
THE LATEST round of cuts 
introduced by Environment 
Secretary Heseltine poses point 
blank the necessity of defend -
ing jobs and local services by 
defeating the Tories' propos-
als. The £200 million cut in the 
Rate· Support Grant is to be acc
ompanied by a series of sanctions 
against councils that have not 
been sufficiently vicious in their 
cutting of services. 

This comes after what Heseltine 
has described as, "the largest ever 
reduction in local authority man -
power in one year"! 

Having declared in January that 
he intended to use sanctions against 
any authorities which, "set out to 
challenge the Government", Hesel
tine has kept his word with a venge
ance. Fourteen councils will suffer 
extra cuts and Hackney, Islington 
and Lambeth have all had aid with
drawn under the Inner City Partner
ship scheme. 

The response of the Labour lead
ers to these dramatic cuts has been 
predictably pitiful. Fearful of a re
petition of Clay Cross, where a 
Labour Council defied the law in 
order to maintain services, thes0. 
leaders, led by Roy Hattersley, the 
Sh=:low Environment Secretary, 
have stressed all along the need to 
stay within the law - which in fact'"' 
means toeing the Tory line. 

Hattersley and Jack Smart, leader 
of the Labour controlled Assoc
iation of Metroi!'olitan Councils, de
cided to concentrate their attacks on 
on the, "unconstitutionality" of the 
cuts, since they were still to be app
roved by the House .of Lords. The 
sight of Hattersley appealing to the 
Tory peers to decide whether they 
are the, "watchdog of the constit
ution or Heseltine's poodle" would 
have been laughable if it did not re
present the only strategy put for
ward by these 'leaders' in Parliament. 
At the Labour Party Conference the 
NEC made it clear that it was only 
in favour of attacking the cuts if it 
was done, "within the law and in-a 
democratic way". 

The results of such a strategy 
were clearly evident in the last ' . 
round of Tory cuts. Those councils 
which did not cave in immediately, 
ended up implementing massive 
rate rises and increasing council 
rents in order to make up the lost 
revenue. In other words they im
plemented the cuts in living stan
dards but in a different form. I"n so 
doing they played into the hands of 
the Tory 'yellow' press who 
whipped up, "outraged" ratepayers. 

Lambetlt Labour Group, which 
was forced to reverse its initiai de
cision to implement a 4~% cut . by 
opposition within the constituency 
parties, followed this path. The 
massive Lambeth demonstration of 
November 7th. 1979 showed the 
enormous potential support which 
could be drawn on in a struggle with 
the Government. But this mass sup
port was dissipated as Ted Knight 
and the Lambeth Labour Group 
manoeuvred against the position of 
"No Rent or Rates Increases". The 
result was a £1.50 a week rent rise 
for council tenants and a 48.4% 
rate increase. 

The response to Heseltine's 
latest cuts is likely to be the same 
- a supplementary rates increase 
to make up the loss of government 
funding. This is already being con
sidered by Islington, Cam den 
Tower Hamlets and Sheffield 
Councils. A recent Birmingham 
Trades Council anti-cuts conference 
passed a resolution which declared, 
"In order to meet the cost of main
taining services, local authorities 
should raise the rates accordingly." 
But even this way out of avoiding 

The November 197.9 anti-cuts demonstration called by Lambeth Council 
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a confrontation with the govern
ment is now being closed. 
But even this way of aYoidiIig a 
confrontation with the govern
ment is now being closed. 

The Local Government Bill, 
being pushed through for Novem
ber, will allow the Tories to claw 
back any revenue raised by, "ex
cessive" rate increases by reducing 
the Rate Support Grant. The same 

Bill allows Heseltine's department 
to close the Direct Labour depart
ments if they are not making a 
"satisfactory" profit and makes 
housing subsidies dependent on 
rent rises. This will remove the 
last legal road open to councils 
who want to avoid making cuts 
in services. 

This attack has prompted the 
calling of the November 1st 

The Gulf War 
THE WAR between Iran and Iraq, 

pitting the Bonapartist tyrant Hussein 
against the clerical bigot Khomeini, 
underlines the chronic instability that 
exists in the Middle East. The Gulf 
region, imperialism's main source of 
oil, is a I'owder keg of tensions and 
contradictions between and within 
the various states. This arises directly 
out if imperialism's carve up of the 
area. ' 

Iraq's desire to secure a bigger 
access to the Gulf has led Hussein to 
invade Iran in a bid to seize its key 
oil producing area and outlets to 
the Gulf. pressing up his aggression 
in the costume of pan-Arabism, 
Husseu,. has attempted ,to appeal to 
the Iranian arabs of Khuzestan. Pis 
crusade for, 'liberation', however, 
has cut little or no ice and the pop
ulation of Khuzestan, Arab and Per
sian, appears to be mounting a 
stubborn resistance to the Iraqi in
vasion. 

Fqr Khomeini, the war has given 
him an opportunity to again rally 
the whole population around the 
banner of Shi'a Islam. Bani-Sadr, 
who has been busily calming the 
fears pf imperialism about Hormuz, 
and rebuilding the Iranian army 
into a stable weapon of the state, 
has echoed Khomeini's calls for 
national unity in the face of the, 
'Satanic' enemy. Both leaders, in
tent on ending Iran's, 'Nation with
out a state' situation, will undoubt
edly utilise the war to create the 
conditions for the establishment of 
abonapartist Islamic government 
guaranteeing bourgeois rule in Iran. 

However, despite their repeated 
efforts, Khomeini and Bani-Sadr 

. have not yet been able to roll back 
all the gains won by the Iranian 
masses in the revolution that 
brought down the Shah. Those mob
ilisations expressed a com bination . 
of Islamic revivalism with genuine 
democratic aspirations amongst a 
population fed up to the teeth with 
years of bloody dictatorship under 
the Shah. The direct agent of the 
world's leading imperialist power, 
the US, was toppled as a result of 
this revolution. 

Reaction, internal and external, 
: has not yet been able to establish a 

new imperialist puppet in Iran and 
this remains the key gain of the rev
olution. Nor has Khomeini, despite 

. his repeated attacks on the Kurds, 
on women and on the organisations 
of the left, been able to consolidate 
his reactionary regime into one 
capable of finally destroying the re
maining democratic rights - cru'-" 
cially the right to form Shoras -

"won during the revoluHon. 
While we do not support either 

regime in the present war and stand 
, strategically for the overthrow of 
'both, we are not neutral as to the 
outcome of the war. An Iraqi de
feat would lead to the destabilisa
tion of Hussein's regime and open 
up the possibility of the Iraqi ma 
masses, Sunni and Shi'a, over
throwing the, 'butcher of Baghdad'. 
F or this reason we call on the Iraqi 
soldiers to immediately turn their 

'National 'Local Government in 
Crisis" conference by Lambeth's 
Labour Group and local trade 
unions. This has the declared in
tention of debating out a strat
egy which can allow Labour coun
cils to resist the cuts with the 
backing of the trade unions. 

The organising committee for 
the conference has put forward a 
resolution which falls far short of 
advancing a strategy to do this. 
While the resolution calls for, 
"no cuts in jobs or services, no re
dundancies, maintain and develop 
servjces, no rumting down of di
rect labour" and," no rent rises 
or supplementary rate increases 
this financial year" , it is de
liberately evasive about when and 
how such a policy should be intro
duced. For such a tactic to have 
any success, it is suggested;" 
"would require a similar decision 
by a number of councils through
out the country with the full 
support of local authority (]Jade 
unions". Of course the more 
councils defy the government 

guns on their officers and to set 
up their own committees. We call 
on the workers and peasant masses, 
including the Kurds, to turn the 
present war into a civil war aimed 
at the establishment of a workers' 
state in Iraq. 

In Iran the tactics aimed at se
uring the same goal, a workers' 
state, need to be applied in a diff
erent manner. The defeat of Iran, 
at the hands of the Iraqi invaders, 
is not a lesser evil as compared with 
the masses' own successful defence 
of the remaining gains of the Iran
ian revolution. The maintenance 
of imperialist dislocation in the area, 
a plus for the workers of the region, 

. is best served by the defence of 
Iran's territorial integrity, where 
that integrity is threatened, not by 
a genuine national liberation move
ment or a proletarian uprising, but 
by a rival bonapartist dictator with 
an appetite for establishing good 
credentials with world imperialism. 

F or this reason we call for a mili
tary united front, based on the main
tenance of full independence of 
revolutionaries' and workers' org
anisations, with the Iranian army, 
the Pasdaran, and the unorganised 
masses, only in the struggle to drive 
the Iraqi troops from Iran. We 
would still argue for the continu
ation of the ~trUggle of the Kurds 
against the Iranian army, even if this 
threatened the war effort. The de
fence of Kurdish national rights 
stands above the defence of the 
gains of the Iranian revolu tion. Like
wise, we would continue to support 
strikes and other forms of working 
class struggles against the Khomeini 
regime, arguing however, for workers 
control of military supply ship
ments - yes to arms and supplies 
for the Iraqi front! No to any 
supplies to the Iranian army for use 
against the Kurds ! 

We would indefatigably argue for 
the overthrow of Khomeini and 
Bani-Sadr, without making that a 
condition of the united front in the 
struggle against the Iraqi invaders. 
At the front, we would attempt, 
military conditions allowing, to 
fraternise with the Iraqi troops in
citing them to mutiny. We would 
struggle to build soldiers' committ
ees b the Iranian arm y with the p 
power to elect all officers. We 
would not yet advise Iranian troops 
to turn their guns on their officers 
but we would encourage them to be 
ready to do so as soon as the Iraqi 
invaders are repelled. 

We would argue for the building 
and extension of Shoras and the 
arming of the workers' militia for 
defence against the Iraqis, Khomeini 
Khomeini's black hundreds and 
Bani-Sadr's soon to be reconstituted 
army. The Trotskyist Party, that 
needs to be built in Iran, as the 
crowning point of its programme in 
the present war, would call for a 
national congress of shora delegates 
to take the power, establish a workers 
state and, thereby, provide the best 
possible defence of Iran against in
ternal and external reaction and the 
designs of imperialism. 

and are backed by industrial 
action the more chance there will 
be of defeating the government 
but the danger is that the "Left" 
are in fact going to use this to 
cover their retreat. We must say 
clearly that no labour council 
should do the Tories' dirty work 
for them - even if this means 
standing alone and being defeated. 
In fact, such a stand by even one 
council would generate widespread 
support in the labour and trade 
union movement and could be used 
to force other councils to do the 
same. On the other hand local 
labour councils decimating the 
public services, the education 
system and causing widespread re
dundancies will lead to demorali
sation amongst their working class 
supporters and pave the way for 
Tory victories. Better to have Tory
appointed receivers facing a mil
itant fight back than to have 
Labour councils doing the work 
of their Tory paymasters. 

(Continued on Back Page) 



THE DUST has settled on the 'epic struggles' that gripped Labour's Blackpool conference. 
At the cent..-e of the debates was not the development of strategy and tactics to destroy the 
Thatcher Government but three Jw.\les concerning the structure and constitution of the Party. 

The threee issues, mandatory re-selection, 
NEe control over the manifesto and taking 
the election of the Rlrty leader ou t of the 
hands of the Parliamentary Party, remain the 
key issues in the running dispute between the 
Right and the left. What would these changes 
mean if they were carried through? 

Mandatory reselectio-n, passed by the con
ference, will mean that the MP's will exper
ience a measure of pressure on them from 
their constituency parties and that, over a 
longish period, the present right wing maj
ority in the PLP might be shifted to a situ
ation favouring the left. This procedure will 
be long and cumbersome and ineffective for 
ensuring day to day control over the MP's. 

The proposal to give the NEC more cont 
trol over the election manifesto was lost at 
this conference. If passed it would certainly 
have tied the parliamentarians to advocating 
conference-approved policies at election time, 
but it would not stop the PLP reneging on its 
promise. labour Governments have, invariably , 
reneged on the pledges in the manifestos the 
party leaders have drawn up. Nothing in 
these proposals would enable the rank and 
file of the Labour Party to prevent that. 

If the election of the Party leader was con
ducted by constituency, union and PLP dele-
gates this would still not control what the 
elected leader did - especially once they 
were prime minister. The prime minister, 
constitutionally, can tender the resignation 
of the entire government, thus prec~pitating 
a general election. 

Moreover, all these reforms are standard 
practice in European Social Democracy. So 
why all the fuss ?What motivates the con
tending sides in this 'epic' contest? 

Firstly, the parliamentarians. Isolated and 
integrated into the, 'finest club in the world' 
on decent salaries with endless opportunities 
for perks (consultancies, directorships, holi
days and trips abroad) these people, in the 
main; think they own the labour movement. 
Thorough paced careerists, like Rogers, 
Williams and Owen, they climb up to the 
House of Commons on the money subscribed 
by millions of trade union members and the 
work of tens of thousands of party activists. 
Once there, like the bourgeois they really 
are, they ignore and flout the democratic 
wishes of the party and the labour movement 
on the insolent pretext that they, 'represent 
the voters'.(Although the voters actually 
voted for the party as is usually shown if any 
of these office-seekers attempt to stand as in
dividuals.) 

The leaders of the parliamentary party, 
those, 'entrusted with high office' (by the 
bourgeoisie) are .open an.! conscious agents 
of the ruling class - witness their links with 
NA TO and the CIA. 

It is, therefore, no surprise that these 
people should be bitterly opposed to any
thing that will subordinate them to their 
party rank and file. Any act of sabotage can 
be expected from these 'leaders'. Ramsey 
MacDonald and the whole inner circle of the 
cabinet decamped to an open alliance with 
the bosses in order to carry out a brutal anti
working class austerity plan when there were 
over three million unemployed. Callaghan, 
Healey and Co. would desert too rather than 
see their privileges diminished or be forced 
to act for one minute against the direct in
terests of their friends in the City or the 
White House. 

UNION LEADERS 
Secondly, the trade union leaders. They 

are more evenly divided. What lay behind 
their posturings at Blackpool ?The big bureau
crats who run the unions are no friends of 
dRk and file democracy but, during the 1974-
79 government they had good reason to be 
resentful. After two years of imposing falling 
real wages on their members, Healey and 
Callaghan attempted to force a 5% limit on 
them at the same time as collecting large 
financial contributions for an Autumn elect
ion. To add insult to injury Callaghan then 
called off the election without so much as a 
by your leave. He then tried to im pose the 
5% limit unilaterally, hoping to gain a reput
ation as the man who could control the 
unions with or without the TUC's assistance. 

Evans, Basnett and Murray were indignant 
at this treatment and determined on a greater 
measure of the trade union control over the 
parliamentarians. However, they have not the 
slightest interest in the rank and file of the 
constituencies controlling the party. They 
merely want a temporary alliance with the 
rank and file to teach Callaghan a lesson and 
to block Healey's assumption of farmer Jim's 
mantle. 

They want an electorah.:ollege system so 
structured that they will have decisive sway 
over the PLP. The 40% TUC, 30%PLP and 
30%Constituenq electoral college system, 
for example, would allow the TUC to put 
the squeeze on the PLP without allowing 
real power into the hands of the constituency 
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The concluding section of a "Fight For 
a Workers' Government?" which app
eared in Workers Power 15. 

By Charlie Shell 

activists. But, to date, the TUC have failed 
to stamp this mould on the party. 

What they have achieved, by reimposing 
the three year rule against the wishes of the 
NEC, is that the constitutional debate in the 
Labour Party can be snuffed out by the 
union bureaucrats whenever they decide the 
time is ripe. At present they have no clear 
alternative candidate that they can counter
pose to Callaghan and Healey as their own. 
But they urgently need an electorally cred
ible Labour Party to which they can point as 
the alternative to Thatcher and as the reason 
for holding back on industrial struggles in 
order to make sure a 'real' Labour govern
ment replaces the Tories in 1984. 

In their own terms this now means that 
the constitutional debate in the Labour Party 
Party is entering its final round. There will 
be an emergency conference, a constitutional 
ammendment next autumn and then three 
years of silence on the big three issues. 

On the other hand the right wing bureau
crats Chapple, Murray, Wheighell, set on a 
course of ttJtal collaboration and capitulation 
to Thatcher and Prior and, emboldened by 
the rightward shift in their own unions, are 
vehement supporters of the PLP. 

The future of the reforms depends, al
most entirely, on the direction of the block 
vote. This in turn depends on the pressure 
the militant rank and file of the unions bring 
to bear on its leaders. There can be no doubt 
that there is a groundswell within the constit
uencies and unions in favour of reforms that 
are believed to make another Callaghan type 
government an impossibility or at least more 
unlikely. Accountability and responsibility a 
are seriously desired by numbers of advanced 
workers as a means of ensuring that a future 
Labour government would be responsive to 
the demands and needs of workers. 

But these aspirations rarely push blue
collar unionists into individual membership 
of the Party which remains overwhelmingly 
a white-collar and lower middle-class pre
serve. The bulk of any influx this year has 
come from this stratum, many of the most 
vocal of whom are moving right,wards, from 
(or with)ostensibly revolutionary organisat
ions towards left reformism. 

The dismusion , amongst working class 
voters was vividly demonstrated by the de
clining percentage Labour won of the trade 
union votes (51 % in 1979 compared to 55% 
in 1974 according to ITN/Opinion Ressarch 
Centre election day polls ~ited in Labour 
Weekly 18th May 1979). The same poll de
monstr~tes a swing to Labour in 'social class
es AB, 'professional middle class' of 5% and 
likewise in Cl - white collar workers-of 1%. 

In the skilled working class (C2) however, 
there was a loss· lof 7% and a swing to the 
Tories of 10%. In the unskilled and the poor 
(DE) things were scarcely better. Labour 
down 6% and a swing to the Tories of 9%. 
This loss of working class support is reflected 

even more dramatically in the ranks of Labours 
Labour1s constituency activists. 

Firstly the number of activists has dropp
ed drastically and is concealed by the artific
ially hilm official fighres. The NEC report to 
this years conference showed a drop in indiv
ual membership between 1978 and 1979 pg 
ol! close on 10000. The New StRt£man estim
ated (29 - 9 - 78)"total individual member
ship would be more like 300000 than 
680000" and even then "Generally, only 1 0% 
of any constituencies membership is in any 
way active with the remaining 90% siqlply 
paying their £1.20 or 20p if they are pension
ers - and rarely if ever, attending any ward 
meeting or party function". 

Labour Weekly (28-9-79) puts these figures 
a bit higher (23% of real membership active, 
ie 55000 activists). As for social composition 
the New Statesman survey of the 1979 Con
ference found "70% were white collar and 
only 30% blue collar" and of the latter figure 
27% were skilled workers. 

DECLINE 
The decline in involvement of the atliliat 

ed trade unions-is also a cause for alarm to 
the 'left' leaders. Ernie Roberts, MP, reports 
"So although seven million trade unionists 
are affiliated members of the Labour Party 
by virtue of their trade union membership, 
few of these are individual party members 
and fewer still are active within their constit
uency. Furthermore, while manual:; union 
branclres affiliate to one or more constitu
ency Labour Parties (CLP's), the level of 
trade union activity in the party is low, be
cause few trade union branches elect the 
delegates to the CLP's which they are entitl
ed to have. 

For example, the AUEW has about 2400 
affiliated branches, but only about 240 of 

these elect delegates to their CLP's . .. "(Lab
our Monthly, October 1980). As for the af
filiated members the situation is even worse. 
Asurvey of Post Office workers(Moran 1975) 
indicated that 49% were totally unaware 
that they were paying the political levy. 

At all levels and in all ways Labour has 
lost ground within the working class. The maj
ority of shop-floor militants are deeply cynic
al and disillusioned with the Labour Party 
but are necessarily in the front line of resist
ance to unemployment, the cuts and the as,,
sault on real wages. Callaghan's recipe of a 
new wage restraint deal with the TUC to en
sure a Labour Government in 1984 is certain
ly a blind alley for them. Their prime con
cern is how to mount a successful counter
attack to the Tories, how to drive the Tories 
from office. 

But the Bennite Labour Left hardly ad
dress. this problem. The debate on unemploy
ment at the conference was pathetic and flat. 
Benn is explicitly opposed to the use of in
dustrial action for political ends. He made 
that clear in an interview with Socialist Chal
lenge: "To come back to the question about 
how you get rid of the Thatcher Government 
- after 20 years of silence on socialismyou 
can't cnt it short by industrial muscle." 

"You've got to tackle the real argument, 
which is that these arguments have to be in
jected into the public consciousness and 
then you have to build support". 

Benn has never made any 
attempt to hide the fact that 
his campaign to refurbish the 
sagging credibility of the Lab
our Party is, for him, a camp
aign to restore the credibility 
of parliamentary democracy 
itself. 

"Unless this problem is 
dealt. with by a greater 

party democracy, there is a risk that 
the pent up pressure for real economic, in
dustrial and sci>ciill change, now so evident in 
the Labour Movement.'. . . . . .. may seek 
expression outside the Labour Party and out
side Parliament and thus damage the role of 
the Labour Party as the main democratic in
strument of working people and their famil
ies, and its capacity to win elections to ad
vance those interests. 

"Indeed, I can visualise an even greater 
danger. lf the perspective of peaceful change, 

by democratic means, were to get blocked 
within the Labour Party, it would not just 
be the Labour Party but Parliamentary Demo
cracy itself that might be undermined." (Case 
for a Constitutional Premiership - Tony _ . 
Benn, p 20. IWC speech in Bristol, 14th July 
1979) 

Benn's programme is aimed precisely at 
preventing the struggle against the effects of 
British capitalism's long term decline develop
ing outside the confines of Parliament. He 
has advanced a number of measures to speci
ficlly strengthen the powers of Parliament -. 
parliamentary confirmation of major public 
appointments, the development of Commons 
Select Committee procedure, freedom of in
formation, the return of Law making powers 
from Brussels.Despite his reputation in the 
CLPs, he intends to further increase the pow
er of the PLP itself. Within Benn's scheme 
the election of cabinet ministers and the con
firmation of the allocation of folios will be 
the perogative of Labour MPs. He opposes 
the election of the leader by the Conference 
because this would exclude the PLP. He en
visages no real control of the PLP by the lab
our Party and the Labour Movement. With 
Eric Heffer he has proposed that, 

"The Party meeting made up of all Labour 
MPs should be seen as the main forum of de
bate within the PLP and the final authority 
in all matters concerning the day to day work 
of the Party in the House of Commons, with
in the framework of Conference Policy." 
(J oint statement in Bulletin for Workers' Con
trol No.5 1979) Not even the NEC would 
have control over the PLP. 

Benn, like Callaghan, believes that the on
ly option open to workers is to work to re
elect a Labour Government. True it must do 
more to win and maintain the confidence of 
workers than within CaUaghan's scheme, but' 
the recipe means the same. 

Benn calculates that without rejuvenating 
the grass roots of the Party its vote catching 
apparatus will wither and decay. Hence his 
perspective of increasing the say of theCLP's 
within the Party without challenging the hold 
of the TUC and PLP. He knows that"without 
support from within the CLPs his own chance 
for winning the Party leadership will be block
ed by the PLP. 

Benn has likewise never made any secret 
of his plans to reform capitalism. He acknow
ledges that this will mean standing up to key 
vested interest true enough. He is adamant 
that the media, for example, is set on block
ing the presentation of socialist ideas - hence 
their relative unpopularity. 

'The trouble is at the moment that the me
dia won't allow an alternative to .be presented 
because they're afraid it would be too popu
lar .... because they know in their hearts that 
if we could get this a'Cross there would be su
pport for us, and there would be." 
But the resistance to the vested interests is 
only seen in terms of Parliament asserting it
self. Nowhere does Benn address the power
lessness of Parliament against big business, 
the judiciary, army and police. He lightly dis
misses the ability of the IMF to force its way 
on a confident soverign British Parliament . 

"When we look back on 1976, if we had 
told the IMF to go away, I don't think it 

continued on page 7 



As Britain slides ever deeper into recession, 
with over two million workers idle, three 
quarters of all manufacturers working below 
capacity and with the C.B.I. predicting that 
investment will fall by a further 10% next 
year, trade unionists are being assailed with a 
growing chorus not to "price themselves out 
of a job." This has a familiar ring. Wilson and 
Healy made similar demands during the last 
recession of 1 974/75-then we were told we 
would have to "tighten our belts" and "imp
rove productivity" (i.e. accept speed ups)if 
we were to get Britain back on the road to 
economic recovery. Although Thatcher's 
catch phrase is different the argument rem
ains the same-it is the workers who cause the 
crisis through their high wage demands and 
low productivity. 

We are not however just talking about a 
"British crisis". There are over 20 million 
unemployed in the OECD countries, while the 
US economy has been in a severe recession 
since the winter of 1979. This is the third 
world recession since the early 70s. 

In 1970 the "long boom" came to an end. 
Between 1952 and 1968 world capitalistout
put had doubled-GNP growing at over 5% per 
year. After the second world war capitalism 
appeared to have stabilised itself indefinitely. 
Social Democrats were quick to argue that 
capitalism had changed its spots-gone were 
the days of boom/slump cycles that had cha
racterised pre-war capitalism. This impression
ist response came unstuck in the seventies 
with the return of the very features of capital
ism (recurring recessions) that many Labour
ites such as Anthony Crosland, had sought to 
write out of existence. What happened after 
the war was that the massive destruction of 
capital in the slump before the war and during 
the war itself, had created room for renewed 
investment on the basis of American imperial
ism's political and economic hegemony. This 
dominance was characterised by the pumping 
of aid into devastated economices such as 
West Germany and Japan, and the policing of 
the world via U.S. nuclear firepower and the 
maintenance of vicious dictatorships (the 
Shah of Iran, South Korea, Brazil etc). But 
this did not eradicate the fundamental contra
dictions of capitalism-it merely offset them 
for a limited, if relatively extensive period. In 
the 1970s these contradictions again became 
dominant as America's balance of trade began 
to move into deficit, and as its gendarme 
image became tarnished in Vietnam. The 
boom period was over. A new period of rec
urring and sharpening capitalist crises had 
opened up. 

The recession of 1970-71 saw industrial 
production growth rates declining to ')4 % 
while unemployment rose by a third to 3Yz%. 
The "mini-boom" of 1971-73 gave way in 
1974/75 to a major slump. Between the last 
quarter of 1974 and the first quarter of 1915 
industrial production fell by 20%. Unemploy
ment rose from eight million at the end of 
1973 to 15 million by the spring of 1975. 
World wide inflation had jumped from 5% in 
1969 to an unprecedented 15% by the spring 
of 1974. 

CREDIT 
That this slump was relatively short lived 

was solely due to the massive injection of 
mOlley (mainly credit) that was pumped into 
the world economy through the world banks
the I.M.F. Several hundreds of billions of doll
ars were .poured into the imperialist economies 
(particular G.B. and Italy) in an attempt to 
stimulate spending and hence demand and ev
entually production. The resulting recovery 
was superficial and shallow. With the 
partial exception of West Germany and Japan 
the GNP growth rates in the period 1976-79 
have stuck in the 1-3% mark. Unemployment 
has remained at 5Yz%-an average 10 million 

are 
workers 
to blame? 
more people are out of work than was the case 
in the 1 960s. Inflation has continued to run 
at 7-8%. 

These crises, far from being the result of 
"greedy" or "lazy" workers as Thatcher, 
Joseph and Callaghan, would have us believe, 
are in fact fundamental to capitalist economies. 
For a capitalist to survive competition from 
other capitalists he must sell his commodities 
as cheaply as possible. To do this he must 
raise the productivity of labour Le. he must 
produce more conimodities with the same (or 
a smaller) workforce. This means investing in 
new machinery, automating output to the high
est degree possible. But the problem for the 
capitalist is that it is only the worker that pro
duces profit-because the worker is paid less 
than the value of his labour power. Therefore 
the greater the proportion of machinery emp
loyed to labour the lower will be the rate of 
profit-the return on the capital invested. This 
will be true even if the capitalist sells more Le 
even if his mass of profit rises. This tendency 
for the rate of profit to fall will lead the cap
italist to postpone investment. Rather than re
investing in industry the capitalist will hold on 
to his money. 

This action itself will set off a crisis situat
ion as it will disrupt the circulation process
the crisis will appear as a crisis of over produc
tion, as unsold stocks pile up. Firms will coll
apse sending shock waves through the credit 
system thus exacerbating the crisis. 

Of course these crises affect different cap
itals-different countries-to differing degrees. 
It will depend on the strength and efficiency 
of particular economies. The economies equ
ipped with the latest machinery will undercut 
their rivals-increasing the mass of profits acc
ruing to them and enabling them to finance 
new rounds of investment which will give them 
further competitive advantages. The weak and 
stagnant capitals will be pushed nearer 

and nearer to bankruptcy and decline. 
While these boom/slump cycles existed even 

in the 50s and 60s (they have of course exist
ed throughout capitalism's history) in individ
ual economies what has characterised them 
in the 1970s is the fact that they have been 
"synchronised" on a world scale. The under
lying tendency of falling profit rates has me
ant that these crises are increasingly severe 
while the booms are fleeting and superficial. 

It is these problems which have faced the 
imperialist economies with increasing severity 
from the 1970s onwards. The U.K. with its 
ageing and uncompetitive industrial infrastru-

. cture was one of the weakest of the capitalist 
economies. Whereas between 1950-1954 the 
rate of return on capital invested, (before tax) 
stood at 16.5%, today it is down to 4%. 
Britain's increasingly uncompetitive goods 
were driven oufof their traditional markets 
by more efficient economies. Between 1947 
and 1980 Britain's share of world exports has 
fallen from 12.2% to 6% and it is still falling . 
This decline and the fall in profit rates has 
meant that the vast sums of capital necessary 
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to restructure the economy-to raise invest
ment levels (and therefore productivity) to 
those of the German and Japanese economies
have not been available. 

This problem does not just afflict the weak
er capitalist economies like Britain and Italy 
but is increasingly obvious in the most power
ful capitalist economy-the U~S.A. American 
economists and politicians now talk of the 
urgent need to "re-industrialise" America. 
American business journals like "US News" 
declare "on one thing all factions can agree: 
the economy is aging and tired. Something 
has to be done or the U.S. is likely to wind 
down into a second class industrial power." 
(U.S. News 22/9/80). Between 1~67 .and 
1979 productivity in manufacturmg ~n the 
U.S. increased by only 29% wherea~ m Japan 
it increased by 130%. At the same tIme the 
U.S. share of world manufacturing exports 
tumbled from 21 .6% in 1960 to 14.6% in 
1979. Neither is the "trillions of dollars" nec
essary to finance this investment programme 
forthcoming as the pre-tax profit rates in the 
U.S. have plummeted from 16.2% in the 1948-
50 period to 6.9% by 1975. 

It is these underlying factors afflicting the 
major imperialist economies which have given 
rise to the reappearance of major crises and 
stagnation on a world scale. This economic 

-decline has been accom panied by an increas
ing political instability, world wide-Nicarag
ua and Iran, were both major losses for imper
ialism. The toppling of U.S. backed dictators 
in both of these countries through the interv
ention of the masses has led to severe disrup
tion in the imperialists chain of command in 
the surrounding areas. The upheavals in El 
Salvador and the Iran/Iraq war are clear ex
am pIes of this. As the crises intensify, as the 
imperialists lose more ground, so their remed
ies will get more desperate. The establishment 
of massive "Rapid Deployment force" des
igned to intervene militarily where U.S. imp
erialist interests are threatened, the threats to 
use a naval task force to take controls of the 
Straits of Hormuz are just two examples of 
this. 

SHORT TERM 
The short term solutions being searched for 

by various sections of national ruling classes 
are necessarily similar. In America the Carter 
administration has set up the "Economic Re
vitalisation Board", a pale reflection of Lab
our's National Enterprise Board, which aims 
to use state funding to direct investment to 
hopeful "capitalist winners". On the other 
side are the demands to cut the "tax burden" 
on industry, to restore incentives and 'cut 
social welfare, to let the weak industries go to 
the wall and to "shake out" surplus labour. 
All this is accompanied by the familiar argum
ents that high wage settlements and "feather
bedding" by the Trade Unions are the root 
causes of recession. It is only by taking these 
measures, pushing down real wages, increasing 
unemFoyment to undercut trade union bargai
ning power, introducing speed ups to increase 
productivity, that the capitalists will be able 
to improve their profit rates and become com
petitive again. 

This is why crises are not only the result of 
the incessant drive for accumulation but also 
the "solution" to the problems this produces 
for the capitalists in declining profit rates. A 
crisis if it is severe enough-will do all these 
things- including destroying and devaluing 
capit<\l. Such a crisis will be followed by an 
upturn as the boom/slump cycle starts again 
at a higher level. This is why the ending of the 
74/75 crisis through expansionary credit meas
ures solved none of the fundamental problems 
of the ailing imperialist economies-but only 
fueled inflation. It also explains the gloomy 
response in the U.S.A. to the first tentative 
signs of an upturn in the economy, itself part
ially engineered in the pre-election period by 

the Federal Reserve cutting interest rates from 
20% to 11 % in three months. The recession . 
hasrit been allowed to do its job. As the New 
York Times woefully admitted "In other 
words, and predictably the recession has fail
ed to perform the one positive mission for 
which it was created. It has failed to arrest in
flation." 18th September 1980. 

This explains the determination with which 
the present Tory Government is pushing 
through its slump policies. Margaret Thatcher 
is not a "mad axewoman" but rather repres
ents the intention of the ruling class to solve 
the crises of British capitalism at the expense 
of the working class. One of the major obstac
les to upping profit rates for British capitalism 
and thus hopefully allowing it to restructure 
through increased investment, has been the 
size and organisation of the trade unions in 
Britain and their ability to resist attacks on 
wages and conditions. 

The present Tory Government, recognising 
the depth of the crisis, has decided to force 
the capitalist class to face up to its class resp
onsibility to take on and defeat the working 
class. Thus it intervenes to use and promote 
various aspects of the crises to this end. The 
rise in interest rates in November 1978 to 17% 
is designed to make borrowing extremely exp
ensive for the capitalists. This way the Tories 
hope to' strengthen the resolve of the capital
ists to stand up against "high" wage demands. 
It is also designed to weed out the "weak cap
italists" -so far this year there have been over 
6000 bankruptcies-a rate higher even than 
during the 74/75 slump. Thus it is hoped that 
a massive programme of centralisation of cap
ital will take place, leaving manufacturing lea
ner and more p,roductive at the cost of human 
misery for the millions thrown onto the dole 
queues. The resulting "reserve army of labour" 
and the threat of unemployment will be used 
to undermine the bargaining strength of the 
trade unions, while the Employment Act, a 
central part of the Tories armoury in this str
ategy, will be used to strangle and isolate any 
working class resistance to these plans. These 
attacks are further augmented by the onslaugh' 
on public expenditure-the cuts in social 
services designed to reduce "unproductive" 
government expenditure at the expense of 
working class living standards. All this has been 
accompanied, of course, by a massive ideolog
ical campaign-in the media-aimed at show
ing that it is because the workers and their 
trade unions have become "too powerful" that 
the economy is in crisis. 

RISKS 
However, while Thatcher is feted and ad

mired by her fellow ruling class warriors abr
oad, all recognise the risks involved in such a 
policy. The British working class has yet to 
suffer a serious defeat, despite the various set
backs that have taken place during the 70s. The 
Tories know they run the risk of provoking a 
massive confrontation which could destroy 
their government. Even within their own class 
there is growing uncertainty. As the recession 
deepens cries of anguish are being heard from 
sections of the capitalist class-the C.B.I. push
ed by its rank and file of small and medium 
firms implores Thatcher to reduce interest ra
tes by 4% or more, while demands for import 
controls increasingly come from the weaker 
capitalists and their camp followers in the lab
our movement. 

Neither does a "success"in making the wor
king class pay for the crisis necessarily guaran
tee a restructured British economy. The high 
interest rates, resulting in hundreds of millio
ns of extra profits for the banks and finance 
houses, merely strengthens the dominance of 
finance capital, which is expected. to play a 
crucial role in financing the necessary invest
ment programmes. But finance capital will 
invest where the profits are highest which is 
likely to remain in the areas of super exploit
ation in the imperialised countries. 

SOCIALISM 
Finally and most importantly there is no 

purely "British solution" available. The Brit
ish economy is integrally linked to the other 
imperialist economies. All the indications are 
that there will be no quick recovery from the 
present world recession. Despite a pre-election 
mini-boom in the U.S. both the I.M.F. and the 
O.E.C.IJ>. predict a 4% drop in the G.N.P. of 
the American economy this year. In bQth 
Germany and Japan industrial indicators show 
a marked slowing down in manufacturing as 
the recession begins to pull down even the 
strongest econoII1ies, while the oil price incr
eases and disruption of supplies from Iran and 
Iraq will undoubtedly give another deflation
ary twist to the cycle. 

The working class has only one way of end
ing the vicious cycle of crisis, insecurity and 
unemployment which is inherent in capitalism. 
That is by overthrowing this anarchic and was
teful system and replacing it with a planned 
economy-socialism-where production for 
use not profit-will eliminate once and for all 
poverty and unemployment from the face of 
the planet. A central task of revolutionaries 
is to build a revolutionary communist party 
and international that can lead the working 
class to achieving this goal. 
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TURKEY , 
When Bulent Ecevit, the leadendf Turkey's 

main Opposition party in Parliament, the Repub
lican People's Party, prevented the Parliament 
calling a general election this autu,mn, he got 
more than he bargained for. The Prime Minister, 
Suleyman Demirel, leader of the right wing Jus
tice Party, had hoped that a sp~dy election 
would secure him a parliamentary majority. Ins
tead the leaders of all the main parliamentary 
parties received visits from army officers in the 
early hours of September 12th informing them 
that they were under 'protective custody', that 
Demirel's coalition government had been ousted 
and that all political and trade union activity 
had been banned. Only the fascist leader Turkes, 
who had been tipped off by a friend in the army 
escaped immediate arrest. For the third time in 
two decades the Turkish generals had staged a 
coup. Following their takeover, described in the 
West as 'gentle', the generals have implemented 
martial law throughout Turkey and have set up 
a ruling seven man junta, comprising the heads of 
all sections of the security forces. 

The military coup has occurred within a con
text of permanent economic and political crisis 
within Turkey. The latest world recession has 
bitten deep into an already beleagured economy 
(120% inflation and 20% unemployment). The 
collapse of the Turkish economy has been the 
subject of speculation in western financial circ
les for over two years now. The prevention of 
that collapse has been a major concern of those 
same circles. The International Monetary Fund, 
for example, has pumped one billion dollars this 
year into Turkey, and has re-scheduled many of 
the country's outstanding debts. The net effect 
of keeping Turkey afloat through credit has been 
to leave the country with a total foreign debt of 
over 16 billion dollars. This has had the inevitable 
effect of making life a misery for Turkey's mass
es, who bear the brunt of the measures demand
ed by the IM F. Food and fuel shortages arE;! acc
ompanied !~~y repeated attempts to drive down 
living standards of the workers and peasants. 
Constant devaluations of the Turkish Lira and 
savage cuts in public spending, both dictates of 
the IM F, combined with internal attacks on wor
kers' wages by organisations like the metal boss
es federation, the MESS, were all features of 
Demirel's economic policies. 

This economic turmoil has polarised Turkish 
society sharply. The parliamentary crisis, cited 
by the bourgeois journals as the main factor be
hind the coup, was in fact only a reflection of a 
much deeper crisis throughout Turkish society. 
Neither the RPP nor the Justice Party have been 
able to provide a stable rule for the Turkish bou
rgeoisie. The parliament has been paralysed for 
months. Despite having staged over 100 ballots 
it has not been able to elect a President; the 
shifting alliances of the smaller parties, Erkab
an's Islamic fundamentalist National Salvation 
Party and Turkes fascist Nationalist Action Par
ty, has thwarted Demirel's attempts to establish 
a stable coalition; even a package of measures 
designed to curb political violence on which the 
main parties agreed fell foul of parliamentary 

horse-trading. The generals looked on with ever 
greater disapproval at the politicians paralysis. 
They repeatedly issued warnings and then, in the 
interest of stabilising Turkey, for the bourgeoisie 
and world imperialism that is, they acted. 

But the parliamentary paralysis stemmed from 
a situation of near civil war. On the one side 
there was the military (martial law existed in 19 
Turkish provinces before the coup) and the fas
cist gangs of Turkes NAP, the Grey Wolves, who 
have been engaged in systematic terror camp
aigns against the working class. It has been the 
activity of the 'Grey Wolves' that has led to the 
majority of the 5000 plus political murders over 
the last two years (216 a day in the first ten days 
of this September). For example, last summer 
after they had moved into the town of Corum 
they launched attacks on the working class dist
ricts. In weeks the death toll had risen to 58-
most of those killed, dying at the hands of the 
fascists who mutilated their victims in order to 
frighten the rest of the townspeople. In the face 
of attacks like these the army has been slow to 
react. In fact the army is heavily influenced by 
fascists. When the army did take action it was 
invariably to smash down working class resistan
ce to the fascists, or to break strikes that were 
being waged against the bosses austerity policies. 

However, Turkey's militant working class was 
not letting the fascists have it all their own way. 
Their refusal to passively accept the combined 
attacks of the bosses, the state and the fascists 
was the major factor in preventing the politicians 
from resolving Turkey's problems in the interests 
of the bourgeoisie and world imperialism. It was 
this stubborn militancy despite extensive repre
ssion that prompted the generals to move in and 
thereby gain a free hand to wage a concerted 
attack on the working class, the peasantry and 
the Kurds. The working class were prepared to 
strike to defend their standard of living against 
attempts to reduce their real wages. Before the 
coup 50,000 metal workers had been involved in 
a major strike, while another 300,000 workers 
from various industries were due to come out on 
strike. Furthermore the fighting in Izmir last 
January and February and Corum in the summer, 
where workers erected barricades and took up 
arms, demonstrated that workers were more than 
willing to actively resist the physical attacks of 
the military and police on thei.r areas. A witness 
of the Corum events wrote: "Soon the entire 
town was divided into two armed camps. The 
fighting between them continued for five days, 
despite the imposition of first a 17 and then a 12 
hour curfew." (Turkey Today). 

These assaults on working class districts could 
not stamp out militancy. On the contrary they 
often encouraged it. This led to a situation of 
permanent crisis, of 'anarchy' as the bourgeois 
press always calls it. The failure to control this 
situation within a parliamentary framework was 
increasingly evident. Commentators began to ask 
when the coup would be, and not if it would 
take place. On September 12th General Kenan 
Evren ended their speculation. 

. The western press has displayed a barely dis-

The'gentle' generals exhibit the weapons which they have pledged to use to break "Any resistance . . ' •. in thl 
severest manner, instantaneously". 

guised glee at the events in Turkey. The .descrip
tions of the coup as 'gentle', 'bloodless' and'rel
uctant' have all been used to distinguish 
Turkey's generals from those of Bolivia for ex
ample. An editorial in the Economist just after 
the coup commented: "Yet it is hard not to c,on
cede that Tlurkey's armed forces, led by the Chief 
of Staff General Evren, acted as they had to 
when they took power on September 12th." 
Quite obviously then, the parliamentary democ
racy usually so beloved of the western journal- . 
ists, is an expendable item when imperialist int
erests, and that means investments, are at risk. 
Erstwhile 'human rights' campaigner Jimmy 
Carter has calmly announced that the £83 mill
ion US aid to Turkey will keep on flowing. The 
State Department has welcomed the coup, exp
ressing its trust in the generals, and one US off
icial commented: "If there had to be a coup this 
is probably as good a coup as any." 

The imperialists relief at the coup is well fou
nded. The junta has vOlWed to cestore order in 
Turkey-i.e. repress the working class. This way 
it hopes to create a safer sphere of investments 
for the world banks. Evren has prom ised to carry 
through the IMF's austerity package, begun by 
both Ecevit and Demirel. He has named as dep
uty prime minister Demirel's chief economic 
adviser, Turgut Ozal, a former world bank offic
ial much admired by the west's leading bankers. 

The other factor in the imperialists interest in 
Turkey is military. Sharing a long border with the 
Soviet Union and situated at NATO's vital south
ern flank, Turkey is of central strategic import
ance to imperialism in terms of the Middle East 
and the USSR. No wonder then that the US 
military and government consider stability, ie. a 
pro-imperialist government, essential to the 
West. 

This attitude was summed up in an editorial in 
the Financial Times: "It (Turkey) occupies a 
crucial position in NATO. Only from Turkish 
soil can the Americans keep a regular watch on 
Soviet missile launches ... In this context the 
initial news from Ankara is encouraging." 15th 
September 1980). Encouraging indeed! Evren 
has promised to strengthen links with NATO and 
to allow the US to have more bases in Turkey. He· 
has also granted the US the right to fly its U2 
spy planes over Turkey into the Soviet Union. 

With this sort of stake in Turkey there is very 

little doubt that the US had a hand in the , 
In the week previous to the coup one of it 
itects, Tahsin Sahinkay the Air Force chie 
to Washington for top level talks with US I 

ary commanders. Furthermore the New y, 
Times reported: "Officials in Turkish mili 
circles privately suggested that the armed 1 
would not intervene unless they received p 
approval from Washington." (13.9.80). Ch 
then, the Turkish tanks got the green light 
US imperialism before they rolled onto thE 
eets of Ankara and Istanbul. 

The coup will undoubtedly be followed 
massive repression in Turkey, western apol 
notwithstanding. The working class and th 
dish nationals in particular, will be targets 
repression. Although the NAP have been b 
their open supporters in the security force: 
not been purged, and in many places they' 
the executors of the martial law provisions 
against the working class. 

The 450,000 strong left wing trade unic 
eration, DISK, has been closed down, its 0 

ransacked and its leaders all arrested. Althc 
blanket censorship has not been imposed a 
Turkey's left-wing newspapers have been b 
A news black out has ensured that the rem 
papers have not reported the army's doing: 
the resistance to the coup that has been m, 
ed. Strikes have been prohibited and, althc 
workers have been given a 70% wage rise, v 
may sound a lot, the fact that this is still 51 
below the inflation rates means that worke 
no better off in real terms. They are still bE 
forcedtto pay for Turkish capitalism's debt 
the IMF, 

Martial law throughout Turkey has giver 
army a free hand to do what it likes. All 10 
mayors have been sacked and replaced by I 
coup officials. The army has the power to : 
on sight anyone who refuses to obey their 
Powers of detention without trial have ena 
the army to move into the working class st 
towns and round up the young militants w 
were in the forefront of the fight 'against fc 
Already the real meaning of these powers t 
made itself felt. Zeki Yumurtaci, the leade l 
small left wing group, was gunned down b-, 
army in the streets of Istanbul, while anott 
leftist has been sentenced to death even th, 
the authorities admit that he is not guilty ( 

The Popular Front dream - A nightmare for Tur~ 
The forces of the left in Turkey, despite many 

displays of heroism in particular battles with the state 
and the fascists, never developed a strategy that could 
have prevented the generals coming to power. The 
absence of a Trotskyist party meant that, in the face 
of a growing danger of a coup and of extensive fascist 
terror, no section of the left raised the call for a work
ers united front to smash fascism and military react
ion. In fact the disarray on the left spilled over into 
violent internal conflict. Describing the conflict bet
ween left wing Kurdish groups, for example, 'Turkey 
Today' points out: "Among these four movements 
there is a clash which extends as far as bloody confro
ntations." Such conflicts have also occurred between 
Maoists and pro-Moscow stalinists. 

The Turkish Communist Party (TKP), disastrously 
wrong in its strategy and tactics in the period leading 
up to the coup, was a major force in misleading the 
working class. It disarmed it politically, in a period 
when the crisis in Turkish society required a strong 
working class armed with revolutionary answers, if 
victory for reaction was to be avoided. 

The TKP has a major influence on the Confeder
ation of Revolutionary Trade Unions (DISK), 
Turkey's main independent trade union organisation. 
The record of this leadership during a period of deter
mined rank and file militancy, has been one of chron
ic vacillation. Thus, while affiliate unions such as Mad
en-Is (metal workers) have been involved in prolonged 
and bitter struggles with their employers, the DISK 
has pursued a policy of complying with the limitatio
ns imposed on its activities by both Ecevit and Dem
irei. This year's May Day march was a case in point. 
Traditionally the Turkish workers stage a major dem
onstration in Istanbul on May Day. This year Demirel 
banned the march and instructed DISK to hold a non
political march in Mersin (to the south of Istanbul), 
The DISK vice-president, Riza Guven was quick to 
submit: "Political organisations will not carry bann-

Pa~e4 

ers nor will Kurdish slogans be shouted on May Day. 
The rally we are organising is legal. Therefore only 
organisations which accept the conditions laid down 
may participate." (Turkey Today), 

The TKP assented proclaiming their slogan for the 
day to be "Let us not cause any provocation". DISK, 
in league with the TKP thereby prevented a major 
mobilisation of workers from being directed against 
the anti-working class policies of the Demirel govern
ment. 

The same wavering was evident, earlier this year 
when DISK called off a general strike in Izmir and 
Istanbul, which had been staged in support of the 
TARIS workers factory occupation in Izmir, after only 
one day. The end result was to allow 10,000 troops to 
move into Izmir, smash the occupation and terrorise 
the working class districts, where barricades had gone 
up and ,treet fighting had occurred. DISK was un
willing to move beyond a passive protest that did little 
to hold back the army's attacks, even before the 
coup, on entire working class communities. 

At the root of the TKP's failure to give a clear lead 
to the Turkish and Kurdish working masses, is its in
sistence on wooing the left wing of Ecevit's RPP, i.e. 
on wooing the liberal wing of the bourgeoisie. To pur
sue its programme of establishing a cross class popular 
front, it is prepared to sacrifice the independent inter
ests of the workers. If it allowed militancy to go to 
far, its bourgeois allies, or rather hopeq for allies, 
would be scared off. Thus despite the fact that it was 
the RPP that originally introduced martial law in 
m;my of Turkey's provinces, the TKP confined its 
crti cism to Ecevit, maintained electoral support for 
the RPP and stepped up its orientation to the left 
wing. The working class was to rely on the good will 
of the liberal wi ng of its class enemy, rather than on 
its own strength in the battle with fascism and milit
ary reaction. Now, in .the aftermath of the coup, it 
is the working class and the TKP, not its liberal class 

enemies, who are suffering the consequences of 
that policy. 

To ' prevent internal criticism of its policies, the 
TKP leaders have not called a party congress since 
1932, and they have expelled any voices of opposit
ion that were raised against the pro-RPP policy. Their 
record of irresoluteness in DISK undoubtedly gave 
the generals confidence that they could close down the 
the union and attack the working class with relative 
impunity. Tragically, thanks to the misleadership of 
the TKP, they were right. 

While the leadership of the TKP have stuck fast 
to their class collaborationist strategy a section of 
the membership have organised themselves into an 
open faction called the 'Leninists'. This faction is re
presented in Britain by the leadership of the Union 
of Turkish Progressives in Britain. These comrades 
have displayed a greater willingness, before and since 
the _coup, to engage in militant opposition to the 
bosses, the state and the fascists, than the TKP lead
ership, dubbed the 'opportunists' by the Leninists'. 

However,they remain wedded to the Stalinist not
ion of 'stageism' - that is, the spliting up of a revolut
ion into distinct stages, a democratic revolution of 
all the people first, and only after that a socialist re
volution which, on the basis of democracy can de
velop peacefully, can grow over from democracy. 
Revolutionary developments are forced to fit into 
these rigid stages. The revolution in Turkey is to be 
democratic and can therefore embrace all the people, 
ie all the classes. Just as with the TKP leadership, the 
'Leninists' have a strategy that fails to develop the 
independence of the proletariat, that fails to place 
its interests, its revolutionary tasks, (the establish
ment of socialism, before all else. This leads to class 
collaboration. 'Leninist' leader R. Yurukoglu has 
written: 

"The Republican People's Party is opposing the 
National Democratic Front, the hope of our people, 

with phrase mongering. It is rejecting theCommt 
ist Party of Turkey's countless calls for unity. fT, 
- Weak Link of Imperialism, p122) 

It was the RPP's refusal to engage in a popula 
front that led to the 'Leninists' break from a TKI 
that wanted to continue orienting to the RPP's lE 
wing. They were not however, opposed to the str 
egy of subordinating working class interests. Thu 
when Ecevit first came to power all sections of tI 
TKP supported him. All that the 'Leninists' have 
done si nce then is to revise thei r fo rmu la for ach i 
ing the democratic revolution, they have not alte 
its stageist cross class content. A resolution passe 
a recent conference of the 'Leninists' declared: 
"The TKP's Leninist forces emphasise the neceSl 
of creating opportunities of unity of action direc 
towards the advanced democratic people's revolu 
with revolutionary representatives of the petty b, 
geoisie without interrrupting the ideological stru~ 

The strategy of both sections of the TKP is re 
It paved the way for the coup and it will do noth 
to break the hold of the junta. This strategy clea l 
the way for Ecevits attacks on the working class 
helped spread confusion inside a militant workin! 
class that had illusions in a bourgeois party. The' 
ure to break those illusions was a maJor factor in 
weakening the working class, politically, in the fc 
of the growing dangers of a coup. The defeat of r 
ion in Turkey, and of its imperialist backers, reql 
the destruction of Turkish capitalism by the wor! 
class. A revolution - yes I But one that does not 
limit its goal to achieving democracy (which will 
Iy be another name for capitalist rule) but advam 
beyond that and establishes the direct rule o·f the 
working class, a workers state. 

M. HOSKISSDN 



murder he has been charged with. In kurdistan 
four Kurdish nationals were murdered by troops 
a move that is likely to indicate increased attacks 
on the Kurdish minority. Altogether it is thought 
that between ten and twenty thousand people 
have been detained, 2,000 in Corum alone. In 
Istanbul ten youths were indiscriminately arrest
ed for 'questioning' after a left wing slogan was 
found written on a bus. This pattern of events 
belies the 'gentle' and supposedly democratic 
nature of the Evren regime. It is in line with 
Evren's real thinking though:'~ny Rind of resis
tance, demonstration or attitude rowards the 
army and the new administration will be broken 
in the severest manner instantaneously." His rail· 
ing against those who sing "the Communist Int
erni.ltionale, rather than the National anthem" 
make it clear who this "guardian of the great 
republic of Ataturk" thinks is his main enemy. 

The militancy and heroism of the Turkish and 
Kurdish working class, displayed again and again, 
in Istanbul, Ankara, Corum, Izmir, Kurdistan and 
elsewhere, can defeat the military rulers of Turk· 
ey. The strikes that crippled Ecevit and Demirel 
could also cripple the junta. But the movement 
that is necessary to smash the junta could only 
achieve a lasting success if it is won to the leader
ship of a Trotskyist party in Turkey, fighting, 
not only to oust the ,generals, but also to finish 
off the fascists, the corrupt and anti working class 
parties of Ecevit, Demirel and Erkaban and free 
Turkey from the stranglehold of imperialism 
through the revolutionary socialist transformat
ion of the country. 

The central tasks of such a Trotskyist party 
would be: 
* For a united front of all workers organisations 
to organise resistance, by building armed workers 
defence squads, to the attacks of the fascists and 
the military. For the full independence of work· 
ers organisations from bourgeois parties. No to 
a popular front alliance with Ecevit's RPP - Yes 
to a Workers United Front against reaction. 

* No sacrifices for the junta. Defend jobs, wages 
and living standards through strike action. 

* Fight for the release of working class, peasant 
and Kurdish national political prisoners. Fight 
for freedom to organise trade unions and political 
parties. Down with martial law. 

* Defend the right of the Kurdish people'to self 
determ inatiol1. 

* Kick out NATO. Out with all US and NATO 
military bases in Turkey. Cancel the foreign debt. 

* Defend the right to strike in Turkey-For a 
General Strike to break the rule of the Junta. 
Build workers councils to organise a general 
strike. 

* Fight for a government based on and account· 
able to workers councils-a government that 
would expropriate the imperialists and the Turk
ish bourgeoisie, arm the Turkish and Kurdish 
workers and peasants and nationalise Turkish ind
ustry under workers control and plan it in the 
interests of the masses not the imperialist$. 

~h masses 
SOLIDARITY WITH 

THE TURKISH AND 
KURDISH WORKERS 
AND PEASANTS 

The Financial Times made Turkey's new 
military boss, Evren, their 'man of the 
week'. The New York Times dubbed him 

- 'Friend to the West, Foe of Turkish 
terrorists'. Clearly the western bosses and 
their press stand four square with Turk· 
ey's reactionary generals, who have al
ready launched physical and economic 
attacks on the workers and peasants in 
Turkey/Kurdistan. The Turkish and Kur
dish masses need not look to the 'democ
ratic' hypocrites, Carter and Thatcher, for 
any support in their struggle against the 
junta. 

It will be up to the working class in 
Britain, Europe and the USA to show 

POLAND: The 
. bureaucracy 
strikes back union hall windows. 

By D. HUGHES 
Signed agreement between the strike leaders and 

the Government has not put an end to the mounting 
social and political crisis that confronts the Polish bur
eaucracy. The Kania regime has failed to stem a mass 
exodus out of the official Trade Unions. The attemp
ts of management and party officials to use intimid
ation and a press black out to keep workers in the old 
. state run industries have failed. 
- In a bid to prevent the complete disintegration of 
the official trade union structures, union boss ' 
Jankowski has promised workers that, in future, "the 
old unions will resort to strikes." Officials of the 
148,000 strong dockers and seamen's union voted to 
quit the Central Council of Trade Unions in a vain 
attempt to stop a new union being formed. But 
already the 'Solidarity' network of 'Free Trade 
Unions' claims to organise one quarter of the work 
force in Poland. Key battalions of the Polish work
ing class-in the shipyards, the mines and the engin
eering industry-have now broken with the old party 
dominated unions. 

Nor is there any evidence that Kania will be able 
to restore the credibility of the S talinist party. The 
strikers of July and August showed the weakness of 
the party in the face of a concerted drive by the wo
rking class. It could rely on no significant sections 
of society to give it full backing against the workers. 
Its authority has been even further compromised by 
mounting evidence about the scale of corruption and 
careerism rife in its ranks. 

PURGE 
The new Politburo has announced a purge of the 

party's ranks in order to ensure the "clearing from 
the party ranks those individuals who have given in 
to the temptations of an easier life and corruption". 
This purge has to be made if the regime is to have a 
chance of dampening down popular demands for the 
rooting out of corruption and privilege. But Kania 
cannot go too far in opening the workings and life
style of the bureaucracy before the working class 
without the risk of provoking a new round of strikes 
and demonstrations against corruption and inequal
ity. Investigations are underway ' into allegations of 
wide scale embezzlement among officials of the 
state import/export agency. Proceedings have start
ed against Maciej Szczepanski-ex media boss and 
one time speech writer for Gierek-on charges of 
corruption. He is rumoured to own ten lavish hom
es in Poland (including a 40 bedroom palace in 
Warsaw) as well as a Greek island retreat. He is 
also alleged to have ppcketed fees paid for Polish 
TV films sold to western TV networks. The Stalin
ists will have to read carefully in their investigations 
of Szczepanski for fear of revealing the degree of lux
ury and corruption that exists throughout the bur
eaucratic caste that runs Poland. 

Kania has promised that a new Party Congress 
will be convened at the end of this year charged 
with presenting a programme of political and econ-' 
omic reforms and strengthening the ties between 
the working class and the party. In his first speech 
he stated that "our most important task is to restore 
confidence of the working class and all working 
people." The fear l!lat must haunt Kania, and the 
Kremlin bureaucracy, is that the preparation of such 

INTERNATIONAl 

real soiidarity with their brothers and 
sisters in Turkey/Kurdistan. To organise 
such solidarity a number of socialist org
anisations in Britain have established a 
Turkey Solidarity Campaign. WORKERS 
POWER will be supporting this campaign 
and arguing that a major priority will be 
to enlist rank and file trade union supp
ort and action for the blacking of milit· 
ary shipments and economic aid to the 
junta. For more information on the camp
aign contact us at BCM Box 7750 
London WC1V 6XX. 

a Congress could precipitate sharp divisions and fra
ctures within the party serving only to further weak
en its ability to reassert itself after the defeats it 
suffered this summer. An open struggle for power 
by a reforming Stalinist faction around Olszowski 
could serve to further em bolden the working class 
whatever the real intentions of the reformists may 
be. 

The destabilisation of the political rule of the 
bureaucracy is set against a background of deterior
ating economic prospects. The 2 month' strike wave 
served to add to the nightmare debts that the burea
ucracy has accumulated. Planning Chief Kiseil has 
claimed that the strikes caused a ~ 667 drop in the 
national income and that the pay rises won by the 
strikers will add ~ 3 billion a year to the bureauc
racy's wage bill. In an economy that is already 
weighed down by a ~ 20 billion hard currency debt 
this means that the Kania regime will, of necessity, 
attempt to force down living standards in the next 
months. 

The regime has already announced a £200m cut 
in public expenditure and an intended generalised price 
increase since the return to work. It is considering 
plans to ration meat distribution this autumn and win
ter in a bid to force the workers to bear the burden of 
Poland's debts and deal with the distribution of inad
equate supplies of food. That this is the case is shown 
by the obvious reluctance of the bureaucracy to pay 
up the full wage increases agreed to in August. 

The Kania regime must ensure, for its own suryjval, 
that the new Trade Unions are not capable of mount
ing serious resistance to the bureaucracy's plans or . 
launching an all out struggle against corruption and 
inequality. It means that the Stalinists must claw 
back as many as possible of the concessions they were 
forced to grant in the face of the August strike wave, 
and as they do so they will doubtless provoke the 
widespread resistance from the Polish workers. Friday 
3rd of October's hour long token strike showed that 
the will to fight remains alive amongst large sections 
of Poland's workforce. 

In their attempt to turn the tide against the work
ing class and their new unions, the Polish bureaucrats 
will be under heavy pressure from the Kremlin lead
ers, who fear that the contagion of independent unions 
threatening their parasitic rule, could spread through
out Eastern Europe and inside the Soviet Union itself. 

The methods used by the bureaucrats to emascul
ate the new Trade Unions have already had some eff
ect. Most of the new unions exist within the umbrella 
'solidarity' framework. As of the 25th September only 
13 unions were attempting to register with the 
Warsaw courts seperate from that solidarity group. 

REGIONAL 
the bureaucracy has always made it clear that 

its intention is that the new unions should be operat
ive only as regional bodies representing particular ind
ustries on a local level. The leaders of the 'solidarity' 
framework-Walesa in particular, have, in essence, 
been prepared to comply with this demand. At their 
national delegate congress called in Gdansk in mid 
September they explicitly rejected calls (mainly com
ing from workers in smaller towns and industries) to 
form a national centralised Trade Union movement. 
Instead they opted for a loosely based federation of 
local unions with an informal central coordinating co
mmittee. The fear of centralism, born of decades of 
experience of the Stalinist unions, doubtless led many 
workers delegate~ to embrace a model of organisation 
that could, paradoxically fit the plans of the embatt
led bureaucrats. Kania hopes to play off the stronger 
groups of workers against the weaker as he presses for
ward with his austerity plans. 

Vital to the bureaucracy's entire strategy is its att
empt to use the Catholic church to dampen down 
workers militancy. During the strike wave, despite the 
religious symbolsand pro-Church demands, serious div
isions began to emerge between the ostensibly faith
ful militant workers and the Church hierarchy. The 
workers did not heed calls to return to work from 
their priests and bishops. Much displeasure was exp
ressed at Cardinal Wyszynski's televised appeals for 
order and restraint. As the strike wave has subsided 
so not only has the hierarchy set out to refurbish its 
following and credibility with the workers-hence 
Wyszynski's private meeting and mass for Walesa-but 
they have been consciously aided in this by the Stal
inists. It is no accident that Kania had allowed the 
Church access to the media time for its services while 
denying similar access to the new Trade Unions. The 
new unions in Warsaw had to threaten renewed strike 
action before the regime conceded press coverage for 
them to explain their intentions and location. The 
Stalinists are more afraid of the contagion of the new 
trade unions thaJl they are of the effects of televised 
masses. 

There can be no doubt Ibat, with the lull in class 
struggle, the Church has been able to strengthen its 
hold over large numbers of the new union activists and, 
on their backs, its bargaining strength with the Stalin
ists. 

Assured of a period of peaceful co-existence with 
the bureaucracy, the cardinals and bishops will use 
their hold over the masses to block any further moves 
that could lead in the direction of the overthrow of 
the Stalinists by the working class. It will use its hold 
to undermine any militant resistance that the workers 
movement 
mount to the inevitable attempts by the Stalinists to 
snatch back the concessions they have made on living 
standards and workers rights. 

The very nature of the new unions plays into the 
hands of the Catholic church and the reformist intell-

ectuals who have been called in'to give practical and 
political guidance to the unions. Many workers do not 
see the unions as simple mechanislns'whereby wage 
levels and conditions can be more effectively negot
iated. They are seen as a political challenge to the 
regime and their strengthening or decay depends on 
the political ideas that will dominate the new move
ment. There is no evidence at present that the unions 
are dominated by those who wish to break up state 
property and reintroduce capitalism in Poland. To gov
ernment allegations that the strikes were being orch
estrated by anti-socialist elements the Gdansk unions 
officially declared: 

"the inter factory committee states that it knows 
nothing about anti-socialist forces trying now or at 
any time before to penetrate the independent Trade 
Union movement ••• But we know •• that a group of 
old discredited union leaders are trying to stop the 
development of the movement by means of lies and 
provocations. " 
Walesa has himself declared "We .don't want to change 
the socialist ownership of the means of produ'ction 
but we want to be the real masters of the factories." 

In a confused and contradictory way the fact that 
the new unions represent a potential political chall
enge to the rule of the bureaucracy is recognised by, 
many of the free union activists. A Silesian strike 
leader told Le Monde "We want to change things for 
the better. The Free Unions wi-ll plBy the role of an 
opposition party, since one doesn't exist in Poland. 
There will be an open competition between two 
groups to show which best represents the people_" 

DECISIVE 
But these bodies are led by activists- from the 

workers themselves and from the Catholic and ref
ormist intelligentsia-who are set on ensuring that the 
new union network does not lay the basis for a decis
ive struggle for power against the Stalinist bureacracy 
at present, only the energy to force partial reforms 
from the state apparatus. 

Advisor to the new unions and prominent KOR 
activist Jacek Kuron made this quite clear when he 
declared to the world press that in his view the work
ers would swallow bitter economic medicine from the 
bureaucracy this autumn and winter so long as they 
did so in exchange for political liberalisation-a state
ment that finds an echo among sections of the bur
eaucracy itself. Walesa and the Catcholic hierarchy 
have worked overtime to defuse the potential of the 
workers organisations to smash the political rule of 
the Stalinists. 

In the immediate period ahead, either the new 
organisations of the workers will be stamped in the 
mould of a localised federation under the sway of the 
reformist intelligentsia and the church and will, there
fore be powerless to face a concerted offensive on 
the part of the S talinist bureaucracy, or they will have 
to be transformed by a new leadership to confront 
the Kania regime and break with the designs of KOR 
and the Catholic church. The central question facing 
revolutionary marxists is how these new organisations 
can be freed from the grip of Catholic and social dem
ocratic leaders, and turned into organs for the struggle 
to take direct political power into the hands of the 
working class. 

The only answer that can guarantee this outcome 
is to build, as a matter of urgency, a revolutionary 
party, that can lead the working class in a political rev
olution against the bureaucracy. Only success on this 
score can ensure the preservation and extension of the 
gains SI) far achieved. Only this would give the Polish 
working class a real chance of defeating an intervention 
by the Soviet Bureaucracy, which, if Kania and his 
cronies carlt break the back of the working class, will 
undoubtedly be forthcoming. 

25p 

Workers Power has reprinted, in pamph· 
let form, all the articles that appeared on 
the subject of the Iran Revolution in our 
newspaper from October 1978 to June 
1980. It costs 40 pence including postage 
and is available from Workers Power, 
BCM Box 7750, London WC1 V 6XX. 
All cheques and POs must be made pay
able to Workers Power. 
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"Principles and Tactics iI 
IBy Rudolf Klemen1 

The (jrticle we reprint here was first publishetl in En::/lish in the May, 1938 issue of 
liThe New I nternational" - "A Monthly Organ of Revolutionary Marxism". 
Rudolf Klement wrote the article under the pseudonym "W. St." in Brussels' in 
DecemLer 193"1. Klement, who was Trotsky's secretary in France amJ Turkey, was 
at the time in char~ of the ~reparations for the founding conference of the 
Fourth International. 

Within three months of the publication of this article, Klement had ueen kid
nap~ed in Paris uy the GPU (Stalin's secret police). His mutilated body was event
ually found in a river at Melun. Klement was the seventh of Trotsky's secretaries to 
a...e either murdered or uriven to suiciue by Stalin. 

Trotsky and Klement discussed the article before its publication; after having seen a draft, 
Trotsky wrote: 

"I most warmly recommend this article to the attention of all comrades. As the article is 
not confined to any "internal" polemic, it can and must, in my opinion, be reprdduced 
in all our publications. The excellent article of Comrade W. St. shows anew that new, very 
serious Marxist cadres have grown up amongst us". (Writings 1-937-38 p153) 
The article was written in the shadow of the coming world war, at a time when the world 

labour movement was in disarray over the questions of disarmament, pacifism, and the prospect 
of an imperialist war under the cover of "a war to defend democracy". Klement's article cuts 
across this confusion, and clearly restates the Marxist position on war and the questions of revol
utionary defeatism and the defence of the workers states. It was written to clarify some "nee-. 
essarily incomplete" formulations of Trotsky given in evidence to the Dewey Commission on the 
Moscow Trials, and reproduced in the book "The Case of Leon Trotsky". 

In the article, Klement writes mainly about the question of inter-imperialist wars (such as 
World War 1) and imperialist wars involving workers states (SJ,Ich as World War 2). The article 
does not deal in any detail with wars between non-imperialist capitalist nations, such as the war 
Detween Iran and Ira4 (see Note 1). Although the principles he puts forward here are still valid 
today, the tactical application of these principles in wars such as that between Iran and Iraq is 
not covered in this article. We deal with this particular matter elsewhere in this issue. 

To our knowledge this article has never been reprinted before. We reproduce the article 
(with minor typographical c;hanges) in order to make clear the Trotskyist view of war, as part 
of our re-elaboration of Trotsky's Transitional Programme. 

Like Trotsky, we believe Klement's article to be an excellent statement of the Marxist posit
ion on "Principles aru:! Tactics in War" which should be widely read and discussed, in order to 
provide us with a clear understanding of what tactics to adopt in an atmosphere of imperialist 
war-mongering over Afghanistan, the deployment of Cruise Missiles in Europe, and the develop
ment by imperialism of the neutron bomb and other new weapons of mass destruction. 

We dedicate the reprinting of this article to the memory of Rudolf Klement and the hundreds 
of Trotskyists who fell during the Second World War. 

The review of the book 'The Case of Leon 
Trotsky' in the first number of the period
ical 'Der Einzige Weg' quotes the following 
interesting statement of comrade Trotsky 
on the differences in the tasks of the prol
etariat during a war between France-Soviet 
Union and Germany-Japan (reproduced 
here somewhat more completely): 
"Stolberg: Russia and France already have a 

military alliance. Suppose an international war 
breaks out. I am not interested in what you say 
about the Russian working class at this time. I 
know that. What would you say to the French 
working class in reference to the defence of !he 
Soviet Union'! "Change the French bourgeOIs 
government", would"you say?' 
Trotsky: This question is more or less answered 
in the thesis, 'The War and the Fourth Internat
ional', in this sense: In France I would remain in 
opposition to the government and would develop 
systematically this opposition. In Germany I 
would do anything I could to sabotage the war 
machinery. They are two different things. In 
Germany and Japan, I would apply military 
methods as far as I am able to fight, oppose, and 
injure the machinery, the military machinery of 
Japan, to disorganise it, both in Germany and 
Japan. In France, it is political opposition against 
the bourgeoisie, and the preparation of the prol
etarian revolution. Both are revolutionary meth
ods. But in Germany and Japan I have as my 
immediate aim the disorganisation of the whole 
machinery. In France, I have the aim of the 
proletarian revolution_ .. 
Goldman: Suppose you have the chance to take 
power during a war, in France, would you advoc
ate it if you had the majority of the proletariat? 
Trotsky: Naturally. " 

Within the limits of a book review it was 
naturally impossible, with this isolated, 
half-improvised, necessarily incom plete and 
special colloquial statement, to develop 
the general problems of the revolutionary 
struggle in wartime or even to throw a suff
icient theoretical light on that special ques
tion. Since the above quotation thereupon 
unfortunately led to misunderstandings, 
and worse yet, to malicious distortions 
("preparing for the civil peace in France", 
renunciation of revolutionary defeatism 
etc!), it is well to make up here for the 
previous neglect. 

As to the basic principles of the revol
utionary struggle against war and during it, 
considerations of space compel us to con
fine ourselves here to our theses on war 
which were adopted in May 1934 by the 
International Secretariat of our movement, 
have since formed one of the most import
ant programmatic documents of Bolshevism, 
and acquire more topical importance with 
the passing of every day. 

With regard to the specific question that 
interests us, comrade Trotsky, in the state
ment above, makes reference to the foll
owing points in the theses on war: 

, '44. Remaining the determined and devoted 
defender of the workers state in the struggle Witll 
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imperialism; the international proletariat will 
not, however, become an ally of the imperialist 
allies of the USSR. The proletariat of a capitalist 
country which finds itself in a\liance with the 
USSR must retain fully and completely its irrec
oncilable hostility to the imperialist government 
of its own country. In this sense,)ts policy will 
not differ from that of the proletariat' in a coun
try fighting against the USSR. But in' the nature 
of practical action considerable differences may 
arise, depending on the concrete war situation. 
For instance, it would be absurd and criminal in 
case of war between the USSR and Japan for the 
American proletariat to sabotage the sending of 
American munition to the USSR. But the prolet
ariat of a country fighting against the USSR would 
be absolutely obliged to resort to actions of this 
sort-strikes, sabotage, etc. 
45. Intransigent proletarian opposition to the 
imperialist ally of the USSR must develop on the 
one hand, on the basis of international class 
policy, on the other, on the basis of the imperialist 
aims of the giveri government, the treacherous 
character of this 'alliance', its speculation on 
capitalist overturn in the USSR etc. The policy of 
a proletarian party in an 'allied' as well as in an 
enemy imperialist country should therefore be 
directed towards the revolutionary overthrow of 
the bourgeoisie and the seizure of power. Only in 
this way can a real alliance with the USSR be 
created and the first workers state be saved from 
disaster". (Writings '33-'34) 

The wars of recent years did not represent 
a direct struggle between imperialist powers. 
but colonial expeditions (Italy -Abyssinia, 
Japan-China) and conflicts over spheres of 
influence (China, Chaco, and in a certain 
sense, also Spain), and therefore did not, for 
the time being, degenerate into a world 
conflict. Hitler hopes to attack the USSR 
tomorrow just as Japan attacks China, i.e., 
to alter the imperialist relationship of 
forces without directly violating the essent
ial interests of the other imperialisms and 
thereby temporarily to localise the conflict. 
These events, occurring since 1934, have 
clearly shown that the above-quoted theses 
on the attitude of the proletariat of imp
erialist countries are valid not only in an 
anti-Soviet war, but in all wars in which it 
must take sides-and those are precisely the 
ones involved in recent years. 

War is only the continuation of politics by 
other means. Hence the proletariat must 
continue its class struggle in war-time, 
among other things with the new means 
which the bourgeoisie hands him. It can and 
must utilise the weakening of its 'own' 
bourgeoisie in the imperialist countries in 
order relentlessly to prepare and to carry 
out its social revolution in connection with 
the military defeat engendered by the war 
and to seize the power. This tactic, known as 
revolutionary defeatism and realisable 
internationally, is one of the strongest 
levers of the proletarian world revolution 
in our epoch, and therewith of historical 
progress. 

Only, where the struggle is imperialist 
only on one side, and a war of liberation of 

i1.on-imperiali~t nations or of a socialist 
country against eXIsting or threatening 
imperialist oppression on the other, as well 
as in civil wars between the classes or bet
ween democracy or fascism-the internat
ional proletariat cannot and should not 
apply the same tactic to both sides. Recog
nising the progessive character of this war 
of liberation, it must fight decisively against 
the main enemy, reactionary imperialism 
(or else against the reactionary camp, in 
the case of a civil wart that is, fight for 
the victory of the £ocially .(or politically) 
oppressed or about-to-be oppressed: USSR, 
colonial and semi-colonial countries like 
Abyssinia or China, or Republican Spain, 
etC. 

Here too, however, it remains mindful 
of its irreconcileable class opposition to its 
'own' bourgeoisie-or its political opposition 
to the Soviet bureaucracy-and does not 
surrender without resistance any of its 
independent positions. As in the imperialist 
countries it strives with all its strength for 
the social revolution and the seizure of 
power, the establishment of its dictatorship, 
which, moreover, alone makes possible a 
sure and lasting victory over the imperial
ists. But in such cases, it cannot and does 
not, as in the imperialist camp, seek revol
utionary victory at the cost of a military 
defeat but rather along the{p.ad of a milit
ary victory of his country. 1) 

Class struggle and war are international 
phenomena, which are decided internationa
lly. But since every struggle permits of but 
two camps (bloc against bloc) and since 
imperialistic fights intertwine with the class 
war (world imperialism-world proletariat), 
there arise manifold and complex cases. The 
bourgeoisie of the semi-colonial countries 
or the liberal bourgeoisie menaced by its 
"own" fascism, appeal for aid to the 
'friendly' imperialisms; the Soviet Union 
attempts, for example, to utilise the antag
onisms between the imperialisms by concl
uding alliances with one group against 
~nother, etc. The proletariat of all countries, 
the only internationally solidary-and not 
least of all because of that, the only prog
ressive class, thereby finds itself in the 
complicated situation in war time, especially 
in the new world war, of combining revolut
ionary defeatism towards his own bourgeoisie 
with support of progressive wars. 

This situation is utilised with a vengeance 
right now and certainly will be tomorrow, 
by the social-patriots of the social-democratic 
Stalinist or anarchist.stripe, in order to have 
the proletarians permit themselves to be 
slaughtered for the profits of capital under 
the illusion of helping their brothers of the 
USSR, China and elsewhere. It serves the 
social-traitors, furthermore, to depict the 
revolutionists not only as 'betrayers of the 
fatherland', but also as 'betrayers 'of the 
socialist fatherland' (just as they are now ' 
shouted down as agents of France). All the 
more reason why the proletariat especially 
in the imperialist countries, requires, in this 
seemingly contradictory situation, a partic
ularly clear understanding of these combined 
tasks and of the methods for fulfilling 
them. 

In the application of revolutionary defeat
ism against the imperialist bourgeoisie and 
its state, there can be no fundamental 
difference, regardless of whether the latter 
is 'friendly' or hostile to the cause supported 
by the proletariat, whether it is in treacherous 
alliance with the allies of the proletariat 
(Stalin, the bourgeoisie of the semi-colonial 
countries, the colonial peoples, anti-fascist 

liberalism), or is conducting a war against 
them. The methods of revolutionary defeat
ism remain unaltered: revolutionary propag
anda, irreconcilable opposition to the regime, 
the class strug~le from its purely economic 
up to its highest political form (the armed 
uprising), fraternisation of the troops, 
transformation of the war into the civil war. 

The international defence of the prol
etarian states, of the oppressed peoples 
fighting for their freedom, and the internat
ional support of the armed anti-fascist civil 
war, must, however, naturally take on various 
forms in accordance with whether one's 
'own' bourgeoisie stands on their side or 
ccmbats them. Apart from the political 
preparation of the social revolution, whose 
rhythm and methods are in no way identical 
with those of war, this defence must 
naturally assume military forms. In addition 
to revolutionary support, it consists 
consequently, in military support of the 
progressive cause, as well as in the military 
damaging of its imperialist opponent. 

The military support can naturally take 
on a decisive scope only where the prolet
ariat itself has the levers of power and of 
economy in its hands (USSR, and to a 
certain extent, Spain in the summer of 
1936). In the imperialist countries, which 
are allied with the countries conducting 
progressive and revolutionary wars, it boils 
down to this: that the proletariat fights 
with revolutionary means for an effective, 
direct military support controlled by it, of 
the progessive cause ("Airplanes for 
Spain!" cried the French workers). In any 
case, it must promote and control a really 
guaranteed direct military support (the 
sending of arms, ammunition, food, special
ists, etc), even at the cost of an' 'exception' 
from the direct class struggle (2). It will have 
to be left to the instinct and revolutionary 
perspicacity of the proletariat, which is well 
aware of its tasks to make the right distinct-
ion in every concrete situation, to 
avoid injuring the military interests of the 
far-off ally of the proletariat out of narrow 
national class struggle considerations, no 
matter how revolutionary they seem, as well 
to avoid doing the dirty work for its 'own' 
imperialism on the pretext of giving indirect 
aid to its allies. The only real and decisive 
aid that the workers can bring the latter is by 
seizing and holding the power. 

It is otherwise-so far as the outward 
form of its struggle goes-with the proletar-
iat of the imperialism engaged in a direct 
struggle against the progressive cause. -In add
ition to its struggle for the revolution, it is its 
duty to engage in military sabotage for the 
benefit of the 'enemy' -the enemy of its 
bourgeoisie but its own ally. As a means of 
revolutionary defeatism in the struggle betw
een imperialist countries, military sabotage, 
like individual terror, is completely worthless. 
Without replacing the social revolutiorr or 
even advancing it by a hairs-breadth, it 
would only help one imperialism against an
other, mislead the vanguard, sow illusions 
among the masses and thus facilitate the game 
of the imperialists. (3) On the other hand, 
military sabotage is imperiously imposed as 
an immediate measure in defence of the camp 
that is fighting imperialism and is consequen
tly progressive. As such, it is understood by 
the masses, welcomed and furthered. The def
eat of one's 'own' country here becomes not 
a lesser evil that is taken into the bargain (a 
lesser evil than the 'victory' bought by civil 
peace and the abandonment of the revolution), 
but the direct and immediate goal, the task 
ofthe proletarian struggle. The defeat of one's 

Left to Right; Rudolf Klement, Trotsky, Yvan Craipeau fa visiting Trotskyist), Jeanne Martin. 



War" 
'own' country would, in this case, be no evil 
at all, or an evil much more easily taken into 
the bargain, for it would signify the common 
victory of the people liberated from the exist
ing or threatening imperialist yoke and of the 
proletariat of its enemy, over the c~mmon ov
erlord-imperialist capital. Such a vIctory 
would be a powerful point of departure for 
the international proletarian revolution, not 
least of all in the 'friendly' imperialist count
ries. (4) 

Thus we see how different war situations 
require from the revolutionary proletariat of 
the various imperialist countries, if it wishes 
to remain true to itself and to its goal, differ
ent fighting forms, which may appear to 
schematic spirits to-be 'deviations' from the 
basic' principle of revolutionary defeatism, 
but which result in reality only from the 
combination of revolutionary defeatism with 
the defence of certain pro~ressive camps. 

Moreover from a higher historical standpo
int these tw~ tasks coincide: in our imperial
ist epoch, the national ?ourgeoisie. of the non
imperialist countries-hke the Soviet bureauc
racy-because of its fear of the working class 
which is internationally matured for the soc
ialist revolution and dictatorship, is not in a . 
position to conduct an energetic struggle ag
ainst imperialism. They do not dare to appeal 
to the forces of the proletariat and at a defin
ite stage of the struggle they inevitably call 
upon imperialism for aid agai~st the.ir 'ow.n' 
proletariat. ~he comple~e natl<:mal hber~tlOn 
of the cnlomol and seml-colomal countnes 
from imperialist enslavement, and of the 
Soviet Union from internal and external cap
italist destruction and anarchy, the bourg
eois democratic revolution, the defence from 
fascism-all these tasks can be solved, nation
ally into the proletarian revolution. The com
ing world war will be the most titanic and 
murderous explosion in history, but because 
of that it will also burst all the traditional 
fetters and in its flames the revolutionary and 
liberative movements of the entire world will 
be fused into one glowing stream. 

To present clearly, even now, to the prol
etariat the problems of the coming war and 
its combined tasks--this serious and difficult 
task-is one of the most urgent of our day. 
The Bolshevik- Leninists alone have taken it 
upon themselves to arm the proletariat for its 
struggle and to create the instrument with 
which it will gain its future victories:the prog
ramme, the methods, the organisation of the 
Fourth International. 

Brussels, December 1937 W. ST. 

********* 
NOTES 
1) We leave aside the case where wars betwe~n two 

non-imperialist countries are only or predomtnantly 
the masked combat between two foreign imperial
isms-England and America in the Chaco war-or 
the case where the war of liberation of ~n opp.re~sed 
nation is only a pawn in the hand of an lmpenahst 
group and a mere part of a general imperialistic 
conflict-Serbia from 1914 to 1918. 
2) It may be confidently ass,!med that for th.e 
bourgeoisie in wartime, a stnke of the MarseiJ!.es 
workers, which makes an exceptio~ ()f.war shipments 
to Russia, in which it is least of all tnteres!ed, would 
be particularly vexatious! No less nonse.nslcal w~uld 
it be, for example, in the course of a pnnters stnke, 
not to allow the appearance of the labour papers 
which are needed for the strike struggle itself. 
3) Lenin wrote on July 26,1915 against Trotsky'.s 
false slogan of 'Neither vic~ory nor d.efeat' al!-d said 
polemically' "And revolutIonary actIons dunng the 
war surely ;nd undoubtedly signify.not only the 
wish for its defeat but also an actual furtherance of 
such a defeat (for the 'discerning' reader: this does 
not mean "blowing up bridgeS', organising unsucce. 
ssfUl strikes in the war industries, and in general 
helping the government defeat the revolutionaries") 
(Myemphasis-W.S.) 
4) Naturally, military sabotage in favour of the non
imperialist opponent of one's owri bourgeoisie is not 
to be extended in favour of its imperialist ally. The 
Gennan proletarians, for el'ample, would seek to 
disorganise militarily the eastern front, to help S 
Russia; for the western front, where a purely imper
ialist war would be raging between Germany and 
France allied to the USSR, 'only' the rule of defeat
ism would be valid-for the French proletariat as 
well as for the Gennans. 

Blackpool 
Continued from Page 2 
would have had the will or the capacity to 
damage our economy." (Socialist Challenge) 
While it should ccome as no surprise that sec
tions of workers believe that a Benn led Lab
our Government would pe a Government 
more responsive to their needs and have there
fore launched themselves into Benn's camp
aign. More surprising at first sight however, is 
the number of members and organisations of 
the supposedly revolutionary and Trotskyist 
left who have marched into Benn's ranks in 
the last period. 

The revolutionary left has been totally un
able to take advantage of the crisis of leader
ship and direction on the shop floor. Indeed 
they have by and large turned sharply a.war 
from it, jaded with what they call syndIcahsm, 
to find 'politics' in the Labour Party. Instead 
they have taken up the role of foot soldiers 
for the Benn-Heffer bandwagon. Benn for his 
part is happy to have them in the Labour 
Party as activists in his cause, providipg they 
come within the orbit of 'Labour Party Dem
ocracy', supporting a Benn-Heffer led NEC 
and working for a 'left' Labour Government. 

Workers Action, for example, has eagerly 
obliged. Abandoning even the pr~te~ce of def
ending a revolutionary current Within th~ Lab
our Party they first of all created a centnst 
propaganda bloc (the Socialist Campaign for 
a Labour Victory (SCLV) and its paper Soc
ialist Organiser) and then disolved their ow~ 
grouping into it. Now they have actfld as mId
wives to a left reformist bloc, the Rank and 
File Mobilising Committee for Labour Party 
Democracy. Workers Action/Socialist Organ
iser have now liquidated the need for a revol
utionary party and the struggle for workers 
power into a transformed Labour Party (ren~ 
dered unstable as an instrument for bourgeOIS 
power) a parliamentary 'workers government' 
(a Lab~ur g()vernment with 'socialist policies'). 
As we demonstrated in Workers Power 15 Soc
ialist Organiser is firmly set to tread the road 
that the erstwhile 'Trotskyists' of the Instit
ute for· Workers Control and the Militant trod 
before' them. . 

Workers Power has a radically different 
strategy to such centrist evasion. For us the
re can be no covering up of the truth that the 
Labour Party cannot be transformed into the 
instrument for winning working class power. 

working class does not need a hybrid Tra
de Union electoral machine, lut a discipFned 
combat party comprising the vanguard of 
class fighters, organised. to fipht ~he ref?rm-
ist misleaders in the umons, left and nght. 
Certainly revolutionaries should demand their 
right to membership of a party that claims to 
be 'the party of the whole working class', the 
party of the unions. Sinc.e a myriad o~ liber
als right and left reformIsts and centnsts ex
ist 'as organised factions within the Labour 
Party then revolutionaries claim that ~ig~t too. 
We are against all the bans and proscnptlOns, 
witch hunts etc. We support all measures, how
ever limited to increase accountability and de
mocracy within the Labour Party. 

LIQlJIDATING 
United Action with the Bennites and the 

centrists to this end is, of course, necessary. 
But it is impossible for revolutionaries to ma
ke cominon blocs for propaganda with Benn 
without first of all liquidating their own rev
olutioriary programme. Benn himself has ma-
de that quite clear when he declared: . 

"That is why some on the left are saymg 
this might be the movement to join. This 
week will have started a tremeJ;ldous debate 
with the left groups. If they come in as ind
ividuals-there is no question of a popular 
front 'with any organisations-they would have 
to ask themselves if there was anything in the. 
analysis that the methods we have chosen for 
change can work. It can't work if they don't 
agree." 

Benn has been even more specific in the 
types of entrists that his 'broad church' wou
ld be prepared to tolerate: 

If they believe that the Labour Party's ma
in function is to betray the working class t.hey 
wouldn't come in, or would come in with the 
object of 'exposing the con trick', which is 
disruptive entrism, like we had with Gerry 
Healy, which was not sustainable. There is 
another form of entrism which is to persuad, 
to argue and I regard the Militant Tendency 
as that. They have accepted that the Labour 
Party is the main instrument of the working 
class, but they understand it has not departed 
from its basic socialist analysis." 

The church may be broad, but you can't. 
. join the congregation unless you sing the same 
psalms as Tony Benn! . While we 
demand of Benn and his supporters that they 
fight intransigently for those goals they have 
set themselves, we, at no stage, disguise the 
limited and inadequate nature of these meas
ures even on their own terrain. Of course the 
MPs should be replaceable but not only by 
reselection. They should be sent to parliam
ent as delegates of the labour movement that 
elects them. Every MP should deposit his/her 
resignation from the House of Commons with 

the party. The PLP should be under the direct 
control of the NEe. The leader of the PLP 
should be appointed by the Conference ann
ually and replaceable between conferences by 
the NEC. The manifesto/programme should 
be set by Conference and its implementation 
overseen by the NEC as should all major state
ments, proposals for legislation etc. 

But the existing undemocratic structures 
of the Labour Party can never be fundament
ally weakened whilst the block vote is in the 
hands of the bureauctats. As part of the str
uggle for rank and file control of the unions, 
for the ousting of the bureaucrats and for the 
development of a revolutionary communis-t 
strategy and leadership, a fight is necessary to 
take the union votes in the Labour Party into 
the hands of the base units, ultimately the 
workplace organisations. Only thus can a Du
ffy, an Evans or a Scargill, be prevented from 
misrepresenting their members politically, as 
well as in the industrial struggle. 

However this process of struggle for work
ers democracy is inseperable from and subord
inate to, the fight for effective tactics and 
strategy in the class struggle-for direct act-
ion against the Tory offensive now -against 
unemployment, cuts, factory closures and tl).e 
anti-union laws. We demand that the Labour 
leaders-and particularly the left talkers like 
Benn, Heffer and Co mobilise the Labour 
Party in support of these struggles. It is prec
isely this that was missing at their conference. 
A campaign which does not flinch from fight
ing to drive the Tories from power. Whilst we 
say' openly that Benn and the 'lefts' programme 
is not a socialist one-that a Benn Govern
ment would not be a 'workers government', 
revolutionaries should join with the mass of 
workers who have illusions on this score to 
put them to the test of governmental power. 
Every partial measure that they promise which 
is in the interests of the working class should 
have our full support. We should propel with 
the maximum united action the Labour Party 
to fight to bring the Tories down and to take 
power. Even in their own beloved parliament
ary arena, they should now obstruct the 
Tories business, fillibuster their bills and 
make the 'normal business' of the house imp
ossible. Labour MPs should join every picket 
line, use the immunity of the House of Comm
ons to call for defiance of Prior's laws, of 
Heseltine's Cuts. Likewise Labour Councillo-
rs should defy and obstruct the cuts-over
spend, refuse to raise rents or rates, call on the 
unions to take direct action in their support, 
and assist the formation of councils of action. 

KEY DEMANDS 
If such a mass campaign led to the Tories 

calling a general election (as Heath did in 
1974) then it would be the duty of revo~ut
ionaries to call for a vote for Labour WhIlst 
strength~ning the organisations of struggle to 
force on Labour the key demands of the str
uggle, for example : 

* Abolition of the anti-union laws and dissol
ution of the picket-busting SPG squads. 

* Full and immediate restoration of the cuts
not only of Thatcher and Heseltine but of Call
aghan and Healey. 

* Nationalisation without compensation and 
under workers control of all hived off state 
industries, of all firms declaring redundancies 
or closing factories. 

* No wage restraint under capitalism-for a 
sliding scale of wages and pensions and social 
security benefits to protect working people 
against inflation. 

* Withdrawal of British Troops from Ireland 
and from NATO. 

Revolutionaries should not conceal from 
the working class their view that the Labour 
leaders would be at best the concealed foes 
of such a struggle, that they would only even 
attempt to carry out such measures on the 
basis o.f mass pressure. They need moreover 
to build a revolutionary leadership, a party, 
with strong roots in the class that can fight 
betrayals and replace the reformists when they 
betray. Should the direct action struggle ag
ainst the Tories reach the level of a general 
strike (and we fight for just this), should org
ans of mass struggle-action councils and mass 
workers defence squads come into existence, 
while the reformist leaders still retain their 
leadership we should agitate for these Labour 
Party and Trade Union leaders to enter on the 
road of struggle for a workers government
i.e. one that would have as its central task the 
utilisation of governmental power to arm the 
workers, and to crush the resistance of the 
bosses, the bureaucracy, the judges, the pol
ice chiefs and the generals. 

Such a government would be a worke.rs gov
ernment to the extent that, based on workers 
councils it aided the working class itself to 
transfer power entirely to these councils. This 
task itself could not be completed without 
revolutionary communist leadership i.e. with
out a cadre of militants conscious and prop
agandising from the outset of the necessity of 
doing just this. The 'workers government' is 
the tactic that revolutionaries can use where 
the working class itself enters into a decisive 
confrontation with the ruling class, where the 
question of power is objectively po.s~d (i.e .. 
will the workers crush the bourgeolSle or WIll 
the bourgeoisie subject the working class to a 
pitiless dictatorship-Chile, Bolivia etc) but 

where workers still have democratic illusions. 
That is for workers who think it is necessary 
to have a majority or, to defend a majority, 
to gain parliamentary sanction for 'sociali~;t 
acts' or riot to be the first to violate democr
acy. These workers consequently still give 
their support to social democratic leaders who 
make it their lifes work to peddle these illus
ions. To demand that they use and defend a· 
democratic majority by direct class (i.e. rev
olutionary methods) against the counter-rev
olutionary methods of the ruling class is a way 
of winning all those who can be won to com
munism. It will win all those capable of boldly 
defending the interests of the working class 
and of rejecting and exposing those who can 
not and will not. 

To use the 'workers government' for any 
other purpose is to dilute and confuse the co
mmunist programme, to become a left apol
ogist for the reformists.But it is precisely such 
a principled operation of the united front tac
tic that is absent from the statements and 
tactics of those who sum:lOrt Socialist Organ
iser. Rarely if.ever, in its pages, does it critic
ise the reformist programme of Benn and the 
lefts and counterpose itself to him tactically. 
In no way does it distinguish itself as a specif
ically revolutionary tendency, counterposed 
to the reformists, within the Rank and File 
Mobilising Committee for Labour J)emocracy. 

John Q'Mahoney openly acknowledges that 
the Socialist Organiser is not based on a revol
utionary programme: 

tThe political platform contained in our 
Where We Stand is not a scientific programme, 
but a class struggle platform. It is an 
adequate political basis on which to begin to 
organise the Socialist Organiser ~roups." 
(Socialist Organiser No 24) 
and Colin Foster attempted to anticipate, car
icature and feebly parry our criticisms in W A 
No 178 when he predicted disingenuously that 
"some will condemn us for joining in common 
action with the reformists without simultan
eously denouncing them at the top of our 
voices." He claims that "we do not hide our 
differences with our allies in the Mobilising . 
Committee". But at Blackpool the Socialist 
Organiser proved themselves to be no more 
than advisers to Benn and to be set on hiding 
their formal differences with the reformists. 
In their Briefing No 2 they talk of Benn's plan 
to outface a capitalist reaction to a Labour 
Government. "Absolutely right" they declar
ed "Yes we have got to outface them. The' 
pity is these problems weren't discussed dur
ing the debate yesterday, weren't even men
tioned in any of the resolutions. 

It was a pity that Arthur Scargill was not 
able to speak at the meeting because of an 
NUM commitment. We then might have been 
able to discus's how the movement can build 
its strength in the way he is often associated 
with-militant direct action. 

Its that which is the only weapon we have 
got to defeat the sort of problem that Tony 
Benn so accurately described." 

No mention, no warnings, that Benn has 
explicitly rejected the use of industrial muscle 
to destroy the Thatcher government. Only 
passive advice to use the Trade Union strength 
of Scargill to back up the implementation of 
Benn's state capitalist Alternative Economic 
Strategy. 

The Socialist Organiser aims to build its 
credibility by its contrib~ion to the Mobilis
ing Committee's \:ampaign to restore Labour's 
flagging credibility amongst militant workers. 
and win the leadership of the party for Benn. 
It declares itself to be waging war against sec
tarianism and the Socialist Organiser has 
thrown itself into what it loves to call "the 
movement of the working class, that actually 
exists, and as it actually exists, here and now 
in Britain" (SO 24 )-read for this 'movement' 
the internal conflicts within the Labour Party 
and the campaign to democratise the Labour 
Party. 

OPPORTUNIST 
In this conflict Socialist Organiser asks to 

be judged not by its independent revolution
ary programme, not by its tenacious struggle 
to p'ut the lefts to the test, but by its work to 
bUIld Benn's Mobilising Committee. That is 
what Colin Foster meant when he said "We 
throw ourselves honestly and without sect
arianism into building the Mobilising Comm
ittee and ask workers to judge us and other 
political currents by our contribution to the 
common effort." This comrades of Socialist 
Organiser is a perfect opportunist rationale to 
turn yourselves into much needed foot sold
iers for Benn's struggle for the leadership of 
the Labour Party. That is precisely how you 
will appear to militant workers. 

Now doubtless the comrades of Socialist 
Organiser think they are doing something else. 
Following in the footsteps of the Socialist 
Challenge unity flop, and the continued isol
ation of Workers Action, the comrades hope 
to emulate the IMG's cut price politics on a 
different terram. They hope to trigger a re
groupme;llt of Marxists in the Labour Party on 
their 'adequate' but not 'scientific' programme. 
The comrades may think, like so many 
before them, that the key to success lies in 
'temporarily' liquidating themselves and tneir 
programme. They will find however, that. 
their decision marks a qualitiative step in the 
degeneration of their politics in their percep
tible rightward drift into the baggage train of 
the reformists. 
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THIS MONTH will see the first 
round of negotiations in the 
Ford ..,ay claim. I n the tJast, 
Ford workers have tJlayed a jlar
ticularly important role in the 
annual pay round,' their Novem
uer anniversary date puts the'm 
at the head of the whole work
ing class. In 1978 it was their 
nine week strike which broke 
Calladhan's 5% t>ay limit and 
last year their 21% settlement 
was the first major dent in the 
Tories' 10% strategy. 

Now, in 1980, both the City and 
Whitehall are well aware that the 
size of the Ford deal will be seen as a 
major test of their political and econ
omic strategy. The most important 
element of that strategy is the use of 
unemployment to scare workers into 
accepting wage deals well below the 
official level of inflation_ It has al
ready begun to take its toll in the car 
industry. 

I n the first quarter of 1980, car 
production was down 10.2% on 
last year. This has led to widescale 
redundancies, lay-offs and short 
time working. In BL some 10,000 
of the 25,000 redundancies called 
for in the Edwardes' plan have al
ready gone through. 5,000 workers 
have been laid off from Vauxhall's 
Ellesmere Port and Luton plants. 
In Coventry, Talbot workers are on 
a one day week until Christmas. Pay 
settlements have reflected the imp
act of this attack on jobs, Talbot's 
have accepted 15% spread over 18 
months and Vauxhall's recently set
tled for only 8%. The argument used 
by management throughout these 
firms has been that they simply can
not afford to maintain jobs and 
wage levels. 

Ford, however, is in a different 
position, for years the UK operation 
has turned in healthy profits, £386 
million in the last year, for example, 
and maintained their share of the 
market. In preparing their strategy 
for countering this year's wage 
claim, Ford management obviously 
had to take steps to undermine the 
confidence of the workforce both 
in their own ability to fight and in 
the ability of the company to pay. 

Taking their cue from the Tories, 
management have used selective lay
offs and redundancies throughout 
the summer to do just this. A total 
of 2,705 redundancies have been 

announced-900 at Dagenham, 605 
at Halewood and more at Swansea, 
Belfast, En~ield and Croydon. On 
top of that the Basildon tractor pl
ant has been almost permanently 
laid off, short time working has been 
introduced for 400 workers at 
Enfield and 700 at Leamington. 

Ford have now announced that 
the available funds for layoff pay 
are fast running out. They are thre
atening lay offs without pay and 
redundancies in their major plants. 

At Ford Langley over 1200 work
ers have been laid otf for four weeks 
in August. 

Management have also attempted 
to undermine the, 'Ford can afford 
it' argument by insisting that all 
available funds are needed for invest
ment in, for example, the new Esco
rt production lines at Halewood. In 
addition, much publicity has been 
given to the fact that Ford UK 'had' 
to lend Ford America £229 million 
because the parent company had 
lost half a billion dollars in the first 
quarter of the current year. Finally, 
it has recently been 'leaked' via a 
Daily Mirror front page, that Ford 
are so low on ready cash that they 
are asking for state aid to cover lay 
off pay. In case anybody was not 
sure of what this meant the 
Mirror hastened to add that the aid 
would probably not be forthcoming 
and that, therefore, jobs were 
threatened. Taken together all this 
amounts to a very carefully planned 
campaign by managment which is 
aimed at forcing through a very low 
pay settlement-10% is the most 
commonly mentioned figure. 

In May, recognising how manage
ment would use the recession in the 
car industry Workers Power supp
orters at Ford Langley argued the 
need for the unions and shop . 
stewards to begin a campaign to 
counter that of the bosses immed
iately. In a resolution to T&G 
branch 1/1231 laying out the basic 
steps that had to be taken before 
the national stewards conference 
then scheduled for June, they called 
for; section meetings in all shops to 
discuss the size of claim needed to 
maintain workers' living standards 
rather than the bosses' profits; for a 
mass meeting to finally decide on 
the figures for the claim; for a meet
ing to be held for all those depend
ent on Ford wages at which the 
cLaim could be explained and the 

Cuts 
Continued 

from 
Front Page 

••• 
What we can expect from 

leaders such as Knight can be seen 
from their pre-conference utter-
ances. Knight is already talking 

about making cuts, "We can't walk 
away from it. Their jobs are going 
to be cut, They (the local trade 
unions- WP) may decide that 
they prefer to do that with IJ1bour 
in control than with the Tories or 
receivers or anyone else." (Social
ist Organiser, August 30th.) 

He has been quietly agitating 
for this amongst the leadership of 
the council manual workers for 
some time. The conference res
olution reflects this approach. In
dustrial action is viewed in terms of 
preparation for national strike 
action in "January 1981". There is 
no mention of what to do h~re and 
now to the fight the cuts already 
being implemented. We must 
fight now in the unions for a deter
mined campaign of direct action in
volving refusal to cover for vacan
cies, the banning of overtime and 
for strike action against the cuts. 
Mobilising such action means the 
setting up of delegate-based action 
committees both within the public 
sector and the private sector unions 
and drawing in support from local 

ground prepared for support for any 
future industrial action; for a pay 
claim committee to be elected from 
that meeting to help mobilise supp
ort for the claim and, later, to act 
as a 'pricewatch committee' to ad
vise stewards' comm ittee on the 
monthly increases needed to prot
ect any eventual settlement from 
inflation. In the event the union 
branch did not vote on the resol
ution and the claim finally formul
ated by the Langley stewards called 
only for a substantial settlement to
gether with improvements in holid
ays, pensions and for a line work
ers allowance. 

At a national level the tactics of 
the union leaders can be seen from 
the cancellation of the national ste
wards conference. For years Ford 
management have been undermining 
the strength of shop stewards in the 
combine through the restrictions 
laid down in the Blue Book. Now 
the union leaders have set their seal 
of approval on this by leaving the 
stewards out of the discussions on 
the claim altogether. 

No national shop stewards meet
ings have been called for two years
ever since the Fords stewards organ
ised to punch a hole in Callaghan's 
pay policy. In this way the officials 
hope to keep a tight rein on the ste
wards and the rank and file in the 
Fords claim. 

It was the National Joint Negot
iating Committee, dominated by 
full time officials that drew up the 
claim. The result is a masterpiece of 
vagueness and potential loopholes; 
wage increases to be not less than 
the rate of inflation, for a shorter 
weeking week, parity with European 
Ford workers on holidays, improve
ment of pensions and early retire
ment, to seek staff status and for a 
line workers' allowance of one 
hour's pay per shift 

Such a claim is a recipe for dis
aster for Ford workers. The avoid
ance of naming a figure is an indic
ation to management that this is not 
meant to be a fighting claim, that 
there is plenty of room for negotiat
ion, in other words that the union 
negotiators accept management's 
arguments before they even start. 

shop stewards' committees, trades 
councils, union branches and 
tenants' associations. It would in
vblve delegations from the public 
sector unions going into the fact
ories and fighting to win support 
for their struggles from private 
sector workers. 

Only by hitting the bosses 
where it hurts, in their pockets, is 
it possible to force their government 
to retreat. This means uniting the 
public sector with 1Rwate industry 
ih strike action. 

•• 
If the Labour Lefts were serious 

about organising the industrial 
might of the working class in their 
support this is what they would be 
fighting for now. They would com
bine it with a series of massive pro
test strikes and demonstrations like 
that on November 7th. Only such 
a preparation' could guarantee a 
huge industrial and private sector 
response to back up any council de
fying the government and allow the 
possibility of fighting to turn such 
action into a general strike against 
the Tory measures. 

In Parliament we demand that 
Labour MP's back up this campaign 
by doing everything in their power 
to disrupt and delay the Tory 
proposals. 

The draft resolution to the 
November conference contains no 

The failure to convene the stewards 
and to organise a campaign of mass 
meetings behind the claim signals 
to management that the union lead
ers don't want a fight. 

However, much more is at stake 
than just the question of pay, imp
ortant as that is. If management can 
get away with a low settlement this 
year, or if they can tie a slightly high
er figure to more job losses, then 
they will realise the way is open to 
push through the kind of changes in 
manning levels that they are really 
after. What this means can be seen 
from Fords part owned subsiduary 
Mazda, in Japan. If management in 
the UK could introduce the machin
ery and work practices operating 
there they could cut three-fifths of 
the workforce and still produce as 
many cars as now. That is the scale 
of the fight that Ford is mounting 
against its workers. Important elem
ents in their strategy have already 
been achieved. For example, the 
apparently generous 21% pay rise 
last year was conditional on both 
increased job flexibility and freeq
om for mana!1ement to introduce 
'new' technology as it wishes. 

For Ford workers the pay camp
aign has itself to be aimed at prep
aring for the fight over jobs and 
conditions. That is why Workers 
Power argues that there have to be 
two main elements to the pay claim 
which can be summed up as the slid 
ing scale of wages and hours. What 
does this mean? .First and foremost 
it means that wages should keep 
pace with inflation and that the 
hours of work should be calculated 
on the basis of maintaining current 
manning levels, if there is less work 
provided for us then we will all work 
for a shorter t ime under ·the contr-
ol of the shop stewards with no loss 
of pay. 

Secondly, it means re-asserting 
the role of shop stewards as the 
direct representatives of the worke
es, and, therefore, having the right 
to veto management's plans over 
speed of work and manning levels. 

Revolutionaries and militants 
within Fords must campaign for the 
convening of the national stewards 
conference before November, if nec
essary by convening it through a 
\:llant stewards' comm ittee. They 
must draw up a claim centred on 
the sliding scales of wages and hours 
and popularise it throughout the 

answl.lr to the question of where the 
money can come from to finance the 
maintainance and expansion of the 
public services. You only have to 
look at the crippling burden of in
terest repayments suffered by all 
loltal authorities to see why rents and 
rates have to rise astronomically. 

Cam den council, for instance, 
pays £46 million a· yearln interest 
payments alone -.a massive 50% 
of the council budget. This situation 
is repeated in councils up and down 
the country. While kids' school din
ners are cut and old people dragged 
out of local hospitals that are to be 
axed in the interests of 'economy', 
the banks and the finance houses 
will make £ 1 ,000's of millions profits 
this year. It is vital that the councils 
refuse to make these repaymen ts 
and campaign around the demand 
to nationalise these institutions un
der workers' control. 

The November 1st conference 
could be a vital starting point in the 
struggle against the Tory attacks on 
the working class and, as such, all 
labour movement bodies should 
support it. However, if it is not to· 
turn out simply as yet another anti
cuts talk-shop and a cover for left 
talkers like Ted Knight who will claim, 
'we tried didn't we?' the delegates ' 
must adopt a strategy which can de
feat Heseltine's cuts with or without 
the support of the labour councillors, 
and, most likely, against their active 
sabotage of such a struggle. 

plants by shop meetings, mass meet
ings and bulletins. Only the direct 
mobilisation of the entire Ford work
force behind a demand that meets 
their needs can regenerate the stren
gth and organisations necessary to 
throw back the bosses attacks both . 
now and in the future. A victory 
for Fords workers beh ind such a 
claim would prove a rallying cry for 
all workers as they prepare to do 
battle with the employers and the 
Tories in the next round of wage 
bargaining. 
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