of America's
‘minority groups'.

In addition to the *Poverty
programmes’, funds were alse
made availlable to provide
mproved medical treatment
and to sustain the provision of
education facilities and a few
other social and community
services for the 25 per cent ot
Americans on low (or no} 1n-
comes.

Today, while private business
is getting a bigger share of state
hand-outs, the squeeze is really
on elsewhere. The extinction of
the black movement and incot-
poration of the women’s move-
ment mean the government is
faced with no radical mass
movement capable of defending
the earhier reforms.

Instead there has been a
significant shift to the rnight.

There 1s & growing "tax payer’s
revolt” aimed at curtailing
government ecxpenditure on
social and community services,

Another feature 15 Court
ruling in the Bakke case against -
positive discrimination (aquota
of places reserved for wemen,
blacks and other minorities)
carlier this year.

Then there are the anti-gay
campaigns being waged 1n
several States and the movesto
stop public funds going to
abortion clinics. |

The US ruling class 15 not,
however, confining its attacks
on American workers to their
homes and social environment,
Faced with the slow recovery of |
the world market from the
recession of 1974, and with
productivity only rising at half
the rate (1.6 per cent) of ten |
vears ago. the ruling class have
lsunched 4 new anti-trade
union offensive,

Obvious

The most obvious indication
of this new employers’ offensive
is their refusal to go along with
the minor reforms in trade
unien and industrial relations |
legislation that the AF1.-CIO
(US equivalent of the TUC) had
heen promised by Carter in
exchange for their support In
his election. The union leaders
believed the Carter administra-
tion and the big highly-
unionised corporations would
support three reforms.

Firstly, to allow strikers on a
legal strike to picket workers
belonging to other trade unions
who worked on the same site.

Secondly. to increase the
farcical level of penalties on
companies which abused the |
legal procedures for securing .
trade union recognition. And
thirdly, to pass a law giving the
Government the target of 44 ¢

———— . .
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unemployment by 1983

After a five million dollar
lobbying campaign by a coali-
tion of mainly small and
medium-sized companies the
first two reforms were thrown
out in the Senale, and the third
was rendered worthless by an
amendment to include the
target of zero inflation by [983.

America’s top union
bureaucrats were outraged by
these defeats. Doug Fraser,
head of the second higgest
union in the US, the 1'/Amillion
strong United Auto Workers,
immediately walked out of a
joint trade union;top
management; Government ad-
visory committee which has
been around for 16 vears.

‘ cannot sit there seeking
unity with the leaders of
American industry while they
try to destroy us and ruin the
hves of the people | represent’, he
teld a Press Conference in July,

These minor reforms were of
considerable significance for
the American trade union
movement because today, some
thirty vears after it totally
embraced collaboration with
capitalism 1n the anti-strike,
anti-red hysteria of 1947-50, it 15
m deep trouble.

The immediate post-war
yvears in the US had seen the
world's  biggest-ever  strike
wave. The 35 per cent of
American workers who belong-
ed totrade unions felt confident
and angry.

But before this mood took
anything like a socialist direc-
tion, the ruling class acted.
Building on US nationalism
stoked up by the Commumst
Party (after 1941 when Russia
entered the second world war)
and the trade union bureaucrats
in their campaigns for ‘no strike
pledges’ and *more production’,
it launched a gigantic
ideological offensive.

First came the Taft-Hartley
Act of 1947 with its compulsory
cooling-oft penod in strikes and
the certification of only those

"‘Sectarianism in left politics
has become divisive, disrup-
ting the pattern of unity that
we founded the broad left
movement', says Bob Wright,
recently defeated by Terry
Duffy for the AUEW
presidency, in the September
issue of the Communist Party
journal, Marxism Today.
Though Wright concedes
that confusion has been
created by certain (unnamed)

left leaders, he places great
stress on the need for official
strategy and ‘fragmentation
on the left as expressed in
some of the ultra-leftist
groups that have been very
active in recent years’,

Despite an  irritating
vagueness about exactly
where the broad left went

wrong, Wright does think
‘we've pot to restructure the
whole nature of the broad left

The Broad Left: what went wrong?

movement because we are
missing out in many areas of
communication,’

Meanwhile he says ‘my
experience has taught me that
being elected to office isolates
you in many ways, and
pressutes begin to take over
from your close relationship
with the grassroots.’

But wasn’t this what some
of the ‘ultra-left’ were saying
all along. . . ?

trade unions who barred CP
members from office:; then came
the full McCarthy treatment.
‘Reds’, *pinkos’ of all kinds were
drummed out of the factornes
and unions.

Qutside

By the early 1950s the maost
class-conscios of Amernican
workers were cutside the trade
unioh movement. The
employers acted.

First of all they introduced
long-term wage agreements
throughout industry.
Sometimes five-vear
agreements, more usually three-
year agreements were forcibly
imposed on virtually every sec-
tor.

The trade union leaders then
acted to eradicate unofficial
action. Not only did these long-
ferm agreements outlaw un-
constitutional (ie unofficial)
strikes.

They also provided for the
smashing of the shop stewards’
svstem. Shop stewards elected
by the section they worked
among {blue button stewards)
were 1o longer to be recognised
by management. The only
union  officers recognised hy
management were the branch
{local) committeemen. And
these were to be elected only
ONCe every two vears.

In the [950s and 1960s the
proportion of trade unionists in

the workforce gradually declin-
ed. Then came the sharp reces-
sion of 19734 when a big risein
unemployment threw millions
out of work without a whimper
from the trade union leaders.

2.9 million workers left the
trade unions, not to return in
the upturn since. Indeed,
another L5 million workers have
drifted away from US trade
unions since then.

Two-thirds of these recent
losses are women {(a marked
contrast with Britain where
women make up two-thirds of
recent recruits).

Today, only 18 percent of US
workers are still in trade unions.
And the story doesn't end there.

Over the last ten years a large
number of firms have set
themselves up in business in the
US operating as professional
union-busters. They advise
companies on how to secure
decertification of the unions in
their factories. And they have
been very successful.

The rate of [factories
withdrawing from union
recognition agreements after a
new ballot of the workers is four
times greater today than ten
years ago. The unions are losing
three-quarters of all the decer-
tification ballots taking place.

Slick

The American union-busting
firms make John Gouriet’s
National  Association  For
Freedom look like kid's plav.
They produce slhick anti-umon
leaflets, hold meetings, picnics
etc ete. And faced with the
hureaucratised trade union
structures inside virtually every
Amencan factory., they have
precicus little trouble inconvin-
cing workers that the rank and
file will do much better without
the union on their backs.

Trade vnion organisation is
also under attack from another
direction. A map of union
strength in the US shows a
¢conceptration of trade union
organisation in the mid-West,
the North-East and in parts of

H

Cahfornia. In the extremely
racist South and South-West of
the US trade union organisa-
tion never got off the ground.

In many Southern States
laws have been passed giving
individuals the ‘Right to Work’
without being in a trade union,
m other words, outlawing the
closed shop.

And so, many companies are
now moving their main produc-
tion facilities to States like
Georgia  and  Texas where
labour 1s cheaper (often onlv
half as much as in the North)
and the unions barely exist.

Where they can’t get up and
get out quickly, companies like
General Motors are making life
even harder for anv genuine
rank and file opposition to
develop inside their factories.
At GM’s Fleetwood factory in
Detroit, where they assemble
Cadillacs, workers on an unof-

ficial strike recently discosered !

a New management innovation.

They already knew that GM's
plant security had the whole of
the front and rear-gates to the
factory covered by a bank of 12
video cameras and viewing
screens. These cameras could be
focused so sharply as to pick up
the brand name of a cigarette in
a workers’ mouth.

What they did not know until
after the strike and seven rank
and file members were sacked
for ‘leading’ the walk-out was
that GM had also planted
microphones in the factory wall
50 it could bug any conversation
it wanted on a picket line or
with someone selling a socialist
NewsSpAper.

The effect of the employers’
offensive in the US has heen
quite dramatic on the rank and
file. The number of strikes in the
first quarter of 1978 was the
lowest since 1966.

And when workers did come
out on strike they had to stay
out for a long time. The average
length of strikes was the longest
since 1950,

The miners® strike lasted 110
davs. lts lenpgth, and the fact
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that 1t was a defensive strike,
detending (successfully for the
time being} the night to strike,
rather than being about money,
made it reflect much of the
character of class struggle in the
US today.

But the [978 national US
miners” strike also held out
something new. A combination
of factors that add up to a
confirmation of the potential of
the American working class.

Firstly, as Tony Bumbico, a
miner from District 6, writes in
the SWP Industrial Discussion
Bulletin {(No 2), thevy ‘shoved
Taft-Hartley up the ass of
peanuts Carter'. 166,000 miners
refused to accept the com-
pulsory cooling-off period that
15 the muscle of US industrial
relations law. This lesson could
be very important in the future.

Secondly, the miners’ strike
was a rank and file strike.
Arnold Miller, who was elected
President of the UMWA on a
Mincrs for Democracy ticket
four years ago, did everything in
his power ta sabotage the sirike,
And despite this the rank and
file organised and proved to
themselves and other workers
that rank-and-file activity was
cructal.

Then the sunke was also the
most class wide stnke since the
19405, Small though 1t was,
here was an echo of a response

to the strike from the rest of the
trade union movement.

For a bnef period, and
not to any great depth, a united
US working c.ass made a
ghostly appearance from the
fragmented kaleidoscope of
experience of the last thirty
VEars.

Food convoys from Detroit,

workplace and union collec-

tions. meat wagons from
Chicago meatcutters, solidarity
meetings are not much. But they
are something.

It is to the 1ask of conjuring
up that apparition of working-
class unity agaimn that American
socialists must now turn. Steve
Jeffrevs

Steve Jeffrevs recently returned tram a visit o
the US. Research. Pat MoChesney, Mt Fusk
(International Sooalist Organisation, 115).

Toolmakers

‘Craftist’, ‘divisive’, ‘sec-
tionalist’, ‘sectarian —these are
just a few of the epithets that
have been flung at toolmakers
in British Leyland (and
elsewhere) over the past month,
as vet again various skilled
groups have put forward
demands for higher wages or

‘separate bargaining rights.

Perhaps most outspeoken has
been the Morning Srar, which
gave pride of place to Leyland
combine committee chalrman
Derek Robinson’s attacks on
the SU Carburettor strikers;
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Sense and
the skllled

attacks tn much the same vein as
those by AULW president
Terry Duffy.

Though boeth Robinson and
the Morning Star eventually
recognised a  ‘justihable
grievance’ behind the Silstrike,
the opposition to the Levland
toalmakers has continued un-
abated.

Now this naturally has a lot
to do with the place BL holdsin
the heart of the official ‘leftw-
ing'" of the unions; a factor
which makes it hkely that any
strike 1n BL will he attacked as
disruptive of the great enter-
prise. This s becoming aserious
threat to trade umon organsa-
tion itsell, as we note elsewhere
in this 1ssue.

But the allegation that the
toolmakers are ‘crafust’ has
convinced many good militants,
Last year when strikes by the
Levland toolmakers, by elec-
tricians at Pert  Talbot
steelworks and bv engineers at
Heathrow airport werce
protrayed as elitist it served to
weaken support for @ move-
ment that could have broken
the stage three tem per cent
policy before it began.

Excuse

Do the ‘craftist’ allegations
stand up—-or are they an excuse
for inactivity by those who
won't fight?

The first point i1s that there 1s
a long tradition of skilled
militancy 1n the British
engineering industry, generally
as part of the resistance to the
imposition  of technological
change.

The struggle over dilution
(the replacement of skilled jobs
by semi-skilled jobs) in the first
world war grew cut of the
emplovers” determination o
introduce  new  technigues

An example
to
follow

The last twelve months seem
to show unofficial shop
stewards’ organisation at a
low ebb, but at least one new
body has emerged which
suggests there’s a lot of
potential remaining.

The unofficial coor-
dinating committee for
regional railway shopmen
staged a highly successful
national one-day strike on 1
August and is shortly to hold
a conference which promises
to be one of the most
representative rank and file
gatherings for some time.

The coordinating com-
mittee, which represenis the
vast majority of the 5,000
maintenance workers
employed by British Rail, is
not completely new.

A similar body was set up
in 1971 but was not
widespread enough {o sur-
vive,

This time the organisation
accurately represents the
three unions concerned-—
AUEW NUR and EETPU—
and has a very broad
geographical base. The first
issue of a national newsletter
has just been published.

Fifty-six BR depots struck
on 1 August, and the action
has had a considerable effect
in forcing official negotiators
to hurry in introducing a
major revision to the existing
incentive bonus system,

Behind the bonus issue,
however, is a potentially
much more explosive claim:

for the national engineering
agreement skilled minimum
rate of £60,

Not only would this stop
the railway shopmen remain-
ing the ‘cinderellas’ in pay
negotiations; it eould lead to
consequential claims from
other skilled groups and an
erosion in the status of BR's
highly-structured system of
joint committees and arbitra-
tion panels. Roger Cox

rather than simply to replace
skilled workers with ‘cheaper
WOITIETL.

The classic craft response to
this sort of situation 15 to
impose new rules of entry into
the c¢raft—as gwuild members
often did in the Middle Ages.
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This stlll happens now: for
example, at [Cl Wilton on
Teesside where craftsmen have
been resisting the training of
new artificers.

But this has not been the
response of the Bl toolmakers.

In fact cne of their mam
arguments for higher skilled
rates has been that no appren-
tices are coming into the in-
dustry and that experienced
workers are leaving it.

Secondly, the logic of the
craft response would demand
that the toolmakers be driven
closer to the emplover, sceking
ways of preserving their posi-
tion, even at the cost of most of
the jobs. This has, interestingly
enough, often been the response
of a much smaliler group of
engineering  ¢raftsmen.  the
patterntmakers.

[nstead of this, however, the
loolmakers have heen the most
signilicant group across the BL
car plants to resist participa-
ton, 1o prevent stewards being
incorporated into the manage-
ment structure and to preserve
independent  organisation  on
the shop floor.

This raises the third, and
perhaps the most important,
point—af wages. For if the
tooimakers” response to the
increasing destruction of skillin
car manufacture had just been
totry and ching on to vestiges of
their traditional craft. or alter-
natively to create new areas of
demarcation, or lengthen
apprenticeships  then the sce-
tarian nature ot the approach
would he cvident,

L ontrol

But in fact the major cffort
has been on skilled wages, or on
control  of negotiations, e
separate bargaining rights.

It is, incidentally, quite
revolting to  see Cleft-wing’
champions of workers™ rights
backing BL's corporate master
plan of centrahsed bargaiming
which I1s about the most divisive
thing ever to have happened in
the company—driving a wedge
straight between the shop floor
and full-time convenors.

The fact that wages have been
at the centre of the toolmakers'
fight 15 the clearest indication
that traditionally conservative
groups are being foreed to take
a really militunt stance for the
first time.

A recent example of this s at
the North West London Bl
plant, Vanden Plas. where
skilled coachbuilders have gone
mmto dispute for the first ume
over party with local Rolls-
Rovee and BL bus factories.

All this this is not to say that
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feviand Toolroom stewards vote 1o hack the 5{7 men

there  are not  tremendous
limitations to the toolroom
campatgn, or that socialists
should suppert it uncnitically,

While the toolmakers do not
have many illusions about the
nature of a nationalised British
Levland, they evidently still
have a lot about the unions. But
many of these are being rapidly
stripped away.

[t was good to hear SU
toolroom leader Albert Benbow
say of Terry Dutfv: 'He's tryving
to do what BEdward Heath could
never get away with',

Toclroom stewards like Roy
Fraser also seem set to try and
build a skilled ‘empire’, taking
in maintenance groups as well,

This 1s unlikely to have much

future: the potential for over-
time and shift working -and
thus  much  higher  skilled
earnings 1 far greater on the
maintenance side than in the
toolrooms {¢ven though BL are
trying to head off militaney by
allowing some toolrooms as
much as eight or ten overtime
hours & week at the moment).

[n ¢ssence the direction the
skilled revolt takes depends on
the meagre forces socialists can
maobilise.  The (100,000
Eneineery” Charter leatlets 1ssued
i support of the ST men  the
only organised national support

they received -are a good
precedent,
Quite apart from the or-

dinarv dangers of letting an
unofficial movement go down
to defcat, those in the '‘Broad
Left” who shun the toolmakers
might think of a fairly recent
lesson from the [talian unions.

Train dnivers organised into
autonomaous groups pursued a
‘sectional’ wages claim. Brand-
ed as sphitters, wreeckers and
evenl [ascists by the otfical CP-
dormnated raitway unions and
A} per cent of the tar left, the
drivers went down to defeat,

Twelve  thousand  raillway
workers left the untons 1in just
two months  and the far night
was able to guan a toothold
among a demoralised and
leaderless membership, Dave
Field

India

Another dud export

The Janata party government
of India has just introduced an
Industrial Relations Ball. 1n
many respects it 15 remarkably
similar ta  Heath’s effort
although 1t goes a bit further
than the Tories could get away
with.

The bull would ban all strikes
{and lock-outs, so they say} in
twelve ‘essential services’, whach
include railways and the ceal
industry, which have for yvears
been leading militant sections of
the Indian working class.

A Natwonal Induostnial
Relations Commission would
‘adjudicate” disputes during
which stnikes would be illegal.

Just like the Tories Naticnal
Industrial Relations Court and
the cooling-otf period.

Anyont taking part in an
"illegal’ strike would face a fine
and three months inside, as
would anyone agtating for or
assisting an ‘illegal’ strike.

The bill received little ad-
vance publicity but is compen-
sation to baig capital for losing
the Emergency. Contrarv te
general impressions, the main
motive behind Indira Gandhi's
Emergency was a faction-fight
inside the ruling class between
sectional and regional power
blocs {now best represented by
ex-Home  Minister Charan

Singh and Defenice Minister
Jagyvan Ram) and big capital
and the bureaucracy on the
other,

They neced a strong cen-
tralised state to survive the
international crisis. Bartering
between factions just fritters
awdy resources and paralyses
the administration and that is
Just what is happening now.

Mrs Gandh: ¢couldn’t sustain
the etlort because of  the
strength of the regional power
blecs—hence the  amazing
collapse of the EFmergency n
January-March 1977,

But this meant that the need
to discipline the workers is now




greater than cver. since repres-
sion has been parually lifted. So
the bill—an atiempt at legal
sirangulation nstead of
violence.

For the Indian left 1t 15 a real
threat. The Commumst Party
of India (CPD and the Com-
munist Party Marxist (CPM)
bath have trade union
federations and both would be
crippled if the act worked. But
there wure real problems in
fighting the act.

Apart from the fact that the
CPIl and CPM leaderships hoth
loathe cach other to distrac-
tion, there are three other major
political trade wunpion
federations. two of which
belong to parties 1t the Janata
goveroment and the othertothe
Congress.

Then again, the CPM hus
been giving hmited electoral
and parliamentary support to
Janata as a ‘progressive’ and
‘democratic’ force.

In an atmosphere like this
opportunism s rampant and ut

-

i$ quite possible that there will
be a total shambles and the bl
could pass through a
fragmented oppositicn.

Nevertheless 1f vou were
gptimistic, vou would look for

—rr

joini campaign against the bill.

If you were being a little more
optimistic, you would look for
the fragmented grouplets of
revolutionaries using this un-
paralleled  opportunity  of
aproaching workers, since 1l's a

the CPI and CPM uniting ina {| good bet that the hopelessly

and
oult

social-democratie CP1

CPM  would chicken
sometime during the fight.

The opporiunity  nmiay not
recur for some time. Especlally
if the bill goes through. Barry
Pavier

Civil Liberties

-
-
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‘A c¢hange of profound
stenificance for trade un-
ionism,” is how the authors of
a new study on shop stewards
organisation describe the
increase in the number of full-
time stewards.

The study reckons that
there arc now four times the
number of full-timers there
were in 1966 —about 5,000 in
3.000 Factories.

The estimate is based on
research carried out in 1976,
which covered steward
organisation in 453
workplaces with a total of
330,004,

“early all the stewards
surveyed were inthe GMWL,
bul as many were members of
joint shop stewards’ com-
mittees their replies probably
hald good for the AUEW or
the TGWL as well.

An important feature of
the study s that large
numbers of stewards seem to
hang on to office for a

number of years (a
characterisite of the G&M7)

Nearly half the stewards in
workplaces employing more
than 500 peaple had been in

office for more than four
years.
The fipures only cover

about half the workplaces in
the survey however—which
siggests that continuity of

stewards may not be consis-
tent.

In 63 engineering plants
with more than 500 workers
nearly 90 per cent had
sepatate stewards’ executives
which met regularly, and
nearly all of these had the
convenor elected only by the
stewards.

But against these tenden-
cies towards a hierarchy of
stewards, the authors npote
that, even in Lthe G&M, there
are a ot of regular and
frequent elections of ordinary
stewards.

And even in the large
plants a typical steward
represented no more than
about 70 members, while
measured across all
workplaces the typical figure
was ahout 40,

This suggests that stewards
are pretty accessible to the
rank and file—eyven if con-
YEROTS are not.

An interesting footnote (o
the study states that over half
the workplaces represented
had been involved in signifi-
cant industrial  disputes
hetween 1974 and 1976. So
much for the government's
claim that only two per cent
of factories ever had strikes!
Dave Field.

“Factors shaping ~hop steswand crgdmsdion

im Bt W Heown, B Fhswortn, M
lermy Brinndy Foweeed of Il
Redatonn, Tais 7R
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Stewards on the up and up

Elsewhere 1n this ssue of SR,
Colin Sparks gives a Marxist
view of ‘terrorism’. As vou
might expect. the powers-that-
be have been busy with thewr
views on the subject too. And
acting on them.

Lord Chalfont, well-known
champion of the free world, has
said: ° the dividing line
hetween dissent and subversion
lies in the dividing line between
the wse and abuse of the
instruments of democracy.

In many cases. of course, the
question of use or abuse will be
largely subjective and will de-
pend on the political viewpoint
of the ndividual’ {House of
lords debate, 26 Fehruary
1975).

Who exercises that subjective
judgement is at times the police.
at times polticians, at umes
faceless  bhurcaucrats.,  Bur
whogver 1t is, they share o
common political perspective
the perspective of capitalism,
The view remains constant, but
the detail of where the ‘divi-
ding hne' s drawn, and the
instruments apphed to Lhose
who overstep the ltne change.

First of alla few definitions of
subversion: . . _except inso tar
as they are subversive. that 15,
they would contemplate the
overthrow of the government
hy  unlawtul means.” ([ord
Denning. Profiemoe Report.
1963)

‘Subversive  activittes  are
generally  regarded as  those
which threaten the satety or
well-being of the State. and
which are intended to under-
mine or overthrow Parliamen-

tarv democracy by political. n

on/subversion

n

industnial or violent medns. . .
We mipght define terrarism . .. A8
the use of violence for political
ends.” (l.ord Harns. House ot
Lords. 26 February 1973),

‘The motive of the offender
rather  than  the  particular
oftfence determmnes whether an
offence 15 terrorst”. (Merlyn
Rees. Commons wntten reply,
|8 January 978}

There are several interesting
points  about  the  shifting
between 1963 and 1978, One s
that the himits of Lawlulness
have moved considerabiy.

Another 15 that it 15 not only
what is anlawtil that counts
any  more  as a4 ihredat (o
parbamentary democracy.

Also the uase of the term
terrorism’ along with subver-
sion. means that ‘abuse” of the
instruments  of democracy  is
tainted with the emotive ¢on-
notanons of that word, used
imprecisely and thus covering a
multitude of undesitables,

The relevance ol aill thisto the
present moment 15 that there are
several guite heavy things un-
derwiay bv the state, We are 1n
the middie of the ABC 1rial. in
which three people are being

Mark Rusher (1F1.3
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done under a section of the
Offical Secrets Act that has
previously heen reserved for
spies, although Coombe, the
prosccuting counsel said of
Duncan Campbell 2t committal
in December 1977:

‘It Is not suggested that
Campbell 15 in the pay of a
foreign power. . . but he is a
thoroughly subversive man.’

There are currently six
anarchists being treated to top
| seeurity treatment in Brixton
and at Lambeth magstrates
court for ‘conspiracy to cause
explosions’, when the police do
not claim that there have heen
any explosions.

The press has been full of
terrorists’ and *bomb factornes®
in relation to them. And the
police have taken the oppor-
tunity of raiding over 40 homes
supposedly looking for
evidence, or accomplices, the
'‘persens unknown' mentioned
in their conspiracy charge.

[n this respect thev are being
treated just Like the Red Army
Fraction 11 West Germany.
While this article was being
written, Astrid Proll was picked
up in this country, and the press
went hysterically about produc-
Ing sensational hanalities about
German politics and dissidents.

The Ohserver, at least. also
tried to hink Proll and the RAF
to the six in Brixton. No
gvidence: good for the readers
though.

All this may sound a tenuous
case, and what has it all got to
do with our leaders’ statements
on subversion? Wall the six in
Brixton have been accused in a
court of law of being part of a
‘group of 1dealistic persons who
would take positive steps to
overthrow society.” That must
be subversive.

They have also been held
under the Prevention of
Terrorism  Act. Their case is
being handled by the Anti-
Terrorist Squad, who are rather
busy at the moment with Astrid
Proll, several Palestinians and
Iraquis, and therr ongoing
liaison with the other parties to
the European Convention
against Terrorism,

Liaison

Merlvn Rees again: ‘There 15
also clese lialson between those
directly concerned at
operational leve! on known and
potential terrorist groups and
individuals’. (30 November).

Subversion has become an
internatjonal cancern —the
well-known international
terrorist conspiracy— with eon-

ferences of Ministers of the "

Interior of the EEC.

At a reconvened conference a
healthy, militant minority of
Post  Office telephone
engineers mustered 42,000
votes {against the executive’s
78.000) in opposition to Lord
McCarthy's formula for
reducing their working week.

Although the 374 hour
comproitise was accepted,
the level of opposition shows
the degree of militancy that
developed around what could
have been & successful cam-
paign for the full five-hour
reduction.

There is an undercurrent of
bitterness against pgeneral
secretaries like Lord
Delacourt-Smith (ne
Charlie Smith) and Bryan
Stanley, who spent more time
boosting the Labour Party
than pursuing the seven-year-
old 35-hour week campaign.

This could well bubble to
surface again when the union
seeks the full implementation
of its claim.

The settlement is based on
a report (still unpiblished) by
Lord McCarthy - obviously
an expert in reduced working
hours given the shortness of
the academic year at Oxford
University. The documont
itself is remarkable not so
much for its recommen-
dations - it doesn’t take a
genius to offer 374 hours
with one side claiming 40 and
the other 35 - as for its insight
into the machinations of the
POEL executive.

For example, McCarthy
literally underlines the fact
that the union ighored a 1976
conference instruction
‘because it was concerned

Engineerng a settlement

about the effects of industrial
action.’

Yet years of working par-
ties had failed to achieve what
has now been gained after a
nine-montk campaign and
two months’ serious action.
Was this the ‘“effect” the
executive feared?

The settlement itself is a
further indicator of the un-
ion's attitude. 1t has accepted
that the reduction in hours
muost result in ‘no loss of
output per man.’

In other words the same
work must be done in less
time. Hardly a great step
forward for a trade union
movement which argues that
the object of reducing the
working week is to increase
leisure time and reduce un-
employment.

Bill George.

The communique 1ssued after
the one held on 31 May 1977
contained the following ideas,
among others: *. . terronismis4d
crime, and should be treated as
such’. ‘Arrangements to
strengthen. exchange of
techmiques for handling major
terrorist activities.'

‘Exchange of information
about activities of terrorist and
subversive groups’.
‘Cooperative action’. And much
else ahout Furopean coordina-
tien on matters of security.

The new suppression of
Terrorism Act brings Britan
much more mto lbne with
Germany, which has forged the
path into the area of creeping
fascist law and order. The
Prevention of Terrorism Act
that has done such good service
for the Irish now appears
comparatively weak.

Add the recently signed
European Convention on
Terrorism 1s not only about
swapping information on
pehitical activites and activists,
and on police technigues and
activitics, but also takes away
the possibility of freedom from
extradition for those wanted in
another country for activities
considered polbitical crimes in
that other country.

In other words a country can
no longer decide for itself
whether to grant political status
to a refugee.

Now put that together with

the widening definitions of
subversion, and you get a pretty
threatening package. lLed by

Germany we are getting closer
and closer to bewng subject to
repressive legislation, justified
hy the words ‘subversion’ and

terrorism’  Just for holding
views that are outside the
democratic mainstream, and

trying to propagate them or act
on them,

Ban

Germany already has the
Berufsverbote, banning all but
the most ‘moderate’ from
holding public posts, including
teachers, civil servants and
garhage collectors and train
drivers.

Anvone who objects to the
repression  directed  against
those branded as ‘terronst’ 1s
also a terrorst. We must reject
their words and thewr im-
plications.

There’s lots of talk of subver-
sion around in the ruling class
and among the forces of law and
order. And lots of talk 1n the left

Hed Ladder 15 4
collectively run socialist
theatre company based
leeds and tous
recaarmally i ron
trhealnical venues We
requ.re female and male
performers/musicians. a
director, and a stage
manager./technician ta
start Jaruyary 1975
Lorg-term commitment
preferred. but shott term

about the state’s ideas and
practices for dealing with us
subversives (or potential sub-
versives).

The question 15 Just how
remote 15 it. As revolutionarics
we stand outside Chalfont’s
definition of dissent.

After all. we do want to
subvert the state, and we
shouldn’t be scared to use our
own principles a5 the limits on
out actions, rather than abiding
by their defimition of what 15
permissible and legal.

If Duncan Campbell, Crispin
Aubrey and John Berry are
done tor being subversive, (f
Astrid Proll, who was released
from prison m W Germany 1n
1974 because she had been
tortured to the point where even
the Federal prosecutor couldn’t
oppose  her release to a
sanatorium, s extradited, if six
people are sent down because
they are too ideahistic, where do
we stand? Peter Bradbury

contracts woulo be
corsidered. Closing date
20 Doehor
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pxpesencs s ceasors
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Blacks & blues

Having for a long time been an
enthusiast of both, jazz and
blues, but particularly the blues,
1 was more than pleased to see
two books on black American
music being reviewed in the last
1ssue of SR,

I should straight away say
that I have read neither of the
two books in gquestion and am
not defending them. My
criticism i1s directed at the
comments of the reviewer. In
particular, I was surprised to
find in a Marxist journal senti-
ment given in stead of factuai
analysis. If Stoniping the Blues
was truly worthy of criticism, 1t
didn't receive it in the two
paragraphs Val Wilmer took to
dismiss 1t.

The blues are a complete
chronicle of the black
American, who, while always at
the bottom of the social ladder
nevertheless performed
different functions as American
capitalism developed. Blues are
primarily the music of the 20's,
305, 40’s - of the depression. Of
the migration from what Marx
called ‘the idiocy of rural life’
to the degradations of wage
slavery and unemployment in
the northern urban slums.

it was a period (as it was here
after the defeat of the General
Strike) of acute poverty -
poverty of iving standards and
of politics. It 15 this that the
blues reflect. To try and
wishfully inject some hard
Marxist lyrics into the music is
to miss the beauty of blues,
which are a unique record of a
umdque social experience,

Now, I have probably made
myself sound condescending,
which was not my intenfion.
But the truth is that when
American blacks became self-
assertive, when they found a
political vowe, blues were not
the vehicle which could carry it
along. It was soul music which
sang out ‘Black 1s Beautiful’.
Littie Richard who sang ‘Say it
Loud - I'm Black and I'm
Proud’. The Black Panthers
were listening to Bob Dylan:
read Seize The Time!

The sorry example Val
Wilmer gives about ‘1 would get
my shotgun and 1 wouldn't be a
slave no more’ 15 a product of
the vogue for blues amongst
white enthusiasts in the ‘60%,
when many fine bluesmen, such
as the excellent Lightnin'
Hopkins who sang the above,

were ‘rediscovered’. This gave
slight recognition and well
deserved cash to a dying group
of musicians who had been part
of the last and most influential
of folk musics. But they were
playing now to white audiences.
The black Amencans had mov-
ed on.

But the debate shouldn't end
here. When are we going to have
a regular jazz/blues column in
SR?

Mike Garner.

(K, Mike, what about a good
poditical blues| jazz column? PO
Box 82 seems to attract rather
fong letters, hut we could welf
der with some shorter con-
rributions. Don't be put off by
thinking that vou have 1o write
veveral  cofumpy-worth,

(Cops, sorry aboul misteading

veu about the 1900 dehate ).

Two Comments on the debate between Richard Kuper and

Chris Harman in our July issue.

3

Preparing for socialism

Thanks for the Kuper-Harman
seesaw around democratic cen-
tralism. though it’s a pity the
weights proved so uneven that
Kuper seemed to be catapulted
into the fleecy stratosphere of
laissez-faire socialism. In fact
the problems of democratic
centralism (and therg are
problems) deserve a dialogue
rather than a duel. and are
neither as easy of resolution as
Harman appears to assume, nor
as avoidable as Kuper blithely
nopes.

Many of the cniticisms which
Harman makes of Kuper's
nebulous position are absolute-
ly right; Kuper seems
dangerously close to a near
anarchic rejection of any but the
most short lived organisational
forms; and, as Harman points
out, the non-centralism he
advocates, is itself no guarantee
at all of democracy.

We cannot do without an
organisation which generalises
experience, develops tacticsand
provides a coherent political
lead. In the coldest analysis the
politics of Marxism {1in
response to those of capitalism)
are power politics: our oganisa-
tion, our party, is our gun.

But Marxism is not all about
the conguest of power, though
some socialists have needed the
women's movement to convince
themn of this, Harman’s answers,

however correct, read as if they
spring simply {rom theory. It
seems as if he fails to see that
Kuper's article demands more
fundamental answers, though
he 15 not helped by Kuper
presenting his questions in a
way which obscures and dis-
torts them.

In fact | thuink that many of
the doubts which Kuper ex-
presses are shared not just by
those whom Paul Foot dubs
NANAS (from the National
Organisation of Non-Aligned
Sectarians) but by anenormous
section of the working class.
Furthermore 1 suspect that
many of these feelings are
shared, if perhaps repressed, by
many members of the SWP,

It's ali very well to insist upon
centralist organisation within a
democratic party; after allit has
a lot more to offer than the
dissolving mirages of
liberalisimn, the compromises of
Eurocommunism or the usually
sterile bickering of in-
stitutionalised ‘tendencies’. But
a centralised nucleus of
strugple, while indispensable, 1s
not in itself a sufficient socialist
strategy. Kuper's key point 18
that the party has to prepare the
class for self-rule.

It is not only far too casy, but
nonsensical for Harman to
argue that the party is only a
‘voluntary  organisation of
militants’ which cannot be the
embryo of the new society. Why
on earth not? The party cannot
be the model of the new society,
but if it is not an embryo, It must

at least be the germ. If the
theory of the party has any
justification, socialism must
spring not just from the class
but from the party within the
class. Particularly if, as Harman
sternly asserts, the party must
remain in power to defend the
proletarian state.

The question which Kuper
atternpts {and fails)to address 15
the general. fashicnakle, but no
less valid one, of whether the
social and ideological aspects of
contemporary capitalism have
tc some extent outmoded
strategies and organisations
which were devised under
rather different conditions.

Not the least difficulty is the
suspicion which capitahst and
individualist  ideology  has
engendered of any sort of
collective activilty, experienge
and leadership. Some socialists
find this train of thought so
threatening that merely voicing
it draws accusations of a dnft
towards liberalism.

But, like it or not, we have to
vealise {and ] think that the
SWP has a talent for this) that
people respond first of all to the
needs and problems which they
feel themselves, and not to the
oppression  which vanguard
socialists tell them thev ought to
feel, And in developing therr
activity and participation {itself
a blow against the apathy
encouraged by liberal
democracy) demaocratic cen-
trahsm has a real role to play,
not In stamping out s¢lf-activity
does not degenerate into self-
induigence,

Unfortunately I doubt that
Harman’s version of centraiism
would confer such freedom, for
in his anxiety to rebut Kuper's
and Krivine's assertions that
dernocracy and centralism are
contradictory, he comes so
¢lose to identifying democracy
with some forms of centralism
that he fails to understand that
while the two ideas must co-
exist, they cannot do so
successfully without  some
degree of creative tension.

Certainly the majority should
be defended from the tyranny of
a minority. But equally
democratic (though not for-
malist or token) recognition
must be given to the minarity,
as long as it respecis the
principles of centralism. What
1s crucial is the continual flow of
ideas and experience and this in
turn entails an abulity within the
organisationto tolerate conflict.

Recent experience within the
SWP suggests that this may be
improving, but in the past our
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emphasis on centralisation has
cause an unnecessarv distortion
and curtailment of debate,
Faise unity among the
leadership can be as dangerous
m the machinations it en-
courages, as the demagogic
leadership of factions.

The relationship between
leaders and ordinary members
15 a difficult one which needs
respect on both sides. Above all
we have 1o avoid the all too
common Marxist attribute of
arrogance. In some ways the
relaionship  of  the  party
leadership toits members will at
least  partly  determine the
relationship of the party to the
class.

And we are entitled to be
worrlied by the fact that Har-
man. at the end of his reply. not
only fails {in admittedly limited
space) to deal with the im-
phcations of the fact that the
party, which is supposedly the
vanguard, may sometimes lag
behind the class, but fails to
recognise that the leadership
may itself become distanced
and routimised but remain in
position through sheer
organisational inertia. In
conclusion let us consider the
tact that the failure of some of
our rank and file initiatives can
be attnibuted partly to the
centralist position defended by
Harman, but let us also
remember that if politics were
left to Xuper, there might have
been no organmised rank-and-file
activity at all.

We have to tread the uneasy
balance between recognising
that democratic centralism is
the most appropriate way of
orgamsing for struggle, and
allowing that manv of the
alliances we pursue need rather
different ways of relating to
people. And last, but far from
least, 1t 1s not just the class
which we have to prepare for
socialism, but ourselves.

Mike Simpkin

T
Updating ideas

It 1s unfortunate that the con-
tributions is the July issue of SR
on democratic centralism are so
totally located in organisational
terms of reference. The fact is
that organisational solutions
are neither timeless nor eternal-
ly valid—they follow from
many factors including the
nature of the state that
revolutionary forces are
attempling to overthrow and

the composition of the working
class that is the midfield
dynamo of the revolutionary
process.

And 1t 15 clear that even if we
argue that the Bolsheviks
developed the correct
organisational structures to
overthrow the Tsarist regime, it
does not f{ollow that these
structures are suitable for a
revolutionary movement seek-
ing to overthrow capitalism in
Britain to-day.

Lemn, who was less dogmatic
than today's Leminists, thought
that different structures and
strategies were needed because
of the different nature of class
rule in the West; ‘The world-
wide experience of bourpeois
and landowner governments
has evolved two methods of
keeping people In subjection.
The first is violence with which
the Tsars demonstrated to the
Russian people the maximum
of what canand cannot be done.
But there is another method,
best deveioped by the British
and French bourgeoisie....the
method of deception, flattery,
fine phrases, promises by the
million, petty sops, and con-
cessions of the unessential while
retaining the essential.’

To this must be added the
very different composition of the
working class in Russia in 1905-
17 to that of England to-day. in
Russia, the problem was how to
bnng about in link up of
middle-class (non pejorative)
revolutionary intellectuals with
a small industrial working class.
Lenin's theory of consciousness
(taken from Kautsky) and
orgamsation was a successful
attempt to bning about this link
up.

Today, on the other hand,
there is no longer this division
between worker and intellec-
tual; instead we find that poten-
t1ial members of the
revolutionary movement are
located along a spectrum that
goes from worKer to intellectual
worker to worker intellectual to
intellectual {of which there are
very few).

Intimately connected with
this changing compostion of the
working class 1s a changed state
which through a network of
institutions (courts, schools, the
family, workplaces, welfare,
etc) maintaips class rule with a
subtle mixture of consent and
coercion.

The problem for
revolutionary organisations is
that to destabilise this state will
require organisation that is as
diffuse as the institutions that

have to be undermined and
disciplined enough to bhe a
collective learning processand a
weapon hard enough to take on
the brutality of the capitalist
state. And it 1s not correct to
think that there can be a time-
scale solution—first we deal
with the consent, then with the
coercionn. This is 1ncorrect
because capitalist class rule is
simultaneously consent and
COErcIon.

This short contribution
makes no pretence to be a
solution to the most difficule
probiem of revolutionary
strategy and organisation,
Apart from the points men-
tioned above, I reckon that the
fallowing factors need to be
considered amongst other-.

* The structures we need to
seize power with (with all that
means todayv) may not be the
ones we will need to build
communism after the socialist
revolution. Kuper is correct in
saying that the party will have
to be withered away—but it
dees not fallow from this that
we don’t need it to bring ahout
the socialist revelution,

* That there must be some
connection between relations
withing the revolutionary party
and the socialist society we want
to build. The history of the last
00 vears has made the working
class the world over very dis-
trustful of parties that call
theselves communist or
socialist—many working class
people are sceptical if the
possibility of change for the
hetigr, Qur ways of organising
inside and outside the party
must prefigure socialism and
communism.

* The priority for
revolutionary organisations
must be to give a political
formation to their mititants to
give them the tools to help build
the struggle locally. As the
revolutionary movement

developes, so will the forces of

state repression—and as this
happens 1t witl be more and
more difficult for a centralised
leadership to transmut its orders
downwards,

Two quibbles to end with: 1.
Harman is factually wrong
about Germany. Luxemburg
was outvoted when the Spar-
ticists decided to get involved in
the 1917-18 uprising. She
thought the policy was suicidal
but carried it out (it cost her her
life) because she believed
strongly 1n democracy and
collective discipline.

2. Lenin on may occasions
(for instance over the April

Theses of ‘All Power to the
Soviets') was outvoted on the
central committee of the
Bolshevik  Party. And  like
Mao he used undemocratic
methods to overturn decisions
he disagreed with.

Harman makes a virtue of
this practice by writing *. . . the
party leadership cannot simply
sit back and reflect the
*demaocratic will' of the party
that 13 lagging behind the class.
It has to campaign vigourously
for the sudden turns in the line
of the party 1if necessary
reaching to forces outside the
party to pressurise the party to
shift their position.’

And who will decide if thie
party is lagging behind the class
-—the leadership of course! And
this according to Harman ex-
plains ‘lurches’ in one direction
and then in another, and on
occasions of splits and ex-
puisions.” For sure, this reflects
accurately the behaviour of
revolutionary leaderships from
the beginning of time, but tocall
it ‘democratic socialism' is to
twist language beyond all
recognition. Or if this is what
‘democratic centralism’ is taken
to mean, then we need it like a
nole in the head.

Peter Anderson

Vlen against sexism

Maurice Herson's review of
Achilles Heef 15 revealing, He
says: "Well, us men have spent
years being forced to react to
the Women's Movement, In
some ways that has the only
relation for most of us to sexual
politics..... Achilles Heel for me
reflected my feeling that it s
time for men to make their/ our
own serious contirbution to
what has been called women's
politics, and should be sexual
politics’ (Sociafist Review No. 5
p30).

Just what does this imply?
That pressure from a strong and
vociferous women's movement
is somehow the wrong source
for men's understanding of
women's oppression? Although
Maurice qualifies his comments
with such phrases as "What we
don’t want is a parody by men
of women® struggles' and
“there is a real difference
between men’s politics and
women’s politics’, the fact
remains that he concludes that
‘men have n the long long
term the same’ things to gain as
women .
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Now if this 1s true 1t has
important  implications. 1t
meians that a "Men's Move-
ment’ would be a good thing,
and presumably that the Move-
ment would be made up of
autonomous men's groups,
which would also be a good
thimg.

But this 15 a travesty of the
real situation. We support the
women's movement  not
because its 1deas are
progressive, but becausc those
deas are the product of a group
whose members are, in a
perfectly objective sense, op-
pressed, atomised by their
domestic rele, additionally ex-
pluited at work by unequal pay
ete. The same 15 wholly or
partly true tor other oppressed
groups like Blacks and gays and
SO 0D,

For men as such this s
obviously not the case. Men's
groups afreach exist - unfor-
tunately, You can find them
already In the boardroom, the
pub. the working mens clubs, the
tactory canteen, The ideology
that these institutions naturally
produce 15 averwhelmingly
sexist, and as socialists we come
to bury them not to praise them,
and least of all to add to them.

Which brings us back to the
original question. The only way
that men can play a progressive
relec 1n sexual politics 15 as
fellow travellers of the women's
and the gay movement. Yestoa
movement of men who will take
up the demands of the women’s
movement, who will fight for
equal pay, maternity leave,
Apainst sexist jokes at work and
s+ 01, No to the creation of yet
another mstitution for reinfor-
cing SeXIsm.

I'is  doesnt mean that
Achilles Heel and other jour-
nals that may follow it, are a
bad thing. On the contrary,
hopetully they will be useful
lorums  for discussing such
matters. Mor does it deny that
‘men against  sexism’ groups
might be able to play a usetul
role in combatting -specific
sexist  practices, Nor finally
does 1t denv that the male
psvche, having been rabbed of
significant powers of introspec-
tiocn by bourgeois society re-
quires therapy - even group
therapy. All these are probably
true, but they should in no way
he confused with a 'men’s move-
ment’.

Ferer Binns
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In The Face Of The Bosses...

FIST

It 15 1938, and the workers at the
Consolidated Trucking
Company, Cleveland, have
been on strike for many weeks.
More than a pay rise 1s at stake,
because this 1s the first dispute
of the newly revived FIST
{Federation of Inter State
Truckers) local and it needs a
victory 1o survive. Success 1s
also essential to Johnny Kovak
(Sylvester Stallone) the
ambitious union orgamser who
has brought the men out of the
gates; if the truckers lose, his
career 1s ruined,

Then, protected by squads ot
police and the goons of the *T.aw
and Order League’, scab trucks
roar through the picket lines
and the strikers are beaten up
and dnven from the depot
gates. The strike seems lost, the
truckers are demoralised and
the national president of FIST
1s sniffing around, trying to get
the men back to work,

Kovak calls in the mobsters,
to provide ‘push’. Soon,
Consclidated trucks are
hijacked and end up in rivers or
in flames. The truckers counter-
attack and in one stirring scene,
the depot itself 1s invaded by the
strikers. The boss concedes
defeat and the workers {plus
most of the audience) are
exultant. FIST is stronger than
ever, and all seems fine for
Kovak. But gangsters have long

memornes and want repayment.
Little favours lead to bigger
ones, and the Babe Milano’s
have a hold in FIST. . .

These are the opening scenes
of FIST, the first Hollywood
film about trade unions since
On the Waterfront. There aren't
likely to be many other
American films released this
vear which give you the chance
to cheer striking workers or
which portray bosses as
conniving liars,

In the second half, set in the
garly 1960s, Kovak is under
pressure from both organised
crime and from a Senate
investigation, while his 30s
comrade, Abe Belkin, is lecading
wildcat strikes against the
recently agreed National
Contract., Perhaps it's
heartening that film companies
are investing in films like this
which deal with working-class
subjects (however
inadequately) because 1t
suggests the emergence of a
market for something more
radical than Heaven Can Wait
or The Omen.

Having said that, this
entertaining film is cynical
about change or reform. Kovak
1s portraved as a self-seeking
ggotist, while the Senator
investigating FIST (a suave
Rod Steiger) is merely a
publicity seeking careerist,
Even Abe Belkin, who stays
leval to his youthfui icdealism

(he even looks hke Henry
Fonda!) at one point agrees
with Kovak that deals and
COMPTOMINES ATe NECEsSary;
gvervone 18 sclf-motivated and
evervone sells out the truckers.

The men themselves {FIST
doesn’t seem to have women
members} are rather faceless. In
the 1930s sequence, they are
loyal, uncritical supporters of
Kovak, while in the 1960s they
have become bioated, red faced
buffoons at sumptious union
conferences. None of the shades
of opinion which exist in all
unions are shown; the truckers
are faithful to Kovak and even
the rebels led by Belkin are a
voliceless, stage-picket. Women
get an even leaner deal; they
serve coffee to the strikers and
marry the heroes and that's it.

Despite the echoes of the
career of Jimmy Hoffa and the
Teamsters, the film is fantasy.
The faceless FIST {or Teamster,
or TGWU or NUT) members
build unicns not individuals,
even such pushy and forceful
ones as Johnny Kovak. Nor are
workers as helpless and
uncritical as they are depicted in
this film. But the film 1sn’t anti-
union and 0 some scenes,
shows the latent power of
organised labour.

A film woerth seeing, not a
masterpiece but enjoyable and
provecative. The novel 15 even
better. One final point: what are
1976 Right to Work posters
doing in the opening credits, on
an American wall in 19387 Paul
Cunningham




Band of the free,

Convoy

Sam Peckinpah’™s films have
always stressed the virtues of
rugged individualism and male
comradeship in the anonymous
world of the big corporation.
His latest fdm. Convernp, 15 0o
gxception.

This time the bearers of these
virtues are American’s long-
distance truck drivers {who
seem suddenly have come into
fashion 1n Hollywood - FIST
is. after all. a hghtly-disguised
history of the Teamsters’
Unicon).

Rough, tough loners, bound
together by ties of fellowship
which set them apart from the
rest of society, the truckers are,
as a crooked politician says at
some stage during the film, the
natural heir to the cowboy.

Indeed, Convoy invites
treatment as 8 Western. The
villain s Diarty Lyle, a beady-
eved sheriff who hates tiuckers
(Ernecst  Borgnine). His fend

with super-trucker Rubher Duck

(Kris Kristofferson) sparks ofta
massive baltle between a
convov of huge trucks which
batter their way through the
saouth-western United States
ang the forces of law and order,
culminating 1n a confrontation
between the Rubber Duck and
the National Guard at - where
else? - the Rio Grande as our
hero makes a desperate dash for
freedom in Mexico.

[1 15 a theme which lends ttself

—-—— - -

e

men and alone

gasily to self-parody. Peckinpah
buffs will spot a hast of
references to his other fiims.
When half a dozen juggernauts
line up side by side to free one of
their number from Dirty 1.vle’s
jai1l what 1s this but the chimax of
The Wild Bunch, when the
hunch line up to rescue their
comrade Angel from the handgs
of the Mexican army?
Peckinpah seems, indeed, to
be having a good time sending
himself up. The use of slow-
motion to partray vielent death
which Peckinpah pioneercd 1s
now adapted to the mammoth
truck chases to which much of
the filmis devoted (as we should
expect from Peckinpah, the tilm
Is superbly shot and edited). All
he seems to be asking of his
audience is, for once, just to sit
'back and enjoy it.
There i1s, however, a tougher,
more pessimistic edge to the
film. The picture painted of
America 1s a bleak one - brutal,
racist cops, venal pohticians, a
burgconing corporatism which

| threatens to snufft out all

mmdividuzl freedom.

Indeed, Rubber Duck’s

' convoy as it storms from state
Lo state turns inte a massive

protest movement against the
ills of America. [t attracts a
diversity of causes - one black
trucker complains about the
racism of American society,
another attacks the otl
monopolies, a gang of Jesus-
freaks attach themselves to the

coenvoy {of course. because this
1s 2 Peckinpah film, they sing
John Ford’s favourite hymn).

But Rubber Duck 15 not
interested in leading a
movement, “The aim of the
convoyv 15 to keep moving', he
rephies to a journalist’s
questions. He opts out, first to
rescue a fellow trucker from
gaol, then o escape to Mexico.

What counts for Peckinpahs
still the individual male up
against the world. At the
beginning of the fitm Rubber
Duck tells Ihrty [vle that they
have two things in common:
neither will join the Teamsters
(which organises cops as well as
truckers), and, ‘there aren’t very
many of us left”.

One effect of this view of the
world 1s male chauvinism. The
woman journalist (Al
MacGraw) who becomes
invalved wiily nillv in the
convoy is little mare than an

appendage, whom Rubber

Duck ditches once the going

- gets dangerous.

Peckinpah 1s no fascist -

i contrary to what some of his
- entics claim. His last film, Cross

of Iron, was an anti Nazi, anti-
militarist tract about the
German army in Russia during
the second world war which
ended with Brecht’s warning:
“The bitch that bore him { Hitler
- AC) 1s on heat again.” But his
apparent inability to hreak with
an individualist ideology sets
definite Lhimits to Peckinpah’s
work.

All the same, go and sec
Convoy. Peckinpah seems
incapable of making a bad
film. Alex Callinicos.

Grassroots
history

The English People and the
English Revoiution

Brian Manning

Pereguine £3.25

What Brian Manning attempts
- to do in this book is restore the

‘people’ te the centre of the
historical stage. One example
will demonstrate where his
sympathies lie. A Royalist
historian writes of a skirmish at
Birmingham which he finds

. mmportant only because the Ear}
i of Denbigh was killed. To set

the balance right Manning lists

- the 14 meo and women killed,

mostly cut gown in the streets
by Rovalists after the action.

The ‘people’ are the small
independent producers being
squeezed by the rise of
capitalism, hating the large
merchants on the one hand and
terrified of falling into the
steadily growing ranks of wage-
labourers on the other. They are
the hand weavers, the small
shopkeepers, the yeomen who
formed the backbone of the
parliamentarian armes. It was
their actions, Manning argues,
that forced some of the ruling
class into the arms of King
Charles [ and precipitated civi!
war,

These actions began with
clectors refusing to continue in
the deferential habit of
returming the local landowner
te Parliament. At Great
Marlow in Buckinghamshire
Lord Paget had recommended a
candidate “and thought to have
carried it because he 15 lord of
the town: but that will not do 1n
these times, blessed be God'.

This was annoying to the
ruling class but far worse was
the increasing pressure being
put on Parliament by the
London crowd. They forced the
Lords to pass the execution of
the Earl of Strafford, a
particttlarly hated adviser of
King Charles. ‘Manv lords grew
so really apprehensive of having
their brains beaten out that they
absented themselves from the
House’.

The result was a hardening of
a split in the ruling class into the
‘party of order’, seeing any
concession to the ‘'mobd’ as the
beginning of the end, and the
‘popular pariy’, opportunists
prepared to us: popular anger
for their own ends, but well
aware of the need to keep 1t
within the limits they set,



It was the ‘people of the
middle sort’ who were often the
catalyst of the civil war that
broke out, driving unwilling
members of the ruling class into
action, and they supplied many
of the troops, notably Oliver
Cromwell’s ‘plain russet coated
captain that knows what he
fights for.” It was ihevitable that
the demands raised in war
should go far beyond the
moderate reforms envisaged by
the ‘popular party’,

At first radicalism was
expressed mn religious terms,
fortified by the belief that a
poor godly man’s opinions were
better than an ungodly
gentleman’s opinions but it
found secular expression with
the Levellers who argued for a
widening of democracy. In the
times they were a dangerous
force and as such were crushed
by the army as Cromwell and
his generals took power.

It's important to recognise

Familiar roles

The Making of the Modern
Family

Edward Shorter

Fontana, £1.30

Don't be put off this baook by
the accolade by Desmond
Morrns on the front cover. It 1s
not about our animal origins,
but about the effect of economic
demands on the way we hve
with each other. Although
Shorter’s approach 1s academic
rather than political, he has
collected a wealth of detail
about family life among the
peasantry and working class
since the industrial revolution.

Previously most analyses of
the family have had ta be based
on evidence from the middle
classes or upon mere historical
and sociological generahsation.
What 1s more, his racy style
makes the book easy to get
through, although some
soctalists and feminists may
find it patronising.

Shorter rebukes both those
who assert that the extended
tamily was the norm priorto the
advent of capitalism and the
modern ‘revisionists’ who try to
prove the existence of the
nuclear family in all epochs of
histoty. Instead he argues that
the ¢rucial difference between
the traditional and the modern
family 15 not size but sentiment.

The traditional family was
basically an econamic
relationship under close
community control. There was
httle affection or erohicism, and
much hitter rivalry between
sibimgs and between
generations as each sought to

X

the lirmitations of this
radicalism - the Levellers
represented the ‘people of the
middle sort” and their definition
of people involved the
possession of property and
excluded women and the
increasing number of wage
labourers. Their voice 15 fainter
than that of the articulate
religious radicals.

This book dees not claim to
be an explanation of the causes
of the English revolution. What
it does Is turn away from the
history of *great men’ and power
politics and look to the
grassroots, to the clash of
classes and the involvement of
thousands of ordinary people
ignored as unimportant by
academic historians and lets
thern speak in their own voices.
It succeeds in this, and despite
an occasional excess of caution,
no doubt to placate the
academics, it's worth a read.
Alistair Muich

assure their own survival.

The classic modern nuclear
family on the other hand is
characterised {at least 1n
popular myth} by totally new

emphases on romantic fove, the
mother-child relationship, and
domesticity. However, argues
Shorter, this nuclear form of the
family is now threatened (in
sociological and pyschological
terms) from within by the
mherent mstability of the
eroticised spouse relationship,
and from without by the return
of greater peer-group
identification.

Shorter documents his case
by an examination of birth,
legitimacy and infant mortality
statistics fleshed out by
descriptive accounts from
contemporary sources. From
this evidence he also deduces
the accurrence of two separate
and liberating sexual
revolutions; one commencing in
the eighteenth century, the
other 1n recent gencrations.

The strength of the book is in
detail rather than explanation;
there 1s for example no
discussion of the family’srole as
an essential reproductive unit
for capitalism, and httle more
than a nod towards the specific
oppression of women which is
thus caused. However this
seems less because Shorter 1s
unaware of this oppression than
because he is most concerned
with documenting the
transition between the two
forms of family.

In fact much of his evidence
dovetails neatly into Zaretsky's
position (in Capitalism, the
Family and Personal Life) that
capitalism has produced an
artifical but powerful division
between personal life and work,
thus trapping women in the
home.

But Shorter, in perhaps the
most interesting argurment of
the book, would deny that this
phenemenon was wholly
intrinsic to capitalismi;
8 his findings suggest
j that in pre- capitalist
Western Europe the
8 fundamental contrast

* 1 sex-roles lay not
. 50 much in the actual

y tasks allotted to women,
41 as in the fact that the

s conductof external

relations and access to
the economtc market
¥ was predominantly a
male preserve. This
meant that however
I hard women worked,

& men's roles were
{ always socially and
economically superior
(altowing them the luxury
. of more disposable time),
| while women’s work,
¥ with the exception of

poultry and dairy
M marketing, centred
around the household.

Thus for many of these
women life was so limited that
the advent of capitalism, with
its destructive impact on
traditional loyalties and
controls, and the introduction
of wage-labour, gave women
the promise of an economic
independence they could never
previously have dared hope for.
Shorter admits that this
independence was more easily
desired than attained and
suggests that instead the most

common form of expressing the
wish for individual liberty
among ordinary people was in
sexual desire; hence an
ENONMOUSs INCrease n
illegitimate births, well before
higher standards of living began
to secure a fall in miscarriages
and infant mortality.

Shorter contrasts this
development among the
working classes with the very
different ethics of the rising
bourgeois family, which were
later to predominate. Among
the burgeoning middle class, the
greatest emphasis was not on
romance but on the mother-
child relationship, which was
essential to secure the
transmission of private
property. (Incidentally the
chapter on Mother and Infants
is worth reading on its own for
anyone who believes that the
mother-child relationship has
always been natural and
sacred.)

At least some of Shorter’s
speculations must be regarded
with suspicion because he 15 far
too optimistic about capitalism.
Because he allows his
recognition of women's
aspirations to obscure the
extent of exploitation which
awaited them, he aver-
romanticises the freedom which
capitalism appeared to bestow;
wage-labour was soon to
become a tyranny.

And because he lacks any
sense Of the dynamic of class
development and struggle, he s
far too cavalier in dismissing the
possibility that the breakdown
of traditional communities
made working-class women far
more of a prey to lustful
bourgeois patriarchs and their
male progeny (as the tales of the
Victonan underworld
grotesquely tesiify) and thus
enabled the middle classes to
pretend that sex and the family
were worlds apart.

But even if Shorter’s
explanations need to be revised
and strengthened in the light of
Marxist theory, his detailed
insights are invaluable for
anyone who wants (o
understand not just how
powefully women were
oppressed before the industrial
revolution and how the
structure of the famuly has been
drastically altered by economic
development, but also why it is
that so many people remain
wedded to the disintegrating
ilusion that capitalism and
even the nuclear family are
instruments of personal
freedom and fultilment. AMike
Simpkin




1968 was the year it dawned
every other area with =

Catholic

a sizable
population 1n

it was:

It is difficult now to convey --or even to
remember—how heady it all was, Catholic
workers suddenly had a sense of achieve-
ment. Something we had never felt before.
What exactly it was that we had achieved, or
where it might lead to, no-one was quite sure.
But that didn't matter. Or at least it didn™

NORTH of IRELAN

v Fammon McCann

 The long night fmally
" lifted and, all around,

people woke up and
began to wonder what things we might be able to do
now that daylight had suddenly broken. I here were
vivid faces everywhere

seem to at the time. It was enough to savour
the feeling.

Pelitics, for as long as any but the oldest
could remember, had been as unchanging as
the hills. Indeed, in a sense, for practical
purposes, there hadn't been any politics.

We knew that we were being badly done
by. that we had more than our fair share of
poverty, bad houses, unemployment, and ne
power at all even in the areas where we were
i a majority. We felt the constant, pin-
pricking humihations of day-to-day dis-
crimination. And we knew that it all
happened because we were Catholics. It was
accepted. A cross to bear. A price we paid for
being true to our own traditions and the old
ideal of a united Ireland. Nobody made
much of a fuss about it, there being no point.

What politics we had within our own areas
was dominated by the Naticnalists, the rump

of Parnell’s party, its head long dead, still
protruding into the present.

Nationalist candidates, particularly in
rural and semi-rural areas, were not selected.
They were annointed. There were not 3 few
who believed that it was. literallv, a sin to
vote any other way. Every Nationalist's
nomination paper was countersigned by the
parish priest.

And what the Nationalists told us -
echoing what we believed already anyway
was that there would always be discrimima-
tion while the Northern State existed. no
hope of succour until it was ended. And we
couldn’t see any way of ending it. The IRA’s
last campaign against the border had fizzled
out tn demoralising fiasco in the carly 1960s.
What Republicans were left were 1solated,
old men mainly, accorded some honour for
the selfless, hopeless fight they had put up in

14}



times past, but with little now to offer. There
was nothing for us to do but suffer on and
walt for deliverance to come sometime, from
sormmewhere, 1n the future.

[t is possible, in retrospect, to identify the
small signs of impending change mn the
consciousness of the Catholic workers from
the mid 1960s. Television had a little to do
with it; for all our poverty quite a few houses
acquired a window on the world, and looked
out. The decline of the traditional, local
Uniomist-owned mndustries hike linen and
heavy engineering, and their replacement by
branches of multi-pationals like Du Ponts
that, too, although old patterns of employ-
ment (and unemployment) persisted, hinted
at a shift in the structure of power.

(the belated extension to the North of the
British 1944 Act) which pmvided free places
in secondary schools for any who passed the

| I-plus. By the 1960s it had been in
aperation long enough to produce a sprinki-
ing of graduates from the Catholic working
class and, every year, a batch of Semor
Certificate holders (the GCE).

The church-controlled schools we went to
were hot-beds of reaction and clerical
snobbery. But they did represent a possible
means of escape from the life for which,
hitherto, we had all been ‘destined”. It
hecame possible for boys and girls from
places like the Bogside and the Falls to ‘do
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well’. And that increased resentment that
there were still well-defined areas of local hife
from which we were shut out.

When we were all hewers of wood and
drawers of water and couldn’t get work from
the corporation, we resented 1t. But not as
much as we did when we came strutting from
the local grammar schoo! festooned with
certificates of academic accomplishment and
still couldn't get wood-hewer’s work from
the corporation. Then there was a deal of
determination just not to stand for it much
more.

None of these things was vital in itself.
None of them was perceived at the time as
being particularly significant. They were
imperceptively small, subterrunean slips
presaging the earthquake to come.

At the beginning of 1968 Eddie AcAteer,
president of the Nationahst Party and
Stormont MP for the Bogside. issued a New
Year Message to constituents via the Derry
Journal. In it, he announced that he couid
'smell sulphur in the air'. Eddie was and 1s
noted for his sensitive nostrils. What he
meant was that in many Catholic areas inthe
North small noisy groups of mainly Catholic
malcontents had begun shouting the odds,
challenging the Unionists and jecring at the
Nationalists for complicity in the set-up.
And they were not going about their business
in the time-dishonoured ways.

Tenants” Associations were mushrooms-
ing. And unemployed Action Commitiees.
Branches of Young Socialists and Young
Republicans popped up in the most unex-
pected places. Squatting, the harassment of
landlords, the disruption of official func-
tions, pickets outside Mayors” houses, main
roads blocked by sit-downs: it was all
happening.

One leader of the Northern Ireland
Labour Party lamented to his Executive that
a ‘new, tough element’ was abroad in the
lund —-even, damn! 10 branches of the NILP
itself.

When the earthquake {inaily came,
however, even the most articalate and self-
assured of the tough elements were as
bewildered as anvone else by the changed
contours of the political scene afterwards.

;1 One morning of 6 October—the day after the
: first Derry Civil Rights March was hatoned
g off the

streets by the Royal Ulster
Constabulary-—there was a palpable sense of
exciternent around the Bogside. There were

%; knots of people everywhere debating what to
' do next. Politics buzzed. And coming clear
from
- certainty. that nothing was ever going to be
: the same again. Noone knew exactly what

the hubbub was a conviction, a

was possible, so everything was.

That was a marvellous, magic thing to
happen—as exhilarating to be involved in,
'd guess, as the Carnival Against the Nazis.
But then, exhilaration i1s not enough.

Nobody knew what was possible, because
in the fremetic days which led up to 5
October, nobody had stopped to work 1t out,
or refine attitudes down to ideas and apply
them, or fermulate a perspective and follow
it. Inthe chaotic aftermath, which lasted well
into 1969, the left, which had led towards the
defensive barricades of Orangeism and
breached them, could give no clear direction
for turther advance.

And because of that, subseguently, taking
leaderstup from the left proved easier than
taking sweets from the average child.

Provos:

It is possible—just—that the Provisional
IRA would not now exist if the Left in the
late 1960s had understood the nature of
Northern Ireland society.

The disparate, incohate movement which
surged up and swept over the North in the
wake of the 5 October riots in 1968
demanded, with one voice, "civil rights’: and
end to discrimination in job and house
allocation, freedom for all pelitical parties to
operate openly. the repeal of the Special
Powers Act, fair electoral boundaries, one
person one vote, and so on. Nothing out-
raAgeouls.

Within the movement there were
‘militants’ and ‘moderates’—the militants,
for the most part, being those who had been
involved from the outset and who had
detonated the Derry events, the moderates,
with few exceptions being clerics, the
clerically-dominated, the Catholic middle-
classes and nervous Nationalists scrambling
desperately to get aboard the bandwagon
before it picked up to much speed.

Most of the militants were socialists; some
were revolutionary socialists. Ther were very
few Republicans. The IR A at the time was a
not-very-funny joke.

The militants and the moderates disagreed




about the demands the movement should
put forward and the tactics to be used.
Should we demand ‘fair distribution of
houses™ or *houses for all" Should we avoid
trouble at all costs on demos or just let it rip?
And so on. But about one thing we were
united: partition was irrelevant. The old idea
that nothing ¢could be done until Ireland was
united was turned on its hcad. It was
necessary not to demand a united lreland in
order to get things done.

To be fair {not that fairngss has much to
do with it) the left’s reasons for tuking this
stance were not at all ignoble. United
Irelandism  had for so long been the
‘property’ of craw-thummng Nationalists
that the very mention of it smacked of
hngosm. For decades 1t had been used to
mobilise the Catholic working class behind
middle-class and bourgeois politiciuns. We
wanted to break away from all that, and why
not?

And we wanted, insofar as it was possible,
not to alienate Protestant workers who.
almost to a man and woman. were flercely
opposed to the end of partition.

The problem, as we were to discover to our
own ¢ost and at some cost to the prospects of
building a workers’ party, was that partition
was an issue, a damnably difficult issue to
face, but an issue whether we liked it or not.
(Rather like the issue of Ireland for British
socialists today.)

The series of marches, clashes with

militant loyalists and confrontations with
‘the RUC which followed on from 5 October

came to a climax in August 1969, Bogside
teenagers fought off the RUC for two days
while, in Belfast, the cops led Loyalists in an
armed assault on the Falls Road which left
hundreds of homes burned out and nine
people dead. The Wilson government sent
the troops in.

Hindsight is a great simplifier. It is clear
now that the RUC assault on the Falis
shattered the perspective of making gains
within Northern Ireland. The police, the
forces of the Northern state, had murderous-
iy attacked the Falls because the people there
had been demanding that the State concede
democracy. The conclusion drawn by Falls
peopie, particularly the vyouth, was
devastatingly simple and upnanswerahle:
there’ll be no democracy while the State
exists. Smash the State. Unite Ireland.

Equally clearly, given the gable walls
pock-marked by police bullets, the fight to
smash the State could not be conducted with
weapons of windy rhetoric and partliamen-
tary pussy-footing. Teenagers, first in a
trickle, then a torrent, poured into the
Republican movement. And in so doing by-
passed the left which all along had heen
whooping it up for revolution. . . but a
different revolution unfortunately to the one
actually beginning to happen.

When the British Army, in time, took over
the repressive role of the RUC the pattern of
play matched perfectly the old Republican
idea of the way things really were. The old,
marrow men who had clustered in corners
almaost unnoticed while the blithe advocates

of newer revolutionary ideas had romped
towards the barricades, the old men had
been right all along. Partition, the existence
of the Northern State. was the central issue.
Britain had alwavs stood. and still stood,
behing the Qrange State,

S0 they and their ideology, and not we
and ocurs, came to dominate the struggle
against impenalism in Treland,

Their  ideology split  the exsting
Republican Movement in the immediate
aftermath of August 1969, Thosec

Republicans who had been involved in the
civil rights struggle had agreed with the
perspective of putting partition on the long
finger, and most held firm to this position
even when they were swamped by kids who
waunted to ‘join the Republicans’ to get their
hands on a gun. The movement thus split in
1970 into *Officials’ and *Provisionals’,

The Officials, and a section of the
Communist Party close to the Officials. have
argued since that the Provos were deliberate-
ly set up by a faction within the ruling Fianna
Fail party in the South which sought to
divert attention from social and economic
matters by triggering an armed anti-British
campaign. There is some truth in this, but
not much. Certainly, the Provos at the outset
were better armed, organised and financed
through the intervention of a Fianna Fail
faction than would otherwise have been the
case. Equally certainly, the Provos would
have come into being anyway. And once they
did get off the ground a united Fianna Fail
joined Britain in repressing them.

Other sections of the left join with the
Officials in denouncing the Provos as ‘right-
wing'. And in a sense so they are. They are
not Marxists. They see themselves, and it is
not enttrely fanciful, as the lineal descen-
dants of the United Irishmen who rose in
798 against British rule, led by Wolfe Tone,
‘the Father of Irish Republicanism’. That
rising was inspired by the American and
French revolutions, and sought the same
goals: political independence, the overthrow
of feudal property relations and no brake on
the rising commerce of aspirant manufac-
turers, parbamentary democracy. There was
nothing socialist about it, nor could there
have been, given the time of its inception.

Republicans trace their descent down
through the Fenian Movement of the second
half of the last century. the Provisional
Government under Patrick Pearse which
iaunched the Easter rising of 1916, the IRA
which fought the War of Independence
which ended in 1921 in sell-out and the
partition settlement, and on in an unhroken
line down to the present.

The Republican movement is military, the
armed wing, the IRA, taking precedence
over the political wing, Sinn Fein. Assuch. it
1s necessarily clandestine. And it cannot
operate like. sav. a socialist or social
democratic party, formulating its policies
and perspectives through open discussion.
testing them against reality, changing them if
necessary  after  factional disputation,
Military organisations, in time of war most
of all, demand loyaity from their members.
Thus the old ideology survives almost
unscathed, as if it had suiled through history
tn a time-capsule, despite the {act that it
makes Jittle sense to seoialsgy

Bui then, whea the ciunch came, the
carriers of the socialist ideology had made
hittle sense to the Provos” potential recruits.



And the majority of those recruits are
working-class, For the first time in its
history, the majority of IRA activists come
from an urban working-class rather than a
small-farming hackground.

That is one of the reasons many go far
bevond the ‘approved’ ideology of the
organisation, take up left, even far-left,
positions. This is reflected in Repubhcan
publications and leads occasionally to
speculation that ‘the Provos are moving to
the left’.

Individuals may well be, But the organisa-
tion itself is not capable of that kind of
movement. And the individuals concerned
have no mechanism available within the
movement through which they might try to
maove L.

They will continue as they are, their tactics
with all their occasional attendant horrors,
stemming from bourgeois notions of battle,
pursuing the Republican ideal through
upturns and downturns, as they have done in
the past seven years through botched jobs
and brilliant jobs, marches for and against
repression and replenishment, eves fixed
firmly on the day of deliverance when the
Brits leave at last and the Orange State
crumbles,

That’s what the Provos have got going for
them: the fact that, unchallengably, they
have taken the brunt of the British war
effort, alone met it head on without wilting
and ploughed doggedly through, battered
and bloody and showered almost on all sides
with curses and contumely. They cannot
reasonably be expected now to pay serious
attention to advice shouted from the
sidehines.

At five o’clock on Thursday, 4 August, in
1969 a company of the Prince of Wales Own
Regiment under Major Hanson marched
into Waterloo Place in Derry and brought to
an end two days of rioting between Bogsiders
and the RUC. The next day 600 men of the
Third Batallion Light I[nfantry took up
position with fixed bayonets in Belfast and
ended the attempted pogrom on the Falls
Road. Britain had taken direct control of
events in the North,

At Westminster Harold Wilson expressed -

determination to ensure that economic
discrimination against Catholies and sec-
tarian operation of the law would cease in
the North. The function of the troops, it was
generally understood in the North and in
Britain, was to defend the Catholics from
attack and 1o supervise the implementation
of necessary reforms. Things worked out
very differently. Today the British Army in
the North is clearly seen by most Cathelics as
an instrument of oppression,

Britain's commitment to reform was not
based on any sentimental attachment to
liberal ideas. It was based on the fact that the
Orange machine which had run the Northin
Britain's name since Partition had become
redundant, It had had a role to play through
the years when most industry in the North
was in local, Orange ownership and was a
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thriving component of the British economy.

Now, however, the staple industries like
linen and heavy engineering were in rapid
and irreversible decline, being replaced by
hranches of multinationals concentrating
mainly on light engineering and synthetic
fibres. Moreover, the South of lreland,
hitherto unindustrialised, had thrown open
the doors to new investment—much of it
British. It was no longer true that in all
Ireland, only Orange capital had any real
clout with Britain.

And reforms did go on the Statute book.
The notorious B Special Protestant mihtia
were abolished, to be replaced by a new part-
time British Army regiment, the Ulster
Defence Regiment, membership of which
was to be open to all. A Police Bill aimed at
disarming the RUC and making it a civilian,
rather than a paramilitary force was in-
troduced. The Prevention of Incitement to
Religious Hatred Act was designed to curtail
the activities of Qrange rabble-rousers like
lan Paisley.

A points system for the allocation of
houses was devised and control of housing
taken out of the hands of untrustworthy
lacal authorities and given to a Government-
appointed Housing Executive on which
Catholics were fairly represented. And so on.

The reforms didn't work. And the reason
was that, while they could be pushed through
Stormont under pressure, there was no
machinery to implement them. Having run
Northern Ireland on a sectanan basis for
almost half a century, the administrative
apparatus was the nub of the problem, not

the instrument with which it could be selved.

For example: on the same day as the
Prevention of Incitement to Religious
Hatred was introduced at Stormont, another
bil! to make prison sentences for rioting
mandatory was also brought in. This was
intended to deter Catholic teenagers, who
had not given up the habit of throwing rocks
at any passing representative of law and
order. One law gapamnst the Protestant
trouble-makers, one against the Catholic
trouble-makers. On the face of it nothing
could have been *fairer’,

By the end of 1970 109 people had been
charged under the new legislation with
rioting. 105 were found guilty and jailed.
Only one person had been charged with
inciting hatred. This was a Mr John
McKeague. who published a ‘song-book’ of
which the following 15 a fair sample:

If guns were made for shaoting

Skulls were made to crack

You've never seen a berter Taig (Catholic}
Than with a bullet in his back.

Mr McKeague was acquitted.

The law against the Catholic trouble
makers worked. The law against the Protes-
tant trouble makers didn’t. The assumptions
on which the police force and the mapistracy
worked frustrated the probably-genuine
wishes of the law.makers.

To greater or lesser extents, the same
happened to other reforms. As moderate
politicians on all sides pointed to the
progress being made, the instinctive beliet of
the teenagers at every street commer in
Cathelic ghettos that nothing had changed,
and that nothing would while the S3tate
existed, hardened into a certainty.

British press coverage, which had pro-
jected the Catholics as victims and generally
hbeen sympathetic, changed radically.
Editorials raged at the ‘impossible’ Irish who
were never satisfied. And as the Catholic
youth increasingly came into conflict with
the troops, calls at Stormont for ‘stern
measures’ were echoed in Fleet Street.

By the beginniug of 1971 the Provisional
IRA had some sort of presence in most
Catholic areas and the stage was set for the
inevitable c¢onflict which, almost 2,000
deaths later, stili continues.

1nits efforts to win the conflict, Britain has
used a combination of ruthless repression,
political double-deating and, under the guise
of ‘community organising’, more subtle
efforts at ‘pacification’.

Repressive measures have ranged from
mass surveillance to imprisonment without
trial to torture and multible murder. It has
heen the use of such measures which reveals -
most clearly how and when the reformist
strategy was decisively abandoned and
Britain lined up again with the Orange ultra-
right. And how hollow and dishonest British
Governments have been in their
protestations of liberal intent.

Internment withoui trial was introduced
at the behest of Unionist Prime Minister,
Brian Faulkner, on 9 August 1971 when 319
men were picked up by troops in pre-dawn
swoops. All were ill-treated. Some were
tortured, by methods which the Heath
Government later made a show of outlaw-
ing: ‘wall-standing’, white noise, hooding,
starvation and deprivation of sleep. In his
book The Guinea Figs John McGuffin
describes in harrowing detail how men were
selected for what was, in effect, a cynical



experiment designed to test out techniques
and instl] terror rather than to obtain
information.

internment and torture united the
Catholc community against the Army and
the Stormont regime, and caused an outcry
even 1n some liberal circles in Britain. After
the torture was exposed in the Sunday
Times, the Heath Government sgt up a
committee under Lord Parker to report on
mterrogation techniques. 1t presented its
findings in March of the next vear.

Parker reckoned therc hadn’t been any
real torture, merely 1ll-treatment, and that
circumstances had justified its use. Heath,

however, accepted the minority report of

former Labour Attorney General Gerald
Gardiner which recommended that the five
methods should nat be used ever again.

In a stirting show of bipartisan
camaraderic Wilson welcomed Heath's
assurances. With the Liberals tossing in their
tuppence-worth of agreement, the entire
House of Commons pounded its collective
breast and promised that this was the end of
a very unfortunate chapter.

Meanwhile., back in the WNorth, the
torturers tortured on. And as the Amnesty
International report demonstrated earlier
this year, they are still torturing.

[nternment too has been abolished, in
theory, In October 1972 a commission under
Lord Dhplock and including ex-TUC leader
George Woodeock was charged with con-
sidering ‘what arrangements for the ad-
ministration of justice in Northern Ireland
could be made to deal more effectively with
terrorist erganisations, other than by intern-
ment. . . Diplock’s report, published in
December 1972, recommended that the
Special Powers Act, which permitted intern-
ment, be abolished. Apain. the Commons
echoed to hosannahs, hurrahs and hallelujas
as honourable members, night left and
centre, welcomed the report. fnrernmeni is
ended shouted the headlines.

Special Powers wer  .eplaced by ‘Fmergen-
¢y Provisions’, introduced in July 1973,
These include: the abolition of trial by jury;
stingent restrictiens on the nght to bail
(Diplock said troops’ morale would suffer if
they could see a ‘known' terrorist on the
streets on ball, the reference to ‘known’
terrorists showing Diplock believed accused
persons were automatically gulty); the
admission of hearsay evidence; ad mission of
confessions even if the prosecution cannot
prove them to be veluntary; onus of proofin
possession of weapons cases to be placed on
accused person.

The tenant of a house in which a weapen is
found must prove he/she didn't know it was
there; abelition of the right of accused
persons to stay silent; unlimited powers of
stop, search and arrest given to soldiers and
police; right to refuse to be photographed
and; or fingerprinted abolished.

Added to these measures is the 1974
Prevention of Terrorism Act, passed in the
hysterical aftermath of the Birmingham pub
hombs, which introduced the concept of
‘admunistrative  detention’—tmprisonment
without trial for as long as the Home
Secretary feels like it; seven days’ detention
on the decision of any senior police officer;
deportation without stated reason, and so
On.

The combination of these measures means

that people can be held wiathout bail for more

than a year before charges are dropped. That
tortured confessions can be used in court—
Belfast University’s Department of Law
estimates that as many as M) per cent of
persons jailed for “terrorist’ ¢crimes since the
passage of the Emergency Provisions Act
were convicted on  ‘confessions’ alone.
Almost all these confessions have been
¢xtracted in the main torture centre at
Castlereagh Barracks,

Froops £ Newslotter

In other words the changes made in the
name of hberabsation have resulted in more,
not less, torture and unjust Imprisonment.

Added to all this has been the straight-
forward killing of opponents of the regime.
The most obvious example was Bloody
Sunday in Derry on 30 January 1972, when
paratroopers  shot 14 unarmed anti-
internment marchers d:ad. There were, and
continue to be, other less-publicised but
more sinister examples.

The SAS regularly kill ‘suspects’. Recent
examples have been the killings of 16-year-
old John Bovle on 11 July at Dunley, Co.
Antrun. when he went to check whether a
suspect parcet he had carlier told the police
about had heen removed from a graveyard
near his home; and Danny Heaney,
assassinated in the street in Derry in May
this year a few davs after being released from
seven days’ detention and guestioning in the
local barracks.

And the Armv and police have been
involved directly and indirecily in a sectarian
murder campaign against Catholics, par-
ticularly in Belfast. This was at its height in
1972, when |25 people were assassinated, In
the cases of two Killing-—those of Patrick
McVeigh and Danny Rooney-—-exposes in
the press forced the Army to admit that
plain-ciothes soldiers had gunned the men
down—although, of course. they soldiers
were never named or charged.

At the same time mijitary authorities were
tacitly supporting the Ulster Vaolunteer
torce and Ulster Defence Association in a
horrific spate of blood-letting. This can be
dated as beginning on 4 May 1972 when the
body of Victor Andrews was found in the
Antrim Road in north Belfast. He had been
stabbed i3 times. This area was to hecome
known as ‘murder mile’. Some of the
Catholics killed there were tortured un-
speakably before they died. Thomas
Madden was suspended from above,
stripped naked and slowly cut to pieces. He
had more than 150 wounds when found.

(Others had had fingers, toes, genitals cut off,
or eyes plucked out.

Yet winle all this was going on, not only
did the RUC and the Army refuse to do
anything about it—they repeatedly denied
that 1t was rveally happening. Official
statements spoke of *mysterious Killings® or
‘motiveless murders’, when it was obvious to
cvery rational person in the North that they
were neither mysterious nor motiveless, but
part of a systematic campaign to terrorise the
Catholic community.

The RUC then put out the line that all the
killings were work of one madman, variously
dubbed 'Jack the Ripper’ or the ‘Shankill
Butcher’. even when killings were taking
place simultaneously in different parts of
Belfast, some of the victims being bundled
Into cars by three or four men.

Liason between Army personnel and the
UVF - responsible for more than half the
assassinations—during this period has since
been documented, at least in part. For
example, the UVF itself has named Captain
Anthony ling, Captain Anthony Box and
Licutenant Alan Homer, all attached to
Army Intelligence HQ in Lisburn, as having
developed links with senior UVF men in
1972.

And it 15 of interest that the McVeigh and
Rooney killings were so much part of the
assassination pattern that Loyalists were
assumed to be responsible until the truth
unexpectedly and fortuitously emerged.
(For example, the truth about Patrick
McVeigh came out when one of the soldiers
involved had a crisis of conscience much
later and revealed all to the Daily Mirror).

The thinking behind Army invelvement in
toleration of the assassinations is hinted at in
Brigadier Frank Kitson'’s book Low frrensi-
ty Operations. His theory of ‘Crangs and
Counter-gangs’ has been summarised thus:
‘Faced with a revoltuionary grouping it may
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be advantageous for the state forces to
develop those forces inside the society who
are opposed to the revolution and whose
antagonism, combined with their detailed
local knowledge, would make thern ideal for
carrying out operations which for political
or military reasons are beyond the scope of
the Army’s activities.’

[n 1972 Kitson was the Army’s chief
strategist in Belfast.

And his strategy worked very well. The
effect of the killing of Catholics in 1972
from Bloody Sunday through the assassina-
tion campaign—was to terrify opposition to
British rule off the streets. The year had
hegun with 10,000 mobilised against intern-
ment on the Bloody Sunday demonstration,
and 50,000 in the Newry the next week. By
December, with Catholics, particularly in
Belfast, almost demented with fear,
demonstrations were few, and few attended

themn.
As well. when, towards the end of 1972, a

section of the Provos began to hit back in
kind and kill Protestants at random, the
British Army was able to pose as the
representatives of decency standing above
and between two contending sets of mad,
1tish killers. The IR A was discrediting itself.
and increasingly isolated from mass, public
support. The Catholics were more cowed
than before. Kitson was promoted to Major
General. And the time was ripe for a political
initiative. In March 1973 a White Paper
promising ‘power-sharing’ was published
and elections for a new Assembly scheduled
far June. . .

This close coordination of military and
political tactics is evident at every stage since
the Army intervened, Stormont had collaps-
ed in March 1972 when it became evident
that Catholics were never going to accept its
writ again. ‘Direct Rule’ was introduced.
with  Whitelaw as Northern Ireland
Secretary. But the search for stable, internal
pelitical arrangements which would keep the
North within the UK with at least minimum
Catholic support went on.

And browbeaten and battered as the
Catholics were, a majority went aleng with
the ‘power-sharing’ Assembly elected 1973.
In December ‘moderate’ Catholic and
Protestant members of the Assembly met in
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Sunningdale, Berkshire, with the Prime
Ministers of the UK and the South, and
signed the pact which was widely touted as a
final, fair solution to the age-old Irish
problem. At the same time some Loyalst
paramilitaries who had been involved in the
assassinations, their job done, were interned.
The politicians were to share power and the
paramilitaries share prisons. . .

This didnt work either, the most 1m-
mediate reason being that the Protestant
paramilitaries, thus scorned, reasserted their
strength by forcing the ‘strike’ of May 1974,
and planting bombs in Dublin and
Monaghan which killed 30. Whether the
Army could have broken the strike is open to
question. Certainly, they didn’t try. When
Catholic workers in Derry tried to march in
body to work and were met with Loyalist
harricades, the Army baton-charged the
Catholics. The Assembly collapsed.

The search for a settlement started anew,
And while the Lovalist hard-liners who
opposed any Catholic involvement 1in
Government occasionally got in the way of
British plans and suffered as a result, the
IR A remained the main obstacle, and thus it
and the community it comes from took the
brunt of repression-—this despite occasional
attempts to co-opt the Provo leadership by
open or secret talks and officially recognised
‘ceasefires’. And, naturally, the repression
has been combined with energetic support
for any development—like the emergence In
August 1976 of the despicably opportunist
‘neace women —which might help under-
ming Provo support.

Politically, there have been few notable
developments in the last three years. A
‘Constitutional Convention' elected in May
1975 had ceased to exist by September and 18
scarcely remembered. A stoppage called by
Paisley in May last year in support of
demands for greater repression of Catholics
in general and the TR A in particular ended in
fiasco: Roy Mason was able convincingly to
show that he was as enthusiastic a repressor
as had ever sat in Stormont.

Stalernate continues, The Provos. less
numerous than they were in 1972 but more
tightly organised and tougher, probably
have the capacity to carry on a campalgn at
its present level indefinitely. Mason shows
no sign of having another siab at an
‘acceptable’ settlement. Local bourgeois
politicians, both Catholic and Protestant,
have either opted for lucrative ‘consultan-
cies’ with local branches of multinationals or
eye the rich pickings in Europe. And the

Army keeps up its relentless surveillance and .

pressure on the Cathelic community.

The one notable thing which has happen-
ed in the past year is a steady resurgence
of resistance. Tt is centred on what 18
happening in the H Blocks 1n Long Kesh.

In January 1976 it was decreed that no
‘crime’ committed after 1 March would be
regarded as politically-motivated and that
political status--which was won by

Republican prisoners after a long hunger
strike in 1972 and which allowed them to
wear their own clothes and associate freely
with each other- would end. Prisoners
would be held not in compounds but in
solated cells in  H-shaped structures
modelled on Stanheimm prisonin Germany,
which houses members of the Baader-
Meinhof group.

Republicans are fiercely determined to
resist  being categorised as ‘common
criminals” and there are now over 250 of
{hem ‘on the blanket”. Having refused to
wear prison uniform, they are left naked but
for a blanket. And being thus in breach of
regulations they arc denied exercise out-
doors, any reading material whatever,
radios, TV, conversation with one another,
regular visits, food parcels or anything clse
which it is in the capacity of the prison
authorities te deny them. In a final,
desperate act of defiance the ‘blanket mien’
have now refused to ‘slep out’ as a result of
which cells are swimming in excrement and
urine.

The standard reaction by Mason to al
protests about this has been the pPrisoners
have created these conditions themselves, by
their initial refusal to don prison clothes. But
protests have mounted,

The first real sign of this came on
‘internment day’, 9 August last year, when
6,000 turned out in Belfast foramarchdown
the Falls. The useful coincidence of a visit by
the English Queen in the following week
brought an even bigger number out.

And this year, for the first time, there have
been specifically workers™ demonstrations.
After the death of AUEW member Brian
Maguire in May in the Castlercagh torture
centre, 4,000 people left work in Belfast fora
demonstration.  Similar  demonstrations
have been mounted by the newly-formed
Trade Union Campaign Against Repression.
TUCAR now has branches in Dublin,
Galway, Belfast, Limerick and Derry and a
real presence in some workpldces, par-
ticularly in west Belfast.

Simultaneous!ly, refatives
overwhelmingly women relatives--of the
‘blanket men’ have formed thewr own
Relatives Action Committees. On 27 August
the Tyrone RAC called a march from
Coalisland to Dungannon and was staggered
when upwards of 10,000 people crowded
into the tiny town {rom afl over the North.
The politics of mass action, with real
involverment of the organised working class,
is again on the agenda.

Ten years after 5 October, the march has
not been stopped. And we are no longer
marching for mere ‘civil rights', but against
the root cause of all our political ills: British
domination. Because the main lesson to be
learned from the last decade is that the real
problem never was the way Britamn ran the
North. It was the fact that Britain ran the
North. And until Britain leaves, there'll be
no end of trouble.
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Steve Gooch controutes fo our discussion on poifical theatre
-

Steve Gooch is the author of Female Transport, Will wat, if not wai will®, The women
Pirates and (with Paul Thompson) The Mortor show

As a contribution to the current debate on
political theatre begun in this magazine and
Wedge by David Edgar, Bruce Birchall, and
others I should like to take issue with both
David and Bruce on a number of points and
add a few observations of my own. In doing
this [ am concerned to try and pin down a
few thoughts which may serve as an
orientatign for future discussion.

Firstly, the starting-point. While 1 don't
doubt the importance of 1968 as a milestone
in political history. T feel it should alsa be
seen in terms ol the continuing develop-
ment of the Left, While part of the
sigruficance of *68 was that it represented a
break with traditiona! politics, there have
been breaks before.

It’s no coincidence for example that a lot
of writers of our generation like Dave
Holman. Howard Baker, Stephen Lowe,
David Hare and myself have written about
1945. And stretching back further in history,
one ¢an see a whole series of ‘leaps forward’,
not identical of course, but of similar
importance 1o people at the time they were
lived. | emphasise this phrase because of its
connection to the Trotsky quote in Edgar's
second article:
“One cannot approach art as one can
politics....because it has its own laws of
deveiopment..... an enormous role is played
by the subsconscious.... Artistic creativity, by
1ts very nature, lags behind the other modes
of a man's spirit, and still more the spint of
the class. (It) is more organic, slower, more
difficult to subject to conscious influence.”

in other words the lived tradition of the
working-class and socialist movement,
especially as it is implanted in ourselves as
producers of art and in our audiences, is
something we ignore at our peril. We cannot
approach the political issues of today

without bringing along with us something of

our coilective past. We have grown up
individually in a class society, under a
competitive education system, where the
family unit, conventional sex roles and
stereotypes are the norm, and where there is
a prefmium on Success.

If any of us imagine we can shrug all that
off In ten years, we're kidding ourselves.
Even if we dishike the mysticism and
ps¥¢chologism sometimes attached to the
word ‘art’, it remains true that threatre
production involves work by flesh and blood
people, often at a level of personal involve-
ment and commitment which means total
self-exposure. You cannot, under those
circumstances, think yourself out of what
you are taday and de it, on stage, tomorrow.

S0 let us try to hold 1968 and what went
before in some sort of perspective, never
over-estimating the importance of one
against the other.

Second, the question of the relation of
socialist theatre to socialist organisation and
the working-class in general. Having set
himself the task of explaining why *socialist
theatre has remained at one remove
from revolutionary organisations’, Edgar,
towards the end of his article, lays it at the
door of the absence of *mass revolutionary
orgamsations’. While I can imagine that such

a mass organisation might help socialist
theatre in material terms, even-in terms of
political orientation, I'm not convinced it
would guarantee the culture he implies.

There 15 after all no predictable relation
between a mass political organisation and a
tmass culture, Generally, one might accept
that theatre 1s secondary, reflective, that in a
sense 1t rides on the back of economic and
political developments in society. But how it
rides is a different matter. It can be quite
contrary to expectations.

It was precisely the absence of a mass
organisation with the kind of polhitics people
were willing in the late 1960s early 1970s -
and the presence of a mass movement -
which led many people into expressing ideas
through the theatre. Theatre was seen as a
suitable vehicle to express a new kind of
politics. And it threw up many exciting
expertiments, socially and artistically.

Even so, it came in the wake of ‘68, and yet
theatre workers were tmporting their reading
on class and party organisation wholesale
into the running of their groups and the
making of their shows, as if they were the
leadership! They knew what the. workers
really wanted, they would spit on bourgeois
opportunist deviation.

And even though they clung on tight to
their group capital and agonised over
‘bringing people into the group’ (never,
notice, employing people), they still didn't
sec the obvious: that by virtue of working in
theatre one 15 in a middle-class job. Writers
and theatre groups are small businesses, a
collective still has a managerial function
(and responsibility). Theatre workers in
groups are also employers. Unless one can
look that squarely in the face, the relation of
our work to the class will be misunderstood.

For while a mass movement can create the
will to express politics throgh culture, the
interests of mass organisation are not
necessarilly served by a series of small
businesses peddling culture; and while
people may choose full-time theatre on no
pay (or social security) as 2 way Lo express
their politics over a short period, they're
unlikely to keep going (and stay sane or
healthy) over a long period.

|
A
It 15 sad (and not absolutely true) to think
of socialist theatre as divided between part-
time, dole-financed, truly collective and
playing only to blue-collar workers on the
one hand, or professional, state-subsidised,
hierarchical and playing to Time Out readers
on the other, but these divisions are forced
on us and demand mutual tolerance as well
as struggle. Nor 18 the claim to be
revelutionary the prerogative of one or other
stream; both make the claim, both fall down
on it. - -
Indeed, the chances of any theatre product
(show) being literally revolutionary are
pretty shim. However revolutionary its
content, the means of culture distribution
will tend to militate against the product
having a revolutionary effect, The process of
play-making and of building a new
relationship to the audience is more {ikely to
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be revolutionary, but even the product can
belie the process.

In this connection it's worth taking up a
few of the anonymous Wedge writer’s points,
Far once you posit the idea of theatre groups
continuing (as opposed to popping up,
hitting and running), questions about
resouTces, group capital, public subsidy and
s0 on cannot be ignored. It's partally true
that ‘professionalisation’ (and therefore
careerism) through subsidy, the creation of
an administrative class in theatre groups, the
move towards playing betterequipped
venues rather than where workers mect and
the reliance on labour movemnent officials to
hook shows has provided a situation where

-opportunism can flourish.

But if groups really do control their
own means of production, they should
be able to control this. After all
these changes have come about because
groups needed resources, needed sound
administration, nceded bigger spaces and
needed reliable working-class contacts. The
problem of those needs (real enough if the
movement was to be more than a fart in the
bath) has been replaced by another problem.
which it should be in our power to solve. By
demigrating the progression towards better
resources and organisation, however, yu
don’t get to grips with the political problem.
That has to be fought with or without the
resources.

In the light of all this then, it still seems
that. rather than the theatre, the best place to
be effective politically is in a political
organisation - or at least in some more direct
connection with social and public life.

R
e

In the theatre vou can only be effective
politically through the means of expression
it offers which generally, because 1t’s donc
‘Jive’ by flesh and blood people to flesh and
hlood people, brings a whole load of
personal, psychological, physical and other
baggape with it, whether vou like it or you
don't.

Direct political intervention by means of
agitational theatre plays an important part
of course, particularly for certain occasions
and on certain issues, and there is perhaps
always an agitational element of some kind
in pelitical theatre; but 1t is not necessarily
better theatre for being more directly
political. nor 1is it necessarily more
revolutionary. Similarly, your Lenin hand-
book on party organisation wil not
necessarily help you write better theatre
shows or even organise your theatre group.
Whar is to be done? was about politics,

[t's paradoxical therefore that the new
politics of 1968, bringing the personal, the
unhierarchical and the cultural into politics.
should make the mistake of bringing politics
into theatre in a way which threatens to
throw up as many contradictions as the old
politics had left hanging around in the social
democratic state subsidised theatlre of the
mid 1950% to mid 1960s.

What we must avoid how is repeating the
mistake of that era, which was to allow the
aliecnation of many theatre-goers and
theatre-workers from socialist theatre to
grow because of a failure to come to terms
with those contradictions of working under
capitalism which tend to undermine our
stance as socialists and make our process
belie our product.

For the fact that taxes from the entire
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population, most of it working-class, go
towards subsidy for art which isenjoyed by a
tiny proportion of the population, most of 1t
middle-class, is not in the first instance our
fault. 1t's a result of divisions and con-
tradictions already present in society, and
those of us who wish to bring our political
insights or our feeling for working-class life
back to the working class can’t expect those
divisions and contradictions to evaporate
cvernight.

So how should we view the relation,
finally, between our work in the theatre and
the class? First, as Edgar points out, by not
assuming or speaking as if socialist theatre
can create a revelutionary working class on
its own. Second, by fully understanding our
own class position and the necessary division
between ourselves and the working class
when we approach the public in general with
our work. Third. by not blaming ourselves
for that division, blaming each other for
being ‘unproletarian’ or politically naive.

A /-*’p
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In that absence of a mass organisation we
have to forge links with advanced sections of
the class, including other white collar
workers, and we have to test our ideas
against the responses and experience of
audiences generally and those we respect
particularly.

We have to struggle in our own trade
unions, our own political parties, 1n cam-
paigns. our own personal relationships and
even our theatre groups f{or the re-
organisation which willdraw out the greatest
potential in us. And in theatre that
reorganisation c¢oncerns speaking about
palitical change to the class in a voice specific
to theatre as an art form.

What is that voice? On the questionof TV,
the point Edgar makes about home
audiences being like postal ballot electorates
is a good ong, but it does also read as if he
imagines the great mass of the Brnitish pubhe
locked up in dimly lit rooms hke adver-
tisements for McEwans, goggling wide—eyed
and inane at the flickering image of Regional
Bosanquet.

First, [ am not se sure that pcople in
general are as ‘uncritical’ of TV as he
suggests. To be sure, a lot seeps in that is
never discussed, a lot of impressions remain
unarticulated, but people talk a hell of a let
about TV, particularly at work,

Second, I'm not so sure that the "average’
TV viewer’s criticism 1s purely personal or
domestic - TV has probably
brought a greater width (though
not necessarily depth) of social information
into the average home than any other form
of communicaticn. Is Edgar arrogant
enough to suggest it goes completely un-
digested?

Third, even if the average viewer's
criticism is of a predominantly personal
kind, is that a bad thing when the

relationship between the personal and the
political is being seen in a new hght? Surely
the real point is that TV 1s the most
technelogically ‘stitched up’ of all media - a
highly controlled product, pumped out
through a highly controlled distribution
network - and 1t will go on serving whichever
class is doing the controlung.

Because of this I would sympathise with
Griffiths’ (and presumably L.oach ; Gamett’s)
view of the need for socialists to get in there
and at least fiddle with, if not take aver, the
controls.

My criticism of TV would be different. 1t
is manipulative by nature; by virtue of its
high technology very littie can go wrong
{unlike theatre where door-knobs can fall
off, actors can fall over scenery or a
performance suddenly ignite because of the
interaction between actors and audience and
become a memorable experience).
I
U

Theatre, because it’s live and therefore
vulnerable, is potentially more open to its
audience, potentially more democratic and
potentially more powerful - even if only to
small numbers on rare occasions.

It is this depth and tangibility of ex-
perience in the theatre, along with its
democratic potential, which | believe is 1ts
distinguishing voice. And for me it 1s the way
into a discussion of its aesthetics. For
although most traditional theatre happens in
buildings and forms appropriated by the
bourgeoisie, it is still possible (in theory at
least) to boo and throw things in a theatre
and affect the proceedings; all you can do
with your telly is turn it off or destroy it
{given that storming the Television Centre 15
likely to bring tanks on to the streets of
Shepherds Bush for the first time).

While booing and throwing things may

seem extreme to most actors and audiences,
it is an exaggerated form of what goes on all
the time. Audiences affect performances -
and not just through the ratings.

So in the great debate about realism two
realities have to be acknowledged before we
begin. First, (please note, Bruce Birchall} it is
all illusion - ‘down with illusion’ therefore
means down with theare. Second, everyone
(particularly those who want to destroy
illusion) is concerned somehow to reflect the
real world. From naturalism, through
expression, neo-realism, Brecht and
Ealing comedies, everyone is trying to "get at
something’ in the real world.

If you present, as Birchallsuggests, only the
bare bones of your argument {‘cutting out
the flab", your audience can only take or
jeave your argument. If it's done well, they
might enjoy the doing but will you really
have won the battle for anyone’s mind?

On the other hand, if you flesh out the




arguments, produce the ewvidence, if you
attempt to reproduce some recognisable
kind of behaviour everyone in your audience
from the well-read to the illiterate has the
chance to judge your interpretation of the
world against their own experience and
judgement - which they'll do anyway.

The art lies m drawing experience and
interpretation together in such a way as to
make vour argument and its conclusions
unavordable. It 15, as Bruce notes in a
different context, a question of choice, of
selecting vour material. The other way is
artless.

Nevertheless | sympathise with a lot of the
by-products of Bruce's argument against
naturalism: ‘uneconomic...to spend time
estabhishing a character then....rounding it
off’, "whether X really would speak like that’,
the way realism ‘narrows down meaning to
the highly specific’ etc. I personally would
love to be able to ban the word ‘would’ from

rehearsal: (would this character actually say
this;do this; walk like this, wounld that
actually happen?).

But a performance must happen, someone
must actually do it, and somebody has to
ground that performance in some sort of
reality that will be recogmsable to other
people. The more firmly rooted the
characterisation, and the greater the
narrative drive that performance will be.
.- |
.|

You can see people with funny hats
speaking flat lines in rhyming couplets in
panto and TV varety, but that concept of
‘popular’ theatre 15 as limited in its supposed
appeal to working-class audiences as is the
fetishied quasi-Brechtian ‘device® of letting
your machinery show. To some working-
class audiences both methods just look
amateur or sloppy - and indeed much
sloppiness is perpetrated in the much-
maligned name of Brecht.

It does make a diftference, however, as
Birchall notes, that a company’s actors are
seen lugping the set beforehand angd can be
spoken to 1n the bar after. But that is more to
do with building the circumstances for a
socialist theatre - process - that it is to do
with product, The two are connected of
course, and the fact of the actor being
present behind his/her characterisation is
what makes the ‘illusion” more striking,

Not a fetishised presence though, not part
of the commeodity, the ‘Brecht’ product or
whoever’s it is, above all not played for, but a
really real person - sweaty, contradictory,
bolshie, independent, anarchic. The point
here is to employ the power of the medium,
the fact that it’s actually happening (or seems
to be), its tangible quality.

This brings me to the last point: David
Edgar's enthusiasm for the shock tactics of

our new dramatists (Barker, Brenton, Keeffe
etc). In his piece David seems to dwell on use
of broad, stark 1mage as some kind of
effective synthesis of Griffiths’ occupying the
space of his characters and the music-hall or
agit-prop techniques of some touring
groups.

Although I have enjoyed the moments he
speaks of (the Bagleys moving into the
heroin  market in Brenton/Hare's
Brassneck, the teenager threatening to blow
up the schoot mm Keeffe's Gotcha, Gethin
Price’s dumries in Griffiths' Comedians),
I’'m not convinced of their philosophical or
dramatic consistency or Edgar's defence of
them as ‘thought-provoking’.

Provoking what thought? Just thought?
Just anti-Fstablishment thought? Just
gut-level  anti-Establishment  thought?
Which Establishement? Where are all these
thoughts going?

The technique to me is guestionable
because it’s riddled with questions. The
method, as Edgar observes, depends on ‘the
audience not knowing what he will do until
he doesit’. Although that in one sense should
be true of all good theatre. (audiences
knowing what but not how is better still), it is
a technique which can ride dangerously close
to manipulation (or even cop-out); especially
If it doesn’t make sense in terms of what the
audience can identify in the first place as
emotional consistency (which most of the
quoted examples do) or in the second place
as part of a consistent political argument (on
that I'm not so sure).

What I would say 1s that for every good
moment 1n shock-theatre, there are ten
examples of its exploitation a as a technique
to hide shoddy thinking at best or sheer
uniruth at worst.

The reason this technique has been quite
popular with our writers however is not, [

suspect, primarily because of its ‘thought-
provoking’ quality, but because of frustra-
t1om.

Frustration with the Establishment
{therefore blow it up, expose it in a garish
fight, distort it), frustration with a dramatic
method that i3 struggling to get out of
naturalism (and eventually leaps, staggers,
plunges out), frustration with a play's
argument that won't work through (and
therefore has to be pushed). That's how ] feel
it anyway, and rather than shock I feel
disappointment, a sense of being cheated.

]
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One reason for this is that the creation of
dramatic tension by means of keeping the
audience in the dark is at the root of a
dramatic method whose most adept expo-
nent was Harold Pinter. Unfertunately it
stall lingers in many of our writers’ work. It 1s
an easy way of keeping your audience with

vou (titillated, fascinated, in suspense} until
you deliver the final shock blow {whodunit is
found out, the capialist oppressor is ex-
posad).

In Pinter of course, as in Beckett, Godot
never actually comes. But in our shock-
theatre school he is shown in a green light, or
in the bath, bloated and physically repulsive
or covered in blood. What level of prejudice
does this play on? Ageism? Uglyism? I'm not
sure, but I do find its glibness suspect. 1t is
also a way of keeping vour options apen to
the last moment. Political options in
particular, because the last ambiguous and
cataclysmic moment solves all.

S¢ if not that, what? I can’t claim to know.
But 1 have always rcacted strongly against
Pinterism. And I've always been wary of
‘distancing’ (Brecht isn’t onfy that, inciden-
taliy} or ‘thought-proveking’ theatre when it
smacks of the assumption of a monapoly on
analysis by an intellectual elite.

The positive direction for me seems to lie

in putting all vour cards on the table, laying
the artifice open, ‘taking it out’, unfolding
vour argument through what you actually
show on stage as you show it, trusting the
truth of the performances as they unfold.
And this has been done by all of our writers
at times, as well as cur touring groups.

Rather than using the stage as a platform
on which to set up and knock down what we
don’t like, let’s see 1t first for what it 15 as a
platform; and let’s by all means give our
characters and situations on 1t their own
space. Let us respect Griffiths’ desire to get
inside his characters, for it squares with the
actor's need to find a handle of sympathy
with which to grip a characterisation.

If we have confidence in the strength of
our argument, we should also have the wit to
work that argument through. Through the
characters, through the space, through the
platform; coming out of the narrow gripofa
convincing reproduction of reality towards
the broader, deeper view in a4 way which
convinces us by 1ts consistency, both
emotionally and intellectually.

In saying that, I'm aware of the constant
inconsistency and contradictoriness of peo-
ple in real Iife, the revelutionary potential of
what has been unseen springing suddenly to
the foreground, but as we do that, let us also
respect the audience’s right to choose and
select as much 4s our own. For the platform
1s a free rone, you can’t control 11, only
occupy 1t temporarily, and afterwards your
audience will draw their own conclusions
anyway.

In the end we are all looking to transcend
immediate reality, and the fact of perfor-
mance 1§ what gives us the key. It iy an
illusion, it fs a shock. but unless 1t relates in
performance, 1 the flesh, to what our
audiences recognise, it will stir neither mind
nor spirit,
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The computer, as a commercial tool, has
been with us for two decades. [ts economic
justification has been its ability to replace
human clerical labour in the performance of
repetitive calculations and the processing of
information ona large scale. Because of their
size and expense, the use of computers up 1o
now has been mainly confined to places
where very large amounts of information
were being processed under one roof - that 1s,
in banking, in insurance, in the wages
departments of large companies and so on.
All these are rather specialised applications
and as a result the impact of computers on
most people’s lives has so far been marginal.

There is now taking place, however, a
revolution in the electronics industry which
will dramatically alter this situation. The
new technique of large scale integration
(1.S1) makes it possible 1o reproduce
photographically on a very small piece of
silicon an electronic circuit with tens of
thousands of components - for example a
whole computer. The capital costs involved
are tmmense but once they have been met
any given circuit can be reproduced in huge
numbers at a very low unit cost.

The immediately visible results have been
the flood of cheap calculators, low cost
digital watches, television games and similar
electronic toys. A more significant long term
consequence, however, will be the availabili-
ty of large numbers of small, very cheap,
computers (30 called ‘MICTO-Processors’ ).
These make possible the use of computers
for small scale information processing tasks
where their use has not up to now been
economic. Because of this we are now seeing
the beginnings of a second wave of com-
puterisation which will have the most
profound economic and social conse-
guences.

The leading edge of this wave of automa-
tion is likely to be in the large areas of office
work which have so far been untouched by
the computer. Typical of the devices now
coming onto the market is the so called *word
processor’. This is a kind of electronic
iypewriter, with a video screen instead of the
usual cylinder and paper and containing a
small computer with a memory for previous
correspondence and the ability to perform a
wide variety of editing, layout and text-
manipulation functions. More advanced
models can even correct spelling mistakes!
Once prepared, text is transmitted elsewhere
for printing by pushing a button.

One word processor
operator, it s
claimed, replaces
three conventional
typists
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with their machines and can be paid less (the
new job is probably less skilled - it is certainly
more boring). A word processor currently
costs £4000 and the price will fall as the
market for them grows.

On these costings it seems likely that word
processors will quite rapidly replace
typewriters in all but the smallest offices.
Since typists are 15 per cent of all office
workers this change alone will have a
considerable effect on office employment
patterns. (If the claims about productivity
are true it could make L0 per cent of all office
staff redundant.)

This is likely to be just one of a whale
range of microprocessor based innovations
which will substitute capital for labour in
office work. Offices can be considered very
‘ripe’ for industrialisation. Since 1950 oifice
costs have risen from being 20 per cent of the
overheads of a typical manufacturing
business to being 50 per cent of the
averheads today. Office workers are now 40
per cent of the working population.

Offices morcover, can be considered
increasingly undercapitalised. The average
office worker is associated with only £500 of
capital equipment, compared with £5000 for
a factory worker. Close on 80 per cent of
office costs are wage costs. In this situation
there is a potentially enormous market for
gquipment that can repiace office workers,
provided it can be produced cheaply enough.

The new technology of LS] will enable the
elecironics industry to meet these constraints
and in the process to obtain the high volume
of sales necessary to recoup their capital
outlay. The results are likely to transform the
whole nature of office work,

Under boom conditions technological
innovation does not normally cause un-
employment because the loss of jobs caused
by innovations is more than compensated:
for by the overall expansion of the system.
The vave of innovation associated with L5I,
however, will be taking place (barring a
miraculous recovery) in a situation of
continuing world recession.

A study carried out by the research
department of the white-collar unien
ASTMS estimated that the effect in Britain of
increasing office automation in this economic
climate wil} be to raise unemployment to the
§ million mark by the early 1990s. This 1s
presumably a projection from current trends
and may therefore be highly inaccurate -
nevertheless it gives some 1dea
of the scale of
the coming
changes.

David

Turner



CAN BRITISH LEYLAND

SURVIVE?

The threat by the AUEW Executive to
expel the striking toolmakers at
the possibility of
solidarity action by the rest of the Leyland
toolmakers has, once again, thrust Bl into

Carburettors and

the head-lines.

The question of what strategy socialists
inside Leyland should pursue is a hgihly

COMMURIST
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shop stewards from BL’s
Longbridge plani, including Derek Robin-
son, works convernor and chairman of th
Leyviand combine committee, in the CP
Jortnightly Comment (5 August 1978). We

publish below extracts from the interview,

contentious one. The Communist Party

produced a pamphlet last year called
British Leyland—Save It. This has now
been followed by an interview with four

Jollowed by a reply by two SWP stewards,
also from Longbridge.

TWOVIEWS

THE
COMMUNIST

PARTY VIEW:

Interviewd: Derek Robunson, AUEW, con-

venor or the juint shop stewards' commitiee
and chariman of the Bl combine commiitee;
Jack Adams, TGWU, chairman of the

JSSC Vie Poulion, AUEW, chairman of

AUEW shop stewards and member of the
JESNC executive; Colin Willerts, AUEW

minwtes secretary; all four are members of

the work conmmitiee.

The interview began with a discussion of
mcthods of payment, and the effect of the
shift from piece-wages, where the rate for a
particular piece of work was negotiated
between the shop stewards and manage-
ment, to measured day work, where the
standards of work to which wages are tied
are estabhished by industnal engineers.

Does the discussion over work measirerment
create any conflicts for you as shop floor
representatives?

DR Because we only have a small measure ol
mutuality (shop stewards’ veto over changes
in conditions, manming ete --ed) 1t tends to
develop into a bargaining, haggling position
and we end up with something better than
the works study has shown, Now thatl might
be fairly good in most instances because n
reality you end up with more people on the

Job than you really need. because vou
bargained.

Now that’s OK and many peaple would
say that’s our job and that’s what we oughi to
do. But 1t's got its disadvantages i1 as much
as 1t leads to overmanning.

Even those of us on the left want to ensure
the continuation of British Levland, m us
entirety, and we are caught in a dilemma as
to what Aad cught to be the correct manning
levels: How efficient we should be, to what
extent should we become more involved and
accept that we ought to become more
efficient.

It's a contradiciion in what prople expect
you to do, because thevlook at ittrom a very
narrow parochial standpoint whercas those
of us who are political have to look at 1t 1n 4
broad political way because we are talking
about the future of their jobs.

Does the fact that British Leyiand s now
nationalised change people’s  attitudes
towards it? For example, if it were siilf
privately owned there might be less pressure
on you to be bothered about how efficiens it
was. But does the fact that it's a nationalised
tRdusiry create more pressure on you 10 be
concerned abowt efficiency?

VP There’s been a dramatic change {or us,
we're now concerned with the place running.
Betore it was just a free tor all,

Did that change of artitude come about very
guickly?

DR bt did from the people it the leadership,
But we sthil havent won the congeption
amongst the broad masses of people on the
shiopfloor that they've gota vested mnterest in

efficiency no less than we have. It's one of
our problems,.

The faci that it's state owned is something
that political people would recognise had
changed it, but a lot of people who weren't
polivical, their experience of work would be
Just the same.

DR Lxactly., | think you've put it 1n a
autshiell. 1t's the political battle we still have
to win. We are not thinking that we are
always going to live in a capitalist society.
and above all, f we are able to change the
wleas and make levland successtul as a
publicly owned company, then it 15 self-
evident that that will be a major political
victory,

It will prove to the work people, mithions
of them, that ordinary working people have
2ot a contribution to make, that theyve got
sufticient intelligence, determination, and
level of understanding that enables them to
do  whatever 18 necessary and above
everything else it Kills once and for all the
propaganda against public ownership. These
are the political considerations as far as we
are concerned.

VP A lot of people say that it we make it
efficient. then they'll hand 1t back. That's the
tear.

DR There again, it’s inthe struggle to lift the
level of understanding that we are conduc-
ticng right now that will create resistance to
handing it back to private ownership or
indeed. to hiving it off which 1s another
possibility.

v there a grear deal of cobpvnitiment o [
heing a nationalised industry?

DR No.
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CAN BRITISH LEYLAND

SURVIVE?

Before 1968 (when measured dav work was
ugreed—ed), did piecework offer vou more
CEPOFIURIEY (o gain some sort of conirolf
aver production?

DR Very much so. But it was very much
on an individual basis. Now there were
inherent  weaknesses  1n the  pilecework
syster, because it depended on how well
organised or how militant an individual or
zroup ol individuals were. We had wide
variations of carnings because of individual
weaknesses and strengths.

That’s bound to create aggro between
ditferent groups. but it was a strength in
sorre Wavs on the piecework hecause of the
group interests.

U'nder standard day work, it's retrograde
and reactionary because we haven't yet won
the collective viewpoint that we've pot to
have a concern for evervbody, we've still got
the grotp interest coming to the fore and 1
think the classic example 1s the toolmakers.

What sort of changes do vou think will be big
enncugh o credie thar sort of identity of
carworkers together rather than a toolroom
worker or @ production worker, and es-
pecially working in a nationalised industry
that s there for the public interest?

DR The threat of closure. Without any
question at all. that's the one big issuc.

CW [ believe that the toolmakers' problem is
really that they want more money. We're a
nationalised industry coming under govern-
ment legislation. and the pgovernment's
determined to keep the nationalised in-
dustrics within the pay-limits, not only the
toolmaker's wages. but everybody else’s in
British T.eyvland. [ think that's the fun-
damental problem.

What people are doing 15 in any way
possihle (o Iry and get a wage rise. The talk
anbout  differentials 15 actually a
smaokescreen. | don't think there'd be a real
argument. myself. if we all pot more money.

One of the reasons in other industries vou've
found craftsmen fighting tooth and naif 1o
deferd their position s because their job is
becoming lexs skilled and they are afraid that
the craft is going 1o go altogether and they
will just hecome prodiction workers, How
riech iy that Rappening 1o craft jobs on cars?

JA [hat  wall
l.ongbhridge,

VP It's the diagnostic skill that will actually
die oul.

JA  lhere's about ten per cent of the
crattsnien who wilt have their skill inereased
without any doubt because they will be doing
off-track repairs. The on-job craftsmen will
be subject to huge changes because the fault,

happen terrifically at

at whatever stage of the machinery, ean now

he pimpointed electronically,

What they will do s replace parts becausc
that’s how the system is designed, so it will be
a very simple and a limited amount of skill
that will be needed for that kind of craft job.

il

‘If we make Leyland successful...
then that will be a major political
victory’

DFREK ROBINSON

The people off-track in the servicing areas,
the back-up areas, will have their skills
increased.

You can get round that a lot of ways by
rotating work so  that you increasec
everybody's skill. They'll have to retrain
production workers to do craft jobs.

At Fiat there were large-scale throw-offs
of skilled production men and large re-
quirements for craftsmen and they had crash
tramning programmes of about 18 months,
when people in production moved two
grades and then had specialist training.

So it could make a major change in the whole
structure of work in a car plant?

JA  Oh, 1t's coming—it’s knocking at the
door,

And what do craft workers feel about thar—
do they feel frightened’

DR We've got craftsmen being trained on the
unimake machinery and refusing to be
involved with us on negotiating how we are
going to man it, how we are going 10 work it.
because they are being bloody minded. And
vet if they don’t get involved, it will be done
over their heads. We are in a dilemma,
particularly those of usin the leadership who
come from this group of workers.

We keep raising the guestion with them.
Now we see the need to negotiate in detail
what we are going to do with this new
technology so that we build in the essence of
control which i1s absolutely essential and we
are going to be successful only to the degree
that we unite all the groups of workers who
are going to be involved.

People think of craft workers as being white
and male and abouwr 40. Is that generally
true?

JA Yes, that's
gualifications.

true, those are the

And what do you think about that, not only

as British Leyland workers, but people on
the left?

JA 1t’s a very bad situation, but it’s a matter
of opportunity, but the opportunities have
been very selective in the past. There's
absolutely no justification for it continuing.

The first Asian that came into our
department, 1 had to put him with a steward
in his gang for the lad’s own protection, and
that’s not going back more than five years.
Now my department takes on the coloured
labour without any problems at all. In
addition, in the same period, we have
introduced a progression scheme where low
paid workers can take an aptitude test, and
receive training for production jobs.

We've been accused of being racialist some
of the ultra-iefts in this city, but the tacts are

as a consequence of that policy of progres-

sion more Africans or Asians have the
gpportunity to pragress than ever before in
our factorv. In our machine shop areas
where there was none at all. there’s not a
substantial number, but now they're a
minority—they're growing daily.



“... effective shop-floor
organisation is a barrier to
Leyland's “efficiency”
FRANK HENDERSON

Ueven the existing struciure of the
negotiations ar the moment, can vou involve
more people in these mjor  planning
questions af controlling the work, or are vou
going to have struciural changes in how 1ou
negotiate and who is involved n the
negotiations?

JA We need change like vesterday in our
method of nepgotiations. What we need more
than anything 1s a very strong combine and
its mvolvement and mdeed the basis on
which any negotiations, and our problem is
that if we get people like [Jutfy that's
controlling the negotiations, neminating
people on the negotiating committee rather
thar electing people on to the negotiating
committee, that can lead us back 20 vears in
my estimation.

It is mainly through the through the
strength of our shop stewards’ organsations
that we have gained the contrel that we have

THE SWP VIEW:

Frank Henderson is deputy senior steward
of the Sheer Metal Workers' Union at
{ ,.:mgh_ridgé;__ff ony Preist is a member of the
TGWU ai Longhridge chairman of the

North Wuarks shop stewards, bhoth are
members of the Socialist Workers Parry.

At the beginning of the mterview Derek
Robinson outlines the Communist Party's
programme for British Leviland. It 1s a very
simple one make Bl ‘successful’. He is
quite clear he 1s talking about success 1in
capttalist terms he wants to make
nationalisation work within the limits of
capitalism.

If this programme is implemented, its
price will be the end of shop stewards’
orgamisation inside Longhridge. Robinson

speaks of the ‘dilemma’: shop stewards’ using

mutuahty to haggle and bargain leads to
‘overmanning”. If BL 15 to become a
successful capitalist firm then manning levels
must be cut. So effective shopfloar organisa-
tion is a barrier to Leyland's ‘efficiency’”.

This 15 what Robinson’s *political’ fight
against ‘parochialism’ amounts to. Shop
stewards should stop fighting over munning
and conditions for their own sections and
allow 'the people in the leadership® of the
plant to accept the loss of jobs and
conditions necessary to make Levland
‘work’,

The Commumst Party seem to think that
the main problem facirg workers at
Longbridge 15 ‘sectionalism’. They denounc-
ed the toolroom strike last year and are now
Iining up with the right wing against the
strikers at SU Carburettors, They say thatif
only skilled workers would stop defending
their differentials then all the probiems at BL
could be sorted out,

But in the past workers at [ongbndge

today. so bastcally that 1s geing to be our
problem durimg the next four-five vears in
my opinion.

DR Yes. we are going to have to fight the
ofticial machine like hell. The gquicker. for
instance, that no national trade union
official sits on our negotiating committee,
the better. We should use the national
officers in a period of deadlock and for no
other reason. Not anly that, vou know we are
answerable directly back ta the people inside
our factonies where the national officials are
not. and they look at things in a very
different way to what we do.

Hence the demands that are very strangly
coming torward now for an establivhed
combine committee recognised both by
unions and management. Indeed there
would be no trouble from the management
N recognising the combine committee
providing the unions recognised it; that's the
biggest single problem.

have united in solidarity with each other. in
1933 a shop steward called McHugh was
sacked for organising his section. |,
workers came out on strike and picketted the
gates, arguing with thetr tellow workers that
they should come out in solidarnity. The
result was 4 s1x month stritke by the whole
plant which resulted in Mc¢Hugh's reinstate-
ment.

Then agamn 1n 1956 a small section of
workers came out on strike and picketed the
gates managed to pull out the whole
plant  30,00G workers in those days. In cach
case a small minority was able to involve the
other workers——in srruggfe. 1t was possible
1o unite the warterce through a determined
fight by a small minornity for mibtant action,
tor working-class solidanty.

Today the plant leadership s unable to
umte the rank and file behind them because
they argue, not for unmity in action, but for
making Levland ‘successful” at the workers'
expense.

It 15 hardly surprising that some workers
react to this sitmation by cnpaging in
sectional battles. As Cohin Willetts admits
the toolmakers are fighting for more
money --the 1ssue of ditferentials 1s just a
‘smokescreen” covering the demand for
higher wages. They distrust the present
leadership. which is not fighting for higher
wages, but s selling jobs and conditions, and
so themr struggle for higher wages takes a
sectional form.

Robinson and Co have run awav trom
fighting for higher wages {ur many years
now. Even during the last phase of the plece-
work svstem Lhey did not press for higher
ratcs. Now thev are trying {o sew up i
package which will mean big wage rises n
cxchange lor savage attacks on jobhs and
condttions. Management are already talking
about cutting 7400 jobs by the end of the
vear, and there’ll be mare sackings to follow
those. Thevy are using the SU strike ¢ 5.0

M
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excuse to tialk about shutting down most
sports car production.

We have to sav that we want more
money-- but we're not going to sell jobs and
conditions to get it. We want a share of the
profits on the new technology that 1s being

introduced. But we must oppose  every
redundancy. If the new machinery means
less work. then what we need 15 work-

sharing: a 35-hour week, even a 20-hour
week 1f necessary.

The only wav in which we can oppose the
management oflensive s by fighting for the
socialist alternative 1o capitalism. As long as
we accept the framewaork of capitahsm we're
fimshed. Edwardes has been given the
Labour government's mandate to make BL
profitable. This can onlv bhe achieved by
sackings and speed-up.

The political fight we need 1s not to make
| eviand “successtul’ in capitalist terms. 1t 15
to defend wages, jobs and conditions against
Edwardes’ ottensive. The tact of the matter s
that the CP leadcrship has mever fought
politically within the plant.

Take the case of blacks and women. At
one  stage 4000 women worked inside
[.ongbridge. As a result of measured day
work and the increased mobihty arsing [rom
new timing schedules agreed in 1973 and
1974, women are no longer emploved. There
are only 500 of them left in the plant.

Even where improvements have been won,
as in the case of the blacks, it 1s no thanks to
Robimson and Co. Lven today there are
some areas where blacks are labourers and
store-keepers, never direet workers. Until a
few years ago it was unknown for an Asan
or a West Indian to work on the tracks or in
Lhe machine shops,

The situation only began to change when
sin workers were taken on from BSA—five
whites, one black. The whites were put onto
the better paid. more skilled direct work. The
black was put onto indirect work . He kicked
up d fuss and as a result a progression scheme
wis Infroduced under which workers could
be shifted trom higher to lower grades after
passing ccrtain tests, Even then one of the
tests allowed racialism a lot of play until it
was abohshed quite recently,

The plant leadership has never mounted a
political bhattle against racialism  inside
Longbridge. As a result, the Nazis have been
able to build a base inside the plant, There
are ¢ven a number of NF shop stewards.

Extension

We are not arguing against 3 strong and
ctiective leadership. But we wili only get such
a leadership if it reflects the rank and file and
fights for their interests, Wesupport astrong
Combine Committee  but as an extension
of shop floor power, not an elite cut off from
the rank and lile,

The Works Committee at {.onghbridge 1s
chosen by an annual general meeting of all
shop stewards, At present, about 70 per cent
of the stewards stav away from the AGM.
3

Those who do turn up are told whomto vote
for. There are eight members of the Works
Committee- four TGWU, three AUEW,
and one from the other unions. The TGWU
and AUEW stewards, at their own separate
guarterlies. choose their delegates t¢ the
Works Commuittee,

So the stewards at the AGM are faced with
a fait accompli. At the last quarterlies, there
were 38 stewards at the TGWU meeting,
about 30 a1 the AUEW. So B8 stewards,
representing perhaps 14 of the membership,
chose the Works Committee,

The levland Combine Committee 18
clected roughly on the basis of one delegate
per 10,000 members. Longbridge has two
delegates-—Derek  Robinson and  Jack
Adams—Dboth of whom are chosen, not by
the rank and file, but by the Waorks
Committee. What we have at Longbridge1sa

‘rank-and-file burcaucracy’ cut off from the

membership as effectively as any full-time
trade union official. We should fight for a
Combine Committee and a plant leadership
consisting of rank-and-file delegates, not
full-time convenors and senior stewards.

Their alienation from the shop floor helps
to explain why the Commumnist Party fights
for such reactionary policles within British
Levland. They are committed, as we have
seen, to making BL work as a capitalist
enterprise, even if jobs and conditions suffer
as a result.

The harsh reahity is that Levland is not
viable in these terms. The international car
industry s a world of savage competition.
BL invests £800 per worker a year. The
equivalent figure in Japan i1s £10,000. Even
with the new technology BL's target 15 to
produce 16 cars per worker every yvear. The
Japanese already have lines producing 4!
cars per worker every year

BL cannot survive as a volume car
producer. Under socialism there would be no
reason why cars should be produced 1in
Britain if they could be preduced more
efficiently in Japan. Longbridge could be
switched to producing something else, just
hke the Portuguese car factory which began
producing agricultural machinery rather
than cars during the 1974-5 revolution.

The Communist Party 1s committed to a
narrow, nationalistic programme, which sets
British against Japanese workers for the sake
of the prolitability of British capitalism. We
should reject the profit eriterion and fight for
a system under which production is for need.

Levland has no chance of surviving under
capitalism. The CP, by looking for a cure to
the firm’s problems in collaboration with the
bosses, is rejecting the only
solution-socialism. The CP line represents a
capltulation to capitalism and 1ts own
collapse as a working-class party. [t flows
from the abandonment of the very concept
of working-class power, of the dictatorship
of the proletariat, in the CP programme. The
British Road ro Socialisrm. The Communist
Party™s policies have turned it into a tool of
the hosses.

.............

Angela Prallyps (1FL



Another voice
another class

‘How could vou organise a Terrorist Workers’ Party? asks Colin Sparks

When the Sandimist guernilias drove from
Nicaragua's Parliament House to the air-
port, they were cheered by masses of people
hning the route. As the news of their
spectacular and successful action spread, a
massive struggle broke out throughout the
country which brought the 45-year dic-
tatorship of the Somoza tamily to 1ts knees.
One minor side-ctfect was that two of the
most commaoen Marxist arguments against
terrorism were n ruins. It had been proved
that terrorist actions can succeed. It had
been proved that terrorist actions can be
popular. Many people are starting to say
that, with a few modifications to fit the local
situation, perhaps we might try something
along the same lines on, say, Webster and
Tvndall.

I want to argue that the genuine Marxist
case against terrorism is quite different from
one based on its alleged unpopularity or
mefficiency, and that we are unalterably
opposed ta even the most successful, popular
and dramatic terronist exploits. Terrorism is,
properly speaking, a bourgeois strategy and
it has nothing in common with socialism.

We argue that socialism can only be
achieved by the collective self-activity of the
mass of the working class. Only when people
act for themselves and take control of the
whole of their own lives is it possible to
remove Lhe explottation and misery of class
socicty and to develop a society in which
everybody can find fulfilled lives. We do not
believe that such a revolution will be a picnic
and we accept, reluctantly, that the
overthrow  of capitalism will probably
involve armed violence. But we do not
belicve that this rmass flowering of
democracy 1s an oplional extra. We do not
even believe that it is the best among several
ways to bring about socialism. We think that
It 15 the esscnce of secialism and that no
revolutionary change 1s possible other than
by way of the working ¢lass taking control of
soctety.

Manv peaple argue against this. They say
that the conditions of modern capitalism
ensure that the vast mass of the population

6

will remain riveted to Crossroads and page
three of the Sun. They say that the technical
sophistication of the modern state is 50 great
that the mass of the people would not know
how to hight it. They say that modern society
15 so complex that the mass of the people
would not know how to run it. Onthis basis,
they argue that the masses must be guided by
special people. These are men and women
who are somehow immune to the pressures
of bourgeos society, who are ¢lever enough
or well-trained enough to meet the capitalist
class on tts own ground.

The most popular version of this argu-
ment gives these super-people the name
‘Members of Parhament’; our role in soclal
change 1s to vote these wonders into office,
and perhaps to cheer from the side-lines
while they, all six-hundred-odd, slay the
dragon of capital.

Another version says that all this talk is
nonsense and that what 1s needed s another
sort of super-person called the terrorist; our
role in social change is to give them food,
shelter, money, and perhaps to cheer from
the side-lines, while they, perhaps six
hundred-odd. slay the dragon of capital.

Identical

These arguments are identical. Both think
that we can be liberated by the special
qualities of someone else. In one case it is
debating skill; i the other it is heroism. In
both versions we should be thankful that
there are such paragons around. A terrorist
1s & reformist with a machine gun.

We reject this notion of social change as
bourgeon. It supposes thal we, the people,
are too stupid or tog cowardly ever to fight
tor purselves. The Grrace of God has fallen
upon an ¢lect whoe can sec what we cannot
see, think what we cannot think, dare what
we cannot dare. Such a view offers only a

grotesque cancature of bourgeois ideas of

individual excellence and hourgeois notions
of an hierarchical order

But theory is not fust something that is
printed in thick books. [t penetrates into

everything that we do. For example, we (ry
to build the Socialist Workers” Party. This
involves doing a mass of things. Among
them, we produce and sell Socialist Worker.
In it, we explain as apenly and clearly as we
can what we thing 15 wrong with capitalism
and how we think a better world can be built.
We sell it to everyhody we can. We are
continually arguing our politics with any
poor innocent we can corner. We welcome
new recruits with rather more enthusiasm
than Billy Graham at a revival meeting. We
take every opportunity to help people act
together and think far themselves.

Consider what we would be doing if we
were trying to build the Terrorist Workers'
Party. First of all, a terrorist crganisation is,
by defimition, an illegal clandestine group
engaged 1n military actions against the state.
Therelore. we would not spend time selling
Terrorist Worker around our workmates:
secrecy 15 the very birthmark of a terrorist
group. We would not be holding public
meetings advertised as widely as possible on
the subject of *Why vyou should be a
terronst’. We would not be arguing all the
time at work that all and sundry should start
acting like terrornsts.

On the contrary, we would be keeping very
quiet indeed. At most, each of us would
know two or three other party members and
we would not meet them if we could possibly
avold 1t. Perhaps, after knowing someonec
for & long time. we might very quictly and
carefully start sounding them out about how
they felt about the latest action by the
Terrorist Workers' Party.

To put the case very concretely: we all
know that it 1s difficult to be a revolutionary
shop steward — difficult but not impossible.
K s impossible to bhe a terrorist shop
steward. It 1s possible to be a tecrorist and a
shop steward, but the two are not linked.
imagine the situation: a strike s being
organised. The revolutionary is rushing
around getting support and organsing. The
terrorist might just be doing that, but if so
$:he 15 not putting his or her theory into
practice. I s:he was, then s:he would be

. . . A terrorist is a reformist

with a machine gun.’



planining now to assassinate the managing
director.

The difference penetrates even into the
shape of the organisation. Every organisa-
tion fighting capitalism carries the marks of
some of the enemies worst features. There s
always pressure towards hierarchy; to giving
orders rather than persuading. There 1s
alwavs a pressure even on socialists to think
of themselves as a little bit better than the
people they work alongside of. But an
organsation that has to argue its politics day
in day out with an audience of sceptics 1s
under a contrary pressure towards
democracy.

We cannot call a strike to order; we have
to convince. We cannot force people to be
socialists, we have to persuade. We are
always forced to try and generalise our own
limited experience by discussion with other
party members. Our nternal structure
reflects those two pressures. we are cen-
tralised because we are fighting a centralised
enemy, we are democratic because we have
to relate to the mass of the working class .

Pressures

A terrorist organisation is subject to only
one of these pressures - the pressure
towards hicrarchy. Because it is, by defini-
tion. cut off from the mass of the population
in order to survive, it does not have to
persuade. Its arguments flow from the
barrels of its guns. It is, in fact. based on the
most rotten and hierarchic organisation that
class societies have ever spawned — anarmy.

[t is in the nature of armies that people
give and take orders, This arises partly from
the fact that it is technically very difficult to
debhate what to do in the middle of a gun
battle. 1t also arises from the brutal and
inhuman tasks for which armies ¢xist. There
is no such thing as a fully democratic army.
Not even the workers' militia will be free
from the taint of authority: 1t will be one of
the necessities of socialism, not one of 11s
achievements.

In making the military model a virtue, the
terrorist cannot avoid the psychological
consequences. We socialists often get carried
away with our importance after a good
meeting and a few beers. But there 1s always
the cold-water of the next night’s inquorate
union branch meeting to balance it out. The
terrorist does not have that. Their actions are
never tested by the votes of the mass meeting.
The starting point of isolation is re-inforced
by the nature of the organisation and it is
confirmed by failure, rather than being
questioned. It is as a consequence of this that
many terrorist actions seem like madness to
us on the outside, 1t is not that the terrorists
are mad or evil; they usuallv have the best of
mtentions. Much more important, cut oft in
their isolation, they are trapped in a logic
dtermined by their self-assumed goals and
the needs of their own group. It is only too
easy 10 treat the masses with contempt.

We Marxists can sympathise with people
driven by the horrers of capitalism into
armed terror. We can admire their courage
and herolsm. We rarely shed tears when
some brutal capitalist butcher 15 given the
treatment he deserves. But we are engaged in
a different business altogether. We have
ditferent goals. We have ditferent methods.
We have different tactics. We are the voice of
4 different class,
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Likf most novels written by, and about.the
working class, A Scots Quair by Lewis
Grassic Gibbon (the pen-name of James
Leslie Mitchell, 1901-35) suffered a semi-
oblivion since its first appearance in three
parts, in 19324, until republication by Pan
Books in 1973, Since then it has been more
jpopular than ever before: perhaps as a result
of the increasing interest in working-class life
and culture during the 1960s and 1970s.

Mitchell was born in the Mearns,
Aberdeenshire, the son of a tenant farmer,
received rather more schoohlng than he
probably would have done had he been born
in early twentieth century England, hecame 4
journalist, then a servicerman in the army and
the RAF and, finally, a fulltime writer 1n
Hertfordshire.

By the time he had taken cn his other
persona, his Scots peasant identity, tibbon,
he had written several novels ete., under his
own name, was a Communist and {riend of
Hugh MacDiarmid, the poet who, almost
single-handed, has recreated Scots language
and literature, and was ready to incorporate
into his ‘quair’, or set of papers, or volume,
his commitments—a belief 1n the intrinsic
worth of the Scots peasant life which he had
seen disappearing in the years before the first
world war; in the primitive communism he
saw in Neolithic ancestors, and whaose
Standing Stones in the Mearns country had
so fascinated him as a boy; and in com-
munism and revolution to free the workers
and slum dwellers he saw 1n Glasgow.

The trilogy begins and ends in the
farmlands in which Mitchell’s mother “used
to hap me in a plaid...and leave me 1n the jeu
of a stook while she harvested.’, and where
his father can be seen in a photo reproduced

in the study of Mitcheli by Douglas F Young,

Beyond the Sunset, the exact model for
Gibbon’s heroine’s father. James Cuthric,
stocky, capped and with bare, tanned arms
shewing a lifetime of hard tarming.

The story traces the life of Chris Guthrie
through three marriages, to a farm labourer,
a clergyman and an ex-ploughman from the
bepinning of the century to the early 1930s.
In Sunset Song the echipse of the small
farmer is described, in Cloud Howe a mill
town and its workers, in Grey Graniie's
Chris and her son, the Communist, Ewan
confront the keelies, or young roughs, the

workers and the slums of an industrial city,
probably Glasgow.

There are therefore really two parts to the
novel: the first part written, as it were, by the
son of a farmer, Gibbon, and the second by
the left-wing writer, Mitchell. These were
incompatible: there were two sets of op-
positions, a private and a political. We can
see now how heroic war Mitchell's attempt
to fuse the two—his own experience and
conviction of the value of peasant Dfe,
against both the development of capitalism
and the dictates of communist doctrine of
the time and the realities of the subordina-
tion of the country to industry in Soviet
Russia.

Yet another contradiction appears in the
novel. Gibbon knows the Scots peasant {from
the inside. The bias of the entire novel 1s
towards the ploughman. But the keelies of
the city are looked at as by astranger. Thisis
why the earlier sections are more convincing
than the later, and why Gibbon sends his
heroine back to the farm which she lived on
as a child.

What, however, holds the novel together is

the particular Scots idiom -‘the rhythms
and cadence of the kindred speech that his
peasants speak’— which Gibbon invented.
Like Hugh MacDiarmid, he felt the need to
express his commitment to the working
classes he knew by stamping the book with
their speech, and therefore, their identity,
not that of the alien Enghsh:
‘Maybe there were some- twenty to thirty
holdings in all, the crofters dour folk of the
old Pict stock, they had no history, commaon
folk, and ill-reared their biggings clustered
and chaved amid the long sloping fields. The
leases were one-year, two-year, you worked
from the blink of the day vou were breeked
to the flicker of the night they shrouded vou,
and the dirt of the gentry sat and ate up your
rents but you were as good as they were.

LIVELINESS

Here, in a characteristic passage {rom the
beginning of ‘Sunset Song’, is Gibbon's sense
of histary, of continuity, his sense of class
and the irony which gives so much liveliness
and sensitivity to the novel and which comes

THE PLOUGH




out of that collective voice the voice of a
close-knit, narrow, scandal-mongering
community—Gibhon's working class origins
and attitude enabled him to produce. (It is, in
fact, exactly the voice of his mother, who, on
reading the novel said; ‘All that muck... it's
the speak of the place...'m ashamed of

you.’)
In s cssav in which Mitchell describes his
life and convictions, ‘The Land', he

emphasises his faith in the strength of the
land. although it 15 gtite ¢lear that he has no
(jlusions about the harshness of peasant life;
comments on the place sex has in this
economic envirgnment, where a dozen
children meant no inheritance for them, and
thereby explains the wav in which he handles
chiid-birth 1n the novel and why Chnis’
mother commits suicide; refers to his anger
at the way men treated amimals, and so
justifies the death of a horse in Cloud Howe
tuking several pages; and extols the virtues of
those  distant  NMeolithic  predecessors:
'without .... classes or culture, writers or
artists. free and happy.’)

Thus, Ewan coliects flints, Chris meditates
by the Standing Stones and we can 2o to the
Marxist archaelogst, Gorden Childe and
read in his Whar Happened in History that
these peoples held land in common,
Emotionally, Gibbon fused land and
prehistory, imaginatively, Chris escaped
from the city into both. On this David Craig,
the Marxist critic, has made the point that
here Mitchell, as Gibon, gave way to
homesickness. nostalgia.

This 15 correct, §t 15 a resualt of the
contradictions which lie at the heart of a
novel which tnied toreconcile, in iImaginative
terms a failing countryside and a disjointed
industrial capitalismn. In the histoncal
context of the novel we can also see that
Mitchell {(remotely} belongs to the first thirty
vears of the century when there was much
ideatismn about going back-to-the-land, to
the blood, to the imstincts (obviously some of
these elements are a part of fascism)—all
these being attempts to escape from the
appalling strans which late ninteenth
century capitalism had produced. Mitchell,
ar (nbbon, can be seen responding to those
tensions: Mitchell by nterpreting class
struggle tn the city, (Gibbon by recreating the
tarms of his childhood.

A similar debate about the importance of
the land is still going on in left wing
discussions, and such an autobigraphical
film by the Taviami brothers, Padre,
Padrone, expresses similar confrontations-
the journey of (edda from shepherd to
intellectual 15 not unhke Mitchell’s.

DEPRESSION

The social strains of the 19305 have left

their mark on the novel in other ways.
Mitcheli intended the lust part 1o bring out hs
imaginative interpretation  of the  class
struggle during the worst vears of the
Depression. He worked to make the portrait
of Ewan. as he became tougher, maore
ruthless, and of the unemployed and the
commmunist leaders, convincing. In doing so,
it 1s clear that the particular stvle he i1s using
15 not right for this. He has to shout:
*And Big Jim twinkled his eyes and said No,
for that vou'd to go in for Socialism and
Reform, ..and be awful undignant about
the conditions of those gentlemanly coves,
the suffening workers. And Ewan grinned at
him, he at Ewan, neither had a single illusion
about the workers: they weren't heroes or
gods oppressed, or likely to be generous and
reasonable. .. .Mast likely such leaders of the
workers as themselves would be flung aside
or trampled under, it didn’t matter, nothing
to them, they themselves were the workers
and thev'd no more protest than a man’s
fingers complain of a toolish muscle.”

But those workers, as [ have said, are seen

from the outside. And the passage, although
not a bad piece of pohtical thinking 1n the
novel’s contect, also demonstrates that
Mitchell, by those words he capitalized, 15
realising the difficultics. He has the same
imaginative problem elsewhere, with Chris
and her son:
‘What's 5 keelie, Ewan? Your [ather was a
ploughman afore were wed, and 1 was a
quean in a crofter’s kitchen.” *......Just that
though my father was a ploughman and you
came {rom a kilchen --that's nothing to do
with me, has it?....°

And, more so. i establishing a
relationship between Chris and the un-
employed:

MacDiarmid

THECITY

After years of semi-oblivion, the working-
class novels of Lewis Grassic Gibbon (left) are
once again stirring interest. Eric Tartakover
takes a look at the maost famous books of this
communist writer and friend of Hugh

‘They both stared like gowks a minute,
speechless, he'd shaved and wore a second-
hand suit, over-big for him, bulging at
paunch and bottom, the thin brown face
didn’t look so starved, cocky and confident
tii! he met hereyes.........So that was who the
sulky bitch was, boerjoy and stuck-up-....
Or, in reconciling his heroine to city life:
“......it had seemed to Chris six months
before that Ake Ogilvie's coming had
brought to Duncairn something clean and
crude as the smell of rain  crude and clean
as hersell had been once before a playing at
gentry enslaved her,....." That ‘playing at
gentry’ sums up the whole anti-city attitude
of Gibbon, but, effective thought it is, in its
own way, this s not sufficicnt to weld
together tow such great and disparate
subjects as the declhine of a peasantry and the
disasters of interwar capitalism. It is some
tribute to Mitchell that it works at all; but the
last time such massive themes could be
reconciled was 1n the nineteenth century.

However, Mitchell goes further than
anyone ¢lse in trying to make politics and
private life interlock at a grass roots level. At
the end of the trilogy Ewan is on the way
towards completing his sentimental educa-
tion. Because his English mistress is reluc-
tant to accept the 1solation and loss of being
a Communist, he rejects her. To most
readers this appears as a piece of gratuitous
brutahty, to MacDiarmid it was an un-
conscious necessity for Mitchell to break
from the Enghsh.

Perhaps so. but 1 think that Mitchell
wanted 1t to be the key scene for the “class
struggle” part of the novel. [nstead. and
underlining the difficulties t have tried to
emphasise. 1t 1s only the finalstage of Ewan's
education. [t is also very characteristic of the
1930s: an all or nothing, now or never
approach to the decay of capitalism. As
Mitchell knew. capitalism wasn't on its last
tegs during the 1930s. Had he lived longer it
15 hkely he would have tried his hand at a
novel about the Spanish civil war.

Since then the English working class
novel—by  Sillitoe. Hines, Storey has
hecome less overtly class-consclous, less
ambiticus. The ‘great” ‘prolctarian’ novel
hasn't yet been written. But we have this
splendid success and failure nstead. Fric
Tartakover.
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Dlsturblng |ourney into a new terrltory

The Gun and the QOlive
Branch

[David Hirst

Faber £6.50

For the vear prior to the 1967 Six
Day War, | was living on an
lsraell farming settlement
which was just six miles from
the Syrian border. During that
whole period. there was notone
single Syrian or Palestinian
attack on the kibbutz and 1n
fact, no artack was expected. It
was an easy-going hife; we had
no air rard pracuce, there
wis no secunty lence and maost
of the settlement’s weapons
were locked away 1n an
impregnable-looking armoury.
Night guard consisted of two
lightly armed and bored
irregulars whose major
gontribution of the vear was the
interception and arrest of the
scttlement’s own secretary,
Now durning the Six Day War
something odd happened. The
Syrian Golan mountains, which
were only a short distange from
our kibbutz, were occupied by
the Israelis for the purpose of
stopping the Synans in their
frequent’ attacks trom the
mountains on the settlements
below. But most extraordinary

of all was that all of us on one of

the settlements below, who had
experienced no attacks,
wholeheartedly believed the
M

official Israeli explanation.

We were actually there, vet
we still succumbed to the myth.
| was reminded of all this

while reading the section of
David Hirst’s fine history of
Palestine which describes the
build-up to the Six-Day War.
This section, like most of the
others in the book, 1s a
devastating challenge to Ziomist
mvthology. In fact, so many
myths arc broken in the book
that most readers are going to
find themselves in completely
new territory.

Such an experience will be
emationally disturbing because
Western opinion in general,
often especially that of the left,
has been scaked 1n
sentimentality by Israel
propagandists, who are
uniquely expert in this field.

It is precisely because David
Hirst 1s 50 successful in
aliengting readers from
Zionism's pyous fraud that
soclalists should embark on,
angd cncourage others to
embark on this Palestinian
hastorical journey.

'he journey s one through
acts of violence - both Araband
Hebrew violence: right from
individual assaults, through
acts of aggression which invalve
not guns bul legal documents
dispossessing the rights of
thousands. to major wars in

|

which thousands die.

I should like to cansider
Dawvid Hirst’s handling of two
major acts of viclence. One 15a
Jewish act... the Six Day War
while the other 15 Arab.... the
riots 1n the town of Jaffa n
1921. In the first case, David
Hirst reveals, with great clanty,
lstael’s expansionist strategy in
the Six Day War. In the second
case, the restrictions of David
Hirst's liberal ideology produce
a very distorted picture of what
happened.

Israel gave a number of
reasons for waging war in 1967,
One of them was that the Golan
Heights had to be occupied to
stop Syrian attacks on
settlements below. As I have
already noted, this was a very
thin excuse for invasion.

David Hirst goes further. He
admits that there was fighting
along the Israel-Syna border
during [966-67. Arab positions
did fire on armoured tractors in
fields not far from where I was
living {though the tractors of
my Kibbutz were not
armoured). But Syrian shells
were directed at the [sracliarmy
personnel who were extending
Israel’'s borders by cultivating
the No-Man's land. This
extreme Israell provocation
caused frequent flare-ups but
the escalation on such battles to
attacks on Israeli civilian

settlernents were rare indeed.

Another resson given by the
Israelis was that the Straits of
Tiran were closed thereby
stopping shipping to the Israeli
port of Eilat. However, Etlat
was an unimnportant dock with
only 5 per cent of Israel’s
foreign trade going through 1t.
Eilat was certainly less
important to Israel than the
Suez canal which had been
closed to Israeh shipping for
vears {and was 1o remain
blocked and closed after the
Israeli captured i)

It also has to be remembered
that the very port of Eilat itself,
was formerly the Arab village of
Um Rashrash. whose
inhabitatants were expelled by
[srachi forces (h 1949, Frantic
protestations at the port of Eilat
being strangled seem impudent
in the face of that mstorical fact.

But most powertul of the
Israeh justifications for war was
that the Fgyptians had moved
forces up to Israels southern
border. This 1s quite true, Egvpt
had moved just two divisions
into the Sinar desert by Israel’s
border.

[n 1972, General Mautuahu
Peled, one of the architects of
Israel's victory in 1967, was
quoted in the [srach paper
Maariv:

“To say that the Egyptian
forces concentrated on our



borders were capable of
threaterang lsrael's existence not
only insults the intelligence of
anyone capable of analysing
this kind of situation but it an
insult to Zahal (the Israch
Armvy,

Chiel of Staff. Yiuzhak Rabin
(later Prime Minister of Israel)
said of the Egyptian President:

“[ do not believe that Nasser
wanted war. The two divisions
he sent into Sinai on May 14
would not have been enough to
unleash an offensive against
Istael. He knew 1t and we Knew
i”

What Israell historians try to
play down is that [sracl was
sending tanks to the Syman
border davs before the Egyptian
[orces moved into Sinal.
According to the Director of
Military Intelligence 1in a
News Conterence on 11 May:

“ ...We are creating such a
situation that it s impossible
for the Egyptian not to act
hecause the strain on ther
prestige would be unbearable.”

Why was it that Israel was
creating this strain? Moshc
Davan, in an Israeli
Government publication in
1970. remembered.

“We had fought to reach the
summit; we were ¢content with
whal we had achieved...but

in our heart of hearts, deep
down, we were not really happy
and content, (Before the Six
Day War) we made ourselves
accept Eilat as out Southern
frontier, a State of Israel which
from Qalguilia to the sea was
less than 15 kdometres broad.
ld Jerusalem stood outside its
frontiers...we thought we had
reached the summit, but it
became clear to us that we were
still on the way up the
mountain. The summitis higher

up.

This 15 a pale reflection of
what David Hirst has been able
to achieve in showing that Israel
went to war not only *“to teach
the Arabs a lesson™ but also as
an excuse to expand the
boundaries of lsrael.

David Hirst's discussion of
the 1921 Jaifa riots 15 far from
being such an impressive
achievement. His account of the
riot reveals an attitude on his
part which leads to a major
shortcoming 1n the book,

Palestine at the time of the
riots was under a British
Mandate (administrative
control). The Zionist settlers
had great hopes for the British
Mandate because they had been
promised that the British
Government would look
favourably on the
establishment of a Jewish
Home m Palestine. This wasthe
content of the famous Balfour

DPeclaration of 1917,

Palestinian Arabs, with their
own Natlonalist aspirations,
had very little to hope for from
the British, Their distrust was
confirmed by the visit to
Palestine in March 1921 of the
Colomal Secretary ... Winston
Churchill,

David Hirst writes:

‘A delegation of Palestinian
leaders petitioned him to
rescind the Baifour
Declaration, end all Jewish
immigration and agree to the
formation of a (Palestiman)
national immigration and agree
to the tormation of a
(Palestinian) national
government answerable to a
popularly ¢lected assembly.
“You ask me”, rephed
Churchill, “to repudiate the
Balfour Declaration and to stop
immigration. This 1s not in my
power, and it i1s not my wish”...
As for a Palestinian parliament,
he was at least frank: “The
present form of Government
will continue for many years.
Step by step, we shall develop
representative institutions, but
our children’s children will have
passed away before that is
accomplished™,

Churchill's sense of destiny
must have chilled the
Palestinian leaders, and it is
certain that the Palestinian
Arab community as a whole
must have begun to realise that
British interests lay on the side
of the Zionists.

On the Ist of May, two
months after Churchill’s visit, a
rnot of Arab occurred in the
town of Jatfa. The riot left 200
Jews and 120 Arabs dead or
wounded.

The thing which sparked off
the riot on the actual day was a
May Day march by a Jewish

Other than the

One Hand Tied Behind Us
Jill Liddington and Jill Norns
Virago, £3.50

Anyone could be excused for
not feehing particularly excited
at the propect of another book
on the suffragette movement in
this anniversary year. Now that
the various parhamentary
parties have finished their
champagne celebrations, their
congratulatory speeches, their
tributg to women in politics
(Margaret Thatcher and Shirley
Williams!) there's a4 danger that
all will be forgotten again,
without any of the real lessons
learned. This book 15 a timely
reminder that the struggle for
the vote was not just a ‘media
event’, nor reducible to the
doings of the Pankhursts; stich

Bolshevik group and their
violent confrontation with a
Jewish Social-Democratic
demonstration.

And 1t 1s at his stage that
Dawvid Hirst goes astray. He
tells us that normally Arabbs
would be interested spectators
of Jewish political disputes.
However, on this particular
day, ‘quite suddenly, the Arabs
scemed to go beserk’.

Now, I have no doubts that
Jewish Bolsheviks, preaching
internationalism and anti-
Zionism, must have seemed
strange fish to the Arabs. [t may
even be that the Arabs
somewhat musunderstood the
intentions of the Jewish
Bolsheviks and panicked. They
also must have found the
spectacle of Jew fighting Jew a
bewilderning sight. But 1 cannot
accept that they said, ‘oh, the
Jews have pone mad’ and then
indulged in a week long orgy of
bloodletting starting with the
Jewish Immigrant’s hoste].

In my opinion, the conditions
for the riot were created - in the
aftermath of the Churchill visit -
by Britain’s pro-Zionist stance.
The actual spark for the riot on
the day 1s only of passing
interest.

David Hirst, however,
although mentioning the
Churchill visit and its effects on
the Arabs, spends pages
guoting from a British Roval
Commission which put the tota!l
blame for the riot on the Jewish
Commumnists and on Jewish
radical behaviour,

The Royal Commission
Teport is very suspect, Jewish
Bolsheviks were a very suitable
scapegoat, especially at a time
when Churchill was leading a
virulent anti-Bolshevik
campaign in Britain, So why is

Pankhursts

a forgetting would be a
miserable waste.

"The book deals with the
struggle of working women for
political rights and recognition,
including the vote: these are the
women Mrs Pankhurst used to
speak of with tears in her eves,
regarding them as too
downtrodden ever to help
themselves. It details the wavs
in which they did, 1n fact, stand
up for themselves, fighting to
build umons to improve their
working conditions, to build
political parties - SDF, ILP,
finally the Lahour Party - which
would give them a voice
nationally, and doing all this
beth as women and workers,

[t gives an insight into
how married women with
children managed to fit politica

!
1
i

;

it that David Hirst takes the
game view as the Royal
Commission? Why does he use
extreme language to describe
the Bolsheviks?

The main reason 1s that the
Royal Commission exonerated
the Palestinian leadership from
having played any part in the
riots and in David Hirst’s
political world, the mob must
be separated from the
leadership. He may identity
with the suffering of the Arab
pecple hut the expression of the
resistance to that suffering must
be through ‘civilised’, Western
style leadership.

On the one hand 15 David
Hirst's humanism and his
Arabism, while on the other
hand 15 his political elitism,

For him, the Jewish
Bolsheviks were mere “1llegal
immigrants”. Palestinian
leaders described Jewish
radicals as ‘not the wealthy_ the
merchants the men of property,
but 4 disparate multitude,
“Vapgabonds and outcasts™ trom
all over the world”.

Thus, David Hirst ends up as
an advocate for the Palestinian
Nationalist leadership.....and
this 15 a theme throughout the
book. He is not the lap-dog of
P1.0 chairman Yassir Arafat
but he is also not for the sell-
activity  of the Palestinian
people,

David Hirst 1sanenormaously
dignified and brave journalist,
as his recent reports from South
Lebanese villages under fire
show,

It is to be hoped that the
limitations in his book will be
corrected by others, with the
same high level of dedication
and craftmanship as he has
shown.

Steve Faith
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agctivity into their ‘dounble
shift":although with ‘one hand
tied behind their backs’, they
fought. They used every
weapon at their disposal in their
union branches and trades
councils; they invented new
ones - driving a coach and four
white horses around
Manchester to leaflet for a
woman's right to work - and
they constantly sought to make
plain the connections between
their fight for the vote and for
their rights as workers: ‘1 would
impress on you not to think that
women want the vote merely as
women’,

This account brings out the
extent to which the militant
tactics of the Pankhurst's
WSPU - however heroic - were
seen as editist and divisive, not
just by unregenerate male
chauvinists, but by other
committed militants trying to
butld a mass campaign. [t shows
' 1n detail how the demand for
adult suftfrage was not simply a
red herring trailed by those who
wanted an excuse not to
support woman’s suffrage.

Because 1t attacked the
property-based vote, and thus
raised class 1ssues as well as the
questicn of sex discrimination,
it posed a real dilemma for
many activists, and created real
problems in the developing
relationship between the
teminist and socialist
movements, not simply over
which demands to support, but
4150 how to fight tor them.

: Should they campaign for a
recognition of equal rights
before the abolition of the
property-based vote? Could
they attord to narrow down

. their campaign to the single
issuc of the vote, ignoring the
problems women faced every
day at work and in the home?

For the women whose lives
 form the stuff of this book, the
demand for the vote grew
directly out of their expenence
at work, as second-class
workers; this experience
qualified their answers to these
guestions and determined the
course of their campaign. The
difference between their
outlook and that'of the
Pankhursts 15 made clear by
their attitude to the First World
War.

Many of the women in the
National Union of Women's
Suffrage Societies, for whom
war meant not only mass
slaughter, but mass
unemployment, joined the
Women's International League
for Peace and Freedom which
organised support for pacifists
and, later, for conscientious
obiectors - activites which
required a great deal of courage
and commitment in the face of
38

the chauvinist hysteria which
the WSPLU was active in
promoting.

Soon after the war broke out,
Mrs Pankhurst and Christabel
organised a speaking tour n
suppert of the Government,
‘We held gigantic meetings all
over the country. Both men and
women munitions workers wete
appealed to, and the dangers of
strikes explained. . . We called it
the Anti-Bolshevist campaign.’

By implication, the book
shows the limitations of
campaigns based on narrowly
defined *women’s issues’: “If was
no good running a moral
crusade. . . advocating “Votes
for Women and Chastity for
Men™ if the men you were
accusing of being diseased lived
down vour street or worked
next to you in the mill.’

It indicates the potential
energy, imagination and

strength which working women
and men have when they fight,
which allows them to overcome
the burdens which Mrs
Pankhurst thought too heavy to
allow the possibility of struggle;
and it teaches us the way In
which that potential was
squandered, divided and
diverted into parhameniary
reformism. It could help us to
avoid repeating old mistakes: it
should be read. Lin James

The freedom fighter from Glasgow

In the Rapids of Revolution
ed. ~Nan Milton
Allison & Busby £3.50

With the publication of In rhe
Rapids of Revolution

Nan Milton’s life’s work takes
another marvellous step
forward. Now without hunting
in the files of the Mitchell
Library in Glasgow or the
National Library in Edinburgh
it 18 possible to read a proper
selection from the writing of
John Maclean, one of the
greatest fighters for human
freedom of this or any other
century.

in the Rapids of Revolution
brings together inside one cover
Maclean's writings against the
first world war, on the fight for
ireedom in Ireland, on the need
for a Scottish Workers
Republic together with his
agitational writings and his
amazing speeches from the
dock.

What a man he was. Carved
from the pain of the ciearances
and fired in the miserable
exploitation of the empire’s
second city, the Sweet Green
Place, Glasgow, Maclean
unfurled the Red Flag of

' International socialism wath

pride and definace.

In his 1918 speech from the
dock vou can see the quality of
this rare creature. ‘1 wish no
harm to any human being, but |
as one man am going to exericse
my freedom of speech, No
human being on he face of this
earth, no government 15 going
to take from me my right to
speak, my right to protest
against wrong, my right to do
everything that 1s for the benefit

| of mankind. | am not here then

as the accused; [ am here as the
accuser of capitalism dnpping
with blood from head to foot’,
You see it again ina different
light in a peace of agitational
wnting quarried from the
columns of the paper Forward
by his daughter Nan: Writing of
a strike of women workers at
Stevenson and McKellar's
Dyers and Bleachers in
Pollockshaws, Maclean shows

what socialist industnal
reportage should be about:

'l happened to meet Mr Willhlam
Rushworth organiser of the
Amalgamated Society of Dyers
among the women and tried to
finé out from him why these
worlkers should dare to enjoy
the sunshine when the men were
in the trenches.... he gave me a
list containing the names of 117
of the women and girls the
wages paid. and thewages that
ought to be paid according to
the rates prevalent in the West
of Scotland....] see by the list
that one female gets 6 shillings,
five get 66 get 7/- ... {making)
an average of 8,;9d.

‘Some are married women
with families. There must be
excinng lives indeed, finding
out ways ofand means of
spending their princely
incomes. It is really astomishing
the government has not
appointed a committee to solve
the stupendous problem for

There are other treasures in
this fine book But 1 must
confess so some
disappoiniment,
Disappointment first of all that
the paperback is not heing
publsihed at a price that gives it
half a chance of getting into the
hands of working people. And

disappointment too that the
book does not include John
Maclean’s Motes on Marxist
gconomics.

Like virtually every other
socialist | know I feel 11l at ease
when it comes to Marxist
economics. And [ get precious
little help from the Marxist
experts in the field hke the
Masons with their secret signs
they scem to treasure their
ability to keep their knowledge
to themselves, unless of course
form requires that they should
give it the odd outing n
eqguations across a blackboard.

John Maclean’s notes on
economics are the only things
I've ever seen that developed the
complicated categones out of
real living experience, that
captured the imagination and
took you on anexciting journey
of ideas. They were written for
Maclean’s amazing economics
classes. At their peak these
attracted 500 workers a week,
workers who loved the prospect
of mastering capitalism at a
theoretical level. It's a tragedy
that those notes still haven't
been repubtished. And a
tragedy too that our movement
still offers hrtle or nothing to
those thousands like myself
who do not take readily to the
joys of algebra Marxist or
otherwise.

John Maclean went to jail
five times for s socialist
heliefs. Scottish jatls were at the
time considered worse than
anything the Russian Tsar had
to offer. And Maclean's
experiences - drugged food,
hunger strikes, followed by
forced feeding were to lead to
his premature an tragic death.
He died in 1923 ot lack of food,
physical exhaustion and
poverty. In a cold and dreadful
winter he even gave his one
overcoat away to someone he
considered more needy than
himself.

in the last few years of his life
he advanced the slogan ot 3
Socttish Workers Repubiic,
and refusing to join the British
Communist Party, founded the
small and shortlived Scottish




Wworkers Republican Party. In
the Rapids of Revolution
contains much important
material which allows us to
evaluate this stand.

John Maclean shaped his
position a 4 time when lreland
was being put {0 the sword. He
believed that if Scottish
nationalism could be harnessed
to the socialist cause then the
plug could be pulled out on that
greatest menace of all humanity
- the British empire. Maclean
also saw the struggie for
political representation n
Scotland as capable of resulling
in a workers' government, He
opposed any parliament 1n
Edinburgh and insisted instead
that it must be in Glasgow. It
would, he believed, almost
inexorably be workers’
parliament.

[ believe that John Maclean's
analysis was misconceived. |
believe this not out of any love
for or desire to preserve the
unity of the British state.
Maclean was wrong in his
estimation of the hold as
potential hold of Scottish
nationalism on the Scottish
working class and he
underestimated the objective
differences between Scotland
and Jreland. Like other great

A story to tell

A Literature of their Qwn
Elaine Showalter

Virago £2.95

“We are discovering how much
in female experience has gone
unexpressed, how few women
as Virginia Woolf seid, have
been able to tell the truth about
the body, or the mind.”

When you study literature
formally, it’s treated like
History so oftenis, You get a list
of wrniters categorised into eras
or genres. You are told to write
essays tn which you say clever
things about structure, plot,
imagery and characterisation.
Y our nose is rubbed mercilessly
in the quality not quantity
system. You get ten out of ten
when you write something
stark, streamhined, objective
and austere. It's like assessing
an object for hinancial value.
You don’t consider the writer’s
life or social history or personal
experiences - that's life, not
literature.

I used to long to know the
real reason why Rochester
locked poor Bertha up in the
attic in Jane Eyre and dared not
voice a sympathy for her which
would have been considered
dark and cranky. llonged to ask
the teacher why Jane Austen’s
heroines never fucked, only

revelutionaries he made
mistakes. Above all he over
simplified the process by which
a Glasgow parhlament would
vield up a workers government,

Even if Maclean's perspective
had come true then aonly one
thing could have saved Glasgow
from all the barbaric power the
British bourgeos state could
musteT. That thing was
solidarity from those very
English cities Maclean insisted
lagged behind the Scots.

Reading the material
contained within the covers of
In the rapids of revolution is a
disturbing as well as rewarding
expernience. Disturbing because
vou get the feeling that the
differences between John
Maclean and revolutionanes
inside the British Communst
Party were accentuated by
bitterness and personal
antagonismasa result they were
never argued out in anything
approximatng a creative and
productive way. The
publication of fn the rapids of
revolution makes that easier to
do. Are there anv takers? Or is
there no socialist north of the
boerder with the fire (celtic or
otherwise) to put pen to paper?
Laurie Flynn

fainted and flirted. Critics and
teachers of English literature
have wrung it dry, have
squeezed it into acceptable
pieces to {it into categories tha?
neatly lend themselves to a
narrow concept in which the
characters in novels are to be
studied, not felt.

Elaine Showalter’s excellent
study cuts through old barners.
She examines each woman
writer i terms of her socal
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history, personal experience
and cultural ideology. She
looks at them as women and
shows how their lives directly
influenced their work. She
shows the fundamental
importance of their specific
feminine conditions on their
novels - economics, maternity,
husbands, lovers, families. She
never divarces personal politics,
ideology and experience from
any woman's novels,

You can read this book
without having to know very
much, if anything, about the
woman she discusses. She
reveals the incredible volume of
fiction wnitten by women in the
last two hundred years that 1s
ignored, unheard of. Only a
woman could have written this
hook. 1t 15 so sensitive 1o the
interconnecting multiple
complexity of the subject. It
leaves vou feeling your mind
expanded, that there is more to
know, it doesn’t claim to bhe
detinitive like traditional
criticism.

Books

She 1s really funny as well,

another unusual thing In
criticism. She traces the
histonical continuity in
literature, showing the
influence of George Eliot and
Bronte on contemporary
writers like Doris Lessing and
takes this continuity on into the
women's movement. She savs
that,
“So Jjar the English women
novelists have not  become
invaolved th the womens
liberation movement with the
openncss, zeal and inteffect of
American writers..”

This is a terrible indictment
and fermninists in Britain must go
on the offensive. One of the
greatest weapons of change i1s
the pen.

Showalter 15 first and
foremost a fermimist and has an
allegiance to the supressed
volces of the majority of
wOmen,

“One passible effect of the
women's movement might be
the broadening of the class hase
Jrom which women novelists
have come. As the women's
movement turns to these silent
women, they might find their
voice at fust, perhaps the pext
fiterary generation will be
theirs...'

Perhaps?.... Let’'s make sure
of it. Evervbody has a story to
tell, and feminists should start
to tell their stories and
encourage their sisters
everywhere to tell theirs too.
l.iterature has been the mystical
property of a minority for too
long. Writing your own story
hurts hut it fights, heals, and

! engenders change. Never mind

“perhaps” we should be tigers of
the pen.
Melanie My Fadven

. dem—m s nr s

Penguin have just published a
contemporary look at Law,
Order and Polfitics in West
Germany (90p) by Sebastian
Cobler. They have also just
published the first paperback
edition in English of Alfraed
Doeblin’s Berlin
Alexanderplatz (£1.75).
Originally published in
Germany in 1929 this |
experimental novel is set in the
last years of the Weimar
republic.

Macmillan have just released
a major new work from
Barringten Moore Junior,
njustice: The Sacial Bases of
Obedience and Revolt (£10.00)
a large part of which is a new

analysis of the history of the
history ot the Oerman labour
movement. .

in November Pluto are to
publish The Politics of Nuclear
Power (£1.95) by Dave Ellott
with Pat Coyne, Mike Gearge
and Roy Lewis. They consider
the effects of the new 1ndustry
on jobs, on trade union rights,
on health and safety, and review
critically the stated positions of
the trade union leaders.

This month Virage published
a paperback edition of Ruth
Hall's biography of Marie
Sropes (£2.95). ‘the first woman
to tell the world that sexual
pleasure and contraception
were the right of every human
being’,

For anyone wanting to read

an extended dratribe against the
way academic historians treat
past and show little
commutment 1o a new fulure,
then look out for Past and
Future or What is History For?
By Jean Chesneaux, newly
published by Thames and
Hudson at £4.95.

A recent title tfrom Croom
Helm iy a uselul addition to the
debhate on socialist theatre, 1t 1s
Peaple’s Theatre by David
Brady and John McCormmck at
£7.95.

And lastly Lawrence and
Wishart are reprinting two
novels of Lewis Jones originally
published between the wars.
Theyare Cwwmarchy(£1.95)and
We Live (£1.95). Alastair

Haichelt
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It all probably started with the atom bomb.
It seemed so totally wrong. And { had a
strong pacifist streak. I found that [ had a
deep ‘concern’ for humamty. 1 rejected the
fairly religious upbringing | had, and was
some sort of humanist.

The awareness of the real implicatons —
political consgiousness -— came rather late:
faced with the prospect of being pushed into
4 career when I left college, I just dropped
out, [ had uittle analysis or theary. 1 had, and
still have, gut pohtics.

The appeal of hippiedom was great. . .
dope, the dole, casygomg communal living,
freer sexuality {and maore honest), and the
positive feeling that 1 was reiecting an
oppressive and nasty world.

But it wasn't complacent rejection. it's not
just about rejecting society, but changing it.
In the early 1970s | siipped into the ‘new left’,
what we called the libertarian movement. [is
concerns are still mine now, (A few subject
headings: impenalism. education, sexuality,
housing, e¢cology, militarism,
employment/ unemployment, social controd,
culture, health, technology, communality
and collectivity, libertarian ‘tdeology’.)

lnjlaences

A few books and political tendencies really
solidified where 1 stood politically. Fanon
The Wretched of the Earth. Woodcock
Anarchism, Bookchin Listen Marxist, and
the zany, positive newness of the un-
derground, Ink, Frendz and IT. The group-
ing called Solidarity, with Cardan on
Authoritarian conditioning, sexual repres-
ston and the Irrational in Politics. Wilhelm
Reigh — feeding straight into my own fears,
insecurities, hang-ups and the politics that
ge with getting away from them. Anti-
Zionism — 1 was Jewish. Finally the
Situationists, inspiring with the daring of
their actions and sayings, daring me to
swallow the lies and facade of the society of
the spectacle.

[n sum, the standard influences on the new
left of the time. Lots of Marxist ideas around
i the background of it all. But the cconomic
structure of society seems parallel to the
general sociai/cultural/internalised struc-
ture, not subordinate to it. Gramsci on
hegemonic ideology - - ideas that dominate
the actions of members of a society —— says a
lot of it.

class struggle

explicitly to eve
ryday life, witha
:g::;slindlng what is :u.ut:n.'narzdnurl;t
e and what Is Positiy
refusal of constraints, such p::::Ith

ha\'ﬂ d Eﬂrpse j
n their
Ravul Vaneigerm mouth.

H.

Not jealousy, envy. but resentment and
anger thal the world is so fucked up. Hating
all its aspects and manifestations. Angry at
seeing it working so well, Hating its agents.
Angry at its actions and effects.

Hierarchy, family, oppression, racism,
poverty. the police and the other agents of
the law (their laws, their rules), private
property and posscssiveness, sex roles,
jealousy and the way that divided we .are
ruled.

tcwe/ Av-fu

Not sloppy romanticisin, but gut-felt wonder
and love. For solidarity and eomradeship,
for sharing, sharing things, sharing people,
sharing oneseli, sharing the tasks and joys of
political discussion and work, B

Che said: "At the risk 7 seeming absued, |
would say that the trus revolutionary is
guided by great feelings of love.’

Anger 15 a positive political feeling, not
expressed as uptight resentment, but as
cmotion guided towards revolutionary ends.

e ;1-

To be a revolutionary one must be a rebel.
To be a rebel is not 10 be a revolutionary.
Rebellion is based on gut-deep horror and
rejection of what is. Revolution is based on

my god!

L
L]

the vision of a complete change to something
¢lse,

Sa I rebel. in every aspect of my life. (Well,
[ ery.} I do 1t in the spirit of revolutionary
change. That means that | take upthe causes
of all those oppressed — women, gays,
minorities, racial and others, the ‘mad’, those
branded as criminal, and ultimately all of us
whose potential is stunted and malformed by
our society, I take up reactive ‘issues’ —
tenant associations, claimants unions, trade
unions, et¢ ad infinitum.

l.ike they said in the States, vou don’t need
a weatherman to teil which way the wind
blows. People in struggle are all in the same
struggle — and I'm in # too. Not with
opportunism, and not with dogmatism, but
with hate/love/anger.

I shall continue to be an impossible
person as long as those who are NOw

possible remain possible. Mikhail
Bok rertin

I've never belonged toa political organisa-
tion. I couldn't follow a line. | have to know
for myself what is right, not be told, or have
it fit in with a set theoretical framework.
That doesn’t mean that I have no politics and
no theory. I have a strong political base. And
it 15 grounded in my actions. In all my acts,
whether in personal or sexual relations, 1n
the way 1 treat and am treated by people in
casual encounters, or in ‘meetings’ or in
longstanding friendships and associations.

In our personal practice, in our personal
lives and in our political organisation, we
should be working on a continual progress
which 1s a series of steps towards a
revolutionary society. We should be seeing
ourselves how efficiently and how con-
sistently we are moving towards building a
practical alternative so that we have forms
and methods that we can know will operate
as revolutionary forms and methods. Qur
everyday practice is real practice for how it
can and wilt be — it 1s revolutionary practice,
ie the practice of revolitionary theory.

The price of

f

The author calls himself an anarchist
nowadays. He does pasteup and layour ajto
earn a living and b} because of the small
coniribution design makes to the success of
left propaganda.

Note: I've avoided words like capitalism,
soclalism, class and all the rest of the
terminology of the left in this piece. Not
because | have no awareness or analysis of
those things, but because ! have tried to
convey what 1t feels like to be a person
committed to revolutionary change; with a
hatred of how we are at the moment, a vision
of how 1t could be, and a desire to work
(ideally) uncompromisingly, without relen-
ting, without fear, but passionately, with
energy and with inspiration towards that
vision. All of us together can make that real

"5 S change.
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